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Abstract

Turbulence is argued to play a crucial role in cloud dropteingh. The combined problem
of turbulence and cloud droplet growth is numerically obading. Here, an Eulerian scheme
based on the Smoluchowski equation is compared with twodragjan superparticle (or su-
perdroplet) schemes in the presence of condensation aledtomh. The growth processes are
studied either separately or in combination using eitherdimensional turbulence, a steady
flow, or just gravitational acceleration without gas flow. dBagreement between thetdi-
ent schemes for the time evolution of the size spectra isrebdén the presence of gravity or
turbulence. Higher moments of the size spectra are foune @ seful tool to characterize
the growth of the largest drops through collection. Remialgkahe tails of the size spectra
are reasonably well described by a gamma distribution ie<asgth gravity or turbulence.
The Lagrangian schemes are generally found to be superortiog Eulerian one in terms of
computational performance. However, it is shown that treeafsnterpolation schemes such
as the cloud-in-cell algorithm is detrimental in connegtiith superparticle or superdroplet
approaches. Furthermore, the use of symmetric over asymcroeliection schemes is shown
to reduce the amount of scatter in the results.

1 Introduction

In the context of raindrop formation, it is generally ac@zbthat turbulence plays a
crucial role in bridging the size gap betwesdifi@ent condensational growth of small parti-
cles (radii below 1xm) and dficient collectional growth due to gravity of larger ones (rad
around 10@:m and above)$haw|2003;Grabowski and Wan@013]Khain et al,2007]. Im-
proving the understanding of this important problem in roetéogy [Berry and Reinhardgt
1974;|Pinsky and Khainl1997;/Falkavich et al, [2002;INaumann and Seifer2016a] might
also shed light on how to bridge the even more severe sizergtiqeiastrophysical context
of planetesimal formationlbhansen et al2007/ 2012]. To address these questions numeri-
cally, one has to combine direct numerical simulations (DbifSurbulent gas motions with
those of particles. The particles are cloud droplets in ti¢eorological context and dust
grains in astrophysics. A possible approach to treat didieds to solve the Smoluchowski
equation (also known as the stochastic collection equaticime meteorological context)
[Ogura and Takahaslil973;Svensson and Seinfeld002;Bec et al, 12016], which couples
the spatio-temporal evolution equations of the partictritiution function for diferent par-
ticle sizes. The particle motion can be treated using a flagtdption for each particle size.
Thus, not only does one have to solve the Smoluchowski emjuati each meshpoint, but,
because heavier particles have finite momenta and speddsdhditerent from those of the
gas, one has to solve corresponding momentum equationadbrraass species. In the me-
teorological context, it is also referred to as a binned spemethod, although in that case
the momentum equations for the particle bins are normalpigd [Xue et al, [2008]. An
Eulerian approach is technically more straightforwarchthd agrangian one, but it becomes
computationally demanding as the size range of cloud ditedarge.

The Eulerian approach also has conceptutdiadilties if the collection probability de-
pends on the mutual velocity fiérence. This is due to the fact that particles of the same
size are described by the same momentum equation and haeéotieethe same velocity at
a given position in space, so the velocitffdience vanishes. This means that particles of
the same size are not allowed to collide. This is not a prolitanfreely falling particles of
the same size, which would have the same terminal velociiyaa@ not expected to collide.
This would however be an unrealistic restriction when phes are subject to acceleration by
turbulence. More importantly, as was emphasized in thenteesiew ofKhain et al.[2015],
the Smoluchowski equation is a mean-field equation and ¢aapbure the random properties
of the collections if the collision kernel is prescribed #opr Nevertheless, most numerical
cloud microphysical approaches are based on the Smolughegsation, which therefore
raises questions regarding the accuracy of the basic eqgéthain et al.[2015]. Thus, new



approaches based on inherentlffglient equations are required to model the cloud microphys-
ical processes.

An alternative approach is the Lagrangian one, where onesdbr the motion of in-
dividual particles and treats collections explicitly. imespheric clouds, the number density
of micrometer-sized cloud droplets is of the order of 402, so in a volume of 1 /) one has
100 million particles, which is the typical size that can temated on modern supercomputers.
A domain of this size is also about the largest that is possibdirect numerical simulations
(DNS) of atmospheric turbulence; the Reynolds number basetthe length scalé = 1 m
and the corresponding velocity scale~ 0.2 m/ s isu, £/v ~ 20,000, wherey ~ 10°°m?s?
is the viscosity of the gas flow. Such a large Reynolds nunmbgrst within reach on cur-
rent supercomputers, but larger domains would remain oueaéh for a long time. Sev-
eral earlier works investigated condensational growth lofid droplets using Lagrangian
tracking in DNS |Paoli and Shapff|, 2009;Sardina et al.l2015;de Lozar and Muess|2016;
Lanotte et al.l2009], but those neglected the collectional growth ang pnbposed to study
the collectional growth in future work. An intermediate apgch involves the use of La-
grangian “superparticlesiJphansen et all2012;|Pruppacher and Klett2012;/Shima et al.
2009;Zsom and Dullemond2008], which represent a “swarm” of particles of certairesi
and number density. Depending on the values of particle aimknumber density, there
is a certain probability that an encounter between two fugrécles leads to collectional
growth of some of the particles in each swarm (or supergeaJtichis superparticle approach
has been applied in a recent LES model to represent the clizrdphysical condensation
[Andrejczuk et &]..2008] and collectionAndrejczuk et &].2010;|Riechelmann et §1l2012;
Naumann and Seif¢i2015] processes.

The purpose of the present paper is to compare the Eulerigmoagh involving the
Smoluchowski equation with the Lagrangian superpartipfgeach with the aim of identify-
ing a promising DNS scheme for tackling the bottleneck peobbf cloud droplets growth.
This has been done in the astrophysical con@kt§uki et al1990|Drazkowska et a/2014],
where the principal problem with the Eulerian approach waglesized in that it requires
high mass bin resolution (MBR) to avoid artificial speeduphef growth rate. Here we also
compare with the superdroplet approachStiima et al[2009]. The original work on this
approach was restricted to the case of vanishing parti€ldi@ but this restriction is not a
principal limitation of this scheme, which is in fact wellgjable to the case of finite particle
inertia.

2 Lagrangian and Eulerian approaches

In the following, we refer to the superparticle or superdebppproaches as ttssvarm
mode] where each superparticle represents a swarm of physiditlps. By contrast, the
Eulerian approach is also referred to as 8moluchowski modeHere we compare the two
approaches in the meteorological context of water droplsisg, however, simplifying as-
sumptions such as constant supersaturation and ideattofiedficiency. In this paper,
we generally refer to particles and superparticles, whiehtlaus used interchangeably with
droplets and superdroplets, respectively. We begin witlseudsion of the gas flows that are
being used in some of the models.

2.1 Evolution equations for the gas flow in both approaches

In all the experiments reported below, where a nonvanistasgflow is used, we restrict
ourselves to two-dimensional (2-D) flows. However, we alsofgrm several experiments
with no gas flow ¢ = 0). In those cases the system is spatially uniform and therefero-
dimensional (0-D). For the swarm model, however, each swartapies one grid cell, so it
must be treated in at least one dimension (1-D), althoughekelts of higher-dimensional
swarm models will also be discussed, and they are compo#dtaheaper because they can



take advantage of better parallelization. By compariso& Bulerian models are strictly 0-D
when there is no flow.

2.1.1 Momentum equation of the gas flow

To obtainu at each meshpoint, we solve the usual Navier-Stokes equatio
Z—l:+u-Vu= f —p Vp+ F(u), (1)

wheref is a forcing termp is the gas pressurg,is the gas density, which in turn obeys the
continuity equation,

dp
2 V- (ou) =0, (2)
the viscous forcé(u) is given by
F(u) = v(V2u+ {VV-u+2S-Vinp), ()

whereS;j = %(Ui’j + Uji) — %&,—V - u is the traceless rate-of-strain tensor and commas denote
partial diferentiation. We assume that the gas is isothermal and hasacdrsound speed

Cs SO that the pressurg = c2p is proportional to the gas density Note that gravity has
been neglected in equatidd (1), but this is not a principstrition and can be relaxed once
suitable non-periodic boundary conditions are adopted threlatively small domains that
can be handled by DNS, gravity will nevertheless have onlyanéfects on the fluid flow for
atmospheric conditions.

2.1.2 Straining flow

To obtain a non-vanishing flow, we apply volume forcing via tarmf. In the case of
a time-independent 2-D divergence-free straining flow,

Ustr = Up (Sinkxcoskz, 0, — coskxsink2), (4)

we takef = vk?ugy, Whereug determines the amplitude akdhe wavenumber of the flow.

2.1.3 Turbulence

In the case of a turbulent flovf,is delta-correlated in time and consists of random waves
in spacelHaugen et all2004]. The flow is characterized by a typical forcing waveaiberk;
(V2K for the straining flow or the average wavenumber from a natrand of wavevectors)
and the root-mean-square (rms) veloaitys. As a relevant timescale characterizing such a
flow, we define
Tcor = (Urmskfrl s (5)

which is an estimate of the correlation time. This definifi@also used for the straining flow,
which is a special case in that it is time-independent angtheer.,, would no longer char-
acterize the correlation time of the flow, but it would st# proportional to the turnover time.
A simulation without spatial extent can be adopted to irnges¢ the statistical convergence
properties of the Eulerian model regarding its computatiefiiciency.

2.2 Condensational growth

The growth of the particle radiugby condensation is governed lhelmb and Verlinog

2011]

dri Gs

dat o
wheres s the supersaturation afi#lis the condensation parameter. BsthndG are in prin-
ciple dependent on the flow and the environmental temperatod pressure [see Chapter 8

(6)



of Lamb and Verlindg2011], but these dependencies are here neglected, betavsad
complicate the comparison offiérent numerical schemes even further. Therefore, the con-
densational growth is driven by constant water vapor flwhaeit latent heat release in the
present study. We adopt the val@e= 5 x 10"1*m?s™! [Lanotte et al..2009]. The assumed
constancy ok also implies that the total liquid water content is not cowed.

