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Abstract: Air entrainment at the intake of a bottom outlet often gives rise to air pockets in its
conduit and formation of geysers. The outlet in question comprises a bulkhead gate, gate shaft,
horizontal conduit, and exit. Operations show that it suffers from appreciable flow fluctuations and
blowouts in the tailwater, which leads to gate operation restrictions. For the purpose of understanding
the hydraulic phenomenon, both prototype discharge tests and three-dimensional computational fluid
dynamics (CFD) modeling of two-phase flows are performed. The operational focus of the facility
are small and large gate openings. The CFD results reveal that, with air entrained in the gate shaft,
continual breakup and coalescence of air bubbles in the conduit typify the flow. At small openings
below 1 meter, the air–water flow is characterized by either distinct blowouts of regular frequency or
continuous air release. In terms of geyser behaviors inclusive of frequency, the agreement is good
between field and numerical studies. At large openings, the gate becomes fully submerged, and the
flow is discharged without air entrainment and blowouts. The paper showcases the air–water flow
features in a typical bottom outlet layout in Sweden, which is intended to serve as an illustration of
the study procedure for other similar outlets.
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1. Introduction

A plunging jet often occurs in civil facilities like hydropower, irrigation, water treatment, and urban
sewerage. When the water plunges with high velocity into a receiving pool, air gets entrained into the
water, which is ascribable to the churn-turbulent mixing associated with water-surface irregularities,
overturning and overlapping of water bodies at the impact location [1–4]. Often, the pool is confined
by lateral boundaries, which augments the water-surface fluctuations and enhances the turbulent
mixing [5–7]. Using a shadowgraph technique, Di Nunno et al. [8] address the deformation of air
bubbles near a plunging jet. Some machine learning algorithms are developed for the prediction of air
bubble shape and size. The study provides a promising approach in the study of air–water flow issues.
General descriptions of air entrainment at free-surface intakes of spillway structures are found in [9,10].
When the water–air mixture flows into a horizontal conduit, the entrained air rises and adheres to the
top of the conduit. The air bubbles may accumulate and form air pockets of appreciable size.

Geysers, or air blowouts as they are often called, are a phenomenon that occurs from a conduit
under dynamic hydraulic conditions. The prerequisite is the entrapment of air in the moving conduit
water. For a constant cross section of a straight conduit, the movement of air pockets mainly depends
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on the conduit slope and changes in the surrounding pressure and flow velocity [11–13]. When the
pockets move in the flow direction (e.g., due to the augmentation in flow discharge), they approach
the downstream end and blow out in the tailwater. With movements against the flow, they blow out
upstream (called blowback).

A geyser occurs when a pipe is exposed to free water surface. The formation of air pockets in the
pipelines is in itself a subject of many studies due to its profound engineering implications. Zhou and
Liu [14] experimentally investigate the effect of air pockets during rapid filling of a partially full pipe
with a dead end. The time series of flow pressure and air–water phase evolution are synchronously
recorded to illustrate their relationship. They show that, at the same air volume, little or absence of
tailwater results in large pressure surge; the flow pressure fluctuates dramatically with large entrapped
air volume. For the operation of pipelines, Balacco et al. [15] and Coronado-Hernández et al. [16]
examine, in the presence of air valves, the emptying procedure that gives rise to subatmospheric
pressure caused by air pockets. For the purpose of reducing the risk of conduit collapse, they analyze,
by both experiments and numerical modeling, the air–water flows and evaluate the function of
different air valves. Balacco et al. [17] analyze transients and predict the resulting pressure surge in
an undulating water supply pipeline, in which a sequence of ascending and descending formations
exists. An experimental procedure is developed to examine pressure surges during filling of a partially
empty conduit. They show that the expulsion of air bubbles within the water column generates water
hammer but has an insignificant effect on the transients.

As a result of the release of entrapped air from a horizontal pipe, geyser formation in a vertical or
sloping riser draws the attention of many researchers. A partial review is made by Cong et al. [18] and
Chan et al. [19]. With the aim of unraveling the formation mechanism, they present both experimental
and numerical investigations. The air pocket pressure is significantly higher than the hydrostatic value,
resulting in the rapid acceleration of air and water and the jetting out of air–water mixture. They show
that geysers are more likely to occur for small risers and large air volumes. Leon et al. [20] and Leon [21]
report laboratory experiments of violent geysers in a vertical shaft. Within a time frame of a few
seconds, each geyser is composed of a few consecutive violent eruptions with heights that may exceed
30 m. Different from air pockets that are driven by the buoyant force, their studies point out that the
rapidly changing pressure gradient incident to the first weak eruption is the dominant mechanism that
drives the entire geyser formation. Chegini and Leon [22] perform numerical simulations of field-scale
geysers in drop shafts of storm sewer systems. The governing equations are based on compressible
two-phase air–water flow formulations in both two and three dimensions. Their results suggest that
the compressibility of trapped air plays an essential role in the formation of geysers. Some best-practice
criteria for performing numerical simulations of geysers are also presented. Other examples of air
entrainment and geysers are found in engineering applications, such as storm sewers and urban water
supply systems [23,24].

In hydropower discharge structures, Falvey [25] reports explosive air blowbacks observed in
the morning glory spillway at the Owyhee Dam, USA. The air entrainment depends on the type of
inflow into the shaft and the water levels in it. Under certain hydraulic conditions, presumably when
the flow discharge declines, air pockets in the conduit travel against the flow and blow out from
the intake. Villegas [26] writes about the violent accidents at the intake tower of the Guatape Stage
I project. Caused by strong vortices, air is drawn into the cylindrical intake. The amount of air is
augmented by the partial obstruction of the trash racks. The resulting blowouts, in the form of violent
upsurges of water–air mixture, destroy the trash racks, cylindrical gate, overhead crane, and even the
concrete structure.

