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Abstract

We consider a mathematical model for addressing coupled fluid flow problems arising from reverse os-
mosis modeling in water desalination processes. It consists of the coupled Navier Stokes/transport and
Brinkman—Forchheimer /transport equations, with nonlinear conditions across a semi-permeate membrane.
The cases of a single desalination channel and coupled feed/permeate channels are covered. To solve these
partial differential equations, we employ a new mixed finite element method able to capture several variables
of interest such as the salt concentration level, pressure drop and fluid velocity. Through diverse numerical
simulations and a variety of configurations, we illustrate the capability of the method to accurately capture
the behaviour of saline water when passing through membrane-based reverse osmosis desalination channels.

Key words: Brinkman—Forchheimer, Navier—Stokes, transport, mixed finite element methods, nonlinear trans-
mission conditions, reverse osmosis, water desalination

1 Introduction

According to [14], the total volume of freshwater stocks is around the 2.5% (35 million km?) of the total stock of
water in the hydrosphere. Moreover, a large fraction of the freshwater (24 million km?, or 68.7%) is in the form
of ice and permanent snow cover in the Antarctic and Arctic regions. The rising apprehension regarding the
future accessibility of freshwater resources has led to a surge in the establishment of seawater desalination plants.
Furthermore, the development of membrane-based desalination methods has received special attention in recent
years as a prominent solution to address the global challenge of water scarcity, due to their notable advantages,
which include relatively low energy consumption compared to thermal-based techniques like multi-stage flash
[27], as well as their capability to use renewable or low-grade energy sources [2, 29]. In this regard, reverse
osmosis (RO) takes a prominent position, being employed in 69% of industrial desalination plants globally [11].
As the most energy-efficient desalination process, the membrane technology associated with RO is currently the
subject of extensive research.

The main purpose of RO is removing all colloidal matter and dissolved particles larger than 0.1-1.0 nm in
size from a liquid solution [27]. The conventional process includes three major stages. The initial phase, known
as pre-treatment, focuses on the removal of coarse solids such as algae and smaller solid particles like fine sand
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(see Figure 1 in [27]). Once seawater has undergone this pre-treatment, the main RO stage begins. At this
point, pre-treated water flows at high pressure through the feed channel, allowing the water to pass through
the pores of the semi-permeable membrane housed in a membrane module (see Figure 2 in [27]). Finally,
the post-treatment stage is conducted to achieve mineral enrichment by introducing ions, such as magnesium
and calcium, to the permeate water. This three-stage process ensures effective water purification through RO
technology.

However, a major challenge in these separation processes is concentration polarization, which induces fouling
(the undesired accumulation of materials) and reduces flux at the membrane. This phenomenon occurs because
solutes are rejected at the membrane wall while convective transport delivers solutes to the membrane surface
faster than diffusive transport can return them to the bulk streamflow. As a result, the solute concentration
significantly increases at the membrane surface. To address this issue, spacers are introduced to keep the
membrane layers separated and enhance mass transfer, thereby reducing concentration polarization at the wall
[26]. Research on spacer filament distribution and design structure has notably increased over the past decade,
aiming to identify optimal configurations based on specific requirements. Notable contributions in this field
include works by [1, 8, 17, 18, 22, 28], among others. In this context, and to contribute to a better understanding
of the processes underlying RO technology, we propose new numerical discretizations to accurately simulate
three scenarios. The first scenario includes explicit spacers (small obstacles) located inside the desalination
channels. The second scenario features a channel without spacers (from now on referred as empty channel).
The third scenario emulates the effect of spacers implicitly by distributing their effect in the entire region and
modeling the domain of simulation as a porous medium. For the first scenario, we employ the coupled Navier-
Stokes/transport equations for simulation, while the Brinkman—Forchheimer/transport equations model is used
for the third scenario.

Regarding the proposed numerical scheme, motivated by the Neumann type conditions at the outlet specified
in (2.2), we adopt the well-established mized finite element method. This approach involves rewriting the set
of partial differential equations as a first-order system by introducing additional unknowns. The resulting
equations are then discretized using well-known polynomial spaces, such as the Raviart-Thomas element space
(see [12]). The mixed finite element method offers several advantages. It allows for the direct approximation
of additional variables of interest, such as the salt concentration gradient and the gradient of the velocity of
the fluid, without the need for numerical differentiation. Moreover, it enables the exact conservation of crucial
properties such as momentum and mass (see [6, 7]).

Since we adopt a mixed finite element approach, due to technical reasons discussed in [3] (see also [13]), it is
necessary to include a Lagrange multiplier to address the salt concentration constraint where the membrane is
located. The non-linearity at the interface is then handled with this further unknown, and a suitable linearization
is necessary to carry out the fixed-point iteration of the global problem. This paper gives a detailed explanation
of the numerical models to be considered, as well as their discrete formulations and their respective matrix
block structures. In addition, we performed several numerical simulations for different scenarios in order to
show the applicability of the method. In particular, we will first consider simulations in a single channel, which
are commonly reported in the literature. In addition, we will numerically study the case of two coupled feed
and permeate channels, that to the best of our knowledge no benchmarks are available in the literature.

The manuscript is structured as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the model problem of interest in a
single channel and define the unknowns to be considered in the variational formulation. Subsequently, in the
same section we set the saddle point structure of the discrete variational system and its corresponding matrix
block structure. Additionally, the mixed finite element discretization in two coupled domains is explained and
its resolution strategy by means of a fixed point algorithm is carried out. Next, numerical simulations that
illustrate the applicability of the methods and a detailed discussion are reported in Section 3. Finally, we
conclude the study providing final remarks in Section 4.

We end this section by introducing some notations to be employed in the forthcoming sections. For any
vector fields v = (v1,v2)? and w = (w1, w2)? we set the gradient and divergence operators, as

ov; 2\ v,
Vv = ( l) , and div(v):= —L,
0T ) i1 j; 0

In addition, for any tensor fields 7 = (7;); j=1,2 and ¢ = ((j)i,j=1,2, we let div(7) be the divergence operator
div acting along the rows of 7, and define the transpose, the trace, the tensor inner product, and the deviatoric
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Figure 2.1: Sketch of a single channel with explicit spacer (left) and implicit spacers (right).

tensor, respectively, as

2

2

1

Tti= (Tji)ij=1,2, tr(T):= Z Tii, T:C:i= Z 7,;Gij,  and =7 — §tr(7')1[, (1.1)
i=1 ij=1

where I is the identity tensor in R%2*2. Finally, given any generic scalar functional space M, we let M and M
be the corresponding vector and tensor-valued counterparts.