2.3 The swarm model

The swarm model is a Monte Carlo type approach that handiéslpacollections in a
swarm of particles in a statistical mannspm and Dullemon@008]. Each swarmhas a
particle number density, and occupies a volun@x®, which equals the volume of a fluid grid
cell of sizesx in D dimensions. All particles in a given swarm have the same madais, and
velocity. Following the description @fohansen et a[2012], the swarm is transported along
with its “shepherd particle”, which is also referred to as torresponding superparticle. The
swarm is treated as a Lagrangian point-particle, where olves for the particle positior;
via

dXi
— =V @)
and the velocity via
dvi 1
W=—,(U—Vi)+g (8)
T

in the usual way. Hergy is the gravitational acceleration,is the particle inertial response or
stopping time of a particle in swarivand is given by

2psr?
_ , 9
Ti gpveff ( )

wherer; is the radius of particles in swarimps is the particle solid material densigy,is the
density of the gas and thdfective viscosity is given bullivan et al [1994]

v =y (1+0.15R€"%%"), (10)

wherey is the ordinary (microphysical) fluid viscosity, and;Re2ri|u — Vj|/v is the particle
Reynolds number, which provides a correction factor to #mtigle stopping time.

A given swarm may only interact with every other swarm witthie same grid cell. The
computational cost associated with such collections sel3;, whereNq is the number of
swarms within a grid cell, but this is computationally nobpibitive as long afNyg is not too
large.

We now consider two swarmsand j residing within the same grid cell. Consider first
collections of particles within swarwith a particle of swarni. The inverse mean free path
ofiin j is given by

/lﬁlZO'ij n; Eij, (12)

whereo; is the collectional cross section with
aij = x(ri +17)%, (12)

andE;; is the collision dficiency, but in the following we assunig; = 1 in alll casefl The
particle number density in swarinis n; andr; andr; represent the radii of the particles in
the two swarms. From this, one can find the typical rate ofectitbns between a particle of
swarmi and particles of swarmas

Tt = 45 Vi = Vj| = aijni |Vi - V| Eij, (13)

1 InlShima et &l[2009], the mean free path is defined by invoking the swarrh wie larger number density of physical
particles; see secti¢n 2.8.2 for details.



whereV; andV; are the velocities of swarmsnd . The probability of a collection between
the swarm and any of the particles of swarjrwithin the current time stept is then given
by

pij = TﬁlAt. (14)

This dfectively puts a restriction on the time step, since the podiyacannot be larger than
unity. For each swarm pair in a grid cell, one now picks a randombery;j, and compares
it with p;j. A collection event occurs in the case whgn< p;j.

2.3.1 Collection scheme |

For the swarm model, two fierent collection schemes have been proposed in the astro-
physical and meteorological contexts. We begin discusiagormer (scheme 1), which is
similar to that described bhiohansen et a[2012] in that it maintains a constant mass of the
individual swarms. In the context of mathematical prolighithis approach is also known
as mass flow algorithnHibeck and WagngR001;[Patterson et g].2011]. Scheme Il is dis-
cussed in sectidn 2.3.2.

If mi; < pij, one assumes thatl the particles in swarmhave collided with a particle in
swarmj. In this collection scheme, all swarms are treated indigilyu This means that even
though the particles in swarirhave collided with the particles in swarmswarmj is kept
unchanged at this stage. Instead, swanstreated individually at a tlierent stage. Hence,
all collections are asymmetric, i.gy; # pji. The new mass of the particles in swarmow
becomes

m=m+m;, (15)

wherem; is the mass before the collection and the tilde represertagiv value after col-
lection. In order to ensure mass conservation,tthal mass of swarni is kept unchanged,
ie.,

fiiffy = mm;, (16)
which implies that the new particle number density,i§ given byrii = njm/ffy; see equa-
tion (17) ofPatterson et al[2011] for the corresponding treatment in the mass flow dtigor.
By invoking momentum conservation,

Vify = Vim + Vjm;, (17)

the new velocity of any particle in swarnis given byV; = (Vim + Vim;)/m.

2.3.2 Collection scheme Il

In the meteorological context, the following collectiomeme has been propos&hima et all.
2009]. Assume two swarmsndj, and consider (without loss of generality) the cage n;.
The collection probability of particles in swarinwith swarm j is, again, given by equa-
tion (I4). If the two swarms are found to collide, the new neassf the particles in the two
swarms are given by

m = m+m;,
mo= m, (18)
but now their new particle number densities are

no= n,
ﬁj = nj—n. (19)
In other words, the number of particles in the smaller swagmains unchanged (and their

masses are increased), while that in the larger one is rddycthe amount of particles that
have collided with all the particles of the smaller swarmd(#reir masses remain unchanged).



This implies thatin equation (11), the mean free path is @efimith respect to the swarm with
the larger number density of physical particles, as exptin/Shima et al[2009]. Finally,
the new momenta of the particles in the two swarms are given by

Vifiy Vim + Vjm;,
\7jr”nj = ijj. (20)

In contrast to scheme |, these collections are symmetecpi, = p;i. Consequently, both
swarms are changed during a collection. However, the asyritnmollection property of
scheme | of Johansen et all2012] may not have been previously recognized, nor has its
accuracy been compared with other models, which we wilhferrtliscuss below.

2.3.3 Initial particle distribution

We recall that particles within a swarm may interact withtjgées of another swarm only
if both swarms occupy the same grid cell. THeeetive volume of each swarm is therefore
equal tosxP, whereD is the spatial dimension introduced in section 2.3. The tmtanber
of particles in our computational domain is therefés® times the sum ofy over all N,
swarms. This must also be equalrtb®, wheren is the total number density represented by
the simulation and is the size of the computational domain. Thus, we have

Np
nLP = 6xP Z n. (21)
=

Initially (t = 0), the particle number densities of all swarms are the sardasiace [/6x)° =
Ngrig is the total number of grid points, we hawBlyiq = niNp. Thus, the initial number density
of particles within one swarm must be

Ni = NNgria/Np (att = Q). (22)

In the following, we choose the initial particle size dibtrtion of total physical particles in
the domain to be log-normal, i.e.,

f(ri,0) = (no /(V2rorpr) ) exp{~[In(ri/rin)]?/2073} (23)

whereri, andop, are the center and width of the size distribution, respebtivip = n(t = 0) is
the initial total number density of physical particles. Tagarticles are distributed uniformly
over all swarms within the computational domain. This mehas particles in each swarm
are of the same size, butfiirent from swarm to swarm.

2.4 Eulerian approach

To model the combined growth of particles through condémsatnd collection in a
multi-dimensional flow in the Eulerian description, we dése the evolution of particles of
different radiir (or, equivalently, of dferent logarithmic particle mass ) at different po-
sitionsx and timet. We employ the particle distribution functiof(x, r, t), or, alternatively
in terms of logarithmic particle massim f(x, Inm,t), such that the total number density of
particles is given by

n(x,t) = fom f(x,r,t)dr, (24)

or, correspondingly fof, we haven(x, t) = f; f(x,Inm,t)dInm. Sincem = 4xr3ps/3, we
havef = f dr/dInm= fr/3. Note than(x, t) obeys the usual continuity equation,

% +V - (nV) = DpV?n, (25)

wherev is the mean particle velocity (i.e., an average over alliplarsizes) and, is a Brow-
nian ditusion term, which is enhanced for numerical stability anll lné chosen depending



on the mesh resolution. The evolution of the particle distiion function is governed by a
similar equation, but with additional coupling terms duetmdensation and collection, i.e.

% + V- (fV) + Vi(fC) = Teon + DpV?1, (26)

whereV, = 9/dr is the derivative with respect tq C = dr/dt = Gs/r, as given in equa-
tion (@), and7.o describes the change of the number density of particlesrfadler and
larger radii, as will be defined below. Furthermorg, r, t) is the particle velocity within the
resolved grid cell, which is discussed below. It also deteemithe mean flow = f fvdr/n

in equation[(Zb).

The modeling of condensation and collection implies coypbf the evolution equa-
tions of f(x, r, t) for different values of. The advantage of usinf(x, Inm, t) is that it allows
us to cover a large range m, because we will use then an exponentially stretched grid in
m such that Inm is uniformly spacedPruppacher and Klet{2012;Suttner and Yorke20041;
Johansen2004]. The total number density within a finite mass intetMa m is then given
by f(x,Inm t)§Inm. Thus, the total number density of particles of all sizesositonx and
timet is given by

kmax kmax
n(x, t) =Z f”kalnm=2f;, (27)
k=1 k=1

where ﬂ( = f(ln my) 6 Inmis the variable used in the simulations aggx is the number of
logarithmic mass bins.

Let us first consider the process of condensation, whichdsriteed in equatior (26) by
the termV,(fC), wherefC is the flux of particle from one size bin to the next. Evidently
the total number density is only conserved if the particle i€ vanishes for = ry, and
I = 'max, Which is the case if the range ois suficiently large. In particular, f(C)min — O,
becausen — 0 form — 0. In practice, however, we consider finite lower diii@lues ofm
and therefore expect some degree of mass loss at the smadlssbins. The same is also true
for the largest mass bin once the size distribution has gtowenfficiently large values. In all
cases with pure condensation, it is convenient to displitisas in non-dimensional form by
measuring time in units of

Tcond = r%i/ZGS (28)

andr in units ofriy;. We refer to Appendik’A for more details on the condensatiquetion
for the Eulerian approach.

Next, we consider collection, which leads to a decreasg ofit does not change the
mean mass density of liquid water. The evolutiorf @f, In m, t) due to collection is governed
by the Smoluchowski equation

Teoll = %meK(m—n’f,n’() f(m—-m') f(m') dnmf
—foo K(m, ) f(m) f(m')dn?. (29)
0

Here,K is a kernel, which is proportional to the collisioffieiencyE(m, m’) and a geometric
contribution. As mentioned above, we assufhe 1 and sK is given by

K(m,n) = z(r + r')?v-Vv]|, (30)

wherer andr’ are the radii of the corresponding mass variabieandny, while vandv are
their respective velocities, whose governing equatiorvsrgbelow.

