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Abstract 

Accurate determination of heat transfer coefficients for flowing packed particle beds is essential to 

the design of particle heat exchangers, and other thermal and thermochemical processes. While such dense 

granular flows mostly fall into the well-known plug-flow regime, the discrete nature of granular materials 

alters the thermal transport processes in both the near-wall and bulk regions of flowing particle beds from 

their stationary counterparts. As a result, heat transfer correlations based on the stationary particle bed 

thermal conductivity could be inadequate for flowing particles in a heat exchanger. Most earlier works have 

achieved a reasonable agreement with experiments by treating granular heat transfer media as a plug-flow 

continuum with a near-wall thermal resistance in series. However, the thermophysical properties of the 

continuum were often obtained from measurements on stationary beds owing to the difficulty of flowing bed 

measurements. In this work, it was found that the properties of a stationary bed are highly sensitive to the 

method of particle packing and there is a decrease in the particle bed thermal conductivity and increase in the 

near-wall thermal resistance, measured as an effective air gap thickness, on the onset of particle flow. These 

variations in the thermophysical properties of stationary and flowing particle beds can lead to errors in heat 

transfer coefficient calculations. Therefore, the heat transfer coefficients for granular flows were calculated 

using experimentally determined flowing particle bed thermal conductivity and near-wall air gap for ceramic 

particles - CARBO CP 40/100 (mean diameter=275 µm), HSP 40/70 (404 µm) and HSP 16/30 (956 µm); at 

velocities of 5-15 mm·s-1; and temperatures of 300-650 ºC. The thermal conductivity and air gap values for CP 

40/100 and HSP 40/70 were further used to calculate heat transfer coefficients across different particle bed 

temperatures and velocities for different parallel-plate heat exchanger dimensions. These calculations, which 

show good agreement with experiments in literature, can be used as a guide for heat exchanger designs. 

Introduction 

The heating and cooling of granular materials is a routine step in multiple industrial processes and 

their thermophysical properties have been extensively studied. For example, it is well understood that the 

thermal conductivity of bulk granular materials, i.e., packed particle beds, is dominated by gas conduction 

through the interstitial voids around particle contacts [1,2]. A good understanding of granular heat transfer is 

essential for high temperature applications, such as additive manufacturing, pebble-bed nuclear reactors, 

thermal energy storage, and thermochemical reactions. In some of these processes, heat transfer to the 

granular material happens indirectly through a heat exchanger (HEX). The recent use of solar-absorbing 

ceramic particles as the heat transfer fluid in concentrated solar powerplants (CSP) is one such case [3]. As 

mailto:rkchen@ucsd.edu


2 
 

seen from the maturity and wide availability of granular material handling equipment being one of the 

advantages of particle based CSP, the “fluid mechanics” of granular fluids is well understood. However, heat 

transfer to high temperature flowing granular media is still an area of active research. 

Particle bed heat exchangers which involve the gravity-driven flow of a dense particle bed are 

analogous to the simple hydrodynamic problem of a quasi-static dense granular flow between two vertical 

parallel plates [4]. In such flows the particle inertia is negligible, and particles interact through long-lasting 

frictional contacts. Depending on the wall roughness, there is a shear layer of ~10 particles which quickly 

transitions to a plug flow in the bulk [5]. In contrast, the particle bed in fluidized bed heat exchangers is more 

dilute and dominated by binary collisions. Thus, the heat transfer coefficients (HTCs) in packed particle beds 

are generally much lower than that of fluidized beds and margins for errors in HEX sizing are low [6]. It is 
well understood that in such confined particle beds, the wall disrupts particle packing and leads to a low 

packing density near the wall. As reported in the work of Yagi and Kunii [7], this low density region creates a 

thermal resistance to heat transfer from the wall to the particle bed. A later work by Sullivan and Sabersky [8] 

also observed this thermal resistance in flowing packed-particle beds. While granular media can be treated as 

fluids with a continuum approximation, the presence of this near-wall thermal resistance, which is absent in 

regular fluids, could significantly decrease heat transfer.  

Some of the earliest experiments on heat transfer to granular flows were conducted by Brinn et al [9] 

on sand flowing down a constant wall-temperature tube. Based on their observation of a plug flow, they 

calculated the thermal conductivity of the flowing beds using a single-medium continuum approximation. In 

beds with similar packing density, they found that the flowing packed bed had a 10% lower thermal 

conductivity than the stationary packed bed. However, they had a reasonably good fit of their data using the 

continuum approximation despite not accounting for a near-wall resistance. In the study by Sullivan and 

Sabersky [8] they found that the particle size (a measure of the discreteness) had a considerable impact on the 

measured Nusselt number at velocities larger than 5 mm⋅s-1. However, this discrete nature could be 

approximated by a continuum medium plus a particle-size-dependent near-wall thermal resistance. They 

modelled this resistance as an effective air film layer with a thickness of 0.085 ⋅ 𝑑p between the wall and first 

layer of particles, where 𝑑p is the particle diameter. While they acknowledged that the thickness would 

depend on the roughness of the wall, they neglected the lower near-wall density and assumed a uniform bed 

density. Since heat transfer across this air layer and the moving particle bed are in series, at low velocities, the 

continuum resistance dominates over this near-wall resistance. They speculated that the low velocities in the 

work of Brinn et al. [9] could be the reason the near-wall thermal resistance was not important. The presence 

of an effective gas gap layer with a thickness of 0.1 ⋅ 𝑑p was also independently found by Denloye and 

Botterill [10]. They also noted that for beds with a similar mean particle diameter, the bed with the larger 

polydispersity had better heat transfer as it could pack more closely in the near-wall region. Natarajan and 

Hunt [11] extended the work on wall roughness, noting that in dense granular flows this air gap layer is a 

function of near-wall density and is larger for rougher walls. They fitted their data with Sullivan and 

Sabersky’s [8] model with good agreement, finding a 0.09 ⋅ 𝑑p and 0.114 ⋅ 𝑑p thick air gap layer for smooth 

and rough walls (roughness on the order of 𝑑p), respectively. However, at high velocities >100mm⋅s-1, they 

observed a decrease in heat transfer which they attributed to a further decrease in the near-wall density. 

