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Abstract

We review models for unsteady porous media flow in the volume-
averaging framework and we discuss the theoretical relations between the
models and the definition of the model coefficients (and the uncertainty
therein). The different models are compared against direct numerical
simulations of oscillatory flow through a hexagonal sphere pack. The
model constants are determined based on their definition in terms of
the Stokes flow, the potential flow and steady nonlinear flow. Thus, the
discrepancies between the model predictions and the simulation data
can be attributed to shortcomings of the models’ parametrisation.

We found that an extension of the dynamic permeability model of Pride
et al. [Physical Review B 47(9), 1993] with a Forchheimer-type nonlin-
earity performs very well for linear flow and for nonlinear flow at low
and medium frequencies, but the Forchheimer term with a coefficient
obtained from the steady-state overpredicts the nonlinear drag at high
frequencies. The model reduces to the unsteady Forchheimer equation
with an acceleration coefficient based on the static viscous tortuosity for
low frequencies.

The unsteady Forchheimer equation with an acceleration coefficient
based on the high frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity has
large errors for linear flow at medium and high frequencies, but
low errors for nonlinear flow at all frequencies. This is explained by
an error cancellation between the inertial and the nonlinear drag.

Keywords: oscillatory porous media flow, unsteady Forchheimer equation,
dynamic permeability model, model comparison, direct numerical simulation
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Article highlights

• We review models for unsteady porous media flow in the volume-averaging
framework and discuss their relationships.

• The model predictions are compared to direct numerical simulations of
oscillatory flow through a hexagonal sphere pack.

• Accurate models exist for the linear drag, but the Forchheimer term
overpredicts the nonlinear drag at high frequencies.

1 Introduction

Unsteady flow through porous media occurs in a variety of environmental, engi-
neering and industrial applications. For instance, wave-induced flow through
coral reefs (Lowe et al, 2008), breakwaters (van Gent, 1994; Losada et al,
1995; Hall et al, 1995; Muttray, 2000) and marine sediment (Gu and Wang,
1991) has been described using the theory of porous media. Oscillatory flow
is also present in combustion engines where porous media burners could lead
to emission reductions (Aboujafari et al, 2022). Moreover, porous media have
been used as regenerator-type heat exchangers in Stirling engines (Simon and
Seume, 1988; Trevizoli et al, 2016). In chemical reactors, pulsating flow could
be used to enhance mixing and mass transfer (Ni et al, 2003) or to separate
substances (Graham and Higdon, 2002). The increasing use of wind energy
may also lead to an interest in processes with an intermittent energy sup-
ply. Furthermore, the understanding of transient flow behaviour is important
for the safety design of nuclear pebble bed reactors (Andreades et al, 2014).
Finally, Kahler and Kabala (2019) suggested to use pulsating flow to accelerate
groundwater remediation.

The pore scale flow through a porous medium is governed by the laws of
continuum mechanics, i.e. the Navier-Stokes equations, or statistical mechan-
ics, i.e. the Boltzmann equation. However, a direct solution of the pore
scale flow is often computationally demanding and knowledge of the pore
geometry is often not available. Therefore, coarse-grained descriptions have
been developed, made possible by the scale separation between the pore size
and the extent of the porous medium. These coarse-grained descriptions are
based, for example, on the volume-averaging framework (Whitaker, 1967)
or homogenisation theory (Ene and Sanchez-Palencia, 1975). A comparison
between these approaches can be found in (Davit et al, 2013). Descriptions
based on the volume-averaging approach have been used for example by Gu
andWang (1991), who studied gravity waves over a porous seabed, by van Gent
(1994), who investigated wave transmission through dikes and breakwaters, by
Breugem et al (2006), who studied turbulent channel flow over porous media,
and by Iliuta and Larachi (2016, 2017), who simulated oscillating packed-bed
reactors for offshore applications. We now give a brief outline of the volume-
averaging method. The macroscopic quantities are obtained by performing a
(weighted) local average of the quantities defined at the pore scale over a
representative volume element. For example, the superficial velocity and the
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macroscopic pressure are defined as

⟨u⟩s =
1

V

∫
Vf

udV (1a)

⟨p⟩i =
1

Vf

∫
Vf

p dV , (1b)

where ⟨.⟩s and ⟨.⟩i denote the superficial and intrinsic volume average, respec-
tively, and V and Vf are the volumes of the representative volume element
and of the fluid contained therein. These quantities are governed by the
volume-averaged Navier-Stokes (VANS) equations (Whitaker, 1996)

∇ · ⟨u⟩s = 0 (2a)

ρ
∂⟨u⟩s
∂t

= − 1

V

∫
Afs

p̃ndA︸ ︷︷ ︸
pressure drag

− 1

V

∫
Afs

τw dA︸ ︷︷ ︸
friction drag

−ϵ∇⟨p⟩i (2b)

where p̃ = p−⟨p⟩i, ϵ = Vf/V is the porosity and Afs is the fluid-solid interface.
Other works, e.g. (Hsu and Cheng, 1990), have also included convective and
diffusive terms in the superficial velocity, but these can be generally neglected
if the scale separation between the pore scale and the averaging scale is large
enough (Whitaker, 1986, 1996). In the VANS equations the pressure drag and
the friction drag are unclosed with respect to the superficial velocity and the
macroscopic pressure gradient. In the approach of Whitaker (1986, 1996), the
pore scale velocity and pressure are expressed in terms of the superficial veloc-
ity by linear mappings. These mappings take the form of tensor and vector
fields that satisfy a boundary value problem in the pore space of a representa-
tive volume element (“closure problem”). When the mappings are substituted
into the pressure drag and friction drag terms, the drag terms take the form of
a product of the inverse of a permeability-like tensor with the superficial veloc-
ity. In steady linear flow, the closure problem depends only on the geometry of
the pore space (Whitaker, 1986), and consequently the permeability tensor of
the porous medium is independent of the flow history and the fluid properties.
In nonlinear flow, however, the closure problem depends on the velocity field
on the pore scale (Whitaker, 1996) and the permeability-like tensor depends
on the flow history and the fluid properties. Thus, a direct numerical simu-
lation of the pore scale flow in a representative volume element is required
to solve the closure problem. For three-dimensional porous media, these sim-
ulations require a large computational effort. Solving the pore scale problem
can be avoided by parametrising the nonlinear drag directly in terms of the
superficial velocity and the macroscopic pressure gradient. This is based on
experiments or numerical simulations of representative volume elements that
are performed before solving the macroscale problem. In the following, we refer
to these parametrisations as models.
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The aim of the present work is to compare different models for unsteady
porous media flow for the special case of oscillatory flow. We address the
following research questions: What is the domain of validity for the different
models? How should the model coefficients be chosen? How can the models be
improved?

In this contribution, we first describe some of the prominent models that
are available in the literature and discuss their interrelations. We then compare
the predictions of the different models with a high fidelity direct numerical
simulation dataset of oscillatory flow through a hexagonal sphere pack. We
make the assumption of constant model coefficients that are defined in terms
of the linear and the steady state behaviour and represent properties of the
porous medium geometry. For the present flow configuration this information
is available with a high fidelity based on the works of Zhu and Manhart (2016);
Sakai and Manhart (2020); Unglehrt and Manhart (2022a). This allows us to
test the actual predictive capabilities of the models with a negligible ambiguity
in the values of the model coefficients. The errors of the predictions therefore
represent a shortcoming of the model and suggest the need for a different
parametrisation.

2 Review of models for porous media flow

In this section, we give an overview of some of the common models for porous
media flow. As discussed in the introduction, we use the term model to refer
to a parametrisation of the drag in the volume-averaged momentum equation.