In the following, we define the mass and radius bins such that

me = mo* L, e = rs®DE, (31)



Unfortunatelys = 2 is in many cases far too coarse, so we take
6 =2 (32)

whereg is a parameter that we chose to be a power of two. For a fixed biasange, the
number of mass binls,.x increases with increasimy In terms offy, equation[(2P) reads

Kmax
m+m ~~ - ~
i=1

i+jek

where we have adopted the nomenclaturdaifanserj2004], wherei + j € k denotes all
values ofi andj for which

M-1/2 < My + Mj < Myy1/2 (34)
is fulfilled. The term (m + m;)/m in equation [(3B) comes from the fact that collections
between cloud droplets from two mass bins may not necegsasillt in a cloud droplet mass
being exactly in the middle of the nearest mass Bwhanserj2004] therefore included this
factor so that mass is strictly conserved. The discretedkésrihenK;j = n(r; + rj)2|Vi - Vjl.

The corresponding momentum equations for the velocitiés t) = v(x, Inm,t) for
each logarithmic mass valuern is

%+VK-VVK= g—%(vk—u)+Fk(vk)+Mk, 1 <K < Kmax- (35)
k
Here,u is the gas velocitysk (for k = i) is defined by equation}9), and

Fk(Vk) = VpVZVk (36)

is a viscous force among particles, which should be veryIdovadiilute particle suspensions,
but is nevertheless retained in equat{od (35) for the sakewierical stability of the code. Itis
not to be confused with the drag foree-,;l(vk— u) between particles and gas. In principle, the
expression folF(v) should be based on the divergence of the traceless rateanf- tensor
of v, similarly to the corresponding expression for the viscfause of the gas discussed in
equation[(B). However, since the tefm(vk) is unphysical anyway, we just use the simpler
expression proportional 8%y, instead.

The linear momentum of all particles is given @(ﬂ(rrw@, where angle brackets de-
note volume averages. In order that this quantity is corseby each collection, the target
has to receive a corresponding kick, which leads to thedast in equatior((35), but it leaves
the velocities of the collection partners unchanged. hésefore only related to the first term
on the right-hand side of equatidn {33) and not the seconitljsgiven by (see Append[xIB)

1 .
= i iék Kij fi fj [mvi +myv; — (m + m,-)vk]. (37)

M

To our knowledge, this momentum-conserving term has nat beuded in any of the very
few earlier works that include a momentum equation for eactiqgle species [cSuttner and Yorke
2001;Elperin et al,|2015]. The reason why this has apparently not previousinloiscussed
in the literature is that in meteorological applicationg asually works with the averaged ker-
nel and neglects the evolution of the velocities for theedent mass bing&rabowski and Wang
2013]. This correction term is evidently zero when the motuemof the two collection con-
stituents € myv; + m;v;) is equal to that of the resulting constituesat (m + m;)w]. Never-
theless, as is shown in Appendix B, the momentum consenongction changes the time
evolution of the droplet spectrum in an unexpected way wherMBR is high, but the results
are similar forg = 2. Furthermore, for turbulent flows, as is discussed belogge correction
terms become insignificant.

As mentioned above, a shortcoming of the Eulerian approathat no collection is
possible from equally sized particles. To assess the coesegs of this unphysical limitation,
we study the sensitivity of the results to replackg either (i) by Ki;1i + Kji+1)/2 or (i) by
€seirm(2r)v; + Vjl/2, whereeserr is an empirical parameter.



2.5 Boundary conditions and diagnostics

In the present work, we use periodic boundary conditionsfiovariables in all direc-
tions. Therefore, no particles and no gas are lost throughdundaries of the domain. This
approximation is reasonable as long as we are interesteddelng a small domain well
within a cloud where also heavier particles can be assumedttr from above. The use of
periodic boundary conditions requires us to neglect gyawitequation[(lL), which could be
relaxed if non-periodic boundary conditions were adopted.

To characterize the size distribution, especially for drgér particles, we consider the
evolution of diferent normalized moments of the size spectra,

=[St fSita] =

k=1 k=1

where/ is a positive integer. The mean radiuss given bya;. Higher moments represent
the tail of the distribution at large radii. In view of rairafr formation, we will be particularly
interested in the largest droplets in the distribution. ldeer, very large moments become
numerically dfficult to compute accurately, bat,, for example, was still not shiciently
representative of the largest droplets. Therefore weedrata,, as a reasonable compromise
to characterize the largest droplets in the distributiotieratively, the size distribution can
be characterized by a gamma distribution, which requiresditermination of only three
moments in an approach known as the three-moment bulk sdigsifert and Behen@001].
This will be discussed in more detail in sectfon]3.3.

In the case of collection, the condensation timesealgy, defined in equatio (28), is
no longer relevant, but it is instead a collection timesth#t can be defined in the Eulerian

model as
Kmax Kmax
b= () S () @

which is, in this definition, a time-dependent quantity. he t agrangian model, this quantity
can be defined by the collection frequency. Unlike the caspuoé condensation, where
Tcond IS the appropriate time unit.y can only be used a posteriori as a diagnostic quantity.
However, given that the speed of pure collection is propasi to the mean particle density
n, it is often convenient to perform simulations at increagaldes ofn and then rescale time
to a fixed reference densityss and use

f = t no/nref. (40)

In the following we usees = 10° m~3, which is the typical value afi in atmospheric clouds.
Analogously we also define.gy = 7con No/Nres. Finally, the number of particles in the total
simulation domain isN(t) = [ n(x, t) d®x.

2.6 Computational implementation

We use the Bvci Copd, which is a public domain code where the relevant equations
have been implementeddhansen2004;Johansen et all2004;Babkovskaia et all2015].
We refer to Appendik’A for a description of an important matzdifion applied to the imple-
mentation of equatioi [6). The implementation of equai®) has been discussed in detail
byJohanserj2004], and follows an approach described earlieiSoytner and York§2001].
However, momentum conservation during collections wasipusly ignored in the Eulerian
model. The current revision number is 73563 when checkinghmicode via the svn bridge
on the public github repository.

2 httpsy/github.corpencil-codg
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Table 1. Summary of the simulations.

Run Scheme DimL(m) Np  Ngia IM Processes g ng(m=3) Flow Dp(m?/s) vp (m?/s)

1A Swl  3-D 05 10 168 CIC Con - 180 -

2B Eu 0-D 05 — - - Con 128 18 -

3C Eu 0D 05 - - - Col 128 18 grav

4B Swl 3D 05 3MNgg 32 CIC  Col - 10° grav

6A Swll 3-D 05 3MNgg 32 CIC Col - 10° grav

7A  Swll 2-D 2r 3x10° 64 CIC Col — 109 strain

7B Swll 2-D 2r 3x10° 128 CIC Col — 10° strain

7C Swll 2-D 2r 3x10° 256 CIC Col - 109 strain

7D Eu 2D = - 128 — Col 2 109 strain Q05 001
7E Swil 2-D 2r 3x10° 80® NGP Col — 16°  strain

7F Swll 2-D 2Zr 3x10° 160 NGP  Col — 169 strain

9A Swll 2-D 2r 5x10* 128 CIC Both - 1§  strain

9B Swll 2-D 2r 5x10* 128 NGP Both - 18  strain

9C Eu 2-D = - 128 — Both 2 16 strain Q002 010
9D Eu 2D = - 128 — Both 2 16 strain 001 005
9E Eu 2D & - 2568 — Both 2 1§ strain 0005 Q05
10A Eu 2-D 05 - 512 -— Col 2 109 turb 0001 Qo001
10B Swll 2-D Q5 12x10° 512 NGP Col - 180 turb

“IM” denotes the interpolation method, “Col” refers to @dtion, “Con” refers to condensation,
“Eu” refers to Eulerian model, “SwI” refers to collectionrseme | of swarm model, “Swil” refers
to collection scheme Il of swarm model, “Both” refers to cendation and collection, “grav”
refers to gravity (=0), “strain” refers to straining flow, “turb” refers to turlance, and “Dim”
refers to the dimension.

When traditional point particle Lagrangian particle trexckis employed, it is usually
beneficial to employ higher order interpolation betweenrtbighboring grid cells to find the
value of a given fluid variable at the exact position of thetipkr. By default, the cloud-in-
cell (CIC) algorithm is used, which involves first order irgelation for the particle properties
on the mesh. In the swarm approach, however, the particleadh swarm fills the volume
of a grid cell in which the shepherd particle is. The distfib of the swarm throughout
the grid cell is homogeneous and isotropic, and as such thensWwas no particular position
within the grid cell. It is true that there is a particular fiim associated with the swarm,
namely the position of the shepherd particle, but this pmsihas no purpose other than to
determine in which grid cell the swarm resides. Below wels$tadw that it isnot better to
use any kind of interpolation in determining the value of flied variables at the position
of the swarm, but rather to use the values of the grid cell iiclvthe swarm resides. This
method is technically referred to as nearest grid point nmgpNGP). Details concerning
each experiment are summarized in Table 1.

3 Results
3.1 Condensation experiments

We compare the Eulerian and Lagrangian models for the pundestsation process
without motion, i.e., zero gas velocity. In the case of hosrapus condensation, we can
compare the numerical solution with the analytic solutib/$einfeld and Pandif2006]; see
their Fig. 13.25. To this end, we make use of the fact thattgwsla of the condensation
equation[(b) obey

f(r,t) = (r/7) £(7,0), (41)

-11-
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Figure 1. Comparison of the numerically obtained size spectra wighattialytic solution for condensation
with a lognormal initial condition given by, = 5um, ando, = 0.2. Simulations of pure condensation
(no turbulence nor gravity) with the Eulerian model (a) gg#a-128 andknhx=1281 mass bins in the range
2-20um and the Lagrangian swarm model (b) with = 10000 andNy:iq = 16°. The solid lines correspond to
the analytic solution given by equatidn{42) while the bldoks represent the numerical results. See run 1A
and 2B of Tabl€l for simulation details.

wherer~is a shifted coordinate with?"= r2 — 2Gst With the log-normal initial distribution
given by equatior(23), this yields

f(r,t) = (42)

& )2
No ,,LZGX [_(lnr “;rlnl) ],
\/Eo'pr 20'p

whererj,; denotes the position of the peak of the distribution@pé In o-spdenotes its width,
whereosp is the symbol introduced b8einfeld and Pandif2006]. What is remarkable here
is the fact thatf (r,t) vanishes for < r, = v2Gst This is because in this model, no new
particles are created and even particles of zero initiagusadill have grown to a radius,
after timet. Furthermore, the small particles with= r, grow faster than any of the larger
ones, which leads to a sharp rise in the distribution fumcéior = r.. Thus,df/dr has a
discontinuity arr = r,.. This poses a challenge for the Eulerian scheme in whicheheative
d/0r is discretized; see equatidn {26). In Figlire 1, we compdreisns obtained using both
Eulerian and Lagrangian approaches. It is evident that-thependence obtained from the
Eulerian solution is too smooth compared with the analytie,ceven though we have used
1281 mass bins witA=128 to representon our logarithmically spaced mesh over the range
2um < r < 20um, which corresponds b~ 1.0054; see equatioh (B2). Better accuracy could
be obtained by using a uniformly spaced grid jiut this would not be useful later when the
purpose is to consider collection spanning a range of skgedars of magnitude in radius.
By comparison, the Lagrangian solution shown in the rigdntéhpanel of Figurig]l 1 (here with
no = 10*°m=3) has no dificulty in reproducing the discontinuity if /or atr = r,. Moreover,
the Lagrangian solution agrees perfectly with the anadygolution.