Bosman et al. [27] address the blowback behavior of the bottom outlet at the Berg River Dam,
South Africa. The outlet is controlled by a bulkhead emergency gate at the intake and a radial gate at
the downstream end. The conduit includes an air vent behind the emergency gate, for the purpose of
supplying air to the flow to counteract the negative pressures during the gate operation. Contrary to
the intention, large volumes of air are expelled into the vent and blow out. Their study shows that the
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air blowout is attributed to the appreciable reduction in a cross section at the radial gate, leading to a
pressurized conduit flow when the emergency gate closes.

In Norway, many pressurized tunnels are long, often connected to secondary brook intakes.
Bhatia [11] summarizes practical cases and explains the reasons why air explosions occur. Improper intake
design may cause air accumulation and eventually lead to blowouts at the intakes, giving rise to
pressure fluctuations and operation instability. With this as background, Skoglund et al. [28] examine air
entrainment and accumulation in hydropower tunnels.

Keller et al. [29] and Sigg et al. [30] study the de-aeration of a diversion tunnel in the Kárahnjúkar
hydroelectric scheme, Iceland. Due to varying reservoir water-level elevations, a tunnel from a
secondary intake is subjected to a transition from free-surface to pressurized flow. To avoid unfavorable
flow conditions, the air entrained into the pressurized flow must be removed. A similar study is made
by Wickenhäuser and Minor [31].

Simulations in 3D are performed of two-phase flows in a conduit with its bulkhead gate opened
from the closed position [32]. With a moving mesh following the gate movement, the effects of initial
conduit water levels on the degree of air entrainment in the gate shaft are compared. A higher water
stage contributes to an effective reduction in air entrainment. However, air entrainment remains even
when the conduit is fully prefilled with water.

In Sweden, a survey is made of past operation experiences from 38 low-level bottom outlets [33].
Eight out of nine major concerns are apparently attributed to air entrainment, which is associated with
the lifting of the intake gates or changes in flow discharge. The entrained air leads to unacceptable flow
fluctuations in the system. For safety reasons, some outlets are abandoned. However, many other outlets
are the only alternatives for emptying the reservoir when necessary, which means that countermeasures
must be taken so as to reopen them for water release.

In the study, the bottom outlet examined features a typical longitudinal layout. In Sweden
and many other countries, it is common that a bottom outlet runs beneath an embankment dam,
especially in dams that were constructed before the 1980s. The intake is either a low-level gated
opening, a morning-glory-type overflow weir (gated or ungated), or their combination. The gate shaft
is followed by a horizontal tunnel, the length of which mainly depends on the dam height. The tunnel
exit is either submerged in the tailwater or exposed to air [9–11,25,33]. Air entrainment and geyser
formation are often inevitable in this type of arrangement.

With the aim of understanding the features of air–water flows and reducing operational risks,
both prototype discharge tests and three-dimensional computational fluid dynamics (CFD) simulations
of two-phase flows are performed. The purposes of the study are (1) to evaluate the extent of air
entrainment through prototype tests, (2) to see whether CFD modeling quantitatively reproduces the
hydraulic phenomenon observed in the field tests, (3) to identify major flow scenarios in terms of gate
openings, (4) to estimate the volume of the trapped air as it is otherwise by other means difficult to
quantify, and (5) to provide a basis for countermeasures and structural changes. The study also aims to
provide a reference for understanding air entrainment in similar outlet layouts.

2. Bottom Outlet Layout

The hydropower scheme in question was commissioned in 1956. Two major embankment dams
form the reservoir. Their maximum structural heights are 25 and 22 m. According to the dam safety
legislation, both belong to a high-hazard class. The full reservoir water level (FRWL) is +349.00 m,
at which the water-surface area is ~16 km2. The power plant is of pumped-storage type and is located
underground in a bedrock, with its intake in the reservoir bottom. A 6 km long rock tunnel conveys
the water to the powerhouse. A long tailrace tunnel then discharges the water into the river.

The facility has a bottom outlet for flood discharge. It is composed of an intake tower with a gate
shaft, a submerged bulkhead gate, a 90◦ double-miter bend, a horizontal conduit, and a tailwater exit
submerged even at low flow discharges. Figure 1 shows the location of the intake tower in relation to
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one of the embankment dams and the conduit exit when emptied of water. Figure 2 illustrates the
longitudinal profile of the outlet.Fluids 2020, 5, x 4 of 19 
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Figure 2. Bottom outlet’s longitudinal profile with a bulkhead gate, a vertical gate shaft (rectangular in
the cross section above the gate threshold elevation and circular below), a 90◦ bend, a horizontal
conduit, and an exit in the tailwater.

Figure 3 shows the arrangement at the gate and the transition of the gate shaft in the cross section.
Upstream on each side, there exists a supporting wall. The bulkhead gate’s width is a = 3.05 m; its full
opening height is hmax = 5.00 m. The gate threshold is at elevation Z0 = +332.80 m, above which
the shaft is square in the cross section (3.05 × 3.05 m, area 9.30 m2) and below which it is circular
(diameter 2.55 m, area 5.11 m2). The square shaft is open to the atmosphere. From the gate threshold to
the conduit bottom (elevation +321.40 m), the circular shaft is 11.40 m high.

Fluids 2020, 5, x 4 of 19 

 
(a) 

 
(b) 

Figure 1. Bottom outlet in question: (a) intake tower in front of the embankment dam and conduit exit 
in the tailwater; (b) the exposed conduit exit during planned maintenance when the tailwater is 
drained (photos by HydroTerra). 

 
Figure 2. Bottom outlet’s longitudinal profile with a bulkhead gate, a vertical gate shaft (rectangular 
in the cross section above the gate threshold elevation and circular below), a 90° bend, a horizontal 
conduit, and an exit in the tailwater. 

