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Abstract: The aviation sector is facing a massive change in terms of replacing the currently used
fossil jet fuels (Jet A, JP5, etc.) with non-fossil jet fuels from sustainable feedstocks. This involves
several challenges and, among them, we have the fundamental issue of current jet engines being
developed for the existing fossil jet fuels. To facilitate such a transformation, we need to investigate
the sensitivity of jet engines to other fuels, having a wider range of thermophysical specifications.
The combustion process is particularly important and difficult to characterize with respect to fuel
characteristics. In this study, we examine premixed and pre-vaporized combustion of dodecane, Jet A,
and a synthetic test fuel, C1, based on the alcohol-to-jet (ATJ) certified pathway behind an equilateral
bluff-body flameholder, spray combustion of Jet A and C1 in a laboratory combustor, and spray
combustion of Jet A and C1 in a single-sector model of a helicopter engine by means of numerical
simulations. A finite rate chemistry (FRC) large eddy simulation (LES) approach is adopted and
used together with small comprehensive reaction mechanisms of around 300 reversible reactions.
Comparison with experimental data is performed for the bluff-body flameholder and laboratory
combustor configurations. Good agreement is generally observed, and small to marginal differences
in combustion behavior are observed between the different fuels.

Keywords: large eddy simulation; spray combustion; fossil and non-fossil fuels; SAF; validation and
flow elucidation

1. Introduction and Background

During the last decades, the aviation sector has relied heavily on turbofan and turbojet
engines for military, civilian, and commercial aircraft. Turboshaft engines, which are similar
to turbojet engines in design but produce shaft power rather than thrust, are typically
used in helicopters. The main drawback of turbofan, turbojet, and turboshaft engines is
that they consume fossil jet fuel, which is in limited supply, and emit emissions, such as
CO2, soot, NOX, and condensation trails (contrails), composed of water in the form of ice
crystals. CO2, soot, and NOX are harmful to the environment [1], whereas the contrails
affect cloud formation in the Earth’s atmosphere, influencing the atmospheric temperature
and climate mainly by radiative forcing [2]. As reported by Lee et al. [3], between 2000
and 2018, aviation has consumed ~2% of the fossil fuel burnt globally, representing ~12%
of the fuel consumption in the transportation sector, and emitted ~3% of the total CO2
emissions, which corresponds to ~5% of the global warming as a result of indirect effects
such as contrails. Therefore, during the last decades, significant efforts have been directed
towards developing sustainable aviation fuels (SAF) for aeroengines to reduce emissions
and global warming effects.

Nowadays, engines are developed based on the existence of kerosene-grade jet fuels.
Kerosene is a flammable liquid mixture of petroleum-based hydrocarbons produced by
the distillation of crude oil, mixed with other compounds to achieve suitable qualities,
having the average molecular formula of C12H23, with carbon numbers between 8 and
16. Compared to gasoline, which is another petroleum-based hydrocarbon mixture with
the average molecular formula C8H18, kerosene has a lower freezing point, higher flash
point, and lower viscosity, and is also cheaper to produce. Kerosene usually contains
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specific additives, such as metal deactivators, corrosion inhibitors, icing inhibitors, and
static dissipater additives. Jet fuels are well defined by standards, e.g., [4], defining the
thermophysical property ranges of density, viscosity, vapor pressure, energy content, etc.,
and are required to include between 8 and 25 vol % aromatics for elastomer swelling.
The jet fuel specifications are, at the same time, loose enough that notable compositional
variations exist between the most common civilian jet fuels, Jet A and Jet A-1, and the most
common military jet fuels, JP5 and JP8, according to, e.g., [5].

During the last decade, SAF or bio jet fuels have been recognized as an alternative
short- to medium-term solution to kerosene-based jet fuels from crude oil to address climate
change by reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from the aviation sector and to ensure
security of supply at affordable prices, e.g., [6–8]. The technical feasibility of SAF is proven
when used as drop-in fuel in fossil kerosene, shown in engine tests and flights with up
to 50% sustainable jet fuel, e.g., [6]. A wide variety of feedstocks, chemical conversion
technologies, and sustainable jet fuels are currently considered [9,10] and evaluated against
the ASTM standard [4]. According to ICAO, as of October 2021, there are currently nine
ASTM-approved pathways for SAF [11], all resulting in different fuels that are within the
ASTM or MIL standards for Jet A, Jet A-1, JP5, or JP8.

Set against this background, we, here, present finite rate chemistry (FRC) large eddy
simulations (LES) of fossil Jet A and n-dodecane (an often used surrogate jet fuel) and a
non-fossil test fuel, C1 [12], representing the emerging class of SAFs. The majority of the
simulations are performed on spray flames, where the liquid spray is modeled using a
Lagrangian formulation based on the discrete droplet model (DDM). The objective of this
study is to examine the sensitivity of combustion to different fossil and non-fossil jet fuels
and to further validate the numerical simulation models against experimental data when
available. Experimental studies exploring the sensitivity of combustion to non-fossil fuels
are in short supply and, hence, the validation part has been made mainly using fossil fuels.
The paper is organized as follows: first, we provide an overview of the computational
and numerical methodologies used; then, we describe in more detail different fossil and
non-fossil fuels and how the combustion of these fuels can be represented by different
chemical reaction mechanisms. After this, we present results for different cases: a premixed
equilateral triangular bluff-body stabilized flame, a generic experimental gas turbine spray
combustor, and a single-sector model of a full helicopter engine. This suite of cases is
selected to demonstrate that FRC-LES modeling can successfully be applied to a range of
experimental and engineering combustor cases.

2. Computational Methodology

The computational approach adopted in this study is based on LES, and, in Section 2.1,
we outline the governing equations and the LES methodology. In Section 2.2, we present
the subgrid flow models used to describe the small-scale flow physics, in Section 2.3, we
present the turbulence chemistry interaction models, and, in Section 2.4, we present the
spray combustion models. Finally, in Section 2.5, we describe the numerical methods
employed to solve the LES and combustion equations.

2.1. The Gas-Phase Large Eddy Simulation (LES) Methodology

Combustion LES can be divided into two main branches: flamelet LES [13] and finite
rate chemistry LES [14]. Independently of branch, the governing equations are the low-pass
filtered conservation equations for mass, momentum, and energy, including source terms
for the dispersed (droplet) phase. The low-pass filtering is used to separate the resolved
flow (denoted by tildes and overbars, depending on the use of density weighted filtering)
from the unresolved (subgrid scale) flow. The filtering implies that only the physics of scales
larger than the filter width, ∆, are resolved, taking boundary conditions into consideration,
while the physics of all scales smaller than ∆ are included by their effects on the large scales
through subgrid models. For a linear viscous mixture with Fourier heat conduction and
Fickian diffusion, the LES equations are [14]:
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∂t(ρ) +∇ · (ρṽ) =

.
ρs

∂t(ρỸi) +∇ · (ρṽỸi) = ∇ · (ji − bi) +
.

wi +
.

ρs,i

∂t(ρṽ) +∇ · (ρṽ
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in which 𝜌 is the density, 𝑌௜ the species mass fractions, 𝒗 the velocity, and 𝐻 = ℎ௦ + భమ𝑣ଶ 
the total enthalpy, in which ℎ௦ = ∑௜ୀଵே (𝑌௜ ׬ 𝐶௣,௜𝑑𝑇்்బ ) is the sensible enthalpy, 𝐶௣,௜ the spe-
cies heat capacity at constant pressure, and 𝑇 the temperature. The right-hand-side terms 
include the species mass flux vectors, 𝒋௜ ≈ 𝐷௜∇𝑌௜, viscous stress tensor, 𝑺 ≈ 2𝜇𝑫஽, pres-
sure gradient, ∇𝑝, and heat flux vector, 𝒉 ≈ 𝜅∇𝑇, in which 𝐷௜ is the species diffusivities, 𝜇 the viscosity, 𝑝 = 𝜌𝑅𝑇 the pressure, 𝜅 the thermal diffusivity, and 𝑅 the gas constant. 
The combustion chemistry enters (1) through the species formation rates, 𝑤ሶ ௜ = 𝑃௜௝𝑤ሶ௝, and 
the chemical heat release, ∑ ൫𝑤ሶ ௜ℎ௜,௙ఏ ൯ே௜ୀଵ , where 𝑤ሶ௝ is the reaction rates, 𝑃௜௝ the stoichio-
metric matrix, and ℎ௜,௙ఏ  the formation enthalpies. The dispersed phase is included in (1) 
through the source terms 𝜌௦ሶ , 𝜌௦,పሶ , 𝑚௦ሶ , and 𝑞௦ሶ , computed by summing the contribution 
from the DDM [15] used to describe the dispersed phase. Finally, the unresolved transport 
terms enter (1) through the subgrid species flux vectors, 𝒃௜ = 𝜌̅൫𝒗𝑌ప෪ − 𝒗෥𝑌෨௜൯, stress tensor, 𝑩 = 𝜌̅൫𝒗⨂𝒗෫ − 𝒗෥⨂𝒗෥൯, and energy flux vector, 𝒃ு = 𝜌̅൫𝒗𝐻෪ − 𝒗෥𝐻෩൯ + (𝑺ഥ𝒗෥ − 𝑺𝒗തതതത. Here, 𝐷௜ and 𝜅 are obtained from 𝜇 using species Schmidt, 𝑆𝑐௜, and Prandtl, 𝑃𝑟, numbers, following 
[16]. Equation (1) forms a set of 𝑁+5 equations, where 𝑁 is the number of species but, 
due to the constraint ∑ 𝑌௜௜ = 1, one species (here 𝑌ேଶ) is discarded. 

2.2. LES Subgrid Flow Modeling 
The subgrid stress tensor and flux vectors, 𝑩, 𝒃ு, and 𝒃௜, in (1) can be closed using 

many different models. Sagaut [17] provides a comprehensive review of subgrid models 
for nonreactive and incompressible flows. Most often, these models are extended to com-
pressible and reactive flows using dimensional arguments. The most prevalent subgrid 
model is the Smagorinsky (SMG) model [18] and its dynamic extension (DSMG) of Ger-
mano et al. [19], which are based on Boussinesq’s hypothesis 𝑩 = −2𝜇௞𝑫෩஽ + మయ𝜌̅𝑘𝑰, where 𝜇௞ is the subgrid viscosity and k the subgrid kinetic energy. Here, 𝒃ு and 𝒃௜ are mod-
eled using the same approach, so that 𝒃ு = (𝜇௞/Pr௧)∇𝐻෩ and 𝒃௜ = (𝜇௞/Sc௧)∇𝑌෨௜, in which Pr௧ ≈ 0.7 and Sc௧ ≈ 0.85 are the turbulent Prandtl and Schmidt numbers, respectively. 
Alternatively, the one-equation eddy viscosity model (OEEVM) [20] or its dynamic exten-
sion, the localized dynamic K-equation model (LDKM) [21], can be used. Here, k is ob-
tained by solving 𝜕௧(𝜌̅𝑘) + ∇ ⋅ (𝜌̅𝑘𝒗෥) = −𝑩 ⋅ 𝑫෩ + ∇ ⋅ (𝜇௞∇𝑘) − 𝑐ఌ𝜌̅𝑘ଷ ଶ⁄ Δ⁄ , in which 𝑐௞ and 𝑐ఌ are model coefficients, and 𝜇௞ = 𝑐௞𝜌̅Δ√𝑘. In the OEEVM, 𝑐௞ and 𝑐ఌ are obtained from 
an assumed inertial subrange k–5/3 spectra, whereas, in the LDKM, these coefficients are 
obtained dynamically using scale similarity [22]. 