2 Theoretical description

2.1 A single channel

Brinkman—Forchheimer/transport equations. Let € be a bounded polygonal domain in R? with bound-
ary 0f) as shown in Figure 2.1 and assume that the boundary is decomposed into an inlet I'j,, an outlet Iy,
and two portions describing the membrane, denoted by ¥, i.e., 02 = Tj, U Tous U 2. In addition, we denote
by n the unit outward normal vector on 02 and by my the tangent vector on 3. The mathematical model
describing the behavior of saline water in a RO module consists of a coupled set of partial differential equations
where the Brinkman—Forchheimer equations, used to describe the fluid dynamics, are coupled with a transport
equation employed to model the concentration of salt within the channel 2. More precisely, we consider the
following coupled system of equations

=)

YN pdiv(E ® E) + Vp = —Da — Fla|a, div(—) =0 in €,
€ e € R € (2.1)
—/@A¢+]§'V¢=0 n

where 1 is the fluid velocity, p the fluid pressure and ¢ the salt concentration occupying the domain Q. The
given data are the fluid dynamic viscosity v, the fluid density p, the solute diffusivity through the solvent s
and the porosity of the medium . All these parameters are assumed to be positive constants. In turn, D and
F are the Darcy and Forchheimer coefficients, respectively, assumed to be either positive constants or equal to
zero. The case where D > 0 and F > 0 will be used to describe the situation with implicit spacers. Conversely,
when D and F are zero, the system (2.1) reduces to the Navier—Stokes/transport problem, which will be used to
describe the case with explicit spacers. For the sake of simplicity, in what follows, we introduce the changes of
variables u := i/e, D := ¢D and F := 2F.

We complement these equations with suitable boundary conditions on each part of the boundary as described
as follows.

Inlet and outlet boundaries. In the inlet boundary I'y,, we consider a given velocity profile u;, and constant
concentration ¢,. In the outlet of the channel, denoted by I'yyt, we consider a do-nothing boundary condition
and zero diffusion of salt. That is

u=uy,, ¢=¢n on I} and (YWu—-plln=0, kVep-n=0 on Dyy. (2.2)

Remark 1. As noticed in [21, Section 1] (see also [22, Section 2.2]), the open boundary condition (second
equation in (2.2)), is usually considered thinking of truncating a bigger physical domain (e.g., outflow profile
for flow in a bifurcated channel), allowing the fluid to flow naturally.



Imperfect membrane boundary conditions. At membrane surface, velocity and salt concentration are
coupled through the following relations (see [8])

umy=0 un=c—c¢o, (pu—krVed) - n = cdp on X,

where ¢g := AAP, ¢; := AiRT and ¢ := B are positive constants specified later on in Table 3.1. Notice that,
a simple algebraic manipulation allows us to rewrite this condition as follows:

umy =0, un=c-—co, KVop-n+c¢>+c3¢ =0 on X, (2.3)

where c3 = ¢y — ¢p.

We conclude this section by outlining the considerations to be taken into account when using either explicit
or implicit spacers.

Explicit spacers. Explicit spacers are obstacles placed inside the channel with the aim of enhancing the
permeate flux. These obstacles are assumed to have a circular shape with boundary I's (see Figure 2.1).

As previously mentioned, when introducing explicit spacers in the channel, D and F are set to zero, reducing
the set of equations (2.1) to a Navier—Stokes/transport coupled problem. Additionally, on T, the following
boundary conditions must be considered (see [8]):

kVo-n=0 on I's and u=0 on Ik (2.4)

Implicit spacers. In the second scenario, the spacers are treated implicitly. In this case, we consider I'y = ()
and the effect of the spacers is emulated by making the fluid to flow through a porous media. This means we solve

~ ~ 1.75
the Darcy—Forchheimer equation, where D := 2 and F = 7;}&1 are the Darcy and Forchheimer coefficients
K V150e3K

[23, 24], and K and €, are the porous medium permeability and the porosity of the medium, respectively. In
turn, we keep in mind that spacers are treated implicitly. That is, if we want to emulate the effect of N, spacers
of diameter dg, the porosity of the medium can be calculated as [19, eq. (1)]

Aor — Ag Avor — Nop(0.25)d2
c = tot p: tot pﬂ-( )57 (25)

Atot Atot

where Aot and Ag, stand for the total area of the domain and the area occupied for the spacers, respectively.
Next, the permeability is determined using the Kozeny—Carman equation [25, Section 2]

2 3
;¢

K=o~ _
180 (1 — €2’

(2.6)

where @ is the sphericity of the particle forming the porous media.

Remark 2. Numerical simulations considering a model of implicit spacers require less computational effort
compared to the case of explicit spacers, because the latter configuration need a finer mesh near the spacers.
However, the price to pay is that the implicit spacers model cannot detect the local effect of the spacers, since
their influence is being averaged along the channel. In fact, the porous medium emulating the effect of the
spacers, only takes into account the number of spacers but not their distribution in the channel. We will go
back to this point in the numerical simulation section.

2.1.1 Mixed finite element discretization.

We propose a mixed finite element discretization to approximate the solution of the coupled system (2.1)—(2.3).
To that end, and as previously mentioned in Section 1, we introduce further unknowns and rewrite the system
of equations as a first-order set of equations. In fact, we let o := vVu—pl and t := kV¢ and proceed similarly
to [9] to rewrite (2.1) equivalently as follows

1

;ad =Vu, div(e)-— gadu —Du—Fluju=0, t=xV¢ and kdiv(t)=u-t. (2.7)



We observe that employing the incompressibility condition div(u) = 0 in 2, we have eliminated the pressure
from the system (see [13] for more details), which however can be recovered by means of the postprocessing
formula

1
p=—- itr(a).

In turn, using these new variables o and t, we rewrite (2.2) as

u=uy, on [y, on=0 on Ty, ¢=¢;,m on Ty and t-n=0 on oy (2.8)

Finally, due to technical reasons discussed in [3] and [13], we let I'¢, := dQ\I';, and introduce the additional
variable { := —@|re , known as Lagrange multiplier in the context of mixed finite element methods. Then,
rewrite (2.3) as

umys=0, un=c+cé, tn+c—cE=0 on X (2.9)

Now, we let {Tn}r>0 be a family of shape regular partition of the domain € formed by triangles K of
diameter hg, and denote by h := max{hg : K € T} its corresponding meshsize. On each K we define the local
Raviart-Thomas element of order 0 as (see [12] for further details)

RTy(K) := {VZKHRQZV(zhl‘Q) = ( Z ) +c( il >, a,b,ceR},
2

and denote by Po(K) the spaces of polynomials of degree 0 in K. Then, we introduce, respectively, the following
finite element spaces for the variables t, o, ¢ and u:

H, = {S:Q—>R2:S|K€RT0(K) VKEE},

H, := {T = (1) : Q2 — R2%2 . (T,;7l,fi72)t eH;,ie{l,2} and Tn =0 on Fout}, (2.10)

Xp ={: Q> R: ¢Y|gePy(K) VKEeT,},
Qn ={v=_(v,0) :Q->R*: v eX,, ic{l,2}}.

