
Under consideration for publication in J. Fluid Mech. 1

Banner appropriate to article type will appear here in typeset article

Multifluid simulation of shear-induced
migration in pressure-driven suspension
flows

Mohammad Noori1, Joseph D. Berry1, and Dalton J.E. Harvie1†
1Department of Chemical Engineering, The University of Melbourne, Parkville, Victoria 3010,
Australia

(Received xx; revised xx; accepted xx)

The present study simulates shear-induced migration (SIM) in semi-dilute
pressure-driven Stokes suspension flows using a multi-fluid (MF) model. Building
on analysis from a companion paper (Harvie 2024), the specific formulation
uses volume-averaged phase stresses that are linked to the binary hydrodynamic
interaction of spheres and suspension microstructure as represented by an
anisotropic, piece-wise constant pair-distribution function (PDF). The form
of the PDF is chosen to capture observations regarding the microstructure in
sheared suspensions of rough particles, as reported in the literature. Specifically,
a hydrodynamic roughness value is used to represent the width of the anisotropic
region, and within this region the concentration of particles is higher in
the compression zone than expansion zone. By numerically evaluating the
hydrodynamic particle interactions and calculating the various shear and normal
viscosities, the stress closure is incorporated into Harvie’s volume-averaged MF
framework, referred to as the MF-roughness model. Using multi-dimensional
simulations the roughness and compression zone PDF concentration are then
globally optimised to reproduce benchmark solid and velocity distributions
reported in the literature for a variety of semi-dilute monodisperse suspension
flows occurring within rectangular channels. For comparison, two different
versions of the phenomenological stress closure by Morris & Boulay (1999) are
additionally proposed as fully tensorial frame-invariant alternatives to the MF-
roughness model. Referred to as MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B, these models
use alternative assumptions for partitioning of the mixture normal stress between
the solid and fluid phases. The optimised solid and velocity distributions from
all three stress closures are similar and correlate well with the experimental
data. The optimised MF-roughness viscosities correspond reasonably well with
those from semi-dilute direct numerical simulations (DNS) and experimental
correlations reported in the literature. The results of the two alternative MF
models indicate that partitioning the mixture normal stress unequally between
the solid and fluid phases (the MF-MB99-B model) causes the optimised normal
viscosity of the mixture to be nearly five times larger than if the normal stresses
are assumed to act only on the solid phase (the MF-MB99-A model).
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1. Introduction

Shear-induced migration (SIM) refers to the tendency of particles to aggregate in
low-shear regions in suspension flows. A slowly sheared pressure-driven flow can
alter the uniform distribution of micron-sized particles in a suspension, resulting
in their migration from high shear near wall regions to the central regions
characterised by the lowest shear rates. Studying this migration effect can help
understand suspension behaviour across diverse biological, medical, and chemical
applications. For instance, SIM can be studied in the context of analysing cell
distribution in blood flow and coagulation mechanisms, as well as evaluating
the performance of ultrafiltration technologies in purifying dairy products and
addressing membrane fouling. Moreover, the phenomenon’s relevance extends
to assessing the performance of flotation fluidised beds and hydrocyclones in
mineral classification or studying the resuspension of sediment beds in rivers.

The direct measurement of steady-state SIM behaviour in pressure-driven
flows has been documented in various studies. The experimental measurements
conducted in two-dimensional wide rectangular channels (Lyon & Leal 1998a,b;
Frank et al. 2003; Semwogerere et al. 2007; Semwogerere & Weeks 2008), three-
dimensional channels (Gao et al. 2009, 2010), or pipes (Hampton et al. 1997;
Brown et al. 2009; Oh et al. 2015). These suspension flows can be categorised
into flows of weakly Brownian 1 − 3 µm diameter particles and flows of larger
non-Brownian particles. They are nearly unconfined and neutrally buoyant in
Stokes regimes with low Re numbers. The solids distribution in these flows is
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influenced by shear and thermal fluctuation forces at the particle scale. While the
shear forces cause the migration toward the centerline of the flows, the thermal
forces of Brownian particles are expansive and limit the migration toward the
centerline. The importance of local particle shear forces relative to the thermal
forces in the SIM of Brownian particles is characterised by the non-dimensional
Pe number.

Some literature studies have measured the flows with different average PeB
numbers within (10 − 1000) to investigate the significance of thermal forces in
the SIM of weakly Brownian particles (Semwogerere et al. 2007; Frank et al. 2003;
Brown et al. 2009; Fridjonsson & Seymour 2016). The channel flow measurements
by Semwogerere et al. (2007) show that the development length of the Brownian
particles increases with Pe numbers and reaches asymptotic values at around
PeB = 100. They also found that the development length decreases as solid
concentrations in the flow increase. The shorter development length for the flows
of lower PeB numbers and higher concentrations is attributed to the expansive
effect of the thermal interaction of the particles in limiting their shear-induced
central enrichment. The development length of the non-Brownian suspension
flows in a pipe is also found to decrease with solid concentration (Hampton et al.
1997). For these flows, the confinement also affects the development length, where
larger particle-to-pipe radio ratios are found to have smaller development lengths.
The bidisperse flow measurements can also show the impact of the Brownian
motion on SIM behaviour. In the experiments by Lyon & Leal (1998b), adding
a smaller non-Brownian particle did not change a larger particle distribution.
However, the addition of a smaller Brownian particle to the flows studied by
Semwogerere & Weeks (2008) significantly changed the central enrichment of a
larger Brownian particle and caused a uniform distribution of them across the
channel height.

Direct numerical simulations (DNS) (Sierou & Brady 2002; Morris & Katyal
2002; Yeo & Maxey 2010b; Gallier et al. 2014; Mari et al. 2014; Sunol & Zia
2023) along with the experimental optical techniques (Blanc et al. 2011, 2013;
Xu & Gilchrist 2014; Deboeuf et al. 2018) are found helpful in understanding
the microscopic origins of the SIM. The literature studies using these techniques
reveal that the permanent shift in the trajectories of interacting particles results
in an anisotropic microstructure and the SIM behaviour in the flow scale.
The near-field hydrodynamic and contact interactions between particles, the flow
confinement and particle-wall interactions, thermal motion, and particles’ surface
asperities are identified to impact the bulk flow behaviours. The DNS techniques
solve the equations of motion for each individual particle. The review studies
by Maxey (2017) for the non-Brownian and Larson (2021) for the Brownian
suspension flows mainly categorize these techniques based on how the fluid
medium is meshed and how the flow within this medium is simulated. While
these methods are robust for studying particle pair interactions, suspension
microstructure, or bulk rheological properties such as shear viscosity, the high
computational demand limits their application to realistic suspension flows.
The number of particles considered in different DNS studies in the literature
is usually on the order of 102 − 104, which can be significantly lower than the
numbers in real-world suspension flow applications. For instance, the number
of red blood cells in an artery measuring 8 cm in length and 4 mm in diameter
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(typical dimensions of the main branches of the human heart coronaries) is within
109−1010. Furthermore, because of the computational cost and limitations in the
mesh refinement, the DNS techniques require a minimum separation on the order
of 10−4 − 10−3, larger than the minimum separations achievable by smooth hard
spheres. As a result, they may introduce inaccuracies in predicting the near-field
lubrication interaction of particles. These demands have caused the application
of the DNS techniques in the SIM behaviour of pressure-driven suspension flows
to be limited to the studying fully developed solids and velocity distributions in
periodic domains of sheared flows (Yeo & Maxey 2011; Gallier et al. 2016; Chun
et al. 2017, 2019; Howard et al. 2022).

The development of SIM in pressure-driven Stokes flows is primarily studied
using continuum modelling approaches, including diffusive flux (DF), suspension
balance (SB), or multifluid (MF) models. In the DF model, the flux of particles
relative to the mixture (migration flux) is determined using phenomenological
expressions that account for migration due to the changes in two-body interaction
frequency, suspension shear viscosity, and a flux term resulting from the particles’
Brownian diffusion (Phillips et al. 1992). The free parameters of these flux
expressions are specified based on the Couette flow experimental measurements.
The model’s prediction of the SIM in some pressure-driven flows did not
correspond very well with the experimental measurements (Koh et al. 1994;
Lyon & Leal 1998a; Fang et al. 2002). It also failed to accurately predict SIM
direction in certain flow geometries. This is because the isotropic flux expressions
are not linked to the suspension rheology and only account for the cross-stream
migration in unidirectional flows (Phillips et al. 1992; Fang et al. 2002). The MF
model is a general model that considers the phase-specific mass and momentum
balances derived from averaging the local transport equations (Jackson 1997,
1998; Zhang & Prosperetti 1997). The closure of the model depends on the
averaged expressions for the phase-specific stresses and interphase forces, whose
mathematical formulations are derived only for the dilute suspensions. While
the SB models are also developed based on the averaging of local transport
equations, it is only consistent with the MF model when assuming that the
interaction stresses in the solid and mixture phases are equal (Nott & Brady
1994; Nott et al. 2011; Lhuillier 2009).

The stress closure by Morris & Boulay (1999) is frequently used to simulate
SIM in semi-dilute to concentrated suspension flows. This SB closure assumes
equal interaction viscosities in the solid and mixture phases. The free parameters
of this model are determined based on experimental measurements in some
rheometer flows. Different values of these free parameters are used in the
literature to simulate pressure-driven flows (Miller & Morris 2006; Dbouk et al.
2013; Lecampion & Garagash 2014; Oh et al. 2015; Guazzelli & Pouliquen 2018).
However, these parameters have not been linked to the particle properties and
microstructure. Furthermore, the closure’s shear and normal viscosities can differ
from direct rheometric measurements (Boyer et al. 2011; Zarraga et al. 2000).

The mathematical formulation of the phase-averaged stresses that depend
on suspension microstructure can be found in some literature studies using
volume or ensemble averaging techniques. However, their functional forms have
been derived for the dilute suspension flows. Harvie (2024) has proposed a MF
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framework based on the volume averaging technique. The interphase force in this
framework causes the SIM migration flux to result from the competition between
the solid and mixture phase stresses. The phase-specific stresses are linked to the
pairwise hydrodynamic force, and a stresslet between the particles is averaged
based on an anisotropic form of the pair distribution function (PDF) suggested
for the microstructure of the sheared suspensions. These Newtonian interaction
stresses are fully tensorial and linear in shear rate with some interaction viscosity
coefficients. The interaction viscosities are expressed as a function of the pairwise
mobility and resistance functions integrated into the PDF model. The functional
form of these viscosities needs to be determined to apply the MF framework for
the simulation of SIM in pressure-driven semi-dilute suspension flows.

The present study primarily aims to determine the functional forms of the
interaction viscosities within Harvie’s MF framework for the semi-dilute sheared
flows. First, the mobility and resistance functions are evaluated numerically
using the semi-analytical formulation in Kim & Karrila (2013). Then, a piece-
wise constant form of the PDF model is chosen for the sheared suspensions to
calculate the volume integral of these functions. Finally, the functional form
of these integrals defining the interaction viscosities is determined by curve-
fitting the numerical data. This incorporation of interaction viscosities into the
MF framework is referred to as the MF-roughness model. A hydrodynamic
roughness will be used to define the width of the anisotropic region in the
PDF model consistent with the direct microstructure measurements of the
sheared suspensions. The hydrodynamic roughness value and the parameters
distinguishing the PDF values in the anisotropic region are then optimised based
on the experimental semi-dilute channel flows reported by Semwogerere et al.
(2007) and Semwogerere & Weeks (2008). These microstructure parameters are
adjusted in a global optimisation procedure to minimise the deviation of solids
and velocity distribution results from the experimental data across the different
suspension flows. Unlike the phenomenological SIM flux expressions in the DF or
SB approaches, the MF-roughness model links it to the phase-specific stresses,
suspension microstructure, and particle roughness.

The current study also implements two modified forms of stress closure by
Morris & Boulay (1999) into the MF model. The free parameters in each closure
are then optimised based on the same semi-dilute experimental channel flows. The
first implementation is the MF-MB99-A model, which introduces a fully tensorial
frame-invariant form of the same closure. The model’s closure parameters were
initially calibrated based on some SIM measurements in rheometer flows, but
their different values are used in the literature for the simulation of pressure-
driven suspension flows. Optimising the MF-MB99-A model aims to find a
unique set of parameters that describe experimental SIM behaviour in different
pressure-driven flows. The second implementation of the closure is the MF-
MB99-B model which partitions the mixture normal stress between the solid and
fluid phases. This partitioning aligns with the volume-averaged MF equations
and the revisions of SB in the literature. The free parameters of this model are
also optimised based on the same experimental flows, and their comparison with
those of the MF-MB99-A model illustrates the effect of normal stress partitioning
on the viscosities describing the experimental SIM behaviour.
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2. Governing equations

The volume-averaged MF conservation equations proposed by Harvie (2024) are
implemented to simulate suspension flows in the current study. The MF continuity
equations for the fluid and solid phases are respectively as:

∂ϕf

∂t
+∇ · ϕfuf = 0 (2.1)

∂ϕs

∂t
+∇ · ϕsus = 0 (2.2)

Harvie (2024) has derived the MF momentum equations by first analysing the
average fluid flow through a fixed bed of particles with no relative velocity and
then examining particles’ interaction (collision) due to their relative velocity.
The final form of the MF momentum equations for the fluid and solid phases are
respectively written as:

ρf

[
∂ϕfuf

∂t
+∇ · ϕfufuf

]
= −ϕf∇pf−∇·(τ dil,m + τ int,m − τ int,s)−fdrag,s−f faxen,s+ρfϕfg

(2.3)

ρs

[
∂ϕsus

∂t
+∇ · ϕsusus

]
= −ϕs∇pf−∇ ·τ int,s−∇Πosm,s+fdrag,s+f faxen,s+ρsϕsg

(2.4)

where ϕf = 1−ϕs is fluid phase volume fraction, ϕs is solid phase volume fraction,
uf is fluid phase velocity, us is solid phase velocity, pf is averaged hydro-static
pressure in the fluid, g is the vector of gravitational acceleration. fdrag,s is the drag
force, f faxen,s is the Faxen force, τ dil,m is the dilute stress tensor of the mixture,
τ int,m is the interaction stress tensor of the mixture, τ int,s is the interaction stress
tensor of the solid phase, and Πosm,s is the solid phase osmotic pressure. The
drag, Faxen, and dilute stress forces in the momentum equations result from the
average force analysis through the fixed bed of particles. On the other hand,
the solid and mixture phase interaction stresses are caused by the collision of
the particles. Additionally, in the current study, the osmotic force (∇Πosm,s) is
added to the solid phase momentum equation to account for the impact of the
Brownian motion of the micron-sized particles on SIM behaviour in the flows.