2.3. LES Combustion Modeling 
The filtered species formation rates in the species transport equations, 𝑤ሶ పതതത, require 

separate treatment in order to describe the effect of the combustion chemistry on the flow 
and how the turbulent mixing affects the chemistry. The main reason for this is the inher-
ent nonlinearities in temperature and species mass fractions in the reaction rates, the wide 
range of scales involved, and the large number of terms that arise due to the reaction 
mechanism. Several methods to model the filtered species formation rates exist and they 
can generally be divided into the following classes: 

Flamelet models assume that the flame is thin compared to the length scales of the 
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in which ρ is the density, Yi the species mass fractions, v the velocity, and H = hs +
1
2 v2 the

total enthalpy, in which hs = ∑N
i=1 (Yi

∫ T
T0

Cp,idT) is the sensible enthalpy, Cp,i the species
heat capacity at constant pressure, and T the temperature. The right-hand-side terms
include the species mass flux vectors, ji ≈ Di∇Yi, viscous stress tensor, S ≈ 2µDD, pressure
gradient, ∇p, and heat flux vector, h ≈ κ∇T, in which Di is the species diffusivities, µ
the viscosity, p = ρRT the pressure, κ the thermal diffusivity, and R the gas constant.
The combustion chemistry enters (1) through the species formation rates,

.
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the chemical heat release, ∑N
i=1 (
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.

wj is the reaction rates, Pij the stoichio-

metric matrix, and hθ
i, f the formation enthalpies. The dispersed phase is included in (1)

through the source terms
.

ρs,
.

ρs,i,
.

ms, and
.

qs, computed by summing the contribution from
the DDM [15] used to describe the dispersed phase. Finally, the unresolved transport
terms enter (1) through the subgrid species flux vectors, bi = ρ(ṽYi − ṽỸi), stress tensor,
B = ρ(ṽ
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Aerospace 2022, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 3 of 25 
 

 

into consideration, while the physics of all scales smaller than ∆ are included by their ef-
fects on the large scales through subgrid models. For a linear viscous mixture with Fourier 
heat conduction and Fickian diffusion, the LES equations are [14]: 

⎩⎪⎨
⎪⎧𝜕௧(𝜌̅) + 𝛻 ⋅ (𝜌̅𝒗෥) = 𝜌௦ሶഥ𝜕௧൫𝜌̅𝑌෨௜൯ + 𝛻 ⋅ ൫𝜌̅𝒗෥𝑌෨௜൯ = 𝛻 ⋅ (ଚ𝒊̅ − 𝒃௜) + 𝑤ሶഥ௜ + 𝜌௦,పሶതതതത𝜕௧(𝜌̅𝒗෥) + 𝛻 ⋅ (𝜌̅𝒗෥⨂𝒗෥) = −𝛻𝑝̅ + 𝛻 ⋅ (𝑺ഥ − 𝑩) + 𝑚௦ሶതതതത𝜕௧൫𝜌̅𝐻෩൯ + 𝛻 ⋅ ൫𝜌̅𝒗෥𝐻෩൯ = 𝜕௧𝑝̅ + 𝛻 ⋅ ൫𝑺ഥ𝒗෥ + 𝒉ഥ + 𝛴௜ୀଵே ൫ℎ௜,௙ఏ ଚ𝒊̅൯ − 𝒃ு൯ + 𝛴௜ୀଵே ൫𝑤ሶഥ௜ℎ௜,௙ఏ ൯ + 𝑞௦ሶഥ  (1)

in which 𝜌 is the density, 𝑌௜ the species mass fractions, 𝒗 the velocity, and 𝐻 = ℎ௦ + భమ𝑣ଶ 
the total enthalpy, in which ℎ௦ = ∑௜ୀଵே (𝑌௜ ׬ 𝐶௣,௜𝑑𝑇்்బ ) is the sensible enthalpy, 𝐶௣,௜ the spe-
cies heat capacity at constant pressure, and 𝑇 the temperature. The right-hand-side terms 
include the species mass flux vectors, 𝒋௜ ≈ 𝐷௜∇𝑌௜, viscous stress tensor, 𝑺 ≈ 2𝜇𝑫஽, pres-
sure gradient, ∇𝑝, and heat flux vector, 𝒉 ≈ 𝜅∇𝑇, in which 𝐷௜ is the species diffusivities, 𝜇 the viscosity, 𝑝 = 𝜌𝑅𝑇 the pressure, 𝜅 the thermal diffusivity, and 𝑅 the gas constant. 
The combustion chemistry enters (1) through the species formation rates, 𝑤ሶ ௜ = 𝑃௜௝𝑤ሶ௝, and 
the chemical heat release, ∑ ൫𝑤ሶ ௜ℎ௜,௙ఏ ൯ே௜ୀଵ , where 𝑤ሶ௝ is the reaction rates, 𝑃௜௝ the stoichio-
metric matrix, and ℎ௜,௙ఏ  the formation enthalpies. The dispersed phase is included in (1) 
through the source terms 𝜌௦ሶ , 𝜌௦,పሶ , 𝑚௦ሶ , and 𝑞௦ሶ , computed by summing the contribution 
from the DDM [15] used to describe the dispersed phase. Finally, the unresolved transport 
terms enter (1) through the subgrid species flux vectors, 𝒃௜ = 𝜌̅൫𝒗𝑌ప෪ − 𝒗෥𝑌෨௜൯, stress tensor, 𝑩 = 𝜌̅൫𝒗⨂𝒗෫ − 𝒗෥⨂𝒗෥൯, and energy flux vector, 𝒃ு = 𝜌̅൫𝒗𝐻෪ − 𝒗෥𝐻෩൯ + (𝑺ഥ𝒗෥ − 𝑺𝒗തതതത. Here, 𝐷௜ and 𝜅 are obtained from 𝜇 using species Schmidt, 𝑆𝑐௜, and Prandtl, 𝑃𝑟, numbers, following 
[16]. Equation (1) forms a set of 𝑁+5 equations, where 𝑁 is the number of species but, 
due to the constraint ∑ 𝑌௜௜ = 1, one species (here 𝑌ேଶ) is discarded. 

2.2. LES Subgrid Flow Modeling 
The subgrid stress tensor and flux vectors, 𝑩, 𝒃ு, and 𝒃௜, in (1) can be closed using 

many different models. Sagaut [17] provides a comprehensive review of subgrid models 
for nonreactive and incompressible flows. Most often, these models are extended to com-
pressible and reactive flows using dimensional arguments. The most prevalent subgrid 
model is the Smagorinsky (SMG) model [18] and its dynamic extension (DSMG) of Ger-
mano et al. [19], which are based on Boussinesq’s hypothesis 𝑩 = −2𝜇௞𝑫෩஽ + మయ𝜌̅𝑘𝑰, where 𝜇௞ is the subgrid viscosity and k the subgrid kinetic energy. Here, 𝒃ு and 𝒃௜ are mod-
eled using the same approach, so that 𝒃ு = (𝜇௞/Pr௧)∇𝐻෩ and 𝒃௜ = (𝜇௞/Sc௧)∇𝑌෨௜, in which Pr௧ ≈ 0.7 and Sc௧ ≈ 0.85 are the turbulent Prandtl and Schmidt numbers, respectively. 
Alternatively, the one-equation eddy viscosity model (OEEVM) [20] or its dynamic exten-
sion, the localized dynamic K-equation model (LDKM) [21], can be used. Here, k is ob-
tained by solving 𝜕௧(𝜌̅𝑘) + ∇ ⋅ (𝜌̅𝑘𝒗෥) = −𝑩 ⋅ 𝑫෩ + ∇ ⋅ (𝜇௞∇𝑘) − 𝑐ఌ𝜌̅𝑘ଷ ଶ⁄ Δ⁄ , in which 𝑐௞ and 𝑐ఌ are model coefficients, and 𝜇௞ = 𝑐௞𝜌̅Δ√𝑘. In the OEEVM, 𝑐௞ and 𝑐ఌ are obtained from 
an assumed inertial subrange k–5/3 spectra, whereas, in the LDKM, these coefficients are 
obtained dynamically using scale similarity [22]. 

2.3. LES Combustion Modeling 
The filtered species formation rates in the species transport equations, 𝑤ሶ పതതത, require 

separate treatment in order to describe the effect of the combustion chemistry on the flow 
and how the turbulent mixing affects the chemistry. The main reason for this is the inher-
ent nonlinearities in temperature and species mass fractions in the reaction rates, the wide 
range of scales involved, and the large number of terms that arise due to the reaction 
mechanism. Several methods to model the filtered species formation rates exist and they 
can generally be divided into the following classes: 

Flamelet models assume that the flame is thin compared to the length scales of the 

ṽ), and energy flux vector, bH = ρ(ṽH − ṽH̃) + (Sṽ− Sv). Here, Di and
κ are obtained from µ using species Schmidt, Sci, and Prandtl, Pr, numbers, following [16].
Equation (1) forms a set of N+5 equations, where N is the number of species but, due to
the constraint ∑i Yi = 1, one species (here YN2) is discarded.

2.2. LES Subgrid Flow Modeling

The subgrid stress tensor and flux vectors, B, bH , and bi, in (1) can be closed using
many different models. Sagaut [17] provides a comprehensive review of subgrid mod-
els for nonreactive and incompressible flows. Most often, these models are extended to
compressible and reactive flows using dimensional arguments. The most prevalent sub-
grid model is the Smagorinsky (SMG) model [18] and its dynamic extension (DSMG) of
Germano et al. [19], which are based on Boussinesq’s hypothesis B = −2µkD̃D + 2

3 ρkI,
where µk is the subgrid viscosity and k the subgrid kinetic energy. Here, bH and bi are
modeled using the same approach, so that bH = (µk/Prt)∇H̃ and bi = (µk/Sct)∇Ỹi, in
which Prt ≈ 0.7 and Sct ≈ 0.85 are the turbulent Prandtl and Schmidt numbers, respec-
tively. Alternatively, the one-equation eddy viscosity model (OEEVM) [20] or its dynamic
extension, the localized dynamic K-equation model (LDKM) [21], can be used. Here, k is
obtained by solving ∂t(ρk) +∇ · (ρkṽ) = −B · D̃ +∇ · (µk∇k)− cερk3/2/∆, in which ck
and cε are model coefficients, and µk = ckρ∆

√
k. In the OEEVM, ck and cε are obtained

from an assumed inertial subrange k–5/3 spectra, whereas, in the LDKM, these coefficients
are obtained dynamically using scale similarity [22].