Schlünder [12] used a first principles approach to quantify this near-wall region with a HTC for heat transfer 

from the wall to the particle bed surface . In a comparison with Sullivan and Sabersky’s moving bed 

experiment results, he found his calculated near-wall resistance for a stationary bed to be 2-4 times lower. He 

correctly attributed this to particle bed expansion, which while not unique to Sullivan and Sabersky’s test 

design, is a characteristic of dense granular flows known as dilatancy [13,14]. This leads to a reduction in the 

particle bed thermal conductivity and increase in the near-wall thermal resistance on the onset of particle 

flow.  
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Recently, there has been increased interest in the HTCs of vertical gravity-driven dense granular 

flows [15–18] and researchers have used various models [19–22] to understand their results. However, the 

thermal conductivity and packing density of a stationary packed bed are used and approximations of the near-

wall region are not rigorous. Apart from the differences caused by flow, the stationary particle packing and 

subsequently their properties, are themselves highly sensitive to filling conditions [23,24]. This could lead to 

situations where the measured HTCs of particle HEXs were 30-75% lower than simulations with stationary 

bed properties [25]. Schlünder’s work [12] precisely calculates heat transfer in the wall adjacent region but it 

requires knowledge of the wall contact area, which is difficult to measure for flowing or irregular polydisperse 

beds. Further, the physical presence of the wall permeates into the bed to the order of a few particle 

diameters [23,26] and also affects the bulk particle bed. While Natarajan and Hunt’s [20] considered this in 

their kinetic theory analysis, they had to approximate the near-wall region due to a breakdown of the 

continuum approximation at the wall .  

It is indeed very challenging to model granular flows, as the discrete nature of particles with point 

wall-contacts and the continuum assumptions involved in the plug-flow models are opposites. This difference 

is even more important as the channel size approaches a few particle diameters, and the bed becomes more 

discrete. Further, a lot of factors important to accurate modelling such as the bed density near the wall or 

particle contact networks in the bulk are difficult to measure in flowing beds. In an earlier work [13], the 

authors used Modulated Photothermal Radiometry (MPR), a frequency domain non-contact technique to 

extract bulk particle bed thermal conductivity (𝑘eff) and near-wall thermal resistance, modelled as an effective 

air gap layer (𝐷air) from measurements on flowing particle beds. The non-contact nature of the technique 

allowed flowing bed measurement as-is, without the introduction of flow disturbance from heaters and 

thermocouples. Measuring both 𝑘eff and 𝐷air in-situ, allows the calculation of HTCs with minimal 

assumptions or hard-to-obtain parameters. 

In this work, it is shown that the “stationary bed” is not unique. There are significant variations in 

𝑘eff and 𝐷air in different stationary beds, depending on the method of particle packing. It was also found that 

there is an increase in the 𝐷air and decrease in 𝑘eff on the onset of flow [13]. Both findings suggest the need 

to use the properties of flowing particle beds, rather than stationary ones, for calculating the HTCs of moving 

particle bed heat exchangers. Using the measured 𝑘eff and 𝐷air of flowing ceramic particles with mean 

diameters of 275 µm (CP 40/100), 404 µm (HSP 40/70) and 956 µm (HSP 16/30), HTCs were calculated in 

the temperature range of 300-650 ºC and with different bed velocities. The average HTCs calculated ranged 

from 225-350 W⋅m-2K-1 for a parallel plate geometry with 5 mm spacing and 500 mm length. The measured  

𝑘eff and 𝐷air of CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70 were fitted as a function of temperature and then used to predict 

the HTCs of their flowing beds for a range of velocities, temperatures, and parallel-plate channel depths. The 

calculated HTCs for different HEX parameters reported in literature agreed well with their corresponding 

experimental measurements. Compared to previous work on HTC modelling or simulations, these 

calculations are based on measured and fitted properties of flowing particles. The authors expect that the 

calculated HTCs and the methodology of obtaining them as described in this work could be a useful tool for 

researchers and engineers working in the area of granular flow HEXs and other heat transfer equipment. 
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Figure 1. Schematic of a typical counterflowing parallel-plate packed particle bed heat exchanger. Close-up of 

the particle channel, heat exchange wall, and sCO2 channel. The hatched region near the wall indicates the air 

gap layer.  

Experimental methods 

Particle Media 

The granular media used in this work are polydisperse aluminosilicate ceramic particles manufactured 

by CARBO Ceramics, namely CARBOBEAD CP 40/100, CARBOBEAD HSP 40/70 and CARBOBEAD 

HSP 16/30 with mean diameters (𝑑p) of 275, 404, and 956 µm, respectively [27]. The presence of ferrite and 

other metal oxide additives provides an absorptivity of >0.9 suitable for CSP applications. Their mechanical 

and thermophysical properties in the stationary state have been well characterized in literature [2,28,29]. 

Thermal Conductivity Measurements of Packed Particles  

The thermal conductivity of packed particles was measured in the stationary state using time-domain 

Transient Hot Wire (THW) [2], and both the stationary and flowing states with frequency-domain Modulated 

Photothermal Radiometry (MPR) [13]. The details of the measurement conditions and interpretation of the 

different packed particle bed thermal conductivities obtained are provided in this section. 

Flowing Particle Beds 
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Figure 2. Schematic of flowing particle bed MPR experiments in a channel with 5 mm depth. 

Fig. 2 shows a schematic of the flowing particle bed MPR experiments intended to replicate the 

conditions of a parallel-plate HEX with a 5 mm channel depth. A particle reservoir was used to heat and store 

particles at the desired experiment temperature. These particles flowed down a 300 mm × 30 mm × 5 mm 

channel under gravity and the flow velocity was controlled by a slide gate at the bottom outlet. The front wall 

of the particle channel (shown on the right side of the channel) was a 100 µm thick alloy shim sheet coated 

with a black light-absorbing paint. The frequency domain technique provides spatial resolution and allows the 

extraction of both the bulk thermal conductivity (𝑘eff) and near-wall air gap (𝐷air) information. More details 

about the MPR methodology and instrumentation are provided in Supplementary Information S1 and the 

reader is also referred to [13,30,31]. 

