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Abstract

Progress on the numerical modeling of a prototype fuel cell is reported. Some known limita-
tions of the previously published Alpha model are addressed, and the numerical uncertainty due
to discretization of the improved model, Beta, was estimated. In this part, the Beta model is
compared to Alpha, where significant albeit small differences are seen. One noteworthy difference
lies in the reactant usage, where the Beta model shows a better fit to available experimental data.
Shortcomings of the improved model are discussed, paving the way forward, while a discrepancy
with previous results is addressed, further suggesting the use of the Darcy-Brinkman over Stokes-
Darcy formulation for free and porous media flow. Furthermore, a parametric study is carried
out, constraining plausible values of the reaction rate constants to 10 < k; ~ 10> < 103 s~1, for
adsorption, and kg 103 s~ for decomposition reactions. Additional opportunities for validation
are identified, viz. the stoichiometry and reactant partial pressure profiles along the catalyst layer.
Nevertheless, given the uncertainties in the numerical data and the available experimental data, the
results lack validation power, highlighting the need for additional experimental data and improved

precision for the numerical data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Research in fuel cell modeling has come a long way since the early work of Giner and
Hunter[1] and Cutlip[2]. Constraints on resources and numerical techniques allowed only
highly simplified models with low dimensionality and relatively coarse spatial and temporal
resolution (see for instance the overview in [3]). The research field has now reached a level
of maturity where relatively robust models are routinely coupled to empirical development,
providing greater detail than most experiments are able to achieve ([4-6] and references
therein). Fuel cells are known to harbor an awe-inspiring, perhaps frightening, set of coupled
non-linear physical processes, covering a wide range of length and time scales[6-8]. Thus,
despite the level of detail found in modern models, in both physical processes and resolution,
accurate models still prove too demanding in most situations.

In order to deal with such complexity, not to mention the idiosyncrasies of each device,

it is common to approximate, or even neglect, some phenomena, a notable case being two-
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phase flow in polymer electrolyte fuel cells (PEFCs). In this case, it is common to work in
conditions where two-phase flow is minimized, such as high temperatures and stoichiometries
(the ratio between molar influx and usage for a given reactant), with numerical models then
ignoring the effects of two-phase flow[9-12]. On the other hand, in order to deal with it, one
strategy has been to focus on the two-phase flow in porous media, using generalized Darcy’s
law for each phase[6, 13], while another has been to use multiphase mixture models[6, 14, 15].
Of course, more complex models exist, for instance the ones compared in [16] for porous
media, and phase field, level set, and volume-of-fluid for fully resolved two-phase flows.
However these are in general transient-only models, computationally intensive and usually

do not consider phase transition, although this point has developed rapidly[17, 18].

Another common source of approximations is the porous media, in particular the catalyst
layer (CL). Apart from the possibility of two-phase flow, which is particular to some devices,
the CL always show the complexities of dealing with reacting flow in porous medial6, 7]:
Knudsen diffusivity is usually important; the reaction mechanisms involves several steps
and intermediate species; the heterogeneous kinetics demands knowledge of the so-called
triple-phase boundary (where reactant, electrolyte and electrode meet simultaneously) and
its distribution within the porous medium; not to mention the effects of the overarching
porous structure on mass, charge and heat transfer due to the distribution of pore radii and
tortuosity of the pore network. Research on porous media is of course not restricted to fuel
cells, and valuable input has been provided from other fields (see for instance [19-21] and

more recently [22-24]).

Considering the interrelated complexities of the inner working of fuel cells, as briefly de-
scribed above, a promising approach would be to investigate relatively simpler systems, with
fewer or uncoupled phenomena, in order to acquire a firmer grasp on the common physical
processes underlying both. Significant efforts are directed towards such approach, widely
attempted and done all over the scientific community, however it is not always straightfor-
ward to find a suitable prototype. Half-cells are just an example, where part of the device
is neglected in favor of a set of processes of interest, commonly employed in basic electro-
chemistry research. For fuel cells, half-cells are used to some extent, however they are not
only somewhat difficult to operate, they still exhibit most of the complexity of a full device.
In this context, a prototype half-cell system has been developed that puts aside both charge

and heat transfer[25], focusing on single-phase fluid flow and species transfer of a PEFC-like
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device. In a similar fashion, a setup allowing direct visualization of reactant transport with
liquid flow has been developed for redox flow batteries[26]. Work on such prototypes allows
greater control and a clearer view of the processes underlying mass transfer in fuel cells and
similar devices, for both experimental[27] and computational[28] research.

We build on the previously published model for the aforementioned prototype fuel cell
cathode[28], with the main goals of improving the mathematical framework, and therefore its
accuracy, and estimating the discretization error, thus assessing its precision. In this part[29],
known limitations of the original model have been addressed, such as the use of Fick’s law
for species diffusion and a homogeneous reaction model. A comparison between formulations
and to existing experimental data is then carried out, and a parametric study on the reaction
rate constants was performed in order to assess the behavior of the response variables as
function of these degrees of freedom. Shortcomings of the new model are addressed and
discussed, for instance by considering the results of Part 2 on the discretization error and
validation, and bounds for reasonable values for the reaction rate constants are drawn. In this
way, this manuscript is organized as follows. Section II provides an overview of the original
model’s mathematical formulation and the improvements made, as well as the details for the
comparison between models and parametric study. Section III first presents the comparison
between model formulations, followed by a discussion addressing shortcomings pointed out
during the development of the work. Afterwards, the parametric study on reaction rate
constants is presented, pointing out instances of validation that might be used in future
work and establishing the range of values that reasonably reproduce the known experimental
response. Finally, Section IV concludes with a summary of the results and brief remarks on

future studies.

II. METHODS

We first present a brief description of the experimental device that is simulated by our
model, first described by Lopes et al.[25], followed by the computational methods used for
the development of this work.

The device is a prototype polymer electrolyte fuel cell (PEFC), more specifically a ca-
thodic half-cell, which allows in situ observation of reactive fluid flow in a porous medium.

Ozone-enriched air is used as tracer in a carrier fluid, and a coumarin-based dye is used as
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the sensor to map the local concentration of O3. The O3 interacts with the dye anchored on
silica particles, akin to electrocatalysts dispersed in a porous layer, resulting in the emission
of photons and the degradation of both reactant and dye. Measuring the light emission
from this “catalyst layer” allows determination of the local O3 concentration and, thus, the
species and fluid dynamics. Global variables, such as pressure drop and total reactant drop,
provide additional information on the inner workings of the device.

Thus, considering the experimental device, the proposed computational model covers
momentum and species transport, while assuming thermal equilibrium and steady state.
The computational domains included are: i) the flow channel (Ch), in this case a single
serpentine geometry, ii) the porous transport layer, here comprising only a macroporous
substrate (MPS) made of carbon paper (representing Toray TGH-060 with a 10% PTFE
hydrophobic treatment), and iii) the catalyst layer (CL), where the catalyst and substrate
particles are considered homogeneously distributed (representing Sigma Aldrich Nano Silica
Gel on TLC plates, see [25] for details). Domains ii) and iii) comprise the porous media
domains (Pm). Figure 1 shows the domains’ disposition and Table I presents the geometrical
parameters.

The setup used for all simulations was a workstation with two Intel® Xeon® E3 processors
and 128GB of RAM, operated with a 64 bits Debian9 distribution, Linux kernel v. 4.9.0-
4. The software used was the commercial package COMSOL Multiphysics®, v.5.1.0.234,
along with the Batteries and Fuel Cell, CFD, and Chemical Engineering modules. All data
handling and processing was done using GNU Octave v.4.2.1[30], while image processing

was done using GIMP v.2.10.14[31].

A. Mathematical Formulation
1. Original model: Alpha

The original mathematical formulation, henceforth denominated Alpha, can be found in
[28], but a brief description will be given below followed by the improvements which are the
focus of this work.

The momentum transport is described using the (compressible) Darcy-Brinkman formu-

lation (DB), which covers both free and porous media flow[32], coupled to conservation of
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FIG. 1: Geometry used in the proto-cell simulations: (a) full geometry, showing the flow
channel (Ch) and porous media (Pm) domains; (b) cross-section in the zz plane, showing
the structure along the z axis; (c) Ch domain, with the segmentation edges shown in blue
(see text), and (d) lower boundary of the MPS domain, showing the projection of the Ch

domain.

mass:

LIS

(u- V) (g) —v [—PI + % (vu + (Vu)T> - ?‘ (V- u) 1} N (1)

K

V- (pu)

0, (2)

where p and p are the fluid’s density and kinematic viscosity, respectively, u is the velocity
field vector, P is the relative pressure, and € and k are the domain’s porosity and permeabil-
ity, respectively (¢ = 1 and k — oo for free flow). As shown in [28], DB provides a better
description of this system when compared to a Stokes-Darcy approach, i.e. manually cou-

pling the Navier-Stokes equation for the Ch domain and Darcy’s law for porous media. The
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TABLE I: Geometrical parameters of the computational domains.

Parameter Symbol Value
Channel width We 0.8 mm
Land width w] 1.6 mm
Channel depth te 1.0 mm
Channel section length le 22.4 mm
Inlet /outlet diameter din 0.8 mm
Inlet /outlet length tin 7.0 mm

Inlet offset Tin 4.7752 mm
Porous media edge Wpm (le + Zin)

Porous media offset Tpm  (Tin — Ww)/2
MPS thickness tMPS 190 pm
CL thickness ter, 150 pm

parameters are shown in Table II, chosen in order to describe the materials and conditions
used (see [25] for additional information). A normal inflow velocity, as inlet, and a constant
pressure boundary conditions, for the outlet, were used.

The species transport was originally modeled using a diluted-species approach, coupling

the advection-reaction equation:
V-Jo, + (u-V)Co, = Ro,, (3)
to Fick’s law of diffusion, which defines the molar diffusive flux vector:
Jo, = —Do,VCo,, (4)

where Dg, and Cp, are the diffusion coefficient and the concentration of ozone, respectively.
Given the inlet concentration of the species of interest, Co, i, of the order 10* ppm, such
an approach was considered reasonable[28]. The diffusion was corrected for porous media

transport:
Dg;,n = meD037 (5)

where fpy, = fpm (€,7), with 7 being the medium’s tortuosity. A common form for fp, is:

= (6)

me:



which might be readily used whenever 7 is available, as is the case of the MPS domain.
Otherwise, a porous medium model might be used, typically with the form 7 = 7(¢). In
this case, for the CL domain, the Millington & Quirk model was used|[33], as implemented in
the software, giving 7 = €/2. The reaction term was defined by a homogeneous first-order

reaction:
R03 = _kapp0037 (7)

where the apparent reaction rate constant, k,pp, is a free parameter to be adjusted against

experimental data. Parameters are shown in Table II.

TABLE II: Parameterization of both models.

Parameter Symbol Value Reference

Inlet concentration of Og Coyin 1200 x 107% mol m™3  [25, 28]
Reference pressure P, 1.027 bar [28]
Cell back pressure Pout 1.0994 bar — Pyt [28]
Carbon paper porosity EMPS 0.801 [34]
Carbon paper permeability KMPS 9.18 x 1072 m? [35]
Carbon paper tortuosity TMPS 1.199 [35]
Catalyst layer porosity €CL 0.497 [28]
Catalyst layer permeability KCL 8.82 x 10~ m? [28]

O3 diffusion coefficient in Ny Do, 0.16 cm?s~! [36, 37]
O3 apparent reaction rate constant®  Kupp 256.15 s71 [28]

& Parameter used only in the original (Alpha) model.

Finally, for the sake of reference, the mesh used in [28] followed a custom-made procedure,
based on the software’s recommendations, with ca. 1.7 x 10° domain elements. The set of
equations was solved using a two-step segregated solver, with each step using an implemen-
tation of the PARDISO[38] linear solver, to a relative tolerance of 1073, A parametric solver
was used to vary the inlet flow rate, with initial value @ = 200 cm?® min~! and a step of
0Q = 50 cm?® min~! up to 450 cm?® min—!, where each solution was used as the next step’s

initial value.



2. Improved model: Beta

The improvements were largely implemented in the species transport formulation, with
a closely related addition of surface cover kinetics, with two relatively minor changes in
momentum transport and one in the model geometry. These modifications make up the

Beta model. Additional parameters relevant to the Beta model are given in Table III.

TABLE III: Parameters relevant to the improved (Beta) model.

Parameter Symbol Value Reference
Inlet molar fraction of Og XOs,in 1200 ppm [25]
Average molar mass of dry air M 28.96546 g mol ™! [39]
O3 adsorption reaction rate constant k1 100 s—! see text
O3s(ads) decomposition reaction rate constant ks 10 st see text
Average silica particle radius Tp 6.5 pm see text
Quantity of dye deposited on the CL Laye 3 pmol cm ™2 [25]

The main change in the model was the use of a concentrated-species approach to the
fluid, which uses the following statement of species conservation, i.e. the advection-reaction

equation:

where w; is the mass fraction of the i-th species, while the mass diffusive flux is given by

the Maxwell-Stefan (MS) model:

Ji=— (Pwi ZDikdk) (9)

[(Xk — wi) VP4]
Py ’

where Dy, are multi-component diffusivities, d; is a so-called diffusional driving force, Y

dk = VXk+

(10)

is the molar fraction and P, is the absolute pressure. According to the User Guide for
COMSOL’s Batteries and Fuel Cells module, in the version used the D;; are multi-component
Fick diffusivities, which are obtained from the MS diffusion matrix by solving the following
relation:

XiXk Zj;éi (aiji)jk

= —W;Wg . , (11)
D%S Zj;éi D;; (adJBi)jk
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where DM are the binary MS diffusion coefficients, (Bi)kj = Dy; — Dy, for i # j, and adj]

stands for the adjoint operation adj(A;;) = A7,

where * is the complex conjugate. Both the
MS and multi-component Fick diffusion matrices are symmetric. Furthermore, for two- and
three-component mixtures, the software has analytical expressions for D, implemented,
while for four components or more a numerical procedure is used. In addition to multi-

component diffusion, the Knudsen regime was implemented for porous media transport:
-1
1 1
DMS = {— + —} . (12)
T
Here two effects are added in a parallel-resistances fashion: i) the porous media diffusion

coefficient, ijm, which follows Eq. 5; and ii) the Knudsen regime diffusivity, obtained

through kinetic theory:

d, |8RT
DKk - *
! 3 7TMZ"

where d,, is the average pore diameter, commonly used instead of the mean free path in

(13)

porous media, R is the gas constant, 7" is the temperature and M; is the molar mass. In this
case, the average pore diameter is obtained using the Millington & Quirk model for cemented
particle beds[33] for simplicity. It will be noticed that Eq. 13 is written for a single species,
and it is not clear how a binary Knudsen diffusion coefficient should be expressed. One
option would be to calculate an average molar mass between a pair of species, weighed
by their relative molar fractions. Another would be to sum the individual coefficients in
a similar fashion as Eq. 12, weighed by their relative molar fractions. While this may be
worthwhile to investigate, it is neglected at this point, as discussed below.

Considering the formulation described, a few issues should be addressed. First, by switch-
ing to the MS model, the Dg, used in Eq. 4 is no longer valid, being necessary appropriate
MS binary diffusivities instead. Due to the difficulty of obtaining these coefficients, and
given that the concentration of ozone is small, whereas that of N, and O, are approximately
constant, the value given in Table II is still used. Second, given the constant relative concen-
trations of Ny and O, and to minimize computational costs, the components of the mixture
were Oz and “air”, the latter with a molar mass of M, (see Table III). A brief discus-
sion on this issue will be given in Section IIT A 1. See also Section SII of the Supplemental
Material[40] (SM) for a comparison between results using O3/O2/Ny or Oz/air mixtures.

Finally, it is not clear how the different phenomena affecting diffusion couple together,

such as shown in Eq. 12. For instance, whether it is appropriate to correct the free diffusion
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coefficient before calculating the multi-component Fick diffusivities, or, given the formulation
and software limitations, how to correctly couple the individual Knudsen diffusivities to the
Maxwell-Stefan diffusivities. The approach used here relies on the approximation of the
constant No/Og mixture as “air”, which results in a single entry in the MS diffusion matrix,
then assuming ozone as being the sole contribution to the term (M; = Mop,). It is also
understood that the porous media affect species transport despite the contribution of the
Knudsen regime, thus the application of the correction factor in Eq. 12. Section IITA1
provides some discussion around this issue. Section SIII of the SM[40] provides a comparison
with a few possibilities regarding this issue, in order to illustrate the expected effects in the
system under study.