2.1. Osmotic force

The current study introduces the new osmotic force term into the solid phase
momentum equation to account for the impact of Brownian motion on the
distribution of 1 − 3 µm sized particles in the flows of average PeB numbers
within 10 − 500. Harvie’s model only considered the hydrodynamic interaction
of non-Brownian particles in the volume averaging procedure and deriving the
phase stresses. However, the Brownian motion of particles at moderate PeB
numbers can alter the local stress field around the particles, the pair-wise force
between the particles, and the suspension microstructure (Morris & Katyal
2002; Brady 1993). The random motions in the Brownian suspensions affect
particle trajectories’ asymmetry, making the suspension flows less anisotropic
than non-Brownian suspension flows. In this study, the free parameters of the
MF-roughness microstructure model introduced next are adjusted based on the
particle size, considering the influence of Brownian motion on the microstructure.
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In addition, the osmotic force is included in the solid phase momentum equation
to account for the direct impact of Brownian motion on the pair-wise interaction
forces between particles. This modification assumes that the particles interact
in a stationary ensemble at thermal equilibrium through Brownian motion. It
also assumes that the Brownian contribution is equal in the solid and mixture
phases and only has an isotropic normal force contribution without any shear
force contribution.

Carnahan & Starling (CS) osmotic pressure is used for the simulations in the
current study. It accurately represents the experimental equilibrium observations
for solid volume fractions (ϕs) less than 0.5 (Piazza et al. 1993; Buzzaccaro et al.
2007). This is consistent with the suspension flows studied here, as ϕs values only
exceed this 0.5 in isolated points of the flows. This osmotic pressure is defined to
be equal to the CS osmotic pressure as:

Πosm,s = nskBT
(1 + ϕs + ϕ2

s − ϕ3
s )

(1− ϕs)
3 (2.5)

where ns = ϕs/Vp is the number density of particles, Vp is the volume of a single
particle, kB is Boltzmann’s constant, and T is the temperature. By applying the
gradient vector to this pressure, the CS osmotic force can be expressed as:

∇Πosm,s = −kBT

Vp

ζCS∇ϕs with ζCS = 1 +
2ϕs (4− ϕs)

(1− ϕs)
4 (2.6)

Using the CS osmotic force to include the contribution of Brownian motion to
interaction forces neglects the shear force contribution of Brownian motion and
does not account for the variation of normal force contribution with the local
Peclet number, as both seen in DNS results in the literature (Yurkovetsky &
Morris 2008). However, the sensitivity analysis in the results section indicates
that these two assumptions have negligible impacts on the solid distributions of
the studied flows.

3. MF-Roughness closure

This section presents the semi-dilute closure of the drag, Faxen, and stress forces
by Harvie (2024) used as as a MF closure model in the current study. As the
closure relates the interaction stresses to the hydrodynamic roughness value for
the particles, its implementation in the MF conservation equations is named the
MF-roughness model. Tables 1 and 2 summarise Harvie’s final formulation of
the different force and stresses, which they depend on phase-specific shear rate
variables defined in table 3. The explicit expressions for drag, Faxen, and dilute
stress in this formulation are derived based on the volume average analysis of a
fixed bed of particles moving with the same velocity. However, the interaction
stresses related to the pair-wise collision of particles are expressed in terms of
certain mobility and resistance integrals, for which explicit expressions have not
been found. These functional expressions are found in the current study via
numerical and curve-fitting procedures. Before describing these procedures, we
will first review some of the details of the fixed bed forces (drag, Faxen, and the
dilute shear stress) and interaction stresses in Harvie’s final formulation.



8 M. Noori, J.D. Berry, and D.J.E. Harvie

Fixed bed forces
The fixed bed forces arise from the volume averaging analysis of the local fluid
stress field around a reference particle moving in a bed of particles with uniform
solids velocity and volume fraction, equal to the solid phase’s field variables (us

and ϕs). The local fluid velocity in the bed is also uniform and equal to that of
the fluid phase velocity (uf). In this analysis, a λfix variable is used to account
for the increased local shear rate and thus resistance to the flow around the fixed
bed of particles with the addition of the solid particles. In the current study,
this variable is set to be λfix = λRZ = ϕ2

f /f(ϕs) so that the settling velocity of
the non-Brownian particles from the MF momentum equations is calculated as
us − um = ϕf (us − uf) = 2a2(ρs − ρf)gf(ϕs)/ (9µf) (Richardson & Zaki 1954,
1997). As the particles in the current study are not highly Brownian, Richardson
& Zaki’s hindered settling function f(ϕs) = (1 − ϕs)

n with n = 4.5 close to the
values suggested for the non-Brownian particles by Richardson & Zaki (1954)
and Brzinski III & Durian (2018) is used for the simulation of the suspension
flows. Thus, this calibration of the model’s fixed forces is based on the ratio of
the drag force on the solid phase to the Stokes drag force on a single particle.
Notably, a λint is also used in the definition of the interaction stresses. This
factor is the ratio of the shear rate local to the interacting reference particle to
the solid phase shear rate, accounting for the increased viscosity of an effective
fluid medium around the particle due to the addition of the other particles. In
the current study, this effective viscosity is also assumed to be equal to the ratio
of interphase to the Stokes drags as λint = λRZ = ϕ2

f /f(ϕs).

Interaction stresses
The interaction stresses in Harvie’s model are derived as the volume-averaged
collision force and stresslet on a reference particle in a proposed form of the
anisotropic suspension microstructure. These stresses for the solid and mixture
phases are respectively given as:

τ int,s(x) = −1

2

ϕs(x)
2

V 2
p

∫ r=∞

r=2a

rp(x, r)f col(x, r)dr (3.1)

τ int,m(x) = −a
ϕs(x)

2

V 2
p

∫ r=∞

r=2a

p(x, r)Scol(x, r)dr (3.2)

where in these volume averaging integrals, the collision force is given as
f col(x, r) = fpair(x, r) − fmono(x, r) and the collision stresslet is given as
Scol(x, r) = Spair(x, r)− Smono(x, r). Here fpair(x, r) and Spair(x, r) represent
the force and stresslet on a reference particle centred at x due to the presence
of a secondary particle centred at x + r. Also, fmono(x, r) and Smono(x, r)
denote the force and stresslet on the isolated reference particle centred at x.
Harvie (2024) has derived the relations for these collision variables for spherical
particles based on semi-analytical studies by Kim & Karrila (2013) and Jeffrey
et al. (1993) that expressed the forces and stresslets in terms of some mobility
and resistance scalars versus the separation distance from the reference particle.
This collision model assumes that the interacting particle pairs are, in Stokes
flow, equal as well as force- and torque-free.

The impact of the suspension microstructure on the volume-averaged interaction
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stresses is determined by the probability distribution function (PDF) p(x, r).
This variable denotes the conditional probability of having a reference particle
centred at x interacting with a secondary particle centred at x + r. Harvie
(2024) has proposed the following mathematical form of PDF to account for the
anisotropic suspension microstructure in the linear shear flows:

p(x, r) =
(
f∗
2 (r̂)− f∗

1 (r̂)ˆ̇γs(x) : nn
)
q(r̂) (3.3)

where r̂ = r/a is the centre-to-centre separation distance between the reference
and secondary particles normalized by the particle radius a. In this PDF model,
the expression in the parentheses represents the anisotropic modifier function for
the isotropic pair distribution function q(r̂) defined by Batchelor & Green (1972).
Based on the Liouville equation and relating the conservation of smooth particle
pairs in Stokes flow and their relative velocity, Batchelor & Green (1972) have
argued that for secondary particles on their trajectories at a large separation
distance (thus with a uniform distribution), q(r̂) is given by:

q(r̂) =
1

1−A(r̂)
exp

{∫ r′=∞

r′=r̂

3 [B(r′)−A(r′)]

r′ [1−A(r′)]
dr′
}

(3.4)

where A(r̂) and B(r̂) are defined as the functions of certain resistance scalars
used to describe relative velocity of particle pairs in Stokes flows, as seen in the
table 2. Generally, in sheared flows, the presence of closed streamline regions
and surface roughness impacts on particle trajectories can result in not all
particles following their paths from infinity. Surface asperities greater than the
minimum separation distances of around r̂ ≃ 10−4, which smooth particles can
approach, can hinder the particles from reaching closer, alter their path after
the contact point, and result in their transfer between different trajectories
(Da Cunha & Hinch 1996; Wilson & Davis 2000). Due to these differences, the
spatial variation of p(x, r) in the flows of rough particles can deviate from the
isotropic q(r̂) distribution found for the smooth particles. The free expressions

f∗
1 (r̂) and f∗

2 (r̂) along with the local expression ˆ̇γs(x) : nn, which captures the
relative velocity of the secondary particles relative to the reference particle, is
proposed to capture this deviation and represent an anisotropic PDF distribution.

Harvie (2024) has derived the different components of the two interaction
stresses in table 1 by substituting the p(x, r) model in Eq. (3.3) into the volume
averaging integrals Eqs. (3.1, 3.2). Thus, the different components of the two
interaction stresses, the interaction viscosities in the table 2, are expressed in
terms of some volume integrals of the mobility and resistance functions that, as
mentioned above, define the collision force and stresslet (f col and Scol). Finally,
the interaction viscosities were used, along with a phenomenological form of the
deformation tensor found in the early literature (Hand 1962; Rivlin 1997), to
define the fully tensorial frame-invariant interaction stresses in the table 1. In
the following sections, we use piece-wise constant forms of the expressions f∗

1 (r̂)
and f∗

2 (r̂) to numerically evaluate the mobility and resistance integrals. Curve
fitting is then used to determine the functional forms of these integrals and close
the MF-roughness model.
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Fixed bed forces and stress

f faxen,s = ϕsµf

(
3
4
λfix + 1

)
∇ · γ̇f − ϕsµf

(
41
12
λfix + 4

3

)
∇(∇ · uf) +

5
2
µfϕs∇λfix · γ̇f

fdrag,s = β(uf − us) with β = ϕs
9µf
2a2 λfix

τ dil,m = −µf γ̇m − µfµdil,mγ̇f with µdil,m = 5
2
λfixϕs

Interaction stresses

τ int,m = −µfλintϕ
2
s

[
µ̂int,mγ̇s − γ̇s

(
µ̂sid1,m

ˆ̇γs · ˆ̇γs + µ̂sid2,mI
)
+ γ̇sph,s

(
µ̂bulk1,mI − µ̂bulk2,m

ˆ̇γs

)]
τ int,s = −µfλintϕ

2
s

[
µ̂int,sγ̇s − γ̇s

(
µ̂sid1,s

ˆ̇γs · ˆ̇γs + µ̂sid2,sI
)
+ γ̇sph,s

(
µ̂bulk1,sI − µ̂bulk2,s

ˆ̇γs

)]
Some derived viscosity definitions (i = s or m)

µ̂sid,i = µ̂sid1,i + µ̂sid2,i µ̂bulk,i = µ̂bulk1,i + µ̂bulk2,i µint,i = λRZϕ
2
s µ̂int,i

µsid1,i = λRZϕ
2
s µ̂sid1,i µsid2,i = λRZϕ

2
s µ̂sid2,i µsid,i = µsid1,i + µsid2,i

µbulk1,i = λRZϕ
2
s µ̂bulk1,i µbulk2,i = λRZϕ

2
s µ̂bulk2,i µbulk,i = µbulk1,i + µbulk2,i

Table 1: The definitions for the fixed forces (the Faxen, the drag, and dilute
shear stress) and the interaction stresses proposed by Harvie (2024) for the
semi-dilute suspension flows used for the MF-roughness model in the current
study. Here, we define the fixed bed and interaction factors based on hindered

settling function by Richardson & Zaki (1954) as

λfix = λint = λRZ = (1− ϕs)
2−n with n = 4.5.

Solid phase Mixture

µ̂int,s =
9
80
(2ĈA2 + 3ĈB2) µ̂int,m = 15

2
D̂K2 + 5D̂L2 + D̂M2

µ̂sid1,s =
9

280
(4ĈA1 + 3ĈB1) µ̂sid1,m = 2D̂L1 +

4
7
D̂M1

µ̂sid2,s =
9

140
(ĈA1 − ĈB1) µ̂sid2,m = 2D̂S1 − 4

3
D̂L1 − 8

21
D̂M1

µ̂bulk1,s =
9
16
ĈA2 µ̂bulk1,m = 15

2
D̂S2

µ̂bulk2,s =
9
40
ĈA1 µ̂bulk2,m = 3

2
D̂K1 + 2D̂L1 + D̂M1

Indexed integrals

ĈΘi =
∫ r̂=∞
r̂=2

f∗
i r̂

4qΘdr̂. i = 1, 2. Θ = A,B

D̂Θi =
∫ r̂=∞
r̂=2

f∗
i r̂

2qΘdr̂. i = 1, 2. Θ = K,L,M, S

Θ functions versus the scalars ξ

A = 2
r
(xg

11 + xg
21) B = 4

r
(yg

11 + yg
21) K = 3

20πa3 z
m
1 − 1 L = 3

20πa3 (y
m
1 − zm1 )

M = 3
20πa3 (

3
2
xm
1 − 2ym

1 + 1
2
zm1 ) P = r

10a
(XP

11 −XP
12) Q = 2

5
(XQ

11 +XQ
12) S = Q− PA

Table 2: The relation between the interaction viscosities and the
volume-averaging integrals of the mobility and resistance variables in Harvie’s

interaction stress closures. The viscosities are defined as a function of the
indexed integrals (ĈΘi, D̂Θi) of Θ functions as the algebraic combinations of the

mobility and resistance scalars ξ.
.

3.1. Piece-wise constant form of f∗
1 (r̂) and f∗

2 (r̂) expressions

Finding the functional forms of the interaction viscosities requires defining the
expressions f∗

1 (r̂) and f∗
2 (r̂) in the PDF model. These expressions are used to

calculate the indexed integrals ĈΘi and D̂Θi and thus determine the interaction
viscosities in table 2 for closing the MF-roughness model. In this study, piece-wise

Rapids articles must not exceed this page length
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Description Shear rate variable

Deformation tensor γ̇tot,i = ∇ui + (∇ui)
T

Trace of the deformation tensor γ̇sph,i =
1
3
tr(γ̇tot,i)

Shear rate tensor γ̇i = γ̇tot,i − γ̇sph,iI

Shear rate magnitude γ̇i =
√

1
2
γ̇i : γ̇i

Normalised shear rate tensor ˆ̇γi =
γ̇i
γ̇i

Table 3: The definition of different shear rate tensors and their magnitudes for
the the fluid phase (i=f), the solids phase (i=s), or the mixture (i=m).

constant forms of f∗
1 (r̂) and f∗

2 (r̂) expressions are used such that the resulting
PDF model aligns with experimental measurements (Blanc et al. 2011, 2013;
Gao et al. 2010) or DNS results (Yeo & Maxey 2010b; Gallier et al. 2014) in
the literature and effectively captures the influence of surface roughness on
creating an anisotropic PDF model. The selected form of the expressions also
allows for adjusting the degree of microstructure anisotropy in the simulation
of micron-sized particles in the current study based on the particle or the flow
properties consistent with the literature’s results and observations.