𝑘eff and 𝐷air were measured for flowing particle beds of CP 40/100 (𝑑p= 275 µm) and HSP 40/70 

(𝑑p= 404 µm) with velocities of 5, 10 and 15 mm⋅s-1, typical of packed bed HEXs. The measurements were 

conducted at three nominal temperatures of 300, 500 and 650 ºC. Due to some overlap in the particle size 

distribution of CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70, a third particle type, HSP 16/30 (𝑑p=956 µm) was also measured 

with a velocity of 12-15 mm⋅s-1 in a similar temperature range. The flow of the large HSP 16/30 particles was 

not stable for velocities below 12 mm⋅s-1, thus the data on velocities of 5 and 10 mm⋅s-1 are not available. The 

measurements on HSP 16/30 also give insights into the behavior of flows with significantly larger particle 

size and a smaller channel depth to particle size ratio.  

Stationary Particle Beds 

An important factor determining the packing structure and consequently the bed properties, is how the bed 

was made stationary or packed. Shown in the schematic in Fig. 3, are the four different stationary particle bed 

configurations measured. While the THW experiment measured 𝑘eff of dense particle beds, the MPR 

experiments measured both 𝐷air and 𝑘eff for different particle packings. 
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Figure 3. Schematic of different stationary particle bed thermal conductivity measurements. (a) Bulk 

transient hot wire. MPR measurements measuring both near-wall air gap layer and bulk particle bed regions - 

(b) Dense particle bed packed manually in a holder, (c) Frozen state and (d) Tapped state. 

For the THW experiments (Fig. 3a), a particle bed was packed into a 10 mm deep mica container and made 

dense through vibration. A 25 µm-diameter platinum wire buried in the middle acts as both the heat source 

and thermometer. Since the wire is a line source conformal to the particle contours, this does not disturb 

packing or create any low-density regions. Similarly, the particles were also packed under vibration into an 

Inconel holder and held under compression for MPR experiments (Fig. 3b). The particle bed densities were 

roughly 2000 kg⋅m-3, 2200 kg⋅m-3 and 2350 kg⋅m-3 for CP 40/100, HSP 40/70 and HSP 16/30, respectively, in 

both packed particle states (Figs. 3a & 3b). This corresponds to a packing density of 57%, 63% and 67%, 

respectively. The presence of the wall in the MPR experiments (Fig. 3b), similar to the flowing particle MPR 

setup, creates a disturbance in the particle packing and a near-wall 𝐷air.  

After establishing a baseline 𝑘eff and 𝐷air on packed particles using THW and MPR, stationary bed MPR 

measurements were also conducted in the same channel used for flowing measurements (Figs. 3c & 3d). First, 

the slide gate at the outlet was completely opened, allowing new particles from the reservoir to enter the 

channel. Once the flow was stabilized, the gate was then suddenly closed, bringing the particles to a stop and 

letting them stack/pack from the bottom. This is called the ‘frozen’ state as this packing retains some 

characteristics of the flowing state [32] (Fig. 3c). Once this frozen state was measured, the channel was gently 

tapped with a hammer to densify the packing in the channel and this is referred to as the ‘tapped’ state (Fig. 

3d) [33]. Granular systems share physical behavior with glasses and the kinetic energy of the individual 

particles, referred to as the granular temperature, is analogous to thermodynamic temperature. Thus, the 

making of the ‘frozen’ state is equivalent to the rapid quenching of a high temperature liquid into a glass. The 

perturbations induced by tapping are equivalent to thermal relaxation via annealing [34]. The density of the 

packed beds filled in the channel, was 1900 kg⋅m-3, 2090 kg⋅m-3 and 2300 kg⋅m-3 for CP 40/100, HSP 40/70 

and HSP 16/30, respectively. They correspond to packing densities of 54%, 60% and 66%, respectively. 

There was no significant difference in the densities between the tapped and frozen states for the same particle 

beds.  

Heat Transfer Coefficient (HTC) calculation 

The flowing particle bed is modelled as a plug-flow with a near-wall air gap layer, similar to the method of 

Sullivan and Sabersky [8], but also extend it to the fully developed region of flows confined between parallel 
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plates. A schematic for the heat transfer model is shown in Fig. 4. The thermal resistance from the air gap is 

in series with the continuum thermal resistance of the moving bed and together, they give rise to the overall 

particle-to-wall HTC. In the model, the depth of the channel is 2𝑏 and the width is assumed to be infinite, 

justified by the much larger width compared to the depth and particle diameter [5] in HEXs. The boundary 

conditions in a real HEX are neither that of a constant wall temperature nor constant wall-flux but the 

constant wall flux condition can be used as the upper limit. Further, obtaining an analytical Nusselt number 

correlation for the constant wall-temperature condition is complicated as the interface between the air gap 

and plug flow of the particle bed cannot be defined with a simple boundary condition. Thus, in this work the 

constant wall heat flux condition was solved based on plug-flow analytical correlations in [35,36].  

 

Figure 4. Schematic of the heat transfer model illustrating the bulk particle bed, near-wall region, 

and wall with constant heat flux. 

For a parallel plate channel with a separation of 2𝑏, the hydraulic diameter is 𝐷h = 4𝑏. The near-wall 

resistance 𝑅nw =
𝐷air

𝑘air
 is the thermal resistance of the effective air gap layer, where 𝑘air is the thermal 

conductivity of air at that temperature. Similarly, the resistance of the bulk particle bed is 𝑅p =
𝑏∗

𝑘eff
≃

𝑏

𝑘eff
. 

The particle bed has thermal diffusivity 𝛼 and it flows along the direction 𝑧 with a mean velocity 𝑈. The 

flowing particle bed is heated by a wall with constant flux 𝑞w. The normalized difference between the 

temperature of the air gap/bulk particle bed interface and the mean bulk bed temperature, is then given by 

[35], 

𝑇(𝑏∗, 𝑧) − 𝑇m(𝑧)

𝑞w4𝑏
𝑘eff

=
1

12
−

1

2
∑

1

𝑛2𝜋2
exp (−

𝑛2𝜋2𝑧𝛼

𝑏2𝑈
)

∞

𝑛=1

(1) 

The temperature drop across the air gap is given as, 

𝑇(𝑏, 𝑧) − 𝑇(𝑏∗, 𝑧) = 𝑞w𝑅nw (2) 

Combining (1) and (2)  
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𝑇(𝑏, 𝑧) − 𝑇m(𝑧)