It remains to introduce the finite element space to approximate the Lagrange multiplier £&. To that end, we
proceed similarly to [13] and denote by I'{, ; the partition of I inherited from 7. Let us assume, without loss
of generality, that the number of edges of '] , is even. Then we let I'f 5, be the partition of I'{ arising by
Joining pairs of adjacent edges of I'y . If the number of edges of I'}, , is odd we simply reduce 1t to the even
case by adding one node to the dlscretlzatlon of the interface and locally modify the triangulation to keep the
mesh conformity and regularity. According to the above, we define the following finite element space for the
unknown ¢&:

My, = {ﬁh eC(If,) s mmleePi(e) Vedgeee an,2h}’

where Py (e) is the space of linear polynomials defined on an edge e of I'f, o, In this way, having introduced the
finite element spaces for each unknown, the discrete nonlinear system of equations to approximate the solution
of (2.7)7(2.9), reads: Find o, € Hy, up € Qp, ty € Hy, ¢p € X, and &, € My, such that

1
7J‘ Ug:Th+J uh-diVTh:J (Thn)-uD,gh VThEHh, (211)
vJe Q Sut
f vy - divey, — DJ uy vy — FJ lup|uy - vy — BJ otu, v, =0 Vv, e Qp, (2.12)
Q Q Q vViJa
1
Ef th - sp + f opdivsy, + J (Sh : n)§h =0 Vs,e Hy, (213)
Q Q fn
. 1
f Ypdivty, — *J‘ up - tpp =0 Vo € Xy, (2.14)
Q K Ja
J (tn -m)np — Csf Enn + c1 J Einp =0 Vi, €My, (2.15)
¢ ) b

in



where for each x5, € My, up,y, is defined as:

Uip on Tin,
up, x, = { (c1xn + co)n on ¥ (2.16)
We observe that equations (2.11), (2.12), (2.13) and (2.14) correspond to the discretization of the first, second,
third and fourth equations of (2.7), respectively, whereas (2.15) is the discrete version of the third equation of
(2.9).

Remark 3. When introducing explicit spacers in the channel, the boundary conditions set in (2.4), which are

rewritten as
t-n=0 on Iy and u=0 on T, (2.17)

suggest to slightly modify the third term of (2.13), the first term of (2.15) and the boundary datum up ,, by

0 on T,
J (sp - )&, J (tp-m)n, and up y, = Uin on Tin,
Ul I§Uls (c1xn + co)n on 3,

respectively.

2.1.2 Solving strategy.

The nonlinear numerical scheme (2.11)—(2.15) will be solved by a fixed point iteration. To explain clearly this
strategy, and for the sake of presentation, we will express the set of equations in a block structure. We begin by
noticing that the discrete system can be rewritten more compactly as follows: Find o, € Hy,, up € Qp, t, € Hy,
on € Xp, & € My, such that

as(on, ) + bs(Th, un) =F(&n; 1) Vi eHy,
bs(op, vy) —ds(up;up, vy) —Os(up;opn, vy) =0 Vv € Qn,
ar(th,sn) + bri(sh, on) +br.2(sh, &n) =0 Vs € Hy, (2.18)
b1 (tn, ¢n) —Or(up; th, ¥n) =0 Vb, € Xy,
b 2 (th, 1n) —dr(&n,nn) + Co(&ns énamn) =0 YV, € My,

where ag(-,-), bs(:,-), ar(-,-), br,i(,-), bra(-,-) and dr(-,-) are the bilinear forms defined as

1 . 1
ag(op, ) = - JQ ol 1, bg(th,vh) = J uy, - div(7,), ar(tp, sp) = f‘[ th - sh,

° e (2.19)
b 1(sh, ) := f Yrdiv(sp), bra(sh, ) = J (sh-m)np, dr(&p,mn) = Csf EnMns
Q re, )
and, for each x5 € My, F(xp; ) and Cr(xp;-, ) are given by
F(xn;mh) = J (thn)up, ., Cr(xn;&n,nn) = le Xh §h M- (2.20)
re., )
For each wy, € Qp, Os(wWp;-,-), O (wp;-,-) and dg(wp; -, ) are defined by
i _ P d ) _ 1
Os(wp;on,vp) = o | onwne v, Or(Wp;th, ¥n) = P Wy tnthn,
@ @ (2.21)

ds(Wh; llh,Vh) = Df

uy - Vi +FJ |[whlup, - vi.
Q Q

In what follows, in abuse of notation, we denote by o, up, tn, ¢, and &, the degrees of freedom associated
to the unknowns of (2.18). In turn, ag, ar, bs, bt 1, b2, dr, Os(wy), Or(wy), ds(wy,) and Cr(xy) will



denote the corresponding finite element matrices associated to the bilinear forms in (2.19)-(2.21), and F(xx)
will denote the vector associated to F(xp;-) defined in (2.20). Then from (2.18) we obtain the following system

As(up) 0 W F(gh)
(5 axmren) [ 17| o | 222)
on 0
&n
where
a, b
As(up) := <(bs)t ;%S*(l;hj k—ds?uh)> (2.23)
and
___ar___ _|bri| ] brz_ __
.AT(llh,fh) = (JI);[‘J)? rfOT(uhE 707 777777 0 I B (224)
br ) 0 | —dt+Cr(&)

Now we turn to explain the iterative scheme to solve (2.22). To that end, we let fg and u(,)l be initial guesses.
Then, for each n > 1, first we solve the linear system: Find (o7}, u}'), such that

astar (78) = (M%),

and after computing o} and u}, we solve the linear system: Find (t}, ¢}, &}), such that

1 t, 0
&

The iterative algorithm stops when certain criteria (see Section 3) is satisfied.