Perturbation of particle trajectories due to their surface asperities and near-
contact interactions is thought to cause anisotropy of PDF in sheared suspensions.
Studies on the impact of surface roughness on particle interactions (Da Cunha
& Hinch 1996; Gallier et al. 2014) indicate that smooth particles interact
without direct contact and can come to the close separation distances of around
r̂ ≈ 10−4 with symmetrical trajectories. However, surface roughnesses larger than
these values result in direct contact between the particles on their approach side,
hindering them from getting closer. Surface roughness also causes the trajectories
on the receding side to be perturbed to greater separations. Theoretical works
by Wilson & Davis (2000) and Rampall et al. (1997) have discussed the impacts
of surface roughness inclusion to Batchelor & Green’s microstructure model.
In shared suspensions, this inclusion along with the closed streamline regions
of the flow, can lead to PDF distributions different from from q(r̂). They
excluded secondary particles from regions with separation distances smaller than
the roughness value. These excluded particles aggregate on the contact sheet,
creating a high PDF at this separation distance. Similar to trajectories ending
at the contacts, the high PDF sheet is also assumed to be perturbed on the
receding side. The perturbation of this sheet, along with the closed streamline
regions, is thought to make the PDF anisotropic and different from Batchelor &
Green’s q(r̂) formulation.

The experimental PDF measurements are consistent with these theoretical
models and suggest that the sheared suspensions have an anisotropic microstruc-
ture. The measurements of sheared non-Brownian suspensions in the semi-dilute
regime by Blanc et al. (2011, 2013) and Deboeuf et al. (2018) show a narrow layer
of high PDF in the shear plane of the flow and near contact. These contact sheets
include a secondary particle depletion region that, on the approaching side, is
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along the velocity direction at approximately θ ≈ 0. However, on the receding
side, the depletion region rotates towards a positive radial angle, which causes
the compression quadrants around the reference particle to have higher average
PDF values than the expansion quadrants. Blanc et al.’s measurements also
show that solid fraction variations affect the suspension microstructure. Their
results indicate that with an increase in the solid fractions, the depletion region’s
tilt angle and the contact sheet’s maximum PDF, resulting in a more anisotropic
PDF near contact. Moreover, a secondary layer of high PDF around r̂ ≈ 4 appears
at higher concentrations, indicating the importance of triple particle interactions.

The PDF measurements of micron-sized Brownian suspensions (Gao et al.
2010; Xu & Gilchrist 2014) also exhibit a non-uniform contact sheet with a
depletion region on the receding side. Consistent with DNS results (Morris &
Katyal 2002; Nazockdast & Morris 2012), the non-uniformity of the contact
sheet in these measurements relatively decreased with the reduction of moderate
Pe numbers (Pe < 1000). The DNS results show that suspension microstructure
and rheology can vary depending on the magnitude of the moderate Pe numbers,
representing the significance of the hydrodynamic forces compared to Brownian
forces. The random thermal interactions of Brownian particles are thought to
reduce the roughness contacts’ effect on perturbing the trajectories of secondary
particles on the receding side. The contact sheet’s non-uniformity thus decreases
as the thermal interactions increase in lower Pe numbers, potentially reaching a
fully isotropic PDF in no-shear flows (Pe = 0) in thermal equilibrium.

Piece-wise constant forms of f∗
1 (r̂) and f∗

2 (r̂) expressions in Eq (3.3) can
result in an effectively anisotropic microstructure model that is align with the
described literature data. We use the following forms of these expressions to
partition the PDF model of the suspension microstructure into four distinct
regions:

f∗
1 (r̂) =


0 2 < r̂ < r̂o
f1 r̂o ⩽ r̂ < 2 + ϵ̂r
0 2 + ϵ̂r ⩽ r̂ < r̂∞ (ϕs)

0 r̂ ⩾ r̂∞ (ϕs)

f∗
2 (r) =


0 2 < r̂ < r̂o
f2 r̂o ⩽ r̂ < 2 + ϵ̂r
1 2 + ϵ̂r ⩽ r̂ < r̂∞ (ϕs)

0 r̂ ⩾ r̂∞ (ϕs)

(3.5)
where f1 and f2 are constant parameters, and r̂o, 2 + ϵ̂r, and r̂∞ are the three
screening radii that divide the four regions in the PDF model, as shown in Fig.
1. The exclusion region is the closest region to the reference particle surface,
with the outer radius of r̂o indicating the minimum separation of the particles
and thus having zero PDF values. The width of this region from the pair particle
contact surface is assumed to be ˆ̂ro = r̂o − 2 = 4 × 10−5 close to the minimum
separation distances calculated by Arp & Mason (1977) and Da Cunha & Hinch
(1996). The asymmetric region is the next zone in the PDF model indicating the
impact of particle surface asperities on the asymmetry of the trajectories and on
the near-contact PDF distribution (Blanc et al. 2011; Gallier et al. 2014). The
outer radius of this region defined based on a hydrodynamic roughness value as
r̂ = 2+ ϵ̂r where ϵ̂r = ϵr/a. This region captures the effect of direct contact points
from surface asperities on hindering particles from getting closer, which causes
high pair correlations on the approaching side of particles. It also considers the
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depletion zone on the receding side of interacting particle pairs due to the surface
asperities perturbing the secondary particles’ trajectories to higher separation
distances (Blanc et al. 2011; Gallier et al. 2014). This trajectory perturbation
at the particle scale leads to the SIM behaviour in the macroscopic flow scale.
The PDF values in this region due to the difference in the magnitudes of f1
and f2 and the use of ˆ̇γs(x) : nn varies around the reference particle. This
spherical variation at a specific separation distance r̂ from the reference particle
centre results in higher average PDF values in the compression quadrants than
in the expansion quadrants. To calculate this variation, we refer to the local
spherical and Cartesian coordinate systems and flow directions shown in the Fig.
1a and use the projection of the unit normal vector along the particle radius
given by n = cos (θ) sin (φ) δx + sin (θ) sin (φ) δy + cos (φ) δz. Here, δx, δy,
and δz are the unit normal vectors along the x-, y-, and z-axis of the Cartesian
coordinate system. In the unidirectional shear flow around the reference particle,

the normalised shear rate tensor is also calculated as ˆ̇γ =
[
0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

]
, where the

matrix’s first, second, and third directions denote the x-, y-, and z-axis. Thus, it
can be shown that in this flow ˆ̇γs : nn = 2sin (θ) cos (θ) sin2 (φ), which results
in the average p(r, θ, φ)/q(r) in the expansion (0 ⩽ θ < π/2) and compression
(π/2 ⩽ θ < π) zones of the asymmetric region given by fe = f2 − 4f1/(3π) and
fc = f2 + 4f1/(3π).

The third and the fourth zones in the PDF model are the symmetric trajectory
region and the bulk region separated by the screening radius r̂∞. In the
symmetric region, the PDF distribution is assumed to be isotropic and equal
to q(r̂), representing the probability of finding the secondary particles on their
original trajectories from infinity. In an effective volume averaging technique,
rather than considering the pair interactions to an infinite separation distance,
we neglect pair interactions beyond r̂∞ as the bulk region to capture the effect
of multi-body interactions. Notably, the chosen form of isotropic PDF in the
symmetric region might differ from some experimental or DNS observations in the
literature. Some reported PDF distributions for the suspensions of ϕs < 0.2 show
regions with low PDF values (possibly due to closed streamlines) that continue to
large separation distances (Blanc et al. 2011, 2013). Additionally, high PDF tails
emerge along the receding side of interacting particles in these solid fractions. In
sheared suspensions of ϕs > 0.35, the observations demonstrate the appearance
of a new layer of relatively high pair correlations around r̂ ≈ 4 due to triple
particle interactions (Morris & Katyal 2002; Blanc et al. 2013). Although the
observations suggest an anisotropic PDF behaviour for the symmetric region,
we assume that the effective anisotropic parameters in the asymmetric region
capture these.

The chosen f∗
1 and f∗

2 expressions relate the PDF model of sheared suspensions
to the average p/q values f1 = 3π (fc − fe) /8 and f2 = (fc + fe) /2, the

particles minimum separation screening radius ˆ̂ro = 4× 10−5, the hydrodynamic
roughness value ϵ̂r = ϵr/a denoting the region of asymmetric particle trajectories
with anisotropic PDF distribution in the microstructure, and r̂∞ denoting the
effective isotropic region of the microstructure with the symmetric particle
trajectories. In the current study, we use constant fc, fe, and ϵr values for
each type of particle, and discuss the effect of their variation with the flow
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: (a) A schematic of the Cartesian (x, y, z) and spherical (r, θ, φ)
coordinate systems local to a reference particle within a linear shear flow. In this
unidirectional flow, the velocity, velocity gradient, and vorticity directions align
with the x-, y-, and z-axes. The velocity profiles show the local linear shear

resulting from the bulk strain rate around the particle. (b) A shear plane view
of the PDF model used for the microstructure of the sheared suspensions in the
current study. This p(r̂, θ, φ)/q(r̂) distribution is calculated by substituting the
chosen forms of f∗

1 (r̂) and f∗
2 (r̂) in Eq. 3.5 into the Eq. 3.3. As discussed earlier,

in the local linear shear flow ˆ̇γs : nn = 2sin (θ) cos (θ) sin2 (φ) and the relative
PDF ratios are related as f1 = 3π (fc − fe) /8 and f2 = (fc + fe) /2. The values
of fc = 1.5 and fe = 0 are chosen based on the optimised simulation results in
the subsequent sections. Moreover, some arbitrary screening radii are used to
clarify the four regions in the PDF model, where the legends Exc, Asym, Sym,

and Bulk denote the exclusion, asymmetric, symmetric, and bulk regions.

properties on the interaction viscosities or simulation results by performing
sensitivity analysis. Also, as it is discussed in the following, we approximate r̂∞
as a function of ϕs to get a specified number of secondary particles interacting
with the reference particles N2−r̂∞ . The impact of varying the constant N2−r̂∞

value on the interaction viscosities is again studied in a sensitivity analysis. By
substituting f∗

1 and f∗
2 expressions into the definitions of ĈΘi and D̂Θi in the table

2, these indexed integrals can be expressed in the form of ĈΘ(r̂j) and D̂Θ(r̂j)
integrals, as shown in table 4. The latter integrals are evaluated from the surface
of the reference particle r̂ = 2 to an upper-bound separation distance of r̂j, which
can be one of the three screening radii in the PDF model (r̂j = r̂o, 2 + ϵ̂r, and
r̂∞). The numerical and curve-fitting approaches discussed next allow us to find
the functional form of these integrals versus a generic upper-bound separation
distance, thus determining the functional forms of the interaction viscosities.

3.2. Functional form of ĈΘ and D̂Θ integrals

Calculating the functional forms of the volume averaging integrals ĈΘ and D̂Θ,
requires considering Θ and q as functions of the mobility or resistance scalars
ξ(r̂). These scalars describe the different moments of the disturbed fluid on the
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ĈΘi and D̂Θi indexed integrals

ĈΘ1 = f1
(
ĈΘ(2 + ϵ̂r)− ĈΘ(r̂o)

)
ĈΘ2 = f2

(
ĈΘ(2 + ϵ̂r)− ĈΘ(r̂o)

)
+

(
ĈΘ(r̂∞)− ĈΘ(2 + ϵ̂r)

)
D̂Θ1 = f1

(
D̂Θ(2 + ϵ̂r)− D̂Θ(r̂o)

)
D̂Θ2 = f2

(
D̂Θ(2 + ϵ̂r)− D̂Θ(r̂o)

)
+

(
D̂Θ(r̂∞)− D̂Θ(2 + ϵ̂r)

)
ĈΘ and D̂Θ integrals (for r̂j = r̂o, 2 + ϵ̂r, and r̂∞)

ĈΘ(r̂j) =
∫ r̂=r̂j
r̂=2

r̂4q(r̂)Θ(r̂)dr̂, Θ = A,B

D̂Θ(r̂j) =
∫ r̂=r̂j
r̂=2

r̂2q(r̂)Θ(r̂)dr̂, Θ = K,L,M, S

Table 4: The conversion of the indexed integrals ĈΘi and D̂Θi, which define the

interaction viscosities (table 2), to the integrals ĈΘ and D̂Θ based on the
chosen form of the PDF model in current study (Eq. (3.5)).

reference particle due to its Stokes flow interaction with the secondary particle.
When dealing with widely separated particle pairs in far-field interactions, the
methods of reflection and multipole expansions are used to approximate ξ(r̂)
as an asymptotic mathematical series (Jeffrey & Onishi 1984). However, for
close-contact particles in near-field interactions, where the mathematical series
convergence rate is low, ξ(r̂) scalars are approximated by analysing the fluid
film in the gap between particles using lubrication theory (Kim & Karrila
2013). This theory results in a more complex mathematical expression for ξ(r̂),
which consequently complicates the direct calculation of the expressions for the
integrals ĈΘ and D̂Θ. Therefore, we determine the numerical values of ĈΘ and D̂Θ

integrals and then derive their mathematical expressions using curve-fitting. The
procedure for calculating a series of numerical values for ĈΘ and D̂Θ integrated
from the surface of the reference particle at r̂ = 2 to a series of r̂ values and
subsequently performing curve-fitting on these numerical series, is as follows:

(i) Defining the near-field and far-field analytic expressions of the scalars ξ(r̂).
The expressions for the mobility scalars (xa

11, x
a
21, y

a
11, y

a
21, x

g
11, x

g
21, y

g
11, y

g
21, x

m
1 ,

ym
1 , and zm1 ) collected from Kim & Karrila (2013) and the expressions for the
resistance scalars (XP

11, X
P
12, X

Q
11, and XQ

12) extracted from Jeffrey et al. (1993).

(ii) Defining scalar expressions working for an arbitrary separation distance.
The collected near- and far-field expressions are merged as:

ξ (r̂) = (1− ωξ (r̂))ξsmall (r̂) + ωξ (r̂) ξlarge (r̂) (3.6)

where the small and large subscripts denote the far- and near-field separations
and the merge function is given by ωξ = esmall/ (esmall + ehigh). The two error
functions are defined as esmall(r̂) = asmall (r̂ − 2)

nsmall and elarge(r̂) = alarger̂
nlarge ,

where asmall = 0.003, nsmall = 3/2, alarge = 1, and alarge = −13. These error
functions are chosen to smoothly transition the merged expressions between the
near- and far-field scalars (as plotted in the section S1 in the supplementary
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document).