In practice, for the Eulerian approach we would use logarithspacing on a mesh with
6 = 2 or 22 ~ 1.414. However, in such cases, the distribution develops adbtail. This
is demonstrated in detail in AppendiX C. On the other handyashow further below, for
turbulent and other velocity fields, the results depend nteshon MBR so that computations
with 8 = 2 can be sfiiciently accurate.

3.2 Purely gravitational collection experiments

We now consider uniform collection with no spatial variatiof the velocity and den-
sity fields for both the gas and the particles. For the purelyngetrical kernel, no analytic
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Figure 2. 3-D simulations with the swarm model and®3gtid points using schemes Il (red) and | (orange),
compared with the Eulerian model wigh= 128 (solid blue line) for (aj and (b)as . The collection is driven
by gravity. See Runs 3C, 4B, and 6A of Table 1 for simulatiotaitie

solution exists. However, we can compare the convergengeepties of our two quite ier-
ent numerical approaches and thereby get some sense ofdhdity in cases when the two
agree. We consider pure collection experiments, startjagnavith a log-normal distribution.
The results are presented in terms of normalized time; segstieq [40).

3.2.1 Comparison between swarm collection schemes | and Il

In Figure2, we compare schemes | and Il of the swarm modettiegwiith the Eulerian
model. The simulations have been performed Wghy = 322 grid points andNp = 32Ngiq
swarms (the statistics is converged fdy/Ngiq > 4, as discussed in Appendi¥ D). The left-
hand panel of Figurel2 shows that fiothe results of the swarm simulations with scheme |
agree with those of scheme Il at early times, but depart attiates. However, foas, the
agreement is excellent, as shown in the right-hand panebof&€2. The evolution of with
scheme | shows considerable scatter at late times. We thaathe main dterence between
schemes | and Il is the geometry of collections. The colbegisimulated with scheme |
are asymmetric, while those with scheme Il are symmetriausTin scheme 1l both swarms
change either their total mass or their total particle numlgile in scheme I the total mass of
a swarm is kept constant by adjusting the particle numbeespondingly. This property of
scheme | may be responsible for creating stronger fluctugiimthe mean radius. Therefore,
to keep the amount of scatter comparable, scheme Ifféctevely less demanding. In the
following, we will mainly adopt scheme Il to save computatibtime.

3.2.2 Comparison between collection scheme Il and the Eidarmodel

As we have seen above, the swarm simulations follow the BEmeesults rather well
for as (see the right-hand panel of Figlde 2), but are somewlizgrdnt forr.” At early times,
on the other hand, the evolutionbbtained with the swarm model with collection scheme |
follows more closely that of the Eulerian model. Howevenaatr times, the evolution df
obtained with the swarm model departs from the one simulatttdthe Eulerian model. This
is surprising and might hint at a false convergence behagggecially of the swarm model
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Figure 3. Same simulations as in Figurk 2, but here we only comparereetiewith the Eulerian model.
Size spectra are given fée0's, 1000 s, 2000 s and 3000 s. The arrows show the values &f, as, a2, and
a4 for =3000s.

which has very few particles at small radii. This interptietais supported by the fact that at
larger radii the agreement is better, which also is the mlaylgimore relevant case.

We show in AppendikE that, in the case of purely gravity-dnicollectionst converges
only for very large MBR. Thus, the MBR dependency of the nuoarsolution using the
Smoluchowski scheme appears to be a serious obstacle yirgjyshrticle growth not only
by condensation, but also by collection. This is a strongiaxent in favor of the Lagrangian
scheme. The evolution @, on the other hand, agrees rather well between the swarm and
Eulerian models.

We emphasize thattis sensitive to subtle changes in the size distributionijtbsiat the
same time not really relevant to characterizing the cabbeetl growth toward large particles.
As is shown in the following sections, the mean particle wadiften increases by not much
more than a factor of three (see also the left-hand panelgufr€i2), while the size distribu-
tion can become rather broad and its tail can reach the siragirairops within a relatively
short time. In addition to the mean radius, we now also carsitce spectra to address the
collectional growth to larger particles.

The evolution of size spectra simulated with the Euleridreste with 3457 mass bins
(B = 128) is shown as blue lines in Figurke 3, while the correspamdize spectra obtained
with the swarm model (collection scheme Il) with 32 particfger grid point are shown as
red curves. The agreement between the Eulerian and Lagrasghemes is good at early
times § < 2000s), but at late time$ & 3000 s) the size spectra from the Eulerian approach
is broader for the largest sizasfx = 1000um).|Shima et al[2009] found that the results of
the super-droplet method (collection scheme 1) agredyfaiell with the numerical solution
of a binned spectral method. It is interesting to note thatsize spectra simulated with the
swarm model (scheme II) converge to those obtained with theran model with increasing
Np/Ngria. This can simply be explained by the fact that more swarmsritmrte as potential
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Figure 4. Same simulations as in Figurk 2, but here we only comparectiense Il and the Eulerian
model. Time evolution o§; (three-dotted dashed line}; (dash-dotted linesys (dash lines)a;, (dotted
lines), anday, (solid lines) of the size spectra are given. The inset shbegtowth rates, for several mo-
ments (fitted between=50um andr=200um).

collectional partners and thus ensure more reliable statisvhich was also shown in the
work ofl[Shima et al[2009].

3.3 Characterizing the size spectra
3.3.1 Estimating the extent of the size distribution

The size spectra obtained in our simulations are ratherdoana cover nearly three
orders of magnitude in radius (and six in mass). Even-aB000 s, the mean radius = ay,
has barely reached 3@n (see Figur&l2) and does not give any indication about théhwvatl
the distribution. The values of the higher momeaysandag lie still only in the middle of
the size range; see Figuré 3, where we have marked the vaAlums &, as, a;2, anday,
by arrows forf = 3000s. We see that the valag; ~ 1.5 mm characterizes rather well the
maximum radius of the distribution. The actual maximum isz&.4 mm, but this value is
rather noisy, because it represents only a single data jpointr simulated volume. We have
seen that our smallest and largest momemtandays, conveniently bracket the extent of the
size distribution. However, for the type of size spectrespried here, the higher moments
do not contain any new or independent information, becallisecsnents grow exponentially
at nearly the same rate; see Figlle 4. This is quantified byngtantaneous growth rates,
¥(¢) = dIn(a;)/dt, which are found to be aroundd®18s? for large momentg. Thus, at
least in the range 1000s f < 3000s, the value afip4 is always approximately ten times
larger tharag. However, this ratio can be fiiérent in diferent cases. Knowing therefore the
values ofa; anday, gives a fairly reliable indication about the full extent bétsize spectra.

Given that the dferent moments are not independent, it should not be tooisingr
that useful information can already be extracted from the fiimree moments, which is at the
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Figure 5. Same Eulerian simulation as in Figlide 2. The black lines sthengamma distribution estimated
from the Eulerian simulation.

heart of the so-called three-moment bulk scheMedmann and Seifeér2016b]. This will be
discussed next.

3.3.2 Description in terms of the gamma distribution

In the meteorological context, size spectra are often fitted gamma distribution
[Berry and Reinhardi1974;Gegfroy et al,2010],

f(r) = nrte " D (u + 1). (43)

Here, the facton**1/T'(u + 1), with T’ being the gamma function, is included ) is nor-
malized such thaﬁo f(r)dr = n. In addition ton, it hasu andA as independent parameters,
which are all functions of time. These are the basic parametethe three-moment bulk
schemellNaumann and Seifer2016b]. An advantage of using the gamma distribution hes i
the fact that all moments can be calculated analyticallysTlone may ask for which values
of n, u andA do the moments of the gamma distribution agree with thosairdd here. For
given values of; anda,, we have

M+ 1 a1

2 2 _ 2
G T Vb el SR L.E . W (44)
(/a2 -1 a2-a? a -
As stated above, the value ois given by the zeroth moment. In Talble 2 we give the values
of n together with selected normalized momeatsis well as the resulting parametgrand
A. We also givel™t, which has units of length and can be compared with the ndzedl
momentsa,.

Note that the value gf decreases with time and approachdés At the same time}~*
increases and reaches 360 at the last time. Although has units of length and tends to
give an indication about the cufof the distribution, its value is still five times smaller tha
that ofap, and thus far away from the maximum droplet radius. This oeités us in regarding
ay4 as a useful measure of the largest droplets.

It turns out that the resulting profiles of the gamma distidoucapture the broad tail
of the distribution remarkably. This is shown in Figlife 5,erdwe compare with the actual
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size spectra. It is obvious that the actual size distrilbuibows additional bumps, notably
at~ 10um. This is completely missed when the parameters of the gadistrdbution are
computed from the full data set. Note also that we have enggl@aydouble-logarithmic rep-
resentation in Figurgl 5. To model the bump auff one could again use the gamma distri-
bution, but now with moments that are basedfgn) in a restricted size range,< 30um,
for example. This type of approach has been use8difert and Behenf2001], where they
describe the size spectra of cloud droplets and raindroghsdifferent distributions.