2.1 Models for linear flow

2.1.1 Darcy equation

In steady conditions, linear flow can be described using the Darcy equation
(Darcy, 1856)

−∇⟨p⟩i =
µ

K
⟨u⟩s (3)

The Darcy equation relates the pressure gradient and the superficial velocity
linearly using the dynamic viscosity µ and the permeability K. The perme-
ability has units of length squared and is a pure function of the pore geometry.
For a given pore geometry, it can be computed directly from the solution to
the Stokes equations for a given pore geometry or from empirical correlations,
e.g. the Kozeny-Carman equation.

2.1.2 Unsteady Darcy equation

The unsteady Darcy equation arises from the volume-averaged Navier-Stokes
equations (2b) if the quasi-steady closure with Darcy’s law is employed for the
drag forces

ρ
d⟨u⟩s
dt

= −ϵ∇⟨p⟩i −
ϵ µ

K
⟨u⟩s . (4)
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The solutions to this equation relax to Darcy’s law (3) with a time constant
τvans = K/(ϵ ν). This model was applied by Kuznetsov and Nield (2006) to
pulsating and by Wang (2008) to transient porous media flow, respectively; in
these works the unsteady Darcy equation was extended by the Brinkman term
in order to account for wall boundary conditions.

As discussed for example by Nield (1991), an a priori unknown acceleration
coefficient needs to be introduced in front of the time derivative. Based on a
virtual mass analogy, Sollitt and Cross (1972) and Gu and Wang (1991) used a
factor 1+CM

1−ϵ
ϵ in front of the acceleration term which results in a time con-

stant τvm =
[
1 + CM

1−ϵ
ϵ

]
K/(ϵ ν). Finally, Hill et al (2001, eq. (20) and (21))

and Zhu et al (2014) derived another time constant τen = α0 τvans from the
volume-averaged kinetic energy equation assuming self-similar velocity pro-
files and a quasi-steady dissipation rate where α0 =

〈
u2
Stokes

〉
i
/ ⟨uStokes⟩2i is

the static viscous tortuosity that is defined in terms of the velocity field of
the Stokes flow (Lafarge, 1993, p.156f). In the literature, the static viscous
tortuosity α0 has been referred to as “inertial factor” (Norris, 1986), “accelera-
tion coefficient” (Nield, 1991), “low-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity”
(Champoux and Allard, 1991), “low frequency viscous [...] [equivalent] of the
tortuosity [α∞]” (Cortis et al, 2002), “viscous tortuosity” (Kergomard et al,
2013), “time scale ratio” (Zhu and Manhart, 2016), “static viscous tortuosity”
(Roncen et al, 2018).

It was shown by Zhu et al (2014); Zhu and Manhart (2016) that the
unsteady Darcy equation with the time constant τen, i.e.

ρα0
d⟨u⟩s
dt

= −ϵ∇⟨p⟩i −
ϵ µ

K
⟨u⟩s , (5)

is the appropriate choice for transient flow and low frequency oscillatory flow
whereas for high frequency oscillatory flow a different time constant needs to
be employed. This will be further discussed in section 2.3.

2.1.3 Dynamic permeability models

Linear oscillatory flow through porous media has been studied extensively
in acoustics. Johnson et al (1987) proposed an important family of models,
the dynamic permeability. These are based on a generalisation of the Darcy
equation (3) in the frequency domain 1

F {⟨u⟩s}(ω) = −K̂(−ω)
µ

F {∇⟨p⟩i}(ω) (8)

1We define the Fourier transform of a function g(t) and the inverse Fourier transform of a
function ĝ(ω) as

F {g(t)}(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
g(t)e

−iωt
dt (6)

F−1 {ĝ(ω)}(t) =
1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
ĝ(ω)e

iωt
dω (7)
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where the function K̂(Ω) is referred to as dynamic permeability and corre-
sponds to the frequency response function in linear systems theory.

Johnson et al (1987) derived high-frequency asymptotics from boundary
layer theory (cf. Cortis et al (2003)) and proposed a model for the entire
frequency range by blending the high-frequency asymptotics with Darcy’s law
at low frequencies. The model by Johnson et al (1987) is given in the notation
of Pride et al (1993) for a complex frequency Ω as

K̂(Ω) =
K√

1− iP Ω
Ω0

− i Ω
Ω0

, (9)

with the frequency Ω0 = ϵ ν/(α∞K) and the dimensionless parameter
P = 4α∞K/(ϵΛ2). The transition frequency Ω0 “separates viscous-force-
dominated flow from inertial-force flow” (Pride et al, 1993). The original
parameters introduced by Johnson et al (1987) are the high-frequency limit of
the dynamic tortuosity α∞ (identical to the ratio

〈
u2
〉
i
/ ⟨u⟩2i in potential flow)

and a length-scale Λ. Both parameters can be computed in terms of the poten-
tial flow solution. Smeulders et al (1992) presented a derivation of the model of
Johnson et al (1987) from first principles using homogenisation theory. Chap-
man and Higdon (1992) compared the model predictions to numerical solutions
of the unsteady Stokes equations obtained with a least-squares collocation
approach and found good agreement. Similarly, in (Unglehrt and Manhart,
2022a) we observed excellent agreement of the model with our simulations.
For large frequencies, the model (9) reduces to

K̂(Ω) =
K√

−iP Ω
Ω0

− i Ω
Ω0

(10)

Using the inverse Fourier transform of equations (8) and (10), we can write
the momentum equation in the time domain (Turo and Umnova, 2013)

ρ
d⟨u⟩s
dt

= −2ρ
√
ν

Λ

∫ t

−∞

d⟨u⟩s
dτ

1√
π(t− τ)

dτ − ϵ

α∞
∇⟨p⟩i , (11)

where the integral term corresponds to the Caputo fractional derivative of
order 1

2 . This term originates from boundary layer theory and is analogous
to the Basset history term in the solution for flow around a sphere (Turo
and Umnova, 2013). Consequently, the flow state in the dynamic permeability
model (9) requires the specification of the entire history of ⟨u⟩s(t). This is in
contrast to the unsteady Darcy equation where the flow state is completely
specified by the instantaneous value of ⟨u⟩s.
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In order to improve the low-frequency behaviour, Pride et al (1993) devised
an extended model

K̂(Ω) =
K(

1− P
2β +

√
P 2

4β2 − iP Ω
Ω0

)
− i Ω

Ω0

. (12)

The model of Johnson et al (1987) is obtained in the special case P = 2β where
the additional non-dimensional parameter β = α0

α∞
− 1 is defined in terms of

the static viscous tortuosity α0 and the high-frequency limit of the dynamic
tortuosity α∞. It is therefore a measure for the difference in time scales of
Stokes flow and potential flow.

Another extension of the model of Johnson et al (1987) was developed by
Champoux and Allard (1991) to represent thermal dissipation effects occuring
for an ideal gas. As we restrict our analyses to incompressible flow, we will not
discuss this any further. A comprehensive discussion of the dynamic perme-
ability models (also known as equivalent fluid model) can be found in Lafarge
(2009).

The dynamic permeability models can also be written in the time domain
by performing an inverse Fourier transform. For example, a time domain for-
mulation of the model of Johnson et al (1987) (equation 9) was given by
Umnova and Turo (2009). In the same way, we obtained the time domain
formulation of the more general model of Pride et al (1993) (equation 12):

ρ
d⟨u⟩s
dt

=− ϵ

α∞
∇⟨p⟩i −

(
ϵ

α∞

µ

K
− 2µ

Λ2 β

)
⟨u⟩s

− 2ρ
√
ν

Λ

∫ t

−∞

(
ν ⟨u⟩s
Λ2 β2

+
d⟨u⟩s
dτ

)
e
− ν(t−τ)

Λ2 β2√
π(t− τ)

dτ .