2.2 Coupled feed and permeate channels

We consider a model for two coupled channels where water with salt concentration flows through the feed
channel ¢ and passes through a membrane ¥ to the permeate channel €2,,. In order to describe the geometry,
we let Q¢ and ©Q,, be two bounded polygonal domains in R? such that Q¢ N 9Q, = £ # @ and Q¢ N Q, = 0,
and set Q = Qf U ¥ U Q,. In turn, for each x € {f,p} we denote I'y := 0Q\E = Tins U Dyww U Doyt
where I'y, . denotes the top (» = f) and bottom (* = p) boundaries of the channel (see Figure 2.2), and by n.,
we denote the unit normal vector, which is chosen pointing outwards from (2., thus nf = —n, on ¥. We also
consider a unit tangent vector my, on X as in Figure 2.2. On each channel Q,, with x € {f, p}, the fluid and salt
concentration satisfy the equations stated in Section 2.1, and the boundary conditions at the inlet and outlet are

the ones specified in equations (2.2). More precisely, after introducing the further variables o, := v, Vu, — p,I
and t, := K.V, in Q, (x € {f,p}), we consider the first-order set of equations:
L 4 . P 4
;0'* = Vu,, div(o,)— ;a* u, —Du, — Flu,|u, = 0, (2.25)
t, =k Vo, and rkdiv(t,) = u, - t,,
and on I'y, , and Loyt «, we consider the boundary conditions
U, = Ujn,x ON Fin,*7 omn, =0 on Igy,,
(2.26)
Gx = Ginx on Iy, and to-n.=0 on Doy
Both channels are coupled through a membrane ¥ by means of the transmission conditions :
u,-my =0, u-nf=—up-n, U -ng=co—cy(¢r—¢p) on %, (2.27)
teong +ci(d — Pp)dr + capdr = cagp,  tp My +ci(dp — dr)dp + c3pdp = c2gr on I, .
where ¢3¢ = c2 — ¢o and c3, = ¢2 + co. In turn, since the membrane is defined only as Q¢ N 0Q, = X, we
consider the following wall-boundary conditions
u, =0 on Iy,, and t., - n, =0 on Iy.. (2.28)
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Figure 2.2: Sketch of the coupled feed and permeate channels. Explicit spacers (left) and implicit spacers
(right).

2.2.1 Mixed finite element discretization and solving strategy.

Let 7,f and T be the respective triangulations of the domains Q¢ and Q,, formed by shape-regular triangles of
diameter hg and denote by h¢ and hy, their corresponding meshsizes. Assume that they match on ¥ so that
T,:= 7'hf U 7 is a triangulation of Q. Hereafter, h := max{hs, hp}. Since this two channel model is originated
by coupling two single channels, from (2.22) we can deduce that the block structure of the non linear system of
equations is the following:

As(uen) | 0 | U o Xy G'(&n — &)

I B ) N R R o Xp GP(&n — &pon)

S0 [0 ARG =) |0 Y G &n) |
0 0 0 A%(up,h’ Ehp — Ent) Y, GP(&.m)

where for x € {f,p}, A§(u. ) and A% (u. p, xp) are defined exactly as in (2.23) and (2.24), respectively, con-
sidering in this case that the integrals and functions in the bilinear forms that induce these matrices (cf.
(2.19)—(2.21)), take values in Q,. In addition, for each x € {f, p}:

X, = (a*,h,u*,h)t eH; x Q; and Y, := (t*,h,du,h,f*’h)t e Hy x X} x M},

where Hj, Qj, Hj, X and M, are the discrete spaces introduced in (2.10) adapted to Q.. Also, G* and G*
are given by

G'(&pn) = (0, F (&))", GP(&en) i= (0, FP(&n))" and  G*(&n —&pn) = (Fi(&rn — &p.n), 0)"
Here, F% (&5, — &p,n) is the vector associated to the functional that involves the Dirichlet boundary condition,

defined as F2 (& — &p hi Ton) 1= J (Tw,pDa) " Up ¢, ¢ ., Where

Dot
0 on | A
Uph e—g,, = Wl , = Ui « on Lin «, (2.29)
c1(&n — Epn + co)mrp on %,

with * € {f,p}. Moreover, F{(£, ) and FP(& p) are the vectors associated to the functionals that arise from
coupling terms in (2.27), given by

F&ninen) = —C2f Eonnen and  FP(&ninpn) = —C2J &,k Mo,k (2.30)
) D)

respectively. Finally, the resulting fixed point algorithm is similar to that of Section 2.1.2. Indeed, given ﬂzl
and u";l, we look for X} := (a7}, uf)h)t, with * € {f, p}, such that

(4&_(95_1)_ 0 > (X?) _ (Gf(f;fh - s,h>>
0 Aé(u;’j,l) Xb GP(&r, —&n))




Then, after X} := (67 ,,u?,)" is computed, we find for Y} := (t,, 67, & )", with « € {f, p}, such that
<A%<u?,h»fﬁ,¥1—fli’,§>+ ,,,,,, o ___ 1> (Y?) _ (Gf( ;‘,h11>>
0 Ap(ug & =60 \Yp ) \ar (e

3 Numerical simulations

We now turn to the computational results to illustrate a variety of examples related to the RO process in
both single and coupled channel systems, and considering explicit and implicit spacers. The computational
implementation is based on a FreeFem++ code (cf. [15]) and the use of the direct linear solvers UMFPACK
(cf. [10]). The iterative method comes straightforward from the uncoupling strategy presented in Sections 2.1.2
and 2.2.1 and the iterations are terminated once the relative error of the entire coefficient vectors between two
consecutive iterates is sufficiently small, that is

|lcoeff ™! — coeff ;2

Hcoeﬁ'mHle

< tol

)

where | - [;2 stands for the usual Euclidean norm in R%%  with dof denoting the total number of degrees of
freedom defining the finite element subspaces Hj, Qp, Hy, X5, and My, when considering a single channel,
and HY, Q;, Hy, X} and M}, with « € {f,p} for the case of two channels. In this way, the global physical
parameters specified in Section 2.1 are taken in Table 3.1 [8, 28].

Parameter H Meaning H Value H Units

T System temperature 298 K

R Ideal gas constant 8.314 Jmol 1K1
i Number of ions from salt solution 2 -

AP Hydrostatic transmembrane pressure ii; z gg?gggg Pa

p Feed/permeate fluid density 1027.2 kgm™3

K Feed /permeate diffusivity of salt in water || 1.611 x 10~° m2s—1

v Feed/permeate fluid dynamic viscosity 8.9 x 1074 kgm~1s~!
A Membrane water permeability 2.5 x 10712 ms~— ! Pa~1
B Membrane salt permeability 2.5 x 1078 ms 1

Table 3.1: global physical parameters

3.1 A single feed channel.

We consider the computational domain Q = (0,L) x (0,d), where L = 15mm and d = 0.74mm. In turn, the
inlet velocity profile is set as follows

t
Ui, = (GUiH%(l - %)72(00 - Cl¢in)% —(co — 01¢in)) . yel0,d], (3.1)

where ui, s stands for the inlet mean feed fluid velocity.