Figure 3 shows the arrangement at the gate and the transition of the gate shaft in the cross 
section. Upstream on each side, there exists a supporting wall. The bulkhead gate’s width is a = 3.05 
m; its full opening height is hmax = 5.00 m. The gate threshold is at elevation Z0 = +332.80 m, above 
which the shaft is square in the cross section (3.05 × 3.05 m, area 9.30 m2) and below which it is circular 
(diameter 2.55 m, area 5.11 m2). The square shaft is open to the atmosphere. From the gate threshold 
to the conduit bottom (elevation +321.40 m), the circular shaft is 11.40 m high. 

 
Figure 3. Bottom outlet layout, transition of the vertical shaft from rectangular to circular cross 
section. 

Figure 3. Bottom outlet layout, transition of the vertical shaft from rectangular to circular cross section.



Fluids 2020, 5, 203 5 of 18

The 90◦ miter bend is formed with a circular steel pipe (diameter 2.55 m), which is followed by
a 13.50 m circular section of concrete lining of the same diameter (Figure 4a). The main conduit is
80.00 m long and has a rectangular cross section with four rounded corners (2.55 m in width, 2.55 m in
height, area 6.32 m2) (Figure 4b). There is an 8.00 m streamlined transition between the two types of
cross section; its lining is made of cast iron. The bottom elevation is the same throughout the conduit
(i.e., +321.40 m, 27.60 m below the FRWL). The typical tailwater level is around +330.00 m, which is
almost independent of the flow discharge. This means that the exit is submerged.
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3. Field Tests and Observations

During the past decades, the use of the bottom outlet has been limited, which is mainly ascribed to
safety concerns related to air entrainment and flow fluctuations. Even potential flooding and scouring
of the roadways downstream play a role. The bulkhead gate is old and heavy. Due to structural
deformations, significant frictional forces are also present along the gate slots. Its opening speed is
dependent on several factors, such as dead weight, friction, drive system, and power supply. The gate
is operated with a wire rope hoist and alternating current (AC). Limited by the hoisting capacity,
the gate operates very slowly, often with a number of long stops.

The most recent field tests were performed in autumn 2018. The reservoir water level was
Z1 ≈ +346.00 m (3.00 m below the FRWL). The conduit and its exit were submerged, with the tailwater
level Z2 ≈ +330.00 m. The main purpose was to document and evaluate flow pulsations in the shaft
and air blowouts at the conduit exit. Dynamic water pressures acting upon the conduit were also
monitored, and the gate hoisting system was tested.

Let h (m) and Q (m3/s) denote gate-opening height and water discharge, respectively. The bulkhead
gate was first opened and kept at h = 0.30 m, corresponding to Q ≈ 10 m3/s. Distinct blowouts of air
and water mixture occurred at intervals at the tunnel exit. The frequency was estimated at T = 30–35 s;
the blowout itself lasted 8–10 s. Figure 5 shows its sequence during the blowouts. The blowout height
was not measured in the tests, but was estimated to be as high as 4.0–5.0 m. The occurrence was
obviously due to the entrained air in the gate shaft, which was carried into the horizontal conduit,
in which no de-aeration structure existed. This was consistent with previous observations around this
gate opening.

The gate was then opened to h = 0.40 m. The discharge was estimated to be Q ≈ 14 m3/s. It was
observed that this opening generated more entrained air from the shaft into the conduit, with higher,
more powerful distinguishable upsurges of blowouts. At h = 0.50 m and Q ≈ 16 m3/s, it seemed that
the blowouts became almost continuous and had somewhat longer durations. The resulting major
upsurges, though occurring at a lower frequency, became even higher. The gate was then lifted to
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h = 0.80 m and Q ≈ 25 m3/s. The blowouts became lower than h ≈ 0.30 m. No distinct blowouts were
observed, and the air was released almost continuously, with some minor fluctuations. The field tests
were terminated at this opening. Safety concerns about both the gate operation and the discharge
capacity of the downstream channel limited further discharges. There are, however, no records
available with regard to its operation at large gate openings. It is therefore up to CFD modeling to
demonstrate the extent of air entrainment and geysers at larger gate openings.Fluids 2020, 5, x 6 of 19 
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4. Numerical Simulations

The major concerns involved in the bottom outlet include discharge capacity, flow and pressure
fluctuations, and amount of entrained air in the conduit that is eventually released as geysers. In a
physical model, as known, air entrainment is not correctly reproduced due to the scale effects [34–37].
CFD simulations of the air–water flows for the outlet were therefore performed.

The two-phase model used is based on the Volume of Fluid (VOF) method, in which two fluids
share a set of momentum equations, and the VOF is calculated in each cell throughout the domain [34].
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Let αw denote the fraction of water and αa the fraction of air. For a given cell, αw + αa = 1.0. In the
model, a surface-tracking technique is applied to a fixed Eulerian mesh. To solve free-surface turbulent
flow issues with air entrainment, the VOF model is a commonly used approach. For more description
of the model and its applications, one is referred to [38–47].

Figure 6a shows the computational domain with a grid (cut through the outlet center plane).
The reservoir included covers an area with a 50 m radius around the intake tower. A sufficiently
large area is included for the tailwater. Any CFD modeling must guarantee that its solution is grid
independent. The American Society of Mechanical Engineers’ (ASME) editorial policy statement
provides guidelines for the estimation of discretization errors, in which the grid convergence index
(GCI) helps check the grid convergence [48,49]. To realize this, a relatively coarse grid is first generated,
which is then refined twice, both globally and locally, to satisfy the criterion. The total number of cells
finally adopted amounts to 960,000. A higher mesh density is given to areas around the gate, the lower
part of the shaft, the upper part along the conduit, and the conduit exit where the geysers occur.
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Near-wall cells should be fine enough to reasonably reproduce the boundary layer flow, which is
usually judged from the dimensionless parameter of wall distance y+ = uτd/υ, where υ (m2/s) = water
kinematic viscosity, uτ (m/s) = shear velocity, and d (m) = distance from the first cell’s centroid to the
wall boundary. The value of y+ should be between 10 and 100. In the study, y+ is within the range
15−45. The enhanced wall function is also activated for the viscous layer.