Back to the mathematical formulation, the reaction involving ozone degradation, and
hence light emission, was modified to include the interaction with the dye molecule in an

adsorption-desorption step, then leading to decomposition:

O3(g) + dye = Os(ads) (14)

O3(ads) — products + hv, (15)

where the dye molecule is 7-diethylamino-4-methylcoumarin[25]. In this way, a new variable
was defined, Oo,, representing the surface coverage of ozone, with kinetics modeled by the

differential equation:

dfo

73 = k1603X03 (1 — 903) — k,1903 — k2(903, (16)
where co, is the ratio of the appropriate activity coefficients for bulk and adsorbed Os, k;
and k_; are the forward and backward reaction rate constants for the adsorption-desorption
reaction, respectively, and ks is the reaction rate constant for the decomposition reaction.
Eq. 16 can be written as function of alternative variables concerning Oz, such as mass

fraction or density, with the appropriate factors incorporated in the reaction rate constant.

To couple with Eq. 8, one may write:

AT dbo,

— Rop ade, 17
N Os.ad (17)

which corresponds to the total reaction rate for the adsorbed ozone over the CL. domain, in

1

mol s, given that A, is the total surface area by unit volume and I is the total surface

concentration of active sites, i.e. dye molecules (see below). Thus, by excluding the last

11



term of Eq. 16, one may write the sink term for bulk ozone as:

Ro3 = _MOgROg,ads — MogAvF:kigeog (18)
since the source/sink term in Eq. 8 is given in units of kg m™3 s™!. For simplicity, the

desorption term was neglected, thus leaving the sink term as:
R03 = _M03AUF:]€1XO3 (1 — (903) s (19)

where it was further assumed that co, ~ 1. The total surface concentration of adsorption

sites can be obtained with:

o Lde
toL A,

(20)

where I'gy. is the reported[25] quantity of dye deposited over a given geometric area of CL
with thickness t¢r,. The A, can, in principle, be determined experimentally, but for now it

is calculated using a simple model:

A, = 3€CL, (21)
Tp

where 7, is the average particle radius, in this case the silica particles where the dye were
anchored on (Nano Silica Gel, Sigma Aldrich).
Regarding the minor changes in momentum transport, the first concerns the inclusion of

a mass source term to Eqgs. 1 and 2 accounting for the reaction in the CL domain:
Sy = Ro,. (22)
The momentum formulation written for the Beta model is thus written as:

g(u-V) (E) -V [—PI+'Z(Vu+(Vu)T) —Z’(V-u)l] + (i{f—fi)u (23)

€

V- (pu) = Su, (24)

where Sy, is defined by Eq. 22 in the CL domain only, being zero otherwise. While the
inclusion of a source term may be considered a major change theoretically, it is deemed minor
in this case since the magnitude of Sy, is expected to be quite small when compared to the
remaining terms in the DB formulation. The second change refers to the inlet boundary

condition, where a (standard) mass flow rate condition is now being used:

_/8 P (u-n)dS = Q, (25)

Q Pstd
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with dry air at Tyq = 273.15 K and Psq = 1 atm defining the standard density psq =
PyaM.i/ RTsq. Finally, given the use of a concentrated-species approach to species trans-
port, the fluid composition is expected to play a role in its properties. However, for simplicity,
the density is still given by the ideal gas law, while the viscosity is given by a constitutive

relation for air, provided by the software:

fair (T) = —8.38278 x 1077 + 8.35717342 x 10T — 7.69429583 x 10~ '17?
+4.6437266 x 10773 — 1.06585607 x 10~17T*, (26)

where fi,;, has units of Pa s and T of K.

The final minor change is related to geometry of the domains. The full geometry was an
assembly of two distinct geometrical entities: the Ch and the Pm domains. The Ch domain
follows the description in [28], with the following modifications: i) the inlet and outlet
sections where extended to fully cover the supporting plates existing in the experimental
prototype (7 mm)[25], and ii) the upper boundary, partly in contact with the MPS, was
segmented in two, corresponding to the section in contact with the MPS and the remaining
part, closer to the inlet. The Pm domains are simply parallelepipeds, with the addition
of a copy of the Ch upper boundary at the lower boundary of the MPS, representing the
part of the boundary in contact with the Ch domain. Figures 1c and 1d illustrates the
above points. As a consequence of these changes, explicit coupling between the geometric
entities was needed to ensure the proper continuity of the variables, i.e. the flow field, u, and
ozone mass fraction, wp,. This was accomplished via an identity pair. Since the relevant
boundaries were sectioned to properly match one another (at the Ch and MPS domains),
no fallback features were necessary.

The mesh and solver schemes are described in more detail in Part 2, as well as the
experimentation and mesh convergence study performed for this model. In this part of the
work, three meshes were used with decreasing spatial resolution, termed meshes #1 to #3

(0 =12,6,4), with the following outline:
1. Meshing of the Ch domain with tetrahedral elements, with scaling factor o.

2. Copying the upper boundary of the Ch mesh to the projection onto the lower MPS

boundary.
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3. Meshing the remainder of the lower MPS boundary with triangular elements, with

scaling factor 1.

4. Extruding the lower boundary elements throughout the Pm domains, with o elements

in each domain.

The final solution, shown in Section III, used mesh #1, with ca. 8.86 x 10° domain elements.
The solver scheme was a two-step solution using meshes #2 and #1, with #2 at inlet flow
rate Q = 200 cm® min~! as the initial values for mesh #1. The general outline for the solver
for each step was the following: a segregated 3-steps solver was employed, with step i) solving
for Oo,, step ii) solving for u and P, and step iii) solving for we,. Step i) employed a direct
solver based on MUMPS[44, 45], step ii) employed an iterative solver based on GMRES[46]
with a geometric multigrid scheme as pre-conditioner, and step iii) employed the same
GMRES-based iterative solver however using the domain decomposition method[47]. For
the first solution, using mesh #2, mesh #3 was used as the coarse multigrid level, while
for the second solution, with mesh #1, both meshes #2 and #3 were used. Finally, for the

1

second step, a parametric solver was employed for @, with 200 < Q < 450 cm?® min~! and

a step of 6Q = 50 cm?® min—!.

B. Model Comparison

The models described in Section IT A were compared to each other. Similarly to the mesh
convergence analysis described in Part 2, the response variables were chosen for compatibility
with the experimental device, envisioning future validation rounds against empirical data.

The chosen quantities are the following:
e the ratio K’ between reactant consumption Axo, and apparent reaction rate Ry, 2>
e the stoichiometry )\ and apparent stoichiometry X

e ozone partial pressure and normalized reaction rate profiles, Po,(x) and Ro,(x) re-

spectively, obtained at the upper surface of the CL, along the z axis;

e ozone partial pressure and normalized reaction rate surfaces, Po, and Ro, respectively,

obtained at the upper surface of the CL domain.
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Since the models differ mainly in the species transport formulations, in particular concerning
the reaction kinetics, the ratio K’, stoichiometries A and X, and Ro, profiles and surfaces
were primarily used for comparison. The individual variables, Axo, and Rg,, as well as
Py, profiles and surfaces, were also compared for the sake of completeness, however the
differences in formulation and parameterization should be taken in account when analyzing
the results. Variables solely related to the flow field, such as pressure drop and flow speed
profile, were not expected to show significant changes and are shown in Section SIV.A of
the SM[40].

Another consequence of the difference in species transport formulation is that Co, is not
the same for both models. This is because the Alpha model uses a diluted species approach
that does not considers the solvent explicitly, thus molar fraction is not an available variable.
However, since the excess of solvent with respect to the solute does not affect the results,
using an inlet concentration of C'(()a; . = 1200 x 107° mol m~? is essentially the same as saying
that there is 1200 x 10~% moles of O3 for each mole of solvent. Thus, in general, one may use
xg; = C’g? /C*, where C* = 1 mol m~3. While the work reported in [28] corroborates this
approach, the Alpha and Beta models are not directly comparable even when disregarding
formulation differences, where the latter explicitly uses ngﬁ;in = 1200 ppm. Therefore,
variables which depend on molar concentrations, notably R, and consequently Axo,/Ro,,
have to be processed before comparing them.

A brief description of the acquisition of the response variables will now be given. Figure
2 illustrates the relevant geometrical entities used for the acquisition of the data. While a
reduced geometry is shown (used in Part 2 and Section II C, below), the same were used
here, appropriately scaled. Axo, is simply the difference in value between inlet and outlet
averages of xo,, thus Axg; ) = ACo,/C*, while Axgﬁ; = Axo,- Ro, is given by integration of
the decomposition term for O3 over the upper CL upper boundary. For Alpha, Ro, qec is the
sink term of Eq. 7; while for Beta, it is joydec = A, k200,, which is the volume-averaged

decomposition term for 6o,. Since C'(Oaa,) #* C’(()i ), 0, Was normalized by Co, . Thus:

;o f@ﬂ RO3,deC (I‘) dA

3,11
where 02 is the upper CL boundary (Fig. 2a). The stoichiometry A is defined as:
7;LO?, in
A= —22 28
e 29
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(a) (b)

FIG. 2: Geometrical entities used to obtain the variables relevant for mesh convergence,
shown for the reduced geometry: (a) surface used to obtain the apparent reaction rate,
corresponding to the upper boundary of the CL domain; and (b) line used to track the

ozone partial pressure profile atop the CL domain.

where 710, in is the inlet molar rate of O3, obtained in a simplified manner as 10, in = QCoy4 in;

while Rg, is the total O3 decomposition rate in the CL domain:

Ro3 = / RO3,dec (I‘) dV, (29)
Q

with © being the CL domain. The apparent stoichiometry X is given by X = Axo,/X0s,n,
and is an approximation of A more easily obtained experimentally. The Po,(z) and Ro, ()
profiles were obtained at the upper CL boundary (Fig. 2b), along a line parallel to the x
axis, passing over the turn sections of the flow channel. The Po, and Ro, surfaces were
obtained at the upper CL boundary (Fig. 2a). For both models, Po, = Xx0,Pa, and thus
P(()‘z) = C’(()O;) P4 /C*; while Ro, is simply the decomposition term for a given model, Ro, gec (T),
normalized by Ro,Vcr, where Vi, is the geometrical volume of the CL domain.

Finally, in order to ascertain that differences between models are not due to mesh influ-
ence, both Alpha and Beta models were run using the mesh chosen after the convergence

analysis (see Part 2), briefly described at the end of Section II A2. Thus, differences are
expected between the results presented by Alpha in Section III and those reported in [28].
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C. Parametric Study of Reaction Rate Constants

Similarly to what has been previously reported for the Alpha model|28]|, a paramet-
ric study has been carried out for the reaction rate constants related to the adsorption-
decomposition reactions of ozone, k; and ky. This was done in order to assess the dependency
of the chosen response variables to the order of magnitude of these parameters, arguably
the major source of uncertainty in the Beta model. In this way, while a proper validation
of the model would demand well-defined parameters, it may be possible to establish a range
of k1 and ks values where the model reasonably reproduce the experimental data available.
This would, in turn, provide a rough prediction of the reaction rate constants, while at
the same time constraining the model concerning its allowed behavior when compared to
independently measured experimental variables.

The parametric study was carried using the Beta model, as described in Section IT A 2,
using the mesh and solvers described at the end of said section. The geometry was, however,
reduced, in order to minimize time and computational resources spent on the simulations.
This reduced geometry, shown in Fig. 2, was used for the mesh convergence study, described
in Part 2. Since we are interested in relative changes in behavior due to changes in both k;
and ks values, it is expected that the same conclusions hold for the full geometry. The study
covers a range of 5 orders of magnitude, for both rate constants, centered on the value given

in Table III. Thus, the parameters assumed the values given by the sets:

ki € [1,10,10% 10% 10" s~ and

ks € [107',1,10,10%,10°] s7',
where each parameter was varied independently of the other. For each doublet {k1,ks},
an auxiliary parametric study was used such that the inlet flow rate assumed the values

Q € [250,350,450] cm® min~!. The response variables analyzed are the same used for

model comparison, described in Section II B.

III. RESULTS

As mentioned in Section I, first a comparison between model formulations will be carried,
along with comparison to experimental data when available. Afterwards, some shortcomings

pointed out during the development of the work will be addressed and discussed, along
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with further improvements that might be important for the model. Finally, the parametric
study of reaction rate constants will be presented and its implications for model validation

discussed.

A. Model Comparison

The improvements described on Section IT A2 were made based on well-known limita-
tions of the original model, regarding the physical phenomena described by it. Thus, the
Beta model is expected to more accurately replicate the physical phenomena underlying the
experimental device. While a better fit to experimental data is expected, it is not at all
guaranteed and neither is the current goal of this work. We focus here on the description of
the Beta model, and its comparison with Alpha, as a reference frame for future comprehen-
sive validation against experimental data. A brief discussion on this point will be given in
Section ITTA 1.

Starting with the scalar response variables, Figure 3 shows the ratio K’ = Axo,/Rq,,
its individual variables, and the stoichiometries A and \’. As mentioned in Section II B,
the variables concerning the flow field are left to the SM[40] (Section SIV.A, Figs. S10
and S11). The most straightforward comparisons between models are given by K’ and the
stoichiometries, as they normalize the differences in reaction modeling and species transport
formulation. Concerning K’, Fig. 3a, it can be observed that the Beta model shows a
slightly higher rate of variation with ) than the Alpha model, suggesting that the changes
implemented do affect the results qualitatively. Concerning the stoichiometries, Fig. 3b,
for both A and )\ the Alpha model predicts a higher value at all @), also displaying a
larger rate of increase. It is noticeable that, for X', the Beta model reproduces the available
experimental data quite well, particularly at high (). The reactant drop Axo,, shown in
Fig. 3c, corroborates this as expected, showing a closer fit to the experimental data from
the Beta model, while the Alpha model predicts an almost linear decrease in Ay, with
Q. The inlet-normalized apparent reaction rate Ry, /Co, i, shown in Fig. 3d, shows little
difference between models, with the Alpha model predicting slightly higher values.

A possible interpretation of Fig. 3 is that (), and thus the convective transport, play a
larger role in reactant transport in the Alpha model. Larger values of R’O3 /Coyin for the

Alpha model, despite lower Ayo, ones, might suggest that reactants are brought to the
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FIG. 3: Scalar variables as function of the inlet flow rate for the Alpha (o) and Beta ([J)
models: (a) K’, (b) A (empty) and X (full), (c) Axo,, and (d) Rp,/Co, - Experimental
datal[28] (x) is also shown in (b) and (c) as reference, with error bars representing one

standard deviation.

upper CL surface more efficiently. On the other hand, the faster drop of Ay, with @, as
well as the higher values of A, suggests that the reactants are also removed more efficiently
from the CL. Comparison with available data, however, suggests this is not the case in
the experimental device, and that the Beta model more closely captures this convective

contribution.

Two points should be kept in mind, however. The first being that the reaction rate

constants are degrees of freedom in both models, and thus variables that depend on it
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must be analyzed with care, such as Ayp, and . Section IIIB provides a discussion
over this issue. The second point is the matter of magnitude of Co,, as pointed out in
Section I B. While the overall effect is mainly a shift in order of magnitude in K" and Ry,
this suggests that the Alpha model would not reproduce the raw data obtained from the
experimental technique used for validation, i.e. the chemiluminescence image from where
the O3 partial pressure surfaces are obtained|25]. Thus, in the absence of measurements of
absolute O3 concentration in the experimental device, a change towards dealing directly with
molar fractions was inevitable. The Beta model therefore has the advantage over Alpha,
mathematical frameworks aside, of being able to directly employ the experimental data

available for model validation.

Finally, a brief note on the behaviors seen in Fig. 3c for Ayo, (Q) is warranted. The
resulting curves for the Alpha and Beta models are in contrast to the conclusion drawn in
[28]: when comparing between Stokes-Darcy (SD) and Darcy-Brinkman (DB) formulations,
the latter showed a closer fit to experimental data, resembling the current Beta model;
where the current Alpha model more closely resembles the SD formulation of [28]. That
is a testimony of how important grid convergence studies are, as it is clear now that the
correlation between experiment and the Alpha model is dependent on the grid. This point

will be briefly discussed in Section IIT A 1.

