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Abstract: A fire in the cargo compartment has a major impact on civil aviation flight safety, and
according to the airworthiness clause of the CCAR-25, the detector must sound an alarm within 1 min
of a fire in the cargo compartment. As for the cargo compartment of large transport aircrafts, the
internal space is high and open, and the smoke movement speed becomes slower with significant
cooling in the process of diffusion. Hysteresis can occur in smoke detectors because of their internal
labyrinth structure, which causes the detector’s internal and external response signals to be out of sync.
This research employs a numerical simulation to examine the detector response parameters under an
ambient wind speed of 0.1-0.2 m /s and fits a Cleary two-stage hysteresis model, where 71 = 0.09u 143
and T, = 0.67u~ 1%, Finally, multiple full-scale cargo cabin experiments were conducted to validate
the prediction model. The results show that the model’s predicted alarm range is 43.1 s to 49.0 s, and
the actual alarm time obtained by the experiment falls within this interval, confirming the model’s
accuracy and providing theoretical support for the structural design and layout of the aircraft cargo
cabin smoke detector.

Keywords: aircraft cargo; smoke detector; civil aircraft; time lag; numerical simulation; system design

1. Introduction

According to Article 25.858 of the Civil Aviation Regulations of the People’s Republic of
China, the cargo compartment smoke detection system shall give visual instructions to the
flight crew within one minute of the fire, and according to the AS8036 “Cargo Compartment
Fire Detection Device” and HB7098-1994 [1] “Minimum Performance Requirements for
Smoke Detectors in the Cargo Compartment and Baggage Compartment of Civil Aircraft”
standards, photoelectric smoke detectors should output an alarm signal within thirty
seconds after the air sample enters the detector. It can be inferred that the smoke detector
response time is likely to account for a significant portion of the overall response time of
the smoke detection system. The response of the smoke detector is heavily influenced by
its own structure, as when smoke reaches the outside of the detector, it takes some time to
enter the labyrinth inside the detector and reach the alarm concentration before the alarm,
which is known as the lag time, and if the structure of the smoke detector is not reasonably
designed, it is difficult to ensure that the alarm sounds within 1 min. At the moment, the
response time of the smoke detector is mainly determined through the experimental test
method. As there is a lack of a positive design in the theoretical analysis process, if the
test process does not pass, it is necessary to re-design until it meets current standards,
which is time-consuming and laborious. As a result, the investigation of the hysteresis
effect of smoke detector responses for the design and selection of aircraft cargo hold smoke
detectors has both engineering and scientific significance [2].