Simulation 1. A feed channel with no salt concentration. We consider a channel without explicit spac-
ers and the numerical method is tested against classic analytical models of momentum transport in membrane
modules, that is, those of Poiseuille and Berman flow models, by comparison of the pressure drop, denoted
by Ap := p(0,d/2) — p(x,d/2). This validation implies the simulation of a uniform permeation of pure solvent
(¢r = 0), and then the pressure drop is obtained by solving the equations of motion with the following boundary
conditions

u-n = ¢ (for Berman flow) on ¥ and wu-n =0 (for Poiseuille flow) on X.
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Figure 3.1: Comparison of exact vs. approximate pressure drop (left) and axial velocity (right) for a single
channel. Simulation conditions: wy, = 0.2m/s, AP = AP, and clean water, for Poiseuille (impermeable) and
Berman (permeable) flows.

We recall that for the Poiseuille flow the boundary condition on the membrane means that A = 0 (impermeable
walls). In the case of Berman flow model, we have the following exact pressure drop equation

1 24 648 Re 2Renx\ (2%
Aol df2) = (L) (24 O3 Rewy ( 2Reary 2y )
p(ed/2) = (3 ) (7e =~ 35 e Red /\'d (3.2
2pd in . d : .
where Re := ~27M0 s the cross flow Reynolds number, and Re, := M is the Reynolds number at the

% v
channel walls. We note that the reduced pressure drop for the Poiseuille flow is obtained using the fact that
Re, = 0, that is

1 .\ /24N 2z

Ap(x,d/2) := <§pfuin) (E) (g) (3.3)
We simulate the case where u;, = 0.2m/s and AP = AP,. Figure 3.1 (left) shows the analytical pressure drop
predicted by the equation (3.2), compared with the discrete pressure drop, denoted by Apy,(z,d/2). We observe
that our mixed finite element model accurately captures the axial pressure drops for both, the permeable and
impermeable walls. In addtion, in Figure 3.1 (right) we plot the axial velocity along the segment starting at
(0,0) and ending at (L, d). We observe that the numerical approximation agrees with the exact solution given
by (3.1). We would like to remark that even though the analytical solution obtained by Berman [4], does not
consider the boundary condition (2.2) at the outlet, it is commonly used to validate the numerical simulations
[8, 28]. Since the channel is sufficiently long, the effect of the outlet boundary condition in the behaviour of the
solution will be negligible away from the outlet.

Simulation 2. A feed channel with salt concentration with explicit and implicit spacers. We
now employ our numerical method to compare the behaviour of the system considering three different cases:
(S.1) channel without spacers, (S.2) with explicit submerged spacers and (S.3) implicit spacers. For a single
channel with a constant inlet salt concentration of ¢, = 600 :‘T%l, varying the inlet mean feed fluid velocities
Ui, € {0.1m/s,0.2m/s}, and AP € {AP;, APy}, we perform a total of twelve scenarios. Also, for the cases (S.2)
and (S.3), we consider a number of spacers Ng, = 3 of diameter dy = 0.36 mm. In particular, the spacers for (S.2)
centered at (L/4,d/2),(L/2,d/2) and (3L/4,d/2). In addition for (S.3), taking into account that the sphericity
of the particles is ® = 1, we find that the porosity of the medium and the porous medium permeability become
e = 0.97249 and K = 8.74987 x 10~7" m?2, respectively. Consequently, the resulting Darcy and Forchheimer
coefficients are D = 1.01716 x 103 Sk# and F = 1.59112 x 10° %, respectively. Darcy’s coefficient gives a
linear relationship between the pressure drop and the velocity of the fluid, its value depends on physicochemical
parameters such as the permeability and viscosity of the medium. For values of the Darcy number (Da = K /d?)
above 1073 (in our case Da = 1.59), an additional term is needed to account for nonlinear effects between
pressure drop and velocity [20]. These are attributed to the insurgence of inertial effects within the laminar
flow regime. For these nonlinear relationship we use the Forchheimer term, which is proportional to the fluid
density and to the second power of the flow rate [5].

As is usual in this type of simulations, and with the end of avoiding potential errors due to improper meshing,
we employ our mixed method scheme combined to a high resolution mesh near the interface. This approach
has been demonstrated to be crucial for achieving optimal results [16, 28].
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Discussion. Representative velocity profiles (left), concentration fields (middle), and pressure drops (right)
are shown in Figure 3.2. In an empty RO feed channel (case (S.1)), the parabolic velocity profile is preserved
along the entire region. Similar results are observed for the porous cases (S.3), but as expected, the value of
the axial velocity profile is slightly smaller than the one of case (S.1). In fact, for an empty channel there is not
any material affecting the fluid flow allowing higher velocities in comparison with a porous channel where the
fluid passes through spaces between small obstacles. On the other hand, as shown in the center panel of Figure
3.2 (case (S.2)), a submerged spacer produces an increment in the fluid velocity in the region surrounding the
spacer. As a consequence, we observe abrupt changes in the pressure drop for the submerged configuration
(case (S.2) in Figure 3.2) in the whole transversal section near the spacer, which is commonly attributed to
be momentum losses due to the changes in the flow direction. Here, we also observe a pressure drop in the
case (S.3) because the effect of the spacers is been distributed as a porous medium. On the other hand, we
note that the empty channel produces a thicker salt concentration layer compared to the others, this is because
the submerged spacers have a local thinning effect on the salt layer. In turn, the same effect is produced
by the porous channel but in a distributed way. To see this effect more clearly in Figure 3.3 we display the
concentration along the vertical line at z = 7.7mm, y € [0, 0.1] mm, for the three cases. We recall that a circular
spacer of diameter ds = 0.36 mm and centered at the point (7.5 mm,0.37mm) is placed in the channel. Then,
the segment = = 7.7mm is located immediately 0.02mm at the right of the circular obstacle with the goal of
observing the effect of the spacer in the concentration. As expected, the concentration of salt is higher near the
membrane. We also notice that the values of the concentration and thickness of the salt layer decrease when the
inlet velocity increases while maintaining a fixed hydrostatic transmembrane pressure, which in turn leads to a
higher permeate velocity (see Figures 3.4 and 3.5). In turn, the concentration increases when the hydrostatic
transmembrane pressure increases. On the other hand, the concentration in the empty channel (case (S.1)) is
higher compared to cases (S.2) and (S.3). In other words, the presence of explicit or implicit spacers lowers the
salt concentration near the membrane. Moreover, the concentration in case (S.3) is higher that in case (S.2)
due to the local effect of the spacer, as we can observe in the bottom panels of Figures 3.4 and 3.5. Here, for the
case (S.2), we observe three local minima when the distance from the inlet is approximately 3.75mm, 7.5 mm
and 11.25 mm, respectively. This values correspond to the horizontal component the center of each circular
spacers.