Moving on with the comparison between Alpha and Beta models, using the DB formula-
tion, we turn to the profiles atop the CL domain. Figure 4 shows both Ro, and Po, profiles
along the z axis, for Q = 250 and 450 cm® min~!. Considering first Ro,, Fig. 4a, in both
cases differences are readily seen between models, with Beta showing narrower peaks and
more pronounced structures between peaks. Analyzing one given peak, it is noticeable how
the increase in R, and peak position are virtually the same for both models. The differ-
ence thus lies mainly with the decay in Ro, after each turn in the Fc, with the Alpha model
showing slower decay and, consequently, larger ozone bypass between Fc sections, directly
over the land and through the Pm domains. The structures between peaks are likely to be

I as unresolved local

present in both models, seen more prominently for Q = 250 cm® min~
maxima between Ro, peaks. These are likely to be connected to recirculation at the first
corner of each turn of the Ch domain. The faster decay predicted by the Beta model allows
a better view of these local maxima, although only the pre-peak region, while the slower

decay predicted by the Alpha model allows only inference of the presence of these local
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FIG. 4: (a) Normalized reaction rate and (b) ozone partial pressure profiles, at @) = 250
(top) and 450 cm3 min~! (bottom), for Alpha (full) and Beta (dashed) models.

maxima via the Ro, “plateau” between peaks. A similar effect is seen for the Beta model at
Q = 450 cm?® min~!, where the presence of the smaller peaks can be inferred despite being
unresolved. For the Alpha model, on the other hand, the presence of the smaller peaks
seems to have vanished.

Considering now the P, profiles, Fig. 4b, for a qualitative comparison, albeit no less
important due to the interest on reactant partial pressure on fuel cells. These profiles are
directly related to the Ro, ones, and as such, it is seen that Po, are lower for the Beta model.
It can be seen by comparing Figs. 4a and 4b that despite the adsorption step implemented
in the Beta model, for the overall ozone decomposition reaction, the Py, profiles are still
proportional to Ro, and, consequently, the non-normalized reaction rate Ro,. Thus, the
points discussed above translate almost directly to this case, in particular the presence of

1 albeit not as

the local maxima between peaks for the Beta model at Q = 250 cm?® min~
pronounced as in Fig. 4a. The overall lower values of Py, predicted by the Beta model are
also in line with the results shown in Fig. 3, thus corroborating that the differences between
profiles are not just a matter of rate constant values. To strengthen the case, Fig. S12 shows
the same Po, profiles normalized by their respective R, values. In this case, it can be seen
that the difference are even larger, further corroborating the idea that changes in Pp, at the

CL are due to more than just the magnitude of reaction kinetics.

It should be kept in mind that, in the case of the normalized reaction rate profiles, differ-
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ences seen in Fig. 4a are expected to be mainly a consequence of the different mathematical
frameworks. Although some influence on the magnitude of the reaction rate constants is
to be expected, as is discussed in Section III B, the close results shown in Fig. 3 suggest
that such influence is relatively small in this case. Nevertheless, these profiles join the scalar
values shown in Fig. 3 as potential validation points, either as Rq, or Po, given the clear
proportionality seen in Fig. 4. However, it should be noticed that experimental data cur-
rently available does not allow distinction between the Alpha and Beta models (see Fig. 4
of [28]). Such an increase in precision is currently being sought.

Carrying on, we proceed to analyze spatially-resolved data available for both models.
Figure 5 shows the surfaces for the same values of () as Fig. 4a, as well as the differences
between Beta and Alpha models. As expected from Fig. 4a, the Beta model shows larger
Ro, values over the corners of the Ch domain. Similarly, the Alpha model shows larger
plumes of Ro, at the same regions. In addition, it is now possible to observe that this is
the case all over the CL upper surface, being particularly evident in Figs. 5¢ and 5f. The
increase in () is followed by an increased difference in plume spread and the regions where
it is evident, with slightly reduced differences in magnitude. Concerning the differences
between peaks seen in Fig. 4a, Ro, surfaces provide little additional information, aside
from the confirmation that it happens in all turn sections of the Ch domain.

For the final comparison, the Po, surfaces are shown, for selected values of (), in Figure
6. It should be kept in mind that comparisons between Alpha and Beta models using FPo,
are qualitative in nature, thus it was chosen to normalize the color scales in Fig. 6 by their
respective maximum values, in order to avoid quantitative comparisons. Similarly to Fig.
4, a direct relation between Ro, and Pq, surfaces is seen, just as expected. Larger ozone
plumes are also seen for the Alpha model, particularly for Q) = 450 cm?® min~!. Aside from
that, as expected from Fig. 4b, there is little difference between the models. A surface of
differences in Py, could be instructive, as in Fig. 5, however as pointed out the difference in
reaction kinetics makes such data misleading, and thus is better left out from the analysis.

Figs. 5 and 6, in particular Figs. 5c and 5f, provide additional insight over a discrep-
ancy between experimental and numerical data reported in [28]. It was seen that, for a
kapp value that reasonably matched experimental results, the preferred model predicted a
narrower ozone plume in much of a given horizontal section of the Ch domain. Here we see

that the Beta model predicts a narrower plume, when compared to Alpha, deepening the
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discrepancy between numerical and experimental systems. However, as pointed out above,
the precision of the experimental spatially-resolved data offers relatively small constraints to
the computational models, thus an improved setup is being sought in order to allow robust

comparison with numerical data and, consequently, further improvements to the models.

1. Discussions

Given the comparisons made above, it is clear that, in general, the differences between the
Alpha and Beta models are relatively small, in particular with few qualitative differences.
The most relevant difference seen, in Fig. 3c, lacks validation power due to the degree of
freedom assigned to the reaction rate constants. To complicate matters, the estimated error
for the Beta model (un)comfortably puts both experimental and the Alpha model’s data

within uncertainty bounds (see Figs. S13 and S14), specially more so if one assumes the
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discretization error of Alpha is of the same magnitude as Beta. Variables that show error
compensation and thus would be useful for validation, such as K’ = Axo,/Rg, and Rp,,
lack experimental data. Therefore, two major issues outside the mathematical framework
need to be further considered before actual validation may be pursued: i) discretization
error, i.e. the mesh refinement, and ii) the availability of experimental data. While both

demand time and resources, they are currently being sought.

In the meantime, there are some shortcomings and approximations in the Beta model
that deserve some clarifications. These have been brought up before, namely the Fickean
diffusion coefficient for Og, the use of an Og/air mixture, and the coupling between free,
porous media and Knudsen diffusion regimes. In addition, there is the insight regarding
the behavior of Ayxo, when compared to the experimental data and previously published
results[28]. Concerning the first point, we are not aware of the existence of measurements
or calculations of the binary diffusion coefficients for ozone in any mixture. Following the

rationale provided in Section IT A 2, i.e. that the concentration of O3 is small and the relative
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concentrations of Ny and O, are constant, and given such limitation, it seems that there is
little else to be done at this moment other than directly using the single-component diffusion
coefficient.

Regarding the mixture, it was mentioned in Section II A2 that the Beta model uses a
simplified formulation for the fluid’s species. As reported in [25], the experimental device
used Ogs-enriched air as working fluid, and thus a first approach would be to model its species
as a O3/09/Ny fluid. However it is known that only the Oj is reactive in the experimental
conditions used, and that xo, ~ 1072 at the inlet. Thus one might consider that Yo, and
XN, are approximately constant. Indeed, this is the same rationale behind the diluted species
approach used previously[28]. This has two implications, namely i) the fluid’s properties, i.e.
viscosity and density, are largely due to Oy and Ny, and thus very much like air; and ii) the
chemical driving forces acting on O3 are mainly given by Vo, in a bath of air. Therefore,
an alternative would be to model the fluid using effective “air” molecules along with O3. In
this way, one saves computational resources while at the same time reducing the hardships
of measuring, or calculating, the binary diffusion coefficients for each pair of species in the
fluid at varied concentrations.

Additional simulations were carried out using the proper O3/0/Ny mixture, however
still using the same diffusion coefficient of Table II for O3 — O5 and O3 — Ny pairs. Section
SII of the SM[40] provides additional information on the simulations, as well as the results
(Figs. S1 to S3). While a reduced geometry was used for these simulations (shown in Fig.
2), they are compared against results for the Oz /air mixture using the same geometry. For
all cases, scalar variables, O3 profiles and surfaces, the differences are negligible, particularly
when considering the estimated discretization errors. Notably, Fig. S3 shows the difference
in P, between mixtures, where it is shown that, while a pattern can be seen, indicating a
clear physical effect, the differences in O3 partial pressure are ~ 0.1 Pa, which amounts to
~ 0.1% of the values observed. Thus, considering both the error estimates and the order of
magnitude of the experimentally relevant variables, it is safe to assert that, for the moment,
the Oz /air approximation is adequate.

Concerning the coupling between diffusion modes, it was pointed out in Section IT A 2
that it was not entirely clear at this point. By that it is meant the mathematical relation that
expresses the effective diffusion coefficient that would be measured in a macroscopic device,

D;. Here it was chosen to apply a correction to the free diffusion coefficient, due to the porous
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media, which was then coupled to Knudsen diffusivity. Physically speaking, it means that
regardless of the distribution of characteristic lengths in the pore network, the existence
of such network and its tortuosity affects molecular diffusion, while the Knudsen regime
exists alongside it. In appropriate circumstances, the Knudsen regime becomes dominant
(Kn ~ 1 and above), and the macroscopic description of the porous medium, using porosity

and tortuosity, breaks down.

In order to assess the importance of this effect in the Beta model, additional numeri-
cal simulations were carried with the reduced geometry mentioned above and the O3 /air
mixture. This was chosen, in addition to the justification presented above, as it becomes
straightforward to apply different coupling schemes and to verify the contributions of each
diffusion mode, given that in such case there is only one entry in the Maxwell-Stefan diffusion
matrix, and thus a single generalized Fick diffusivity is calculated. Additional information
can be found in Section SIII of the SM[40], and the simulations’ results are shown in Figs.
S4 to S9. Five settings were tested, although due to limitations of the software, only two
couplings involving all processes were considered, namely the one described in Section IT A 2
and one were the porous media correction is applied after coupling free and Knudsen diffu-
sivities. The results show that the most important effect, for the simulated device, is the
porous media correction. This is in line with previous work[28], where it was argued that the
low Knudsen numbers (Kn ~ 1073 —107%)) calculated for the device implied small contribu-
tions from Knudsen diffusion. Indeed, Figs. S8 and S9 shows the differences in P, between
the chosen coupling, Eq. 12, and the other four settings, where a clear spatial pattern and
larger partial pressure difference are seen when the alternative setting lacks porous media
corrections. The differences due to a lack of Knudsen diffusion are of the same order as the
difference between both settings including all effects (APp, ~ 0.01 Pa), however showing a
noisy spatial pattern, while the latter shows a clear pattern. Considering the brief discussion
given in [28], concerning differences between concentrated and diluted species approaches,
these results suggest that concentration and pressure gradients, considered in the Maxwell-
Stefan formulation, are also more important than Knudsen diffusion for the experimental

device under consideration.

Finally, a brief discussion on the difference in behavior between Alpha and Beta models
for Axo, (@). As pointed out in Section IIT A, the behavior of the Alpha model resembles
the one using the SD formulation in [28], while the Beta model resembles the one for the DB

26



formulation. To be clear, here both Alpha and Beta models use the DB formulation for free
and porous media flow. This raises the question if, given the new mesh and solver schemes,

the DB is actually superior to the SD formulation as previously claimed.

This was investigated, and it is given in Section SIV.C of the SM[40], with results shown
in Figs. S15 to S20. Briefly, it is seen that, for the current mesh, the fluid flow formulation
affects the Alpha and Beta similarly, with overall differences between SD and DB formulation
being small and following the outline previously established in [28]. For the scalar response
variables (Figs. S15 and S16), the SD formulation predicts slight lower values for K’, AP/ Py,,
and AP, while predicting slightly higher values for R(,, where it should be noticed that
it affected the Beta model slightly more strongly, indicating larger differences at higher Q.
Noteworthy results are seen for A and Axp,. For A, the SD formulation predicts lower
values for both Alpha and Beta models as well, however the differences are significantly
larger than for other response variables, with the Beta model showing larger differences for
higher (). Considering the error estimates in Fig. S14, even relatively small gains in precision
and additional data for higher ) might be able to provide significant distinction between
models. For Axo,, and consequently X\, the SD formulation affects each model in slightly
different ways: for the Beta model, again a slight increase in values is seen; however, for the
Alpha model, a small increase in the slope of the curve is seen. In this way, the difference
between formulations, and models using a given formulation, increases with (). This provides
another opportunity to allow significant distinction between formulations and/or models in

the future with relatively small investment in precision and larger parameter ranges.

Considering now the spatially-resolved response variables, notable differences are seen
for U(z) and Po,. Concerning the U z-profiles (Fig. S17), in the Pm domains there is
a significant mismatch between the SD and DB formulations. A comparison with Figure
5 of [28] will not only show a much better-resolved U profile for all frameworks, but also
closer U values between formulations. The discrepancy lies in the discontinuities in U at
domain interfaces and the profile inside the Pm domains. The discontinuities between the
Ch and MPS domains as well as the difference in profile close to the upper CL boundary
were already noted in [28]. The boundary conditions involved in both the coupling between
free and porous media flow and with domain walls knowingly differ between the SD and DB
formulations[20, 21, 32], and given deeper scrutiny might be improved or even reconciled.

The U jump between different materials, however, is unlikely to be a proper description
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of reality, or an artifact due to a coarse mesh, as there is evidence of proper continuity in
U when using Darcy’s law (see for instance [48]). This is possibly an artifact of how the
software couples free and porous media flow, perhaps dealing with differences in porosity and
permeability in the same way no matter the case. Nevertheless, these results are interpreted
as evidence that the SD formulation, as it has been applied here and using the COMSOL
Multiphysics® software, provides a poorer description of coupled free and porous media flow

than the DB formulation.

Considering the Po, and Ro, profiles (Fig. S18), the most prominent differences are
well in line with [28], with the SD formulation showing overall values of Py, and larger
plumes after turns for both models. It is noteworthy that all frameworks show distinctions
that might be amenable for validation, for instance employing the SD formulation with the
Beta model raises the overall Pp, values to those of the Alpha model employing the DB
formulation. However, the local minima in the profiles, i.e. the sections after a given turn
and approaching the following one, differ between fluid flow formulations: the DB approach
predicts a lower, short minima right after the local maximum, followed by a plateau preceding
the next rise; the SD formulation, on the other hand, predicts a single, longer minimum
between peaks. This, it should be reminded, for the a given model, say Beta, and same
values for the reaction rate constants. This follows after the results of [28], with clearer
differences that strengthen the hypothesis that they are caused by the fluid flow formulation,
and the additional information that they are not artifacts of a diluted-mixture approach to
species transport. With increased computational and experimental precision, these results
will prove to be important in further validating and improving the mathematical models.
The same reasoning seems to apply to the Ro, profiles, although smaller differences are seen
between the Beta model using the DB formulation and the Alpha model using either fluid
flow formulation. The most notable difference in this case lie on local minima between peaks,
where, for the Beta model at higher (), there is a significant shift forward when changing
from the DB to the SD formulation. The differences are rather small, however, and it is
unclear if it would provide any advantage over the Pp, profiles. It could be argued that
the Ro, profiles emphasize changes in reaction kinetics, mixing the effects with those of
changes in the fluid flow formulation. In this way, these may be more suited to investigate

the reaction kinetics after the debate between SD and DB formulation is settled.