(iii) Defining the merged analytic forms of Θ(r̂) functions (A, B, K, L, M ,
P , Q, and S) by substituting the calculated merged ξ(r̂) expressions into the
formulations in the table 2.

(iv) Calculating the numerical values of q(r̂) by using the merged expressions
of functions A(r̂) and B(r̂) in Eq. 3.4, and solving the integral for each value of
r̂ numerically. A series of numerical r̂ values increasing from 2, with an initial
step size of 1× 10−10 and a growth factor of 1.001, to the maximum value set at
10000 is used. Section S1 in the supplementary document presents a sensitivity
analysis on the step size growth factor revealing that a five times lower value of
this parameter changes the values of ĈΘ(r̂) and D̂Θ(r̂) integrals in the practical
r̂ values by less than 3%.

(v) Calculating the numerical values of ĈΘ(r̂) and D̂Θ(r̂) using the merged
Θ(r̂) expressions and q(r̂) numerical values in the integrals defined in table 4,
and solving them numerically for each value of r̂. The lower and upper bounds
of these integrals are respectively r̂ = 2 and a r̂ value chosen from the numerical
series described in the previous step. A sensitivity analysis in the first section
of the supplementary data demonstrates that using a higher resolution of the
numerical r̂ values or changing the shape of the merge function ωξ (r̂) has very
limited impact on the calculated integral values.

(vi) Finally, the resulting numerical values of the integrals versus the separation

distance were fitted as ĈΘ(r̂) & D̂Θ(r̂) = (1− ωΘ)FΘ,small + ωΘFΘ,large using the
curve fitting toolbox in MATLAB Inc. (2020). Fig. 2 compares numerical and

fitting function profiles of different mobility and resistance integrals ĈΘ(r̂) and

D̂Θ(r̂), which based on the supplementary document (section S1), all sets of
the numerical data were fitted with relative errors less than 2%. As detailed
in the table 5, two different expressions FΘ,small and FΘ,large are used for the
small and large separation distances merged with the expression ωΘ to get the
functional forms for an arbitrary separation distance. Power law functions as

FΘ,small = a (r̂ − 2)
b
+ c (r̂ − 2)

d
are used for the low separations. We used these

power functions as all the Θ functions, as well as q, were found to follow a
powered function of r̂ − 2 for the separation distances lower than r̂ < 2.01.
The variable q scales as r̂−2(r̂ − 2)−0.75, which is consistent with nearly field
assymtotes used by Brady & Morris (1997) as (r̂ − 2)−0.78 and by Batchelor &
Green (1972) as −(log(r̂ − 2))−0.29(r̂ − 2)−0.78. Using two different power-law
functions in low separations helped us to perfectly fit the numerical values. All
the FΘ,large expressions, except for their constant term e, are derived based on the
far-field limits of the integrals using a Taylor expansion. For this, we have used
the expansion of far-field Θ functions along with q(r̂) = 1+25/(2r̂6) as estimated
by Batchelor & Green (1972), then analytically calculated the integrals†. The
form of the fitting functions for the small and large separation distances are
merge together with expressions of the form ωθ = (r̂ − 2)n/ (β + (r̂ − 2)n) to get

† Using Taylor series expansions of the far-field A and B functions, we could find higher order
approximation of far-field q to be as 1+25/(2r̂6)− 165/(8r̂8)+125/r̂9 − 75//r̂10 + ..., which fits
the numerical q values for the separation distances r̂ > 2.2 with a relative error less than 2%.
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Θ a b c d FΘ,large e β n

A -25 0.3361 36.51 0.2937 5r̂2/2− 25/r̂ − 8 log(r̂) + e 15.08 0.0129 3.084

B -4.0 0.4096 6.375 0.2698 (16/3) log(r̂) + e -1.849 0.0261 2.303

K -0.1511 0.2428 0.00062 0 1/r̂2 − 5/(8r̂5) + e -0.307 0.0075 3.093

L 0.4794 0.25 -0.4959 0.5441 −(5/2) log(r̂)− 5/r̂2 − 25/(12r̂3) + e 3.229 0.100 4.099

M -5.822 0.1998 9.742 0.2181 (25/2) log(r̂) + 35/(2r̂2) + e -9.661 0.1964 2.549

S 1.901 0.2594 -1.216 0.95 log(r̂) + e 0.4375 0.0927 2.559

Small r̂ region

FΘ,small = a (r̂ − 2)b + c (r̂ − 2)d
Large r̂ region Merge (ωΘ)

Table 5: Functional forms of the mobility and resistance integrals obtained
using curve fitting. The integral expressions for an arbitrary separation distance

are given as ĈΘ(r̂) & D̂Θ(r̂) = (1− ωΘ)FΘ,small + ωΘFΘ,large. The fitting
functions in the small (FΘ,small) and large (FΘ,large) separations are shown in
the table. The merging functions are defined as ωΘ = (r̂ − 2)n/ (β + (r̂ − 2)n).

r̂∞ 2 + (1− ω) r̂∞,small + ωr̂∞,large

r̂∞,small a
(

N2−r̂∞
ϕs

)b

r̂∞,large

(
c+

N2−r̂∞
ϕs

)d

− 2

ω
(

N2−r̂∞
ϕs

)n [
β +

(
N2−r̂∞

ϕs

)n]−1

Table 6: The relation between the screening radius r̂∞ and the total number of
particles located between the surface of the reference particle and this radius,
N2−r̂∞ at a specific ϕs value obtained using a curve fitting procedure. The
parameter values are found as a = 1× 10−4, b = 4, c = 2.1366, d = 1/3,

β = 1.3955× 107, and n = 8.329.

the fitting functions for an arbitrary separation distance, which then the listed
parameter values a, b, c, d, e, β, and n are found by fitting the merged expression
to the numerical values.

3.3. Functional form of r̂∞

The screening length r̂∞ can be defined in a way that only the interaction of the
reference particle with a specified number of secondary particles is considered in
the interaction viscosities. This effective radius denotes the fictitious outer surface
of the symmetric region in the PDF model beyond which, in an effective averaging
technique, the pair interactions are neglected rather than using a re-normalisation
method to account for the complexities arising from the multi-particle or long-
range interactions in the semi-dilute suspension flows. By neglecting the difference
between the average q(r̂) and p(r̂, θ, φ) in the asymmetric region of the PDF
model, we can estimate the number of secondary particles N2−r̂∞ within the
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Figure 2: The variation of ĈΘ(r̂) and D̂Θ(r̂) integrals with the separation
distance. The symbols are the numerical data, and the solid lines are the fitting
functions whose relative differences are less than 2% (as shown in section S1 in

the supplementary document).

surface of the reference particle to outer surface of the symmetric region as:

N2−r̂∞ = 3ϕs

∫ r̂=r̂∞

r̂=2

r̂2q (r̂) dr̂ (3.7)

Using the numerical series of q(r̂) discussed above, the numerical values of
N2−r̂∞/ϕs for each substituted value of r̂∞ are calculated. Having calculated the
numerical series of N2−r̂∞/ϕs values versus r̂∞ values, we used curve-fitting tools
and fitted two functions to these numerical data at the small and large separation
distances, merged with an intermediate function. Fig. 3 shows the variation of r̂∞
values with N2−r̂∞/ϕs and the table 6 lists the fitting functions. The forms of these
functions in the low and high separation distances are again chosen based on the
far and near field forms of q discussed above implemented into the integral in the
Eq. (3.7). To close the MF-roughness model, we use a constant N2−r̂∞ = 1 and
study its variation impact on interaction viscosities by conducting a sensitivity
analysis. It is also noteworthy that in the current study, we implement r̂∞+r̂∞,min

with r̂∞,min = 0.2 as the outer radius of the symmetric region of the PDF model
instead of r̂∞. This prevents the overlap between the symmetric and asymmetric
regions of the PDF model, thus avoiding numerical problems that can occur at
high concentrations when r̂∞ approaches 2 + ϵ̂r. The added minimum separation
results in a nearly constant value of r̂ = 2.2 as the outer radius of the symmetric
region in the solid fractions higher than ϕs > 0.3. It can be justified to incorporate
a minimum effective screening in high concentrations as multi-particle effects
can induce higher screening of interactions compared to the pairwise r̂∞ values.
A sensitivity analysis is presented in the subsequent sections to discuss how
variations in r̂∞,min affect the model viscosities.

3.4. MF-roughness viscosity plots

In this section, the MF-roughness relative viscosities are compared to DNS results
from the literature Morris & Katyal (2002); Sierou & Brady (2002); Yeo &
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Figure 3: The variation of the calculated r̂∞ values as the outer radius of the
symmetric region in the PDF model versus N2−r̂∞/ϕ. The relative differences
between numerical and fitting function values are less than 1% (as shown in

section S1 in the supplementary document).

Maxey (2010a); Gallier et al. (2014), as well as phenomenological correlations
by Morris & Boulay and experimental correlations suggested by Zarraga et al.
(2000) and Boyer et al. (2011). The total solid and mixture phase stresses and
the relative shear and normal viscosities are defined in table 7, and the relative
viscosities can be related to the interaction viscosities in unidirectional shear
flows, as shown in table 8. The functional forms of the MF-roughness interaction
viscosities described in the previous sections were related to the parameters
f1 = (3π/8) (fc − fe), f2 = (1/2) (fc + fe), ˆ̂ro = 4 × 10−5, ϵ̂r, and N2−r̂∞ = 1.
Here, the relative viscosities are calculated using fc = 1.5 and fe = 0, based
on the optimization results of SIM observations in the following sections for
different ϵ̂r values, potentially describing particles ranging from nearly smooth
to very rough by varying the width of the asymmetric region in the PDF model.
Fig. 4 shows the relative shear and normal viscosities ηs,mix and ηn22,mix of the
mixture along with the normal to shear viscosity ratios q = ηn22,mix/ηs,mix and
α2 = (ηn33,mix − ηn22,mix)/ηs,mix.

The model’s shear viscosity, ηs,mix, shows a good correspondence with the DNS
results and the experimental correlations in the semi-dilute regime. However, it
does not exhibit a diverging behaviour at high solid fractions and shows a low
sensitivity to changes in ϵ̂r. As compared in Fig. 5, the model viscosities for ϕs > 2
align better with the DNS results than the smaller viscosities from the theoretical
correlation by Batchelor & Green (1972). They analysed the hydrodynamic
interaction of smooth particles in semi-dilute extensional shear flows and found
that the mixture shear viscosity is given by ηs,mix = 1+5ϕs/2+kϕ2

s +O(ϕ3
s ) with

k = 7.6± 0.8. This factor for the smooth particles in the extensional flows using
q(r̂) as the PDF model of the suspension microstructure is defined as

k − 5

2
≃
(
15

2
D̂K + 5D̂L + D̂M

) ∣∣∣r̂→∞

r̂→2
(3.8)
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Description Solid phase Mixture

Total stress τ s = τ int,s τm = τ dil,m + τ int,m

Shear viscosity ηs,sol = |τs12| / (µf γ̇m) ηs,mix = |τm12| / (µf γ̇m)

Normal viscosity ηnii,sol = τsii/ (µf γ̇m) ηnii,mix = τmii/ (µf γ̇m)

Viscosity ratios

q = ηn22,mix/ηs,mix α2 = (ηn33,mix − ηn22,mix) /ηs,mix ϕm,SIM = ηn22,sol/ηn22,mix

Table 7: The relation between the different relative viscosities and the
components of the total solid and mixture phase stress tensors. The scalars τsij
and τmij respectively represent the components of the solid and mixture stress
tensors (where i,j = 1, 2, or 3), with the indices 1, 2, and 3 indicating the
velocity, velocity gradient, and vorticity directions in a linear shear flow,

respectively.

Harvie’s frame invariant stresses in a unidirectional flow

τm = µf γ̇


µsid1,m + µsid2,m −1− µdil,m − µint,m 0

−1− µdil,m − µint,m µsid1,m + µsid2,m 0

0 0 µsid2,m



τ s = µf γ̇


µsid1,s + µsid2,s −µint,s 0

−µint,s µsid1,s + µsid2,s 0

0 0 µsid2,s


Table 8: The matrices of the solid and mixture phase stress tensors resulting
from Harvie’s closure in a unidirectional flow. The stresses’ first, second, and

third directions are the velocity, velocity gradient, and vorticity directions in the
unidirectional flow. The normalised shear rate tensor and its inner dot product

in this flow are respectively calculated as ˆ̇γ =
[
0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

]
and ˆ̇γ · ˆ̇γ =

[
1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0

]
. For

simplicity, the different shear rate variables used in the closure are shown
without a subscript and assumed to be equal in the different phases.

where the constant value of 5/2 on the left hand side is added in a renormalization
technique to account for the increased viscosity of the effective fluid medium
around the reference particle due to the presence of the other particles. The
subsequent theoretical studies (Zinchenko 1984; Kim & Mifflin 1985; Wilson &
Davis 2000) used the same equation but with more recent near-field ξ scalars,
which resulted smaller values of this factor within the range of k = 6.9 − 7.1.
Thus, the calculated integral expression (in the right hand side of the above
equation) in the later studies falls within 4.4 − 4.6, relatively close to value of
≈ 4.18 resulting from the fitting functions in the current study. This value can
be obtained by evaluating the far-field limit of the integrals (the constant factors
e in the table 5) or by examining the expression plot for the entire range of the
separation distance in the supplementary document (section S1). By using this
value and assuming an isotropic PDF model equal to q(r̂), the shear viscosity
of the MF-roughness model for a smooth particle in the extensional flow can be
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determined as

ηs,mix = 1 +

(
5

2
ϕs + 4.18ϕ2

s

)
λRZ (3.9)

Using the Taylor expansion of λRZ = (1 − ϕs)
−2.5, this shear viscosity can be

written as ηs,mix = 1 + 5ϕs/2 + 10.43ϕ2
s +O(ϕ3

s ). The relatively larger coefficient
of ϕ2

s in the MF-roughness model compared to mentioned literature is due to
different methods used to factor in the increased shear rate near the reference
particle interacting with a pair in the presence of other particles. In the effective
fluid medium method by Batchelor & Green (1972), the ratio of the local shear
rate to the mixture average shear rate is only applied to interacting particle pairs
without relative velocity, corresponding to the shear rate used in the dilute stress
term in the fixed bed analysis. This ratio assumes the pair interaction occurs
within an effective fluid medium with Einstein’s viscosity and is equal to (1+ϕs).
However, in the current study, the hindered drag coefficient λRZ = (1− ϕs)

−2.5 is
used as the ratio of the local to the phase shear rates affecting both the dilute and
interaction stresses. As seen in Fig. 5, by using this the hindered drag function
in the dilute stress term, whether it is applied to the interaction stress term, the
resulting shear viscosity for ϕs within 0.2− 0.4 shows good correspondence with
the DNS results which are larger than the correlation by Batchelor & Green
(1972).