Figure 6b shows the boundary conditions. The reservoir and tailwater levels are related to each
other, set at Z1 = +346.00 and Z2 = +330.05 m, respectively, which are almost the same as during the
field tests. In the reservoir, the domain is surrounded by water on the left, right, and upstream sides.
Each side is vertically defined by two boundaries. The water part is given as a pressure inlet with
hydrostatic pressure. The air part above the water surface, inclusive of the domain’s top boundary,
is specified as a pressure inlet at the atmospheric pressure, allowing free two-way air flow across it.
The tailrace water level is specified as a pressure outlet with the hydrostatic pressure.

It is pointed out that the aged gate is often opened for a period of half an hour, with several
intermittent stops. It is numerically unaffordable to follow the opening process in the field. In the
simulations, the gate is instead opened instantaneously from its closed position to a designated
height. A transient flow of water and air in the waterway is thus simulated. For each time step,
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a fully implicit numerical scheme is used, in which the iterative convergence is checked. There is
no stability criterion that governs the choice of time steps. However, it is usually set at least one
order of magnitude smaller than the smallest time constant of the system. A common way to judge
its choice is to count the number of iterations to a converged solution. About 5–10 iterations per
time step are ideal. The iterative convergence is achieved with a decrease by at least three orders of
magnitude in the normalized residuals. In terms of domain size, grid generation, turbulence model,
boundary conditions, convergence, and so forth, the numerical modeling follows the best-practice
guidelines for two-phase flow simulations [50,51].

5. CFD Results and Discussions

The field tests indicate that the amount of entrained air is closely dependent on the extent to which
the bulkhead gate is opened. In the CFD simulations, four typical cases are examined (i.e., h = 0.45,
0.80, 3.00, and 5.00 m). Two cross sections, A and B, are chosen to monitor variations in the air–water
flow. Section A is at the beginning of the horizontal conduit, and B at its end (Figure 6b). Intrinsically,
the changes at section B reflect the geyser formation.

5.1. Process of Air Entrainment and Conveyance

To help in understanding the air entrainment in the gate shaft, air movement into the tunnel,
and blowouts at the exit, Figure 7 plots, for case h = 0.45 m, the sequential VOF pictures from simulation
time t = 2.8 to 72.5 s at which the simulation ends. The water (αw = 1.0) and air (αa = 1.0) phases are
denoted by the blue and red colors, respectively. The side views are cut through the center plane of the
outlet. From t = 25.0 s (Figure 7e), even top views from above the tunnel are shown.
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Figure 7. Two-phase flow patterns at h = 0.45 m, a sequence of Volume of Fluid (VOF) plots from (a–o)
illustrating entrainment, transport, and detrainment of air in the outlet. The reservoir and tailwater
levels are at Z1 = +346.00 and Z2 = +330.00 m.

Before the opening of the gate, the shaft water stage is 2.75 m below the gate threshold elevation
(the same as the tailwater level). At t = 0, the gate is instantaneously opened. After opening, the water
jet hits the walls at the lowermost part of the rectangular shaft, resulting in sudden splashes and run-ups
in the shaft. As the rectangular shaft has a larger cross-sectional area than the circular one (9.30 versus
5.11 m2), the outflow traps an air pocket of appreciable size in the latter below the threshold elevation
(Figure 7a). Meanwhile, due to the sudden flow increase, the shaft water stage ascends; at the same
time, part of the entrained air moves downwards with the flow and into the tunnel (Figure 7b). As the
tailwater level is approximately constant, the shaft water-level rise is followed by a drop (Figure 7c).
A further level drop leads to free outflow with intensive splashes and air entrainment around the gate
opening; more air is conveyed into the tunnel, with the formation of air bubbles at the top (Figure 7d).

The water-level variations in the shaft are paralleled with the oscillations in a U-tube. The water
level fluctuates around the gate opening and gives rise to air entrainment at intervals. At t = 25.0 s
(Figure 7e), a large air pocket is formed below the outflow jet; the water stage rises again above
the gate opening. However, the actual water level in the circular shaft is below the gate threshold.
The increasing outflow maintains a high shaft water stage up to t ≈ 40.1 s (Figure 7i). During this period,
the trapped air pocket below the outflow shrinks with time, which is due to the air entrainment and
transport in the downward flow. In the conduit, small volumes of air accumulate, in motion, to form
air bubbles, which in turn coalesce into long slim bubbles. Due to the flow fluctuations, long bubbles
may break into short ones. The first major bubble reaches section B at t ≈ 40.1 s, whose blowout is seen
in the surface water 3–4 s later (Figure 7j).

From t ≈ 50.0 s, the outflow is almost directly exposed to the atmosphere and somewhat stabilizes,
the shaft water level remains at a lower elevation, and the air entrainment becomes more extensive than
before. The coalescence of air bubbles leads to a second major blowout at t = 67.0–72.5 s (Figure 7m,o).
With the elapse of time, the air entrainment in the shaft develops towards a relatively stable level,
albeit with fluctuations.
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At this gate opening (h = 0.45 m), the blowout frequency predicted by the simulations is, in an
approximative way, coincident with that observed in the field tests (~30 s). The height of the blowouts,
estimated at 90% air concentration in the air–water mixture, ranges between 4.2 and 4.8 m. In the
field tests, no direct measurement is made. However, in relation to the reference objects on shore,
image processing indicates approximately the same interval. The conduit flow is characterized
by continual bubble breakup and coalescence, which is the reason for the formation of the major
geysers downstream.