Previous researchers conducted numerous experimental and simulation studies to
improve the fire detection capability of aircraft cargo compartments, including the scattering
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characteristics of smoke and temperature distribution inside cargo compartments when
a fire occurs, as well as the response characteristics of detectors. Some researchers have
concentrated on analyzing the thermal properties of cabin combustibles in order to provide
theoretical guidelines for the design and layout of detectors based on the smoke and
temperature-change characteristics of fire. Wang Jie et al. [3] carried out fire experiments in
a simulated Boeing forward cargo hold to investigate the ceiling smoke and temperature
distribution of an early fire. Li Cong et al. [4] investigated the combustion characteristics
of full-size cabin fires with different ignition source locations. Keller et al. [5] studied
the optical properties of standard EN54 test fires, and the results showed that there was
no significant difference in the particle size distribution of smoldering/pyrolysis or open
fire smoke. Kruell et al. [6] proposed a new method for testing the sensitivity of smoke
detectors to false alarms caused by interfering aerosols such as water vapor and dust.
However, conducting a comprehensive aircraft cargo experiment is often time-consuming
and labor-intensive. Therefore, with the rapid improvement of computational performance,
some scholars use numerical simulation technology to study aircraft cargo compartment
fires. A computational model for predicting smoke and gas transport in aircraft cargo
compartments has been validated for use in the certification process of cargo compartment
fire detection systems. Zhou Yaozhi [7] and Zheng Rong et al. [8] investigated the scattering
characteristics of open-flame cloudy combustion smoke and dust, as well as the other
interference sources of various common materials in aircraft cargo compartments, through
numerical calculations. Chen Xiyuan [9,10] and Papa et al. [11] established a CFD model
of fire smoke dispersion in aircraft cargo compartments and compared the simulation
results with the experimental data of the Federal Aviation Administration Kaiyuan, which
verified the accuracy of the model. Blake et al. [12] developed a computer code for transient
computational fluid dynamics for predicting the transport of smoke, heat and gas species
in the cargo hold, which can be used to identify the worst-case position of the fire, the
optimal position of the detector sensor in the cargo hold, and the sensor alarm level and
algorithm required to achieve detection within the required time. The accuracy of the
model was verified by real cargo hold experiments. Ezgi et al. [13,14] used the large
eddy current simulation turbulence model in FDS software (V6.7.4) to simulate the smoke
diffusion of Boeing 707 and DC-10 cargo tanks under different fire scenarios, and the
simulation results are in good agreement with the experimental data. Suo et al. [15]
constructed a fire prediction model for an aircraft cargo compartment. By changing the
location of the fire source, the size of the compartment and the ventilation, the simulation
and experimental results under different fire scenarios were compared, and the results
show that the model has high reliability and can assist in the design of an optimal detection
system for the cargo hold. Lu et al. [16] simulated the changes of smoke, temperature
and carbon monoxide concentration in DC-10 cargo compartment fires under different
ventilation conditions. Zhang Pei et al. [17] proposed a set of smoke detection system
layout methods for aircraft cargo compartments, developed a set of smoke detection system
layout optimization platforms based on FDS simulation software and put forward the idea
that the characteristic parameters of the smoke detector in the optimized platform can be
determined by detailed modeling of the internal structures of smoke detectors.

Due to the complex internal connectivity of the cargo compartment of large trans-
port aircraft and special environmental conditions, such as temperature distribution and
ventilation, predicting the development path of smoke in the early stages of a fire will
be challenging. Previous studies on aircraft cargo compartment fire simulations mainly
focused on simulating and studying the motion law of smoke flow, obtaining the spatial
and temporal distributions of a series of fire thermal parameters and then carrying out
the evaluation and design of the rationality of the layout of the detection system. This
leads to the separation of the fire scene and the detection system, especially the separation
from the detector, without considering the interactions between the ambient smoke and the
detector. In this paper, the smoke detector and the smoke flow are fused, and a method
of calibrating the response time by simulation is proposed for the smoke detector product
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under the condition of smoke flow space. Based on the simplified structure of a specific
type of smoke detector, this paper will consider the spatiotemporal distribution of smoke
characteristic parameters, study the process of smoke entering the detector and predict the
smoke detector’s response signal through a numerical simulation, in order to provide more
complete parameter information for the evaluation and design of aircraft smoke detection
systems. This method saves time and money when compared to the most generally used
test method in the industrial sector.

2. Hysteresis of Smoke Detectors
2.1. Hysteresis Effect

Photoelectric smoke detectors are typically furnished with a maze, as depicted in
Figure 1, which must meet the following functional requirements: (a) protection of working
elements within the labyrinth; (b) reduction in velocity of smoke flow in the labyrinth;
(c) shading; and (d) prevention of insects and large dust particles from entering. In order
to meet these functional requirements, the geometric configuration of the maze is often
equipped with insect nets and labyrinth passages. The smoke chamber diameter of the
detector selected in this paper is 53.4 mm and the height is 14.5 mm.

' -

Figure 1. The object and the profile of the maze of the photoelectric smoke detector.

To a certain extent, these settings will result in an obstruction of the flow of smoke into
it, and it will behave like a permeable container. For a given detector response threshold, as
shown in Figure 2, a hysteresis effect will occur due to the desynchronization of the response
signals in the maze and outside the maze At = tg — t4. A smoke detector ‘hysteresis effect’
is a detector response to the basic characteristics of the fire after the occurrence of the smoke
generation process, smoke transport process and the role of the smoke and detector process,
where each process has a relevant theoretical model. Among them, the actions of the smoke
and detector are the main reasons for the hysteresis time, while the labyrinth structure of
the detector and the anti-insect net will directly affect the hysteresis time of the detector.