The model’s normal viscosities exhibit a considerable change with the
hydrodynamic roughness value. At a constant shear viscosity, the model’s
viscosity ratios q and α2 show a similar variation to the roughness as the
normal viscosities. The dependency of the normal viscosities on roughness
can be explained by the relation between the interaction viscosities and the
integral expressions defined in the table 2. The analysis of the near-field integral
expressions 2D̂L + (4/7)D̂M and 2D̂S − (4/3)D̂L − (8/21)D̂M in the table 5
that respectively define µ̂sid1,m and µ̂sid2,m, show that they approximately scale
as (r̂ − 2)0.26 in the separation distances r̂ − 2 < 0.05 (section S1 in the
supplementary document). This near-field scaling implies the normal viscosities
scale with the roughness as ϵ̂0.26r , which aligns with the theoretical model by
Brady & Morris (1997). They also found that the self-diffusion of the solid
particles, which is related to the normal viscosity, scale as ϵ̂0.22. The roughness
in their model refers to the surface-to-surface separation distance between
particles, where a hard-sphere force is implemented when particles are closer
to this distance. It is noteworthy that the second normal viscosity of the
solid phase in the MF-roughness model has a similar variation with the solid
fraction and roughness value as that of the mixture phase. This is because the
ratio of the solid to the mixture phase for this viscosity is nearly constant at
ϕm,SIM = ηn22,sol/ηn22,mix ≃ 0.585 independent of the closure parameters, as
shown in Fig. 6.

Despite the relatively good agreement of the MF-roughness viscosities with the
DNS results by Gallier et al. (2014), one must note some important differences
between the two methods. In the reported DNS results, shear viscosity decreases
(by less than 10%) as the roughness value increases, which is not observed in the
MF-roughness model. Another difference is that the DNS normal viscosities show
a relatively low sensitivity to the roughness value, unlike the high sensitivity
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(b) The viscosity ratios q = ηn22,mix/ηs,mix and α2 = (ηn33,mix − ηn22,mix)/ηs,mix

versus ϕs

Figure 4: The MF-roughness mixture phase viscosities (a) and viscosity ratios
(b) compared with the literature’s DNS results, as well as experimental and

phenomenological correlations. The legend parameter µp represents the friction
coefficient used in the DNS techniques, while the label H represents the

hydrodynamic contribution to the DNS results reported by Gallier et al. (2014).
The MF-roughness viscosities are calculated based on the parameter values

ˆ̂ro = 4× 10−5, N2−r̂∞ = 1, fc = 1.5, fe = 0 and the labeled ϵ̂r values.

of the MF-roughness model. The reported DNS results for a suspension of
ϕs = 0.4 show variations of around 35% with the change in the roughness
within 10−4 − 10−2. Finally, the contribution of contact to normal stress in
the DNS results is significant, while these interactions are not included in
the MF-roughness model. The reported DNS results for the suspensions with
ϕs > 0.3 show that the contact interactions could contribute more than 80% of
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Figure 6: The solid-to-mixture phase second normal viscosity

ϕm,SIM = ηn22,sol/ηn22,mix in the MF-roughness model for a wide range of ˆ̂ro and
ϵ̂r values. This viscosity ratio is independent of the other closure parameters fc,

fe, and N2−r̂∞ .

the total normal stress. Interestingly, the combined hydrodynamic and contact
contribution of shear or normal viscosity in the DNS results are more consistent
with the MF-roughness model or the experimental correlations than considering
only the hydrodynamic contribution.

Despite the significant impact of the frictional contacts on Gallier et al.’s normal
viscosities, they are close to Yeo & Maxey’s results and exhibit similarities with
MF-roughness results. This can suggest that direct inclusion of the contact
force by Gallier et al. (2014) effectively accounts for the near-field interaction of
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particles. It is worth noting that in Yeo & Maxey’s DNS method, direct contact
interactions are not included in the simulations. Instead, a repulsive interaction
force is used for the near-field interactions of particles. This force is non-zero
for particles closer than r̂ = 2.01, leading to a minimum separation distance of
around r̂ = 2.003. Similar to the sensitivity of the viscosities to the roughness in
Gallier et al.’s results, changing the parameters of the repulsive force’s effective
range has resulted in variations in the resulting shear and normal viscosities.
Despite the similarities in the semi-dilute regime, the frictional contact forces
in the concentrated regime significantly affected the diverging shear and normal
viscosity behaviour in Gallier et al.’s DNS method. Unlike the non-diverging
MF-roughness viscosities, these frictional DNS results are found to be consistent
with the experimental correlations.

To sum up, the MF-roughness semi-dilute viscosity results show a reasonable
correspondence with the DNS results and the experimental correlations in the
literature. The differences in this flow regime may arise from how the near-field
hydrodynamic interactions of the particles or how the hydrodynamic roughness
values are implemented in the different methods. At high concentrations, the
MF-roughness viscosities demonstrate a non-diverging behaviour, unlike the
experimental correlations or the DNS frictional results, indicating the need to
investigate the frictional contacts and multi-particle interaction impacts on the
PDF model and the effective viscosity function used in the MF-roughness model.

4. MF-MB99 closures

The stress closure proposed by Morris & Boulay (1999) is commonly used in
studying suspension flows with SB modelling. As formulated in the table 9, the
closure lacks a fully tensorial form and can only be implemented in unidirectional
flows where the geometric coordinate system aligns with the flow directions in
the domain. Unlike the averaging techniques and MF modelling, this SB closure
assumes equal interaction stresses in the solid and mixture phases. Moreover,
the closure-free parameters are defined to predict SIM measurements in some
curvilinear and rheometer flows, resulting in shear and normal viscosities differing
from direct experimental measurements. Thus, in the present study, we propose
two modified forms of this phenomenological closure based on the mathematical
form of the MF-roughness model, in which their free parameters are ultimately
optimized based on simulations of pressure-driven suspension flow. These two
models, named MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B models, employ the average con-
tinuity and momentum equations (Eqs. (2.1-2.4)) alongside with the CS osmotic
force from the Eq. (2.6) and a zero Faxen force. The implemented drag force
for the models is similar to that of the MF-roughness model and is expressed as
fdrag,s = β(uf−us), with β = 9µfϕsϕ

2−n
f / (2a2) and n = 4.5. As noted above, this

drag force definition ensures that the MF solid settling velocity is consistent with
the empirical correlation by Richardson & Zaki (1954). Finally, the following two
subsections define the phase-specific stresses for these MF models.

4.1. MF-MB99-A model

The first modification of the Morris & Boulay’s closure is named MF-MB99-A
model. It resolves the lack of a frame-invariant fully tensorial form of closure
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Morris & Boulay’s stress closure

τm = −µfηsγ̇tot,m + µfηn
∣∣γ̇tot,m

∣∣Q
τ s = −µf (ηs − 1) γ̇tot,m + µfηn

∣∣γ̇tot,m

∣∣Q
ηs = 1 + 2.5ϕs(1− ϕs/ϕm)−1 +Ksϕ

2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

ηn = Knϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

The elements of the stress matrices

τm = µf γ̇


λ1ηn −ηs 0

−ηs λ2ηn 0

0 0 λ3ηn

 τ s = µf γ̇


λ1ηn −ηs + 1 0

−ηs + 1 λ2ηn 0

0 0 λ3ηn



Q =

[ ]
λ1 0 0
0 λ2 0
0 0 λ3

Table 9: The formulation and matrix form of the solid and mixture phase
stresses resulting from Morris & Boulay’s closure. The first, the second, and the
third directions of the anisotropic flow-aligned tensor Q denote the velocity, the
velocity gradient, and the vorticity direction of a unidirectional flow. In this
closure,

∣∣γ̇tot,i

∣∣ is the magnitude of the mixture phase deformation tensor

γ̇tot,m = ∇um + (∇um)T. To estimate the matrix form of the stresses in the
second row, we assumed equal deformation tensors in different phases, which

are deviatoric and symmetric in a unidirectional flow with a magnitude equal to
γ̇. Morris & Boulay (1999) have suggested the parameter values of this closure

to be as Ks = 0.1, Kn = 0.75, ϕm = 0.68, λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.8, and λ3 = 0.5.

and partitioning of the dilute stress term. To define the fully tensorial frame
invariant form of the stresses, we use Harvie’s stress closure forms, which can
also be found in the closures proposed Buyevich (1996) for the phase stresses or
the migration flux closure proposed by Lhuillier (2009). These closures use similar
phenomenological forms of deformation tensors found in the early literature, such
as Hand (1962) and Rivlin (1997). Thus, the MF-MB99-A stresses are assumed
to be given as follows:

τm = −µf (1 + µdil,m) γ̇m − µf

[
µint,mγ̇s − γ̇s

(
µsid1,m

ˆ̇γs · ˆ̇γs + µsid2,mI
)]

(4.1)

τ s = −µf

[
µint,sγ̇s − γ̇s

(
µsid1,s

ˆ̇γs · ˆ̇γs + µsid2,sI
)]

(4.2)

The expressions for the dilute and interaction viscosities are now defined so that
the proposed form is consistent with the original Morris & Boulay’s closures
in a unidirectional linear shear flow. To achieve this, we need to compare the
elements of the proposed stress matrices previously shown in the table 8 to those
of the original form of Morris & Boulay’s closures in the table 9. After comparing
the two, we have chosen the expressions presented in the table 10 as the most
consistent with the Morris & Boulay’s closures, although they are not an exact
match. These expressions are obtained by matching only the components of the
mixture stress. Then, the solid phase interaction stress components are assumed
to be equal to those of the mixture phase.

The dilute stress term in the proposed expressions for the MF-MB99-A stresses
is not partitioned between the solid and mixture phases. Unlike in the SB
models and aligned with the volume averaging and Harvie’s closure, this shear



26 M. Noori, J.D. Berry, and D.J.E. Harvie

MF-MB99-A model viscosities

µdil,m = (5ϕs/2) (1− ϕs/ϕm)−1

µint,m = µint,s = Ksϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

µsid2,m = µsid2,s = λ3Knϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

µsid1,m = µsid1,s = (λ2 − λ3)Knϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

Table 10: The substituting shear and normal viscosities of the MF-MB99-A
model. These viscosities, along with the solid and mixture phase stress

formulations in Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2) fully define the model stresses. This model
is almost identical to a SB model substituted with the stress closure suggested

by Morris & Boulay (1999).

MF-MB99-B model viscosities

µdil,m = (5ϕs/2) (1− ϕs/ϕm)−1

µint,m = Ks,mixϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2 µint,s = Ks,solϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

µsid2,m = λ3Kn,mixϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2 µsid2,s = λ3Kn,solϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

µsid1,m = (λ2 − λ3)Kn,mixϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2 µsid1,s = (λ2 − λ3)Kn,solϕ
2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

Table 11: The substituting shear and normal viscosities of the MF-MB99-B
model. These viscosities, along with the solid and mixture phase stress
formulations in Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2) fully define the model stresses.

stress term only appears in the mixture phase stress. Thus in defining the
MF-MB99-A stresses, we first assumed that µdil,m = (5ϕs/2) (1− ϕs/ϕm)

−1

and then by matching the shear component of the mixture stress tensors
τm12, the expression µint,m = Ksϕ

2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2 is obtained. By comparing the
third diagonal components τm33, the expression µsid2,m = λ3Knϕ

2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2

is obtained. Afterwards, By comparing the second diagonal components τm22,
the expression µsid1,m = (λ2 − λ3)Knϕ

2
s (ϕm − ϕs)

−2 is obtained. However, the
first stress diagonal components τm11 can not be matched. This is due to the
limitation of the implemented fully tensorial form that does not distinguish
the normal stress in the velocity direction from that of the velocity gradient
direction, unlike Morris & Boulay’s closures. This causes a constraint on the
proposed fully tensorial unlike Morris & Boulay’s closures here that requires
λ1 = λ2. Along with this constraint, we observe that the solid phase shear
components do not match, attributed to the different partitioning of the dilute
stress term mentioned earlier. Thus, the table 10 along with the Eqs. (4.1), and
(4.2) define the MF-MB99-A closures that are a fully tensorial frame-invariant
form of Morris & Boulay’s closures and are consistent in the unidirectional shear
flows except for a constraint on λ1 and an introduced improvement in the phase
partitioning of the dilute shear stress.

4.2. MF-MB99-B model

The MF-MB99-B model is proposed as an extension of the MF-MB99-A model
that partitions the mixture interaction stress between the solid and fluid phases.
This extension aligns with the MF-roughness model and the SB revisions found
in Nott et al. (2011) and Guazzelli & Pouliquen (2018). The MF-MB99-B model
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differs from the Morris & Boulay’s stress closure proposed for a SB model and
utilizes the same interaction stresses for the solid and mixture phases. In the
MF-MB99-B model, it is assumed that the interaction stresses of the solid
and mixture phases have the same forms but with different coefficient factors.
Therefore, as summarised in the table 11, two different coefficients are used for
the shear (Ks,sol and Ks,mix) and normal (Kn,sol and Kn,mix) viscosities.

The study of SIM in general flow geometries can involve examining the three
diagonal components of the stresses. Distinguishing the solid phase normal
stresses in the three directions from those of the mixture phase necessitates
using phase-specific anisotropic coefficients (for at least two of the λ1, λ2, and λ3

parameters along with the phase-specific Kn values). However, only the normal
stress in the velocity gradient direction affects SIM in the channel flows analyzed
here. Using Kn,sol and Kn,mix is sufficient to differentiate this normal stress
component between the phases.

5. MF SIM in the channel flows

The volumetric flux of particles relative to the mixture can be used to assess
the rate of SIM development in different flow conditions. In the current study,
this flux is referred to as the migration flux, denoted by jsm = ϕs (us − um).
The relationship between the migration flux and the development of solid
distribution in pressure-driven flows can be demonstrated by substituting this
flux definition into the solid phase continuity equation at steady-state conditions
as um · ∇ϕs + ∇ · jsm = 0. Notably, in an order of magnitude analysis, Miller
& Morris (2006) has argued that in a unidirectional flow where the velocity
component in the vertical direction vanishes, the solid phase continuity equation
can be approximated as um,x∂ϕs/∂x+ ∂jsm,z/∂z = 0. Here, x and z are the axes
along the axial length and height of a 2D channel, respectively. Consequently,
for the channel flows studied here, the focus is on the cross-stream component of
the migration flux vector, as a larger magnitude of this component results in a
larger axial development of the solid distribution in the flow. Furthermore, due
to the zero-flux condition of the solid and fluid phases into the wall or centerline,
a zero cross-stream migration flux represents the fully developed condition of
the solid distributions in the flow, ∂ϕs/∂x = 0. Thus, this section aims to relate
the cross-stream migration flux to the phase-specific viscosity of each MF model
under different flow conditions, enabling the comparison of the development and
fully developed SIM results of the MF models for the experimental cases of the
channel flows.