5.2. Gate Outflow Behavior

The behavior of the outflow discharge is an issue of interest for the bottom outlet, which concerns
bank erosion in the open channel downstream and overtopping of the roadway crossings.
For the examined cases, Figure 8 illustrates the changes of both Q and normalized flow pressure
p/(ρgh), where p (Pa) = dynamic flow pressure measured at the centroid of the gate opening,
ρ (kg/m3) = water density, and g (m/s2) = gravitational acceleration.
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The results reveal that Q and p are closely coupled; Q varies reversely with the pressure fluctuation
at the gate, especially immediately after its opening. Due to the jet impacts on the shaft walls, a water
surface is indefinable in the shaft; p is therefore treated as a proxy for the shaft water-stage fluctuations.

With time, both Q and p become relatively stable and approach a quasi-steady state. However,
the time it takes to do so, denoted as t0 (s), is different and depends on h. For h = 0.45, 0.80, 3.00,
and 5.00 m, t0 ≈ 65, 40, 24, and 22 s. Obviously, less time is needed for a larger opening to reach its
quasi-steady state. The outflow is submerged in all cases except for h = 0.45 m, where almost free
outflow prevails. At h = 0.45 and 0.80 m, the flow exhibits small perturbations. At h = 3.00 m, the flow
is characterized by moderate sustained oscillations. At h = 5.00 m, both Q and p level out.

At the quasi-steady state, the outflow discharge is estimated by Q = C(2g)0.5ah(H − 0.5h)0.5,
where H = Z1 − Z0 and C = discharge coefficient in which the effect of outflow submergence in the
shaft is incorporated. Figure 9 plots the Q and C results. Compared with the free orifice outflow [52],
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the discharge at the large openings becomes much lower, which is mainly due to the submergence
effect. Note that, from h = 3.00 to 5.00 m, the Q-h curve tends to level off; the incremental discharge is
only 7 m3/s. From h = 0.45 m to the full opening, C declines almost linearly with an increase in h/hmax,
and the reduction in C is almost 50%. This means that the bottom outlet has much lower discharge
capacity than expected.
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5.3. Air–Water Interplay in the Conduit

The amount of air entering the conduit is strongly dependent on the air–water mixing in the shaft
and the conduit flow velocity. Let Qa (m3/s) denote conduit air-flow rate. Figure 10 compares, for each
opening, the variations of Q and Qa at cross-sections A and B. The results (Figure 10a,c,e,g) indicate
that the Q changes at cross-sections A and B follow the same pattern, which is expected.
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At h = 0.45 and 0.80 m, both the flow cases are characterized by large oscillations with small
add-on fluctuations. The oscillational frequency is, by estimate, near the natural frequency of the
outlet, as the shaft-conduit-tailwater system can be paralleled to a U-tube. The oscillational amplitude,
however, declines with time, which is ascribable to the changes in the dynamic pressure in the shaft.
At h = 3.00 and 5.00 m, the conduit flow discharge exhibits only minor perturbations and approaches
asymptotically a nearly constant level.

At h = 0.45 m (Figure 10b), from t = 5 s, the air enters into the conduit from section A. Up to
t ≈ 19 s, there is no air present at section B. The first peak appears between t = 40 and 41 s. This means
that a large air pocket blows out in the tailwater. The air movement velocity is dependent on the
water flow velocity in the conduit. The second large air pocket appears at t = 66 s; its release lasts 5 s.
The time interval between the first and second pockets is T = 28–29 s. At this opening, isolated geysers
are evident.

At section A, negative Qa values are evident (Figure 10b). This implies that air in the conduit
moves even against the flow back into the shaft, which is due to the fluctuations in Q. At the same
conduit cross section, the changes in Q and Qa are closely related to each other. The effects of the
large air pockets on Q are apparent in Figure 10a. The spikes marked by 1O, 2O, and 3O correspond to
each other. This implies that a large Qa leads to a low Q, which is even irrespective of the air pocket
movement direction.

Figure 11 plots the dynamic pressure changes at sections A and B, measured at the conduit center.
The marked spikes correspond to those in Figure 10b. A blowout gives rise to a sudden pressure
increase of a very short duration at the conduit end. For example, the spike marked by 2O lasts about
0.5 s (between t ≈ 40.5 and 41.0 s). The increment obviously depends on the air pocket volume.
This means that a positive pressure wave, as a disturbance, propagates upstream. This is, however,
damped with distance. It is not possible to separate this effect from the changes in the shaft.



Fluids 2020, 5, 203 14 of 18

Fluids 2020, 5, x 14 of 19 

 
(e) (f) 

 
(g) 

 
(h) 

Figure 10. Variations of Q and Qa with t at cross-sections A and B: (a,b) h = 0.45 m; (c,d) h = 0.80 m; 
(e,f) h = 3.00 m; (g,h) h = 5.00 m. 

 
(a) 

 
(b) 

Figure 11. Dynamic flow pressure changes at h = 0.45 m: (a) at cross-sections A and B; (b) enlarged 
view at section B with spikes corresponding to geysers. 

5.4. Air Volume in Conduit 

The amount of air accumulated into the conduit is also a proxy for different gate openings. Air 
is transported down the vertical shaft into the conduit through section A and blows out through 

Figure 11. Dynamic flow pressure changes at h = 0.45 m: (a) at cross-sections A and B; (b) enlarged
view at section B with spikes corresponding to geysers.