2.3. LES Combustion Modeling

The filtered species formation rates in the species transport equations,
.

wi, require
separate treatment in order to describe the effect of the combustion chemistry on the flow
and how the turbulent mixing affects the chemistry. The main reason for this is the inherent
nonlinearities in temperature and species mass fractions in the reaction rates, the wide
range of scales involved, and the large number of terms that arise due to the reaction
mechanism. Several methods to model the filtered species formation rates exist and they
can generally be divided into the following classes:

Flamelet models assume that the flame is thin compared to the length scales of the flow
and that this region behaves like an interface between fuel and oxidizer (in non-premixed
combustion) [23,24] or between reactants and products (in premixed combustion) [25,26].
If scale separation can be assumed, flow and chemistry can be decoupled so that the species
transport equations (12) may be replaced by transport equations for a mixture fraction, z̃,
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and a reaction co-ordinate or progress variable, c̃. The chemistry can then be separately
computed and tabulated, resulting in a flamelet library parameterized by z̃ and c̃ and, if
needed, also by other variables, so that Ylib

i = Ylib
i (z, c). The filtered mass fractions, Ỹi, can

then be computed from z̃, c̃, and Ylib
i , using a probability density function (PDF), P , so

that Ỹi =
∫ 1

0

∫ 1
0 P(z, z̃, c, c̃)Ylib

i (z, c)dzdc. A presumed PDF is often used in which a Beta
function is used for z and a clipped Gaussian for c. This requires additional transport
equations for the variances of z and c. The source term of c̃, i.e.,

.
wc, also needs to be

modeled [27], e.g., using models based on the flame surface density, Σ, and the laminar
flame speed, su [28,29], or using tabulated values [30]. Flame surface density (FSD)-based
flamelet models are efficient but the source term of c̃ requires additional modeling [28–31].
Here, we use the Weller et al. model [28], by which Σ is modeled as Σ = Ξ|∇c̃|, where Ξ is
the flame wrinkling, which, in turn, is modeled by the expression Ξ = 1 + 2c̃(Θ− 1), in
which Θ = 1 + 0.62(v′`K/v)

√
v′/su, following [28].

Finite-rate chemistry models are based on the species transport equations (12) using
closure models for the filtered species formation rates,

.
wi, explicitly considering the un-

derlying chemical reaction mechanism and its reaction rates. An array of LES finite-rate
chemistry models of varying complexity and basic assumptions are available, including
the thickened flame model (TFM) [32], the eddy dissipation concept (EDC) [33], the fractal
model (FM) [34], the partially stirred reactor (PaSR) model [35], the Eulerian stochastic
fields (ESF) model [36], and linear eddy model (LEM) [37]. Based on previous investiga-
tions, e.g., [38,39], we, here, use the EDC and PaSR models as representatives of this class
of models and, in what follows, we provide further technical specifications of these two
finite-rate chemistry LES models.

The EDC model was developed for RANS by Magnussen [40] from the works of
Batchelor and Townsend [41], and Chomiak [42] and later modified for LES by Fureby [33].
This modeling reflects the observations that turbulent structures are not uniformly dis-
tributed but concentrated in localized regions and that the combustion reactions occur
primarily within these fine structures. To model this, the fine structure volume frac-
tion, γ∗, is introduced, resulting in ψ̃ = γ∗ψ∗ + (1− γ∗)ψ0 for all variables ψ, where *
and 0 denote fine structures and surroundings, respectively. This further implies that
.

wi = γ∗
.

w∗i + (1− γ∗i )
.

w0
i , which may be approximated as

.
wi ≈ γ∗

.
wi(ρ, Ỹk, T̃). A model of

the turbulent cascade process was developed in [40] to provide a reliable estimate for the

fine structure volume fraction, γ∗ ≈ 1.02(ν/∆k1/2)
3/4

.
The PaSR model [35] is based on the same assumptions and approximations as the

EDC model, expressing that chemistry occurs in fine structures embedded in an eddy-
rich environment, so that ψ̃ = γ∗ψ∗ + (1− γ∗)ψ0 for all variables ψ. In the PaSR model,
chemical reactions and mixing are treated separately, having different time scales, τc and
τm, respectively. By assuming sequential reaction and mixing steps (in state space), the
filtered (or averaged) reaction rates can be shown to become

.
wi ≈ γ∗

.
wi(ρ, Ỹk, T̃), where

γ∗ = τc/(τm + τc). Here, τc is modeled as τc ≈ δu/su, in which δu is the laminar flame thick-
ness and su the laminar flame speed. Similarly, τm is modeled as τm = `D/vK =

√
τKτ∆,

where `D is the dissipation length scale, vK the Kolmogorov velocity scale, τ∆ = ∆/v′ the
shear time scale, representative of turbulent dissipation, and τK the Kolmogorov time scale,
representative of mixing at the smallest scales.

2.4. Spray Combustion Models

The discrete droplet model (DDM) is used to represent the spray. Following
Dukowicz [43], groups of droplets, all having identical size, location, velocity, and tempera-
ture, are represented as computational parcels, tracked using a Lagrangian formulation [15].
The number of particles per group depends on the diameter/volume of the particle in order
to avoid unrealistic averaging [44] of the intrinsic droplet properties.

Atomization involves primary breakup of a liquid core into ligaments or large droplets [45],
followed by secondary breakup into smaller droplets with negligible effects of collisions [46].
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In the vicinity of an injector, both dense and dilute regimes coexist but, downstream, the
dilute regime dominates. Here, only the secondary breakup of the injected droplets is
considered using the blob-injection method, [47], in which the liquid stream is modeled
as a continuous stream of large droplets, blobs, with a characteristic size of the injector
diameter. The number of blobs injected is a function of liquid mass flow rate. The injected
droplets evolve downstream and undergo secondary breakup, producing new droplets,
which are then tracked as parcels. Here, we use the Reitz–Diwakar breakup model [48] that
takes into consideration bag and stripping breakup, believed to be the main aerodynamic
breakup mechanisms in gas turbines.

Under the assumption that the droplet density is much greater than that of the gas,
droplet–droplet interactions are negligible, and the Lagrangian equations of motion for the
droplet can be compactly expressed as:

dtxp = up
dtmp = − .

mp
dtup = f (ṽ− up)/τv + g
mpcp,ldtTp = hpπd2

p(T̃ − Tg)−
.

mpLv

(2)

where xp is the parcel position, up the parcel velocity, mp = 4
3 ρpπr3

p the parcel mass, with
ρp the parcel density and rp the parcel radius,

.
mp the net mass transfer rate, f = 1

24 CDRed
the drag factor (ratio of the drag coefficient to the Stokes drag), τv = 4ρpr2

p/18µ the particle
velocity response time, g the gravity, cp,l the liquid heat capacity, hp the heat transfer
coefficient, and Lv the latent heat of vaporization. The drag coefficient CD is computed
following Crowe et al. [49], in which Red = 2ρrd

∣∣(ṽ− up)
∣∣/µ is the parcel Re number. The

net mass transfer (vaporization) rate is modeled as:

.
mp = (1 +

0.278Re1/2
d Sc1/3

(1 + 1.232/(RedSc4/3))
1/2 )

.
mp,Red=0 (3)

where Red = 0 is the Re number for particle at rest. Under quiescent conditions, the
mass transfer rate reduces to

.
mp,Red=0 = 4πρsDsrp ln (1 + BM), in which ρs and Ds are the

density and diffusivity at the parcel surface and BM the Spalding mass transfer number.
The heat transfer coefficient is approximated by the Ranz–Marshall model [50], in which
hp = κNup/2rp, where the particle Nusselt number is Nup ≈ 2 + 0.6Re1/2

p Pr1/3.
The Eulerian–Lagrangian coupling is through the interphase exchange terms: if np

number of droplets are present per parcel/group, then the volume-averaged source terms
for all the droplet parcel/group trajectories that cross a computational cell (of volume dV)
are computed by summing the contribution from every parcel or group as:

.
ρs =

1
dV ∑m np

.
[mp]

.
ρs,i =

1
dV ∑m np

.
[mp]

.
ms =

1
dV ∑m np

.
[mpup −mpdtup]

.
qs =

1
dV ∑m np

.
[mphv,s − hp4πr2

p(T − Tp)− upmpdtup +
1
2 mpu2

p]

(4)

where the summation index m is overall the droplet parcels/groups crossing a computa-
tional cell (of volume dV). Moreover, note that the species source term,

.
ρs,i, for all species, i,

is zero, except for the species that is present in liquid form and evaporating.

2.5. Numerical Methods

The LES equations are solved using a finite volume-based code developed from the
OpenFOAM C++ library [51], which, in turn, is based on an unstructured collocated finite
volume method using Gauss’s theorem. The time integration is performed with a semi-
implicit second-order accurate two-point backward differencing scheme [52] for premixed
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flames and the single-point implicit Euler scheme for spray flames. The convective fluxes
are reconstructed using multi-dimensional cell limited linear interpolation, whereas dif-
fusive fluxes are reconstructed using a combination of central difference approximations
and gradient face interpolation. Here, a compressible version of the pressure implicit with
splitting of operators (PISO) method [53] is used to discretize the pressure–velocity–density
coupling, using the thermal equation of state. The combustion chemistry is integrated
separately, using a Strang-type operator-splitting algorithm [54] and a Rosenbrock time-
integration scheme [55,56] for the resultant system of differential equations. The algorithm
is second-order accurate, and the equations are solved sequentially with a Courant number
limitation of approximately 0.5.

3. Kerosene-Grade Fossil and Non-Fossil Jet Fuels

Jet fuel is a multi-component fuel with a carbon chain length of C8–C16 [57], initially
developed from lamp oil. The specifications of jet fuel have been developed and changed
in order to meet standards of engine compatibility, safety, and security of supply [58]. The
most used jet fuels are kerosene-grade fuels derived from petroleum, such as Jet A, JP5,
and JP8 [59]. Between 75% and 90% of the jet fuel is made up of normal, branched, and
iso-paraffins, with cycloparaffins and aromatics also present. A higher hydrogen-to-carbon
weight ratio, H/C, for normal, branched, and iso-paraffins gives a higher heat-to-weight
ratio and a cleaner combustion. The cyclo-paraffins reduce the H/C ratio, the heat release
per unit weight and the freeze point. Aromatics should be present at between 8 vol % and
25 vol% for material interactions, lubricity, and swelling effects.

Fossil and non-fossil jet fuels typically have different compositions, which is most
likely also reflected in their thermodynamic, spray, and combustion properties. Based on
requirements defined in the US CRATCAF program [60], the US NJFCP program [61] has
developed a suite of conventional and alternative jet fuels to characterize the combustion
sensitivity to fuel specifications. Following [62], these fuels can be grouped into Category A
fuels composed of fossil kerosene-grade jet fuels spanning the range of properties typically
encountered; Category B fuels, which are alternative jet fuels with unacceptable combustion
properties (not further considered); and Category C fuels, which are alternative jet fuels
designed to explore the edges of the jet fuel composition–property space. The Category A
fuels consist of three specific jet fuels: A1 being a fuel with low flash/viscosity/aromatics
corresponding to JP8, A2 being a fuel with average/nominal properties corresponding to
Jet A, Figure 1a, and A3 being a fuel with high flash/viscosity/aromatics corresponding to
JP5, Figure 1b. The derived cetane numbers (inversely proportional to the ignition delay
time) of A1, A2, and A3 are 38, 48, and 43, respectively, which is normal for a jet fuel. As
a reference, we can mention that the cetane number of n-dodecane (C12H26) is 76. The
Category C fuels consist of six different hydrocarbon blends spanning a range in cetane
number, aromatics, viscosity, and flash. As an example, we, here, consider C1. C1, Figure 1c,
was designed to be the lowest cetane number jet fuel available, which turned out to be the
Gevo ATJ fuel, consisting primarily of C12 and C16 iso-paraffins, with a cetane number
of 17.
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The chemical composition influences the thermophysical properties and the combus-
tion behavior (to be discussed in Section 4). Table 1 summarizes the central thermophysical
properties of the fuels used in the present study (n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1), as well as the
category A fuel A3 (representing JP5) and the category C fuel C4.