Feed velocity uf Feed concentration ¢y Feed pressure py
-21.4 64.0 1279 191.8 274 5 10-3 6. Oe 07 6.1e-7 6. ZE 7 6.3e-7 6.4e- 07109 -0. 006 0.030 0.060 0.090 0. 12(6 10%)
_ e o o

— p—__ [
—>=_HT 1
B

—————

Figure 3.2: Zoom in the region [5,10]mm x [0,0.74] mm. From left to right: axial velocity profiles (left),

concentration fields (middle), and pressure drops (right). From top to bottom, cases (S.1), (S.2) and (S.3).
Simulation conditions: uj, = 0.1m/s, AP = AP;.

Now, looking at the plots in Figures 3.4 and 3.5, we observe that for each case ((S.1), (S.2) or (S.3)), the
hydrostatic transmembrane pressure AP = AP, (top-left panel) and AP = AP, (top-right panel), has no
influence on the pressure drop. Nevertheless, its increment produces a higher permeate velocity flow, as we
can see in the middle panels, yielding an inlet permeation velocity of 2.69 x 1076m/s and 6.50 x 1075 m/s, for
AP; and AP, respectively. If the transmembrane pressure were even higher we could observe a subtle decrease
in the pressure drop, since there would be more permeate flow and less velocity gradients near the bottleneck
formed at the spacers. However, the permeate velocity is 6 orders of magnitude lower than the inlet flow, so it
is not possible to evidence this phenomenon. For the same reason we can say that the transmembrane pressure
does not have a major impact on the hydrodynamics of the channel [8]. In turn, the increment of AP has as a
consequence in a higher salt concentration (bottom panels) on the membrane.

Next, we focus on analyzing comparatively the three proposed configurations. We observe in the empty
channel (S.1) that the salt concentration (bottom panels) at the membrane is monotonically increasing with
respect to the distance from the inlet, which means a higher salt concentration as the fluid passes through the
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Figure 3.3: Salt concentration along the vertical line at = 7.7mm, y € [0,0.1] mm for the three cases (S.1),
(S.2) and (S.3). Simulation conditions: u;, equal to 0.1 m/s (top panels) and 0.2m/s (bottom panels); and AP
equal to AP; (left panels) and AP, (right panels).

membrane. This implies a lower permeate velocity (center panels). In this way, the spacers in the feed channel
play a key roll since they generally enhance mixing, reduce (rejected) solute concentration and increase in
permeate production (total permeate flow per unit length V /W, to be defined below) compared to the absence
of spacers, as demonstrated in previous works [1, 18, 28]. Within the limits of the current study, for the single
channel with two permeable walls, we consider the particular case of submerged spacers (case (S.2)), since it
has been shown to exhibit the highest permeate production compared to cavity and zig-zag spacers [8]. If
we compare the cases (S.1) and (S.2) in Figures 3.4 and 3.5, we observe that not only the values of the salt
concentration in (S.2) are lower than those of (S.1) throughout the regions influenced by the spacers, but also
the former are lower than the latter in the regions between the spacers, under the same operating conditions.
In addition, we know that the concentration has a direct effect on the permeate velocity (see second equation
in (2.3)). This fact, is also confirmed in our simulations (middle and bottom panels of Figures 3.4 and 3.5),
where the behaviour of the permeate velocity and concentration is opposite.

On the other hand, as we mentioned before, case (S.3) consists of emulating the spacer-filled channel as a
porous medium, where its porosity is calculated by distributing in the entire channel the effect of the spacer.
As a consequence, the model will no detect the local effect. Instead, as we can see in Figures 3.4 and 3.5, the
black lines show a global behaviour of the variables. In addition, as we mentioned before, an increment in the
inlet mass flow while maintaining a fixed hydrostatic transmembrane pressure, reduces the concentration at the
membrane, leading to a higher permeate velocity and larger pressure losses (higher energy cost). In fact, the
pressure drop is an unavoidable phenomenon along the entire channel, being the empty channel case (S.1) the
one with the lowest pressure drop, whereas the case (S.2) exhibits a larger pressure drop, due to the presence
of submerged spacers.

Now, to measure the impact of each case on permeate production, we compute the total volumetric flow per
unit width. The channel in Figure 2.1, is actually a cross section of the region [0, L] x [0,d] x [0, W], for a
positive width W. Then, we utilize the following definition of the volumetric flow from the flux:

% - L lup(s) - n|ds, (3.4)

where V is the total volumetric flow of the permeate from the membrane walls and we recall that uy(s) -nis
the approximation of the permeate flux at a distance s from the inlet, obtained by our numerical scheme. In
the simulations W is taken to be equal to L.
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Figure 3.4: Relative pressure drop (top panels), permeate velocity (middle) and concentration level (bottom
panels) at the membrane y = 0 mm without spacers (S.1), with submerged explicit spacers (S.2), and implicit
spacers (S.3). Simulation conditions: u;, = 0.1m/s; and AP equal to AP; (left panels) and AP, (right panels).

We report the values of V /W obtained in different scenarios in Table 3.2. The results show differences up
to 2.5 times comparing the lowest (u;, = 0.1m/s, AP = APy, case (S.1)) and the highest (u;, = 0.2m/s,
AP = AP, case (S.3)) permeate production values. In turn, Table 3.3 shows the increment (—) rate of the
values of the permeate production V /W reported in Table 3.2. For example, the third row and second column
reads as follows: A simulation considering u;, = 0.1m/s and case (S.2) produces an increment of 139.56% when
varying AP from AP; by AP,. It is worth noting that the largest differences in the permeate production are
due to the increment in the hydrostatic transmembrane pressure for all configurations, as we observe in the
second and third row of Table 3.3. However, it is important to bear in mind that this leads to an increment in
the concentration on the membrane. As a Consequence, we would need to increase the inlet velocity to remove
the salt near the membrane, but this leads to a higher pressure drop (energy loss), as we have observed in
Figures 3.4 and 3.5. In other words in order to determine the optimal values of all the parameters, we need

to employ a constrained optimization algorithm and further numerical investigations will be carried out in a
future work.

