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Abstract

An ejector is a momentum-transfer device that requires no external mechanical input

or moving parts. However, ejectors have low performance due to irreversibilities such

as viscous losses and shocks in the primary stream and diffuser. It has previously been

argued that by maintaining a constant rate of momentum change along the ejector

duct, shock losses could be eliminated or at least minimised, and so the Constant Rate

of Momentum Change (CRMC) ejector was introduced. The CRMC configuration

appears to have significant potential, but the CRMC design prescription relies on: (1)

an arbitrary choice for the constant rate of momentum change along the length of the

duct; and (2) complete mixing between primary and secondary streams at the entrance

to the duct. This thesis investigates the themes of shock losses and mixing within a

CRMC ejector using physical experiments and computational simulation.

The CRMC ejector duct and the primary nozzle were manufactured using 3D print-

ing technology and then an experimental test bench using air as the working fluid

was assembled and successfully tested. The primary nozzle had a throat diameter of

3.2 mm and an exit diameter of 13.6 mm; the CRMC duct had a throat diameter of

25.48 mm. Extensive experimental tests were carried out for primary pressure between

200 kPa and 270 kPa, and secondary pressure between 0.6 kPa and 5 kPa. The results

demonstrate the primary nozzle exit position within the entrainment region has a lim-

ited effect on the ejector performance in terms of the entrainment ratio and critical

back pressures. A gas dynamic model was used to compare the performance of the

present CRMC ejector with different ejector profiles (both conventional and CRMC)

working with different fluids. The CRMC ejector showed a slightly better performance

in terms of entrainment ratio and compression ratio. When CFD simulations of the



ii

present CRMC ejector were compared with a conventional ejector at a similar oper-

ating condition, the total pressure of the CRMC ejector remained 15 % larger than

the conventional ejector but this higher performance was due to different primary

flow shock structures, not due to improvements in the compression process within the

diffuser. Differences in the primary flow structure are thought to be caused by the

different contraction angle of the secondary flow area. Higher entrainment ratio and

compression ratio were simulated for the CRMC ejector relative to the conventional

ejector but were not as high as expected from the CRMC design.

To investigate the mixing of the flow within the CRMC ejector, a laser-based visualisa-

tion technique was developed. A transparent CRMC ejector test section was designed,

fabricated, and operated in the ejector system using air as the working fluid. The

laser-based flow visualisation used a laser light beam of diameter of 1 mm to illumi-

nate the seeded secondary flow and thus, the unmixed primary flow was defined. The

wall static pressure of the seeded flow agrees well with that of the unseeded flow which

indicates that the seeding has a very small effect on the flow. Analysis of the im-

ages by digital image processing tools enabled identification of the jet core flow length

which was found to lie between 65 mm and 95 mm from the nozzle exit at the selected

operating conditions.

The primary and secondary flows entering the CRMC duct are certainly not fully

mixed as assumed in the CRMC design prescription. Furthermore, enhancement of

the distribution of the wall static pressure and centreline total pressure is not directly

attributable to the CRMC prescription. The modest performance improvements as-

sociated with the present CRMC design relative to the performance of a conventional

duct should be balanced against the added complexity associated with manufacturing

a CRMC duct when considering the CRMC design for future applications.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Ejector history and applications

Ejectors are known as vacuum jets, jet pumps or thermo-compressors for different

applications, and the working fluid may be a liquid or gas. These devices have been

used extensively in the power generation and chemical processing industries for nearly

a century. Ejectors also have applications in nuclear, distillation, vacuum evaporation

and drying processes and the ability to handle highly corrosive vapours and fluids.

The first wave of popularity of ejector refrigeration systems came in the early 1930s

for the air conditioning of large buildings. However, mechanical vapour compression

refrigeration systems were ultimately favoured due to their higher COP, smaller volume

and reliable operation.

Recently, cooling technology interests have begun to realign with the ejector refriger-

ation system due to the rising cost of energy and the decreasing availability of energy

resources. In addition, as incentives to protect the environment have grown, ejectors

are becoming more popular in industrial fields because of associated energy savings

and emission reduction (Sun & Eames 1995) and thus, the system has again become

an attractive subject.

Ejectors have no moving or complicated parts, and so are easy to maintain and ejectors
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operate reliably with low capital and maintenance cost compared with conventional

pumps or compressors. In addition, as an environmentally friendly alternative to tradi-

tional refrigerants, water vapour can be used as a working fluid in ejector refrigeration

systems, providing an environmental protection factor. Ejectors have promising ap-

plications in energy savings due to their ability to utilize waste or low grade thermal

energy.