The migration flux relation obtained here applies to steady-state and Stokes flow,
where transient and inertial terms in the momentum equations are neglected.
Additionally, the Faxen force and dilation stress terms, which are only included
in the MF-roughness model, are not considered in this formulation due to the low
sensitivity of the steady-state solid distribution results of the studied suspension
flows. By substituting the drag force definition fdrag,s = β (uf − us) into the
solid phase momentum equation in Eq. (2.4) and combining it with the mixture
momentum equation (sum of Eqs. (2.3) and (2.4)) to eliminate the fluid pressure
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force term, the migration flux can be expressed as:

jsm =
ϕs

β
(ϕs∇ · τm −∇ · τ s + ϕf∇Πosm,s) (5.1)

where the drag force coefficient is given as β =
(
9µfϕsϕ

2−n
f

)
/ (2a2) with n = 4.5

used for all the three MF models. By evaluating the z-axis components of resulting
vectors from the three terms in the parentheses, the cross-stream migration flux
can be expressed as:

jsm,z =
ϕsµf

β

[
(ϕs − ϕm,SIM)

∂

∂z
(ηn22,mixγ̇) +Π

′

osm,s

ϕf

µf

∂ϕs

∂z

]
(5.2)

where γ̇ is the magnitude of the shear rate tensor assumed to be equal in all the
phases. In deriving this equation, the forces due to the gradient of shear stress
terms (τm12 and τs12) along the z-axis are neglected compared to the normal
stress forces. Also, the viscosity ratio ϕm,SIM = ηn22,sol/ηn22,mix is assumed to be a
constant value. In the MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B models, it is equal to 1 and
Kn,sol/Kn,mix respectively while for the MF-roughness model, it is calculated to
be around 0.585 as shown in Fig. 6. By using the partial derivative of CS osmotic
pressure as Π

′

osm,s = ∂Πosm,s/∂ϕs = (kBTζCS) /Vp and defining the local Peclect
number as Pe = (9µfVpγ̇) / (2kBT ), the second form of flux can be written as:

jsm,z =
ϕsµf γ̇

zβ

[
(ϕs − ϕm,SIM) ηn22,mix

(
z

γ̇

∂γ̇

∂z
+ z

∂ϕs

∂z

η
′

n22,mix

ηn22,mix

)
+

9ϕfζCS

2Pe
z
∂ϕs

∂z

]
(5.3)

with η
′

n22,mix = ∂ηn22,mix/∂ϕs. The expression for the variation of the shear rate
magnitude along the z-axis can be determined from the mixture momentum equa-
tion. After neglecting the inertial and transient terms, the momentum equation
in the axial direction along the x-axis can be written as:

− ∂

∂z
(µfηs,mixγ̇) =

∂pf
∂x

(5.4)

By assuming a uniform axial pressure gradient across the channel height and a
zero shear rate at the centerline, the pressure gradient is given by integrating the
equation as ∂pf/∂x = −µfηs,mixγ̇/z. Thus the relation for the dimensionless shear
rate gradient is written as:

z

γ̇

∂γ̇

∂z
= 1− ηs,mix

′

ηs,mix

z
∂ϕs

∂z
(5.5)

Using this relation, the cross-stream migration flux can be expressed as:

jsm,z =
ϕsµf γ̇

zβ

[
(ϕs − ϕm,SIM) ηn22,mix

(
1 + z

∂ϕs

∂z

(
η

′

n22,mix

ηn22,mix

−
η

′

s,mix

ηs,mix

))
+

9ϕfζCS

2Pe
z
∂ϕs

∂z

]
(5.6)

where η
′

s,mix = ∂ηs,mix/∂ϕs. This flux relation can also be expressed in terms of
the ratio of mixture normal to shear viscosity q = ηn22,mix/ηs,mix as:

jsm,z =
ϕsµf γ̇

zβ

[
(ϕs − ϕm,SIM) ηs,mix

∂ (zq)

∂z
+

9ϕfζCS

2Pe
z
∂ϕs

∂z

]
(5.7)
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As discussed earlier, the zero-fluxes of solid and fluid to the wall or centerline
necessitate the cross-stream migration to be zero in the fully developed condition.
Therefore, setting jsm,z = 0, yields the fully developed solid distribution as:

−z
∂ϕs

∂z
=

ηs,mix (ϕs − ϕm,SIM) q

ηs,mix (ϕs − ϕm,SIM) q
′ + 9ϕfζCS

2Pe

(5.8)

where for non-Brownian suspension flows (and neglecting the singularity at ϕs =
ϕm,SIM), the expression simplifies as:

−z
∂ϕs

∂z
=

q

q′ (5.9)

The formulations of the cross-stream migration flux and the fully developed solid
distributions show that the mixture’s normal stress impacts the migration via
the ϕs dependency of the viscosity ratio q = ηn22,mix/ηs,mix, which its competition
with the solid phase normal stress appears in the constant viscosity ratio ϕm,SIM.
Furthermore, the importance of osmotic forces versus shear forces in the migration
is reflected in the ratio 9ϕfζCS/(2Pe). A larger magnitude of this ratio leads to
a decrease in the migration flux towards the centerline, resulting in a smaller
gradient in the solid distribution. These formulations will be used in section
9 to discuss the simulation results of the different closure models and their
correspondence with the experimental flow data in different PeB numbers.

6. Experimental case details

We conduct the simulation and the optimisation of the three models based
on eleven monodisperse experimental channel results reported by Semwogerere
et al. (2007) and Semwogerere & Weeks (2008). These experiments investigated
the development of the SIM in the suspension of neutrally buoyant 1 − 3 µm
diameter PMMA particles in a wide channel. The particles suspended in a
cyclohexylbromide/decalin solution, with matched fluid density and refractive
index, and flowed in a channel with a total height of 2H = 50 µm (along
z-axis), a large width of 500 µm (along y-axis), and a total axial length of 10
cm (along x-axis). Using a confocal microscope, the number of dyed particles in
2D 55 × 55 µm2 slices (parallel to the yz plane) of the suspension were counted
to determine the local solid volume fraction at a specific point in the channel.
Multiple slices at intervals of 0.2 µm were then used to create a graph showing
the variation of ϕs across the channel height at a particular distance from the
entry. Also, the displacement of the particles in the successive slices taken at
a rate of 94 frames/s was measured to estimate the particle velocity variation
across the channel height.

A syringe pump controlled the flows to the channel at a constant inflow
rate conditions, with a 5% standard deviation. The impact of the particle size or
the flowrate on the SIM of particles in the flow is studied based on the flow PeB
number given as PeB = 6πµf γ̇avea

3/(kBT ). The average shear rate magnitude
for a parabolic velocity profile is calculated as γ̇ave = um,max/H where um,max is
the centre-line velocity of the suspension given as um,max = 3Uave/2 = 3Q/ (2A),
where Uave is the average inlet velocity, Q is the inflow-rate, and A = 25×10−9 m2

is the cross-sectional area of the channel. The reported experimental data includes
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the solids volume fraction and velocity distributions across the channel height
and the graphs for the variation of evolution parameter Ep with the axial
distance from the channel entry. The change in this parameter value with the
axial distance can show the development of solids redistribution towards its
fully-developed value. An Ep value is specified for a ϕs distribution along the
channel height as follows:

Ep(x) =
1

H

∫ H

0

∣∣∣∣ϕs(z, x)

ϕ̄s(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ dz (6.1)

where ϕ̄s(x) is the average solid fraction determined from the same solids distri-
bution profile as:

ϕ̄s(x) =
1

H

∫ H

0

ϕs(z, x)dz (6.2)

The different parameters for the experimental cases are summarised in table 12.
The experimental references do not include the fluid viscosity and flow rates for
cases C8 and C9. The fluid viscosities calculated using the PeB definition at
T = 295 K can vary within the range of 1.853 − 2.786 mPa.s. This significant
variation of the fluid viscosity between different cases is unexpected, considering
that the same fluid solution is used in all these experiments. In addition, the
integration of experimental particle velocity profiles in case C7 yields a flow
rate of around 0.471 µL/min, which differs from the reported flow rate of
0.51 µL/min. Different factors could have contributed to these discrepancies,
including particle slip velocity or difficulty in identifying the channel walls in
microscope images. Without further experimental information, we assume that
errors in the volumetric flow rates may be causing the differences between the
back-calculated and reported fluid viscosities in the flow cases referenced in
Semwogerere et al. (2007). Also, in the experimental flows from Semwogerere &
Weeks (2008) with identical reported flow rates, we attribute the fluid viscosities
discrepancies to inaccuracies in the reported PeB numbers. Therefore, we used a
consistent fluid viscosity of 2.2494 mPa.s obtained from the Weeks Soft Matter
Laboratory webpage Chen et al. (2009) to simulate all eleven cases. The flow
rates of the cases referenced in Semwogerere et al. (2007) and the PeB numbers
of the cases referenced in Semwogerere & Weeks (2008) are then adjusted to
align with the updated viscosity value. This viscosity also aligns with the value
of 2.2471±0.0202 mPa.s calculated for similar suspensions studied by Frank et al.
(2003) in the same group/lab (assuming T = 295K).

7. Numerical simulations

The finite volume solver Arb (Harvie 2010) is used to solve the MF conservation
equations numerically. These equations include the continuity and momentum
conservations of the fluid phase in Eqs. (2.1) and (2.3), as well as those of the
solid phase in Eqs. (2.2) and (2.4). After neglecting the influence of gravity
on the neutrally buoyant particles, a symmetrical 2D computational domain in
the Cartesian coordinate system is employed for the simulations, as shown in
Fig. 7. Using a 2D computational domain is based on the dimensions of the
experimental flow chamber, which has a width ten times greater than its height.
The distance between the wall and the centre line in the computational domain
is H = 25 µm, equal to half the height of the experimental channel flow. The
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Case Fig. in [Ref.] a (µm) PeB Q (µL/min) ϕo

C1 P.C. [8] 1.5 480, 421.603† 0.3 0.07

C2 3c [8] 0.69 47, 41.037† 0.3 0.10

C3 7b,4a [8] 1.5 480, 421.603† 0.3 0.10

C4 4a [8] 1.5 480, 421.603† 0.3 0.15

C5 10 [7] 0.70 129 1.02, 0.943† 0.26

C6 7c,7d [8] 0.69 47, 41.037† 0.3 0.25

C7 4 [7] 0.70 60 0.51, 0.439† 0.33

C8 8 [7] 0.70 70 0.512† 0.35

C9 8 [7] 0.70 15 0.110† 0.35

C10 5 [7] 1.15 80 0.102, 0.126† 0.28

C11 5 [7] 1.15 80 0.102, 0.126† 0.23

Table 12: The suspension properties and the experimental flow conditions of
the different monodisperse channel flow cases are being examined in this study.
The first column lists an index assigned to each experimental case. The second
column indicates the figure number in each reference where the information

about the experimental case can be found. P.C. denotes personal
communication, [8] refers to the reference by Semwogerere & Weeks (2008), and
[7] refers to the reference by Semwogerere et al. (2007). The PeB and Q values,

indicated with a superscript †, are the values used in the current study to
calculate the fluid viscosity µf = 2.249 mPa.s across all the cases (based on the

PeB definition), which are implemented in the simulations.

Figure 7: The axisymmetric 2D computational domain used for the MF
simulations of the channel flows.

domain length is chosen to be 3000H long enough compared to the experimental
channel length to cover all experimental data for comparison purposes.

The simulations used a non-uniform structured mesh of the computational
domain. This mesh includes 60 cells with a growth rate of 1 in the vertical
(z-axis) direction and 100 cells with a growth rate of 1.02 in the axial (x-axis)
direction. The cell size growth along the x-axis accounts for a large migration
flux near the channel entry compared to the developed flow condition away from
the entry, as observed in the experimental Ep graphs. Also, as the magnitudes of
∂ϕs/∂z could be significant at any point across the channel height, a uniform cell
size is used in this direction. A mesh sensitivity analysis was conducted to ensure
the results were independent of the cell sizes (section S2 in the supplementary
document).
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The boundary conditions applied to the computational domain for the simulations
are described as follows:

(i) At the inlet, a uniform solids volume fraction equal to ϕo was applied.
At this boundary, the phase-specific velocities are assumed to be equal,
unidirectional, and fully developed at the inlet. Also, a uniform inlet pressure
pf = pinlet is applied to ensure that the average velocities are consistent with the
flowrate.

(ii) At the outlet, one-point zero fluid pressure is used, and the pressure and ϕs

distributions, along with the unidirectional phase-specific velocities, are assumed
to be fully developed.

(iii) No fluid and solid fluxes are applied to the wall. Zero gradients of ϕs

and stress forces (the first and the second terms on the right-hand side of each
momentum equation) are applied to the normal direction at the wall to calculate
the ϕs and pf on this boundary.

(iv) Symmetric boundary conditions are used for the centreline. The conditions
sets the normal component of the velocities along with the normal components
of the gradients in the velocities, pf , and ϕs to zero.

8. Global optimisation

A global gradient descent optimisation method (included in Arb package (Harvie
2010)) is used to determine the optimal closure parameters of the MF models.
The objective is to minimise the total squared residual value defined as TSRV =∑

i R
2
i , measuring the total deviation of the simulation results from all the

experimental solids volume fraction and velocity distributions. In this summation
of squared residuals, Ri represents the residual value obtained by comparing the
simulation results with each experimental distribution. As schematically shown
in Fig. 8, it is calculated as:

Ri =

∫
|ϕs,sim − ϕs,exp| d

(
z
H

)
∆ϕs∆

(
z
H

) × 100 (8.1)

where ϕs,sim and ϕs,exp represent the ϕs values on the simulation and smoothed
experimental graphs, respectively. Also, the parameters ∆ϕs and ∆(z/H) denote
the ranges of ϕs and z/H axes considered in a simulation-experimental graph
comparison. As seen in Fig. 11, we chose ∆ϕs = 0.3 and ∆ (z/H) = 2 for the
comparison of all the solids volume fraction distributions. The residual Ri values
related to the solids velocity distributions are calculated using an equation
analogous to Eq. (8.1) (us,x), but with ∆us,x = 600 µm/s. Notably, the Ep graphs
were not considered in optimisations since the parameter values were highly
sensitive to local variations in ϕs within the range of experimental data accuracy,
as is further discussed in section 9.2. Nevertheless, we will compare the optimised
simulation results with the experimental Ep graphs.