Response 4

signal

Threshold

Outside the cabin

- - - - Inside the cabin

ta tg Time

Figure 2. Response hysteresis of smoke detector.
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2.2. Hysteresis Model

As mentioned in the previous section, for a given detector response threshold, a
hysteresis effect will occur due to the non-synchronization of the response signals in the
maze and outside the maze At = tg — t 4. If the smoke concentration outside the maze is
o(t) at a certain time, and the smoke mass concentration is p(t) inside the maze, then the

~

difference between the inside and outside of the detector is p(f) — p(t). The experimental
research of the scholar Heskestad [18] believes that after time T, the mass concentration in
the labyrinth reaches p(t), that is, p(t) = p(t + T), where T is inversely proportional to the
smoke flow velocity u in front of the detector at time t, which is written as T = Lu1 Lis
a coefficient with a length dimension, Heskestad calls it the characteristic length, which
represents the distance that the imaginary smoke flow outside the maze needs to pass
through the labyrinth.

2 M)

dp(t) _ p(H)—p(t)
ot
T=Lu"

Brozovsky [19] proposed the concept of “critical velocity” for the hysteresis effect
of the detector, and he believed that once the smoke flow velocity at the front end of the
detector is below this critical velocity ug, the hysteresis time increases exponentially with
the decrease in velocity, and even if the optical density of the surrounding environment is
much higher than the UL standard [20], the detector cannot respond effectively, and the
detector can be considered to fail at this time. Based on this concept, the Heskestad model
was modified to T = L-(u — u0)71 (1 > up). In his experiment, after the test wind speed
was less than 0.16 m/s, the hysteresis of the detector increased sharply and was close to the
failure state.

Cleary’s [21] experimental results show that the Heskestad model is in good agreement
with fast smoke flow, but for slow smoke flow, only the characteristic length L parameter
cannot be effectively agreed with a large number of experimental data, and he found that
the hysteresis time T is not simply inversely proportional to the first square of u. Based on
the above problems, he proposed a two-stage model.

The model describes the hysteresis effect with two parameters with a time dimension,
71 and 17, called the residence time and mixing time, respectively. The intramaze response
to the extramaze concentrations can be seen as two mixing processes. The concentration of
smoke outside the maze can be mixed with the original concentration in the maze after the
residence time 71, and the mixing time is 1.

According to Cleary, 71 and 1 are not simply inversely proportional to the first square
of velocity, but can be expressed as follows:

1

Tn=Lu "= alu*bl 2)

o =L u"t~au " (3)

where the parameters a1, 4z, b, by take values based on different detectors and different
experimental conditions. In summary, the Cleary model describes the following equation:

dpys(t) _ pys(t—1) — pys(t)

dat T @

2.3. Calibration Process of Model Parameters

As shown in Figure 3, the specific steps of calibration parameters can be summarized
as follows:

(a) The stationary segment of the u(t) curve can be calculated as the average value of the
time, and u can be calibrated.

(b) Lettyand to be the jumping times of FDS simulation curves of p(t) and p(t), respec-

tively, and calibrate them according to 7y = tg — to.
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(d)
(e)

Equation (1) is written as Euler iterative formula 4, the initial value 7, is taken, and

o(t), 71, and T are calculated according to the p(t) obtained by Equation (4).

p(t+ot) = L5t 4 (1), t> b0+ fo
(5)

p=0 t<to+fi

Use the dichotomy to adjust 1, so that the calculated curve of p(t)isin good agreement
with the FDS simulation curve, and 7, can be calibrated.

By changing the air velocity of the tuyere, multiple groups (1, 71 and 1) values
in the wind speed section can be obtained, and then the fitting of 7y = a;u~% and
T = ayu~"2 can be carried out to determine the characteristic parameters of the
detector hysteresis model.

Detector modelling

+
Models of wind vents

‘Wind speed condition

Analogue detector external
signals
brated retention time
T

Assuming mixing time T:

Calculation of detector
internal signals based on
Cleary's model

Analogue detector internal
signals

" PN Velocity at calibrated
Calibrated mixing time T: detector housing u
the database Record the value of T3,
adequate? I»u

Yes

Completion of the
o prediction model for the
g internal response signal of

the detector

Figure 3. Flowchart for parameter calibration and two-stage hysteresis modelling.