Table 1. Main thermophysical properties of selected Category A and C fuels [62].

Property n-Dodecane Jet A, A2
(POSF 10325)

JP5, A3
(POSF 10289)

C1
(POSF 11498)

C4
(POSF 12344)

Density (kg/m3) 749 803 827 760 760
Viscosity @ 20 ◦C (cSt) 1.34 4.5 6.5 4.9 3.9

Surface tension (mN/m) 22.1 25.8 26.1 22.4 —
Aromatics (vol. %) 0 17.0 18.0 1.0 2.3

Heat of combustion (MJ/kg) 46.5 43.3 43.1 44.2 43.8
H content (wt. %) 15.2 14.0 13.7 15.3 15.5

Cetane number 74.7 48.3 39.2 17.1 28

4. Combustion Chemistry

The fuels of interest in the simulations are n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1. In order to
model the combustion of these fuels, we adopted the SK54 reaction mechanism devel-
oped by Yao et al. [63] for n-dodecane, while HyChem reaction mechanisms developed by
Wang et al. [64] were used to model Jet A and C1. The development of SK54 was based on
the assumption that the kinetics of fuel pyrolysis at high temperatures, described by the
sub-mechanism of C5-C12, can be isolated from the H2 and C1-C4 reactions and first simpli-
fied by cutting off unimportant species and reactions, and then merged into a simplified
H2/CO/C1-C4 base mechanism [63]. The approach for the development of the HyChem
reaction mechanisms is that the fuel pyrolysis and the pyrolysis products’ oxidation are
expressed in two different but interconnected sub-models. Pyrolysis offers reactants for the
oxidation process, while the oxidation provides heat and radicals to facilitate the endother-
mic fuel pyrolysis. The first process is modeled by several experimentally constrained,
lumped reaction steps and the second is based on a comprehensive foundational chemistry
model. Although several versions of the HyChem mechanisms are available, we have used
the skeletal versions with the negative temperature coefficient (NTC) effect enabled when
possible. The n-dodecane and Jet A mechanisms support the NTC effect, while the C1
mechanism does not. The n-dodecane SK54 mechanism has 54 species and 269 reactions.
The HyChem mechanism for Jet A has 48 species and 254 reactions, whereas the HyChem
mechanism for C1 has 42 species and 286 reactions, making these reaction mechanisms
moderately complex.

Figure 2 compares predictions of the laminar flame speed, su, extinction strain rate,
σext, and ignition delay time, τign, between dodecane, Jet A, and C1 with experimental data
from [65–71]. Numerical simulations are made using Chemkin [72] under the conditions
reported in [65–71]. Laminar flames at 1 atm and equivalence ratios ranging from 0.6 to
1.6 are studied to extract su at T = 403 K. The corresponding experimental results were
gathered at T = 403 and 400 K. The extinction strain rate computation is conducted using
a counterflow diffusion flame at atmospheric pressure conditions and temperatures equal
to 473 K and 300 K for the fuel and the oxidizer, respectively. The ignition delay time is
computed for 10.0 atm at stochiometric conditions, with experimental results gathered for
stoichiometric mixtures between p = 12.0 atm and p = 14.8 atm.
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The laminar flame speed results show how the SK54 reaction mechanism agrees well
with the experimental results from Kumar et al. [65] for lean mixtures. However, above
the stoichiometric conditions, the numerical predictions deviate from the experiments,
with the resulting offset increasing with the equivalence ratio, φ, from 2.85% at φ = 1 to
21.34% at φ = 1.4. This underprediction may be due to the simplified sub-mechanism for
C5–C12 species, the presence of which is relevant at rich conditions. The laminar flame
speed, su, trends show how the HyChem reaction mechanism for Jet A agrees well with
the experimental results from Xu et al. [66], in which the HyChem mechanisms were
validated during their development. On the other hand, the HyChem mechanism for C1
slightly underpredicts the flame speeds, especially at lean conditions, showing a maximum
error of 18% at φ = 0.7. Some discrepancies between experiment and numerical simula-
tions become evident when comparing the Jet A HyChem results for su with those from
Dooley et al. [67], Hui et al. [68], and Kumar et al. [69].

Despite the differences in lower heating value between n-dodecane, C1, and Jet A,
the reaction mechanisms behave similarly at lean and stoichiometric conditions, showing
virtually the same flame temperature (not shown). Notable differences are visible when
examining σext and τign. For σext, the simulations predict a higher resistance to extinction
for n-dodecane and Jet A than C1, overestimating also the σext values when compared with
experimental results [66–70]. The disagreement for the n-dodecane results is larger than
the discrepancies related to Jet A. Not surprisingly, this can be due to the incapability of
the skeletal mechanism for n-dodecane to describe a behavior closer to reality for C5–C12
molecules, the presence of which in the fuel mixture tends to reduce the magnitude of
σext. Regarding the ignition delay time, τign, all the investigated fuels behave similarly in
the high-temperature regime, showing qualitatively good agreement between numerical
simulations and experiments. Some minor underpredictions are visible in the numerical
results from n-dodecane when compared with experimental data from Mao et al. [71].
However, it is evident how, at low temperature only, SK54 and the HyChem mechanism
for Jet A are able to capture the experimental trends, as only these two mechanisms contain
sub-models for low-temperature chemistry, which enable the NTC effect.

5. Results from LES

In this study, we consider three different combustor configurations: a pre-vaporized
premixed bluff-body stabilized flame, a generic single-cup spray combustor, and a single-
sector model of a helicopter engine. The pre-vaporized premixed bluff-body stabilized
flame serves to validate the combustion chemistry modeling and the turbulence chemistry
interaction modeling, and to provide information about how Jet A and C1 burns in a
turbulent environment. The single-cup spray combustor serves to investigate the influence
of turbulent spray combustion and focuses on comparing turbulent spray combustion for
Jet A and C1. Finally, the single-sector model helicopter engine is intended to demonstrate
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that we can differentiate between fossil (Jet A) and non-fossil fuels (C1) not only with
respect to combustion, but also with respect to emissions.

5.1. Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL) Combustor

The first combustor configuration considered here is the equilateral triangular bluff-
body combustor of Air Force Research Laboratory, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base [73],
presented in Figure 3. During operation, electrically heated air passes a vitiator dome,
a single-stage radial cyclone swirl combustor, and a mixing cone to promote uniform
temperature across the critical plate, being the inlet section for the simulations, acoustically
isolating the test section from the upstream supply section. Downstream of the critical
plate, the hot air passes around the fuel spray bars, each with nine injection orifices, into
the flow development section, where boundary layer and turbulence effects are used to
produce a fully developed premixed flow at the test section inlet. The test section is of
rectilinear shape, with a cross-section of 152.4 × 127.2 mm2. The bluff body is a solid
h = 38.1 mm equilateral triangle, and the test section exit is open to the atmosphere. High-
frequency pressure transducers mounted along the streamwise and transverse directions
and high-speed OH* chemiluminescence is performed to characterize the flame.
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In the experimental study of Paxton et al. [73], four different jet fuels were tested,
including n-dodecane, Jet A (or A2), JP5 (or A3, not considered here), and the test jet
fuel C1. These fuels explore a range of different chemical parameters, most notably, the
cetane number, which is inversely proportional to τign and functions as an indicator of
ignition quality. A previous study using propane (C3H8) was also carried out in this
combustor [74,75], which, in turn, was validated against earlier experimental data [76,77].
Finite rate chemistry LES modeling was performed in [78,79] and compared with the data
in [74–77], showing excellent agreement. As part of this comparison, a grid refinement
study was also performed with grid sizes ranging from 3.7 to 99.6 million cells. From this
grid refinement investigation, it was concluded that the grids used should resolve more
than 90% of the total kinetic energy and have a grid size of less than 0.5 mm.

The grids used here are of hexahedral type and simulations have been performed on a
coarse grid of 6.8 million cells and a medium grid of 23 million cells, both with grid sizes
less than 0.5 mm in the combustion region. For these grids 92% and 96% of the total kinetic
energy is resolved, making both grids acceptable for LES. Below, simulation results will be
presented for the medium-grid LES simulations only.

To provide an overview of the flow and the flame in the simulations, Figure 4 presents
instantaneous images of the axial velocity, ṽx, second invariant of the velocity gradient
tensor, λ2, temperature, T̃, heat release, log (Q), and mass fractions, Ỹi, of i-C4H8, CH2O,
HCO, and OH from combustion of C1 using the LDKM and EDC models. The other
cases investigated, using dodecane and Jet A, behave similarly but with fuel-associated
differences, as will be subsequently discussed. The species were selected from examining
reaction-path diagrams from which it appears that i-C4H8 is the main fuel breakdown
product; CH2O and HCO are along one of the major pathways to the production of CO,
whereas OH represents the post-flame region dominated by end-products, such as CO2.
Figure 4a show that spanwise, ω̃z, vortex structures are simultaneously shed off the upper
and lower corners of the flameholder, whereas longitudinal, ω̃xy, vortex structures form in
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the regions between neighboring ω̃z vortex structures, resulting in two initially symmetric
vortex braids that gradually widen and lose their symmetry due to vortex–vortex inter-
actions under the influence of exothermicity and baroclinic torque effects. These vortex
braids enclose most of the recirculation zone developing behind the flame holder. Note also
how ω̃z and ω̃xy vortices tend to form large vortex structures downstream of the closure
of the recirculation region, where the vortex braids have lost most of their symmetry. The
formation of the ω̃z vortex structures are due to Kelvin–Helmholtz instabilities, whereas
the downstream larger vortex structures are due to Bénard–von-Karman instabilities. The
ratio of burnt-to-unburnt temperatures is Tb/Tu ≈ 3.3, which, according to [80], favors
early transition from symmetric to asymmetric vortex shedding. The vortex braids are
responsible for mixing of premixed fuel and air with hot combustion products recirculated
by the wake, resulting in heating of the vortex braids from within, hence creating a stable
flame-anchoring mechanism. The T̃ distribution of Figure 4b, as well as the log (Q) distri-
bution of Figure 4c reflect the initial symmetric shedding, followed further downstream by
asymmetric vortex shedding. Heat release occurs primarily in a reasonably well-defined
flame front, wrinkled and furrowed by the ω̃z and ω̃xy structures and the turbulence. In
Figure 4d, the species distributions are presented. From this, it follows that combustion
occurs predominantly in layers, with the outer layer(s) dominated by the breakdown of the
fuel to intermediates, such as i-C4H8, followed, in turn, by further conversion into CH2O,
HCO, and OH, the latter correlating with log (Q). The observed behavior is fully in line
with that observed also for propane, e.g., [79].
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minescence images from the n-dodecane experiments, with similar images from flamelet 
LES, using the FSD model of Weller et al. [28] and the LES-LDKM-EDC model for n-do-
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Figure 4. Instantaneous perspective views from the side of the reacting flow in the AFRL equilateral
triangular bluff-body combustor in terms of (a) volume renderings of the axial velocity, ṽx, and an
iso-surface of the second invariant of the velocity gradient tensor, λ2, (b) temperature, T̃, (c) heat
release, log (Q), and (d) mass fractions, Ỹi, of i-C4H8, CH2O, HCO, and OH for C1.