1.2 Ejector operation

Figure 1.1 illustrates a conventional gas or vapour ejector and its flow characteristics.

The ejector system is made up of the primary nozzle and mixing section, the secondary

throat or constant area section and the subsonic diffuser. The high pressure primary

flow (PF) enters the nozzle at (plane P) and starts to accelerate as it enters the nozzle

convergent section and reaches the sonic condition at the nozzle throat (plane 1). While

expanding through the nozzle divergent section, the velocity of primary flow increases.

Due to the velocity increase, a low pressure region at the nozzle exit plane (plane 2)

is created.

The motive flow (primary flow) draws the secondary fluid into the mixing section

(plane 2) through the action of the mixing between the high speed primary flow and

the initially lower speed secondary flow. The secondary flow is accelerated and matches

the primary flow pressure at some point downstream (nominally the nozzle exit at plane

2), and the two streams mix as they move downstream. A compression effect occurs in

a series of shocks induced at the ejector throat or constant area section (between plane

3 and plane 4), this effect is illustrated at the very end of the constant area section.

When the mixed stream passes through the subsonic diffuser, and possibly due to the

action of additional shock waves, the velocity of the mixture decreases and reaches a

subsonic level and further compression is achieved. Finally, the mixed flow leaves the

ejector at position (E) at which point it is pressurised close to the exit pressure.



1.2. EJECTOR OPERATION 3

Figure 1.1: Flow characteristics in a conventional gas or vapour ejector.

The most significant parameter in ejector design is the entrainment ratio, ER which

is defined as:

ER =
ṁs

ṁp
(1.1)

where ṁs is defined as the mass flow rate of the secondary stream, and ṁp is the mass

flow rate of the primary stream. In an ejector refrigeration cycle, an approximation for

the coefficient of performance (COP) is sometimes used (Ruangtrakoon et al. 2012) is

COP ≈ ER (1.2)

The ratio of the exit pressure to the secondary pressure, which is called the pressure lift

ratio (PLR) or compression ratio (CR), is the second key parameter used to evaluate

the ejector performance

CR =
Pc
Ps

(1.3)

where Pc is the ejector exit flow pressure, and Ps is the secondary flow pressure.

In addition, the stagnation pressure ratio (SPR) which represents the ratio of the



4 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

primary flow stagnation pressure to the secondary flow stagnation pressure also plays

a significant role in ejector performance.

1.3 Constant rate momentum change design

The geometric configuration of a supersonic ejector has a significant effect on the

ejector performance (Sun 1996, Chunnanond & Aphornratana 2004, Ruangtrakoon

et al. 2012). A number of researchers have investigated the effect of ejector geometry

on ejector performance. For example, they have investigated the effect of convergence

and divergence angles, length and diameter of the constant area section, nozzle position

and entrained flow entrance geometry. Varying degrees of success in augmentation of

ejector performance have been achieved through many previous studies. However,

significant improvement in ejector performance is yet to be obtained.

Performance improvements might be possible through improved designs that reduce

pressure losses associated with the mixing process (Sun 1996) and methods to reduce

pressure losses in the diffuser are also important. The constant rate of momentum

change (CRMC) duct profile was proposed by Eames (2002) in an attempt to elim-

inate the shock-induced pressure losses that occur in a conventional ejector. In this

design, it is assumed that the mixed flow undergoes a shock-less diffusion as it moves

through a non-uniform cross sectional area ejector duct that causes its momentum to

vary at a constant rate. Several authors have subsequently investigated the CRMC

design and varying degrees of performance improvements relative to conventional ejec-

tor design have been reported (Worall (2001), Kumar, Singhal & Subbarao (2013),

Mazzelli & Milazzo (2015)). The conditions under which performance improvements

can be expected from the CRMC design are yet not clear.

1.4 Design optimisation

For many years computational fluid dynamics (CFD) has provided valuable informa-

tion to assist in defining the optimum operating conditions for supersonic ejectors
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(Riffat & Everitt 1999). CFD can be used to study the effects of compressibility and

turbulence of the flow structure inside the proposed ejector and to examine the effects

of operating conditions and nozzle exit position on the performance of the ejector. CFD

can also be used for visualisation of ejector characteristics in a cost and time effective

way. Although the quality and accuracy of CFD simulations of ejector performance

varies from study to study, it is generally agreed that CFD can make an important

contribution to ejector design optimisation (Little & Garimella 2016).

Flow visualisation inside the ejector has been used in a limited number of applications

to validate existing CFD and provide qualitative information related to ejector flow.