Naumann and Seifef2016b] also found reasonable agreement between numeheal
tained size spectra and the corresponding gamma distibuiihey used the third and sixth
moments of the distribution, but in that case the correspanexpressions fop and A are
more complicated. We show in Appendik F that the results dahange much when using
az andag to compute the parameters of the gamma distribution.

Although the agreement between simulated size spectralendamma distribution
turns out to be reasonable, it only works for —1. For smaller values qf, the function is no
longer normalizable, i.e., the integral ovdr) « r# diverges for — 0 whenu + 1 < 0. Most
size spectra observed in meteorology have positive valiyefiaumann and Seife2016b].
This is mainly because of thdfect of evaporation, which is here neglected. Evaporation
would lead to a depletion df(r) for small values of and could lead to spectra that are more
typical of a gamma distribution. In our case, we have an apprater ! fall-off over nearly
two orders of magnitude, followed by an exponential éutdhis is why theu obtained from
the moments turns out to be so close-tb. Thus, although the usefulness of the gamma
distribution is still being debateKhain et al, [2015], it can actually be remarkably good
provided one allows for small negative valuegof

3.4 Inhomogeneous collection in a straining flow

Spatial variation in the flow leads to local concentrationd thus to large peak values
of f(x,r,t) that shorten the collection time,e [Sgfiman and Turneil1956]. Before studying
the turbulent case, we consider first collectional growtla isteady two-dimensional (2-D)
divergence-free straining flow. The straining flow is nuroalty inexpensive and easy to
control and analyze compared with turbulence.

3.4.1 Pure collection

We consider first the case of pure collection. In Fidure 6 wanstie time evolution of
7 for the swarm model with collection scheme Il affdient grid resolutions ranging from 4
to 256 meshpoints. Surprisingly,grows more slowly as we increase the mesh resolution of
the swarm model. Given that the swarm models seem to cont@kged the Eulerian model,
we are confronted with the question of what causes the grofiitin the swarm model to slow

Table 2. Zeroth momenh (in units of nT3) together with selected normalized momemtgin um), as well
as the resulting parametgrgdimensionless)] (in um-1), andA~* (in um) for Run 3C at dierent times.
Here,f = 1000t.

t n a a a a a2 CYYRNT A At

0 10% 102 104 106 11.3 127 162 2361 2412 04
1 2x10° 130 150 181 324 57.0 876 216 0242 4.1
2 38x10® 17.7 365 683 1680 3259 530.2-0.69 0.017 58

3 11x10° 29.3 1067 221.3 562.4 10529 1560.70.92 0.003 360
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Figure 6. Comparison of the evolution of (a) the mean particle size(ahds in a straining flow for
simulations with the swarm approach affeient grid resolutions. Here, pure collection with CIC juet
interpolation algorithm has been used. The total numbewafmss isN, = 300 000 whileD, = 0.05n%/s
andv, = 0.01n?/s are adopted in the Eulerian model. The inset shows the d#s&I®P mapping instead
of the CIC first order interpolation for particle properti&ee Runs 7A, 7B, 7C, 7D, 7E, and 7F of TdHle 1 for
simulation details.

down at higher mesh resolution. In this connection, we mengtteasize that by default we use
the CIC algorithm to evaluate the gas properties at theipasiif each Lagrangian particle.
As explained in sectidn 2.6, the position of the shephertigiahas no purpose other than to
determine in which grid cell the swarm resides. It is therefwt better to use any kind of
interpolation in determining the value of the fluid variabb the position of the swarm, but
rather to use NGP mapping. This will play an important rotewdl be discussed now. For the
sake of solving equationE](7) arid (8), the use of the CIC dlguris perfectly valid, but this
would only be relevant for a direct Lagrangian tracking aidpon. This can be understood
by realizing that in the special case of particles with vaimgly small inertia, the particles
will follow their local fluid cell, and hence, two particlesilhin the real world never collide.
However, if the CIC scheme is used for equatidns (7) Bhd\{®) stvarms residing at fierent
positions within thesamegrid cell may have dferent velocities, and hence, equation (13) may
yield a collection.

Since the swarms are filling the entire volume of the grid,¢dais means that the two
swarms will have dferent velocities and exist in the same volume, and henceythams may
collide. The larger grid cells yield potentially larger welty differences between the particles,
which explains why the collectional growth is larger for twarser resolutions. When NGP
mapping is adopted, the artificial speedup disappears casnsin the inset of Figuril6.

However, the discrepancy between Lagrangian and Euledditie descriptions is still
strong for collectional growth in the straining flow as shoinrthe inset of Figur&l6. This
is because that in a steady flow, the particles will end up tieawertices of converging
flow vectors and will therefore be much more concentratetiénstivarm model than what is
possible to represent in the Eulerian model. This is evidgracomparing the distribution of
superparticles belonging to a certain radius (hereid@Bwith the corresponding distribution
function in the Eulerian model; see Figlie 7.
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Figure 7. Visualization of flow and particle field£1000 s) in a straining flow for simulations with the
swarm approach (left panel; red dotted curve in Fidure. 6)Eulerian approach (right-hand panel; blue
curve in Figure[B). Here the radius of the particless428um. The swarms are represented by the red dots
in the left-hand panel. The contour map shows the spatitillision of the number density in the right panel.
The black and white arrows represent the velocity vectoth@btraining flow.

3.4.2 Combined condensation and collection

When both condensation and collection play a role, it is mgér possible to define
a unique timescale, and the solution depends on bgth and .. We consider here the
straining flow usingi, = 12um,G = 5x101*m?/ s ands = 0.01, which yieldsreong = 144 s.
We investigate the role that particle viscosity and Browrd#fusion play in simulations using
the Eulerian model. The Brownian motion of the particlesssally small, so the particle
diffusion codicientD, in equation[(26) should be finite, but small. Since itis assdithat the
particle flows are relatively dilute, there should be vettydiinteraction between theftierent
particle fluids, except for the occasional collections. sTimplies that the particle viscosity
vp in equation[(36) should be close to Zérdror the Smoluchowski approach, bothand
D, have to be made large in order to stabilize the simulatiorspatially extended cases. It
turns out that the values of thesdfdsion codicients have a surprisingly stronffect on the
solutions, which is shown in Figuké 8. This could be due tofdeethat the viscosity between
the patrticle fluids dfuses the momentum of the particles and thereby modifies tlextion
rate.

Comparing now with the swarm approach, which avoids arifigiscosity and en-
hanced Brownian dliusion altogether, we see from Figlire 8 that Eulerian and dragjan
approaches agree with each other at early tinhes 1000s). After 1000 s, both swarm and
the Eulerian models follow the same trend in the sense teag\tblution ofr shows a bump.
The bump occurs earlier for the swarm model than the Euleniadel. In the extreme case
that the artificial viscosity in the Eulerian model were zdfe evolution ofr, as obtained
from the swarm model, may come closer that of the Eulerianghddowever, owing to the
absence of a pressure term for particles, discontinuitmgdwdevelop in the Eulerian model
that destabilize the code if the viscosity and Brownidfugion are too small. Again, this may

3 Note that the particle viscosity represents the couplirtg/éen the particle fluids — not the drag coupling between the
particles and the gas phase.
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Figure 8. Evolution of (a)f and (b)as in the straining flow with combined condensation and coibect
The diferent blue lines correspond tdi@dirent amounts of artificial viscosity and enhanced Browndi&n
fusivity. The inset of (a) shows the evolution of the invecsdiection timescale~! . The inset of (b) shows

coll”

the evolution of the mass ratio. The monotonic growth of tlessratio demonstrates that particles have not
yet populated at the largest mass bin. The initial mean sadpersaturation, and condensation parameter is
given byrii=12um, s=0.01, andG = 5 x 101 m?/ s, respectively, ankl,,=53 with3=2. See Runs 9A, 9B,
9C, 9D, and 9E of Tablel 1 for simulation details.

be a strong argument in favor of using the swarm model forystgrthe collectional growth
of cloud droplets.

To relate the speed of evolution in Figlide 8rtg; we plot in the inset of panel (a) the
inverse of its unscaled value,o, as a function of time. On average, we hayg ~ 100.
It is comparable tacong = 144 s and both are long compared with, ~ 1.4. The relevant
quantity is the scaled valuegi, which is much larger 10,000. This may suggest that the
speed of growth is not governed by the spatially averagedekebut by its value weighted
toward regions where the concentration is high.

We recall that growth of cloud droplets driven by pure cdilats in the straining flow
depends on the models (Eulerian and Lagrangian models;etaged comparisons in sec-
tion[3.4.1). This suggests that condensation has a “ragingt effect in that it makes the
overall evolution off much less dependent on the initial conditions and other hbetails.
This is due to the fact that the condensation process witlstaoh positive supersaturation
value leads to narrow size spectra of cloud droplets.

Another interesting aspect is the bump in the evolution ef itean radius. At first
glance it seems counterintuitive thatan actually decrease during some time interval. In
AppendiXX G we consider an example of four particles, twodasges and two small ones. If
two small ones collide, we still have the two large ones, lnly 8 particles in total after the
collection, so the average radius increases fr¢nd 2/3. On the other hand, if two large ones
collide, we are still left with the two small ones and one égtwhose radius has only grown
by a factor of 2/3 ~ 1.26 (the radius scales with the mass to tli&@ power). The average
radius is therefore?®/3 ~ 0.42, which is less than the original mean radius, which is thalf
radius of the large ones.
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Figure 9. Comparison of size spectra for Lagrangian (red lines) andrian (blue lines) approaches at
different times in the presence of 2-D turbulence and no graeitgondensation. The arrows show the values
of different momentsag, as, as, a5, anday,, from left to right) of the size spectra at time fa)= 3000s and
(o) = 2000 s. The largest departure between both approachessdociir= 2000 s and is plotted separately
in the right-hand panel. The black dashed curves are thd fitiEenma distribution of the Eulerian model. See
Runs 10A and 10B of Tablg 1 for simulation details.