At h = 0.80 m (Figure 10d), reverse air flows at section A are limited. It takes a shorter time than at
h = 0.45 m for the air bubbles to reach section B, which is due to the higher flow velocity. The first
major blowout occurs at t ≈ 33 s, followed by a series of minor ones. This is also in line with the field
observation results at roughly the same opening. The spikes marked by ¶ and · correspond to one
another. The blowouts occur continuously, with much lower peaks than the first one and mostly at a
frequency of 7–12 s. Obviously, more air is entrained than at h = 0.45 m.

At h = 3.00 and 5.00 m (Figure 10f,h), the behaviors of the trapped air in the conduit are similar.
A major blowout takes place at t = 17–18 s in both cases. As the shaft water stage stabilizes at a high
level, the gate opening becomes completely submerged. When the initially trapped air is carried away,
air entrainment ceases to occur. At a nearly steady state, the submerged outflow amounts to 65 and
72 m3/s, respectively. At h = 5.00 m, for example, the shaft water level is at +345.1 m (i.e., only 0.9 m
below the reservoir level (+346.00 m)). It can be stated that the outlet operates without air entrainment
at large gate openings.

5.4. Air Volume in Conduit

The amount of air accumulated into the conduit is also a proxy for different gate openings. Air is
transported down the vertical shaft into the conduit through section A and blows out through section
B. Figure 12 shows the accumulation of air amount (Va, m3) into and out of the conduit (measured at
sections A and B). The difference between them is the storage in the conduit.

The horizontal conduit is approximately 93.5 m in length. At h = 0.45 and 0.80 m, the storage
of air is obviously significant due to the large length. The air amount Va increases with time almost
linearly at section A. Due to the long CPU time (the wall-clock time > 1 month), the simulation
terminates at t ≈ 85 s. Assuming that the simulation time is sufficiently long, the two curves should
approximately run parallel to each other. At h = 3.00 and 5.00 m, when the initially entrained air is
released downstream, the air entrainment stops and the two curves level off. The small difference in
between is due to either air loss in the tunnel or numerical diffusion.
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5.5. Discussions

In the field tests, the gate opening time is long. In the CFD, the opening is instantaneous from the
closed position to a designated height. Simulating the exact field opening procedure is numerically
impractical. However, it is the stabilized flow conditions that are compared and of practical interest.

Practical safety concerns limit the field gate opening to h = 0.80 m. No prototype records are
available at larger openings other than this. In the CFD modeling, four openings are examined, with the
expectation of comparing them with the field observations and making predictions for large openings.
The reason for the opening choice in the CFD is that small openings below 1.00 m and large ones
above 2.50 m are the major operation concern of the facility. The former is frequently used for flow
regulations, while the latter is intended for use in flood discharges.

With the opening changing from 0.45 to 0.80 m, the shaft water level becomes somewhat higher.
However, the flow rate increases and the energy of the plunging water heightens. As a result, the jet
penetrates deeper in the gate shaft, implying that more air is “pushed” into the conduit. This confirms
the operation restrictions at small gate openings. An opening height above half of the full opening leads
to much higher shaft level, which implies that the shaft water submerges the gate, and air entrainment
ceases to occur.

Under both the transient and stabilized flow conditions, the large elevation difference of the shaft
water stage below the outflow governs the air entrainment. Reducing the difference would alleviate
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the phenomenon. Potential countermeasures, therefore, include installation of a gate at the conduit
end for water prefilling or construction of a low tower in the tailwater for a high shaft water level
during discharges.

6. Conclusions

The examined outlet features a typical layout with a gate shaft and a conduit running beneath the
dam body. Both prototype tests and CFD modeling are performed, with the purpose of understanding
the air–water flow behaviors and providing a basis for forthcoming countermeasures to guarantee
safe discharge.

In the field observations, several stepwise gate openings are tested. From opening 0.30 and
0.40 to 0.50 m, the outlet is characterized by distinct geysers in the tailwater with ascending upsurge
height. At the 0.80 m opening, the tailwater air release is almost continuous. Due to safety concerns,
the tests are limited to openings below 1.00 m. Obviously, the air entrainment in the outlet is related the
gate-opening heights, giving rise to varying degrees of water–air mixing in the shaft. However, there is
no a proper method available to quantify the prototype air entrainment. In laboratory environments,
a high-definition camera is usually used to monitor two-phase flows, which should be evaluated for
prototype applications.

The CFD simulations of air–water flows are made, in which the bulkhead gate is instantaneously
opened to a designated position. The focus is laid on gate openings below 1 meter and above half
of the full opening. The results show that the entrained air in the shaft enters the conduit and leads,
through breakup and coalescence, to the formation of air pockets that travel along the roof of the
tunnel with the flow and finally blow out in the tailwater. At the 0.45 m opening, distinct geysers occur
downstream, which agrees well with field observations in terms of both geyser frequency and upsurge
height. Both exhibit almost the same frequency (~30 s). At the 0.80 m opening, the modeling points to
continuous air release as evidenced in the prototype. Besides, more air is entrained from the shaft to
the conduit. At the 3.00 and 5.00 m openings, the gate becomes submerged, air ceases to enter the
tunnel, and water is discharged without air entrainment and blowouts.