As the flame is thin, wrinkled and furrowed by vorticity and turbulence, the flamelet
model [25–31] appears attractive, since the finite rate chemistry models [14,32–37] are
expensive for comprehensive reaction mechanisms. To examine the differences between
the flamelet and finite rate chemistry models, Figure 5 compares line-of-sight OH* chemilu-
minescence images from the n-dodecane experiments, with similar images from flamelet
LES, using the FSD model of Weller et al. [28] and the LES-LDKM-EDC model for n-
dodecane, Jet A, and C1 at φ = 0.66. For both models, the OH* chemiluminescence is
derived following Ehn [81]. The FSD model predictions appear to be dominated by almost
two-dimensional undulations with weak superimposed spanwise waves associated with
the longitudinal vortices ω̃xy. In contrast, the LES-LDKM-EDC model predictions show
strong three-dimensional furrows and crinkles. These differences appear to be inherent to
the flamelet and finite rate chemistry models, with the turbulence chemistry interactions
allowed to influence the flame structures more locally for the finite rate chemistry models.
Compared with the experimental OH* chemiluminescence images, it seems as if the finite
rate chemistry models represent the flame in a more realistic manner. The computational
expense of FRC-LES, with O(300) reactions and O(50) species, compared to flamelet LES,
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is about an order of magnitude higher. Conversely, we, here, use the finite rate chemistry
models for the remaining spray combustion studies.

Aerospace 2022, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 29 
 

 

the flamelet and finite rate chemistry models, with the turbulence chemistry interactions 
allowed to influence the flame structures more locally for the finite rate chemistry models. 
Compared with the experimental OH* chemiluminescence images, it seems as if the finite 
rate chemistry models represent the flame in a more realistic manner. The computational 
expense of FRC-LES, with O(300) reactions and O(50) species, compared to flamelet LES, 
is about an order of magnitude higher. Conversely, we, here, use the finite rate chemistry 
models for the remaining spray combustion studies. 

 
Figure 5. OH* chemiluminescence images from (a) experiments with n-dodecane, and from flamelet 
LES, using the FSD model of Weller et al. [28] of (b) n-dodecane, (c) Jet A, and (d) C1, and from LES-
LDKM-EDC model of (e) n-dodecane, (f) Jet A, and (g) C1 at 𝜙 = 0.66. 

Figure 6 shows comparisons of the time-averaged axial velocity, 〈𝑣෤௫〉, and axial ve-
locity fluctuation, 𝑣௫௥௠௦, profiles along the vertical direction, 𝑦/ℎ, at 𝑥/ℎ = 0.375, 0.95, 
1.53, 3.75, and 9.40, normalized with the inflow velocity, 𝑣଴, from the LES-LDKM-EDC 
simulations of n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1 at an equivalence ratio of 𝜙 = 0.66. Regarding 〈𝑣෤௫〉, we find that, at 𝑥/ℎ = 0.375, where 𝑥 refers to the axial co-ordinate, all fuels show 
U-shaped 〈𝑣෤௫〉  profiles. At 𝑥/ℎ = 0.95 , n-dodecane and C1 show V-shaped profiles, 
whereas Jet A still shows a U-shaped 〈𝑣෤௫〉 profile. At the end of the recirculation zone, at 𝑥/ℎ = 1.53, all fuels behave similarly, showing V-shaped 〈𝑣෤௫〉 profiles. In the recovery 
region, represented by the profile at 𝑥/ℎ = 3.75, Jet A shows the slowest recovery. In the 
fully developed turbulent combustion region, represented by the profile at 𝑥/ℎ = 9.40, 
all fuels tend to predict almost flat 〈𝑣෤௫〉 profiles. Regarding 𝑣௫௥௠௦, we find that the 𝑣௫௥௠௦ 
profile shapes are similar, with the highest fluctuation levels initially occurring in the 
shear layers, then transitioning towards the center of the duct at the end of the recircula-
tion zone, and, finally, to spread out across the duct in the fully developed turbulent com-
bustion region, where 𝑣௫௥௠௦ is highest for n-dodecane followed by C1 and Jet A. 

 
Figure 6. Comparison of time-averaged axial velocity, 〈𝑣෤௫〉, and axial rms velocity fluctuations, 𝑣௫௥௠௦, at 𝑥/ℎ = 0.375, 0.95, 1.53, 3.75, and 9.40, from left to right, between the LES-LDKM-EDC sim-
ulations of n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1 at 𝜙 = 0.66. 

Figure 7 presents comparisons of the time-averaged temperature, 〈𝑇෨〉, and tempera-
ture fluctuation, 𝑇௥௠௦, profiles at 𝑥/ℎ = 0.375, 0.95, 1.53, 3.75, and 9.40, normalized by 
the adiabatic flame temperature, 𝑇௔ௗ, from the LES-LDKM-EDC simulations of n-dodec-
ane, Jet A, and C1 at 𝜙 = 0.66. Regarding 〈𝑇෨〉, we find that, at 𝑥/ℎ = 0.375, all fuels give 

Figure 5. OH* chemiluminescence images from (a) experiments with n-dodecane, and from flamelet
LES, using the FSD model of Weller et al. [28] of (b) n-dodecane, (c) Jet A, and (d) C1, and from
LES-LDKM-EDC model of (e) n-dodecane, (f) Jet A, and (g) C1 at φ = 0.66.

Figure 6 shows comparisons of the time-averaged axial velocity, 〈ṽx〉, and axial velocity
fluctuation, vrms

x , profiles along the vertical direction, y/h, at x/h = 0.375, 0.95, 1.53, 3.75,
and 9.40, normalized with the inflow velocity, v0, from the LES-LDKM-EDC simulations
of n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1 at an equivalence ratio of φ = 0.66. Regarding 〈ṽx〉, we find
that, at x/h = 0.375, where x refers to the axial co-ordinate, all fuels show U-shaped 〈ṽx〉
profiles. At x/h = 0.95, n-dodecane and C1 show V-shaped profiles, whereas Jet A still
shows a U-shaped 〈ṽx〉 profile. At the end of the recirculation zone, at x/h = 1.53, all fuels
behave similarly, showing V-shaped 〈ṽx〉 profiles. In the recovery region, represented by
the profile at x/h = 3.75, Jet A shows the slowest recovery. In the fully developed turbulent
combustion region, represented by the profile at x/h = 9.40, all fuels tend to predict almost
flat 〈ṽx〉 profiles. Regarding vrms

x , we find that the vrms
x profile shapes are similar, with the

highest fluctuation levels initially occurring in the shear layers, then transitioning towards
the center of the duct at the end of the recirculation zone, and, finally, to spread out across
the duct in the fully developed turbulent combustion region, where vrms

x is highest for
n-dodecane followed by C1 and Jet A.
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x ,

at x/h = 0.375, 0.95, 1.53, 3.75, and 9.40, from left to right, between the LES-LDKM-EDC simulations
of n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1 at φ = 0.66.

Figure 7 presents comparisons of the time-averaged temperature, 〈T̃〉, and temperature
fluctuation, Trms, profiles at x/h = 0.375, 0.95, 1.53, 3.75, and 9.40, normalized by the
adiabatic flame temperature, Tad, from the LES-LDKM-EDC simulations of n-dodecane, Jet
A, and C1 at φ = 0.66. Regarding 〈T̃〉, we find that, at x/h = 0.375, all fuels give virtually
identical 〈T̃〉 profiles. At the end of the recirculation zone, represented by x/h = 1.53, the
〈T̃〉 profiles are still similar, with n-dodecane showing a slightly lower peak temperature.
In the recovery region, here represented by the profile at x/h = 3.75, all 〈T̃〉 profiles are
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wider and smoother, with that of n-dodecane being the widest and that of Jet A being the
narrowest. In the fully developed turbulent combustion region, here represented by the
profile at x/h = 9.40, the ordering is the same but the differences are now less pronounced.
Regarding Trms, we find very similar profiles between the fuels, with n-dodecane showing
slightly higher values in the recirculation zone.
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Figure 8 presents comparisons of the time-averaged CO concentrations, 〈ỸCO〉, profiles
at x/h = 0.375, 0.95, 1.53, 3.75, and 9.40 from the LES-LDKM-EDC simulations of n-
dodecane, Jet A, and C1 at an equivalence ratio of φ = 0.66. The 〈ỸCO〉 profiles in the
recirculation zone, represented by x/h = 0.375, 0.95, and 1.53, show some differences
with the highest 〈ỸCO〉 values occurring in the spatially developing shear layers for Jet
A, followed by C1 and n-dodecane. In the fully developed turbulent combustion region,
represented by x/h = 9.40, all profiles are virtually identical. The higher fluctuation levels
(in vrms

x and Trms) for dodecane and C1, compared to Jet A, are closely related to the higher
pressure fluctuation levels observed also for dodecane and C1, which, in turn, are related
to the differences in composition and chemistry of these fuels. This is also partly reflected
in the different cetane numbers of these fuels.
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5.2. DLR Single-Cup Swirl Combustor

The second simulation case presented in this paper is based on a test rig studied
at DLR Institute of Propulsion Technology [82,83]. Numerical studies of this case have
previously been carried out with LES [84,85], SAS [85,86], and RANS [86]. We have also
previously reported on it in [87], where the impact of reaction mechanism complexity
was gauged. With a length of 0.264 m and a square cross-section of 102 × 102 mm2, the
combustor is designed to be an appropriate representative of a single-sector aeroengine
combustor with liquid fuel injection. The geometry of the rig, as it is used in our study, is
presented in Figure 9, along with some key results to visualize the flow and combustion.
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Air is supplied to a burner equipped with two co-rotating swirlers, which cause the air
flow to swirl about the central axis (the z axis). Liquid kerosene is injected along the
inner burner wall just upstream of the combustion chamber. At the end of the pre-filmer
lip, the liquid film is atomized by the strongly rotating air flow, causing the fuel to enter
the combustor as a cone-shaped cloud of dispersed droplets with diameters of less than
30 µm. In the simulations, the fuel is assumed to be atomized already at the point of
injection. The swirlers give rise to a flow pattern inside the combustion chamber that
consists of a central recirculation zone (CRZ) of reversed flow. The CRZ is enveloped by a
main flow cone (MFC) with axial flow (visualized by arrows), and an outer recirculation
zone (ORZ) is formed near the corners of the combustor base. The fuel quickly evaporates
and ignites in the MFC due to the high temperature in the combustor, and the resulting
flame is kept stable near the inner shear layer that forms the highly turbulent boundary
between the CRZ and the MFC. Hot combustion products are recirculated towards the
spray, continually heating it. A choked converging nozzle is used at the outlet for pressure
control. The test rig has been operated with pressures, temperatures, and mass flows that
represent both idling and cruise conditions in a typical aeroengine, though, here, we will
only consider cruise conditions. Air at 650 K and 10 bar is supplied to the burner at a rate
of 140 g/s and to the walls at a rate of 39 g/s (for cooling). Liquid fuel is injected at a rate
of 6.8 g/s, resulting in a global equivalence ratio of 0.74 (counting the burner air flow only).
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Figure 9. Centrally cut geometry with LES results. Inlets are green, and walls are colored by time-
averaged temperature. The spray is colored in magenta, and the time-averaged flame is colored in
light red. Arrows indicate mean velocity direction in the central plane inside the main flow cone
(MFC). The central (CRZ) and outer (ORZ) recirculation zones are denoted by white contours.