(13)

Note that we have inserted the definitions of the parameters P and Ω0 in
order to ease the comparison with the other time domain models. The kernel
in the convolution integral represents an exponential damping of the fractional
derivative kernel and reduces the weight on the history further in the past.

2.2 Models for nonlinear flow

2.2.1 Darcy equation with cubic correction

For steady flow at small Re, Mei and Auriault (1991) showed using a homoge-
nization theory approach that Darcy’s law needs to be corrected with a cubic
term

−∇⟨p⟩i =
µ

K
⟨u⟩s +

µ b

K
⟨u⟩2s ⟨u⟩s (14)

where b is a non-negative coefficient with the units T 2/L2. Koch and Ladd
(1997) simulated flow through periodic and random arrays of cylinders and
confirmed that the first correction to Darcy’s law is cubic with respect to the
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bulk velocity. Firdaouss et al (1997) showed that the cubic correction also
holds for anisotropic media provided that the modulus of the bulk velocity does
not change under a reversal of the driving force. Hill et al (2001) investigated
flow through random and ordered arrays of spheres using DNS and concluded
that “[a]t all solid volume fractions, the first inertial contribution to the non-
dimensional drag force was found to be proportional to the square of the
Reynolds number, as predicted by the theory of Mei & Auriault.”.

2.2.2 Forchheimer equation

For nonlinear flow at higher Reynolds numbers, Forchheimer (1901) proposed
the empirical equation

−∇⟨p⟩i = a ⟨u⟩s + b |⟨u⟩s| ⟨u⟩s (15)

where the coefficients a and b have units of M/(L3 T ) and M/L4, respectively.
For packed beds of spheres, comprehensive empirical correlations for these
coefficients were first given by Ergun (1952). Updated forms of the correlations
have been given e.g. by Macdonald et al (1979). When the flow in the pore space
becomes turbulent, a different set of coefficients should be chosen (Burcharth
and Andersen, 1995); this results in a piecewise description of the drag.

2.2.3 Unsteady Forchheimer equation

For the description of unsteady porous media flow, Polubarinova-Kochina
(1962) proposed to extend the Forchheimer equation (15) with an acceleration
term

−∇⟨p⟩i = a ⟨u⟩s + b |⟨u⟩s| ⟨u⟩s + c
d⟨u⟩s
dt

. (16)

Sollitt and Cross (1972) derived a parametrisation of this equation where a
and b were chosen according to the steady state equation by Ward (1964) and
the form of the acceleration coefficient c was determined based on a virtual
mass argument. Their equation reads

ρS
d⟨u⟩s
dt

= −ϵ∇⟨p⟩i −
ϵ µ

K
⟨u⟩s − ρ

ϵCf√
K

|⟨u⟩s| ⟨u⟩s (17a)

where the “inertial coefficient” is defined as

S = 1 +
1− ϵ

ϵ
CM . (17b)

However, Sollitt and Cross (1972) considered the coefficient CM, which repre-
sents the virtual mass of the solid grains, as unknown and set it to zero. In
contrast, the experimental investigation of Gu and Wang (1991) resulted in
CM = 0.46 for gravel beds with a porosity between 0.35 and 0.38. Also, other
parametrisations of the acceleration coefficient have been given in later works
(Burcharth and Andersen, 1995).
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Another choice for the coefficient c was proposed by Zhu (2016) who sug-
gested to use the time constant τen = α0K/(ϵν) in direct analogy to the
unsteady Darcy equation (5).

Burcharth and Andersen (1995) state that “the coefficients [b and c] are
not constants and should in principle be treated as instantaneous values, even
for oscillatory flow conditions”. For example, Hall et al (1995) calculated the
instantaneous values of the coefficients a, b and c from oscillatory flow data.
However, no explicit parametrisation of the constants was determined. On the
other hand, van Gent (1993) considered the coefficients as constants for each
flow case and found frequency-dependent correlations for the coefficients b and
c. However, this kind of parametrisation is specific to the flow case and is not
generally applicable (Burcharth and Andersen, 1995).

Furthermore, it is unclear how the change of the drag behaviour due to
the transition to turbulence (see Burcharth and Andersen (1995)) could be
incorporated into the unsteady Forchheimer equation. In oscillatory flow the
critical Reynolds number of transition depends on the frequency (see section
3.2 or the estimations of Gu and Wang (1991)), ruling out the straightforward
way of changing the coefficients a, b, and c depending on the instantaneous
Reynolds number.

2.2.4 Extended dynamic permeability model

Turo and Umnova (2013) proposed a model for unsteady nonlinear porous
media flow. The model combines the time domain formulation of a dynamic
permability model with a Forchheimer-type quadratic term:

ρ
d⟨u⟩s
dt

=− ϵ

α∞
∇⟨p⟩i −

ϵ

α∞

µ

K
(1 + ξ|⟨u⟩s |) ⟨u⟩s

− 2ρ
√
ν

Λ

∫ t

−∞

d⟨u⟩s
dτ

1√
π(t− τ)

dτ .

(18)

The parameter ξ [T/L] describes the nonlinearity and is related to the Forch-
heimer coefficient b as ξ = bK

µ . This model can be interpreted as an additive

combination of the drag due to the boundary layers (corresponding to the
high-frequency asymptotics (10) of Johnson et al (1987)) and of the drag in
the steady state described by the Forchheimer equation (15).

2.3 Discussion

2.3.1 Relations among the linear models

The linear models presented in section 2.1 can be understood as various special
cases of the dynamic permeability model of Pride et al (1993) given in equation
(12). First, by setting P = 2β, the model of Johnson et al (1987) given in
equation (9) is recovered. Thus, the model of Johnson et al (1987) has the
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Fig. 1: Comparison of different linear models with the direct numerical simu-
lations of Zhu and Manhart (2016). Amplitude (left) and phase (right) of the
dynamic permeability K̂ normalised with the permeability. The dynamic per-
meability functions of the models are given by the equations (9), (12), (22)
and (20), respectively.

inherent assumption

α0 = α∞

(
1 +

P

2

)
= α∞

(
1 +

2α∞K

ϵΛ2

)
(19)

for the static viscous tortuosity. Second, the unsteady Darcy equation (5) can
be recast as a dynamic permeability model by taking the Fourier transform:

F {⟨u⟩s}(ω) = − 1

µ

K

1 + α0

α∞
i ωΩ0

F {∇⟨p⟩i}(ω) . (20)

On the other hand, a Taylor expansion of the denominator of the model of
Pride et al (1993) (equation 12) at ω = 0 results in

K̂(−ω) = K

1 + α0

α∞
i ωΩ0

+O
(
ω2

Ω2
0

) . (21)

By comparison, we see that the Darcy equation and the unsteady Darcy
equation represents the zeroth and first order asymptotes to the low frequency
behaviour of the frequency response function of the Pride et al (1993) model.
This explains the observations of Zhu and Manhart (2016) that the unsteady
Darcy equation with α0 shows excellent agreement with the direct numerical
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simulations at low frequencies whereas a different time constant – the high-
frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity α∞ – has to be employed at high
frequencies. Notably, the high-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity α∞
is a consistent choice of coefficient for the unsteady Darcy equation in that it
leads to the correct limits for Ω → 0 and Ω → ∞.

In figure 1 the dynamic permeabilities implied by the different models are
compared to the numerical simulations of Zhu and Manhart (2016) of oscilla-
tory flow through a hexagonal sphere pack. It can be seen that the dynamic
permeability models of Johnson et al (1987) and Pride et al (1993) show an
excellent agreement with the simulation data. Note that for the hexagonal
sphere pack, the assumption (19) is fulfilled with an error of only 1%, rendering
the models of Johnson et al (1987) and Pride et al (1993) virtually identical for
this geometry. On the other hand, the unsteady Darcy equation departs from
the simulation data at medium or high frequencies, depending on the choice
of the acceleration coefficient. The model of Turo and Umnova (2013) will be
discussed in the next section.