Air entrainment is associated with the operation safety of many bottom outlets in Sweden.
The entrained air and geysers give rise to undesirable flow fluctuations in the system and subsequent
safety concerns. The study is intended to gain an insight into the issue and thereby provide a reference
for air entrainment studies of similar bottom outlets.
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3. Biń, A.K. Gas entrainment by plunging liquid jets. Chem. Eng. Sci. 1993, 48, 3585–3630. [CrossRef]
4. Chanson, H. The known unknowns of hydraulic engineering. Proc. Inst. Civ. Eng. Eng. Comput. Mech. 2008,

161, 17–25. [CrossRef]
5. Cummings, P.D.; Chanson, H. Air Entrainment in the Developing Flow Region of Plunging Jets—Part 2:

Experimental. J. Fluids Eng. 1997, 119, 603–608. [CrossRef]
6. McKeogh, E.J.; Elsawy, E.M. Air retained in pool by plunging water jet. J. Hydraul. Div. 1980, 106, 1577–1593.
7. Evans, G.; Jameson, G.; Rielly, C. Free jet expansion and gas entrainment characteristics of a plunging liquid

jet. Exp. Therm. Fluid Sci. 1996, 12, 142–149. [CrossRef]
8. Di Nunno, F.; Pereira, F.A.; De Marinis, G.; Di Felice, F.; Gargano, R.; Miozzi, M.; Granata, F. Deformation of

Air Bubbles Near a Plunging Jet Using a Machine Learning Approach. Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 3879. [CrossRef]
9. Wood, I.R. (Ed.) Air Entrainment in Free-Surface Flows; A.A. Balkema: Rotterdam, The Netherlands, 1991.
10. Khatsuria, R.M. Hydraulics of Spillways and Energy Dissipators; Marcel Dekker: New York, NY, USA, 2005.
11. Bhatia, H.C. Field Experiences, Literature—Review and Probable Theoretical Explanations on Air Explosions from

Intakes; Norwegian Institute of Technology (NTH): Trondheim, Norway, 1978.
12. Little, M.J. Air Transport in Water and Effluent Pipelines. In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference

on Marine Waste Water Discharges, Istanbul, Turkey, 16–20 September 2002.
13. Lauchlan, C.S.; Escarameia, M.; May, R.W.P.; Burrows, R.; Gahan, C. Air in Pipelines—A Literature Review;

Report SR 649; HR Wallingford: Wallingford, UK, 2005.
14. Zhou, L.; Liu, D. Experimental investigation of entrapped air pocket in a partially full water pipe.

J. Hydraul. Res. 2013, 51, 469–474. [CrossRef]
15. Balacco, G.; Apollonio, C.; Piccinni, A.F. Experimental analysis of air valve behaviour during hydraulic

transients. J. Appl. Water Eng. Res. 2015, 3, 3–11. [CrossRef]
16. Coronado-Hernández, O.E.; Fuertes-Miquel, V.S.; Besharat, M.; Ramos, H.M. Experimental and Numerical

Analysis of a Water Emptying Pipeline Using Different Air Valves. Water 2017, 9, 98. [CrossRef]
17. Balacco, G.; Fontana, N.; Apollonio, C.; Giugni, M.; Marini, G.; Piccinni, A.F. Pressure surges during filling of

partially empty undulating pipelines. ISH J. Hydraul. Eng. 2018, 1–9. [CrossRef]
18. Cong, J.; Chan, S.N.; Lee, J.H.W. Geyser Formation by Release of Entrapped Air from Horizontal Pipe into

Vertical Shaft. J. Hydraul. Eng. 2017, 143, 04017039. [CrossRef]
19. Chan, S.N.; Cong, J.; Lee, J.H.W. 3D Numerical Modeling of Geyser Formation by Release of Entrapped Air

from Horizontal Pipe into Vertical Shaft. J. Hydraul. Eng. 2018, 144, 04017071. [CrossRef]
20. Leon, A.S.; Elayeb, I.S.; Tang, Y. An experimental study on violent geysers in vertical pipes. J. Hydraul. Res.

2018, 57, 283–294. [CrossRef]
21. Leon, A.S. Mechanisms that lead to violent geysers in vertical shafts. J. Hydraul. Res. 2019, 57, 295–306. [CrossRef]
22. Chegini, T.; Leon, A.S. Numerical investigation of field-scale geysers in a vertical shaft. J. Hydraul. Res. 2019,

58, 503–515. [CrossRef]
23. Li, J.; McCorquodale, A. Modeling Mixed Flow in Storm Sewers. J. Hydraul. Eng. 1999, 125, 1170–1180.

[CrossRef]
24. Vasconcelos, J.; Wright, S.J. Geysering Generated by Large Air Pockets Released through Water-Filled

Ventilation Shafts. J. Hydraul. Eng. 2011, 137, 543–555. [CrossRef]
25. Falvey, H.T. Air-Water Flow in Hydraulic Structures; Engineering Monograph 41; US Department of the Interior,

Water and Power Resources Service: Denver, CO, USA, 1980.
26. Villegas, F. Preventing accidents at intake towers. Int. Water Power Dam Constr. 1994, 45, 42–46.
27. Bosman, A.; Basson, G.R. Hydraulic model study of the blowback behaviour of the bottom outlet of the Berg

River Dam, South Africa. J. S. Afr. Inst. Civ. Eng. 2016, 58, 43–52. [CrossRef]
28. Skoglund, M.; Lia, L.; Bjertnes, T.M.; Jerkø, J. Air accumulation in hydropower tunnels. In Proceedings of the

International Conference Hydro2016, Montreux, Switzerland, 10–12 October 2016.
29. Keller, U.; Volkart, P.U.; Minor, H.-E. Tail water influenced transition from free surface to pressurized flow in bottom

outlet tailrace tunnels. In Proceedings of the 30th IAHR Congress, Thessaloniki, Greece, 24–29 August 2003.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0009-2509(88)80005-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1680/iwtme.1998.30973
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0009-2509(93)81019-R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1680/eacm.2008.161.1.17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1115/1.2819287
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0894-1777(95)00095-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app10113879
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221686.2013.785985
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23249676.2015.1032374
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w9020098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09715010.2018.1548309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001332
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221686.2018.1494052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221686.2018.1459895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221686.2019.1625817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9429(1999)125:11(1170)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0000332
http://dx.doi.org/10.17159/2309-8775/2016/v58n1a5


Fluids 2020, 5, 203 18 of 18

30. Sigg, H.; Keller, U.; Volkart, P.; Minor, H.-E.; Yazdandoost, F.; Attari, J. De-aeration of a diversion tunnel of a
large-scale hydroelectric scheme. In Hydraulics of Dams and River Structures, Proceedings of the International
Conference, Tehran, Iran, 26–28 April 2004; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2004; pp. 17–24.