𝑞w4𝑏
𝑘eff

=
1

12
−

1

2
∑

1

𝑛2𝜋2
exp (−

𝑛2𝜋2𝑧𝛼

𝑏2𝑈
)

∞

𝑛=1

+
𝑅nw𝑘eff 

4𝑏
 (3) 

The local Nusselt number and subsequently the local HTC can be obtained as, 

𝑁𝑢𝐷h
(𝑧) = [

1

12
−

1

2
∑

1

𝑛2𝜋2
exp (−

16𝑛2𝜋2

𝐺𝑧
)

∞

𝑛=1

+
𝑅nw𝑘eff 

4𝑏
]

−1

(4) 

ℎ(𝑧) =
𝑁𝑢𝐷h

𝑘eff

𝐷h
 (5) 

where 𝐺𝑧 is the dimensionless Graetz number given as 

𝐺𝑧 =
𝐷h

𝑧
𝑃𝑒𝐷h

 (6) 

and 𝑃𝑒𝐷h
is the dimensionless Peclet number given as  

𝑃𝑒𝐷h
=

𝑈𝐷h

𝛼
(7) 

Averaging Eqn. 3 over a heated length 𝐿,  

𝑇(𝑏, 𝑧) − 𝑇m (𝑧)̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅

𝑞w4𝑏
𝑘eff

=
1

𝐿
[

𝐿

12
+

1

2
∑

1

𝑛4𝜋4

𝑏2𝑈

𝛼
 (exp (−

𝑛2𝜋2𝐿𝛼

𝑏2𝑈
) − 1) 

∞

𝑛=1

+
𝑅nw𝑘eff 𝐿

4𝑏
] (8) 

And the average Nusselt number for a constant wall-flux plug-flow with a near-wall thermal resistance is 

given as, 

𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ = [

1

12
+ ∑

1

32𝑛4𝜋4

𝐷h

𝐿
𝑃𝑒𝐷h

(exp (−
16𝑛2𝜋2𝐿

𝐷h𝑃𝑒𝐷h

 ) − 1) 

∞

𝑛=1

+
𝑅nw

4𝑅p
]

−1

 (9) 

From the Nusselt number, the average HTC can then be calculated as, 

ℎ̅ =
𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅𝑘eff

𝐷h
 (10) 

This method of using the measured 𝑘eff and 𝐷air of a flowing particle bed and applying the corresponding 

Nusselt number correlations to calculate HTCs is applicable to different flow configurations. Here, the 

discussion is limited to the simple case of flow in a parallel-plate channel and more details on other 

configurations can be found in [37]. 

Results and Discussion 

Stationary Particle Beds 

  The thermal conductivity of different stationary particle beds was measured with both THW and 

MPR, as described earlier and shown in Fig. 3. In the configuration of the THW experiments, the thin 

platinum wire was placed in the center of the bulk region of the bed with particles pressed around it and thus, 

measuring the 𝑘eff of a fully packed bed. This was considered a dense bed with random packing and with 
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absence of 𝐷air around the thin wire. In particle HEXs, where the heat transfer happens from a large surface 

to the particle bed, the presence of a tube or wall creates an adjacent air gap. The configurations of the MPR 

experiments better capture this behavior as the particle bed was confined behind a wall. Further, the heat 

diffuses from the wall, through the near-wall region and then into the bulk particle bed, closely resembling 

heat transfer in HEXs. The 𝑘eff from THW measurements, and the extracted 𝐷air and 𝑘eff from different 

MPR measurements for stationary particle beds are summarized in Table 1, 2 and 3, for CP 40/100, HSP 

40/70 and HSP 16/30, respectively. Data at 650 ºC is not available for the frozen and tapped configurations 

in the Inconel channel as it did not have sufficient heating power to reach the temperature. 

Table 1: 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for stationary CP 40/100 particle beds. 

CP 40/100 
dp =275 

μm 
 

300 ºC 500 ºC 650 ºC 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

Frozen 0.21 18 0.35 16 – – 

Tapped 0.31 20 0.43 19 – – 

Packed 
(MPR) 

0.29 14 0.34 14 0.37 16 

Packed 
(THW) 

0.39 N/A 0.43 N/A 0.47 N/A 

 

Table 2: 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for stationary HSP 40/70 particle beds. 

HSP 
40/70 

dp =404 
μm  

300 ºC 500 ºC 650 ºC 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

Frozen 0.26 30 0.27 27 – – 

Tapped 0.33 26 0.35 24 – – 

Packed 
(MPR) 

0.30 19 0.36 21 0.39 22 

Packed 
(THW) 

0.38 N/A 0.46 N/A 0.50 N/A 

 

Table 3: 𝑘eff and 𝐷𝑎𝑖𝑟 for stationary HSP 16/30 particle beds. 

HSP 
16/30 

dp =956 
μm  

350 ºC 500 ºC 650 ºC 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

Frozen 0.53 99 0.75 107 – – 

Tapped 0.64 110 0.66 89 – – 
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Packed 
(MPR) 

0.53 86 0.79 99 0.68 98 

Packed 
(THW*) 

0.55 N/A 0.71 N/A 0.75 N/A 

*The THW data for HSP 16/30 is from a 100% N2 ambient instead of air (78% N2). 

 

Figure 5. (a) Near-wall air gap thickness (𝐷air) from different packing methods for CP 40/100, HSP 40/70 

and HSP 16/30. There is no air gap in the THW measurements. (b) Effective particle bed thermal 

conductivity (𝑘eff) from different packing methods for CP 40/100, HSP 40/70 and HSP 16/30. Error bars 

for 𝑘eff and 𝐷air is uncertainty calculated by the methodology described in Supplementary Information S2. 

As seen from Fig. 5, for the smaller particles, while all methods of packing indicate an increase in 𝑘eff 

with temperature, there is a large amount of scatter between methods for both 𝑘eff and 𝐷air. The standard 

deviation of 𝑘eff is 13 − 19% of mean and 10 − 15% of mean for CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70, respectively. 