3.5 Growth of droplets in 2-D turbulence

Turbulence is generally believed to help bridging the saesjn both cloud droplet and
planetesimal formation. In this section, pure turbulegeeerated collections are simulated
using both the Eulerian and Lagrangian models. We consi@eDaquared domain of side
lengthL = 0.5m at a resolution of 52meshpoints, with viscosity = 5x 104 m?s™? (which
is about 50 times the physical value for air), average fgreimvenumbek; ~ 40 nT?, i.e.,
kiL/27 ~ 3, and a root-mean-square velodity,s = 0.8 ms%, resulting in a Reynolds number
of Re = ums/vks =~ 40. Our choice okiL/2r ~ 3 corresponds to forcing at large scales
that are not yet too large to b&ected by constraints resulting form the Cartesian geometry
The rate of energy dissipation per unit volumesis: 2v(S?) ~ 0.1 m¢s 3 and the turnover
time istw = (Umsk )™ ~ 0.03s. For the Lagrangian model, we use NGP mapping while
for the Eulerian model we adopt artificial viscosity and emded Brownian dfusivity for the
particles ¢p = Dp = 103m?s1).

3.5.1 Size spectra

Figure[® shows the comparison of size spectra for the swadrEaferian models in
2-D turbulence. The agreement of the spectra as well as ¢firerhoments for both schemes
is good. Except for the latest time, the corresponding gamistaibution agrees reasonably
well with the simulated size spectra, as shown by the blaskeid curves in Figuild 9; see
selected moments and the parameters for the correspondinmg distribution in Table] 3.
Here we also give the parametgrandA~! of the corresponding gamma distribution. Again,
1 becomes negative at the last time, but, unlike the case witagravity (Tabl€R), its value is
still far away from-1. Furthermored=* is now 10 times smaller tham, and does therefore
not represent the maximum droplet radius.

We recall that good agreement is also observed in the cakeyvaivity. Hence, we con-
clude that the gamma distribution can reasonably well egrethe collectional size spectra.
This may provide a strong argument in favor of using the gamistaibution when modelling
cloud microphysics.
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Table 3.  Similar to Tabld®, but now for Run 10A with turbulence and mavity. Here,f = 100t.

t n a & & a a2 au U A At

0 109 10.2 104 106 113 127 162 22 2394 04
10 20x10° 150 16.6 183 233 314 43.1 .58 0.300 3.3
20 34x10° 230 276 326 481 756 1150 .26 0.098 10
30 67x10" 22.8 347 56.4 1322 2432 388.0-023 0.034 30

3.5.2 Other numerical aspects

It is worth noting that the MBR convergence of the SmoluchHawguation depends on
the flow pattern. While gravitational collection is rathensitive to MBR (see AppendiX E),
it is much less sensitive for the straining flow and conveedégsax ~ 55 in turbulence.

We emphasize that for the swarm model, the interpolatioamehof the tracked swarms
does #&ect the results, but this does not seem to be the case forlead®s Turbulence con-
tinues to mix particles all the time while the straining flogntls to sweep up particles into
predetermined locations that do not change. We may thereforclude that the restriction on
the interpolation scheme depends on the spatio-temparypéeptiies of the flow. Nevertheless,
a high-order interpolation is not strictly applicable te ttwarm model.

It is worth noting that in the case with pure gravity, the Eigle model is rather sensitive
to the presence or absence of thk term. This is neither the case for turbulence nor for the
straining flow as will be discussed in Appenfik B.

3.5.3 Comparison of computational cost

Comparing the Lagrangian and Eulerian models in Figlirei9 vitorth noting that the
Lagrangian one is clearly superior to the Eulerian one im$eof CPU time for simulating
the collectional process in 2-D turbulence. A similar cos@dn was drawn bghima et al.
[2009], who found the Lagrangian model to be computatigrfalster than the Eulerian one.
We compare the computational cost between Eulerian andabhggn models using the 2-D
turbulence runs 10A and 10B (runs in FigQte 9), which havemanable accuracy; see Table 1
for details of these runs. The Lagrangian model withxd 10° superparticles covers 217 s in
physical time within 24 hours of wall-clock time on 512 CPu#ile the Eulerian model with
53 mass bins covers only 48 s in physical time within 24 howi$-elock time on 1024 CPUs.
This example demonstrates that the Lagrangian model isitpten times morefécient than
a comparable Eulerian one.

3.5.4 Combined condensation and collection

The combined condensational and collectional growth ibulence is investigated as
well. Again, the results are similar to the case with puréemtional growth due to the fact that
the condensation process in the present study with corstaersaturation is homogeneous.
In future studies, the supersaturation should be calalils¢df-consistently and theffects
of turbulence on the condensational growth should be censilj similar to what was done
previously Kumar et al,[2014]Sardina et al.l2015].

4 Conclusion

The combined collectional and condensational growth ofi¢ldroplets is studied in
numerical simulations where the gas phase is solved on a,mésle the particle phase is
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approximated by a point particle approach and is treatbeéefity an Eulerian or a Lagrangian
formalism. It is found that the Lagrangian approach agreel with the analytic solution
of condensational growth. By contrast, the Eulerian apghiaaquires high resolution in the
number of mass bins to avoid artificial speedup of the groatil, which agrees with previous
findings [Ohtsuki et al.[1990)jDrazkowska et all2014]. It is worth noting that the MBR de-
pendency is closely related to the temporal and spatialgsti@s of the flow. The dependency
is strongest for gravityJ = 0 in equation[(lL)], less strongly for the straining flow, andake
for turbulence.

A detailed comparison of the collectional size spectra betwthe Lagrangian and Eu-
lerian models demonstrates consistency between the tweciedly when both condensation
and collection are included. This suggests that condemsaths a regularizingfiect and
makes the overall evolution of the mean radius less depérmedetails such as the pre-
cise form of the initial condition or discretization errdhat might d@fect the early evolution.
However, the evolution of the mean radius, i.e., the ratitheftwo lowest (first and zeroth)
moments of the size distribution function, is a rather irsiare measure of particle growth.
This is also seen in the fact that the mean particle radienaftcreases by not much more
than a factor of three, while the size distribution can beeoather broad and even millimeter-
sized particles can be produced within a relatively shoretiThe mean particle radius is also
not the most relevant diagnostics in that it does not charzet properly the growth of the
largest particles. In fact, as we have shown in Appehdlix &ntlean radius actualecreases
when two large particles collide. This is somewhat counteitive, but actually quite natural.
When two very small particles collide, the sum of all radieddasically not change, but the
number of particles decreased by one, so the average iesteBg contrast, when two large
particles collide, the particle number again decreasesbylut the sum of the radii decreases
from 2 to 2/3 ~ 1.26, so the average also decreases.

Remarkably, we found that the simulated tails of the sizetspeagree fairly well with
those obtained from the gamma distribution for negativéore importantly, the agreement
is good both for gravity and turbulence cases.

When studying pure collection, the Eulerian approach giaatisfactory results only
when the mass bins areffuaiently fine. Furthermore, for collections in the case ofraising
flow, it is found that the Eulerian approach requires artflgilarge viscosity and Brownian
diffusivity for keeping the resulting shocks in the particledluésolved. Because of this,
it seems that for future studies of thffext of turbulence on condensational and collectional
growth of particles, the Lagrangian swarm approach woulghbst suitable. However, several
precautions have to be taken. First, the symmetric colactcheme Il$hima et al.2009] is
to be preferred because it shows less scatter in the mearsithdin the asymmetric scheme I.
This is because in scheme | the particle number is adjustdedép the total mass in the
swarm constant. Second, when interpolation of the gas piiepet the position of each
Lagrangian particle is invoked (for example the CIC aldwritor the triangular shaped cloud
scheme), both collection schemes yield artificially inseghcollection rates. This is because
two swarms within the same grid cell may always collide sitieeinterpolation of the fluid
velocity results in a velocity dierence between the two swarms. This causes a speedup of
the collection rate already at early times. At higher grisbtation, the interpolated velocity
differences are smaller, which reduces the collectional grolitbrefore, it is best to map the
gas properties to just the nearest grid point, which is faondeld converged results even at
low resolution.

A shortcoming of the Eulerian model is that self-colleci@me strictly impossible. This
should be mitigated by using finer mass bins, but it turnstmattfiner mass bins do not change
the collection rate at early times, but rather decreaselétat times. This indicates that the
contribution of self-collections to the collection rateredatively small; see Appendix]H for
details.
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The discrepancy between Lagrangian and Eulerian partedergptions is particularly
strong in the time-independent straining flow. This is beegoarticles tend to be swept into
extremely narrow lanes, which leads to high concentratibascan never be achieved with
the Eulerian approach, in which sharp gradients must be redeaut by invoking artificial
viscosity and large Brownian fliusivity. On the other hand, we are here primarily interested
in turbulent flows that are always time-dependent, whiclitinthe amount of particle concen-
tration that can be achieved in a given time. In that casedig@epancies between Eulerian
and Lagrangian approaches are smaller at early times, éng #ne still diferences in the evo-
lution of the mean radius at late times. This can easily be@diy changes in the relative
importance of collections of large and small particles. sTikiconfirmed by the fact that the
size distribution spectra in the turbulent case are mordagifor Lagrangian and Eulerian
approaches than in the straining flow.