31. Wickenhäuser, M.; Minor, H.E. Planning and design of de-aeration devices for penstocks. Wasser Energ. Luft
2008, 4, 301–306.

32. Liu, T.; Yang, J. Three-dimensional Computations of Water-Air Flow in a Bottom Spillway During Gate
Opening. Eng. Appl. Comput. Fluid Mech. 2014, 8, 104–115. [CrossRef]

33. Dath, J.; Mathiesen, M. Pre-Studies of Hydraulic Design: Inventory and General Evaluations of Bottom Outlets in
Swedish Dams; Elforsk AB: Stockholm, Sweden, 2007.

34. Chanson, H.; Gualtieri, C. Similitude and scale effects of air entrainment in hydraulic jumps. J. Hydraul. Res.
2008, 46, 35–44. [CrossRef]

35. Pfister, M.; Chanson, H. Two-phase air-water flows: Scale effects in physical modeling. J. Hydrodyn. 2014, 26,
291–298. [CrossRef]

36. Shi, Q.S. High-Velocity Aerated Flow; China Water & Power Press: Beijing, China, 2007.
37. ANSYS Fluent Theory Guide. Available online: http://www.pmt.usp.br/academic/martoran/notasmodelosgrad/

ANSYS%20Fluent%20Theory%20Guide%2015.pdf (accessed on 9 September 2020).
38. Damiron, D. CFD Modelling of Dam Spillway Aerator. Master’s Thesis, Lund University, Lund, Sweden, 2015.
39. Bayon, A.; Toro, J.P.; Bombardelli, F.A.; Matos, J.; López-Jiménez, P.A. Influence of VOF technique,

turbulence model and discretization scheme on the numerical simulation of the non-aerated, skimming flow
in stepped spillways. HydroResearch 2018, 19, 137–149. [CrossRef]

40. Wan, H.; Li, R.; Gualtieri, C.; Yang, H.; Feng, J. Numerical Simulation of Hydrodynamics and Reaeration
over a Stepped Spillway by the SPH Method. Water 2017, 9, 565. [CrossRef]

41. Valero, D.; Bung, D.B.; Crookston, B.M. Energy Dissipation of a Type III Basin under Design and Adverse
Conditions for Stepped and Smooth Spillways. J. Hydraul. Eng. 2018, 144, 04018036. [CrossRef]

42. Valero, D.; Viti, N.; Gualtieri, C. Numerical Simulation of Hydraulic Jumps. Part 1: Experimental Data for
Modelling Performance Assessment. Water 2018, 11, 36. [CrossRef]

43. Viti, N.; Valero, D.; Gualtieri, C. Numerical Simulation of Hydraulic Jumps. Part 2: Recent Results and
Future Outlook. Water 2018, 11, 28. [CrossRef]

44. Savage, B.M.; Johnson, M.C. Flow over Ogee Spillway: Physical and Numerical Model Case Study.
J. Hydraul. Eng. 2001, 127, 640–649. [CrossRef]

45. Zhang, J.; Chen, J.; Xu, W.-L.; Wang, Y.; Li, G. Three-Dimensional Numerical Simulation of Aerated Flows
Downstream Sudden Fall Aerator Expansion-In a Tunnel. J. Hydrodyn. 2011, 23, 71–80. [CrossRef]

46. Jothiprakash, V.; Bhosekar, V.V.; Deolalikar, P.B. Flow characteristics of orifice spillway aerator: Numerical
model studies. ISH J. Hydraul. Eng. 2015, 21, 216–230. [CrossRef]

47. Teng, P.; Yang, J.; Pfister, M. Studies of Two-Phase Flow at a Chute Aerator with Experiments and CFD
Modelling. Model. Simul. Eng. 2016, 2016, 4729128. [CrossRef]

48. Celik, I.B.; Ghia, U.; Roache, P.J. Procedure for estimation and reporting of uncertainty due to discretization
in CFD applications. J. Fluids Eng. 2008, 130, 078001.

49. Blocken, B.B.; Gualtieri, C. Ten iterative steps for model development and evaluation applied to Computational
Fluid Dynamics for Environmental Fluid Mechanics. Environ. Model. Softw. 2012, 33, 1–22. [CrossRef]

50. ERCOFTAC. Best Practice Guidelines, Industrial Computational Fluid Dynamics of Single-Phase Flows; ERCOFTAC:
London, UK, 2000.

51. ERCOFTAC. Best Practice Guidelines, Computational Fluid Dynamics of Dispersed Multi-Phase Flows; ERCOFTAC:
London, UK, 2008.

52. Miller, D.S. (Ed.) Discharge Characteristics; CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2006.

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19942060.2014.11015501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221686.2008.9521841
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1001-6058(14)60032-9
http://www.pmt.usp.br/academic/martoran/notasmodelosgrad/ANSYS%20Fluent%20Theory%20Guide%2015.pdf
http://www.pmt.usp.br/academic/martoran/notasmodelosgrad/ANSYS%20Fluent%20Theory%20Guide%2015.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jher.2017.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w9080565
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001482
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w11010036
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w11010028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9429(2001)127:8(640)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1001-6058(10)60090-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09715010.2015.1007093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2016/4729128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.02.001
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Bottom Outlet Layout 
	Field Tests and Observations 
	Numerical Simulations 
	CFD Results and Discussions 
	Process of Air Entrainment and Conveyance 
	Gate Outflow Behavior 
	Air–Water Interplay in the Conduit 
	Air Volume in Conduit 
	Discussions 

	Conclusions 
	References