Finally, we compare how well the porous medium model (case (S.3)) emulate the case of submerged explicit
spacers (S.2). In Table 3.3 (last column, fifth to eight rows), we observe that the case (S.3), in a very rough
sense, differs from (S.2) only between 0.16% and 0.26% of the total permeate flow. This means, as we know,
that considering implicit spacers allow us to predict a global behaviour with lower computational cost compared
to the case of explicit spacers.
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Figure 3.5: Same as Figure 3.4 but considering u;, = 0.2m/s.

AP = AP, AP = AP,
case || uy, (m/s) V/wW (mz/s) Wi, (m/s) V/W (mz/s)
(S.1) 0.1 6.92222 x 10~8 0.1 1.65829 x 10~ 7
: 0.2 7.14278 x 108 0.2 1.71444 x 1077
(5.2) 0.1 7.04797 x 1078 0.1 1.69034 x 10—~
) 0.2 7.26112 x 1078 0.2 1.74439 x 1077
(S.3) 0.1 7.05906 x 108 0.1 1.69470 x 10—~
: 0.2 7.27309 x 108 0.2 1.74816 x 107

Table 3.2: Total permeate flow per unit length V/ W in a single channel for different values of u;, and AP, of
the three cases (S.1), (S.2) and (S.3).

3.2 Coupled feed and permeate channel.

We also consider L = 15mm and d = 0.74mm, and the computational domain Q = Q¢ U Q, U X, where
Q¢ = (0,L) x (d,2d), Q, = (0,L) x (0,d), and £ = (0, L) x {d}. Here, we consider the inlet velocity profiles
of the feed and permeate channels as

Ui f = (6uin,f<1 - %) (% - 2> , (co — c1(ding — ¢in,p))(% - 2>>t, y € [d, 2d],

(3.5)

Wi p 1= (6uin,p% (1 - %),*(CO — c1(Gint — ¢itl,p))%>t; y € [0,d],

respectively, where ui, ¢ and ui, , stand for the inlet mean feed and permeate fluid velocities, respectively.
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) 3. lo%
0.1m/s—(S.1): AP, 2222 Ap, || 0.1m/s—(S.2): AP 225%, AP, || 0.1m/s—(S.3): AP, 2297%, AP,

(S.

0.2m/s—(S.1): AP, 222% Ap, || 0.2m/s—(S.2): AP 2222 AP, || 0.2m/s—(S.3): AP, H2255%, AP,
0.1m/s — AP: (S.1) 25224 (8.2) || 0.1m/s — APy (S.1) 22%(8.3) || 0.1m/s — AP (S.2) 229%, (S.3)
0.2m/s — APp: (S.1) 2%%, (8.2) || 0.2m/s — AP (S.1) 2225, (8.3) | 0.2m/s — AP;: (S.2) 2%, (8.3)
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Table 3.3: Increment rate in the value of V/ W reported in Table 3.2, with respect to the variation of the velocity
(first and second rows), hydrostatic transmembrane pressure (third and fourth rows) and configurations (fifth
to eight rows).

Simulation 3. Coupled feed and permeate channel with salt concentration with explicit and
implicit spacers. We now investigate the behaviour of the system that consists of a feed channel coupled
to the permeate channel where the interface is the membrane. We consider five different cases: (C.1) channels
without spacers, (C.2) with submerged spacers, (C.3) with zig-zag distributed spacers, (C.4) with cavity spacers,
and (C.5) implicit spacers. We set a constant inlet salt concentration of ¢, ¢ = 600 m?f and ¢inp =6 "’Ol , for
the feed and permeate channels, respectively. For this analysis, we focus excluswely on the scenario Where
AP = AP,, motivated by the fact that higher values of the hydrostatic transmembrane pressure produces a
higher permeate production. The inlet mean feed and permeate fluid velocities are set as 0.1 m/s and 0.01m/s,
respectively. Furthermore, we maintain three spacers for each channel of diameter 0.36 mm with centers located
according to Table 3.4.

[ (©2) [ ©3) H ©
Food chamnel || (5., (5.%). (£, | (53, (59). (5%, | G2, (5. (1 %)
permeate chonnel | (5,4). (5.4). (.9 | (14 (R D.CED. | D G, (1)

Table 3.4: Coordinates of the center of the circular spacers located inside the feed and permeate channels.

Discussion. Velocity profiles in both, feed and permeate channels, for all cases are depicted in Figure 3.6.
The axial velocity in cases (C.1) and (C.5) exhibits similar behaviours to those obtained for a single channel
(cases (S.1) and (S.3), respectively). On the other hand, we notice that the obstacles produce increment in the
velocities for the three explicit spacer configurations. This effect is due to the fluid being forced to flow through
a reduced cross-section of the channel. For instance, in an empty feed channel with inlet mean feed velocity
of 0.1 m/s, the maximum velocity achieved is 0.15m/s. In contrast, the maximum velocity using submerged
spacers (case (C.2)), is 0.275m/s, whereas for both zig-zag (case (C.3)) and cavity (case (C.4)) spacers, the
velocity is 0.265m/s. In turn, in an empty permeate channel with inlet mean permeate velocity of 0.01m/s,
the maximum velocity is 0.015m/s, whereas the maximum velocities for the three configurations with explicit
spacers are around 0.0289m/s. In addition, when we compare the effect of the obstacles in the feed channel
with those of the permeate channel, we observe that the high feed velocities (red regions in Figure 3.6) do not
significantly decay along the channel for the zig-zag and cavity spacers. However, in the case (C.2) there is an
increment of the velocity near the membrane and the wall, but this occurs close to the spacers, decreasing the
velocity away from them. Also, as shown in Figure 3.7, the submerged obstacles produce the highest pressure
drop compared to the other configurations. In addition, we observe similar pressure drops when we use the
zig-zag or cavity configurations. Now, an unavoidable effect due to the use of spacer-filled channels, is the
formation of recirculation zones. This is a particular issue for spacers placed on the surface of the membrane,
where it is desirable to have a concentration to be as low as possible [28]. For submerged spacers (C.2), the
recirculation is located in the centre of the channel behind the spacers (Figure 3.6, second panel), and away from
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Figure 3.6: Axial velocities in the region [3,12]mm x [0,1.48] mm. From top to bottom: cases (C.1), (C.2),
(C.3), (C.4) and (C.5). Simulation conditions: uin¢ = 0.1m/s, Uinp = 0.01m/s, AP = AP;.

the membrane. In contrast, the recirculation effect for the other two cases not only covers a larger region, but
also occurs close to the membrane, as it is immediately evident from Figure 3.6 (third and fourth panels). Here,
cavity spacer configuration produces a larger recirculation zones compared to the zig-zag spacers configuration.
This leads to strong concentration in the regions close to the spacers that attached to the membrane, as depicted
in the third and fourth panels of Figure 3.8. In turn, the middle spacer in case (C.3) has a positive effect in
lowering the values of the concentration near the membrane. It is evident that the fluid permeating through
the membrane has a lower concentration than the inlet permeate concentration as we observe in the bottom
channels of Figure 3.8. This difference since the former is 99% less than the latter. In Figure 3.9 we show the
behaviour of the concentration in the feed channel immediately to the left and to the right of the middle spacer
along the vertical lines at © = 7.3mm and x = 7.7mm, y € [0.74, 1.15] mm, for the five cases. We observe that
(C.4) is the case that shows the highest concentration near the membrane. Moreover, an abrupt increment is
observable when we compare the region at the left (left panel) of the spacer with the one of the right (right
panel).