Capturing some effects of the ejector flow may not be possible with available computa-

tional, analytical and experimental tools. The mixing process inside the ejector is the

area of highest uncertainty that impacts the entrainment ratio and compression ratio

and a full understanding has not been achieved due to difficulties associated with the

measurement of this complex flow behaviour. Non-intrusive visualisation techniques

could provide visualisation of the mixing flow behaviour inside the proposed ejector

enabling improved understanding of the mixing process, and therefore could ultimately

improve the design of ejectors (Little & Garimella 2016).

1.5 Scope of study

Methods of CFD and flow visualisation are applied to an ejector design using the

CRMC prescription to assess its performance and enhance the understanding of the

CRMC design within the context of conventional ejector duct performance. The fol-

lowing tasks have been completed.

• Design, fabricate and commission an open system air ejector based on CRMC

theory, suitable for flow visualisation studies.

• Develop flow seeding and laser-based visualisation methods suitable for the CRMC

ejector.

• Acquire new data which provides additional insight into the ejector mixing and

compression process within the CRMC ejector.
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• Compare the performance of a conventional ejector geometry with the proposed

CRMC geometry and determine if changes to the characteristics of the shocks

are a contributor to performance changes.

• Evaluate the CRMC ejector relative to different types of ejectors using different

working fluids.

Although the work seeks to make contributions to the understanding of CRMC and

other ejectors for the purpose of improving their performance, the chosen operating

conditions for the air ejector reflect the pressure ratios encountered by steam ejectors

used in refrigeration applications.

1.6 Overview of the Dissertation

This dissertation is arranged in the following chapters:

Chapter 1 Introduction to the supersonic ejector, and scope of the present study.

Chapter 2 This chapter presents a review of previous studies that focused on con-

ventional and variable area ejector design and operation, experimental, compu-

tational, and flow visualization studies.

Chapter 3 This chapter describes how the CRMC theory is employed in this work.

An analysis of the design is also presented in this chapter.

Chapter 4 An overview of the apparatus design and fabrication of the CRMC ejector

duct is presented in this chapter. Pressure, temperature, and flow measuring

devices are also introduced in this chapter.

Chapter 5 Preliminary experimental work which includes the system stability, sys-

tem repeatability and uncertainty of measuring tools is presented in this chapter.

The effect of the variation of the nozzle exit position on the ejector performance

is also presented.

Chapter 6 The experimental data is presented and discussed in this chapter. Results

illustrate the effect of operating conditions such as primary, secondary, and exit
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pressures on the ejector performance. Results for the entrainment ratio and

pressure distribution along the ejector wall are presented.

Chapter 7 Computational analysis including the simulation of the ejector using CFD

and comparison with experimental data is presented in this chapter.

Chapter 8 This chapter presents the flow visualisation technique and the design and

fabrication of the transparent duct and particle seeding system. Image processing

and data analysis which presents the flow behaviour inside the ejector, are also

presented in this chapter.

Chapter 9 This chapter includes the overall conclusion and presents recommenda-

tions for future work.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

Many theoretical and experimental studies have been completed in efforts to under-

stand the fundamentals of ejector operation and to understand the effect of various

parameters on performance. Ejectors were first applied in 1901 (ASHRAE 1986) for re-

moving air from a steam engine’s condenser. Since then, researchers have focused their

efforts to improve the performance of the ejector utilised in a variety of application

such as refrigeration, pumping and evacuation systems.

The review describes and evaluates the development of the different aspect of design,

fabrication, and operation of the ejector up to the present. Previous analytical, com-

putational, experimental, and flow visualization studies are included.

2.2 Ejector analytical models

Application of ejectors in the first attempt to develop the ejector-driven refrigeration

system by Le Blank and Parsons occurred in 1901 (ASHRAE 1986). It was quickly

realised that the performance of the ejector played a crucial role in the performance of

the refrigeration system, promoting research into ejector characteristics.
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Keenan (1950) performed a theoretical study of ejectors and classified them into two

categories according to the position of the nozzle: (1) Constant-Area Mixing (CAM)

method which means that the nozzle exit is located within the ejector constant-area sec-

tion and the mixing of the primary and the secondary flows occurs inside the constant-

area section; (2) Constant-Pressure Mixing (CPM) method which means that the

nozzle exit is located within the suction chamber which is in front of the constant-

area section and the mixing process occurs at constant pressure. The results from the

Keenan (1950) investigation was that CPM gives a better performance than the CAM

ejector and is thus widely used. In Keenan (1950) paper, one-dimensional continuity,

momentum, and energy equations were used for the first time to analyse the ejector

operation. The author is considered as the founder of ejector analysis theory. However,

this theory is unable to predict the phenomenon that produces the well known con-

stant capacity characteristics of ejector flow, in which the entrainment ratio remains

constant until the condenser pressure increases to a point (the critical operation point)

at which the secondary flow is no longer choked.