Our present work neglects local and temporal changes inutpersaturation. In fu-
ture studies, we will take into account that the superstitrancreases (decreases) as a fluid
parcel rises (falls) and that droplet condensation (e\atfmr) act as sinks (sources) of super-
saturation. We would then be able to account for the factitteastotal water content should re-
main constant and that the supersaturation would becongegssively more limited as water
droplets grow by condensation. Another important shoriogris our assumption of perfect
collection dficiency, which resulted in artificially rapid cloud dropleggowth. Alleviating
these restrictions will be important tasks for future woklkurthermore, we have here only
considered 2-D turbulence. Extending our work to 3-D isigtrdiorward, but our conclusions
regarding the comparison offtBrent schemes should carry over to 3-D.
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Appendices

A Upwinding scheme for a nonuniform mesh

In the presence of condensation alone, the evolution emqudr f(r, t) as a function of
radiusr and timet is given by

of 0

= =3O (A1)
whereC = dr/dt and is given by equatiof](6). Thus, we have

of o (f

5 _Aﬁ (?) (A.2)
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where A = Gsis assumed independent gf see equation (13.14) @einfeld and Pandis
[2006]. It can be seen from the form of the analytic solutioatthere will be a discontinuity
atr? = 2At, which is numerically diicult to handle. In particular, it is fficult to ensure the
positivity of f. For these reasons, a low-order upwind scheme is advantagEorthermore,
expanding the RHS of equatidn (A.2) using the quotient rule,

of A Aof

at r2]c ror’ (A-3)
it is obvious that the first term in isolation would lead to erpntial growth off proportional
to exp@t/r?), which must be partially canceled by the second term. Ifdaecellation is
numerically imperfectf (r, t) will indeed grow exponentially, which tends to occur iniets
wherer? < 2At, i.e., wheref should vanish. For nonuniform mesh spacingwith k = 1, 2,
...; Kmax, the first-order upwind scheme can be written as

ofx + et o fk i
—f=c QL 4o — A.4
ot K MNee1 K Mk K Mk-1 (A4)
with AlF A
Ci = +3 A @ =—¢ - c. (A.5)
Mee1 — Tk

On the boundaries of the radius binskat 1 andkmax equation[(A#) cannot be used unless
we make an assumption about the nonexisting points outsaterval 1< k < kmax. FOr
example, fork = kmax, the codficientc; would multiply fi.1/rk.1, which is not defined.
Therefore, a simple assumption is to get= 0. Howeverg; also enters in the expression for
cg, which is the factor in front offy/ax. The codficientc; can only be nonvanishing when
A < 0. Ifwe were to omit; in the expression fm‘k’, then, forA < 0, the value off, would not
evolve atk = knax and would be frozen. Thus, the non-existing points lead targrhysical
situation. It would be natural to assume thakat kywax fk Should decay with time at a rate
—(|Al = A)/rk. Therefore, assume

=0 c=—(A-A/rk—c (fork=knay (A.6)
andc, unchanged, and analogously
¢ =0, c=-(A+A)/rc—-c (fork=0) (A.7)

andc; unchanged.

B Momentum conservation solution of the Eulerian model

The purpose of this appendix is to derive the momentum-coimggvelocity kick My in
equation[(3b) and to demonstrate how it works. Each cotlaaivent involves three partners,
which we denote by subscripts j, andk, wherek is the result of the collection betweén
andj. Mass conservation implies thtn + f;m; + fymy is constant, i.e., its time derivative
vanishes. Likewise, momentum conservation implies that

0
a (fimvi + f,—mjvj + fkmkvk) =0. (B.l)

The time derivatives of caused by collections {8, while that ofv is M. However, only the
resulting particlek will suffer a kick, whilei andj do not, so we have

Timyvi + T3mpv;j + Tiemivi + fime M = 0. (B.2)
As seen from equatiof (B3), for the collectioni@ndj, the increase irfy is given by

m + m;
Tk = Kij fi f]' me ], (B3)
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Table B.1. Total particle momentum in kgrs™ after three dferent times using the Eulerian model.

case 7 M g t=00s t=0.1s t=1s t=10s
A 0 0 0 08042 Q8042 08042 08042
B =#0 0 0 — 03386 00012 000
C =+#0 =#0 0 — 08035 08032 Q75
D 0 0 #0 — 03070 -4.1679 -4892
E =#0 0 #0 — -0.1586 -4.9709 -4972
F #0 #0 =0 — 03063 -4.1673 -4551

The initial parameters are;=1 ms* andv,=2ms* at
radius bing1=100um andr,=112um (x2%/° larger) with
no=10° m~2 distributed evenly over the first two mass bins.

while the corresponding decreases in bitand f; are
Ti =T = -Ki; fi fj, (B.4)

which evidently obeys mass conservation, i&m + 7;m; + 7xm = 0. Inserting equa-
tions [B.3) and[(B#4) into equatioh (B.2) and solving ety yields

1
My = mKij fi fj [mVi +myvj — (m + mj)Vk] - (B.5)

We give in Tablé Bl the values of the total momentum of altipkas in the Eulerian
model, 3. fimv;, at three dierent times for a model without spatial extent (0-D). Iigia
we have two mass bins with velocities 1 and 2, which leads lec@nal growth if7~ # 0.
Drag with the gas is here neglected. In the absence of grdkigytotal momentum is the
same for all three times when there is no collecti®on<£ 0). For7 # 0, there is a dramatic
change of momentum if th&1 term is neglected (case B). With thd term included, momen-
tum is reasonably well conserved (compare case C with cask M)e presence of gravity,
the momentum changes just because of gravitational aatielecases D—F). However, we
would not expect the total momentum to change dramaticatigrnwwe allow for collection
(7 + 0). We see that without tha1 term the total momentum departs significantly from the
case without collection (case E), while with thé term included, the values of total momen-
tum are similar to those without collection (compare caseith vase D). This validates the
implementation of the momentum conserving term.

Let us now discuss theffect of the momentum conserving correction in the context of
gravitational collection. This is shown in Figure B.1, wlbere compare size spectra foe 2
and 8 with and without thé1 term. It turns out that without tha1 term, the growth of large
droplets is increased when the MBR is largge<(8). This is not the case, however, when the
Mterm is included, which leads to a much slower growth of tihgdat droplets. On the other
hand, as demonstrated above, theterm leads to a decrease of the momentum of the large
droplets, which explains the absence of particles above hhiim 3000 s and the increase at
smaller radii.

Remarkably, in turbulence, the evolution of the size speate almost the same with
or without momentum correction term. This is shown in FigBt&. It is still unclear why
the dfect of the momentum correction term depends so strongly @fidgtv pattern. Further
investigation is required to understand this in the futumekv However, one might specu-
late that the momentum conservation correction accunsifatmerical errors with increasing
number of mass bins, so it is unclear that this proceduresleathore accurate results.
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Figure B.1. Same as Figuid 3, but with the Eulerian model with momentunsewation (blue dashed
lines, denoted by “EulerMC") included. Here we only compB&tderMC and Euler. Thick linegs = 8; thin
lines: 8 = 2. See additional Runs 3A, 3D, and 3E in Tdble|B.2 for simatatetails.
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Figure B.2. The dfect of the momentum conserving term for a turbulent flow (dddmes, denoted by
“EulerMC") compared with the case without it (denoted by I&t), same as in Figulg 9. Thick lines: = 8;
thin lines: 8 = 2. See additional Runs 10C, 10D, and 10E in Tablé B.2 for sitian details.

C MBR dependency for condensation

As discussed in sectidn 3.1, one needs extremely large MBRomel condensation
accurately. This becomes particularly critical when udogarithmic spacing on a mesh with
small values oB. The purpose of this appendix is to demonstrate ffeces on the tails of
the distribution. In Figur€ Cl1 we showx/rin)? for different MBR ) and compare with
(T/rini)?. In the Eulerian model, we consider the valges 2, 8, and 128 over the mass bin
interval 2—2Qum, so the number of bins afg.x — 1 = 20, 80, and 1280, respectively. In
the Lagrangian model, we udg, = 10,000 andNgiq = 163, so Np/Ngia = 2.4. At higher
MBR, thea, for different values of converge to the same value, but not at low MBR (see the
inset of the first panel). This can have a lastifiget on the growth of the higher moments
in the sense that the slope in FiglrelC.1 is increased atetltianes. This is consistent with
earlier findings/Qhtsuki et al.|1990;Drazkowska et ali2014]. When collection is included,
the artificially broadened tails in the distribution can lzetjzularly dangerous, because they
would have a strongfect on the rate of collection, which would be faster wherghfer large
values of? are increased by the artificially broadened size distrilsutin the right hand-panel
of Figure[C.1, we comparegs/ri,)? for both the swarm model and the high MBR Eulerian
simulation. The inset shows for both the swarm and the Earleriodels the departure,

Al(aza/rini)?] = (B24/Tini)* — (a4/ rini)inam (C.1)
from the analytic solution. We see that at late times the swandel agrees perfectly, while
the Eulerian one shows small but persistent departureseationed before. From this it is

clear that the swarm model reproduces the high MBR Euleiianlation rather accurately,
but at a much lower computational cost.
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Table B.2. Summary of additional simulations presented in the appendi

Run Scheme DimL (m) Np Ngia IM Processes B ng (m™3) Flow Dp (m?/s) v, (M?/s)
1B Eu 0-D 05 - - - Con 2 19 -

2A Eu 0-D Q5 - - — Con 8 19 -

3A Eu 0D Q5 - - - Col 2 16 grav

3B Eu 0D 05 - - - Col 32 18 grav

3D EuMC 0-D 05 - - - Col 2 160 grav

3E EuMC 0-D 05 - - - Col 128 1& grav

4A Swi 3-D 05 2Ngrid 32 CIC Col - 13° grav

4C Swl 3-D 05 8Ngrid 32 CIC Col - 13° grav

4D Swil 3-D 05 2Ngrid 32 CIC Col - 13° grav

4E Swll 3-D 05 ANgrig 328 CIC Col - 10°% grav

4F Swll 3-D 05 8Ngrid 328 CIC Col - 10°% grav

4G Swl 3-D 05 ANgriq 32 CIC Col - 10°% grav

5A Swil 3-D 05 2x 10° Np/4 CIC Col — 16° grav

5B Swil 3-D 05 16x1C° Np/4 CIC Col — 16° grav

5C  Swll 3D Q5 442x10° Np,/4 CIC Col - 10° grav

5D Swll 3-D 05 1024x10® N,/4 CIC  Col - 10° grav

8A Eu 2D 2 - 8¢ - Col 2 10° strain 001 Q05
8B Eu 2D =« - 8¢ - Sym 2 16° strain Q01 005
8C Eu 2D =& - 8¢ - Ave 2 10° strain 001 Q05
8D Eu 2D X - 8¢ - Sym 4  16° strain Q01 005
8E Swll 2D 2 5x10* 80 NGP Col - 169  strain

8F Eu 2D 2 - 8¢ - Col 4 10° strain 001 Q05
8G Eu 2-D Z — 128 - Both 4 1  strain 001 005
10C EuMC 2-D 5 - 512 - Col 2 16° turb 0001 Qo001
10D EuMC 2-D 05 - 512 - Col 4 16° turb 0001 Qo001
10E Eu 2-D b - 512 — Col 4 13°  turb 0001 Qo001

Here, the abbreviations are the same as the ones in[Tlablenitbdditional abbreviations listed
below. “Sym” refers to collection with symmetric self-cattion invoked in Eulerian model, “Ave”
refers to collection with average self-collection invokedtulerian model, “EUMC” refers to the
Eulerian model with momentum conservation invoked.

