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Abstract

In this paper, a model for lateral dispersion in open-channel flow is studied in-
volving a diffusion equation which has a nonlinear term describing the effect of
buoyancy. The model is used to investigate the interaction of two buoyant pollu-
tant plumes. An approximate analytic technique involving Hermite polynomials is
applied to the resulting PDEs to reduce them to a system of ODEs for the centroids
and widths of the two plumes. The ODEs are then solved numerically. A rich va-
riety of behaviour occurs depending on the relative positions, widths and strengths
of the initial discharges. It is found that for two plumes of equal strength and
width discharged side-by-side, the plumes move apart and the rate of spreading is
inhibited by their interaction, whereas when one plume is initially much wider than
the other, both plumes tend to drift to the side of the narrower plume. Finally, the
PDEs are solved numerically for two sets of initial conditions and a comparison is
made with the ODE solutions. Agreement is found to be good.

1. Introduction

It is a common feature of pollutant discharges into rivers and estuaries that
the pollutant has a different density to the water into which it is discharged.
When this is the case, the pollutant is nonpassive, since its buoyancy causes
stratification and secondary flow. An important example of this is thermal
discharge, i.e. when the pollutant is warm water. A complete modelling of
the dispersion of such a discharge requires us to examine the flow field in
each of a number of different zones. Smith [4] identifies these zones for
discharge in shallow water as (i) a near field, featuring vertical stratification
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and the influence of outfall geometry, (ii) a middle field of vertically mixed
flow which is spreading laterally, and (iii) a far field where the lateral mixing
is almost complete. Buoyancy-driven secondary flow occurs in both the mid-
and far-field. In certain situations (e.g. in rivers or in mid-tide estuary flow)
the primary flow can be considered as steady and unidirectional.

The effect of buoyancy on midfield flow for this case has been studied
experimentally and analytically by Prych [2]. He found that in the presence
of density differences, a secondary flow is set up which enhances the lateral
mixing process. Unfortunately, agreement between Prych’s analysis and his
experiments is not good. In response to this, Smith [4] carried out an analytic
study in which some of the simplifying assumptions made by Prych are re-
laxed to include phenomena such as stratification and horizontal circulation.
The following equation is derived in Smith’s analysis as a limiting case in
which all longitudinal derivatives are neglected with respect to axes moving
with the bulk velocity:

ac 1o] ac ac
-wlren(m)]5

where ¢ is the depth-averaged concentration of contaminant, y is the lateral
displacement and the coefficients D, and D, are given by

D, =0.15hu, (1.2)
D, =0.161"(ag)’ /i, (1.3)

h being the water depth, u_ the friction velocity, and ag the reduced grav-
ity of the buoyant contaminant. This is the equation derived by Erdogan
and Chatwin [1] in the context of longitudinal mixing in pipe flow. The dis-
persion coefficient has a nonconstant term proportional to the square of the
concentration gradient, which quantifies the enhancement of lateral mixing
due to buoyacy. Comparisons are shown in Smith [3] between predictions
based on (1.1) and some of Prych’s experiments in which secondary flow is
the main mechanism for buoyancy-induced dispersion. These comparisons
show much better agreement than that obtained by Prych.

When there are two discharges of the buoyant pollutant, it is convenient
to regard the resulting plumes separately, even when the two pollutants are
the same (e.g. hot water). Thus we require two equations, one each for the
concentrations of the two pollutants, ¢, and c,. The nonconstant term
in the dispersion coefficient will now be proportional to the sum of the
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concentration gradients. Thus we arrive at a system of two coupled PDEs:

dc, @ dc, 9c,\*] ¢,

a9 Ty 22) |2 1.4
ot ay[D°+D2<6y+6y)]3y (1.42)
0c, 0 dc,  9c,\*dc,

29 s Bty 1 B Dt 4
51 ay[D°+D2<ay * ay) By (1.49)

On adding equations (1.4) and putting ¢ = ¢, + ¢, , the Erdogan-Chatwin
equation is recovered.