Munday & Bagster (1977) proposed a theory to describe stream choking effects. The

authors assumed the presence of an effective area (annulus area formed between the

primary jet core and the ejector walls) for the secondary flow to account for this

phenomenon. This area according to their theory, remains constant and independent

of the ejector exit pressure downstream.

Eames, Aphornratana & Haider (1995) presented theoretical and experimental studies

of a small-scale steam-jet refrigerator and introduced a theoretical model including

irreversibility associated with the primary nozzle, the mixing chamber and the diffuser.

This model was based on a constant-pressure mixing process, but without considering

the choking of the secondary flow.

Huang et al. (1999) analysed the operation of 11 different ejectors working with R141b

and further developed Keenan’s model by assuming:

• A hypothetical throat occurs inside the constant area section to allow the sec-

ondary flow to pass and reach a choked condition.

• A mixing process between primary and secondary flow starts at the hypothetical
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throat and continues with constant pressure.

• A shock will occur at the end of the constant area section leading to a sudden

pressure rise.

The results attained by Huang et al. (1999) demonstrated good agreement with ex-

periments. However, the ejector modelling assumption would not be applicable to all

ejector configurations.

2.3 Operating conditions

Sun (1997) investigated the performance characteristics of an open steam jet refriger-

ation system. The operating conditions of the system were between 95 oC and 135 oC

for the generator temperatures and between 5 oC and 15 oC as the evaporator tem-

peratures. The results illustrate that increasing generator temperature initially causes

an increase in the entrainment ratio, but further generator temperature rise causes

entrainment ratio to decrease. In addition, the results show that increasing the evapo-

rator temperature leads to improving system performance. It was concluded that the

evaporator temperature has a significant impact on the ejector performance.

A closed steam ejector refrigeration system was experimentally studied by Chunnanond

& Aphornratana (2004). Three primary nozzle throat diameters, 0.5 mm, 1.75 mm,

and 2 mm were used in this work. The boiler temperature ranged between 120 oC and

140 oC, while the evaporator temperature ranged between 5 oC to 15 oC. The author

concluded that super heating of the primary flow does not have a significant effect on

the system performance or the critical condenser pressure. Furthermore, the study

showed the system performance declines as the primary pressure increases for a given

secondary pressure.

Pridasawas (2006) studied the influence of the exit pressure on the entrainment ratio

as in Figure 2.1 which shows three ejector operation modes: double choked, single

choked, and unchoked mode.
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• When the condenser pressure is lower than the critical pressure and both primary

and secondary flows are choked, highest ejector performance can be obtained.

This region is called the “critical mode” and “double-choking” occurs.

• The ejector performance dropped when the exit pressure increased beyond the

critical pressure value and only the primary flow is choked. Thus, the entrainment

ratio decreases as the back pressure increases. This region is called the “sub-

critical mode” and “single-choking” occurs.

• The ejector stops working when the back pressure exceeds a specific value. As the

back pressure continues to increase, back-flow occurs through the secondary flow

line. This region is referred to as the “back-flow mode” and ejector “malfunction”

occurs.

 

Figure 2.1: Schematic illustration of operation modes and variation of entrainment ratio

with the condenser pressure from the work of Pridasawas (2006).

Meyer, Harms & Dobson (2009) tested a 2.5, 3, and 3.5 mm primary nozzle throat

diameter in an open system ejector configuration using steam and operated with a

temperature range of 85 oC to 140 oC as the primary flow stagnation temperature, 5 oC

to 10 oC as a secondary flow stagnation temperature, and 5.63 kPa as an exit pressure.

The study illustrated that the ejector works well at primary flow temperatures below
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100 oC and concluded that the primary flow temperature, secondary flow temperature,

exit pressure, and the primary nozzle exit position have a significant effect on the

ejector performance.

Dong et al. (2017) developed and tested a steam ejector refrigeration system in order

to assess its ability to function properly in refrigeration applications with extra low-

temperature heat sources below 40 oC. The working performance of the steam ejector

at generating temperatures ranging from 40 oC to 70 oC was also investigated. The

study concluded that the configuration can operate successfully at this range of low

temperatures as illustrated in Figure 2.2

Figure 2.2: Variation of system COP with the condensing temperature at different gener-

ator temperatures from the work of Dong et al. (2017).