In conclusion, we find that the unsteady Darcy equation and the dynamic
permeability model of Johnson et al (1987) can be seen as simplifications of the
dynamic permeability model of Pride et al (1993), which is able to accurately
describe the simulation data for the hexagonal sphere pack.

2.3.2 Improvement of the model of Turo & Umnova (2013)

In the linear limit, the model (18) corresponds to a dynamic permeability of
the following form

K̂(Ω) =
K

1 +
√

−iP Ω
Ω0

− i Ω
Ω0

. (22)

It can be seen that for Ω → 0 and for Ω → ∞ the correct limits (3) and (10)
are approached. However, when the dynamic permeability is compared to the
models of Johnson et al (1987); Pride et al (1993); Zhu et al (2014) it becomes
apparent that the model of Turo and Umnova (2013) severely underestimates
the permeability at low and intermediate frequencies. This can be seen clearly
in figure 1a.

The analysis of this model deficiency suggests a simple remedy: We replace
the underlying dynamic permeability model of equation (18) with the model
of Pride et al (1993) which has the correct behaviour at low frequencies. We
obtain the following equation:

ρ
d⟨u⟩s
dt

=− ϵ

α∞
∇⟨p⟩i −

[
ϵ

α∞

µ

K
(1 + ξ|⟨u⟩s |)−

2µ

Λ2 β

]
⟨u⟩s

− 2ρ
√
ν

Λ

∫ t

−∞

(
ν ⟨u⟩s
Λ2 β2

+
d⟨u⟩s
dτ

)
e
− ν(t−τ)

Λ2 β2√
π(t− τ)

dτ .

(23)
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This model allows us to explore the potential of the basic idea of Turo
and Umnova (2013) of combining a dynamic permeability model with the
Forchheimer nonlinearity.

2.3.3 Lower bounds for the coefficients of the unsteady
Forchheimer equation

In this section, we discuss lower bounds for the coefficients of the unsteady
Forchheimer equation that arise from Kelvin’s minimum energy theorem,
Helmholtz’ minimum dissipation theorem and the volume-averaged kinetic
energy equation if the coefficients are considered as constants.

First, we multiply the unsteady Forchheimer equation (16) with the super-
ficial velocity such that after some rearrangements the following equation is
obtained:

d

dt

( c
2
⟨u⟩2s

)
= −⟨u⟩s ·∇⟨p⟩i − a ⟨u⟩2s − b |⟨u⟩s| ⟨u⟩

2
s (24)

where the first term on the right hand side is the power added to or removed
from the flow by the macroscopic pressure gradient. Comparing this equation
to the volume-averaged kinetic energy equation (Zhu et al, 2014)

d

dt

(
1

2
ρ
〈
u2
〉
s

)
= −⟨u⟩s ·∇⟨p⟩i − 2µ ⟨S : S⟩s , (25)

wherein S is the strain rate tensor, we find that the term on the left hand side
of (24) is the time derivative of a positive quantity and can take both signs.
Thus it cannot be part of the dissipation. On the other hand, the second and
third term on the right hand side of (24) have a definite sign. Hence they
cannot be part of the time derivative of the kinetic energy which can take both
signs. Consequently, we identify

1

2
ρ
〈
u2
〉
s
=
c

2
⟨u⟩2s (26a)

2µ ⟨S : S⟩s = (a+ b |⟨u⟩s|) ⟨u⟩
2
s (26b)

as underlying assumptions of the unsteady Forchheimer equation. Note that
the dissipation term is consistent with Nield (2000) who discussed stationary
flow.

From Kelvin’s minimum energy theorem (Batchelor, 2000, p.384), it is
possible to show that the kinetic energy for a given superficial velocity is
smallest in the potential flow. This results in the inequality (Lafarge, 1993,
p.123)

1

2
ρ
〈
u2
〉
s
≥ 1

2

ρα∞

ϵ
⟨u⟩2s (27)

which is valid for an isotropic porous medium. Moreover, according to
Helmholtz’ minimum dissipation theorem (Batchelor, 2000, pp.227–228), the
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dissipation rate for a given superficial velocity is smallest in the Stokes flow.
Using the expression of Zhu et al (2014); Paéz-Garćıa et al (2017) for the
dissipation rate in the Stokes flow, we arrive at the inequality

2µ ⟨S : S⟩s ≥
µ

K
⟨u⟩2s (28)

which again is valid for an isotropic porous medium. We therefore obtain the
lower bounds

a ≥ µ

K
(29a)

b ≥ 0 (29b)

c ≥ ρα∞

ϵ
(29c)

for the coefficients of the unsteady Forchheimer equation.
These inequalities could be interpreted as realisability conditions similar to

those of Schumann (1977) in the context of Reynolds stress turbulence models,
for if these conditions are violated, no pore scale velocity field can be found
such that equation (24) describes the evolution of the kinetic energy.

3 Methodology

In this section, we describe the simulation dataset that will be used as a ref-
erence for comparing the different models. Moreover, we discuss aspects of
the numerical implementation of the models. Finally, we introduce the metrics
that will be used for quantifying the model errors.

3.1 Description of the flow solver

The reference simulations were conducted using our in-house code MGLET
(Manhart et al, 2001) which solves the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations
on a Cartesian block-structured grid with a staggered arrangement of vari-
ables. For the spatial discretisation, a symmetry-preserving second-order finite
volume scheme (Verstappen and Veldman, 2003) is employed. The no-slip
boundary condition on the spheres is imposed by means of a mass-conserving
ghost-cell immersed boundary method (Peller et al, 2006; Peller, 2010).
For the temporal discretisation, a third-order explicit Runge-Kutta method
(Williamson, 1980) is used and a projection step (Chorin, 1968) is performed
at every stage.

3.2 Description of the simulation database

The simulation database that will be used as a reference for the model com-
parison consists of direct numerical simulations of oscillatory flow through a
hexagonal sphere pack (Unglehrt and Manhart, 2022a, 2023a,b). The sphere
pack is a triply periodic close-packed arrangement of equal spheres of diameter
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d. Hence, each sphere is in contact with 12 other spheres and the porosity is
given as ϵ = 1− π

3
√
2
≈ 0.26. The flow was driven by a sinusoidally time-varying

pressure gradient
∇⟨p⟩i (t) = gx sin(Ωt) (30)

and therefore depends on two dimensionless parameters: The Hagen num-
ber Hg = |gx| d3/(ρν2) determines the amplitude and the Womersley number
Wo =

√
Ω d2/ν determines the frequency of the macroscopic pressure gradient.

The Reynolds number was defined as

Re = lim sup
t→∞

|⟨u⟩s| d
ν

(31)

and was obtained as a result of the simulations. The simulations were per-
formed at the three Womersley numbers Wo = 10, 31.62, and 100 that
correspond to the low, medium and high frequency regime in linear flow,
respectively.2 The Hagen numbers were set such that the simulations cover lin-
ear flow, laminar nonlinear flow, and transitional and turbulence-like flow at
each Womersley number. The flow was started from rest and simulated until
a recurrent behaviour could be observed in the superficial velocity. The differ-
ence in the superficial velocity in the last simulated cycle and the preceding
cycle was less than approximately 0.1% of the maximum superficial velocity in
the last simulated cycle for the laminar cases and about 2% for the transitional
and turbulence-like cases. The simulation parameters can be found in table 1.