Taking into account the discussions above concerning known limitations of the Beta
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model, it is evident that despite the advances achieved in the mathematical formulation,
there are additional points that demand further improvements. A Gamma model would
need to consider the anisotropy and inhomogeneity of porous media, as well as solve the
conundrum involving Knudsen diffusivity. Perhaps the dusty-gas model used in solid oxide
fuel cell modeling might solve the latter[5, 7]. Ideally, in order to further reduce the gap
between the prototype PEFC and an actual device, heat transport should also be considered,
as well as two-phase flow. That would demand modifications in the experimental setup, as
well as additional data on the properties of the materials and species involved. Moving
away from phenomena under broad scrutiny, there is the discrepancy between ozone plume
sizes to solve, briefly discussed in Section IIT A (see also Part IT and [28]). In this case, two
hypothesis are currently under consideration, i) inhomogeneous mechanical deformation of
the MPS, and ii) molecular slip velocities. The first stems from the way PEFC devices are
usually sealed, using screws distributed around the core of the device, while the second is
the breakdown of the no-slip boundary condition, which asserts that u = 0 at the interface
between solid and fluid. It appears that both are known to play a role in PEFCs, and
some work has been done on both for different reasons (see [22, 49-51] as well as [52] and
references therein; and [53-56], respectively). How important would they be in actual fuel
cells, however, appears little understood, as the complexity of including non-linear solid
mechanics and the molecular interplay between fluid and solid species in already hard-to-
solve differential equations is likely a powerful factor stymieing such research. Nevertheless,

until it is done and calculated, one can only speculate.

B. Parametric Study of Reaction Rate Constants

For our final task, as described in Section II C, a parametric study on the reaction rate
constants, k1 and ko, associated with ozone adsorption and decomposition reactions respec-
tively, was carried out. As pointed out in Section III A, when the discussing the difference
in behavior of Ay, for the Alpha and Beta models (Fig. 3), these are degrees of freedom
in the Beta model, as is kapp, for the Alpha model, and no additional empirical or theoretical
information is currently known by the authors. Hence the need for an assessment of the
solution of the computational models as function of these parameters, as was done for the

Alpha model in [28].
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We start the analysis with a consideration on the computational models under analysis.
Such a parametric study is dependent on the mesh used for the calculations. This is clear
from the changes in Axo,, as pointed out in Section IITA 1, as well as from the grid con-
vergence study carried out in Part 2. For instance, when considering the parametric study
carried out for kp, for the Alpha model[28], it was shown that, for the mesh used then,
values close to kap, = 250 s71 are a close fit to the experimental data available[28]. This

! However, as seen in

value was later refined to the one currently in use, k,pp, = 256.15 s~
Fig, 3, when using a finer mesh Ayo, changes both quali- and quantitatively, thus a more
appropriate value for k,p, could be calculated.

With that in mind, we begin with a preliminary result: the Beta model did not converge
for k; = 10* s71, already showing difficulties for 10® s~!. While this could potentially
be solved by adjusting the numerical solvers, results shown below suggest that it was due
to excessive consumption of ozone, which could lead to unrealistic solutions. In this way,

~Land

the parametric study was able to probe the following ranges: ki € [1, 10,102 103 s
ko € [1071,1,10,10%,10%] s~

Moving to the results proper, Figure 7 presents the scalar response variables: the K’ =
Axo,/Ro, ratio, as well as the individual variables, and the stoichiometries A and ). An-
alyzing first the individual variables, Axo, (Fig. 7a) behaves as expected, with increased
values as both k; and ks increases. However it becomes clear that k; is much more im-
portant in defining the absolute value of Ayo,, with ky mainly contributing at higher @,
providing fine adjustment to the behavior of the curve (see Fig. S21 for the relative change
in Axo, as ky increases for fixed k;). In addition, it is seen that the increase in Axo,, when
moving from k; = 10% to 103 s71, is significantly smaller than observed for other intervals.
This is also expected, as there is a limit to the mass transport from the Ch to CL domains
given intrinsically by @ and the idiosyncrasies of the device (characterized by the Damkohler
numbers).

The Rf,, (Fig. 7b), on the other hand, shows more nuanced results. Up until k; = 10% s~
the data conforms with expectations and Fig. 7a. However, for k; = 10% s7!, there is a
sudden decrease in R, values. This is interpreted as a lack of reactants reaching the upper
CL boundary, where Rg, is calculated, given the high k; value. Indeed, Fig. S22 of the SI,
which shows the reaction rate integrated over the CL domain, corroborates this reasoning

by showing a trend compatible with Fig. 7a, i.e. with values for k; = 10® s~! being higher
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FIG. 7: Scalar variables as function of the inlet flow rate for the Beta model, using
different combinations of k; and ky: (a) Axo,, (b) Ro,, (c) K' = Axo,/Ro,, and (d) A
(empty) and X' (full). Different colors map the values of ki: 1, 10, 10%, and 10% s~1; while

the values of ky are mapped by different symbols: 107! (o) and 10 s™' (OJ). The Beta
model, using the same reduced geometry, is shown as reference (dashed and full lines),

with k; and ko given in Tab. III.

than all others. This naturally explains the results shown in Fig. 7c, for the K’ ratio, which
shows significantly higher values for k; = 10® s! in comparison to k; = 10? s™!, whereas
the remaining results for k; < 10% s~! shows similar values and trends in @ (see Fig. S22 for
the full range of k; and ks). Interestingly, the values of such a ratio obtained when using the

reaction rate integrated over the CL domain, shown in Fig. S22, are very close regardless of
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the values of k; and k.

The stoichiometries A and X' (Fig. 7d) are shown for k; > 10% s™! since the range for
ki < 10 s™! was significantly larger and out of touch with experimental results (see Fig. S23
for the full range). Both A and X shows the same trends with increasing k; and ko: reduced
values and slope as kp increases, and for a given mean value, reduced slope as ko increases.
It should be pointed out that both A and )\ show good sensitivity towards ks, although
slightly smaller than K’, when considering the full range of ky investigated. What is truly
noteworthy, however, is that, relative to the error estimates from Part 2 (shown in Fig. S13),
A and X\ shows much larger sensitivity than any other scalar response variable, particularly at
the high end of the ) range where it is one order of magnitude larger. The stoichiometries
thus provide an excellent opportunity to constrain the values of ko, with other variables
providing constraints for k;. Thus, with further improvements in both computational and
experimental precision, information on the reaction kinetics may be available without the
need to delve in the complexities of modeling transient effects.

Moving forward, we turn now to the profiles, where once again focus will be given to the
Ro, profiles. Figure 8 shows the Rq, profiles for selected values of ki, ko, and Q. A similar
trend to Fig. 7b is seen for Ro, magnitude in Fig. 8a, when comparing different k; and k,
values, including the inversion seen for k; = ky = 103 s~!. Contrary to Fig. 7, however, Fig.
8a shows that, for k1 Z 10% s7', the value of ky shows greater influence on Ro, than for the
scalar variables, thus providing the possibility of additional validation for k; and ky. Fig.

8b provides a full comparison between values of ky for k; = 10% 7!

, showing the relative
difference between increasing values of k5, where it can be seen that the largest changes are
seen when moving from ky = 107! to 1 s7!, with significantly less changes for ks = 1 to
10 s7%, and virtually no changes for ky = 10 to 102 s™* (ARo, ~ 0.1%). Therefore, while
there is an opportunity for the validation of ko, the range of values is somewhat limited
when using Ro, profiles, regardless of the precision available from either experimental or
computational data.

The partial pressure profiles shows similar results to Fig. 8 and are shown in Fig. S24a.
While the observed trends are similar, comparing Po, values for model runs with different
values of k; and ks demands some caution, as the situation is similar to the comparison

between Alpha and Beta models (Fig. 4). Nevertheless, the relative difference in Py, profiles

for increasing values of ks, shown in Fig. S24b for k; = 102 s~1, shows very similar sensitivity
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FIG. 8: Profiles associated with the normalized reaction rate, at () = 250 (top) and
450 cm® min~! (bottom), for selected values of k; and ky. (a) Normalized reaction rate
profiles, with k; = 1, 10, 10%, and 10° s71; and ky: 107! (full lines) and 10 s~! (dashed

lines). (b) Relative difference between profiles for increasing values of ks, using
by =102 s kg =1 —k, =101, ky = 10 — kb, = 1, ks = 102 — k) = 10, and
ky = 10° — K, = 102,

to the absolute value of ky as the Ro, profiles of Fig. 8. Thus, while a comparison between
model runs with different k; and k, values might prove redundant given Ro, profiles, the Po,
profiles are currently available from experimental data, providing an excellent opportunity

for validation of the k; and ko values in addition to the scalar response variables of Fig. 7.

Finally, we move on to the spatially-resolved data, where focus will naturally be given

to Ro, surfaces, in particular to k; = 10% s7*

, since Fig. 8 suggests k; 2 10? s7! for the
experimental device. Figure 9 shows Ro, surfaces, for = 250 and 450 cm?® min—!, for
ky =10? s7' and ky = [1071,10,10%] s7'. Additional surfaces may be found in the SI (Figs.
525 to S28). The trend observed as ky increases follows what has been discussed above, with
Ro, showing virtually no changes when further increasing k, from 10 to 10® s71. There is
novel information, however, in Fig. 9 (and Figs. S25 to 528): ko apparently has an important
role in ozone dispersion within reactant plumes. This is clearer for Q = 450 cm?® min™!,
where it can be seen that Ro, is more homogeneously distributed around the Ch domain

1

region for ky = 107! than for 10 s71. Fig. S29 shows these same surfaces normalized by their

respective maximum values, reinforcing the point. This suggests that, for a given value of
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FIG. 9: Normalized reaction rate surfaces for k; = 102 s7!, with @ = 250 (top row) and
Q = 450 cm® min~! (bottom row), and ky = 107! (left column) and 10 s™* (right column).

k1, ks modulates the gradient V Rg, within the reactant plume, whereas k; strongly impacts
on the spread of the plume itself. It must not be misunderstood that each reaction, and
consequently each reaction rate constant, is solely responsible for either aspect of Ro,, as it is
very likely that both k; and ky play a role in the final, steady-state shape of Ro,. But rather
that, given the mechanism used to describe the ozone-coumarin interaction, experimental
data on the overall spread of the reaction plume may be used to validate ki, while data on

the gradient may be used to validate k.

Considering now the Pg, surfaces, Figure 10 shows the surfaces corresponding to Fig. 9,
ie. for by = 10?2 s7!, ky = 107! and 10 s71, and Q = 250 and 450 cm?® min~—!. Additional
surfaces may be found in the SI (Figs. S30 to S33). Once again the trend of Pg, follows
that of Ro,, keeping in mind the caution one must take in comparing results with different
values of ky and k. In this case, Fig., 10 shows absolute values of F,, albeit for shared color
scales, in order to reach back towards the experimental results (such as shown in [25, 27, 28]).

Thus, while the trend follows that of Fig. 9, it should be noticed that it is reversed: higher

34



-1

# Model, Q = 250 cm® min”! # Model, Q = 250 cm® min

A3 -
» ‘o
,':‘. . = .
e -
o » o P-
= =
n n
2 i~
= =
Ozone Partial Pressure (Pa) Ozone Partial Pressure (Pa)
T~ T T
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
(a) (b)
3 . -1 3 . -1
B Model, Q = 450 cm™ min f Model, Q = 450 cm"™ min
A\ -
» )
= - = .
e =
o o
= =
n n
< <
= =
Ozone Partial Pressure (Pa) Ozone Partial Pressure (Pa)
|
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
(c) (d)

FIG. 10: Ozone partial pressure surfaces for k; = 10? s7!, with Q = 250 (top row) and
Q = 450 cm® min~! (bottom row), and ky = 10~ (left column) and 10 s™* (right column).

values of ko leads to smaller gradients in Po,, i.e. more homogeneous plumes. It should
also be noticed that the effect is somewhat smaller than seen in Fig. 9, as further suggested
by Fig. S29. Thus, while it may be more intuitive to look at P, surfaces for qualitative
information and, perhaps, diagnostics; Ro, surfaces might provide a more stringent test for

model and parameter validation.

Wrapping up, the range of k; and k5 explored in the parametric study was shown to cover
a wide range of device responses, from negligible O3 usage, to a significant reactant drop.
At the lower end of the k; range, the reduced geometry uses 4.4% to 2.6% of the inlet Oj
molar fraction, averaged over the range of ko, while at the upper end it averages to 55%
to 53%. Through the K’ ratio we can estimate the equivalent reactant drop for the full
geometry (see Part 2 for justification on this), which at k; = 103 s™! would be > 1 for all
values of ky and @ except for one (ky; = 107 s and @ = 450 cm® min~!). Considering the
proximity between the Beta model, using the full geometry, and the available experimental

results, we consider safe to state that k; < 10® s~ for the present mathematical formulation.
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The scalar response variables also suggest that k; > 10 s™!, given the range of ky explored
and the relatively low sensitivity towards changes in its value. One noteworthy exception
is the stoichiometries A and lambda’, which show good sensitivity towards changes in ks
at the high end of the @) range. From the comparison with the available data (Fig. 3b),
and the behavior of A with ko (Fig. 7d), it seems that k; < 10* s™' and ke Z 10° s7'. The
profiles also appear to show good sensitivity towards ko for k; = 10% s71, however the current
lack of high-quality experimental data does not allow a finer constraint on ks than already
obtained with the scalar variables. Finally, the parametric study allowed us to identify how
each reaction rate constant appears to influence the response surfaces, viz. the Ro, and Po,
surfaces. In the range of k; and ks explored, it seems that kq, associated with the adsorption
reaction, controls the spread of the O3 plume, while k5, associated with the decomposition
reaction, controls the homogeneity of the plume. Thus we suggest that spatially-resolved
data on the reactant partial pressure may be used to improve the constraints on ki, while
data on the local gradient of Pp, might be used to constrain k. While the currently available
experimental results do not allow tighter constraints on k; or an upper bound of ks, this
study has helped to identify opportunities for future rounds of model validation following

improvements in both the experimental and computational setups.

IV. SUMMARY

Work is presented concerning progress on the numerical modeling of a prototype poly-
mer electrolyte fuel cell (PEFC)[25], building on previously published work([28]. Known
limitations of the original model, Alpha, were addressed in order to increase fidelity with
the current understanding of fuel cell devices, resulting in the Beta model. In this part,
both mathematical frameworks are compared, and approximations and shortcomings are
discussed. Having established the differences between models, a parametric study is carried
out for Beta in order to assess the effects of the order of magnitude of each reaction rate
constant on the global results. In part II, a grid convergence study was carried out in order
to provide an estimate to the discretization error intrinsic to the Beta model.

Response variables, some of experimental interest, are compared between the Alpha and
Beta models, viz., the reactant drop Axo,; a proxy for the total reaction rate, Rg,; the

ratio between the two, K’ = Axo,/R,; the real and apparent stoichiometries, A and
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N respectively; and spatially-resolved variables, in the form of profiles and surfaces along
the catalyst layer (CL), given by reactant partial pressure Po, and normalized reaction
rate Ro,. It should be noticed that each model has degrees of freedom associated to the
reaction kinetics, despite efforts to choose response variables that minimize such effects, thus
care should be taken when drawing strong conclusions from comparisons. From the scalar
response variables, relatively small differences are seen between models, although Axo, and
A show noteworthy results. In both cases, the Beta model shows a better fit to the available
experimental data than the Alpha model, in particular for @ > 350 cm?® min~!'. For the
spatially-resolved variables, Rq, profiles and surfaces show differences between models that

might be distinguishable through experimental validation.

Shortcomings of the model comparison and the mathematical framework of the Beta
model are discussed. Concerning model comparison, it should be noted that, given the esti-
mated error of the numerical data in Part 2, the results shown lack validation power, as both
models and experimental data are well within error bounds of each other. Adding uncer-
tainties in parameterization, these results call for additional experimental data and denser
meshes (i.e. more computational resources) in order to be able to accurately distinguish
between models, providing further insight into the physical phenomena underlying PEFC
devices. In addition, an apparent divergence from earlier results was also addressed, where
the Alpha model, at the current mesh and solver schemes, differs from previously published
results[28]. New results using the Stokes-Darcy (SD) and Darcy-Brinkman (DB) formula-
tions, with both Alpha and Beta models, show similarities between formulations for a given
model, with both models affected similarly. Some response variables do show differences
that might be significant when comparing to experimental results, in particular Ayo,, and
consequently \'; and Pp, profiles. Considering the differences seen and the current errors
estimates for both computational and experimental results, it is reasonable to expect that
small gains in precision should be enough to allow proper distinction between fluid flow
formulations with a range of () similar to the explored here. Finally, improving on previous
results[28], flow speed profiles along the thickness of the Pm domains show a smoother profile
for the DB formulation in both models. These differences are largely understandable when
considering known differences in free and porous media flow coupling and wall boundary
conditions. On the other hand, SD flow speed profiles show a discontinuity between MPS

and CL domains, which is suggested to be an artifact from the software’s approach when
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coupling media with different porosity and permeability. Flow speed profiles are taken as
increased evidence that, for the prototype PEFC device under consideration and the way it
has been modeled, the Beta model using the DB formulation provides a better description
of the experimental data available.