In Section 2, scalings are introduced which nondimensionalise (1.4). The
rest of this paper concerns the study of the dimensionless equations

dc, 0 dc, 8¢, \19¢,
W‘%[‘*(ay +5y‘) ]W (1.52)
dc, 9 dc, 8¢\ dc,
w-w[”(ay *W) 3y (1.50)

The limits of weak and strong nonlinearity are discussed for the one-plume
case in Section 3, and the symmetric case for two plumes in Section 4. In
Sections 5 and 6 an approximate analytic technique is présented resulting in
a system of ODEs. These can be solved numerically more cheaply than can
(1.5), and therefore several cases may be studied by varying the initial condi-
tions to show the rich variety of behaviour that can occur. By studying these
results and analysing the significance of.some of the terms in the ODEs, much
insight into the behaviour of the system is gained. This is done in Section 7.
Since the analytic approach is applied to the dimensionless equations, com-
ments concerning the range of validity of the ODE model apply equally to all
situations for which the dimensionless times, distances and concentrations
are the same. This range of validity is discussed in Section 8, where a com-
parison is made for two particular cases between the ODE model predictions
and a full numerical solution of (1.5). Agreement is found to be excellent for
an asymmetric case and fair for a symmetric case suggesting that the model
is valid over a wide range.

2. Non-dimensionalisation

The total amount of pollutant discharged is represented by the quantity
(o o]
M=/ (¢, +¢)dy, (2.1
—oo

and is conserved by (1.4). We may normalise M, Do and D, to unity by
nondimensionalising the equations with the following scalings:

T = (D,M*/D})"? (2.2)

https://doi.org/10.1017/50334270000007165 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0334270000007165

454 P. J. Wicks [4]

L=(D,1)"? (2.3)

C=M/L. (2.4)
We can therefore study without loss of generality the dimensionless equations
(1.5), with initial conditions such that M = 1.

3. Limiting cases for a single species

In the case of just one plume, the equation to be solved is

dc 8 ac\ ac
5i=al+(5) 5 3.

Although this equation has not been solved analytically in general, there are
solutions in the limiting cases where one or other of the terms in the disper-
sion coefficient dominates.

When concentration gradients are vanishingly small (the linear limit), we
arrive at the linear diffusion equation. For this case, it has been shown that
the concentration ¢ eventually assumes a Gaussian profile as it proceeds
downstream, with the lateral dimension increasing as "2 , regardless of the
initial conditions. This can be shown by using the Hermite expansion

M Xa,(h) —n’/2
c= V300 z;) L —He,(n)e " (3.2)
n=
with the deformed co-ordinate
n=ylo), (3.3a)
where
a(t) = [2(t + 1)1 (3.3b)

If we take moments of the diffusion equation, the nth moment being formed
by writing the diffusion equation in terms of the deformed co-ordinate, mul-
tiplying both sides of the diffusion equation by He,(n) and integrating over
n, then a series of evolution equations is generated for the coefficients a, (¢) .
It is found that the leading coefficient is conserved, whereas the other coeffi-
cients decay algebraically.

At the other extreme is the limit of strong nonlinearity, i.e. when the non-
constant term is very large. For the one-plume case in this limit there is a
similarity solution, derived in Smith [5], which takes the form

1.043MT1 ~ n*/P
C =
(52.25M%1)!/°

(3.4)
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with
y
n=———. (3.5)
(52.25M7%1)'/

There are four things to be noted with regard to this solution. First, the
lateral dimension increases as ¢'/® not ¢!/ , 80 that for small times (when the
nonlinear limit is valid) the solution spreads more rapidly than in the linear
limit. Secondly, the solution is of finite extent, unlike the Gaussian solution
of the linear limit. Thirdly, the solution supports singularities in the second
derivative of concentration, both at the centre where ¢ o< 1 — 3/ 2r14/ 3 , and
at the edges where ¢ o< (1 — |n|)3 2 Fourthly, the rate of spreading depends
on the source strength M , so that stronger plumes spread faster than weaker
plumes. Note also that this limit is applicable when concentration gradients
are very high; but in this case diffusion occurs rapidly with the effect of

quickly reducing the gradients. Therefore the limit of strong nonlinearity is
valid only on a short time-scale.

4. The symmetric case for two species

We shall be interested in the behaviour of the plume centroids y,(¢) and
y,(t) and the plume spreads o,(f) and o,(¢), where

2, ye; dy
yi(t) = M (4.1)
o0 2
(1) = Sy —7)7¢;dy (4.2)

M,

and M, is the conserved quantity

/ c;dy, i=1,2.

Equation (1.5a) gives the following evolution equation for y, :

dy, 2 [*® (O 2602 1 [ dc (Oc, 2

7w (&) w5 (E) o e
For the symmetric case in which ¢,(y) = ¢,(—y), the two terms in (4.3) have
opposite sign, but the first term is twice as big as the second. Hence the
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sign of the first term determines the sign of dy,/dt. Typically this will be
negative since dc,/dy is negative in the region of overlap. In this case the
effect of interaction will be for the two plumes to move apart.