Figure 2 shows the dimensionless parameters of our simulation database
in the Re–Wo2 parameter space. We additionally give the frequency ratio
Ω/Ω0 where Ω0 = 930.25 ν/d2 is the transition frequency defined in section
2.1.3 that can be used to distinguish between the low and the high fre-
quency regime in linear flow. The parameter region in which linear flow can
be observed was determined in (Unglehrt and Manhart, 2022a). The breaking
of the geometry-imposed symmetries in the flow was used to distinguish the
laminar nonlinear from the transitional and turbulence-like regime (Unglehrt
and Manhart, 2022b).

The time series of the superficial velocity for some of the simulation cases
is shown in figure 3. The amplitudes of the superficial velocity decrease with
increasing Reynolds or Womersley number. The decrease of the amplitude
with Womersley number is caused by the inertia of the system, whereas the
decrease with Reynolds number can be explained by the increase of the drag.
As the Reynolds number increases, the behaviour of the superficial velocity
becomes non-sinusoidal. This could be explained by the effect of nonlinearity
and turbulence. At high Womersley and Reynolds numbers, we can distinguish
phases of strong and weak acceleration that lead to distinctive bends in the
superficial velocity. In (Unglehrt and Manhart, 2023a) we could link this to an
increase in the convective pressure drag due to flow separation at the contact

2The medium frequency regime in linear flow through a hexagonal sphere pack occurs around

a Womersley number Wo0 =
√
ϵ d2/(α∞K) = 30.5, where Ω0 = ϵ ν/(α∞K) is the transition

frequency (Pride et al, 1993). The geometric constants are given in table 2.
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Table 1: Parameters of the simulations of oscillatory flow through a hexagonal
sphere pack.

Case Hg Wo Re number of simulated cycles flow regime

LF1 1 1.00 · 103 10 0.171 1.5 linear
LF2 1 1.00 · 104 10 1.7 2.25 linear
LF3 1 1.00 · 105 10 14.8 1.4 laminar nonlinear
LF4 1 1.00 · 106 10 76.7 1.25 laminar nonlinear
LF5 2 3.16 · 106 10 158 2.27 transitional
LF6 2 1.00 · 107 10 307 1.56 turbulence-like

MF1 1 1.00 · 104 31.6 0.857 3 linear
MF2 1 1.00 · 105 31.6 8.57 3 linear
MF3 1 3.16 · 105 31.6 26.9 3 laminar nonlinear
MF4 1 1.00 · 106 31.6 73.1 3 laminar nonlinear
MF5 2 3.16 · 106 31.6 157 6.4 transitional
MF6 2 1.00 · 107 31.6 298 2.26 turbulence-like

HF1 1 1.00 · 105 100 1.3 20.4 linear
HF2 1 1.00 · 106 100 13 19.9 linear
HF3 1 1.00 · 107 100 132 6.32 laminar nonlinear
HF4 1 1.78 · 107 100 252 8 laminar nonlinear
HF5 2 3.16 · 107 100 465 6 transitional
HF6 3 1.00 · 108 100 1090 3.91 turbulence-like
HF7 3 1.00 · 109 100 3620 10 turbulence-like

1from Unglehrt and Manhart (2022a)
2from Unglehrt and Manhart (2023a)
3from Unglehrt and Manhart (2023b)

points. As the Womersley number increases, we observe a phase lag of the
superficial velocity with respect to the forcing. This can be seen from the zero-
crossings of the superficial velocity which do not coincide with the zeros of the
forcing (φ = kπ for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . ). This is due to the increasing importance of
the inertia compared to the drag. On the other hand, the phase lag decreases
as the Reynolds number increases. This goes in hand with an increase of the
nonlinear drag which advances the inertial term. Overall, these time series
demonstrate a distinct effect of nonlinearity and turbulence on the response
of the superficial velocity to harmonic excitations.

3.3 Model constants for the hexagonal sphere pack

In this section, we specify the model constants that were used to evaluate the
model predictions. The parameters for the linear models have rigorous defini-
tions in terms of the steady Stokes flow (K, α0) and the potential flow solution
(Λ/d, α∞), respectively. Notably, these quantities are intrinsic properties of
the pore geometry. The low frequency properties of the hexagonal sphere pack
were determined from direct numerical simulations in the studies of Zhu and
Manhart (2016) and Sakai and Manhart (2020); the high frequency properties
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Fig. 2: Simulation parameters. The stars mark the simulations from (Unglehrt
and Manhart, 2022a), the pluses mark the simulations from (Unglehrt and
Manhart, 2023a) and the crosses mark the simulations from (Unglehrt and
Manhart, 2023b). The regions shaded in blue and green corresponds to the
linear regime and the transitional and turbulence-like regime, respectively.

were determined by a potential flow calculation in our previous study (Unglehrt
and Manhart, 2023a). The parameter values are summarised in table 2.

For the coefficients of the unsteady Forchheimer equation various choices
can be found in the literature (see section 2.2.3). Following Sollitt and
Cross (1972), we assume that the coefficients a and b are constant and take
their steady state values. This choice ensures that the unsteady Forchheimer
equation has the correct low frequency limit behaviour. For the accelera-
tion coefficient c, we consider two choices: Either the coefficient is set to the
potential flow value ρα∞/ϵ such that the correct high-frequency behaviour
is recovered (Zhu and Manhart, 2016), or, following Zhu (2016), the coeffi-
cient is set to the Stokes flow value ρα0/ϵ such that the unsteady Forchheimer
equation reduces to the unsteady Darcy equation with the static viscous tor-
tuosity (Zhu et al, 2014). We do not consider time- or frequency-dependent
coefficients as no generally applicable correlations have been given in the liter-
ature. Note that the coefficients of the unsteady Forchheimer equation could
be adjusted to improve the fit for some simulation cases; however, this comes
at the price of high prediction errors behaviour in some of the asymptotic
limits, e.g. for slowly varying flow or for linear flow.

The coefficients of the Forchheimer equation (15) are determined based on
the simulation results in (Sakai and Manhart, 2020; Unglehrt and Manhart,
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Fig. 3: Variation of the superficial velocity over the cycle from the direct
numerical simulations of oscillatory flow through a hexagonal sphere pack. In
all cases, the forcing is given by ∇⟨p⟩i = gx sinφ and the superficial velocity
is normalised by the value obtained from Darcy’s law at the peak pressure
gradient.

2023a). The linear Forchheimer coefficient a is chosen such that the Forch-
heimer equation approaches Darcy’s law for Re → 0. Then, the nonlinear
Forchheimer coefficient b is determined from a least squares fit to the ratio
of the macroscopic pressure gradient and the superficial velocity. We obtained
the following coefficients:

a =
µ

K
= 5777

µ

d2
(32a)

b = 88.9
ρ

d
. (32b)
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Table 2: Geometric parameters for the hexagonal close-packed arrangement
of equal spheres.

Parameter Symbol Value

Porosity ϵ 1− π
3
√
2
= 0.2595

Permeability K 1.731 · 10−4 d2 1

Low-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity α0 2.657 2

High-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity α∞ 1.622 3

Boundary layer length scale Λ 5.904 · 10−2 d 3

1from Sakai and Manhart (2020)
2from Zhu and Manhart (2016)
3from Unglehrt and Manhart (2023a)

Fig. 4: Forchheimer equation (15) with coefficients (32) and direct numerical
simulation data for stationary flow through a hexagonal sphere pack.

It can be seen in figure 4 that these coefficients provide a good fit to the
simulation data. Finally, the nonlinear coefficient ξ in the equations (18) and
(23) results as 0.0154 d/ν.