A random algorithm followed by a quadratic gradient descent method was used for
the optimisation. Initially, the random algorithm, which samples the parameters
randomly within specified ranges, is used to conduct the simulations of each MF
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Figure 8: A schematic showing the calculation of a single residual value (Ri) by
comparing experimental and simulation data in a subplot based on the Eq.

(8.1). The Ri value is defined as Se/(Se + So)× 100 where Se is the area of the
enclosed region between the two solid lines, and So is the subplot area outside

of the enclosed region.

model with 200-400 sets of randomly chosen closure parameters. Subsequently,
some random parameter sets resulting in low TSRV s are implemented as the
initial values of the quadratic gradient descent method to find the local minimum
of TSRV . In this method, the step sizes of the parameters are determined based
on the change in TSRV magnitude and the optimised results achieved when
the non-dimensional step size for each parameter was less than 1 × 10−5. The
variation of the three model closure parameters in the optimisation procedure
can be described as follows.

8.1. MF-roughness optimisation

The MF-roughness model interaction viscosities and thus the closure of the model
can be defined based on the tables 2, 4, 5 and 6 that relate the viscosities to the
parameters ˆ̂ro = 4 × 10−5, N2−r̂∞ = 1, f1, f2, and ϵ̂r. Therefore, the last three
parameters, which define the width and the magnitude of the pair correlations in
the asymmetric region in the PDF model, must be specified in the optimisation
procedure. However, the normal viscosities do not depend on the magnitude of
f2 = (1/2) (fc + fe), and sensitivity analysis shows that varying this parameter
has only an insignificant impact on the shear viscosities of the model. Thus,
focusing only on the magnitude of f1 = (3π/8) (fc − fe), we set fe = 0 and
varied fc within the range of 1 − 2 for the optimisation. The non-dimensional
hydrodynamic roughness value ϵ̂r = ϵr/a determines the outer radius of the
asymmetric region in the PDF model. This effective radius is expected to be
associated with the asperities or any non-uniformities on the surface of particles
that lead to particle trajectory perturbation and create the anisotropic high pair
correlation ring in the microstructure. In the optimisation, it is assumed that
same-sized particles involved in different flow cases have a similar dimensional
ϵr (nm) value. Thus, a particle-size dependent ϵr (nm) value is used, which is
varied within the range of 1 − 35 nm. This range covers the particles of very
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low dimensional roughness value to the highly roughened particles with non-
dimensional roughness values of ϵ̂r ≃ 0.05.

8.2. MF-MB99-A,B optimisation

The closure of stresses in the MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B models depends
on the parameters defining the interaction viscosities. These paramters in
the MF-MB99-A model are as ϕm, Ks, Kn, λ2, and λ3 values, whereas in
the MF-MB99-B model are as ϕm, Kn,sol, Kn,mix, Ks,sol, Ks,mix, λ2, and λ3.
The optimisation procedure varied all these closure parameters except for the
anisotropic coefficients, which are fixed at λ2 = 0.8 and λ3 = 0.5 (as suggested
by Morris & Boulay (1999)). Using the fixed values is because λ3 does not affect
the second normal stress defining the cross-stream SIM in the channel flows (as
discussed earlier in the section 5). Moreover, this component of the phase-specific
normal stress depends on λ2 multiplied by the normal viscosity coefficients (Kn

in MF-MB99-A and Kn,sol and Kn,mix in MF-MB99-B). Hence, tuning only
one of the two types of parameters (i.e., the normal viscosity coefficient or the
anisotropic coefficient) is sufficient for optimising the SIM behaviour.

The mixture shear viscosity coefficients, Ks in the MF-MB99-A and Ks,mix

in the MF-MB99-B model, are varied as the optimisation parameters. However,
in the MF-MB99-B model, the solid phase shear viscosity coefficient is assumed
to be the same as that of the mixture phase Ks,sol = Ks,mix. This assumption
is based on the sensitivity analysis, which shows that varying Ks,sol within a
wide range has minimal impact on the simulation results. Additionally, in both
models, the squared of a residual value related to the deviation of the mixture
shear viscosity from the Maron-Pierce correlation ηs,mix = (1−ϕs/ϕm)

−2 is added
to TSRV . Notably, the maximum solid fraction ϕm value in this correlation
is assumed to equal each MF model. The shear viscosity from this correlation
is consistent with the direct experimental measurements and larger than the
original Morris & Boulay’s correlation. Considering the shear viscosity graph in
the optimisation is because the flow simulation results show a low sensitivity
to this viscosity; thus, this addition ensures finding the closure parameters that
result in the shear viscosities in the range of the Maron-Pierce correlation. To
calculate the residual value related to this deviation, a similar procedure to that
of Eq. 8.1 and Fig. 8 is employed. The Ri value is calculated as the surface
area enclosed between the Maron-Pierce correlation and a MF model graph of
log(ηs,mix) versus ϕs within 0−0.6 normalised by a reference area of 0.6× log(60).

9. Simulation results

The optimisation procedure, involving the random parameter variation followed
by a quadratic descent approach, was used to minimise the TSRV in each model.
Table 13 lists the optimised viscosity closure parameters of the three models.
Also, the Figs. 9 and 10 compares the related shear and normal viscosity graphs,
while the Fig. 11 compares the simulation results of the optimised models for
the different channel flow cases. The viscosity plots show that the three models
have similar mixture shear viscosities up to a semi-dilute concentration of
around ϕs = 0.35, consistent with existing literature. However, there are notable
differences in their optimised phase-specific normal viscosities. Despite this, the
optimised models show small variations in the TSRV s and in their resulting
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Constraint TSRV ˆ̂ro N2−r̂∞ fe particle size fc ϵr(nm)

small 1.941 2.046
large 1.228 11.625

small 1.439 4.796
large 1.166 10.223

III 80.651 4× 10−5 1 0 small, large 1.565 3.09

MF-roughness Fixed Optimised

I 75.966 4× 10−5 1 0

II 76.242 4× 10−5 1 0

MF-MB99-B

TSRV λ2 λ3 ϕm i Kn,i Ks,i

mix 1.203 1.239
sol 0.459 = Ks,mix

Fixed Optimised

75.551 0.8 0.5 0.599

MF-MB99-A

TSRV λ2 λ3 ϕm Kn Ks

79.585 0.8 0.5 0.605 0.252 1.239

Fixed Optimised

Table 13: The optimised closure parameters of the three MF models. The
radius of the small and large particles in the different flow cases are

a = 0.69 µm and a = 1.5 µm, respectively. The reported TSRV =
∑

iR
2
i here

exclude R2
i values calculated for the deviation of ηs,mix graphs in the

MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B models from the Maron-Piece correlation.

solid and velocity distributions, except for some differences in the Ep graphs
observed for the most concentrated cases.

The closure parameters in the MF-roughness model are linked to the suspension’s
microstructure and may vary based on the particle size. In this model, one set
of (ϵr, fc) values for the small (a = 0.69 µm) and another set for the large
(a = 1.5 µm) particles needed to be determined by minimising the TSRV . Three
choices can be used to specify these parameters. We can either use different
(ϵr, fc) values for each of the two-particle sizes or use identical values for both
particles. Another approach is to use different parameters for the two particles
but assuming that the non-dimensional roughness value (ϵ̂r = ϵr/a) is the same
for them. As a result, the table presents three constraint types of the model’s
closure parameters, each conforming to one of the approaches. The largest TSRV
is for constraint III, where identical microstructure parameters are used for both
particle sizes. However, the difference in the TSRV s value is not considerable
around 7%, so it can be concluded that using particle-dependent microstructure
parameters in the constraint types I and II does not improve the correspondence
of the simulation results with the experimental data.

The non-dimensional roughness values (ϵ̂r) in the three constraint types of the
MF-roughness model are within the range of 0.002− 0.008. In type I constraint,
the larger particle has a higher ϵ̂r, while in type III, the smaller particle has
a higher ϵ̂r value. Additionally, in type II, the ϵ̂r values of the two particles
are very similar, calculated to be 0.007 and 0.0068 for the small and large
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particles, respectively. The calculated fc values of the particles in the different
constraint types are within 1−2, where a lower non-dimensional roughness value
corresponds with a higher fc value. This suggests that the model viscosities
are over-conditioned when varying ϵ̂r and fc simultaneously. Increasing one
parameter while reducing the other can result in the same normal stress and
thus lead to the same simulation results. The Fig. 10 illustrates that while the
particles in the three constraint types use different microstructure parameters,
their resulting normal viscosities are very close. Consequently, the simulation
results and their TSRV s are very similar. Notably, the model shear viscosity is
almost independent of the microstructure parameters, and also the simulation
results are not sensitive to this viscosity variation.

The normal viscosity of the three constraint types of the MF-roughness model
in Fig. 10 show a relatively good comparison with the literature’s data in the
semi-dilute regime. The mixture’s normal viscosity obtained for the different
particles with ϵ̂r within 0.002 − 0.008 at low concentrations is higher than the
DNS results by Gallier et al. (2014) for particles with ϵ̂r = 0.005 in frictionless
flows (µ = 0). However, they match in the semi-dilute concentrations for ϕs

within the range 0.15− 0.32. In constraint type III, using similar ϵr (nm) and fc
values for both particles have led to the smaller particle having a larger ϵ̂r = ϵr/a
and thus normal viscosities approximately 1.33 times that of larger particles.
The larger normal viscosity for small particles of the same material agrees with
the experimental measurements of PS particles by Deboeuf et al. (2009). This
experimental data shows that the normal viscosity of 40 µm diameter particles
can be around 1.2 − 1.8 of 140 µm diameter particles. This agreement suggests
using a unique pair of (ϵr, fc) as an option for linking the microstructure of
similar particles in different sizes to their normal viscosity. In future work, it is
important to assess how these parameter with the particle type, size, or other
flow variables. This might require a detailed comparison of the MF-roughness
variables and viscosity results with experimental particle roughness, suspension
microstructure, and viscosity measurements.

The MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B models have similar optimal values for
the maximum solid fraction and shear viscosity coefficient. As the variation of
these parameters has a very low impact on the simulation results, their optimal
values are primarily determined by the deviation of the models’ mixture shear
viscosity from the Maron-Pierce correlation, which is considered in minimising
the models’ TSRV s. However, the normal viscosity coefficient of the two models
is significantly different. The solid and mixture phase normal viscosity coefficients
of the MF-MB99-B model are nearly two and five times larger than those of the
MF-MB99-A model. Thus, partitioning the mixture’s normal viscosity in the
MF-MB99-B model has significantly changed the optimum normal viscosities
compared to the MF-MB99-A model. Despite this difference, the minimised
TSRV s of the two models are very similar, with around a 5% difference. This
implies that multiple (Kn,sol,Kn,mix) pair values in the MF-MB99-B model can
produce nearly similar TSRV s and thus optimised results. Considering the
MF-MB99-A model as a certain case of the MF-MB99-B model, obtained by
setting Kn,sol = Kn,mix = Kn, by tuning Kn,mix within 0.252 − 1.203 a Kn,sol

value in range of 0.252− 0.459 can also be found, such that the resulting TSRV
is in range of 75 − 80. The formulation for the migration flux in the Eq. (5.1)
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Figure 9: The mixture shear viscosity (a) and phase-specific normal viscosities
in the shear direction (b) for the different optimised MF models (table 13)

compared to the reported experimental measurements (Guy et al. 2015; Phan
et al. 1996) and DNS results (Sierou & Brady 2002; Gallier et al. 2014; Singh

et al. 2018).

attributes this to the competition between the normal stresses (ϕs∇ ·τm−∇ ·τ s).
When Kn,mix value increases, the migration flux can remain nearly the same if
the value of Kn,sol is also increased. However, due to the ϕs prefactor in the term
ϕs∇ ·τm, the relative increase in Kn,mix value must be greater than that in Kn,sol

to maintain the SIM flux balance.
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Figure 10: The mixture phase normal viscosity in the shear direction for the
different optimised MF models (table 13) compared to the reported

experimental measurements (Deboeuf et al. 2009) and DNS results (Sierou &
Brady 2002; Gallier et al. 2014).

9.1. Particle and velocity distributions

The optimised simulation results in Fig 11 show the solid and velocity
distributions of the different models are nearly similar. The residuals Ri values
calculated for these distributions across different cases are around 2− 3. Among
the different flow cases, the distributions for large particle cases (C1, C3, and
C4) in a high PeB number correspond better with the experimental data.
For these flow cases, the solid distributions far from the channel entry, which
defines the maximum Ep value, and the shape of the Ep graphs, representing
the SIM development, correspond well with the experimental data. The graphs
of Ep, which are not considered when optimising the closure parameters, show
significant variations among the three models or differ from the experimental
data in some flow cases of the small or medium sized particles. These differences
and the reliability of the parameter in discussing the development of the SIM
behaviour are further discussed in the next section. In the case C7, the increased
shear viscosity in the centerline, caused by the SIM migration of the particles
toward this region, leads to a relatively flattened velocity profile in the simulation
results. This agrees with the experimental results, where the maximum velocity
decreases from 434.8 µm/s to 405.1 µm/s with the change in the axial distance
from x = 20H to x = 1040H.

Using a lower flow rate in case C7 for the simulations resulted in some velocity
deviations from the experimental data. For this flow case, the simulations used a
flow rate of 0.439 µL/min, which is relatively smaller than the calculated value
of 0.471 µL/min from the experimental velocity distributions. This difference
has resulted in the simulation velocities being smaller than the experimental
data, particularly on one side of the channel cross-section. Also, the experimental
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data near the walls indicates non-zero velocities greater than 100 µm/s. If we
assume that, similar to the simulation results, the interphase slip velocities in the
experiments are negligible, then the non-zero wall velocities and the difference
between the reported experimental flowrate for this case (0.51 µL/min) and
the calculated flowrate from the experimental velocity profiles (0.471 µL/min)
may indicate some inaccuracies in the velocity measurements near the wall
regions. The analysis of the simulation results for all the flow cases shows small
interphase slip velocities less than 0.05 µm/s. Moreover, in a similar experimental
study, Frank et al. (2003) found slip velocities less than measurement accuracy
of around 20 µm/s for the flows of 2.2 µm diameter particles with an average
velocity of around 933 µm/s, ϕo = 0.22, and PeB = 770. The experimental
measurements in the flows studied here may have been affected by inaccuracies
in locating the exact position of the wall. For example, the wall may have been
placed closer to the centerline than in reality, leading to a shift in the velocity
profile. This could potentially explain the reported non-zero wall velocities.