5. Hermite expansion for two species

We have seen from the one-plume case that at larger times the concentra-
tion profiles tend to become Gaussian. With this in mind, we now attempt
to apply the Hermite expansion method mentioned in Section 3 to the two-
plume equations (1.5). The deformed co-ordinates to be used are

n=-»®)/o®, (5.1a)

ny= (¥ —y,())/05(), (5.1b)
where y, and y, are the centroids of the respective plumes, and 012 and

022 are the variances; a,(t) and b,(f) are the Hermite coefficients relating to
the first and second plumes respectively. In the (¢, n,) co-ordinate system,
(1.5a) becomes

e, ( n, dal 1 dyl)acl ) [ (ac1 acz)z] ac,
—=|—F=+— —+— 1+ — +—=1 |=—. (5.2
ot 2012 dt o, dt Jon, o anl 2 an, on, an, (5-2)
The nth Hermite component of this equation is then

d n+lda? [

vl clHe (n,)dn, 2_2d_tl/,°°c‘He"(nl)dﬂl

ndy,

_0_17/ c,He,_,(n,)dn,

n(n-1) do?
+ Tclz_ (2 - d_tl) /_ c,He,_,(n,)dn,

1 /°° i} [(acl 6c2) 6cl]
+ = — + —L|He dn,.
a} J-oo 01, L\On 37, ) Om 1)

(5.3)

Substituting the Hermite series representations for ¢, and c,, and using the
orthogonality properties of the Hermite polynomials gives

d n do} _ _ndy n(n—1) da}
(EJ’szW)“"'“ dt“ Iy (2_ a’t)“"—2

(5.4)
I.(1)

1%1
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where
I(t)=0 (5.5)
_[* 0 oc, dc¢,\“dc
I(t)= \/;mE’_[[(anl +6n1) am]He (n)dn, forn=1,2,3,

(5.6)

The following evolution equations for y, and 012 are obtained from (5.4)
by putting n equal to 1 and 2 respectively:

dy, 1
dt M,afl'(t) G7)
dal2 1

Evolution equations for y, and 022 are obtained similarly. Note that for this
problem, a,(¢) and b,(f) remain constant at unity for all ¢, i.e. the total
amoung of pollutant is conserved. The integrals I,(¢) and I,(f) are calcu-
lated in the next section by way of a near-Gaussian approximation, which we
expect to be good at moderate times when the nonlinear effects are not too
great.

6. Calculation of I,(¢) and I,(f)

Using integration by parts on (5.6) gives

3 * (dc,  dc,\*ac,
In(t) = n[m (5;’:4'6—"1) a_anen—l(”l)d”I' (6.1)

In order to calculate I (f) explicitly for n = 1 and 2, we substitute once
again the Hermite expansions for ¢, and c, . This yields three triply-infinite
series involving triple products of the Hermite coefficients. Since our choice
of deformed co-ordinates ensures that a,(¢), a,(f), b,(t) and b,(t) are
all identically zero, we may truncate each series after the leading term if we
assume that the @,(¢) and b,(¢) are small for i > 3; this is the near-Gaussian
approximation. We may then write

= n < (M n/2 —r\
I,,(t)——@gf/_°o (—al—'h ' 02 2"

2

M —nin
—Lme ™ He,_,(n)dn,. (6.2)
1
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Thus
2
1 (M, _pp oM, _p2p\ M _gp
]=_—_/ __le'll/+12e'lz Ty e Mg
M 1 2 3
=~ (0 + 170+ 770) (63)
1
2
1 M; [* 3 _3p
100 =2k [ e i an, = o, (6.4)
g, J—oo
2 2MM o0 2 -2 2,.2 2
I = 02 [ e gy, (6.5)
2 -0
and
2 2
3 Myo; [® 2 _(i+2d)2
I =22 [ ey, (6.6)
0’2 —0o0

Further analysis gives

1/2
(2) 2M | M, 2,, .2 2 ( 2n )
J() = —5—exp[-A" /(o + 20
1 ) o2 pl /( 1 2)] > 0_2

: R
. (202A(a,2—022) _ 2012 02A3 ) (6.7)
(0} +20]) (o] +aI)]
) 172
3 Mio 2 2 2 27
Jl( )(t) = #exp[—A /(0'1 +202)] (_'_2-)
o 1+ 20
. 2”1A(a|2 - 0';) 2‘71‘722A3 6.8
2, 2 T (5o o203 €9
(20{ + ;) (201 +03)

where A=y, —y, and g, =0,/0,. Similarly

- 2 (M, -, M, w2 2M1 -n/2
L(t) = —(—ZW /_oo (a—lnle + ?nze a—le n,dn,
2M
o (27:)13/2(
1