3.4 Implementation of the models

3.4.1 Discretisation of the model of Pride et al. (1993)

As we would like to obtain model predictions for transient flow, we discretise
the model of Pride et al (1993) in the time domain. We discretise equation
(13) using the implicit Euler method and a piecewise linear interpolation of
the convolution term. We obtained the following scheme

a ⟨u⟩n+1
s = ⟨u⟩ns −∆t

ϵ

ρ α∞
∇⟨p⟩n+1

i −
∞∑
k=1

ck ⟨u⟩n−k+1
s (33a)
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with precomputable coefficients

a =1 + h

(
4β2

P
− 2β

)
+ 2β

[(
1

2
+ h

)
erf
(√

h
)
+

√
h

π
e−h

]
(33b)

ck =− 2β

[erf(√ξ)]kh(k−1)h

(
1

2
+ (k − 1)h

)
+

[√
ξ

π
e−ξ

]kh
(k−1)h


+ 2β

[erf(√ξ)](k+1)h

kh

(
1

2
+ (k + 1)h

)
+

[√
ξ

π
e−ξ

](k+1)h

kh


(33c)

depending on the dimensionless time step h = ν∆t
Λ2β2 . Note that the compu-

tational effort grows linearly with the number of time steps as the discrete
convolution must be performed over a time series of increasing length. Com-
putationally more efficient discretisations could be devised by approximating
the tail of the convolution kernel in equation (13) with an exponential function
similar to (van Hinsberg et al, 2011).

The correctness of the scheme (33) and its convergence with the time step
size is assessed using the method of manufactured solutions. As a test case,

we consider the velocity ⟨u⟩s = j0
t2

2 θ(t) with the Heaviside function θ(t).
The forcing that is necessary to find this velocity as a solution to (13) can be
obtained as

−∇⟨p⟩i =
ρα∞

ϵ
j0 t θ(t) +

(
µ

K
− α∞

ϵ

2µ

Λ2 β

)
j0
t2

2
θ(t)

+
ρα∞

ϵ
β j0 θ(t)

[(
t+

νt2

Λ2β2
− 1

4

Λ2 β2

ν

)
erf

(√
νt

Λ2β2

)
+

(
t+

Λ2 β2

2ν

)√
νt

Λ2β2

e
− νt

Λ2β2

√
π

]
.

(34)

We simulated (33) with the forcing defined above for a hexagonal sphere
pack. Figure 5a shows the relative error of ⟨u⟩s with respect to the analytic
solution at νT

d2 = 5. We observe first order convergence which means that the
singularity in the integral kernel is treated with sufficient accuracy.

3.4.2 Discretisation of the model of Turo & Umnova (2013)

Similar to the preceding section, the discretisation of equation (18) was derived
using the implicit Euler method and a linear interpolation in the convolution
term. This resulted in the following scheme

a ⟨u⟩n+1
s + b

∣∣∣⟨u⟩n+1
s

∣∣∣ ⟨u⟩n+1
s = ⟨u⟩ns −∆t

ϵ

ρ α∞
∇⟨p⟩n+1

i −
∞∑
k=1

ck ⟨u⟩n−k+1
s

(35a)
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(a) (b)

Fig. 5: Verification of the discretisations for (a) the model of Pride et al (1993)
and (b) the model of Turo and Umnova (2013) with manufactured solutions
(equation (34) and equation (36) with ξ

j
1/5
0 ν2/5

= 0.01, respectively).

with precomputable coefficients

a =1 +
ϵ

α∞

ν∆t

K
+

2
√
ν∆t

Λ

2√
π

(35b)

b =
ϵ

α∞

ν∆t

K
ξ (35c)

ck =
2
√
ν∆t

Λ

2√
π

(√
k + 1− 2

√
k +

√
k − 1

)
. (35d)

The nonlinear equation appearing in every time step was solved with the
function fsolve in MATLAB where the superficial velocity from the previous
time step was taken as an initial guess. Other discretisations of the fractional
derivative have been given e.g. by Diethelm et al (2005).

As in the preceding section, we verified the correctness and convergence
of our implementation using a manufactured solution for the velocity ⟨u⟩s =

j0
t2

2 θ(t). The corresponding forcing results from (18) as

−∇⟨p⟩i =
ρα∞

ϵ
j0 t θ(t) +

µ

K

(
1 + ξ |j0|

t2

2

)
j0
t2

2
θ(t)

+
ρα∞

ϵ
j0

√
ν

Λ

8

3
√
π
t
3
2 θ(t) .

(36)

Figure 5b shows the convergence of the numerical solution to the analytical
solution at a time νT

d2 = 5 and for a coefficient of nonlinearity ξ

j
1/5
0 ν2/5

= 0.01.

Again, we have used the material properties of the hexagonal sphere pack.
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3.4.3 Evaluation of model ODEs

The unsteady Darcy equation (5) and the unsteady Forchheimer equation
(16) are simple ordinary differential equations. These were solved using a sec-
ond order modified Rosenbrock method implemented in the MATLAB routine
ode23s (Shampine and Reichelt, 1997). The time step size was chosen adap-
tively according to a relative tolerance of 10−6 and an absolute tolerance of
10−8 ν

d for the superficial velocity.

3.5 Metrics for comparison

In order to compare the different models between the different simulation cases,
we define an integral error metric. For two periodic signals u1(t) and u2(t)
that will represent the model predictions and the reference for the superficial
velocity, respectively, the L2 distance between the signals

∥u1 − u2∥2 =

(
1

T

∫ Tsim

Tsim−T
|u1 − u2|2 dt

) 1
2

. (37)

As we are dealing with periodic signals, we can take advantage of their Fourier
series to further split this error into an amplitude and a phase contribution.
Using Parseval’s identity, we can express the squared L2 distance as

∥u1 − u2∥22 =

∞∑
k=−∞

|ck|2 (38)

where ck are the Fourier series coefficients of u1 − u2

ck =
1

T

∫ Tsim

Tsim−T
(u1 − u2)e

−ik 2π
T t dt = ak − bk (39)

where ak and bk are the Fourier series coefficients of u1 and u2, respectively.
Expressing the complex numbers ak and bk in polar form, we obtain

∥u1 − u2∥22 =

∞∑
k=−∞

∣∣|ak| eiϕk − |bk| eiψk
∣∣2

=

∞∑
k=−∞

||ak| − |bk||2 +
∞∑

k=−∞

2 |ak| |bk| [1− cos(ϕk − ψk)] .

(40)

The first term represents the difference in the magnitude of the Fourier coeffi-
cients and the second term represents the difference in the phase of the Fourier
coefficients. Since both terms are positive, we can define an amplitude and a
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phase distance

dampl.(u1, u2) =

√√√√ ∞∑
k=−∞

||ak| − |bk||2 (41)

dphase(u1, u2) =

√√√√ ∞∑
k=−∞

2 |ak| |bk| [1− cos(ϕk − ψk)] (42)

and the L2 distance can be decomposed into the sum of squares

∥u1 − u2∥22 = dampl.(u1, u2)
2 + dphase(u1, u2)

2 . (43)

Note that dampl.(u1, u2) and dphase(u1, u2) are not proper distances in that
they can be zero also if u1 ̸= u2. Moreover, dphase(u1, u2) does not satisfy
the triangle inequality. However, these definitions ensure that two identical
waveforms that are shifted with respect to each other only lead to a phase
distance, but not to an amplitude distance. Also, a waveform that is a constant
multiple of the other only leads to an amplitude distance, but not to a phase
distance.

4 Results

4.1 Comparison of model errors

In this section, we compare the accuracy of the model predictions in response
to the forcing (30) with respect to the direct numerical simulation dataset. In
particular, we look at the model of Turo and Umnova (2013) given in equation
(18), the extended Pride et al (1993) model given in equation (23) and the
unsteady Forchheimer equation (16). For the unsteady Forchheimer equations,
we take the acceleration coefficient as the static viscous tortuosity α0 and as
the high-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity α∞.