Similarly, the standard deviation for 𝐷air is also quite large, with 16 − 17% of mean and 13 − 22% of mean 

for CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70, respectively. For HSP 16/30, the scatter is at < 9% for 𝑘eff and < 12% for 

𝐷𝑎𝑖𝑟, due to the higher baseline 𝑘eff and 𝐷air from the larger particle diameter. As illustrated in Fig. 3, both 

MPR and THW measurements would span ~5 − 7 ⋅ 𝑑p for HSP 16/30. While this is treated as a bulk 

packed particle bed, the increased discreteness might skew some trends. Further, due to experimental 

challenges with high temperature measurements, the data for packed particle MPR for HSP 16/30 was from 

the fitting of a single measurement while all other measurements were conducted in triplicates, with fresh 

packings for each 300 to 650 ºC measurements. Similarly, the THW experiments for HSP16/30 had to be 

done in an inert N2 atmosphere to prevent rapid oxidation of the electrical connections. 

As mentioned earlier, the packing structure and subsequently, the thermal conductivity of packed 

beds is highly sensitive to the method of filling [32,33]. It can be noted that the 𝑘eff from all packing methods 

in the MPR measurements are generally lower than THW measurements. While the frequency modulation of 

MPR allows a change in the probed length by changing the thermal penetration depth, the maximum depth 

(~1 mm) at the lowest frequency (0.03 Hz) is still within 3 particles from the wall, which could be affected by 

the near-wall region [13]. Further, in narrow channels, where the depth is on the order of a few particle 

diameters, the wall could affect the entire particle bed. Hypothetically, the low 𝑘eff from the MPR 
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measurements could be caused by lower particle packing density of the particles in the near-wall region 

accessible by MPR. This is also supported by the observation that tapping the channel leads to compaction of 

the bed [33], leading to decreased 𝐷air and increased 𝑘eff as revealed in the MPR experiments. Importantly, 

this finding clearly demonstrates the large uncertainties and variation in the thermal conductivity of stationary 

beds, which is critically dependent on the method of packing and thus cannot be used for calculating the 

HTC of flowing particle beds. In particular, stationary particle bed thermal conductivity measurement 

techniques such as the THW method, which has the highest value and hence the largest deviation from those 

of flowing particle beds, would cause the largest error for HTC calculation. Therefore, it becomes apparent 

that using thermophysical properties of flowing particle beds is required for accurately calculating HTCs of 

particle bed HEXs. 

Flowing Particle Beds 

Complete details on the flowing particle bed MPR measurements on CP 40/100 (275 μm) and 

HSP40/70 (404 μm) have been reported in our earlier paper [13]. Since the average size of these particles was 

similar due to some overlap in the size distribution, a larger particle, HSP 16/30 (956 μm) was additionally 

measured in the flowing state. The summary of the 𝑘eff and 𝐷air results are given in Tables 4, 5 and 6.  

Table 4: 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for flowing CP 40/100 particle beds. 

CP 40/100 

dp =275 μm 

350 ºC 460 ºC 650 ºC 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

5 mm s-1 0.21 29 0.29 31 0.30 34 

10 mm s-1 0.22 31 0.28 27 0.31 32 

15 mm s-1 0.22 31 0.29 30 0.31 33 

 

Table 5: 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for flowing HSP 40/70 particle beds. 

HSP 40/70 
dp =404 μm  

300 ºC 480 ºC 650 ºC 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

5 mm s-1 0.27 28 0.31 32 0.32 33 

10 mm s-1 0.26 25 0.28 35 0.31 31 

15 mm s-1 0.26 29 0.27 36 0.29 30 

 

Table 6: 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for flowing HSP 16/30 particle beds. 

HSP 16/30 
dp =956 μm  

325 ºC 450 ºC 600 ºC 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

𝑘eff 

(Wm−1K−1) 

𝐷air 

(μm) 

12-15 mm s-1 0.41 88 0.57 99 0.59 118 
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As seen from Fig. 6, the flowing air gap thickness measured is roughly (0.08 − 0.12) ⋅ 𝑑p  of the particle 

diameter for all three particle sizes and agrees with the mean literature values of ~0.1 ⋅ 𝑑p [8,10,11]. This holds 

valid despite the small channel depth to particle size ratio of HSP 16/30 (5.23) compared to CP 40/100 (18.18) 
and HSP 40/70 (12.5). However, with decreasing channel sizes, the granular flow can no longer be considered 

a packed particle bed. Further, there are concerns of clogging when the channel depth is less than about 10 ⋅
𝑑p [38]. While larger particles have a significantly higher thermal conductivity, they also have high near-wall air 

gaps and require the use of wider channels (parallel-plate spacing). This leads to increased channel depth and 
associated HEX costs, and we limit our later discussion to the smaller particles CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70.

 

Figure 6. Near-wall air gap thickness (𝐷air) and effective particle bed thermal conductivity (𝑘eff) of 

flowing particle beds as a function of (a, b) temperature and (c, d) velocity. Error bars for 𝑘eff and 𝐷air is 

uncertainty calculated by the methodology described in Supplementary Information S2. 

It can be seen from Fig. 6 (d), that the error in 𝑘eff increases with increasing velocity, which is likely 

from increasing uncertainty in the flow rate itself, but overall, it is relatively constant. However, still within the 

limits of error, it is expected that 𝑘eff is sensitive and will increase with temperature. This can be understood 

by the physics behind 𝑘eff, where gas conduction has a major contribution, and 𝑘air itself increases with 

temperature [2]. 𝐷air on the other hand, is modelled as a physical air layer and should be independent of 

temperature. However, in Fig. 6 (a) 𝐷air of HSP 16/30 increases with temperature. It is possible that due to 

the large air gap between the wall and particle bed from the larger particle size, there is a larger radiation 

component. The model used to fit MPR data in this work [13] (and Supplementary Information S1) considers 

diffusive heat transfer from the wall to the particle bed and radiation from the wall which is also present in 

the frequency range for the air gap, could be missed. Similarly, the effective air gap in Sullivan and Sabersky’s 
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theory [8] also neglects radiation. A complete understanding of radiative heat transfer in large diameter 

particle beds is still required thus the parameter fitting is limited to the smaller CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70 

particles. There is no clear trend observed in either 𝑘eff or 𝐷air with increasing the particle bed flow velocity 

and both are mostly constant. It is likely that within the velocity range of 5-15 mm⋅s-1, which is typical for 

particle bed HEXs, the flow is still dense and the velocities are not large enough to see a decrease in overall 

heat transfer, as observed in other works [11]. However, apart from the experiment and fitting error, the 

polydispersity of the individual particle media and the overlap in particle sizes between them could also 

obfuscate some finer trends. 