3. Calculation of the Parameters of the Response Time Hysteresis Model for
Smoke Detector

3.1.

Simulation Model

When using simulation to calibrate the parameters, a reasonable model should be

established first, that is, when under different tuyere velocity conditions, the effective

velocity u(t) of the roof jet at the outer measurement point of the detector can be ensured.
As shown in Figure 4, the spatial dimensions of the model established are X X Y x Z =

1000 mm X 400 mm x 400 mm. The simulation model is divided into two layers, separated

by an L-shaped partition, and the left end is connected. The top-right surface pair has

an open border, while the bottom-right surface serves as the air entrance. The rest of the
surface is closed. The ignition source is located on the lower level near the tuyere, and the
reactant is polyurethane. The detector model is built on the higher layer, near the ceiling.
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M point O point

v e
w .\.:7\

Smoke detector
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Il | 200 mm

Air inlet

Smoke source
200 mm

1000 mm

Figure 4. Internal and external measuring points of detector.

We defined a very large smoke soot generation fraction of 0.49 and a very small HRR
ignition source of 0.5 kW, which acts as a smoke source to provide smoke in the wind
tunnel. Driven by the air flow of the tuyere, the smoke diffuses from right to left in the
lower layer, and the existence of the L-shaped partition makes the smoke and the air flow
mix well. The smoke flow reaches the left end and rises to the upper layer, showing the
characteristics of roof jet flow from left to right, and finally passively diffuses out of the
computational domain from the right end of the upper layer.

As shown in Figure 5, the measurement point O and the external measurement point
M are selected in the maze of a certain type of smoke detector. Because the heat release rate
(HRR) of the ignition source is very small, the smoke flow velocity at the M point outside
the detector is only affected by the air flow velocity of the tuyere to a large extent, so a
relatively stable u, and a significantly smaller 1, can be obtained at the M point. Thus, the

effective velocity of point M is u(t) = u2 + u§ ~ uy(t). Outside of the detector, the smoke
source factor is taken into account, and the characteristic diameter of the smoke source is
as follows: D*=( pCp(% \/g)z/ >, where C,, is the specific heat of the air, g is the gravitational
acceleration, p is the atmospheric density and T is the ambient temperature. When the
maximum heat release rate of the standard smoke source is 0.5 kW, the characteristic
diameter of the smoke source is 43.8 mm, according to the formula, and the minimum grid
size should be not less than 0.1 times the characteristic diameter of the smoke source, i.e.,
4.38 mm. As the focus area of interest in the simulation calculation is inside the detector,
the grid size inside the detector chamber is the smallest, and the grid size of the detector
and the periphery, as well as the rest of the space, is gradually increasing, and a total of
four sets of grids have been divided in accordance with this criterion as shown in Table 1
(mesh1~4 are getting denser and denser). The smoke concentration inside the detector
maze was simulated and calculated, and the results are shown in Figure 6. According to the
calculation results, it can be seen that, from mesh1 to mesh3, as the grid becomes denser,
the simulated smoke concentration inside the detector labyrinth also gradually increases.
As the results gap in the mesh3 and mesh4 calculations is smaller, it can be assumed that
the density of the grid in mesh3 has been able to satisfy the requirements of the calculation
of the accuracy of mesh3. In order to improve the efficiency of the calculation, we finally
chose mesh3 for the simulation. The mesh model was constructed in this way that not only
satisfies the calculation accuracy, but also does not lead to calculation overflow. Figure 5
depicts the locations of the monitoring points within the maze.
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Receiver

Figure 5. Position of point O inside of smoke labyrinth.

Table 1. Four sets of mesh size.

Grid Size Inside the Detector ~ Detector and Surrounding The Rest of the Space
Meshl 2 10 40
Mesh2 1.5 7 30
Mesh3 1 5 20
Mesh4 0.5 3 10
1 L 1 L 1 L 1 L 1 L 1
80 4 |—=— mesh1 -
—e— mesh2

~
o
1

—&— mesh3
—w— mesh4

N w S (8] [«2]
o o o o o
1 1 1 1 1

in the detector maze (mg-m-3)
>

Smoke concentration

o

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
time (s)

o

Figure 6. Grid independence verification results.