Concerning the mathematical framework of the Beta model, known approximations and
uncertainties in the model were addressed and analysed, namely the use of Fick diffusivity
for O3 despite the Maxwell-Stefan formulation, the use of an approximated Oz /air mixture,
and the coupling between free, porous media, and Knudsen diffusion. While for the Fick
diffusion coefficient there is little to be done about at the moment, the mixture and coupling
between diffusion modes were investigated. It is shown that there is a negligible difference,
considering the error estimates and order of magnitude of the experimental data, between
the approximate Og/air and the proper O3/02/Ns mixtures. The different coupling be-
tween diffusion modes also shows negligible differences, however it is shown that the main
factor affecting results is the presence of porous media correction, while the Knudsen regime
appears to be of little significance for the current device.

Finally, a parametric study of the reaction rate constants k; and ky, associated with
O3 adsorption and decomposition reactions, was carried out. Given the degrees of freedom
due to the lack of information on these reactions, it is important to establish the range of
responses the model can provide given a variation of k; and ky. The study comprised the
ranges 1 < k; < 10% s7! and 107! < ky < 10% s7!, where the Beta model used k; = 102
and ky = 10 s7%, and with k; = 10* s7! failing to converge. The chosen range was shown to
cover negligible reactant usage up to unreal projections of the fraction of reactant used > 1.
In addition, the results show that k; largely controls the order of magnitude of the chosen
response variables; with ky typically providing finer control, being particularly important at

1 and its

high (). From comparisons with the Beta model, using k; = 10? and ky = 10 s~
known good correlation with the available experimental data, the parametric study was able
to constrain the reaction rate constants to 10 < k; < 10% s7!, with k; ~ 10? s~! showing
good fit, and ke Z 10® s7!. While the range of values is somewhat broad, the study also
identified opportunities for further validation of the Beta model’s reaction kinetics, viz., the
stoichiometries A and \'; and the Py, profiles at the CL.

All the shortcomings and opportunities identified in this work would guide a future

Gamma model regarding parameterization and whether to include additional features, such
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as solid mechanics, improved porous media description and fluid flow formulations; in or-
der to settle existing questions and, thus, further reduce the gap between experimental and
computational results. Given the relatively simplicity of the model, being able to uncouple
species and momentum transport from charge and heat transport and still maintain simi-
larity to actual PEFC devices, we believe there is much to be gained from further refining

this coupled experimental-numerical approach to fuel cell research.
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Abstract

Progress on the numerical modeling of a prototype fuel cell is reported. Some known limitations
of the previously published Alpha model are addressed, and the numerical uncertainty due to
discretization of the improved model, Beta, was estimated. In this part, a mesh convergence
study is carried out to estimate the discretization error of Beta. A reduced, proxy geometry
and two extrapolation schemes are used to estimate the exact solution, which is then used to
estimate the model’s uncertainty through the Grid Convergence Index framework. Qualitatively,
non-monotonic behavior is seen for the response variables as function of effective grid spacing. As
such, the mixed-order extrapolation is favored over the generalized Richardson extrapolation in
order to estimate the exact solution. Quantitatively, error estimates are on average ~ 10% for the
flow rate range simulated, larger than experimental ones available. Results suggest a difficulty in
achieving mesh convergence in fuel cell-like models, even in simpler cases. Caution is thus suggested

during validation or when devising predictions from numerical models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mathematical models are extremely important in basic and applied research, helping un-
derstand physical processes and allowing optimization of processes of interest. Models are
based on observations of natural phenomena or controlled experiments, and as such must
be validated, that is, must be compared to empirical data in order to assess its accuracy in
reproducing the system of interest. Given this fundamental dependence on observations, it
is crucial that one understands, and preferably quantifies, the uncertainties involved in the
validation process. While it is common to think of uncertainties in experimental data, it
is also imperative to identify, and quantify whenever possible, the uncertainties in mathe-
matical models. Roache[l] gives an authoritative review on the subject, with more modern
aspects discussed by, for example, Roy and Oberkampf[2].

Focusing on numerical procedures, particularly computational fluid dynamics (CFD), a
key source of uncertainty is the discretization of the model’s variables, e.g. spatial and time
variables[3]. This discretization error arises from the approximation of continuous variables
to discrete ones, for instance by stipulating that time ¢ runs in small, finite steps dt. This
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leads to a dependency of the model’s variables of interest, say a scalar ¢ = ¢(t), on the size
of dt, with the exact result being obtained in the limit of ¢ — 0, in this example. Thus, it
becomes important to establish that numerical results are independent of the discretization of
independent variables, in order that the model represents the actual physical processes being
studied, and not the approximations used to solve the underlying equations. Demonstrating
this so-called grid convergence is, in practice, challenging, being untenable for most real-
world scenarios[1], particularly for systems with complex geometry and physical processes|3]
(fuel cells come to mind). The accepted practice is then to treat this as an uncertainty in

the model’s results.

There are several methods to estimate discretization error in CED. Following Roy|[3],
two broad classes may be defined: a priori and a posteriori methods, with a posteriori
methods being more widely used. These are further divided in two branches: i) higher-order
estimates, which relies on estimates of the exact solution, and may be applied in a post-
processing manner after the solution has been computed; and ii) residual-based methods,
which generally require the solution of an adjoint problem, specific to the system under
study. While the latter has the potential of providing more detailed information on the
error and its sources, it is in general more difficult to implement. The former methods
are in general simpler to perform, however it may be necessary to obtain several solutions
using systematically-refined, or coarsened, meshes. Among the higher-order methods, the
Richardson extrapolation along with the Grid Convergence Index (GCI) framework([1, 4] are

widely used, given its ease of application and applicability to any discretization scheme.

In the field of fuel cells, mathematical models play a significant role, with increasing
complexity and spatial and time resolutions (see for instance [5-7] and references therein).
Given that the complexity of fuel cell models and the computational resources employed
have increased, while the precision and diversity of experimental data has also increased|[7],
it becomes particularly important to assess the uncertainties that invariably follow in order
to properly validate a given model and use it for prediction. Uncertainty assessments in
fuel cells are relatively uncommon, understandably so given the complexity of these devices
and the costs associated with both empirical and numerical experiments. Concerning dis-
cretization error, when assessed, it is typically done through mesh refinement methods using
a single response quantity, however usually without the higher-order extrapolate and the er-

ror estimate (see for example [8-11]). One exception, while not of a full device, is the work
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of Tranter and colleagues[12], who used the GCI framework[4] to estimate the discretization
error in a 2D model of a fibrous medium, representing the gas diffusion layer of a fuel cell.
On the other hand, Kjeang and colleagues[13] provide an upper bound for the error when
using a given mesh, possibly using an a priori method, and then proceed to compare the
result of a single response quantity to the analytical solution of an approximate formulation
of the problem. It is also worth noticing that the work of Beruski and colleagues[14], on
which this work is based, also lacks the description of a discretization error estimate, like so
many in the fuel cell literature.

We build on the previously published model for the aforementioned prototype fuel cell
cathode[14], with the main goals of improving the mathematical framework, and therefore its
accuracy, and estimating the discretization error, thus assessing its precision. In this part[15],
a mesh convergence study has been carried out in order to assess the model’s uncertainty
due to discretization, and thus provide an estimate of its precision. A reduced, proxy
geometry was used to fully explore the feasible range of mesh density, and the convergence
behavior of the chosen response variables was evaluated with respect to an effective element
spacing. Two extrapolation schemes were then used and compared in order to assess the
most appropriate given the convergence behavior observed. The error estimates for the
proxy geometry were then calculated within the GCI framework[1, 4], while the error for
the geometry of interest was further estimated from correlations with the proxy geometry.
In this way, the remainder of this work is organized as follows. Section II provides an
overview of the experimental significance and mathematical formulation of the model, as
well as a description of the mesh convergence study. Section III first presents a qualitative
assessment of the convergence behavior of relevant variables with mesh resolution, proceeding
to a quantitative estimation of the discretization error. Finally, Section IV concludes with

a summary of the results and brief remarks on future studies.

II. METHODS

We first present a brief description of the experimental device that is simulated by our
model, first described by Lopes et al.[16], followed by the computational methods used for
the development of this work.

The device is a prototype polymer electrolyte fuel cell (PEFC), more specifically a ca-
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thodic half-cell, which allows in situ observation of reactive fluid flow in a porous medium.
Ozone-enriched air is used as tracer in a carrier fluid, and a coumarin-based dye is used as
the sensor to map the local concentration of Oz. The O3 interacts with the dye anchored on
silica particles, akin to electrocatalysts dispersed in a porous layer, resulting in the emission
of photons and the degradation of both reactant and dye. Measuring the light emission
from this “catalyst layer” allows determination of the local O3 concentration and, thus, the
species and fluid dynamics. Global variables, such as pressure drop and total reactant drop,

provide additional information on the inner workings of the device.

Thus, considering the experimental device, the proposed computational model covers
momentum and species transport, while assuming thermal equilibrium and steady state.
The computational domains included are: i) the flow channel (Ch), in this case a single
serpentine geometry, ii) the porous transport layer, here comprising only a macroporous
substrate (MPS) made of carbon paper (representing Toray TGH-060 with a 10% PTFE
hydrophobic treatment), and iii) the catalyst layer (CL), where the catalyst and substrate
particles are considered homogeneously distributed (representing Sigma Aldrich Nano Silica
Gel on TLC plates, see [16] for details). Domains ii) and iii) comprise the porous media
domains (Pm). Figure 1 shows the domains’ disposition and Table I presents the geometrical
parameters.

The setup used for all simulations was a workstation with two Intel® Xeon® E3 processors
and 128GB of RAM, operated with a 64 bits Debian9 distribution, Linux kernel v. 4.9.0-
4. The software used was the commercial package COMSOL Multiphysics®, v.5.1.0.234,
along with the Batteries and Fuel Cell, CFD, and Chemical Engineering modules. All data
handling and processing was done using GNU Octave v.4.2.1[17], while image processing

was done using GIMP v.2.10.14[18].

A. Mathematical Formulation

The vintage mathematical formulation, Alpha, can be found in [14], while the improved
formulation, Beta, is detailed in Part 1. In this part, only the Beta model was used, and a

brief description will be given below.

The momentum transport is described using the (compressible) Darcy-Brinkman formu-
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FIG. 1: Geometry used in the proto-cell simulations: (a) full geometry, showing the flow
channel (Ch) and porous media (Pm) domains; (b) cross-section in the zz plane, showing
the structure along the z axis; (c) Ch domain, with the segmentation edges shown in blue
(see text), and (d) lower boundary of the MPS domain, showing the projection of the Ch

domain.

lation (DB), which covers both free and porous media flow[19]:

u

g(u-V)( ):V[—PI+/:(Vu+(Vu)T)—§M(V-u)I}—/;11, (1)

€ €

where p and p are the fluid’s density and kinematic viscosity, respectively, u is the velocity
field vector, P is the relative pressure, and € and x are the domain’s porosity and perme-
ability, respectively (e = 1 and kK — oo for free flow). The parameters are shown in Table II,
chosen in order to describe the materials and conditions used (see [16] and [14] for additional

information). The inlet boundary condition is a (standard) mass flow rate condition:

—/ ? (u-n)ds =Q 2)
0!
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TABLE I: Geometrical parameters of the computational domains.

Parameter Symbol Value
Channel width We 0.8 mm
Land width w] 1.6 mm
Channel depth te 1.0 mm
Channel section length le 22.4 mm
Inlet /outlet diameter din 0.8 mm
Inlet /outlet length tin 7.0 mm
Inlet offset Tin 0.188 in
Porous media edge Wpm (le + Zin)

Porous media offset Tpm  (Tin — Ww)/2
MPS thickness tMPS 190 pm
CL thickness ter, 150 pm

with dry air at Tyq = 273.15 K and Pyq = 1 atm defining the standard density psq =
PyaM,i/RTsq. A constant pressure P = P,,; was used as the outlet boundary condition.
The fluid’s density is a function of the composition, calculated using the ideal gas law, while

the viscosity is given by a constitutive relation for air, from the software:

fair (T) = —8.38278 x 1077 + 8.35717342 x 10T — 7.69429583 x 10172
+4.6437266 x 107173 — 1.06585607 x 107177, (3)

where 1., has units of Pa s and T" of K.

The mass fraction formulation of the advection-reaction equation was used for the species

transport, in a concentrated-mixture fashion, of an O3/air gaseous mixture:

where w; is the mass fraction of the i-th species. In this model, the relative composition of

O, and Ny in the carrier gas, air, is taken to be constant. As such an effective species, “air”

9

with molar mass M,;,, was used instead of the explicit components (see Part 1 for additional

information on this subject). The mass diffusive flux was given by the Maxwell-Stefan (MS)
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TABLE II: Parameterization of the model.

Parameter Symbol Value Reference
Reference pressure Pres 1.027 bar [14]
Cell back pressure Py 1.0994 bar — Pt [14]
Carbon paper porosity EMPS 0.801 [20]
Carbon paper permeability kmps  9.18 x 10712 m? [21]
Carbon paper tortuosity TMPS 1.199 [21]
Catalyst layer porosity €CL 0.497 [14]
Catalyst layer permeability ko 8.82 x 1071 m? [14]
O3 diffusion coefficient in Ny Do, 0.16 cm?s~! [22, 23]
Average molar mass of dry air M, 28.96546 g mol ™~ [24]
O3 adsorption reaction rate constant k1 100 s~* see part |
O3s(ads) decomposition reaction rate constant ks 10s7t see part 1
Average silica particle radius Tp 6.5 pm see part |
Quantity of dye deposited on the CL Caye 3 pmol cm ™2 [16]

model:

Ji=— (sz‘ > Dikdk> (5)

where D;; are multi-component diffusivities, dj is a so-called diffusional driving force, x; is

dk = VXk_'_

the molar fraction and P, is the absolute pressure. The Knudsen regime was included for

porous media transport:

-1

D;; = {%Em + Dif;} (7)
Here two effects are added in a parallel-resistances fashion: i) the porous media diffusion
coefficient, ng = fmegee, which applies a correction fp,,, function of the porosity and
tortuosity of the porous medium, to the “free” diffusion coefficient Dgee; and ii) the Knudsen
regime diffusivity, obtained through kinetic theory using the average pore diameter, d,,

instead of the mean free path in porous media. In this case, d, was obtained using the

Millington & Quirk model for cemented particle beds[25] for simplicity.
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The reaction kinetics involving ozone degradation, and hence light emission, was modeled

using an adsorption-decomposition scheme:

O3(g) 4+ dye — Oz(ads) (8)

Os(ads) — products + hv (9)

where the dye molecule is 7-diethylamino-4-methylcoumarin[16] and the desorption step was
ignored. A differential equation involving the surface cover of O3, p,, was solved along the

fluid and species dynamics:

dbo,
dt

= leOS (1 - 903) - k2‘903 (10)

where k; and ko are reaction rate constants for the adsorption and decomposition reactions,

respectively. To couple with Eq. 4, one may write:
R03 = _M03Avrzk'1XOg (1 — 903) (11)

where A, is the total surface area by unit volume and I'? is the total surface concentration
of active sites, i.e. dye molecules. The total surface concentration of adsorption sites can be
obtained with:

1—1* _ dee

N .

where L4y is the reported[16] quantity of dye deposited over a given geometric area of CL

with thickness t¢r,. The A, is calculated using a simple model:

4, = e (13)

Tp

where 7, is the average particle radius, in this case the silica particles where the dye were
anchored on (Nano Silica Gel, Sigma Aldrich).