9.2. The evolution parameter Ep distributions

The increase in the Ep values with the axial length indicates the progression of
SIM along the channel length. The experimental data points of this parameter
show an asymptotic behaviour and suggest that the solid distributions reach a
fully developed condition after the axial lengths within 200H−1000H (depending
on PeB). However, the simulation results mostly do not exhibit this behaviour.
The results develop slower but continue to distances even larger than 1500H
with the maximum Ep values larger than the asymptotic experimental values.
For case C9, which has a small PeB number and where the expansive osmotic
force plays a significant role in limiting SIM, the simulation Ep profiles show
asymptotic behaviour.

The Ep graphs show that the MF-MB99-B model exhibits faster development
in the semi-dilute flows of ϕo < 0.25 than other models. This difference is
primarily attributed to the former model’s higher normal viscosity in the solid
phase. However, in high-concentration flow cases (C8, C9, and C10), this model’s
larger normal viscosity in the mixture phase becomes significant and limits the
migration flux. This SIM behaviour can be explained by the competition between
the solid and mixture phase stress forces, ϕs∇ · τm −∇ · τ s in Eq. 5.1. For low
ϕs values, which −∇ · τ s dominates and the competition is less important, the
larger solid phase normal viscosity of the MF-MB99-B model than other models
leads to a larger migration flux toward the centerline. However, at high ϕs values,
when ϕs∇ · τm is comparable to −∇ · τ s, the significantly larger magnitudes of
the mixture normal viscosity in the MF-MB99-B model limits its prediction of
the migration flux toward the centerline.

In some of the experimental Ep graphs, the initial parameter values at the channel
entry are non-zero. This value can indicate a non-uniform solid distribution at
the channel entry. This could be due to the suspension never being uniform before
pumping, or it may have partially developed through the piping connections
before entering the flow chamber. Fig. 12a addresses the impact of the non-
uniform solid distribution at the channel entry on the simulation Ep results of
the cases C3 and C4. In this figure, we have plotted Ep versus x/H alongside
the same graphs but sifted by 500 on the horizontal axis to account for an extra
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entrance length of 500H before the channel entry. Using this entrance length
improves the correspondence of the simulation results with the experimental
data in the developing region of the flow.

The difference between experimental and simulated Ep values could result from
the high sensitivity of the parameter to the changes in the ϕs distribution,
particularly the measured ϕs profiles. To assess this sensitivity, the calculated
Ep values for two solid distributions results (in the case C6) with slight local
differences are shown in the Fig. 12b. The figure indicates that a mean 12%
difference in the local ϕs values can lead to a 60% difference in the corresponding
Ep values. This suggests that using Ep values for the development study of
solid distributions with certain accuracy levels may not be valid. An analysis
of Eq. (6.1) shows that for the solid distributions with a fixed absolute error
of δϕ, the absolute error in the evolution parameters δE could be approximated
as δE ≃ δϕ. Assuming that the experimental measurements have a constant
δϕ ≃ 0.1 (Semwogerere et al. 2007), it can be said the larger experimental Ep

data points could have a higher accuracy with a smaller relative error than the
lower magnitudes of Ep values.

9.3. Parameter sensitivity analysis

A series of sensitivity analyses is conducted to examine the impact of varying
the MF-roughness and MF-MB99-B model closure parameters on viscosities
and simulation results. Additionally, we performed simulations of different flow
cases to observe the effects of the osmotic and Faxen forces and bulk stresses
on the MF-roughness results of different flow cases. The simulation results and
viscosity plots related to these analyses are all presented in section S2 in the
supplementary document. The simulations indicate that excluding the Faxen
force and bulk stress has minimal impact on the results. Excluding or doubling
the osmotic force mainly affects the centerline value of the solids volume fraction,
with limited impact on solid distribution results in other regions of the channel.
The variation of this force can make considerable changes in the Ep graphs,
attributed to the high sensitivity of the parameter magnitude to the change in
the centerline value of the solid fraction. The analysis of MF-roughness shows
that varying N2−r̂∞ within the range of 0.5 − 10, as well as varying ˆ̂ro within
the range of 3 − 5 × 10−5, has minimal impact on the model’s shear or normal
viscosities. Additionally, the model analysis shows that an increase in (fc + fe)
at a fixed (fc − fe) value does not affect the normal viscosities but may lead to
a relatively small increase in the shear viscosities.

The sensitivity analysis shows that increasing the fc and ϵr values has little
impact on shear viscosities but can significantly increase the phase-specific
normal viscosities. This normal viscosity variation leads to a greater SIM flux
and particles’ fully developed central enrichment. Moreover, the downstream
velocity profile of the case C7 shows a higher degree of flattening with an
increase in the two parameters due to the increased shear viscosity at the
centerline resulting from the enhanced SIM of particles. The variation of the
cross-stream migration flux (jsm,z) and the fully developed solid distributions
(discussed based on −z∂ϕs/∂z) with fc and ϵr can be explained by the analytical
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Figure 11: Continued
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Figure 11: The optimised simulation results of the MF-roughness constraint III
(green solid line), the MF-MB99-A (red dash-dotted line), and the MF-MB99-B

(cyan dashed line) models (table 13). The optimised MF-roughness model

obtained by minimising TSRV =
∑i=9

i=1
R2

i , where the residual Ri values are
indicated in the legends. Each of the optimised MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B

models obtained by minimising TSRV =
∑i=10

i=1
R2

i , where R10 values calculated
for the deviation of the model ηs,mix graph from the Maron-Piece correlation.
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Figure 12: (a) The impact of using an entrance axial length of E.L. = 500H in
the optimised MF-roughness model (constraint III) on the correspondence of Ep

results with the experimental data. (b) The impact of slight variation in ϕs

distributions on Ep simulation results (optimised MF-roughness model
constraint type III). The red and green squares on the right subplot represent
the Ep values calculated for the corresponding ϕs distributions shown by the

red and green solid lines on the left subplot.

analysis of the SIM in the Eqs. (5.6) and (5.8). The two closure parameters are
the prefactors to the mixture’s normal viscosity ηn22,mix. Thus, their variations

change the magnitude of this viscosity without affecting the ratio η
′

n22,mix/ηn22,mix.
Consequently, as the parameters have an insignificant impact on the mixture
shear viscosity ηs,mix, their increase results in larger magnitudes of jsm,z and
−z∂ϕs/∂z. It is noteworthy that by changing the two closure parameters, ϕm,SIM

is found to be nearly fixed at 0.586, and the shear rate distribution remains
linear and unchanged, except for regions near the centerline as seen for the case
C7.

A similar SIM behaviour is observed in the MF-MB99-B model with the variation
of Kn,sol. Larger values of this parameter cause a larger ϕm,SIM = Kn,sol/Kn,mix

in the model, leading to an increased migration flux jsm,z (again based on the
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Figure 13: The sensitivity of the optimised MF-roughness (constraint type III)
to the variation of the dimensional roughness value. The coloured blue, cyan,
green, and orange solid lines represent ϵr values 0.5 nm, 3.09 nm, 20 nm, and

100 nm, respectively.

Eq. (5.6)). However, the simulation results show a lower sensitivity to Kn,mix

values mainly observed in the high-concentration flows. Although higher values
of this parameter lead to larger ηn22,mix values, the migration flux is reduced
due to the decrease in the ϕm,SIM = Kn,sol/Kn,mix ratio. Moreover, the model
simulation results are minimally affected by the variation of the shear viscosity
coefficients Ks,mix and Ks,sol. In the studied semi-dilute flows, the relationship

(z/ηs,mix) (∂ηs,mix/∂z) =
(
η

′

s,mix/ηs,mix

)
(z∂ϕs/∂z) ≪ 1 always hold. This means

that the shear rate profile remains nearly linear and unchanged regardless of the
shear viscosity magnitude as (z/γ̇) (∂γ̇/∂z) ≃ 1. Consequently, the migration flux
and the distribution of solids remain nearly unaffected. The sensitivity analysis
also indicates that the solid and velocity distributions in the MF-MB99-B model
are not highly affected by ϕm variations within the range of 0.585 − 0.68. This
is because the shear and normal viscosities in the semi-dilute regime do not
significantly change with the ϕm value.

The MF-roughness sensitivity results show that solid distributions of flows
with ϕo < 0.1 have low sensitivity to the parameters defining the anisotropy of
the PDF model, fc or ϵr. This analysis indicates that the variation of the two
closure parameters can have different impacts on the deviation of the simulation
results from the experimental data depending on ϕo values. As shown in Fig. 13,
when increasing the ϵr value from 3.05 nm to 100 nm or fc value from 1.565 to
3.0, the deviation does not show a significant change in the flow cases of lower
ϕo values (C2 and C3) but it noticeably increases in the flows with higher ϕo

values (C5 and C6). The different impact of the closure parameters variation
on the flows of ϕo ≃ 0.1 and ϕo ≃ 0.25 may suggest (but not necessarily) that
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the width of the asymmetric region or the PDF value in the compression zones
decrease with the solid fraction. According to the experimental measurements
by Blanc et al. (2013), the rotation angle of the depleted region on the receding
side of the particles, indicating the microstructure anisotropy, does not change
for ϕs < 0.13, consistent with the results observed here. However, beyond this
solid fraction, they found that the angle and, thus, the anisotropy increases with
the ϕs values, which contradicts the sensitivity results here. Consistent with the
latter experimental observations, the DNS results by Morris & Katyal (2002)
also show that the contact values of the pair correlations in the compression
zone increase with the solid fraction. Notably, the two closure parameters in the
MF-roughness model represent the properties of an effective anisotropic region
in the PDF model and cannot be directly compared to the results found in the
literature. For example, the measured PDF in Blanc et al. (2013) shows that
the significance of the extension of the depleted region to very high separation
distances is more pronounced at lower solid fractions than at high solid fractions.
The resolution of the sampled data in the literature above is also a parameter
that may differ from the MF-roughness PDF model. For instance, Blanc et al.
(2013) sampled the PDF data using a mesh size of ∆r̂ = 0.07, larger than the
outer radius of the asymmetric region in the MF-roughness model considered in
the simulations.

10. Conclusions

This study presents the functional form of stresses for a volume-averaged MF
model proposed by Harvie (2024) applicable for the analysis of SIM in the
pressure driven suspension flows. The closure of the proposed stresses depends
on some phase-specific interaction viscosities formulated based on the volume-
averaged force and stresslet resulting from the particles’ collision in a suspension
microstructure. We numerically evaluated the interaction force and stresslets
and then obtained the functional forms of the viscosities using curve fitting.
For this purpose, we assumed a roughness-dependent PDF model based on the
literature’s direct experimental observations of solids microstructure in sheared
suspensions.

The resulting mixture shear viscosity in this MF-roughness model is larger than
the solid phase and shows a good agreement with the semi-dilute experimental
measurements in the literature and low sensitivity to the microstructure
parameters. The solid and mixture phase normal viscosities are in the range of the
DNS results and experimental correlations in the literature. These viscosities show
a high increase with two microstructure parameters that define the anisotropy of
the chosen microstructure model. These parameters are represented by ϵ̂r as the
hydrodynamic roughness value defining the width asymmetric region in the PDF
model and fc defining the PDF value in the compression quadrants of this region.
Finally, the ratio of the solid to the mixture phase normal viscosity is calculated
to be around ϕm,SIM ≃ 0.585 independent of the model closure parameters. The
analytical analysis of the SIM resulting from the implemented MF model the
current study demonstrate that the solids migration flux due to competing stress
forces in the suspension flow reaches zero at a critical solid fraction equal to this
viscosity ratio, having significance in concentrated flows.



46 M. Noori, J.D. Berry, and D.J.E. Harvie

The current study also proposes two different versions of the phenomenological
stress closures by Morris & Boulay (1999) based on the features of the MF-
roughness closure. The first version, the MF-MB99-A model, is a frame-
invariant, fully tensorial form of the closure that aligns with the original form
in unidirectional flows. The second proposed version, the MF-MB99-B model, is
consistent with averaging techniques and the MF-roughness model and partitions
the mixture stress between the solid and fluid phases. This differs from the MF-
MB99-A or the original Morris & Boulay’s closure form, where the normal stress
and the interaction part of the shear stress are equal for the mixture and solid
phases.

The free parameters of the three stress closures were optimised based on
the simulation of SIM behaviour in channel flows. These closures were used in
MF conservation equations to simulate different experimental channel flows of
monodisperse 1− 3 µm diameter solid suspensions, as reported by Semwogerere
et al. (2007) and Semwogerere & Weeks (2008). The closure parameters were
globally optimised to describe the reported velocity and solid distributions across
the different flows. The optimised results of the three models are very similar and
show a good correspondence with the experimental data. The parameters that
affect shear viscosity have very low impact on the results. However, the normal
viscosity parameters, fc and ϵr values in the MF-roughness model and the normal
viscosity coefficients in the MF-MB99-A and MF-MB99-B models, are the key
parameters affecting the simulation solid distributions and their correspondence
with the experimental data.

The MF-roughness model is over-conditioned with the microstructure fc and ϵr
values behaving as effective prefactors to the normal viscosities. Additionally,
the results show that adjusting these parameters based on the particle size did
not improve the agreement between the simulation results and the experimental
data. Consequently, we presented different sets of optimised parameters leading
to nearly normal viscosities and solid distribution results. The fc values
corresponding to the dimensional roughness of 2 − 12 nm, consistent with
the known physical roughness of the PMMA particles in the literature, are
within the range 1 − 2. Among these parameter sets, a case exists with unique
dimensional roughness ϵr value and fc for the particles, independent of their sizes.
A case also uses a unique non-dimensional roughness ϵ̂r value but with a fc value
dependent on the particle size. Further SIM simulations of different suspensions
and experimental observation of the microstructure of sheared suspensions in the
future can help understand how these closure parameters vary with the particle
size and type.

The optimised normal viscosity of the MF-MB99-A model is significantly
lower than the experimental correlations by Boyer et al. (2011). However, the
mixture’s normal viscosity of the MF-MB99-B model due to the normal stress
partitioning is found to be very close to this experimental correlation and around
five times larger than that of the MF-MB99-A model. It is important to note
that the solid distribution simulation results of the two models showed minimal
sensitivity to the variation of the shear viscosity coefficients within the range
0.1− 5 and ϕm values within 0.585− 0.68.
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The sensitivity analysis indicates that solid distributions of the flows with
low initial solid fraction ϕo < 0.1 are not highly sensitive to the increase in the
solid phase normal viscosities of the models from their optimum magnitudes.
However, fully developed results of high concentration cases with ϕo > 0.25 show
a high sensitivity to this change, resulting in larger deviations of the simulation
results from the experimental data. The assessment of this behaviour with the
MF-roughness model suggests that the microstructure parameters fc and ϵr are
constant in low solid fractions but decrease in higher solid fractions.
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