 

Figure 7. (a) Near-wall air gap thickness (𝐷air) and (b) Effective particle bed thermal conductivity 

(𝑘eff), for stationary and flowing CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70, and flowing HSP 16/30 as a function of 

temperature. The stationary data is from MPR measurements on packed particle beds discussed earlier (Fig. 

3(b)). The flowing points are properties at the lowest stable velocities (5 mm⋅s-1 for CP40/100, HSP40/70 

and 12-15 mm⋅s-1 for HSP16/30). Error bars for 𝑘eff and 𝐷air is uncertainty calculated by the methodology 

described in Supplementary Information S2. The dashed lines are linear fits for flowing CP 40/100 and HSP 

40/70 properties as a function of temperature, see Table 7. 

Subsequently, 𝑘eff and 𝐷air are considered at 5 mm⋅s-1 for CP40/100 and HSP40/70 and 12-15 

mm⋅s-1 for HSP16/30, due to the lower error from lower flow rate uncertainty. This is compared with the 

properties of MPR on the packed particle bed configuration discussed earlier and shown in Fig. 3(b). It is 

apparent that there is a decrease in the 𝑘eff and an increase in the 𝐷air of the flowing particle beds. On the 

onset of flow, 𝑘eff decreases by 15-27% for CP 40/100 and 11-18% HSP 40/70, respectively. The air gap 

thickness also increases from roughly 0.05 ⋅ 𝑑p in the stationary bed to (0.08 − 0.12) ⋅ 𝑑p for both particles. 

However, for HSP16/30, while 𝐷air remained fairly constant between stationary and flowing beds, the 𝑘eff 

also decreased by 14-26%. 

It was found that the onset of flow is accompanied by dilatancy, reducing the number of particle 

contacts which consequently increases the size of the interstitial void around the particle contact and 

decreases the bed thermal conductivity [13]. The flowing particles also have higher velocity fluctuations near 

the wall which widens the near-wall air gap thickness [13,20,39,40]. However, the flow and their collisions 

with the wall continuously introduces new particle bed packing structures as it enters the channel, leading to a 
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more average but uniform flowing 𝑘eff and 𝐷air at a particular temperature. The flowing bed parameters are 

fit as linear functions of temperature (dashed lines in Fig. 7) and later used to interpolate both 𝑘eff and 𝐷air 

for different HEX parameter analysis. Details of the fitting lines are given below in Table 7. 

Table 7: Linear fits of 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for flowing particle beds as 𝑦 = 𝑚 × 𝑇 +  𝑐 where T is temperature in 
ºC. Data and fitting lines are shown in Fig. 7. 

Particle 
Interpolated 

Property 
Slope - m Intercept - c 

CP 40/100 

dp =275 μm 

𝐷air (μm) 1.3 × 10−2 25 

𝑘eff 

(W ⋅ m−1K−1) 
2.8 × 10−4 0.13 

HSP 40/70 

dp =404 μm 

𝐷air (μm) 2 × 10−2 22 

𝑘eff 

(W ⋅ m−1K−1) 
1.5 × 10−4 0.23 

 

Heat Transfer Calculations from measured 𝒌𝐞𝐟𝐟 and 𝑫𝐚𝐢𝐫  

To highlight the errors that can occur from using stationary particle bed properties, the HTCs are 

calculated for different (𝑘eff, 𝐷air) cases. The cases are as follows: (i) Stationary packed particle bed 𝑘eff from 

THW and neglecting near-wall thermal resistance or 𝐷air = 0. This is typical of measurements where the 

particle bed and sensor geometries are different from the flowing particle channels. (ii) Stationary bed 𝑘eff 

and 𝐷air from MPR measurements. While most works understand the presence of a near-wall thermal 

resistance and include it in their analysis, they often base the values of both 𝑘eff and 𝐷air from stationary 

particle beds. As shown so far, flowing beds have different properties. (iii) Flowing bed 𝑘eff and 𝐷air from 

MPR measurements. This is the case where the properties used for heat transfer calculations are directly 

measured in the flowing state. Local HTCs were calculated for constant wall-flux heat transfer to a plug-flow 

continuum and incorporating a near-wall thermal resistance, as described in the methodology earlier. Results 

for the three cases are plotted from Eqns. 4-5 as a function of the inverse Graetz number (𝐺𝑧−1 =
𝑧

𝐷h𝑃𝑒𝐷h

)  

in Fig. 8.  
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Figure 8. Local HTCs as a function of inverse Graetz number for a particle bed velocity of 10 mm⋅s-

1 obtained from Eqns. 4-5 (a) CP 40/100, (b) HSP 40/70. Solid lines are calculated using 𝑘eff and 𝐷air 

obtained from flowing MPR measurements. Dashed lines are calculated using 𝑘eff and 𝐷air obtained from 

packed particle bed MPR measurements in the Inconel holder. Dotted lines are calculated using 𝑘eff from 

packed particle THW data and no air gap. (c) and (d) show the corresponding percentage of overestimation 

over the flowing particle bed HTCs. 

While the entrance region has large continuum HTCs, the presence of the near-wall resistance can 

significantly reduce the combined HTC. For example, the HTC obtained for flowing beds at 650 ºC is about 

the same if the properties for 300 ºC stationary beds were used for calculations. It would indeed come as a 

surprise if the expected improvement in HTC by the increase in 𝑘eff going from 300 to 650 ºC, would vanish 

when the particle bed starts to flow. As seen from Fig. 8 (c) and (d), if 𝑘eff measured from THW was used to 

calculate HTC without accounting for any 𝐷air near the wall, the HTC is overestimated in the fully developed 

region by 75 − 110%. And even if this was corrected by attempting to measure in a wall confined 

configuration with corresponding 𝑘eff and 𝐷air, the overestimation is still around 25 − 40%. 