B0+ 10+ 120, 6.9)
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where
2 .00 1/2 3 42
(1)_&/ 4,3z, _ 1 (2n\ "My
J, = 612 - ne dn, = 33 012 , (6.10)
2 MM, [® 3 _iegd)2
Iy = 251202 / e Gt gy (6.11)
0'2 —00
and
6 Mjaf 22 —(ri+2rd)2
L) = 3 / nin,e T, (6.12)
2 —0o0

Further analysis gives
2M | M,

® _ - 1/2
J Tl 2ex A o, +20 ( )
A pl- /(1 2)] P

Uz Og

( 301023 30’10'2A2(0'12 - 2022) 2013 02A4

(6.13)
(] + 203)’ (o} + 207 (o] + 2022)4)

2 2 12
3) M, o] 2,2 2 2n
J,7(t) = —=—~exp[-A"/(o, + 20,)] (——-2)
o, 1 + 204

( 30702 A(4a) +80ldl +d}) N 4012022A

(6.14
(207 + 02)? 0% +a2)? (207 +ad)* ) )
Substitution into the evolution equations (5.7) and (5.8) gives, along with the

analogous results for y, and ag' , a closed system of four ODEs which can
be solved numerically.

7. Discussion and numerical solution of the ODEs

In the evolution equations (5.7) and (5.8), the integrals 7,(t) and I,(¢)
quantify the effect of the nonlinearity. In order to understand the physical
significance of the terms in these integrals, and the type of behaviour that
ensues, some particular cases have been studied. The equations have also
been solved numerically using a NAG routine, and results for the various
cases are shown and discussed.
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All but one of the terms in these integrals is proportional to an exponential
involving the ratio of the separation A to some combination of the spreads
o, and o, . If this ratio is large, these terms become exponentially small. The

term that does not depend on A is Jz(')(t). This term describes the effect
of the nonlinearity on one plume in isolation; in other words, it does not
involve the interaction of the two plumes. When only this term is included,
the equations reduce to the one-plume evolution equation for the spread a,
described in Smith [3)]. In the strong nonlinear limit this gives

dal2 o 1
dt af ’

and therefore the same 7'/® power law as in the similarity solution.

Interesting two-plume behaviour thus occurs when the separation A is
not too big. We consider separately cases of zero initial separation and non-
zero initial separation. When there is no initial separation, the integral I, (¢)
is zero, so the plume centroids do not deviate and A remains zero for all
time. Figure 1 shows numerical results for the case of two plumes of equal
strength, and no separation. The excess variance plotted is found by calcu-
lating the variance 012 of the first plume in the presence of the second, and
then subtracting the variance it would have if the second plume was absent.
As Figure 1 shows, the growth of the excess variance depends on the rela-
tive initial plume widths (where the expression ‘plume width’ refers to the
square root of the variance). When the initial plume widths are compara-
ble, the excess variance grows rapidly at small times, and then levels off to
a constant value at larger times, when the plumes have become sufficiently
wide for linear diffusion to dominate. The behaviour is identical when the
second plume is initially narrower, since the plume widths then equalise on a
time-scale smaller than that on which the first plume is spreading. When the
second plume is much wider, however, the initial growth of excess variance
is reduced, and the final value is correspondingly less. In terms of the ODEs,
the case of equal initial plume widths is identical to a one-plume case, and it
may easily be shown that 7,(¢f) has the same form as in the limit of large A
but with M, replaced by M, + M, .

The excess variance in this case is due to the increased overall source
strength leading to higher concentration gradients. However when g, is
initially much larger than g, , the concentration gradients associated with the
second plume are initially much smaller, and the effect of the second plume
on the spread of the first at small times is slight until the plume widths have
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FiGuRre 1. Excess variance of first plume due to presence of second plume
M, =05, M,=05, A(0)=0, o7(0)=10"*
62(0) =107%(—), 0.02(-++), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).

equalised. This accounts for the reduced initial growth. Figures 2 (page 462)
and 3 (page 463) show similar results for cases of unequal plume strengths.
Results are similar, but it can be seen that the effect of the second plume is
greater when its strength relative to the first is greater (Figure 3).