3.2. Numerical Simulation

The time-history data acquisition step was set to 0.1 s, the numerical iteration step
was 0t = 0.1 s, and the air flow velocity of the tuyere of the FDS simulation model was
set to 0.1 m/s, 0.12 m/s, 0.14 m/s, 0.16 m/s, 0.18 m/s and 0.2 m/s. The smoke-flow
mass concentration curves of the point O (the point inside the labyrinth) and point M (the
point at the shell of the maze) are shown in Figure 7, which are directly outputted from
the model. When the tuyere velocity is 0.1 m/s, it can be seen from Figure 7a that the
mass concentration curve d(t) of smoke flow at the point M outside of the cabin jumps at
9.3 s and gradually tends to oscillate, while the mass concentration curve of smoke flow

at the point O in the cabin d(t) begins to rise slowly and smoothly at 11.2 s, and finally
maintains the same steady-state peak as in d(t). According to the data shown in Figure 7a,

T = top — tp = 1.9 s, and 1= 16.5 s were adjusted so that the calculated curve of d(f) is in
agreement with the simulated curve of Figure 8a, and the fitting error was R = 0.9852. When
the tuyere velocity is 0.12 m/s, it can be seen from Figure 7b that the mass-concentration
curve d(t) of the smoke flow of M power outside of the cabin jumps at 8.4 s and gradually

tends to oscillate, while the mass-concentration curve of smoke flow d(t) of the O point
smoke flow in the cabin begins to rise slowly and smoothly at 9.8 s and finally maintains
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a steady-state peak of almost the same as that of d(t). According to the data shown in
Figure 7b, 71 =ty —tp = 1.4 s and 1; = 13.6 s were adjusted so that the calculated curve of

d(t) is consistent with the numerical simulation curve in Figure 8b, and the fitting error
was R = 0.9794. When the tuyere velocity is 0.14 m/s, it can be seen from Figure 7c that
the mass concentration curve d(t) of the smoke flow of M power outside the cabin starts to
jump at 7.4 s and gradually tends to oscillate, while the mass concentration curve of the

smoke flow at the O point in the cabin E(t) begins to rise slowly and smoothly at 8.6 s and
finally maintains almost the same steady-state peak as d(t). According to the data shown

in Figure 7c, 1 = typ — tg = 1.2's, and 7= 12 s was adjusted so that the calculated curve

of d(t) is in agreement with the numerical simulation curve in Figure 8c, and the fitting
error was R=0.9905. When the tuyere velocity is 0.16 m/s, it can be seen from Figure 7d
that the mass concentration curve d(t) of the smoke flow of M power outside of the cabin
starts to jump at 6.6 s and gradually tends to oscillate, while the mass concentration curve

of the smoke flow at the O point in the cabin g(t) begins to rise slowly and smoothly at
7.6 s and finally maintains the same steady-state peak as d(t). According to the data shown

in Figure 7d, 7y = E) —tp = 1.0 s, and 1= 11.5 s was adjusted so that the calculated curve

of d(t) is in agreement with the numerical simulation curve in Figure 8d, and the fitting
error was R = 0.9919. When the tuyere velocity is 0.18 m/s, it can be seen from Figure 7e
that the mass concentration curve d(t) of the smoke flow of M power outside of the cabin
jumps at 6.0 s and gradually tends to oscillate, while the mass concentration curve of the

smoke flow at the O point in the cabin E(t) begins to rise slowly and smoothly at 6.9 s
and finally maintains the same steady-state peak as d(t). According to the data shown in

Figure 7e, 71 =ty —top = 0.9 s, and 12=9.1 s was adjusted so that the calculated curve of

d(t) is in agreement with the numerical simulation curve in Figure 8e, and the fitting error
was R = 0.9821. When the tuyere velocity is 0.2 m/s, it can be seen from Figure 7f that the
mass concentration curve d(f) of the smoke flow of the M electricity outside of the cabin
starts to jump at 5.4 s and gradually tends to oscillate, while the mass concentration curve

of the smoke flow at the O point in the cabin ;(t) begins to rise slowly and smoothly at
6.3 s and finally maintains the same steady-state peak as d(t). According to the data shown

in Figure 7f, 1 =ty — tp = 0.9 5, and = "7.18 s was adjusted so that the calculated curve

of d(t) is consistent with the numerical simulation curve in Figure 8f, and the fitting error
was R =0.9841.