A typical parallel-plate HEX has a length of 500 mm and channel depths (plate spacing) of a few 

millimeters. The thermal entrance length for dense granular flows in such HEXs is on the order of a few 

centimeters and the flow is thermally fully developed for most of the channel length. Fig. 9 (a) shows the 

calculated average Nusselt numbers as a function of Peclet number for a channel with 5 mm depth and 500 

mm length and measured 𝑘eff and 𝐷air. 𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ increases slightly with increasing 𝑃𝑒𝐷h

 as the entrance region 

also increases. For both CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70, this lies between 10-12. However, for HSP 16/30 which 
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has much larger air gap thickness, 𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ is around 6. Eqn. 4 and 9 were modified to the fully developed case 

below, where 𝑁𝑢𝐷h
 is only a function of the ratios of near-wall thermal resistance from the air gap layer to 

bulk particle bed thermal resistance from the particle bed in the channel. 

 𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ = (

1

12
+

𝑅nw

4𝑅p
)

−1

(11) 

 

Figure 9. Calculations for a parallel-plate channel with a 5 mm depth and 500 mm length. (a) 

Average Nusselt number as a function of Peclet number; (b) Average Nusselt number as a function of the 

ratios of near-wall thermal resistance from air gap to bulk particle bed thermal resistance. Dashed line is Eqn. 

11. Error bars are calculated based on the error propagation of 𝑘eff and 𝐷air. 

The average HTCs calculated from Eqn. 10, are shown in Fig. 10. The values lie between 225-350 

W⋅m-2K-1 with an uncertainty ≤25% and agree well with the typical values for high-temperature flowing 

particle bed HTCs [15]. Despite the low  𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ from the large air gap in the HSP 16/30 particle beds, the 

high particle bed thermal conductivity leads to similar HTCs as the other particles. However, larger particles 

would only be advantageous over the smaller particles in applications requiring large channel depths. 
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Figure 10. HTCs calculated for a parallel-plate channel with a 5 mm depth and 500 mm length. 

Error bars are calculated based on the error propagation of 𝑘eff and 𝐷air. 

Heat Transfer Calculations from fitted 𝒌𝐞𝐟𝐟 and 𝑫𝐚𝐢𝐫  

As described earlier, in long heat exchanger channels, for a fixed particle size there is little variation in 

Nusselt number due to the fully developed nature of flow. While both terms in the 𝑅nw/𝑅p ratio depend on 

𝑘air which is a function of particle bed temperature, as seen in Fig. 9, the effect on Nusselt number is 

negligible. Thus, from Eqn. 10, HTC is inversely proportional to the channel depth (𝐷h/2) and directly 

proportional to the effective particle bed conductivity (𝑘eff). Typically, the channel depth (plate spacing) 

needs to be larger than 10 ⋅ 𝑑p to prevent issues with particle clogging. The operating temperature which 

determines 𝑘eff is also limited by the material considerations and often limited to ~650 ºC in the current CSP 

applications [32] and ~700 ºC for the Gen3 particle pilot plant [3]. In Fig. 11, Eqns. 9-10 are used to calculate 

HTCs over a temperature range of 300-650 ºC and channel depths of 3-10 mm for particle bed velocities of 

5-15 mm⋅s-1. Both 𝑘eff and 𝐷air were obtained from the linear fitting functions of temperature given in Table 

7 and assumed to be independent of velocity in the dense granular flow regime. 
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Figure 11. Average HTCs for CP 40/100 and HSP 40/70 in a 500 mm long channel for different bed 

velocities and (a, b) temperature; (c, d) channel depth. 

At a temperature of 650 ºC, a 3 mm channel depth can lead to HTCs close to 500 W⋅m-2K-1 and 

practical for most high-temperature industrial processes. A comparison is made to the work of Albrecht et al. 

[41] who measured the overall HTC (UHEX) of a 20 kWth sCO2-particle bed HEX using HSP 40/70 as the 

particle media. Their HEX had a channel depth of 3 mm and length of 465 mm. The particle mass flow rate 

reported in their work was converted to velocity based on the channel dimensions and the packed bed 

density. They varied the particle velocities from 13-38 mm⋅s-1 and the sCO2 flow rate from 50 g⋅s-1 to 150 g⋅s-

1. As seen from Fig. 12, the sCO2 flow rate has a large impact on HTC. It must be noted that their data is the 

overall HTC (UHEX) which includes the thermal resistances of particle-to-wall, wall itself, and the wall-to-

sCO2 all in series.  However, due to unknowns associated with the sCO2 channel geometry the wall-to-sCO2 

HTC is not separated out. Their data shows that while HTC increases with particle temperature, it is 

insensitive to the particle flow velocity and supports the finding of near constant 𝑘eff and 𝐷air at different 

flow velocities in the dense particle bed regime. The particle-to-wall HTC is calculated using Eqns. 9-10 based 

on fitted 𝑘eff and 𝐷air, and is shown as the solid line in Fig. 12. Since the calculated HTC only presents the 

particle-to-wall portion, it should represent the upper limit of all the measured overall HTC (UHEX), which 

indeed is the case as shown in Fig. 12, thus validating the current work’s methodology. 
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Figure 12. Comparison of calculated particle-to-wall HTCs with measured overall HTCs from [41]. 

The particle media was HSP 40/70, and the channel was 3 mm deep and 500 mm long. 1: 50 g⋅s-1, 2: 100 g⋅s-1 

and 3: 150 g⋅s-1 are different flow rates of sCO2. The particle mass flow rates have been converted to 

velocities. The solid line is the calculated particle-to-wall HTC using Eqns. 9-10 with fitted 𝑘eff and 𝐷air from 

Table 7. Shaded region is error calculated based on the error propagation of 𝑘eff and 𝐷air of HSP40/70. 

Discussion 

High HTC values will lead to a lower cost for moving particle bed heat exchangers which meet the 

Department of Energy’s Gen3 LCOE goals [6]. It is known that a smaller channel depth can lead to a higher 

HTC for a continuum flow. However, for granular media, a minimum depth of around 10 ⋅ 𝑑p is 

recommended, below which the flow can be unstable or even clogged [38]. For HSP 40/70 and CP 40/100, 

this depth is around 3-5 mm and HTCs around 500 W⋅m-2K-1 at 650 ºC were obtained in this work (Fig. 11). 