When there is initial separation, the behaviour may be expected to be
different since the plumes may move away from or towards each other. Some
results for M, = M, and A(f,) = 0.2 are shown in Figures 4a-d (pages 464—
465). Figures 4a and 4b are plots of the plumes centroids and excess variance
respectively against time, for various initial second plume widths; in Figures
4c and 4d the same data is plotted against logarithmic time axes to show
the smalltime behaviour more clearly. The results can be interpreted as a
transition between the following three cases.

When both initial plume widths are much smaller than the initial sepa-
ration, the plume widths equalise before the plumesoverlap significantly, so
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excess variance

FIGURE 2. Excess variance of first plume due to presence of second plume
M, =09, M,=0.1, A(0) =0, a’(0)=10"*
02(0) = 107%(—), 0.02(- - -), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).
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625 4—— o b L by s e Ly s

excess variance

FiGURE 3. Excess variance of first plume due to presence of second plume
M, =01, M, =09, A(0)=0, a2(0)=10"*
022(0) = 10'4(—), 0.02(+++), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).

we have the symmetric case studied in Section 4, and it can easily be shown
that 7,(¢) is always positive so that the two plumes move apart in agreement
with the result obtained in that section. A plausible explanation for this
effect is that, when the plumes are beginning to overlap, the concentration
gradients due to the two plumes in the space between them cancel out lead-
ing to low combined concentration gradients and low diffusion rates there,
whereas diffusion rates on the outward side of each plume are hardly affected
by the other. Since the overall diffusion is reduced, the excess variance goes
negative, until the plumes merge sufficiently for diffusion to be enhanced.
When one of the initial plume widths is increased beyond the value of the
initial separation, the plumes overlap before their widths have had time to
equalise. In this case the centroid of the wider plume moves towards the
narrower plume, and the growth of the excess variance is more in line with
the results of Figure 1. It would seem that the small region of relatively
high concentration gradients on the nearer side of the wider plume increases
the rate of diffusion there, giving an overall flux of concentration towards
the other plume. The narrower plume moves away, however, since the gra-
dient from the wider plume enhances diffusion on the far side of the narrower
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FIGURE 4a. Plume centroids of first piume due to presence of second plume
M, =0.5, M, =05, A(0)=0.2, a2(0)=10"*
02(0) = 107*(—), 0.02(++), 0.1(---) and 1.0((---).
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FIGURE 4b. Excess variance of first piume due to presence of second plume
M, =05, M, =0.5, A0) =02, ¢7(0)=10""
o2 =107* (—), 0.02(-++), 0.1(---) and 1.0 (---).
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FIGURE 4c. Plume centroids against logorithmic time

M, =05, M,=0.5, A(0)=0.2, o2(0)=10""*
o3 =107* (—), 0.02(-++), 0.1 (---)and L0 (---).
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FIGURE 4d. Excess variance against logarithmic time

M, =0.5, M, =05, A(0)=0.2, ¢}(0)=10""*
a2(0) = 10™* (—), 0.02(-++), 0.1 (---)and 1.0 (---).
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plume. Finally, when one of the initial plume widths is of order 1 or greater
(in nondimensional units), the concentration gradients associated with it be-
come too small for significant nonlinear interaction to occur.

Figures 5a-d and 6a-d (pages 468-470) show results for unequal plume
strengths. In Figures 5a-d, the first plume is stronger, so the excess variance
takes much smaller values, and the centroid of the first plume deviates little.
Much of the behaviour is similar to that shown in Figures 4a-d, but there
are some significant differences. In the case of equal initial plume widths,
the centroid of the second (weaker) plume deviates less than either plume in
the equal strength case, because the concentration gradients in between the
plumes do not cancel out to the same extent. Indeed, Figure 5c reveals that
at very small times the weaker plume moves towards the stronger one; this
is presumably a result of interaction with the tail of the stronger plume. In
Figures 6a-d, the second plume is stronger, so the excess variance takes larger
values and it is the first plume that deviates significantly; the case in which
the stronger plume has an initial variance of 0.1 exhibits greater centroid
deviation than in other figures.