The error of the model predictions with respect to the direct numerical
simulation results is quantified using the cycle-averaged L2 error (37); we fur-
ther decompose this error into an amplitude (41) and a phase contribution (42)
using a Fourier series. Table 3 shows the amplitude and phase contribution
to the L2 error of the different model predictions with respect to the direct
numerical simulation dataset. Note that the linear models were not applied to
the nonlinear cases since they cannot account for the nonlinear drag and thus
would produce large errors at high Reynolds numbers. Both the amplitude
error and the phase error make significant contributions to the overall error of
the models. The two components are weakly correlated, with the phase error
being on average about 57% of the amplitude error, but the importance of the
two components varies considerably between models and simulation cases.

For linear flow it can be seen that the dynamic permeability models of
Johnson et al (1987) and Pride et al (1993) are very accurate over the entire
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L2 amplitude error

1 % 0 % 0 % 1 % 16 % 0 % 1 %
1 % 0 % 0 % 2 % 17 % 1 % 1 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 4 % 16 % 4 % 3 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 1 % 6 % 1 % 1 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 2 % 3 % 2 % 2 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 1 % 2 % 1 % 1 %
1 % 1 % 0 % 1 % 17 % 1 % 26 %
1 % 1 % 0 % 3 % 18 % 2 % 20 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 6 % 19 % 5 % 11 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 7 % 17 % 5 % 4 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 4 % 11 % 2 % 3 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 2 % 7 % 2 % 2 %
0 % 2 % 17 % 2 % 3 % 17 % 16 %
0 % 2 % 17 % 2 % 3 % 17 % 16 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 5 % 6 % 18 % 12 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 11 % 13 % 23 % 3 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 15 % 16 % 24 % 4 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 13 % 14 % 17 % 6 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 8 % 9 % 9 % 6 %
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(a)

L2 phase error

0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 7 % 0 % 5 %
0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 7 % 0 % 5 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 0 % 7 % 0 % 4 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 2 % 8 % 2 % 2 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 2 % 6 % 2 % 1 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 1 % 4 % 2 % 1 %
1 % 0 % 7 % 0 % 9 % 7 % 11 %
2 % 1 % 8 % 1 % 10 % 5 % 14 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 1 % 6 % 6 % 13 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 8 % 4 % 12 % 6 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 11 % 10 % 14 % 3 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 10 % 10 % 13 % 3 %
0 % 2 % 8 % 2 % 6 % 8 % 8 %
0 % 2 % 8 % 3 % 6 % 8 % 7 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 7 % 10 % 6 % 4 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 6 % 9 % 7 % 6 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 3 % 2 % 15 % 3 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 10 % 8 % 23 % 5 %
n.a. n.a. n.a. 6 % 6 % 14 % 3 %
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Table 3: Amplitude and phase contribution to the L2 error normalised with
max ⟨u⟩s of the respective flow case. The entries where a linear model would
be applied to a nonlinear flow case are marked as n.a. (not applicable).
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Fig. 6: Distribution of the L2 model error in the Re–Ω/Ω0 parameter space.
The diameter of the circles is proportional to the L2 error. The dashed line indi-
cates the approximate boundary between linear and nonlinear flow (Unglehrt
and Manhart, 2022a).

frequency range whereas the unsteady Darcy equation of Zhu et al (2014) has
very small errors at low frequencies and high errors at high frequencies. Thus,
the behaviour of the linear models is consistent with the discussion in section
2.3.

The prediction accuracy of the four nonlinear models shows significant
differences depending on the flow case. This is illustrated in figure 6 which
shows the variation of the L2 error of the different nonlinear models over the
Re–Wo parameter space.

We find that the extended dynamic permeability model based on the model
of Pride et al (1993) has very small errors in linear flow and for flow at low
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Fig. 7: Comparison of model predictions of the superficial velocity for the
cases HF1 and HF6.

frequencies. The reason for this is that the model equation (23) reverts to the
model of Pride et al (1993) as Re → 0 and to the steady Forchheimer equation
as Ω/Ω0 → 0. The prediction errors are largest for nonlinear flow at high fre-
quencies. Interestingly, the prediction error for the case HF7 (Re = 3580) is
smaller than for the case HF6 (Re = 1080). The model of Turo and Umnova
(2013) performs similar to the extended (Pride et al, 1993) model at high
frequencies; however, the prediction errors in the medium and low frequency
regime are very large. The reason for this is the excessive damping in the linear
regime that was discussed in section 2.3. The unsteady Forchheimer equation
with the acceleration coefficient based on the static viscous tortuosity α0 has
relatively small errors at low frequencies, moderate errors at medium frequen-
cies and very large errors at high frequencies. The largest errors can be observed
in nonlinear flow at high frequencies. In contrast, the unsteady Forchheimer
equation with the acceleration coefficient based on the high-frequency limit of
the dynamic tortuosity α∞ has comparably small errors at low frequencies,
very large errors in linear flow at medium and high frequencies and small errors
for flow at high Reynolds numbers. This somewhat surprising behaviour of the
unsteady Forchheimer equation with α∞ will be investigated in the following
section.

4.2 Analysis of prediction errors

In this section, we aim to explain the different error behaviours described
above. We first investigate the discrepancies in the linear regime, where the
model of Turo and Umnova (2013) (equation 18) and the unsteady Forchheimer
equation (16) have large errors at low and high frequencies, respectively. We
then proceed to the nonlinear high frequency regime where large discrepancies
between the models can be observed and the flow state is characterised by the
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interaction between strong accelerations and turbulence. Therefore, we take
a closer look at the predictions of the models for the linear case HF1 and
for the turbulent case HF6 at Ω/Ω0 = 10.7 (Wo = 100). Figure 7 shows the
predictions of the different models in comparison to the superficial velocity
from the simulations.

For the linear case, the model of Turo and Umnova (2013) (equation 18)
and the extended Pride et al (1993) model (equation 23) accurately represent
the amplitude and phase of the superficial velocity; the errors in the maximum
superficial velocity are −3.1% and −2.2%, respectively. This is in agreement
with the discussion in section 2.3.1 (figure 1). On the other hand, the unsteady
Forchheimer equation (16) with an acceleration coefficient α0 underpredicts
the amplitude of the superficial velocity by 24.8% whereas the unsteady Forch-
heimer equation with an acceleration coefficient α∞ overpredicts the amplitude
of the superficial velocity by 22.7%.

Since for this case the magnitude of the nonlinear term is only about 1.5%
of the linear drag, the unsteady Forchheimer equation is effectively reduced to
the unsteady Darcy equation here. Therefore, the behaviour is determined by
the acceleration coefficient c and the permeability (contained in the coefficient
a = µ/K)). The comparison of the two different choices for the accelera-
tion coefficient c of the unsteady Forchheimer equation thus highlights the
effect of the ratio between inertia and linear drag on the superficial veloc-
ity. While the choice c = ρα∞/ϵ appears to have too little mass, the choice
c = ρα0/ϵ appears to have too much mass. Since the behaviour of the case
HF1 is sinusoidal, it would be possible to find coefficients for the unsteady
Darcy equation that represent the simulation data exactly. However, these best
fit coefficients would only be valid at this particular frequency and lead to
inconsistent behaviour in the low- and high frequency limit (see also figure 1).
Choosing the coefficients as a function of the frequency leads to the frequency
domain formulation of the dynamic permeability models (see section 2.1.3). In
the time domain, this is reflected in the appearance of a history term.