A block-structured hexahedral mesh of 6.0 million cells is used to discretize the LES
Equation (1). The cell size is roughly uniform throughout the domain, which means that
the near-wall flow behavior has to be accounted for by a wall model based on Spalding’s
law of the wall [88]. Approximately 85% of the total turbulent kinetic energy belongs to the
resolved scales, on average. The mass flux at the air inlets is fixed, and the fuel injection
ring is treated as a wall for the Eulerian phase. A wave-transmissive boundary condition
is used at the outlet, which allows the pressure to be controlled but avoids unphysical
wave reflection. All walls are considered adiabatic. Following (2), Lagrangian particles,
representing groups of fuel droplets, are introduced uniformly along the injection ring,
with diameters chosen randomly following a Rosin–Rammler probability distribution,
as described in [84]. Simulations are initialized from a simple state where the combus-
tion chamber is filled with burnt gas, after which they are run until a statistically steady
state is achieved. Temporal averages are constructed over 10 ms. Figure 10 presents the
time-averaged flame shapes based on heat release rate (simulations) and deconvoluted
OH* chemiluminescence (experiments). The simulated flames for both Jet A and C1 are
qualitatively similar to experimental observations. The heat release is spread out along
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the inner shear layer in the C1 flame, while it is more concentrated around r = 30 mm in
both the experiments and the simulated Jet A flame. The closer resemblance of Jet A to the
experiments is expected as a conventional jet fuel was used in the experiments.
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Figure 10. Time-averaged flame shape in the experiments (far left) and simulations (middle and
right). Experimental results taken from [83].

Flames are often described as premixed or non-premixed, depending on whether or
not the unburnt fuel is mixed with the oxidizer before combustion. Swirl-stabilized spray
flames do not fit into either category, as they may have features from both. If the flame is
very close to the spray, combustion occurs rapidly after the fuel evaporates and comes into
contact with the surrounding air. This is similar to a non-premixed flame. There may also
be significant mixing between gaseous fuel and oxidizer before combustion, resulting in a
more premixed-like flame. The Takeno Flame Index (TFI) provides a way to quantify how
premixed or non-premixed a combustion process is based on the gradients of the gaseous
fuel and oxidizer concentrations [89]. If these gradients are parallel, the combustion is
considered to be premixed and TFI = 1. If they are anti-parallel, the combustion is
considered to be non-premixed and TFI = 0. Figure 11 shows snapshots of the spray and
flame for both simulated fuels. The leftmost panel is included for reference and contains
a full three-dimensional rendering, with volume renderings of gaseous fuel (pure green)
and heat release (following a color scale). The center and right panels show results in a
central slice of the domain. A contour of Q = max(Q)/10, where Q is the heat release rate,
reveals a thin turbulent flame front downstream of the spray (magenta). Based on the TFI,
non-premixed regions are shown in black and premixed regions in gray. The TFI is virtually
uniform (either 0 or 1) within these regions. Regions without any substantial concentration
of the fuel species are uncolored. It appears that the heat release is primarily occurring in
the premixed mode; the fuel and oxidizer are mixed before combustion, which means that
the gradients of their mass fractions are parallel across the flame front. We conclude that
the simulated flames behave as premixed flames.
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with non-premixed regions in black and premixed regions in gray. Red: contour of Q = max(Q)/10.



Aerospace 2022, 9, 838 15 of 24

To better understand the evolution of the fuel spray, the mean radial profiles of the
diameter, dp, and temperature, Tp, of the spray droplets are plotted in Figure 12 at three
locations downstream of the burner. Experimental measurements [83] of the Sauter mean
diameter (SMD) are included for comparison. At z = 10 mm, where z is the axial distance
from the burner, the fuel temperature has increased by 200 to 290 K from its injection
temperature of 298 K. Recirculated combustion products in the ORZ heat the outermost
droplets, giving them a high temperature. The CRZ has the same effect close to the
centerline, though this is more obvious at z = 15 mm and z = 20 mm, where the CRZ has
a higher concentration of hot combustion products than at z = 10 mm. The saturation
temperature at 10 bar is 616 K, forming the upper limit of the droplet temperature. The
global temperature minima correspond to small local diameter maxima, which is logical, as
low temperature leads to slow evaporation and, hence, relatively large droplets. Intuitively,
one would then expect the inner- and outermost droplets to have the smallest diameters, as
they are subjected to the most heating. However, this does not appear to be the case for
the outermost droplets, which are relatively large, despite being heated by the ORZ. This
can be explained by noting that large droplets have higher inertia than small droplets [83],
resulting in higher radial velocity in the swirling flow. Therefore, the droplets that reach
far from the centerline tend to be large initially. The same phenomenon contributes to the
small droplet sizes seen near the centerline.
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The simulated sprays agree with experimental diameter measurements. The largest
error is seen close to the burner, at z = 10 mm, where droplet diameters are underpredicted
by 5 µm. A likely major contributor to this error is the lack of an atomization model in
the simulations. The liquid phase is assumed to be fully atomized already at the point
of injection, whereas, in reality, the fuel forms a film at the pre-filmer lip, which is then
atomized by the air flow. The error may be reduced by directly modeling the film behavior
or by forgoing the pre-filmer lip entirely and injecting the Lagrangian phase downstream
of it. The lack of atomization model is likely also the reason why few to no droplets are
observed in the simulations at r < 5 mm and r > 22 mm: the motions of the droplets are
not chaotic enough to fling droplets very far inward or outward.

Another way to analyze the spray evolution is provided in Figure 13. The droplet
diameter PDF for each fuel is plotted at six downstream locations, along with the initial
Rosin–Rammler distribution used at injection. The end of the pre-filmer lip, and, thus,
the beginning of the combustion chamber, is located at z = 0 mm. The smallest droplets
evaporate fast in the surrounding air (650 K) due to their large diameter-to-volume ratio,
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resulting in a decrease in small droplets along the pre-filmer lip. A substantial change takes
place over the following 10 mm, where the fraction of small droplets (dp < 10 µm) drops
sharply, from 58% at z = 0 mm to 34% at z = 5 mm and 23% at z = 10 mm. The peak of
the PDF is, thus, shifted to the right. Downstream of z = 0 mm, increasing temperatures
accelerate the evaporation of larger droplets, reducing their size and flattening the PDF. As
the last droplets evaporate between z = 20 mm and z = 30 mm, the data deteriorate. Thus,
the notable differences that can be observed between Jet A and C1 at these locations should
not be considered significant.
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Upstream of z = 20 mm, where the number of droplets is large enough to construct
reliable averages, it is evident in both Figures 12 and 13 that there are only minor differences
between the Jet A spray and C1 spray. The most likely reason for this similarity is that
identical liquid properties are used for both fuels. This includes specific heat capacity,
enthalpy, vapor pressure, and viscosity. This choice was made to isolate the chemical
reaction mechanism as the only decisive factor for the combustion process. Now that we
have confirmed that both reaction mechanisms predict similar flames, which also resemble
experimental observations, assigning accurate liquid properties to C1 will be a logical
next step for future studies. Based on the findings in [62], Jet A and C1 should have
non-negligible differences in density, viscosity, surface tension, and specific heat capacity,
and it remains to be seen if and how much these properties will change the spray.

5.3. Helicopter Combustor

The computational domain of the third case here presented is represented by a ~26◦

sector of an annular reverse flow combustor inspired by the PT6C turboprop engine liner,
often used for helicopters, such as the Augusta Westland 139 used by the Swedish Maritime
Administration Search and Rescue. The selection of this specific geometrical configuration
aims to eliminate the prospect of capturing thermoacoustic instabilities, which is out of the
scope of this study. The liquid fuel is injected in the combustor, forming an injection angle
of ~30◦ with respect to the z-axis, Figure 14a. The diameter of the droplets is based on the
Rosin–Rammler distribution [84]. After the droplet vaporization, the gaseous fuel mixes
with air and the resulting mixture starts to react in the primary sector of the combustor
enclosed by the inner end wall and the dilution holes, Figure 14a. Within this combustor
section, air is fed through a primary air film behind the injector, and primary holes at the
lower wall of the combustor. Since the aim of this design is to decrease the pressure and
increase the air flow velocity, as well as to reduce temperature and, consequently, the NOX
production [90,91], optimal combustion is achieved in two stages. Hence, additional air
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enters the combustor through dilution jets (secondary holes in Figure 14a) and cooling films
located at the inner wall on the return bend of the combustor. Here, LES-LDKM-EDC is
performed on unstructured grids with ~5 million cells for both Jet A and C1 to characterize
the differences between fossil and non-fossil fuels. Grids are clustered around primary and
dilution holes, as well as inside the liner, with particular attention devoted to the grid size
in the vicinity of the liner walls. As a result, on average, approximately 75% of the total
turbulent kinetic energy belongs to the resolved scales. This fraction should typically be
higher in LES, but it should be noted that it is brought down substantially by the large
coarse-grained regions far from the region of interest, near the spray and flame. In said
region of interest, over 99% of the turbulent kinetic energy is resolved. A projection of the
baseline mesh on the wall and an outline of the domain is presented in Figure 14b.
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Figure 14. (a) Combustor components and (b) projection of the baseline grid on the combustor liner.

Dirichlet boundary conditions of the velocity, temperature, and pressure are used
at the air inlet, whereas, at the outlet, variables are extrapolated, except for the pressure,
which is subject to the wave-transmissive boundary condition [92]. Zero Dirichlet condition
of the velocity and zero Neumann condition for all other variables are applied to the
wall. To represent the influence of the neighboring, unresolved injectors, the Lagrangian
particle cloud is tracked across the two lateral patches of the domain, imposing periodic
boundary conditions. Based on the performances reported in [93], the combustor section
used here is assumed to generate 1/14 of the take-off power (~431 kW). At this load, the
engine performs with an overall pressure ratio of 6.3:1. Thus, the inlet air mass flow of
0.143 kg/s enters the computational domain with a temperature of 480 K and a pressure of
6.3 bar. To achieve the aforementioned maximum power, each nozzle injects liquid fuel
with an overall flow rate of 0.049 kg/s. Based on [94], the injection pressure during the
take-off varies between 31 and 41 bar, and, hence, the injector nozzle size has been modeled
with injection speed equal to 50 m/s. The injection speed was extrapolated from results
presented in [95], while the spray half-cone angle was set to 60◦ based on [96]. Table 2
summarizes the operating conditions considered.

Table 2. Key parameters of the helicopter engine LES.