0.3 I B SrETEE R SR T B
2.2 1 -
Y2 b
e.1 —ﬁi _______________________ =
) AT T
0.0 1 =
@l s oo oo oo s o o o oo oo e oo —
Y
0.2 -

FIGURE 5a. Plume centroids of first plume due to presence of second plume
M, =09, M,=0.1, A0)=0.2, of(0)=10""*
022(0) = 10_4(—), 0.02( ++), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).
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FIGURE 5b. Excess variance of first piume due to presence of second plume
M, =09, My=01, A0)=0.2, ¢2(0)=10"*
022(0) = 10_4(—), 0.02(- - +), 0.1(---) and 1.0(- - -).
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FIGURE 5c. Plume centroids against logarithmic time

M, =09, M,=0.1, A0)=0.2, ¢7(0)=10""
03(0) = 10~%(—), 0.02(++), 0.1(---) and LO(---).
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FIGURE 5d. Excess variance against logarithmic time
M, =09, M,=0.1, A0)=0.2, 012(0) =10"*
02(0) = 107%(—), 0.02(- ++), 0.1(---) and 1.0 - -).
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FIGURE 6a. Plume centroids of first piume due to presence of second plume
M, =01, M,=09, A(0)=0.2, o}(0)=10"*
022(0) = 10_4(—), 0.02(+ + ), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).
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FIGURE 6b. Excess variance of first plume due to presence of second plume
M, =01, My=09, A0)=0.2, ¢2(0)=10"*
03(0) = 10*(—), 0.02(-++), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).
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FIGURE 6¢. Plume centroids against logarithmic time
M, =0.1, M,=09, A(0)=0.2, ¢2(0) = 107"
02(0) = 107%(—), 0.02(--+), 0.1(---) and 1.0(---).
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FIGURE 6d. Excess variance against logarithmic time
M, =0.1, M,=09, A(0)=0.2, 67(0)=10"*
02(0) = 10"%(—), 0.02(-++), 0.1(---) and 1.0(- - -).

8. Numerical solution of the PDEs: Comparison of results

The approximation made in Section 6 is based on the assumption that the
nonlinearity of (1.5) causes the concentration profiles to deviate only slightly
from Gaussian. One would expect this to be a good approximation when
the nonlinear term is not strong compared to the linear term, i.e. when the
nondimensional concentration gradients are not particularly high. However
even when the nonlinear term is dominant, Smith [5] has shown that the
rate of spreading of the similarity solution for the one-plume case of Sec-
tion 3 and that predicted by the ODE model differs by only 3 or 4 percent.

In the two-plume case, skewness may arise if diffusion is inhibited lo-
cally by the concentration gradients having opposite sign. Equations (1.5)
are solved numerically by using distorted co-ordinates based on the simi-
larity solution of Section 3. The Crank-Nicholson method yields nonlinear
difference equations which are solved iteratively at each time-step using the
Newton-Raphson method.
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Figures 7 and 8 (page 472) show snapshots of the concentration profiles
of the PDE solutions at times when the nonlinear term is still significant but
not overwhelming. Figure 7 shows an asymmetric case in which the centroids
move to one side; Figure 8 shows a symmetric case in which the centroids
move apart. The results are compared with Gaussian solutions based on the
centroids and widths predicted by the ODE model. Figure 7 shows excellent
agreement even at quite a small time. The inward side of the wider plume
is wavy, due to the sharp variations in the diffusion coefficient over that re-
gion, but the Gaussian profile nevertheless fits remarkably well. Agreement
is also good in the symmetric case of Figure 8 for a larger time, although
there is considerable skewness arising from low values of the diffusion coeffi-
cient in between the centroids. At smaller times when the nonlinear term is
still dominant, agreement is less good. These results suggest that for asym-
metric cases where the concentration gradients of the two plumes do not
cancel, the analytic approach has a very wide range of validity and the qual-
itative phenomena discussed in Section 7 are accurately preserved. For the
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FIGURE 7. Comparison of a numerical solution of the p.d.e’s (—) with results obtained
from the o.d.e. model (- - -) at time ¢ = 10°* with M, =05, M, =05, A(0)=02,
6}(0)=10"* and ¢?(0)=10"*.
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FiGURE 8. Comparison of a numerical solution of the p.d.e’s (—) with results obtained from
the o.d.e. model (- - -) at time ¢ = 3.16 = 10™% with M =05, M, =05, A(0) =0.2,
02(0) = 10™* and ¢Z(0) = 0.1. .

symmetric case, the model is valid in downstream areas where the dimen-
sionless concentration gradients are at most of order unity.

9, Conc:lusions

An analytic method has been used to reduce a PDE model for buoyancy-
affected dispersion to a system of ODEs, via an approximation involving
the assumption that the concentration profiles remain Gaussian. Although
this assumption ignores some of the possible behaviour, e.g. skewness of
the profiles, the agreement demonstrated above is sufficient for considerable
insight to be gained. The ODE model reveals that nonlinear interactions
between the plumes give rise to a rich variety of behaviour which depends
critically on the initial conditions.
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