Another parameter that can be tuned is the size of the particle media. It is also well known that larger 

particles have higher 𝑘eff, especially from the larger radiation contribution at high temperatures. For 

HSP40/70, radiation was ~10% of overall conductivity at >600 ºC [2]. However, as shown here, there exist 

conflicting effects of particle size on 𝑘eff and 𝐷air: even though 𝑘eff is higher for larger particles, the 𝐷air is 

also increased, as in the case of HSP 16/30 vs. HSP 40/70 and CP 40/100. The resultant overall effect on 

HTC with large particle size could be detrimental when the channel depth is small. Given this tradeoff, it is 

highly desirable if the low 𝐷air of small particles and the high 𝑘eff of large particles could be combined into 

one particle bed. Recent work by Stout et al. [24] for stationary particle beds showed that a bimodal particle 

distribution achieved through mixing HSP 40/70 and HSP 16/30 could achieve a larger thermal conductivity 

than either of the individual particles. They reported an enhancement of 20% and 30% at 21 ºC and 300 ºC, 

respectively. It would be interesting to examine if these beneficial effects can be retained at high temperature 

with flowing particles. Other approaches such as the use of internal finned structures [42], have already 

shown improvements of over 35% in HTC over non-finned tubes and mechanical vibration [43] has shown 

HTCs of ~1100 W⋅m-2K-1, comparable to the 1000 W⋅m-2K-1 readily achieved in fluidized beds [44]. 

However, the detailed mechanisms of heat transfer in fluidized/vibrated beds, such as the thermal resistances 

associated with the near-wall air gap and the convection in the bulk bed, have yet to be fully understood and 
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there could still be room for optimization. On this note, more innovative research into improving heat 

transfer through high thermal conductivity media or other techniques to reduce the near-wall air gap is still 

required to develop high performance particle HEXs. 

Conclusion 

  In this work, the bulk thermal conductivity (𝑘eff) and near-wall resistance, in the form of an 

effective air gap (𝐷air), were reported for high temperature stationary and flowing particle beds. The bulk 

thermal conductivity and air gap of stationary particle beds are sensitive to the packing method and can have 

significant variation. The largest scatter in 𝑘eff of stationary beds was around 19% and 15% for HSP40/70 

(mean diameter=404 µm) and CP40/100 (275 µm), respectively. Similarly, the scatter in 𝐷air of stationary 

beds was around 17% and 22% for HSP40/70 and CP40/100, respectively. While the scatter in HSP16/30 

(956 µm) values was much lower, it had both a large 𝑘eff and 𝐷air due to the larger particle size. Further, on 

the onset of flow, there is a decrease in thermal conductivity (~11-27%) and an increase in air gap from 5% 

of particle diameter to around 8-12%. Thus, it is essential to determine 𝑘eff and 𝐷air based on in-situ 

measurements of flowing particle beds.  

HTCs were calculated based on the measured 𝑘eff and 𝐷air for flowing beds of CP 40/100, HSP 

40/70 and HSP 16/30 at velocities of 5-15 mm⋅s-1 and temperatures of 300-650 ºC. The HTCs of these 

flowing packed beds are in the range of 225-350 W⋅m-2K-1 with uncertainty ≤ 25% and agree well with 

literature values. Due to the suitability of 275 and 404 µm particles for HEX applications, their 𝑘eff and 𝐷air 

were fit as a linear function of temperature to calculate HTCs over the entire temperature range of 300-650 ºC 

for different channel depths. This is justified by the physical dependence of 𝑘eff on gas thermal conductivity 

and the calculated HTCS were in good agreement with HEX experiments reported in literature. The HTC 

values and calculation methodology reported in the work can be used as a reference for particle heat 

exchanger design.   

Acknowledgement 

This paper is based upon work supported by the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Energy 

Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE) under Solar Energy Technologies Office (SETO) Agreement 

Numbers DE-EE0008379 and DE-EE0009825. The views expressed herein do not necessarily represent the 

views of the U.S. Department of Energy or the United States Government. 

Nomenclature 

CSP – Concentrated Solar Powerplant 

HEX – Heat Exchanger 

HTC – Heat Transfer Coefficient 

MPR – Modulated Photothermal Radiometry 

THW – Transient Hot Wire 

sCO2 – Super-critical Carbon dioxide  

Symbols 

𝑏 – Half of the channel width (m) 

𝑏∗ – Distance of air gap layer from center = 𝑏 − 𝐷air (m) 
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𝑐p – Specific Heat (J ⋅ kg−1K−1) 

𝐷air – Effective air gap thickness (μm) 

𝐷h – Hydraulic diameter of the channel = 4𝑏 (m) 

𝑑p – Average particle diameter (μm) 

𝑔 – gravity acceleration (9.81 m ⋅ s−1) 

𝐺𝑧 – Graetz number =𝑃𝑒𝐷h
𝐷h/𝑧 

ℎ - Heat transfer coefficient (W ⋅ m−2K−1) 

ℎ̅ - Average heat transfer coefficient (W ⋅ m−2K−1) 

𝑘 – Thermal conductivity (W ⋅ m−1K−1) 

𝑘air – Thermal conductivity of air (W ⋅ m−1K−1) 

𝑘eff – Effective bulk particle bed thermal conductivity (W ⋅ m−1K−1) 

𝐿 – Length of channel (m) 

𝐿p – Thermal penetration depth (m) 

𝑁𝑢𝐷h
 – Nusselt number =ℎ𝐷h/𝑘eff 

𝑁𝑢𝐷h
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ – Averaged Nusselt number = ℎ̅𝐷h/𝑘eff 

𝑃𝑒 – Peclet number = 𝑈𝐷h/𝛼 

𝑞0 – Laser Heat Flux (W ⋅ m−2) 

𝑞w – Constant wall-heat flux (W ⋅ m−2) 

𝑅nw – Near-wall thermal resistance (K ⋅ m2W−1) = 𝐷air/𝑘air 

𝑅p – Bulk particle thermal resistance (K ⋅ m2W−1) = 𝑏/𝑘eff 

𝑡 – Time (s) 

𝑇 – Temperature (K) 

𝑇m – Mean bulk temperature of flowing particle bed (K) 

𝑈 – Particle bed flow velocity (m ⋅ s−1) 

𝑈HEX – Overall heat exchanger heat transfer coefficient (W ⋅ m−2K−1) 

𝑧 – Direction of particle flow velocity (m) 

Greek Letters 

𝛼 – Thermal Diffusivity (m2s−1) 
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𝜌 – Density (kg ⋅ m−3) 
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