D Statistical convergence of the swarm model

The purpose of this appendix is to investigate the statiktisnvergence with respect to
the number of grid cells and swarms. First we inspect the @gance property dil,/Ngrig.
The simulations have been performed witl¥ 82id points and dferent average numbers of
swarm particles per grid poinNg/Ngrig = 2—8). It can be seen from the upper panels of Fig-
ure[C.2 that the swarm simulations with collection schenagntiost converge fo, /Ngriq = 4.
The details of these additional runs are summarized in Talle

From the lower panels of Figure €.2 it can be seen that forsitiams withNp/Ngrig =
4, the results are more or less converged when the total mwhbe/arms reaches 13810°.
Since all fluid variables are spatially uniform in these dimtions, the number of grid points
has no &ect on the fluid. The number of swarms can therefore be chamgetreasing the
total number of grid points while maintaining,/Ngiq = 4 (the value of is approximately
the same in all cases; ~ 10°). However, as reported b&rabas and Ichiro Shim§2013],
when the swarm model is used in an LES simulation, certairropdysical features of their
simulated could field does not show convergence regardidgegolution.
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Figure C.1. Same run as in Figufé 1, but withféirents for the Eulerian model. Comparison of the time

evolution [in units ofreong, as given by equatiofi (28)] 0é4s/rini)? for 8=2 (dotted red), 8 (dashed black),

and 128 (solid blue) for condensation, together witi;§)? for 5=128 (dash-dotted blue) using the mass

bin interval 2-2Qum. The inset shows (T;,)? for 5=2 (dotted red) and 128 (solid black). The right panel
shows a comparison of the 24th moment between the Eulerigielmath 1281 mass bins (solid blue) and

the swarm model with collection schemeN,=10, 000, and\lgrid=163 (red). The inset shows theftrence

of the squares to the analytic solution for the Eulerian rh¢ztdid blue) and the swarm model (triple-dot-
dashed red). Here, the parameters for condensation anditiaédonditions are the same as for Figlte 1. See
additional Runs 1B and 2A of Talle B.2 for simulation details

E MBR dependency for collection

In Figure[E.1, we compare the evolutionsrodnd ay4 using diferent MBR and thus
different values of for pure collection experiment. We also considered thewgiai of ag
andag, but it was similar to that ofi4 in that the Eulerian solutions forfiierent MBR agreed
well with each other. For the evolutions are strongly MBR dependent. Nevertheléss, t
evolution ofay, with different MBR are similar over a wide range of MBR spanning from
kmax = 55—3457. We also tested the MBR dependency using a congarglkin that case, it
turns out that the results converge only kggx > 50.

F Gamma distribution from higher moments

The purpose of this appendix is to show that the charactaizaf size spectra in
terms of a gamma distribution is not strongly dependent oathér its parameters are com-
puted based on the momerds and a,, as done here, or based ag andag, as done in
Naumann and Seifef016b]. In the former case, equatidn44) was used to obtais a
function ofay/a;, while in the latterag/az was used to obtaip. Onceu is known. A can also
be obtained. In the following we generalize this approadrhitrary values of for the ratios

as/ag)2.

To compute the cdBcients for any pair of momentg to a2, we first calculate

11"(/1+{+1)

A Tu+1) (F1)

naizfr-‘f(r)drz
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Figure C.2. Same as Figufd 2, but here we only study the statistical cgemee properties of swarm
model. Upper panels: orange (red) lines represent the swentiel with collection scheme | (11). The line
types indicate the mean number of swarms per grid pdiptNy:iq); the total number density of physical par-
ticles is kept the same for all simulations by changing thalper density of particles in each swarm and the
number of swarms; see Runs 4A, 4C, 4D, 4E, 4F and 4G of TabléoB<2mulation details. Lower panels:
similar to the upper panels, but fb,/Ngiq=4 and diferent total numbers of swarms, as indicated by the line
types; the correspondingy:q is 8 (solid curve), 18 (dotted curve), 32(dashed curve), 4§dash-dotted
curve) and 62 (dash-triple-dotted curve); see Runs 5A, 5B, 5C, and 5D bfe[B.2 for simulation details.

This allows us to derive the following general formula

& {ng’:;/zu(ﬂ +{)
a2 n?f:g/zu(ﬂ +{7)

The expression on the right-hand side of this equation is matomic function ofu and can
easily be solved numerically. Once we kngywe computel via

¢

1=t (L il 1)) (F3)
a \ T'(u+1)

The resulting pairs of cd&cients fi,, 4;) are given in Table H1 for Run 3C forférent times

and several values @f The moments used here are given in Table 2. The resulsfeg is

shown in Figur€El1, where we also compare with the resubifa;. The agreement between

the two is surprisingly good.

1/Z
(F.2)

G The “bump” in the evolution of the mean particle radius
For the following discussion, it is convenient to introddlee unscaled moments
M, = f(r)ré. (G.1)

so thata, = (Mg/Mo)W andr = a;, as before. Let us now assume a situation with pure
collection such that the total volume of water in the droplstconserved. This implies that
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Figure E.1.

MBR dependency for simulations withftkrent flow pattern. Upper left panel: collection
driven by gravity usingkmax=3457 ang3=128 (solid) ,knax=865 and3=32 (dotted), as well ag§,,x=55 and
B=2; see Runs 3A and 3B of Talile B.2 and 3C of Table 1 for simuladigtails. Upper right panel: collection
driven by straining flow usingmax=109 ang3=4 (dashed line)kmax=55 ands=2 (solid line); see Runs 8A
and 8F of Tabl€ BI2 for simulation details. Low left panelllection driven by turbulence using,a.=109
andp=4 (dashed line)kmnax=55 ands=2 (solid line); see Runs 10E of Talj[e B.2 and 10A of Table 1 fior s
ulation details. Low right panel: collection driven by siviag flow with condensation using,.x=109 and

B=4 (dashed line)na=55 andB=2 (solid line); see Runs 8G of Talfle B.2 and 9D of Tdble 1 forndation
details.
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Figure F.1. Similarto Figurd b, but here we compare the Eulerian sinanatith gamma distributions
with codficients obtained from,/a; (solid line) andas/az (dashed line).

M3 is constant, whilevlp and M, will always decrease with time. However, the relative rates
at which My and M; decrease can change. Indeed, a bumpigobserved ifM; switches
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Table F.1. Results for g, A,) for different times.

t 2 4 6 12 24

0 (2361 2412) (2250,2.306) (2157, 2.218) (1874, 1.967) (1347, 1.547)
1  (216,0242) (020,0.108) (-0.33 0.079) (003, 0.093) (325, 0.159)
2 (-0.69,0017) (-0.91 0.009) (-0.88 0.010) (-0.49,0.014) (191 0.023)
3 (-0.92 0.003) (-0.94,0.002) (-0.90,0.003) (-0.33 0.005) (439, 0.010)

0\‘0

~21/8/3=0.42

Figure G.1. Sketch illustrating the growth @fwhen two small particles collided] and the decrease of
when two large particles colliddj. Filled black symbols denote actual particle sizes anchapd symbols
and red text refer to.

from decreasing more slowly with time théh, to decreasing faster thaviy. An example of
such a situation will be presented in the following.

For a flow with two small and two large particles, with radjiandr,_, respectively, the
size distribution is given by(r) = 26,4+ 26, , wheres;; denotes the Kronecker delig;(= 1
fori = j and 0 otherwise). From equatibn 6.1 it can then be found kainitial number of
particles and sum of particle radii is given Mg(0) = 4 andM;(0) = 2rs + 2r_, respectively.
This yields a mean initial particle radius@0) = M1(0)/Mg(0). In the following, we assume
thatrs < r_, so thaf(0) ~ 2r /4 = 0.5r,.

When two particles of radiug collide, their combined mass is unchanged, @):Zr:",
i.e., the target radius becomes 2%/3r, [Lamb and Verlinog2011]. Let us now consider two
different collection scenarios; cf. Figlre G.1. In scenaritwo smaller particles collide such
thatMg(A) = 3 andMy(A) = 2%3rs+2r, while in scenari® two larger particles collide such
thatMo(B) = 3 andMy(B) = 2rs + 2%/3r . Sincer, > rg, we find forT in both scenarios

T(A) = 235+ 2r.)/3 ~ 2r /3 ~ 0.67r_ > T(0), (G.2)

T(B) = (2rs + 2Y3r)/3 ~ 213r_ /3 ~ 0.42r_ < F(0). (G.3)

This means that for scenarothe mean particle radius is increasing, while for scenRiitas
decreasing. After the time when the bump appears in the tioleigon of the mean particle
radius (see Figuid 8), it is primarily the heavier partithest continue collecting.

H Self-collection in the Eulerian model

We recall that there are no self-collections in the usuakBaih scheme. The potential
importance of this can be assessed by comparing with célmoain which self-collection
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Figure H.1. Similar to the Eulerian model in Figuké 6, but with self-eaifion invoked. Comparison of

purely collectional growth for Eulerian models with avesagplf-collection r=0.01) and symmetric self-
collection (dashed fg8=2 with k=53 and dash-dotted f@=4 with ky,,=109), as well as the swarm model

in a straining flow. Hereyy,s = 0.7 ms?, 7., = 1.4s, whiler, ~ 100s. The side length of the 2-D squared
domain isL=2r m. The parameters of the Eulerian modelaye10'°m=3,r; = 4um, andry; = 12um.
Those for the swarm model alg, = 50000 and NGP mapping is employed. See Runs 8A, 8B, 8C, 8D, and
8E of Tabldl for simulation details.

is included either via methods (i) or (ii); see the end of ised2.4 for their definitions. It
turns out that by taking self-collection into account, neettfi) causes only a weak speed-up
in the increase of; see Figuré H]J1. With method (ii), on the other hand, we findrang
enhancement of the growth. However, although method (ismsts of an artificial manipu-
lation of the diagonal terms d;;, it does not prove that self-collection is important, bessau
similar manipulations of thefidiagonal terms oK;j; can have the samdfect. In any case,
this unphysical approach does not provide a proper soltidhe convergence problem. We
mention in passing that for this straining flow thgeet of the My term in equationg (35) and
(312) has no fect within plot accuracy.
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