For the turbulent case, the amplitude of the superficial velocity in the direct
numerical simulation is 16% lower than the amplitude of the linear case HF1
scaled by a factor of 103 to the same Hagen number. Moreover, the maximum
superficial velocity in the case HF6 is attained significantly earlier than in the
case HF1 (φ = 0.61π for HF6 compared to φ = 0.94π for HF1). It can be
seen in figure 7 that all models underpredict the amplitude of the superficial
velocity: The error in the maximum superficial velocity is −23% for the model
of Turo and Umnova (2013), −21.2% for the extended Pride et al (1993) model,
−26.4% for the unsteady Forchheimer equation with α0 and −12.9% for the
unsteady Forchheimer equation with α∞. The phase is captured satisfactorily
by the extended Pride et al (1993) model, the model of Turo and Umnova
(2013) and the unsteady Forchheimer equation with α∞, whereas the unsteady
Forchheimer equation with α0 mispredicts the phase. It can be seen that all
models fail to represent the relatively sharp bend at the peak.
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Fig. 8: Comparison of the drag from the direct numerical simulation of the
case HF6 with the drag from model solutions to the unsteady Forchheimer
equation for the values of the acceleration coefficient c = ρ/ϵ (quasi-steady
closure / zero virtual mass), c = ρα∞/ϵ (high-frequency limit of the dynamic
tortuosity) and c = ρα0/ϵ (static viscous tortuosity).

It can be seen from the comparison to the linear case that the (identi-
cal) nonlinear term in the models causes excessive damping, since even the
unsteady Forchheimer equation with an acceleration coefficient c = ρα∞/ϵ
underpredicts the amplitude of the simulation. In this sense, the behaviour of
the different models could be understood as a compensation or superposition
of errors.

This interpretation is supported by figure 8, which compares the drag of
the direct numerical simulation of the case HF6 to the drag of model solutions
by the unsteady Forchheimer equation for different values of the acceleration
coefficient. The drag is determined for each time series according to the volume-
averaged momentum equation (2b) as the sum of the acceleration and the
pressure gradient. We first consider the curve for the value c = ρ/ϵ, which
corresponds to the case of zero virtual mass and was assumed for instance by
Sollitt and Cross (1972), Kuznetsov and Nield (2006) or Breugem et al (2006).
It can be seen that the drag is a single-valued function of the superficial velocity

fp + fτwx
= −ϵ (a ⟨u⟩s + b |⟨u⟩s| ⟨u⟩s) . (44)

that is identical to the drag in the steady flow (15). For higher values of
the acceleration coefficient, the drag becomes a double-valued function of the
superficial velocity. Since the drag in the direct numerical simulation is also
multi-valued, a nonzero virtual mass (c > ρ/ϵ) is required to represent the
correct behaviour. It can be seen that the peak superficial velocity of the
model predictions decreases as the acceleration coefficient increases. The peak
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superficial velocity of the simulation cannot be reached even for c = ρ/ϵ for
which highest amplitude of the different model predictions is obtained. As
b |⟨u⟩s| ≈ 12a, this indicates that the nonlinear drag is too large.

It is important to realise that the physical assumptions underlying the
different models are not fulfilled in this flow case, for instance:

• The unsteady Forchheimer equation implies an energy equation (see section
2.3.3) in which both the kinetic energy and the dissipation rate are single-
valued functions of the instantaneous superficial velocity. This is not the
case in the direct numerical simulation: The kinetic energy during acceler-
ation is significantly lower than during deceleration due to the generation
of turbulent kinetic energy and the kinetic energy is not in phase with the
dissipation rate (Unglehrt and Manhart, 2023b) – as it would have to be if
both were single-valued functions of the superficial velocity.

• The model of Turo and Umnova (2013) (and similarly the model of Pride
et al (1993)) assume linear Stokes boundary layers at high frequencies that
evolve according to an outer potential flow unlimited by convection. How-
ever, when the flow separates, the outer flow is modified such that the
boundary layers would have to evolve differently, resulting in a different
formulation of the history term.

Therefore, different parametrisations of the drag should be explored beyond
the models investigated here.

In conclusion, we could explain the mispredictions of the unsteady Forch-
heimer equation for linear flow at high frequencies. These could be attributed
mainly to a mismatch of the ratio between the inertia and the linear drag.
A consistent resolution of this issue is provided by the dynamic permeability
models that choose this ratio depending on the frequency. The behaviour of the
models in nonlinear flow at high frequencies could be partially explained by an
overprediction of the nonlinear drag. However, since many intrinsic assump-
tions of the models are violated in this regime, the overall functional form of
the parametrisations should be revisited.

5 Conclusion

In this contribution, we reviewed various models for unsteady porous media
flow from the literature and compared their predictions for oscillatory flow
through a hexagonal sphere pack. The reference data are direct numerical sim-
ulations of Zhu and Manhart (2016); Unglehrt and Manhart (2022a, 2023a,b)
for this flow configuration.

The models can be divided into two classes: On the one hand, there are
the unsteady variants of the Darcy and Forchheimer equation (Polubarinova-
Kochina, 1962); on the other hand, there are the dynamic permeability models
(Johnson et al, 1987; Pride et al, 1993) which feature a convolution-type struc-
ture in the time domain and nonlinear extensions thereof (Turo and Umnova,
2013).
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In linear flow, the dynamic permeability models of Johnson et al (1987);
Pride et al (1993) provide an accurate description of the simulation data. The
unsteady Darcy equation could be obtained as a special case of these models in
which the acceleration coefficient is either based on the static viscous tortuosity
α0 or on the high-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuosity α∞. The model of
Turo and Umnova (2013) is overly dissipative at medium and low frequencies.
To alleviate this drawback, we constructed a similar model based on the model
of Pride et al (1993).

In nonlinear flow, we compared the unsteady Forchheimer equation for two
different choices of the acceleration coefficient, the extended dynamic perme-
ability model of Turo and Umnova (2013) and an analogous formulation based
on the model of Pride et al (1993). The unsteady Forchheimer equation with
the acceleration coefficient based on the static viscous tortuosity α0 shows
good results in the low frequency regime, but the results deteriorate at higher
frequencies and are particularly bad in the high frequency nonlinear regime.
On the other hand, the unsteady Forchheimer equation with the acceleration
coefficient chosen based on the high-frequency limit of the dynamic tortuos-
ity α∞ shows very good results at high Reynolds numbers, but incurs large
errors in the linear regime. The model of Turo and Umnova (2013) has rela-
tively large errors throughout the entire parameter space. On the other hand,
the extension of the model of Pride et al (1993) shows excellent results in the
linear regime and at low frequencies numbers, but the results deteriorate for
nonlinear flow at high frequencies.

Generally, our proposed extension of the model of Pride et al (1993) along
the lines of (Turo and Umnova, 2013) (see section 2.3.2) seems to be a robust
choice with accurate results in linear unsteady and nonlinear steady flow and
a moderate increase of errors towards strongly accelerated nonlinear flow. The
drawback of this model is the additional implementation effort and computa-
tional cost caused by the convolution term. For weakly accelerated flow, this
model can be simplified to the unsteady Forchheimer equation with an accel-
eration coefficient c = ρα0/ϵ based on the static viscous tortuosity α0, which
is more economical. On the other hand, the unsteady Forchheimer equation
with an acceleration coefficient c = ρα∞/ϵ based on the high frequency limit
of the dynamic tortuosity α∞ should be used judiciously since the small errors
at large Reynolds numbers must be weighed against large errors for linear
unsteady flow.

Further improvements are needed in the parametrisation of the nonlinear
drag at high frequencies, as our results indicate that the Forchheimer term
leads to an overprediction of the nonlinear drag. Moreover, our previous inves-
tigations showed that there is a phase lag between the nonlinear effects in the
velocity field and in the drag and the superficial velocity (Unglehrt and Man-
hart, 2022a, 2023a). It thus seems plausible that introducing a time lag between
the nonlinear drag and the superficial velocity could lead to an improved model.
Further research should also aim to generalise the present results to different
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kinds of porous media, for example random and polydisperse sphere packs,
foams, and cylinder arrays.
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