The solver configuration used depends on the actual mesh used, however it followed a
general configuration according to the number of mesh elements. A detailed description,
as much as possible, can be found in Section SIT A of the Supplemental Material[26] (SM).
The general outline is the following: a segregated 3-steps solver was employed, with step i)
solving for fo,, step ii) solving for u and P, and step iii) solving for wo,. Step i) always
employed a direct solver, based on MUMPS[29, 30|, while step ii) always employed an

iterative solver based on GMRES[31], a multigrid scheme with a number of levels and mesh
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coarsening scheme depending on the number of mesh elements. Step iii) either employed
a direct solver, also MUMPS-based, or a GMRES-based iterative solver using the domain
decomposition method[32]. The direct solver was employed for the cases where A < 4,
otherwise the iterative solver was used, with the number of sub-domains depending on the
number of mesh elements. All steps used a constant dampening factor in all cases, being
1.0, 1.0 and 0.7 for steps i), ii) and iii), respectively. In addition, a parametric solver was
used to vary @ from 200 to 450 cm® min~! with a step of 50 cm?® min~!, with the previous
solution used as initial value for the next one.

Finally, the use of an assembly for the computational geometry allowed greater control of
the meshing procedure. As a consequence, explicit coupling between the geometric entities
was needed to ensure the proper continuity of the model’s variables, i.e. the flow field, u,
and ozone mass fraction, wo,. This was accomplished via an identity pair. Since the relevant
boundaries were sectioned to properly match one another (at the Ch and MPS domains, see

Fig. 1), no fallback features were necessary.

B. Mesh Convergence Study

1. Algorithm and refinement procedure

As mentioned above, the model’s geometry was an assembly of two geometric entities,
the flow channel (Ch) and the porous media (Pm). This separation was used in order
to achieve a larger degree of control with respect to the meshing procedure, allowing, for
example, meshing the Ch and Pm domains separately in order to investigate the effects
of each mesh individually. Following much experimentation, a protocol was established in
order to assess mesh convergence in all domains, with respect to a single index, A\, which
is somewhat connected to the more usual element spacing h in structured meshes. The

meshing algorithm, briefly, had the following outline:
1. Meshing of the Ch domain with tetrahedral elements, with scaling factor .

2. Splicing the boundary-adjacent elements to add 3 hexahedral elements (“boundary

layer elements”, BLEs).

3. Copying the upper boundary of the Ch mesh to the projection onto the lower MPS
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(a) (b)

FIG. 2: Reduced geometry used in the proto-cell simulations using dense meshes: (a) full

geometry, showing both Ch and Pm domains, and (b) Ch domain.

boundary.

4. Meshing the remainder of the lower MPS boundary with triangular elements, with

scaling factor 1.

5. Extruding the lower boundary elements throughout the Pm domains, with A elements

in each domain.

The element size parameters used in steps 1 and 4 were based on software recommendations,
which in turn are believed to be based on the size of the full geometry. The so-called BLEs
of step 2 are a software recommendation when dealing with relatively coarse meshes. A
variant of this meshing algorithm without step 2 was also used. Details of the algorithm
and of each mesh are given in Section SII B of the SM[26], along with Fig. S1 illustrating
the meshes built.

Given the current computational resources available, a reduced version of the geometry
was employed to solve the model when using dense meshes. The Ch domain was shortened
to 4 horizontal sections of the serpentine geometry, down from 10, as shown in Figure
2. The Pm domains were reduced accordingly, with the remaining geometric parameters
kept constant. As such, the scaling factor A for the reduced geometry takes the values

A € [2,4,8,10,12,16], while for the full geometry it reduces to A € [2,4, 8,12].
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2. Convergence analysis

Four quantities were chosen as response variables in order to assess mesh convergence.
These are of experimental interest, and, with the exception of the speed profiles, are readily
available given the experimental setup[16] and improvements being sought. These were
selected to allow comparison between the reduced and full geometries, as well as between
previous and present model formulations (see Part 1). It is understood that some variables
are functionals of the base variables solved in the model, and thus might not be as sensitive

to the mesh. The response variables are the following:

the ratio K’ between reactant consumption, Axo,, and the apparent reaction rate

/.
03’

the pressure drop, AP, normalized by the inlet pressure, P.,;

the flow speed profile, U, along the z and z axes; and

the ozone partial pressure, Po,, along the z axis.

Concerning the acquisition of the data from the model, Figure 3 shows, for the reduced
model, the relevant geometric entities used. The same are used for the full model, when
appropriately scaled. A brief description of the adopted procedure follows. Axo, and AP
are simply the differences in value between inlet and outlet averages, while P, is the inlet
average pressure. I is given by integration over the upper CL boundary (Fig. 3a) of the
term A,I'tk200,, which is the volume-averaged decomposition term for 6p,. The U profiles
were obtained at mid-length of the third horizontal section (Figs. 3b and 3c), where the x
axis profile was obtained at mid-height, while the z axis profile was obtained at mid-width.
The Po, was obtained at the upper CL boundary (Fig. 3d), along a line parallel to the x
axis, passing over the turn sections of the flow channel.

Additional information and results associated with the response variables may be found in
Part 1. It should be noted that, in this part, the apparent reaction rate R, is not normalized
by the inlet concentration as in Part 1, and consequently neither is the K’ ratio. This was
done in order to maximize sensitivity to the mesh resolution in the response variables. In any
way, as a matter of completeness, the SM[26] provides relevant data for the quantification

of the discretization error for the Oz inlet concentration Co,i,, the normalized apparent
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FIG. 3: Geometrical entities used to obtain the variables relevant for mesh convergence,
shown for the reduced geometry: (a) surface used to obtain the apparent reaction rate,
corresponding to the upper boundary of the CL domain; (b,c) lines used to track the flow
speed x and z profiles, respectively; and (d) line used to track the ozone partial pressure

profile atop the CL. domain.

reaction rate Rg, /Co, in and the corresponding ratio K, as well as the real and apparent
stoichiometries (A and X, respectively, in Part 1). Thus, if needed, it is possible to convert
between response variables with the appropriate error estimate.

In addition to the response variables mentioned above, some spatially-resolved quantities
were also acquired, albeit mainly as illustrations of the effects of the grid resolution. These
are the ozone partial pressure Po,, obtained at the upper CL boundary, and U surfaces,
obtained with a xy plane mid-height of the Ch domain and a yz plane cutting the middle of

the second turn, before the section where the U profiles were taken. Finally, some quantities
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were obtained to explore secondary issues, not related to mesh convergence. These were
i) additional Po, profiles, parallel to the one shown in Fig. 3d, obtained at different y
values: y; = (I — w.) /2 (shown in Fig. 3d), y» = y1 — (w.+w;) and y3 = 0. And ii)
components of the ozone total molar flux vector, i.e. diffusive and convective, given by the
1st and 2nd terms of Eq. 4 respectively. These were acquired in the following situations:
the z-component of a given molar flux vector, integrated over the boundary between Ch and
MPS domains, or MPS and CL domains; and the magnitude of a given molar flux vector,
averaged over the MPS or CL domains.

In order to quantitatively assess mesh convergence, the scalar response variables, i.e. K’
and AP/P,,, were analyzed within the framework of the grid convergence index (GCI), as
reviewed by Roache[l]. Thus, the generalized Richardson extrapolation was employed to
provide an estimate on the error given by the discretization of the computational domains.

First, the effective refinement factors were calculated using[1]:

Nner 1/D
e = < fi ) (14)

Neoarser
where N is the number of elements in a given mesh and D = 3 is the dimensionality. Eq.
14 was also used to calculate an effective, normalized element spacing, h, used to plot and
visually analyze the mesh convergence of the selected variables. For such effect, a mesh is
chosen such that r.g = h = 1, thus coarser meshes are given by A > 1. For the reduced
geometry, A = 16 was used, while for the full geometry A = 12 was used. The orders of
accuracy were all calculated iteratively following the suggestion given in [1] (Eq. 15 of [1]),
as the refinement ratios were non-integers and not constant. The generalized Richardson
extrapolation was then used to estimate the exact value for a given variable f, by comparing

the finest grid solution with a coarser one:

€21
p
1 - T12

fR=H+ (15)

where we use the commonly employed convention of referencing the finer mesh with index
1, and progressively coarser meshes as 2, 3 and so on; €51 = fo — fi is the error, while r5 is

the (effective) refinement factor between meshes 1 and 2. The GCI is then given by:
GCI = F, |fx — fi (16)
where Fy is a safety factor, taken as F; = 1.25 in this case[l]. As mentioned above, the GCI is
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then used as an estimate to the error of the model due to discretization of the computational
domains.

In addition to the generalized Richardson extrapolation, a mixed-order extrapolation,
described by Roy[33], was also employed. This extrapolation scheme has the advantages of
not requiring the calculation of the order of accuracy or assuming the variables are in the
asymptotic range, thus potentially allowing non-monotonic behavior and singularities in the

grid convergence analysis. In this case, the discretized solution is given by a power series in

h[33]:
fk = fexact + glhk + Qth +0 (hz> (17)

where k stands for a given mesh index following the convention pointed out above. In [33],
a 1st- and 2nd-order scheme is presented, with fyi & fexact being obtained by solving a set
of three linear equations up to powers in h:. It is also mentioned[33] that it is possible to
include higher-order terms by coupling additional equations, and thus meshes, in order to
increase the order of the extrapolation. The set of linear equations was solved using the
linsolve function of Octave[17], without any additional options. The error estimate is then

calculated following a simple error calculation:
en = Fo|fu— /i (18)

where it can be seen that it is essentially the same as Eq. 16, when using the Richardson

extrapolation to estimate the exact value.

IIT. RESULTS

First a qualitative analysis of the convergence behavior of the response variables will be
given in Sections IIT A and III B, focusing at the reduced and full geometries respectively;
followed by Section I1I C with a quantitative estimation of the discretization error and, there-
fore, the convergence of the variables with respect to the mesh. The different mesh schemes
and relevant response variables analyzed are described in Section II B, and additional details

can be found in the SM[26].
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FIG. 4: Scalar response variables as functions of the normalized effective element spacing,
for the reduced geometry: (a) K’ = Axo,/Rg, and (b) AP/P,. The following values of
inlet flow rate () are shown, with marker size increasing with @): 250, 350 and

450 cm® min~!. Both mesh variants are shown: with (o) and without (CJ) BLEs.

A. Reduced Geometry

We start with the analysis of the reduced model in order to cover the full range of
A studied. Following Section IIB2, first the scalar response variables will be analyzed,
followed by the speed and partial pressure profiles and finally the partial pressure surfaces.
Thus, Figures 4a and 4b present the ratios K' = Axo,/Rg, and AP/ Py, respectively, as a
function of h. In each case both BLEs and no-BLEs study variants are shown (See Section

IIB1). Individual variables are left to Section SIII of the SM[26] (Fig. S2).

Readily apparent features of Fig. 4 are the large differences between the BLE and no-
BLE variants at coarser meshes, i.e. high h, and the convergence of values at finer meshes,
particularly for the K’ ratio. In addition, it is seen that, for the AP/ P, ratio, the existence
of BLEs leads to a non-monotonic behavior at high h. Indeed, this is also seen for Axo,
(Fig. S2a) and AP (Fig. S2c), while, notably, R, (Fig. S2b) shows such behavior for both
mesh variants. The differences caused by the existence of BLEs, or likewise the absence
of BLEs, are linked to a much better description of the velocity field u in coarser meshes,
as will be clear when discussing speed profiles. Likewise, the non-monotonic behavior seen

with Rg, is linked to the poor description of u along the thickness of the Pm domains, and,
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consequently, to that of the ozone mass fraction wo,.

Additional features of Fig. 4 are the non-monotonic behavior of K’ at low h, and a
relatively slow convergence of AP/P,,. It is not clear why K’ and likewise Ayos, shows
such behavior, or why is it dependent on (). Suspicion once again resides with u, as does
with the reason behind the slow convergence of AP/P,, (and also of AP), and will be
further explored below. Nevertheless, Roache[1] does point out that, far from the asymptotic
regime, a variable can show non-monotonic behavior as function of element spacing. Indeed,
considering the apparent lack of studies exploring mesh convergence in models of fuel cells
and similar devices, an important result of this work is exactly the demonstration that
experimentally relevant response variables, even functionals of base variables, show non-
monotonic behavior in a relatively wide range of h for 3D unstructured meshes. Thus,
rather unfortunately, demonstrating mesh convergence for experimentally relevant variables
in fuel cells may be a harder case than usually assumed.

We now proceed to analyze the profiles, starting with the speed profiles, U. Figure 5
shows the U profiles parallel to  and z axes, at Q = 350 cm® min~!. Once again a marked
difference is seen between meshes with and without BLEs at high A (low A). As pointed
out above, such marked differences at high h are thought to be responsible for the distinct
behaviors seen for each mesh variant in Figs. 4 (likewise in Fig. S2). The absence of
BLEs leads to a large underestimation of U in the Ch domain, which is known to contribute
significantly to reactant transport to the Pm domains[14], thus affecting total reaction rate
and reactant consumption. It is clear, then, from Figs. ba and 5b that the presence of BLEs
provides a much needed resolution close to the Ch walls, however that necessity fades as
the mesh improves. Indeed, at A = 12 the mesh variants display close similarity, with an
average difference of ~ 3.5% for both z and z profiles.

Concerning the dependence of U with h, it can be seen that, as h — 0, the flow in the Ch
domain assumes a Poiseuille-like shape, i.e. parabolic as function of wall distance. This is
of course expected at the center of the channel, for a well-developed flow field, and suggests
that meshes with A > 12 provide a good description of the flow field. A similar trend is
seen in Fig. 5c for the CL, however with an initial overestimation of U and a sharp gradient
along z. This poor description of U, when comparing A = 2 to 16, might be related to the
non-monotonic behavior observed for R, (Fig. S2b) at high h: while U is overestimated at

the peak, the sharp gradient leading to U = 0 at the CL upper boundary might contribute
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FIG. 5: Flow speed profiles as functions of the normalized effective element spacing, for

@ = 350 cm® min~!): (a) profile along the z axis, (b) along the z axis, with (¢) zoom in
on the Pm domains. Both BLE (full lines) and no-BLEs (dashed lines) mesh variants are
shown. The following values of A\ are shown: 2, 4, 8, 12, and 16. In (b-c) the dashed black
lines in the y = 0 plane correspond to the boundaries between Ch and MPS, and MPS and

CL domains, while in (c) the MPS-CL boundary is depicted.

to lower rates of O3 transport to the surface, thus reducing the observed value of R,,. For
the MPS, on the other hand, U takes a more complex shape that is quite inappropriately
modeled for A < 4. Such profile is thought to result from the interaction with the Ch and CL
domains, where both have larger permeabilities than the MPS (with k¢ — 00). While the
case of coupled free and porous media flow is widely studied in general, when approaching

the problem analytically it is common to assume a semi-infinite porous medium domain (see
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for instance [19, 34]), which leads to a transition zone at the boundary and a plug-flow-like
front in the porous medium that is typical of Darcy’s law. Interactions between porous
media, or walls, are less explored and possibly quite idiosyncratic, leading to unconventional
effects (see for instance [35]). Thus, it is difficult to judge if the U profile in the Pm is

well-described, as some changes are still noticeable between A = 12 and 16.

Another point worth noticing concerns the symmetry of the U profiles with wall distance.
While it is not clear in Fig. 5, and the effect is somewhat subtle, the improved description
of u as A increases allows modeling finer structures that might provide additional insight
on the interpretation of experimental results. Figure 6 shows superimposed U profiles of
the no-BLEs mesh variant, for A > 8 and selected values of ). For the sake of visibility
the BLEs variant is not shown, however it does show the same trends discussed below, as
suggested by the close agreement between mesh variants shown in Fig. 5. For the x profiles
(Fig. 6a) it can be seen that, for A = 8, U is virtually symmetric around the center of the
channel, even as () increases. As \ increases, however, it becomes increasingly apparent that
U is not symmetric, in particular for high Q. It is noteworthy that for A = 16 the U profile
is asymmetric throughout the ) range simulated. This is likely to be an effect of secondary
flows at the turns of the channel, which are better resolved the finer the mesh. This will be
further explored below, but it already points out that the turns of a serpentine flow channel
have far-reaching effects on the flow field, besides the fact that it greatly contributes to the
convective transport in porous media[l4]. Regarding the z profiles (Fig. 6b), the asymmetry
in U is much more subtle: there are virtually no deviations for A = 8 and 12 throughout the
@ range, while A = 16 shows some asymmetry at @ > 350 cm® min~!, becoming apparent

at 450 cm?® min—!.