The velocity time-history curve of the smoke flow at M point outside the maze is
shown in Figure 9. In Figure 9a, the effective velocity of u(t) = u} + uf ~ u.(t), and
the mean value of the steady-state oscillation part of the time-history curve was taken to
obtain u = 0.1367 m/s, and so far, a set of (4, 71, T2) values (0.1367, 1.9, 16.5) at the tuyere
velocity = 0.1 m/s were obtained. In Figure 9b to Figure 9f, the same method was used to
obtain the result that u is 0.1435 m/s, 0.1545 m/s, 0.1731 m/s, 0.1367 m/s and 0.2207 m/s,
respectively, and the corresponding five sets of values are (0.1435, 1.4, 13.6), (0.1545, 1.2,
12.2), (0.1731, 1.0, 11.5), (0.2028, 0.9, 9.1) and (0.2207, 0.9, 7.18), respectively.

3.3. Parameter Fitting

Using the same method, simulations were performed for airflow velocities of 0.12,
0.14, 0.16, 0.18 and 0.20 m/s. The simulation results are shown in Figures 7-9, and the
corresponding sets of (1, Ty, T») are listed in Table 2. As the airflow velocity decreases, the

time required for the p(t) curve to reach a significantly stable phase gradually increases.
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Table 2. Parameter calibration at airflow velocity of each tuyere.

Vel. (m/s) u (m/s) tols t~0/S /s Tols R
0.20 0.2207 54 6.3 0.9 7.18 0.9841
0.18 0.2028 6 6.9 0.9 9.1 0.9821
0.16 0.1713 6.6 7.6 1.0 11.5 0.9919
0.14 0.1545 7.4 8.6 1.2 12.2 0.9905
0.12 0.1435 8.4 9.8 1.4 13.6 0.9794
0.10 0.1367 9.3 11.2 1.9 16.5 0.9852
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Figure 7. Smoke concentration at measuring points inside and outside of smoke labyrinth under
conditions of 0.10-0.20 m/s.
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Figure 9. Time history of smoke flow velocity outside of smoke labyrinth under conditions of
0.10-0.20 m/s.

The above six sets of data (4, 11, T2) are used as the least squares fitting in the form
of 1 = a;u, 1, = apu~t2, and the fitting curves are shown in Figures 10 and 11. The
specific parameter expressions are as follows:

7 =009 01<u<02 (6)
T =0.67u"1,01<u<02 7)
8 T T T
* Tl
7 —— y=0.09447x 1-42802']
6 R2=0.99878 |

T T T
0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
w/(m-s)

Figure 10. Results of 7y parameter fitting.
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Figure 11. Results of 1, parameter fitting.

The Cleary hysteresis model can be used to predict the smoke response lag time of
this type of smoke detector when the fire occurs, so as to determine the alarm time of the
detector after the fire at different smoke flow speeds. However, considering that when the
simulation model is established, although the tuyere model selects several typical working
conditions of the aircraft cargo compartment, the smoke source reactant only selects the
polyurethane and defines the maximum smoke—soot generation fraction and the minimum
heat release rate. The smoke detector model is also specified. Therefore, it is necessary to
further consider the calibration of smoke generated by different smoke sources to improve
the scope of the application of these simulation conclusions. In addition, the corresponding
modules can be integrated into the software through secondary development to facilitate
the rapid operation of other geometric configurations of detectors on the market.

4. Experimental Verification

This experimental section was conducted in the test cargo compartment of the fire
protection system laboratory at the Tianjin Aviation Electro-Mechanical Co., Ltd. cargo
compartment (Tianjin, China). The cargo compartment test chamber is a multi-functional
full-scale simulation test device used to simulate the potential risk of a fire inside the aircraft
cargo compartment. Figure 12 shows the cargo compartment of the fire protection test
laboratory, where the size is 8110 mm x 4160 mm x 1670 mm. Simulating the test cabin
model, the cargo compartment is narrow at the bottom and wide at the top. Fixed smoke
density sensors are installed at the front, middle and rear positions of the top of the cabin.