Inlet Air Velocity (m/s) 10.2
Inlet Air Temperature (K) 490

Fuel Mass Rate (kg/s) 0.04885
Injection Speed (m/s) 50.0

Figure 15a presents instantaneous volumetric renderings of the temperature, T, for
C1. The inlet air enters from the back of the liner through the multiple holes, allowing the
spray to vaporize and the gaseous fuel to mix with the air. A volumetric rendering of the
temperature field suggests that the combustion process mainly occurs between the primary
and secondary air holes, the role of which is to create a high-strain region inside the liner
able (i) to recirculate fuel and air, as well as hot radicals, and (ii) to stabilize the flame.
Similar behavior has been shown on a similar architecture studied by Boudier et al. [97].
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Furthermore, the extra air entrainment into the liner through the cooling air films and holes
drastically reduces the combustion products’ temperature, confining the hot gases at the
inner part of the liner. Figure 15b presents the overall functioning of the chamber through
an instantaneous perspective view of the velocity magnitude, U, on a lateral patch, the
projection of the temperature, T, on the outlet, the C1 Lagrangian field colored in magenta,
and a volumetric rendering of heat release rate, Q. Concerning the projection of the velocity
field, it is visible how the mesh resolution captures the flow structures formed by the
spreading of fresh air in the inner combustion chamber well, highlighting the complexity
of the resulting flow field. The fuel droplet locations, as well as the distribution of the rate
of heat release, suggest that the liquid fuel evaporates mainly through interaction with
the air coming from the primary film and primary holes, while the combustion process
proceeds in the region between the primary and the secondary holes. The reacting mixture
and combustion products are accelerated toward the outlet by the reversed combustor
configuration. The temperature at the outlet also shows the effect of the cooling films
shielding the liner from the hot combustion products.
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Figure 15. (a) Volumetric rendering of the instantaneous temperature in the combustor for C1 and
(b) instantaneous velocity magnitude, U, on the cyclic patch and the temperature, T, on the outlet;
instantaneous volumetric rendering of the heat release, Q, and spray (magenta).

Figure 16 presents a time-sequence of the spray colored by the droplet diameter. Cyclic
boundary conditions allow the droplets to leave the sector once they reach the right-side
patch and to re-enter the combustor through the left-side patch. The droplet time sequence
highlights how the liquid fuel is kept confined at the upstream part of the combustor by
the flow and how the droplet diameter decreases due to vaporization.
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Figure 16. Sequence of snapshots of the Lagrangian particle cloud after the start of injection. The
Lagrangian particle cloud is colored by the diameter, dp.

Figure 17 presents volumetric renderings of (a) vaporized fuel, C1, short-term combus-
tion radicals, C2H4 and HCO, and (b) major species related to the combustion process OH,
CO, and CO2. The distribution of ỸC1 highlights how the air from the primary holes at the
lower liner wall confines the vaporized fuel to the upper part of the upstream combustor
section. The fuel breakdown products, e.g., C2H4, and various intermediate species, such
as HCO, form downstream of the vaporized fuel cloud, facilitating a two-stage burning
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process, whereby CO is formed in the upstream part of the combustor and CO2 in the
downstream part of the combustor. Figure 17b shows that OH is formed around the region
of C1, C2H4, and HCO and that CO and CO2 occur along the combustor in a sequential
manner: First, CO is formed primarily at the upstream part of the combustor, where va-
porized fuel and hot air and combustion products mix and react under rich conditions.
Downstream of the CO-rich zone, OH dominates the region between the primary and the
secondary holes, in which also the spray is injected and where much of the heat release
occurs. Downstream of the OH-rich zone, additional oxygen enters the combustor through
the primary and secondary holes, and gradually lean combustion conditions are obtained,
resulting in the conversion of CO to CO2 and, thus, completing the combustion process.
This two-stage combustion process facilitates low NOX emissions through the rich–lean
sequence and further dilutes the combustion products by cold air from the film cooling
holes in the far downstream part of the combustor and towards the exhaust section.
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hind the injector, respectively. Thus, negative values of 𝜁 are related to statistics over 
droplets that have re-entered the domain through the left-side cyclic path. The diameters 
in Figure 18 follow qualitatively the temperature distribution, with the largest particles 
associated with the highest spray droplet temperatures. The spatial distribution of 𝑑௣ can 
be explained by imagining the relatively hot gas surrounding the spray cloud enhancing 
the vaporization of the smallest droplets at the edge of the spray cloud, while the higher 
thermal inertia of the biggest droplets delays their evaporation. Thus, similarly to what 
has been shown in Section 5.2, the inner- and outermost droplets have the highest diame-
ters, as they are subjected to the most intense heating. This is not visible at 𝑟 = 0 mm and 
at 𝜁 = 10 mm, where the temperature increases along the radial direction. Reasonably, 
the edges of the particle distribution are not uniformly heated yet, since only the particles 
at large radii are exposed to the high temperatures of the combustion chamber. The spatial 
distribution of 𝑑௣ at 𝜁 = −30 mm suggests that, far downstream of the injector location, 
the spray cloud is quite confined between 10 mm < 𝑟 < 20 mm. Furthermore, there ex-
ists a discontinuity along the radial direction between 𝑟 = 15 mm and 𝑟 = 25 mm. This 
result suggests that the complexity of the flow forces some of the particles (reasonably the 
ones at the borders of the droplet distribution) to leave the main droplet cloud and to form 
isolated clouds. Although the trends differ slightly locally, no significant differences can 
be noted between the fossil and non-fossil jet fuels. 

Figure 17. Instantaneous spray distribution (in magenta), together with volumetric renderings of
(a) C1, C2H4, and HCO and (b) OH, CO, and CO2.

To further characterize the evolution of the spray cloud, the mean radial profiles of
the droplet diameter and the corresponding radial temperatures are shown in Figure 18.
Results refer to three different planes located downstream of the injector nozzle along
the direction of injection, ζ, assuming positive and negative the two sides in front of and
behind the injector, respectively. Thus, negative values of ζ are related to statistics over
droplets that have re-entered the domain through the left-side cyclic path. The diameters
in Figure 18 follow qualitatively the temperature distribution, with the largest particles
associated with the highest spray droplet temperatures. The spatial distribution of dp can
be explained by imagining the relatively hot gas surrounding the spray cloud enhancing
the vaporization of the smallest droplets at the edge of the spray cloud, while the higher
thermal inertia of the biggest droplets delays their evaporation. Thus, similarly to what has
been shown in Section 5.2, the inner- and outermost droplets have the highest diameters,
as they are subjected to the most intense heating. This is not visible at r = 0 mm and at
ζ = 10 mm, where the temperature increases along the radial direction. Reasonably, the
edges of the particle distribution are not uniformly heated yet, since only the particles at
large radii are exposed to the high temperatures of the combustion chamber. The spatial
distribution of dp at ζ = −30 mm suggests that, far downstream of the injector location,
the spray cloud is quite confined between 10 mm < r < 20 mm. Furthermore, there exists a
discontinuity along the radial direction between r = 15 mm and r = 25 mm. This result
suggests that the complexity of the flow forces some of the particles (reasonably the ones at
the borders of the droplet distribution) to leave the main droplet cloud and to form isolated
clouds. Although the trends differ slightly locally, no significant differences can be noted
between the fossil and non-fossil jet fuels.



Aerospace 2022, 9, 838 20 of 24Aerospace 2022, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 23 of 29 
 

 

 
Figure 18. Radial distributions of time-averaged diameter (top) and temperature (bottom) at three 
different locations along the direction of injection. Negative values of 𝜁 refer to spray sections up-
stream the injector. Legend: Jet A (—) and C1 (---). 

Figure 19 shows the droplet diameter PDF for Jet A and C1 at three locations down-
stream of the spray nozzle (top row) and three locations upstream (bottom row). The 
Rosin–Rammler distribution at the injection section has been added for comparison. PDFs 
show how, below 𝜁 = −30 mm, Jet A and C1 distributions are similar and do not differ 
much from the initial Rosin–Rammler distribution. However, the rate of change of the 
biggest particle PDF profiles is relevant when comparing different spatial locations. In 
fact, it is visible how the droplet population around 𝑑௣ = 20 μm progressively decreases 
from 𝜁 = 10 mm to 𝜁 = 30 mm. Hence, the vaporization process increases the popula-
tion around the peak (at 𝑑௣ ≈ 7.5 μm) by 17.32 % from 𝜁 = 10 mm to 𝜁 = 30 mm for 
the two different fuels. In addition, the fuel vaporization at diameters smaller than 7.5 
μm is then compensated by a progressive shrinkage of larger droplets. A substantial 
change takes place on sampling planes located at negative 𝜁. In fact, the longer exposure 
to the hot gases from the surrounding combustion accelerates the vaporization of the 
small droplets, shifting the PDF peaks to the right. Similar to the DLR burner, only minor 
differences are visible between Jet A and C1 due to the same liquid fuel properties being 
used in the simulations. 
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locations downstream of the burner. Experimental measurements [83] of the Sauter mean 
diameter (SMD) are included for comparison. At 𝑧 = 10 mm, where 𝑧 is the axial dis-
tance from the burner, the fuel temperature has increased by 200 to 290 K from its injection 
temperature of 298 K. Recirculated combustion products in the ORZ heat the outermost 
droplets, giving them a high temperature. The CRZ has the same effect close to the cen-
terline, though this is more obvious at 𝑧 = 15 mm and 𝑧 = 20 mm, where the CRZ has 
a higher concentration of hot combustion products than at 𝑧 = 10 mm. The saturation 
temperature at 10 bar is 616 K, forming the upper limit of the droplet temperature. The 
global temperature minima correspond to small local diameter maxima, which is logical, 
as low temperature leads to slow evaporation and, hence, relatively large droplets. Intui-
tively, one would then expect the inner- and outermost droplets to have the smallest di-
ameters, as they are subjected to the most heating. However, this does not appear to be 
the case for the outermost droplets, which are relatively large, despite being heated by the 
ORZ. This can be explained by noting that large droplets have higher inertia than small 
droplets [83], resulting in higher radial velocity in the swirling flow. Therefore, the drop-
lets that reach far from the centerline tend to be large initially. The same phenomenon 
contributes to the small droplet sizes seen near the centerline. 

The simulated sprays agree with experimental diameter measurements. The largest 
error is seen close to the burner, at 𝑧 = 10 mm, where droplet diameters are underpre-
dicted by 5 μm. A likely major contributor to this error is the lack of an atomization model 
in the simulations. The liquid phase is assumed to be fully atomized already at the point 
of injection, whereas, in reality, the fuel forms a film at the pre-filmer lip, which is then 
atomized by the air flow. The error may be reduced by directly modeling the film behavior 
or by forgoing the pre-filmer lip entirely and injecting the Lagrangian phase downstream 
of it. The lack of atomization model is likely also the reason why few to no droplets are 
observed in the simulations at 𝑟 < 5 mm and 𝑟 > 22 mm: the motions of the droplets 
are not chaotic enough to fling droplets very far inward or outward. 

 
Figure 12. Radial distributions of time-averaged diameter (top) and temperature (bottom) at three 
different axial locations. Experimental data from [83]. Legend: experiment (—), Jet A (—), C1 (---). 