This effect appears to be caused by the porous interface, between Ch
and MPS domains, as no such asymmetry is seen when a no-slip boundary condition is set
instead (not shown). It is not clear, however, if it is also related to the turns of the flow

channel.

We sidetrack now for a moment to consider the spatially-resolved U surfaces, in order
to get a glimpse of the effects of the mesh on u as mentioned above. Figure 7 shows U
surfaces, for A € [8,12,16] and Q = 350 cm® min~!, at the second turn of the serpentine Ch
domain. Figures 7a to 7c show a mid-height xy plane, where it is readily noted the existence
of known secondary flows, due to the corners and from boundary layer separation (BLS).

While real turns are not 90° sharp, it has been shown, albeit indirectly, that the simulated
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FIG. 6: Flow speed profiles for selected values of A and @), using the no-BLEs mesh
variant: (a) profile along the x axis and (b) along the z axis. The following values of A are
shown: 8, 12, and 16. The following values of @) are shown: 250 (full), 350 (dash), and
450 cm® min~! (dash-dot). The dashed black lines parallel to the U axes are visual guides
stressing the middle of the path along the Ch domain.

flow field correlates quite well with experiments[14, 16]. As A increases, a larger effect of the
BLS is noticed, and recirculation at the corners become better resolved. Better resolution
is of course the whole point, however it is noteworthy how the improved description of the
BLS significantly changes the flow field after the turn: at A = 8, the flow field is almost
completely re-developed at the end of the Ch section shown, while at A = 16, there is a
significant shift of the flow field to the right. This builds upon the discussion around Fig.
6a, establishing that BLS is a major source of the U profile asymmetry observed, and that
fine grid resolution is needed to properly describe such effects. In addition to effects at the
Ch domain, BLS is thus expected to impact on reactant distribution at the Pm domains.
As shown in [14], secondary flows at the turns of serpentine Ch are major drivers of reactant
distribution, therefore one would expect that the effect caused by BLS just uncovered might
have implications as well. One such implication is a discrepancy between experimental and
simulated P, surfaces, noted in [14], concerning a broader plume of O3 along each horizontal
section of the Ch in the experimental device. We shall come back to this point below, when

analyzing O3 partial pressure.

It is also worth looking at the cross-section of the turn. It was shown in [14] that the turns

20



Reduced Geometry, w/o BLEs Reduced Geometry, w/o BLEs Reduced Geometry, w/o BLEs

-
-

-1

350 cm3 min
350 cm3 min
350 cm3 min

o [« (<]
w q g
. n n
Flow Speed (m s'1) Flow Speed (m s'1) Flow Speed (m s-1)
| —_ | e | _
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
(a) (c)
Reduced Geometry, w/o BLEs (m s'1) Reduced Geometry, w/o BLEs (m s'1)
- 10 - - 10
‘e £ £
£ s ME mE s
“e £ £
5 G [
o 6 e e 6
2 3 3
n n n
o 4 ] <] 4
o5 ¢ e
n 2 n ] 2
< < <
0

Flow Speed Flow Speed Flow Speed

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 7: Flow speed surfaces for selected values of A and @ = 350 cm?® min~?, using the
no-BLEs mesh variant: (a-c) zy plane mid-height of the 2nd turn of the Ch domain and
(d- f) yz plane cutting through the middle of the turn. The values of A sampled are
indicated, and include A = 8, 12, and 16.

of the serpentine Ch creates vortices, which are thought to contribute to reactant transport
to the Pm domains. Figures 7d to 7f show U at a yz plane at the middle of the turn, also
for A € [8,12,16] and Q = 350 cm® min~!. Far from being a numerical artifact, it is indeed
seen that these vortices are robust, and that increased grid resolution shows better defined

structures, with higher U and possibly greater contribution to reactant transport.

In all, Figs. 6 and 7 provide further evidence that the flow field in fuel cell flow channels, in
particular serpentine ones, are rather complex and require good grid resolution to properly
capture its features. It also sheds some light on the convergence behavior of the scalar
variables analyzed above (Fig. 4): i) there is a significant change in u at A > 8, which might
underlie the non-monotonic behavior of the K’ ratio at low h (or the individual variables),
and ii) the grid resolution necessary to resolve such relatively small-scale structures might

underlie the slow convergence rate of AP/P,,. Thus, it is of utmost importance that grid
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FIG. 8: Ozone partial pressure profiles, at @ = 350 cm?® min~!, for both mesh variants:
(a) with BLEs (full line) and (b) without BLEs (dashed line). The following values of A
are shown: 2, 4, 8, 12, and 16.

convergence studies be performed before validating and actually employing fuel cell models

for predictions.

Resuming our analysis, we move to the ozone partial pressure profiles, Po,. Figure 8 shows
the profiles obtained at the upper CL boundary, along the x axis, for Q = 350 cm? min—!.
Analyzing each mesh variant individually at first, it is observed that the BLEs variant (Fig.
8a) shows relatively little qualitative change, and progressively small changes as \ increases.
On the other hand, the no-BLEs variant (Fig. 8b) show a marked increase in P, at the
end of the flow path, as A increases. Nevertheless, when comparing both mesh variants, it
can be noticed that their profiles are very similar at A = 16, although their dependency on
h is somewhat different. This is further illustrated on Fig. S10, where fewer values of \ are
shown, and very small differences are seen between the variants at A = 16. It is thus seen
that the Py, profiles benefit from BLEs at high h, particularly at the end of the flow path.

Finally, in order to provide a broader, albeit qualitative view on the effects of the mesh
on Po,, we will briefly analyze the ozone partial pressure surfaces, Po,. Figure 9 presents
such surfaces for selected values of \, with @ = 350 cm?® min~!. The no-BLEs mesh variant
is shown in order to highlight the changes as A increases, however, in general, the changes
follow those seen in Fig. 8. There are several trends that can be observed as A\ increases:

i) the increased Po, values at the end of the flow path, after the last turn; ii) an improved
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FIG. 9: Ozone partial pressure surfaces for selected values of A and Q = 350 cm?® min~!,

using the no-BLEs mesh variant: (a) A =2, (b) A =4, (c) A =38, and (d) A\ = 16.

description of the local Pp, maxima after each Ch turn; iii) a narrowing of the ozone plume
along each horizontal section; and iv) a decrease of maximum Pp, values. Trends i) and
ii) are directly related to the improved description of u, as seen in Figs. 5 and 7, which
impacts not only Py, through better resolution, but also by reducing Axo, (Figs. 4 and
S9) and consequently allowing increased concentrations of ozone to reach the end section of
the Ch domain. Skipping to trend iv), reduced P, values might also be connected to u,
although it is thought that the increased resolution at the Pm domains might play a larger
role in this case. In addition, smaller Pp, values might also be related to the reduced Axo,
values at high A, suggesting that increased influence of u, possibly in the form of convective

transport, impacts reactant distribution, thus reducing local Py, maxima.
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Trend iii) is also thought to be connected to the improved description of u, as well
as improved resolution across the Pm domains’ thickness. However it provides a counter-
evidence to the point raised when analyzing Figs. 6 and 7. It was suggested that the effect
the BLS has on u after each turn, that of deforming its x profile towards the wall, could
underlie the broader reactant plume observed in the experimental Py, surfaces (see [16]
for the original data and [14] for a comparison between experimental and numerical data).
While u at the Ch domain has a large influence on the Pm domains, and refining the grid
indeed corroborates this point, it appears that this discrepancy between experimental and

numerical data is not yet settled.

Trends iii) and iv) warrant some additional inspection, as it might be useful when consid-
ering numerical results with lower grid resolution. Following the inverted analysis of trends
iii) and iv), we start by further analyzing trend iv), by looking into the reactant transport.
Figure 10 presents the diffusive and convective contributions to O3 transport for selected
values of A, for the cases described in Section IIB 2. From Figs. 10a and 10b it is seen that
convective transport between domains increases with (), as expected, while diffusive trans-
port shows a maximum around @ = 300 cm?® min—!, between the Ch and MPS domains,
and a slight increase with ) between MPS and CL domains. Concerning molar flux inside
each Pm domain, Figs. 10c and 10d show that convective transport is the dominant process,
observed the difference in permeability between domains and thus u (see Fig. 5), showing
large increase with @), while the diffusive transport shows relatively little increase with Q.
Overall, this picture corroborates the conclusions drawn from the previous study|[14], where
the convective transport is found to be a large contributor to reactant transport in all do-
mains of the device. Concerning this work, Fig. 10 adds to the picture, showing that, in
general, increased grid resolution (h — 0) leads to a decrease in convective transport, while
the diffusive contribution slightly increases. This has the overall effect of reducing total O
transport to the CL, and thus reducing Po, at the CL, as well as Axo, and Rf, (see Fig.
S4 for the explicit dependency on h).

Returning once again to trend iii), additional insight may be obtained by considering
Po, profiles normalized by Rf,,. Figure 11 shows the Po,/R(,, profiles at three parallel lines
along the = axis, described in Section II B2 by 1, y2, and y3. Shown are selected values of
A and () for the no-BLEs mesh variant, in order to illustrate the changes as either A or @)

increases. In all profiles it is seen that, contrary to Fig. 8, the local maxima corresponding
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FIG. 10: Contributions to ozone molar flux as function of the flow rate, using the no-BLEs

mesh variant, for selected values of \: 4, 8, and 16. (a) integrated z component of the

molar flux over the boundary between Ch and MPS domains, and (b) between MPS and

CL domains; (c) average magnitude of the molar flux over the MPS and (d) domains.

Both convective (o) and diffusive () contributions to the total molar flux are shown.

to the Ch domain increases: while the absolute value of Py, may decrease as A increases, the

value relative to R, increases. This corroborates the scenario that, while the magnitude

of the convective transport of reactant may decrease with A, the improved description of u

given by the finer grids better capture the reactant distribution in the device. This is seen to

be particularly important at the end of the flow path, where A = 4 greatly underestimates

the local reactant distribution. Regarding trend iii) and the hypothesis discussed before,
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FIG. 11: Ozone partial pressure profiles, using the no-BLEs variant, for selected values of
A: 4, 8, and 16; and Q: 250 (full line) and 450 cm® min~! (dashed line). The profiles were
obtained at the upper boundary of the C'L, parallel to the z axis, according to Section
IIB2: (a) yi, shown in Fig. 3d; (b) y2; and (c) ys.

Fig. 11 settles the issue, showing that in fact the spread of the reactant plume, between Ch
sections, decreases with A. Increasing @) also increases the plume spread, as already seen in
Fig. 9, as well as slightly shifting the local maxima towards higher x values, corroborating
the effects of the shifted U maximum seen in Fig. 6. Thus, while the improved description
of u in the Ch domain has effects throughout the Pm domains, it does not seem to be

responsible for the reactant plume spread seen in the experimental data.

B. Full Geometry

We complete this first analysis with a brief comparison between the behavior of the
reduced geometry, analyzed above, and that of the full geometry. Focus will be given to the
largest values of A used in the full geometry, 8 and 12, as well as the largest value used in
the reduced geometry, A = 16. In addition, only the no-BLEs mesh variant will be used, as
the analysis above already shows that both mesh variants provide very similar results for
A > 12. The entire range of A for the full geometry, as well as the BLEs mesh variant can
be found in Section SIII B of the SM[26] (Figs. S5 to S12).

Once again we follow the order previously established, starting with the scalars described
on Section I B 2. Figure 12 presents the K’ = Axo,/Rp, and AP/ P, ratios for both reduced
and full geometries, as functions of a normalized effective element spacing h’, calculated with

reference to the meshes with A\ = 12. It can be seen that, for both scalars, the convergence
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FIG. 12: Scalar variables as functions of the normalized effective element spacing, obtained
for both reduced (OJ) and full (x) geometries: (a) K’ = Axo,/R, and AP/P,;,. The
following values of inlet flow rate () are shown, with markers increasing in size with @):

250, 350 and 450 cm?® min~!.

behavior is very similar between reduced and full geometries. It should be pointed out,
however, that the K’ ratio displays a monotonic behavior for the full geometry. An additional
mesh with A = 10 might help to draw this behavior out, although it is unnecessary given
that R, display non-monotonic behavior with A’ (Fig. S5b). Care must be taken, therefore,
in order to realize a fuller picture before drawing conclusions on grid convergence. Small
differences in value, mainly seen in Fig. 12b, are likely due to the fact that the corners in
the Ch domain contribute non-linearly to the overall results of the device, particularly for
AP. This is another evidence to the well-known fact that the scaling of fuel cells is not
linear, in particular for serpentine-type flow channels.

Moving on to the U profiles, Figure 13 shows the x and z profiles for both geometries,
superimposing values of A and with @ = 350 cm?® min~!. It can be observed that both
geometries have very similar U profiles, both in x and z, with the largest differences at
the CL domain, while the MPS domain shows the smallest. This result is expected, given
that the characteristic dimensions of the flow and @) are the same for both geometries. It
is important nevertheless to be assured of this, given the already pointed out non-linear
scaling of fuel cells, but also due to possible numerical artifacts.

Finally, the Py, profiles are compared in Figure 14, while the Po, surfaces for the full
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FIG. 13: Flow speed profiles for the reduced (full lines) and full (dashed lines) geometries,
using the no-BLEs mesh variant, for @ = 350 cm® min™!): (a) profile along the x axis, (b)
along the z axis, with (c) zoom in on the Pm domains. The following values of A are

shown: 8, 12, and 16.

geometry are shown in Figure 15, comparing them with the reduced geometry for A = 12
(see also Fig. 9). Regarding the Py, profiles, Fig, 14a shows close similarities between
reduced and full geometries at the beginning of the flow path, with a marked distinction at
the last local peak. The similarities are once again to be expected, given the geometrical and
operational parameters of each model. The significant difference at the last peak in Fig. 14a,
while at first may stand out, is readily understood when noticing that in Fig. 14b the same
happens for the full geometry: the last channel of the Ch domain has no gradients driving
the reactant forward in the CL domain, thus acting only as the final sink. Fig. 14 thus shows
once again that both reduced and full geometries have similar grid convergence behavior,

while at the same time further illustrating the non-linear scaling of fuel cell devices.

Regarding the Po, surfaces, shown in Fig. 15, the same behavior observed for the reduced
geometry is seen when comparing A = 8 and 12 for the full geometry, however in smaller
magnitude, given the smaller grid refinement between them. The clearer aspect to be seen is
the decrease in maximum Fp,, which follows the behavior seen in Fig. 9. When comparing
both geometries, with the reduced one shown scaled in Fig. 15c¢ for better comparison, it
can be seen that the P, surfaces are very similar. The major difference is at the spread of
the plume after the third peak in the reduced geometry, however that is clearly due to the
interaction with the last section of the Ch, as pointed out above when analyzing Fig. 14.

Indeed, the same behavior, albeit with much smaller Py, values, is seen at the ninth peak.
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variant for selected values of A: 8, 12, and 16. (a) Comparison between reduced (full lines)

and full (dashed lines) geometries; (b) full view of the profile for the full geometry.
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FIG. 15: Ozone partial pressure surfaces for selected values of A and @ = 350 cm?® min~!,

using the no-BLEs mesh variant: (a) full geometry, A = 8 and (b) A\ = 12, and (c)
reduced geometry, A = 12.

The data show that the reduced geometry is a good proxy to study mesh convergence in
the fuel cell prototype’s model, given that we are currently unable to simulate meshes with
A > 12 for the full geometry. Having shown this correlation between geometries, it opens
up the possibility of further studying the numerical aspects of the model as function of the
mesh, extending the current analysis to structured meshes and improved unstructured mesh

schemes that may allow denser meshes with comparable computational resources.
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C. Estimation of Discretization Error

Given the qualitative analysis of Sections III A and III B, it might be argued that the
variables chosen to track mesh convergence do not, in fact, show convergence. Not only the
convergence appears to be relatively slow, some variables also show non-monotonic behavior
depending on the mesh scheme. While a robust sign of convergence would be ideal, given
the computational resources and accuracy of experimental data available, it is important to
point out, as did Roache[l], that most of the time actual mesh convergence is impractical.
Thus, instead of going further down this rabbit hole, we chose to accept the fact that the
model has some error due to discretization, and tried to estimate that. We will now present
the results from the generalized Richardson extrapolation (GRE), following Roache[1], and
the mixed-order extrapolation (MOE), following Roy[33], used to estimate the discretization

error of the scalar variables, according to Section II B 2.