Figure 12. The aircraft cargo compartment ground simulation platform: the left image shows the
dimensional diagram and the right image shows the actual photo.

This testing procedure was primarily broken into the following steps: (1) we installed
the smoke detector in the middle position near the top of the cargo compartment test cabin,
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as shown in Figure 13; (2) we installed a portable densitometer near the smoke detector to
analyze the smoke concentration near the smoke detector; (3) we turned on the portable
smoke density meter (Concept Smoke Systems Ltd, UK) in the cabin at the same time to
collect the response signals; (4) we chose a location, arranged the smoke generator, and
adjusted the smoke mode so that the smoke generated flowed at an approximately constant
speed on the cabin’s roof, as shown in Figure 14; (5) we recorded the smoke detector
response time through video monitoring, stopped the densitometer collection, and saved
the densitometer data results.

Figure 13. Layout of smoke detectors and experimental equipment in test cargo compartment.

Figure 14. Smoke movement inside cargo compartment during experiment.

Using the hysteresis model proposed in the previous section, the internal response
of the smoke detector chamber can be numerically calculated based on Beer’s law and
the smoke density meter’s response data. The prediction curve based on this numerical
calculation is shown in Figure 15, which depicts the change in the refractive index of the
smoke inside the smoke detector over time. The two coordinate points in the diagram
represent the values at both ends of the smoke detector’s alarm range, i.e., from 92% to 94%,
and the corresponding alarm times are 43.1 s and 49.0 s, respectively, which is the total time
from the smoke occurrence to the smoke detector reaching the alarm threshold. Setting the
air leakage rate of the test airplane cargo cabin and modifying the smoke generator’s smoke
generation mode causes the smoke to flow at an approximately constant speed in the cabin.
A total of six sets of tests at different wind speeds ranging from 0.1 m/s to 0.2 m/s were
carried out. The results are shown in Table 3, where it can be seen that the alarm response
of the detector becomes faster with the increase in the smoke flow speed. The alarm times
of the six groups of experiments all fell within the predicted alarm range from 43.1 s to
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49.0 s. Through this experiment, the accuracy of the second-order hysteresis model can be
verified, which provides a positive judgment method for the design of smoke detectors.

120
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Figure 15. Response time curve of smoke detectors inside maze as predicted by parameters.

Table 3. Alarm time of aircraft cargo cabin verification experiments under different wind speeds.

Serial Number Wind Velocity Cargo Tank Air Leaka?:ge Iflow Temperature (°C) Alarm Time (s)
(m/s) Pressure (atm) Rate (m°/min)
1 0.10 1.01 1.26 25.1 48.9
2 0.12 1.00 1.33 25.0 48.4
3 0.14 1.02 1.41 252 45.1
4 0.16 0.98 1.48 249 45.5
5 0.18 0.98 1.54 24.8 444
6 0.20 1.01 1.60 249 43.1

5. Conclusions

In this paper, the hysteresis effect of photoelectric smoke detectors was investigated,
and the calibration methods of the smoke velocity u, retention time 77 and mixing time 7,
were determined through the analysis of Cleary’s two-stage model. A smoke detector model
and a numerical simulation wind tunnel were constructed in FDS to explore the detector
response parameters at six ambient wind speeds ranging from 0.1 m/s to 0.2 m/s. A two-
stage hysteresis model for evaluating the different ambient wind speeds was obtained by
fitting the parameters, where 71 = 0.09u 4% and 7, = 0.67u~1-°. Finally, a full-size physical
cargo hold experiment was performed for the prediction model, and the anticipated alert
range is from 43.1 s to 49.0 s, with the actual alarm times falling within the range, confirming
the model’s accuracy. Cleary’s two-stage hysteresis model can be extended and applied to
the design of a fire prevention system for an airplane’s cargo hold, as well as to guide the
structural design and layout of smoke detectors, particularly on a large aircraft.
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