Another way to analyze the spray evolution is provided in Figure 13. The droplet 
diameter PDF for each fuel is plotted at six downstream locations, along with the initial 
Rosin–Rammler distribution used at injection. The end of the pre-filmer lip, and, thus, the 
beginning of the combustion chamber, is located at 𝑧 = 0 mm. The smallest droplets 
evaporate fast in the surrounding air (650 K) due to their large diameter-to-volume ratio, 
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Another way to analyze the spray evolution is provided in Figure 13. The droplet 
diameter PDF for each fuel is plotted at six downstream locations, along with the initial 
Rosin–Rammler distribution used at injection. The end of the pre-filmer lip, and, thus, the 
beginning of the combustion chamber, is located at 𝑧 = 0 mm. The smallest droplets 
evaporate fast in the surrounding air (650 K) due to their large diameter-to-volume ratio, 
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Figure 19 shows the droplet diameter PDF for Jet A and C1 at three locations down-
stream of the spray nozzle (top row) and three locations upstream (bottom row). The
Rosin–Rammler distribution at the injection section has been added for comparison. PDFs
show how, below ζ = −30 mm, Jet A and C1 distributions are similar and do not differ
much from the initial Rosin–Rammler distribution. However, the rate of change of the
biggest particle PDF profiles is relevant when comparing different spatial locations. In
fact, it is visible how the droplet population around dp = 20 µm progressively decreases
from ζ = 10 mm to ζ = 30 mm. Hence, the vaporization process increases the population
around the peak (at dp ≈ 7.5 µm) by 17.32 % from ζ = 10 mm to ζ = 30 mm for the two
different fuels. In addition, the fuel vaporization at diameters smaller than 7.5 µm is then
compensated by a progressive shrinkage of larger droplets. A substantial change takes
place on sampling planes located at negative ζ. In fact, the longer exposure to the hot
gases from the surrounding combustion accelerates the vaporization of the small droplets,
shifting the PDF peaks to the right. Similar to the DLR burner, only minor differences
are visible between Jet A and C1 due to the same liquid fuel properties being used in
the simulations.
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Based on the Takeno Flame Index, the flames were found to burn in a premixed mode. 
The droplet size distribution in the case of Jet A resembled experimental observations at 
15 and 20 mm downstream of the pre-filmer lip but was underpredicted further upstream. 
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formation at the end of the pre-filmer lip. The peak droplet temperatures were found at 
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recirculation zones. 

For the helicopter engine, combustion proceeded as a two-stage combustion process 
consisting of a vaporization stage, followed by a main combustion stage. Evaporation oc-
curred mainly through interaction between the fuel and the air coming from the primary 
film and primary air holes at the back of the liner, while combustion mainly occurred 
between the primary and secondary air holes. As with the single-cup combustor, peak 
temperatures were observed at the edges of the spray, with a clear correlation between 
temperature and droplet diameter caused by the higher thermal inertia of large droplets 
compared to small droplets. This higher thermal inertia also caused the peak of the droplet 
diameter probability distribution to shift towards higher diameters during the evolution 
of the spray. The results obtained for Jet A were very similar to those obtained for C1; 
future simulations will show if this behavior persists if the thermophysical properties of 
the dispersed phase are altered to match Jet A and C1 specifically. 
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Another way to analyze the spray evolution is provided in Figure 13. The droplet 
diameter PDF for each fuel is plotted at six downstream locations, along with the initial 
Rosin–Rammler distribution used at injection. The end of the pre-filmer lip, and, thus, the 
beginning of the combustion chamber, is located at 𝑧 = 0 mm. The smallest droplets 
evaporate fast in the surrounding air (650 K) due to their large diameter-to-volume ratio, 

), Jet A (

Aerospace 2022, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 25 
 

 

To better understand the evolution of the fuel spray, the mean radial profiles of the 
diameter, 𝑑௣, and temperature, 𝑇௣, of the spray droplets are plotted in Figure 12 at three 
locations downstream of the burner. Experimental measurements [83] of the Sauter mean 
diameter (SMD) are included for comparison. At 𝑧 = 10 mm, where 𝑧 is the axial dis-
tance from the burner, the fuel temperature has increased by 200 to 290 K from its injection 
temperature of 298 K. Recirculated combustion products in the ORZ heat the outermost 
droplets, giving them a high temperature. The CRZ has the same effect close to the cen-
terline, though this is more obvious at 𝑧 = 15 mm and 𝑧 = 20 mm, where the CRZ has 
a higher concentration of hot combustion products than at 𝑧 = 10 mm. The saturation 
temperature at 10 bar is 616 K, forming the upper limit of the droplet temperature. The 
global temperature minima correspond to small local diameter maxima, which is logical, 
as low temperature leads to slow evaporation and, hence, relatively large droplets. Intui-
tively, one would then expect the inner- and outermost droplets to have the smallest di-
ameters, as they are subjected to the most heating. However, this does not appear to be 
the case for the outermost droplets, which are relatively large, despite being heated by the 
ORZ. This can be explained by noting that large droplets have higher inertia than small 
droplets [83], resulting in higher radial velocity in the swirling flow. Therefore, the drop-
lets that reach far from the centerline tend to be large initially. The same phenomenon 
contributes to the small droplet sizes seen near the centerline. 

The simulated sprays agree with experimental diameter measurements. The largest 
error is seen close to the burner, at 𝑧 = 10 mm, where droplet diameters are underpre-
dicted by 5 μm. A likely major contributor to this error is the lack of an atomization model 
in the simulations. The liquid phase is assumed to be fully atomized already at the point 
of injection, whereas, in reality, the fuel forms a film at the pre-filmer lip, which is then 
atomized by the air flow. The error may be reduced by directly modeling the film behavior 
or by forgoing the pre-filmer lip entirely and injecting the Lagrangian phase downstream 
of it. The lack of atomization model is likely also the reason why few to no droplets are 
observed in the simulations at 𝑟 < 5 mm and 𝑟 > 22 mm: the motions of the droplets 
are not chaotic enough to fling droplets very far inward or outward. 

 
Figure 12. Radial distributions of time-averaged diameter (top) and temperature (bottom) at three 
different axial locations. Experimental data from [83]. Legend: experiment (—), Jet A (—), C1 (---). 

Another way to analyze the spray evolution is provided in Figure 13. The droplet 
diameter PDF for each fuel is plotted at six downstream locations, along with the initial 
Rosin–Rammler distribution used at injection. The end of the pre-filmer lip, and, thus, the 
beginning of the combustion chamber, is located at 𝑧 = 0 mm. The smallest droplets 
evaporate fast in the surrounding air (650 K) due to their large diameter-to-volume ratio, 

), C1 (

Aerospace 2022, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 25 
 

 

To better understand the evolution of the fuel spray, the mean radial profiles of the 
diameter, 𝑑௣, and temperature, 𝑇௣, of the spray droplets are plotted in Figure 12 at three 
locations downstream of the burner. Experimental measurements [83] of the Sauter mean 
diameter (SMD) are included for comparison. At 𝑧 = 10 mm, where 𝑧 is the axial dis-
tance from the burner, the fuel temperature has increased by 200 to 290 K from its injection 
temperature of 298 K. Recirculated combustion products in the ORZ heat the outermost 
droplets, giving them a high temperature. The CRZ has the same effect close to the cen-
terline, though this is more obvious at 𝑧 = 15 mm and 𝑧 = 20 mm, where the CRZ has 
a higher concentration of hot combustion products than at 𝑧 = 10 mm. The saturation 
temperature at 10 bar is 616 K, forming the upper limit of the droplet temperature. The 
global temperature minima correspond to small local diameter maxima, which is logical, 
as low temperature leads to slow evaporation and, hence, relatively large droplets. Intui-
tively, one would then expect the inner- and outermost droplets to have the smallest di-
ameters, as they are subjected to the most heating. However, this does not appear to be 
the case for the outermost droplets, which are relatively large, despite being heated by the 
ORZ. This can be explained by noting that large droplets have higher inertia than small 
droplets [83], resulting in higher radial velocity in the swirling flow. Therefore, the drop-
lets that reach far from the centerline tend to be large initially. The same phenomenon 
contributes to the small droplet sizes seen near the centerline. 

The simulated sprays agree with experimental diameter measurements. The largest 
error is seen close to the burner, at 𝑧 = 10 mm, where droplet diameters are underpre-
dicted by 5 μm. A likely major contributor to this error is the lack of an atomization model 
in the simulations. The liquid phase is assumed to be fully atomized already at the point 
of injection, whereas, in reality, the fuel forms a film at the pre-filmer lip, which is then 
atomized by the air flow. The error may be reduced by directly modeling the film behavior 
or by forgoing the pre-filmer lip entirely and injecting the Lagrangian phase downstream 
of it. The lack of atomization model is likely also the reason why few to no droplets are 
observed in the simulations at 𝑟 < 5 mm and 𝑟 > 22 mm: the motions of the droplets 
are not chaotic enough to fling droplets very far inward or outward. 

 
Figure 12. Radial distributions of time-averaged diameter (top) and temperature (bottom) at three 
different axial locations. Experimental data from [83]. Legend: experiment (—), Jet A (—), C1 (---). 

Another way to analyze the spray evolution is provided in Figure 13. The droplet 
diameter PDF for each fuel is plotted at six downstream locations, along with the initial 
Rosin–Rammler distribution used at injection. The end of the pre-filmer lip, and, thus, the 
beginning of the combustion chamber, is located at 𝑧 = 0 mm. The smallest droplets 
evaporate fast in the surrounding air (650 K) due to their large diameter-to-volume ratio, 

).

6. Concluding Remarks

The combustion of various jet fuels was investigated numerically using large eddy
simulations with fine rate chemistry, targeting three different combustors: a premixed
bluff body burner, a laboratory single-cup swirl-stabilized spray combustor, and a single-
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sector model helicopter engine with spray injection. Simulations were carried out using
conventional Jet A and a synthetic jet fuel, C1. In addition, n-dodecane was also investigated
but only in the premixed case. The main findings of this study can be summarized as:

For the premixed bluff-body burner, LES with finite-rate chemistry showed improved
qualitative agreement over a flame surface density model. This motivated using the finite-
rate chemistry LES model for the subsequent spray simulations. Only small differences
between n-dodecane, Jet A, and C1 were observed in the 〈ṽx〉, 〈T̃〉, and 〈Ỹi〉, profiles, with
n-dodecane showing the highest velocity, temperature, and pressure fluctuations.

For the single-cup swirl-stabilized spray combustor, Jet A and C1 were found to
produce similar flames, with Jet A showing good agreement with the experimental data.
Based on the Takeno Flame Index, the flames were found to burn in a premixed mode. The
droplet size distribution in the case of Jet A resembled experimental observations at 15
and 20 mm downstream of the pre-filmer lip but was underpredicted further upstream.
This difference was due to the lack of an atomization model capable of capturing the spray
formation at the end of the pre-filmer lip. The peak droplet temperatures were found at
the inner and outer edges of the spray, following the heating from the inner and outer
recirculation zones.

For the helicopter engine, combustion proceeded as a two-stage combustion process
consisting of a vaporization stage, followed by a main combustion stage. Evaporation
occurred mainly through interaction between the fuel and the air coming from the primary
film and primary air holes at the back of the liner, while combustion mainly occurred
between the primary and secondary air holes. As with the single-cup combustor, peak
temperatures were observed at the edges of the spray, with a clear correlation between
temperature and droplet diameter caused by the higher thermal inertia of large droplets
compared to small droplets. This higher thermal inertia also caused the peak of the droplet
diameter probability distribution to shift towards higher diameters during the evolution
of the spray. The results obtained for Jet A were very similar to those obtained for C1;
future simulations will show if this behavior persists if the thermophysical properties of
the dispersed phase are altered to match Jet A and C1 specifically.
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