In Figure 3.10, we display the values of the variables of interest at the membrane from the side of the
feed channel. The concentration/permeate velocity in cases (C.3) and (C.4) shows the highest/lowest local
maxima/minima of all proposed configurations in the places where the spacers are attached to the membrane.
This validates the fact that the concentration has a direct effect on the permeate velocity (third equation of the
first row in (2.27)). On the other hand, we observe in the top-left panel, that case (C.2) has the highest pressure
drop, whereas case (C.3) has a similar behaviour in pressure drop to that of case (C.4). This behaviour is also
similar for the pressure at the membrane (left panel) in the permeate channel, as shown in Figure 3.11, where we
plot the pressure and concentration at the membrane from the permeate channel. However, the concentration
on the membrane in the permeate channel (right panel) has a larger reduction for configurations (C.3) and
(C.4). This is caused by the effect of the spacers attached to the membrane.
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Figure 3.7: Pressure drop in the region [3,12]mm x [0,1.48] mm. From top to bottom: cases (C.1), (C.2),
(C.3), (C.4) and (C.5). Simulation conditions: wi, ¢ = 0.1m/s, wi,,p = 0.01m/s, AP = AP;.

We now compute the total permeate flow per unit length V/ W (cf. (3.4)) for the coupled channels config-
urations. In contrast to the single channel configurations, in this case the total permeate flow per unit length
depends on both, the feed and permeate concentrations on the membrane, according to the third equation of
the first row in (2.27). We show in Table 3.5 the permeate production for the all coupled configurations. In the
particular cases when we use explicit spacers, we observe that the largest permeate production is due to the
submerged spacers configuration, while the cavity spacer configuration is the lowest. To see this more clearly,
in Table 3.6, we show the increment (—) rates of the values of the total permeate flow per unit length V/W
reported in Table 3.5, where having submerged spacers produces 1.87% of increment in V /W compared to the
empty channel configuration. In this table, we also want to compare how well implicit spacers emulates the
different cases of explicit spacers. We observe that case (C.5) always has a larger permeate flux than case (C.1).
This implies that the use of implicit spacers tends to emulate those cases where explicit spacers also reduce
the salt concentration compared to case (C.1). From the latter, we note that the porous case emulates more
accurately the case (C.2), since differs by only 0.86%.

| @y | ©2 I ©y | ©4 | (CH
V/W (m?/s) || 8.37876 x 10~% || 8.53812 x 1078 || 8.36789 x 10~ || 8.27399 x 10~® || 8.46516 x 10~3

Table 3.5: Total permeate flow per unit length V/W in coupled channels for uj, ¢ = 0.1m/s, win,p, = 0.01m/s
and AP = AP, of the five cases (C.1), (C.2), (C.3), (C.4) and (C.5).
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Figure 3.8:  Salt concentration in the region [3,12]mm x [0,1.48] mm. From top to bottom: cases (C.1),
(C.2), (C.3), (C.4) and (C.5). Simulation conditions: uin s = 0.1m/s, win,p = 0.01m/s, AP = AP.
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Figure 3.9: Salt concentration along the vertical lines at = 7.3 mm (left panel) and x = 7.7 mm (right panel),

y €[0.74,1.15]) mm for the five cases (C.1), (C.2), (C.3), (C.4) and (C.5). Simulation conditions: u, ¢ = 0.1m/s,
Uin,p = 0.01m/s, AP = AP,.
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Table 3.6: Increment rate in the value of V/ W reported in Table 3.5, with respect to the variation of configu-
rations.
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Figure 3.10: Feed channel. Relative pressure drop (top-left panel), permeate velocity (top-right panel) and

concentration level (bottom panel) at the membrane (y = 0.74mm) for all cases (C.1)-(C.5). Simulation
conditions: ujn s = 0.1m/s, Uinp = 0.01m/s, AP = AP,.
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Figure 3.11: Permeate channel. Relative pressure drop (left panel) and concentration level (right panel) at the
membrane (y = 0.74mm) for all cases (C.1)-(C.5). Simulation conditions: uint = 0.1m/s, wnp = 0.01m/s,
AP = AP;.

4 Conclusions

A new numerical model based on two-dimensional mixed finite element method has been used to study the
fluid flow patterns, concentration of salt, pressure losses and permeate flow in desalination channels in the
context of RO. The simulations are performed in a Reynolds number range for laminar flow less than 170,
typical of sea water membrane module operation. They are based on two different perspectives, the first
using the Navier—Stokes coupled to transport equations for the case of empty channels, and also for different
configurations of explicit spacers. The second perspective circumvents the high computational cost of including
the spacers and instead handles them as a homogeneous porous medium in the entire domain by means of the
Brinkman—Forchheimer equation, also coupled to transport equation. The former perspective, shows similar
results in terms of relevant values such as permeate flux, pressure behaviour and velocity, compared to previous
works. The latter alternative has shown significant potential to provide comparative results to those cases where
explicit spacers also reduce the salt concentration compared to case of empty channels. In our simulations, the
case with explicit submerged spacers is emulated more closely, showing that the deviation is only 0.86%. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that considers the two channel coupled configurations, and our
simulations can be used as a benchmark. Furthermore, our work suggests that under same parameters, different
positions of the spacers in the channel configuration lead to different fluid patterns, which in turn generate a
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local increment or reduction in the concentration of salt. Also, a higher local concentration on the membrane,
leads in a lower permeate velocity. On the other hand, the models studied in this paper, constitutes a stepping
stone to simulate fouling at membranes. Further work is needed for the evaluation of fouling, where transient
state is necessary to account for. This is part of an ongoing research.
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