First and foremost, it should be pointed out that, given the convergence behavior observed
in Section IIT A and the refinement ratios used in this study, it was not clear which set of
meshes should be used in the extrapolations in order to accurately reproduce the behavior
seen. It is pointed out by Roache[l] that the refinement ratio between grids, r, should be
r > 1.3, in order to be able to minimize other possible numerical errors when performing the
convergence study. Thus, some tests were done with the reduced geometry following this
suggestion, and the following was concluded: i) the extrapolation schemes show different
results depending on the mesh scheme, i.e. with or without BLEs, although the differences
are relatively small and mainly concerns the region at high h; ii) when the dataset used
to calculate the extrapolate display non-monotonicity, the GRE returns complex values
for the accuracy order and, consequently, to the extrapolate, although the magnitude of
the imaginary term is relatively small; iii) the GRE and the MOE show different behavior
according to which scalar is being analyzed, with both schemes showing similar results for
the AP/P,, only; iv) the GRE appears to converge as finer meshes are used to calculate
it, in particular for the K’ ratio, while the MOE appears to exaggerate the non-monotonic
behavior in these cases; and v) including a third-order term in the MOE improves its results
over the whole h range. The trends observed when evaluating the extrapolation schemes are
likely to be related to the non-monotonicity of the data, as suggested in [33], particularly
the fact that the MOE deals, in principle, with such data sets, while the GRE assumes the
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data are in the asymptotic range. In these cases where the GRE returned complex values,
only the real part was used to calculate the GCI. Additional information can be found in
Section SIV A of the SM[26], while Figs. S13 and S14 show selected results of the tests done
over the extrapolation schemes.

From the conclusions drawn, it was established that for the GRE the meshes to be used,
for both mesh variants, were A € [8,12,16], while for the MOE X € [2,4, 10, 16] were used,
with [4, 10, 16] used for the MOE up to hZ. The same schemes were also used to estimate
the discretization error on the individual variables, Axo,, Rg,, and AP. We proceed now to
evaluate the results of using the GRE and MOE schemes with the aforementioned meshes,
in order to establish the best estimate of the discretization error of the reduced and full
geometries of the model under study.

We start with the scalar response variables already discussed in Sections IIT A and ITI B.
Figure 16 shows the scalars as function of A, with the three extrapolation schemes: GRE, 1st-
and 2nd-order MOE (MOE-12), and 1st-, 2nd- and 3rd-order MOE (MOE-123). Concerning
the K’ ratio, Figs. 16a and 16b show that the MOEs show better agreement with the
numerical results, while the GRE clearly overestimates the convergence of the variable, with
very small differences between h = 1 to 0. In particular, the MOE-123 shows the best fit to
the entire h range, which is expected given the choice of meshes to calculate the coefficients
and extrapolate. MOE-12 shows good agreement, despite the poor description at high A,
in particular for the BLEs variant. However, when comparing MOE-123 to MOE-12 for
the BLEs mesh variant, it appears that the derivative between h = 1 and 0 is somewhat
overestimated, however that is based on the assumption that for A > 10 (h ~ 1.5) the
variable is in the asymptotic range.

For the AP/P,, ratio, Figs. 16¢ and 16d show better agreements between the GRE and
MOE schemes, however it is still clear that the GRE greatly overestimates the convergence
of the variable. Like with the K’ ratio, both MOE schemes show good agreement with the
numerical results, with MOE-12 showing relatively large differences for h > 3. Likewise,
MOE-123 once again predicts a seemingly odd behavior at h < 1, in particular for the no-
BLEs variant. It is not inconceivable that for h < 1 a faster rate of convergence might be
observed for AP/P,,, as predicted by both GRE and MOE-123 when compared to MOE-12.
However given the slow rate observed for the numerical results available, and the monotonic

behavior at h < 4, it appears that the MOE-12 estimate is more plausible, particularly for
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FIG. 16: Scalar response variables and their respective extrapolations as functions of the
normalized effective element spacing, obtained at the reduced geometry: GRE (full line),
MOE-12 (dashed line), and MOE-123 (dash-dot line) (a) K" = Axo,/Rp, for the BLEs
(o) and (b) no-BLEs () mesh variants; and (c¢) AP/P,, for the BLEs and (d) no-BLEs
mesh variants. The following values of inlet flow rate () are shown, with marker size

increasing with Q: 250, 350 and 450 cm?® min~!.

the no-BLEs variant.

From Fig. 16 it is concluded that the MOE-12 scheme applied to the no-BLEs mesh
variant provides the best agreement between extrapolation scheme and numerical results
available. In addition, it was already shown that the results of both BLEs and no-BLEs

mesh variants converge at low h (Fig. 4). Thus, given the smaller, albeit slightly, compu-
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FIG. 17: Scalar response variables as functions of the inlet flow rate, using the no-BLEs
mesh variant with the reduced geometry: (a) K’ = Axo,/Rp, and (b) AP/P,,. Error

bars show the estimated discretization error as given by Eq. 18.

tational cost of using the no-BLEs mesh variant, we now establish it as the standard for
further studies and to estimate discretization error for the individual variables and the ratios
analyzed so far. Estimation of discretization errors for the BLEs mesh variant can be found
in Section SIV B of the SM[26] (Fig. S15 and Table S5).

Carrying on, then, with the error estimate, Figure 17 shows the K’ and AP/P,, ratios
as function of @), with the estimated error bars, as given by Eq. 18. As it can be seen, the
estimated error interval increases with @ for both variables, as already observed from Fig.

16. The estimated relative errors span the following intervals, with the respective averages:

2.25% < %en [K'] < 17.7%, %en = 11.2%
7.98% < %em [AP/ Pl < 14.5%, %y = 12.7%

For the sake of completeness, and also due to experimental interest, we also briefly report
the error estimate for the individual variables. Figure 18 shows the estimates for Ayo,,
05> and AP, as function of Q). It appears at once that the error estimates for Ayo, (Fig.
18a) are rather large. However that is only because Ayo, spans a relatively small interval

for the range of () simulated. The calculated relative error spans the interval

1.03% < %61\/[ [AXO3] < 14.8%, %EM = 8.06%,
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FIG. 18: Scalar response variables as functions of the inlet flow rate, using the no-BLEs
mesh variant with the reduced geometry: (a) Axo,, (b) Rp,, and (c) AP. Error bars

show the estimated discretization error as given by Eq. 18.

smaller than for the K’ ratio. The remaining error estimates are the following:

4.33% < %em [Ro,] < 6.61%, %en = 6.01%
7.11% < %enm [AP] < 13.8%, %en = 11.9%

While the magnitude of the error estimates might be one order too high, errors of ~ 10% are
not absurd, in particular considering the lower values estimated for the directly comparable
scalar variables, Axo,, Rp,, and AP. Two points should be noticed, however. First, it is
once again pointed out that the goal of this work is, in part, to estimate the discretization

error of the model under discussion, not to prove a point regarding its accuracy. Mathemat-
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ical framework aside, these errors are in principle improvable with additional computational
resources.

Secondly, these are the estimates for the reduced geometry, which allows a significantly
finer mesh and, given the behavior seen in Fig. 16, should present smaller error estimates
than the full geometry. Estimating the errors for the full geometry is not straightforward,
however, given what is now known of the behavior of the scalar variables as functions of A and
the effect different mesh schemes have on the extrapolates. An option is to use the estimates
for the reduced geometry: given the estimate of the exact value using the MOE-12 scheme,
one may estimate the error at a given h for the reduced geometry using Eq. 18, and thus
for the full geometry. Scaling between the reduced and full geometries might be necessary,
however, as the scalar ratios used to track convergence are not entirely independent of the
geometry. Fig. S16 shows that, for a good approximation, the K’ and AP/P,, ratios for
the full geometry are linear functions of the ones for the reduced geometry. In particular,
as can be expected from Fig. 12, the K’ ratio is, to a very good approximation, related by
fral = Jfreduced + C, where in this case C' ~ 0.028 (red line in Fig. S16). Thus, the error
estimates obtained for the reduced geometry, at A = 12, are good estimates for the full
geometry. For AP/Py,, frn &~ 0.030 + 1.39 freduced, thus a scaling coefficient of 1.39 should
provide an estimate for the full geometry based on the reduced one, albeit not a rigorous
one. Similar procedures were taken for the individual variables, were it was found that Axo,
shows a scaling coefficient of 0.96, while for both Rg, and AP it is 1.72 (See Section SV of
the SM[26]).

With these points in mind, Figures 19 and 20 present the scalar variables of interest, re-
spectively the ratios and individually, for the full geometry using the no-BLEs mesh variant.
In Fig. 19 it can be seen that the error estimates for the ratios are quite similar for both
geometries, albeit higher. This is expected given how the estimate was taken and the small
differences already seen between meshes with A = 12 and 16 (Fig. 4). The error estimates

span the intervals:

2.14% < %en [K'] < 19.0%, %en = 12.2%
10.2% < %en [AP/ Py < 18.2%, %ey = 15.9%

For the individual variables, Fig. 20 also shows the available experimental data, previ-

ously reported in [14]. Again the pattern follows closely that of the reduced geometry, with
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FIG. 19: Scalar response variables as function of the inlet flow rate, using the no-BLEs
mesh variant with the full geometry: (a) K’ = Axo,/R(, and (b) AP/P,. Error bars

show the estimated discretization error as given by Eq. 18.

slightly higher error estimates. The calculated error estimates span the following intervals:

0.878% < %en [Axo,] < 9.01%, %én = 4.85%
6.49% < %em [Ro,] < 9.37%, %em = 8.54%

with increased error estimates for R, and AP, in line with what was presented above,
and a slight reduction in maximum and average error estimates for Axo,. This might be
related to the higher absolute values of Axo,, for the full geometry, while using a scaling
similar to the reduced geometry when solving the model. Despite such fact, Fig. 20a still
shows that, compared to the available experimental data, the absolute error is much greater,
approximately 10 times for ) > 300 cm® min~!. For AP, the situation is somewhat better,
with errors showing at least the same order of magnitude. Nevertheless, it is clear that the
meshes being used have great need for improvement, given the precision already available
to the experimental device, and the expected increase with future developments.
Additional response variables of interest, concerning the context of Part 1, can be found
in Section SVI of the SM[26]. As mentioned in Section IIB2, the O3 inlet concentration,
the normalized Ry, and K’ ratios, and the real and apparent stoichiometries had their

discretization errors estimated following the approach described in Section II B 2 and above.
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FIG. 20: Scalar response variables as function of the inlet flow rate, using the no-BLEs
mesh variant with the full geometry: (a) Axo,, (b) Rp,, and (c) AP. Shown are the
numerical results (x) and available experimental data[l14] (CJ). Error bars show the
estimated discretization error as given by Eq. 18, for the numerical results, and one

standard deviation for the experimental data.

Thus, Figs. S17 through S19 show their dependency on A’, the linearity between full and

reduced geometries, and the variables as function of ) with their estimated errors.

We conclude this grid convergence analysis of the PEFC prototype model by summariz-
ing the results shown and discussed above. We reiterate the need to assess the uncertainty
in a numerical model, be it low or not. The reduced and full geometries used to estimate

the discretization error of the model show that the it has great need of mesh improvement,
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since the estimated relative errors, even for the best meshes, are ~ 10% and above. How-
ever, the grid convergence analysis shows that the experimentally relevant variables show
relatively slow convergence, particularly AP, and non-monotonic behavior that depends not
only on the element size, but also on the mesh scheme. Thus, in addition to finer meshes
and additional computational resources, it could be helpful to search for alternatives that
might contribute to faster grid convergence, such as structured grids, which might facilitate
convergence analysis, but also higher-order interpolation schemes, that, while with increased

computational costs, might allow improved error estimates.

IV. SUMMARY

Work is presented concerning progress on numerical modeling of a prototype PEFCJ[16],
building on previously published work[14]. Known limitations of the original model, Alpha,
were addressed in order to increase fidelity with the current understanding of fuel cell devices,
resulting in the Beta model. In part I of this work, both mathematical frameworks are
compared, and approximations and potential shortcomings are discussed (see Part 1). In
this part, a grid convergence study has been carried out in order to provide an estimate to
the discretization error intrinsic to the updated model.

Grid convergence study was carried out with two mesh schemes, differing only by the ex-
istence of so-called “boundary layer” elements (BLEs). Four response variables were tracked
in this study, viz. the ratio K’ between the drop in reactant molar fraction and the apparent
reaction rate, Axo,/Rg,; the ratio between pressure drop and inlet pressure, AP/Py; flow
speed profiles, U; and reactant partial pressure profiles, Pp,. Convergence was assessed qual-
itatively using plots of the variables as a function of an effective, normalized element spacing
h, and quantitatively by estimating the discretization error through continuum extrapolates
using two different extrapolation schemes[1, 33].

A qualitative assessment of the grid convergence study showed that the use of BLEs leads
to non-monotonic behavior in some variables, notably the AP/ P,, ratio, while the K’ ratio
shows non-monotonic behavior for both mesh schemes. Despite such differences at large h
(i.e. coarse grids), the mesh schemes converged at low h, suggesting the results were truly
approaching mesh independence. In this way, it was established that the no-BLEs mesh

scheme was to be used for further assessments and in future studies, and that the finest

38



mesh available was to be used. Prior to the quantitative assessment, analysis suggested that
the so-called Mixed 1st and 2nd order extrapolation scheme[33] (MOE-12) provided the
best estimate for the continuum extrapolate, possibly due to the non-monotonic behavior
shown by the scalar response variables analyzed. Thus, using MOE-12 on a proxy geometry
(fewer channel turns), the estimates of the discretization error, in the inlet flow rate range
of 200 < @ < 450 cm?® min~!, returned average errors of 13.8% for the K’ ratio (range of
2.18% to 22.4%) and of 14.0% for the AP/P,, ratio (range of 9.67% to 16.1%).

The grid convergence study also allowed the corroboration of previously established
points[14], such as the importance of the turns of the flow channel (Ch) domain on the global
flow field, as well as the contribution of convective transport in total molar flux to, and in
the porous media (Pm) domains. It was found that secondary flows in the corners of the Ch
domain are quite mesh-sensitive, particularly the ones caused by boundary-layer separation
(BLS). At low h, BLS produces a pronounced effect on the flow field along the straight sec-
tions of the Ch domain, deforming the U profile up to the point that, at Q@ = 450 cm?® min—!,
the profile is asymmetric with respect to wall distance into the next corner, i.e. it appears
that the flow does not fully develops along the straight section. Concerning reactant molar
flux, integrated z-component of the molar flux at the Ch-MPS (macroporous substrate) and
MPS-CL (catalyst layer) boundaries corroborate a significant contribution of convection to
reactant influx to the Pm domains, while average molar flux magnitude inside the Pm do-
mains shows dominance of convective over diffusive transport. Increased mesh resolution

(h — 0) was seen to reduce convective contribution, while simultaneously increasing diffusive

transport, although both remain at similar magnitude.

Overall it must be pointed out that the model is not considered to have converged with
respect to the discretization. Relative errors of order ~ 10% in the numerical data are larger
than the experimental ones available, which makes actual model validation impossible at the
moment. Adding other common sources of uncertainty, such as in parameterization, it is
clear that there is a need for denser meshes and schemes with faster convergence, as well as
improved methods for error estimation, in the fuel cell modeling community. Given the non-
monotonic behavior of some variables of experimental relevance, this work calls for increased
caution when comparing numerical to experimental data and when making predictions. On
the other hand, uncertainty is only problematic if not acknowledged, and we are of the

opinion that a major part of modeling is knowing its limitations and uncertainties. In this
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way, the use of proxy models and simpler systems, as exemplified here, may be particularly

important to advance on the fundamental understanding of complex devices such as fuel

cells.
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