2.4 Nozzle design

Chang & Chen (2000) proposed a novel petal nozzle as illustrated in Figure 2.3 to

enhance the performance of a steam jet refrigeration system. Experimental results from

this study show that the entrainment ratio and the COP of the system with a petal

nozzle are better than that with a conical nozzle used in typical ejector refrigeration
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cycle when operated at larger area ratios (constant area section to nozzle throat area).

In addition, the author experimentally demonstrated that more efficient mixing can be

achieved by using this kind of nozzle and that more kinetic energy can be recovered to

enhance the back pressure. The suggested nozzle is similar in many characteristics to

that of a conical nozzle but could operate with higher pressure ratio. Its complicated

shape adds complexity to fabrication which detracts from any positive characteristics

of performance.

 
Figure 2.3: Conical and petal nozzles geometry from the work of Chang & Chen (2000).

Chunnanond & Aphornratana (2004) investigated the effect of nozzle geometry and

position on the performance of steam ejector refrigeration. In this study, the authors

indicated that using either a smaller nozzle or moving the nozzle away from the mix-

ing chamber could increase the ejector entrainment ratio. They assert this may occur

because withdrawing the nozzle provides a larger effective area allowing a larger en-

trained secondary flow as in Figure 2.4. In addition, the study illustrated that the

presence of super heated steam has no effect on the system performance other than to

avoid ejector erosion damage by wet motive steam.
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Figure 2.4: Effective area and expansion angle in the mixing chamber from the work of

Chunnanond & Aphornratana (2004).

Chaiwongsa & Wongwises (2008) used R134a as a working fluid to study the influence

of the nozzle outlet diameter on ejector efficiency. The study analysed various nozzle

outlet diameter (2 mm, 2.5 mm, 3 mm) and concluded that using nozzles with different

outlet diameter has little effect on system performance and the 2 mm nozzle diameter

produces the best performance.

Park (2009) introduced a swirled motive flow thermal vapour compressor as a new

attempt to enhance its entrainment performance by letting the motive steam flow into

the primary nozzle with a swirl component. The author used various swirl angles to

investigate the influence of the swirl motion on the ejector entraining performance.

The study concluded that the swirled motive flow increased the entrainment ratio by

2% compared with the no swirl ejector.

Opgenorth et al. (2012) focused on the reduction of the primary fluid flow rate required

to obtain higher entrainment ratio at a given secondary flow and increasing the total

pressure recovery. Designs for supersonic ejectors in refrigeration applications aiming

to improve the performance by enhancing mixing process were introduced. Flow in-
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stability and vortices for mixing were created by adding lobes to the circular nozzle

design as in Figure 2.5. The study demonstrated that an optimum number of lobes

exists to achieve an effective way to improve the mixing process between the entrained

flow and the motive flow. The best compression ratio achieved by this study was 6.25

compared to 4 for the circular nozzle. However, the complex design of the lobed nozzle

is considered the main limitation of this configuration.

Figure 2.5: Lobed nozzle geometry from the work of Opgenorth et al. (2012).

Yang et al. (2012) numerically studied the effects of different nozzle structures on the

performance of steam ejectors using a computational fluid dynamics (CFD) technique

which revealed the stream-wise vortex and span-wise vortex distributions in the mixing

chamber in lobed jet mixing flow. The study investigated the performance of five

different nozzle structures, namely, conical, elliptical, square, rectangular and cross-

shaped nozzles under similar operating conditions as in Figure 2.6. It was found that

the entrainment ratio of the ejector equipped with the conical nozzle was better than

the other nozzles but the conical nozzle achieved a lower critical back pressure than

the square and the cross-shaped nozzles.
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Figure 2.6: Different nozzle shapes computationally tested by Yang et al. (2012).

The study pointed out that a higher entrainment ratio can be achieved by efficient

mixing due to the interactions between the stream wise vortex and the span wise vor-

tex. In addition, when the vortices contact the inner wall of the mixing chamber, the

effective area (the area between the primary nozzle jet core and the ejector inner wall

which the secondary flow passes through) reduces and energy losses increase. Conse-

quently, significant decrease in both the entrainment ratio and critical back pressure

occurs. Lin et al. (2013) used a CFD technique to investigate the optimum geometry

of the adjustable ejector. Several important geometrical parameters including primary

nozzle diverging angle, constant pressure mixing section length, primary nozzle exit

position, and converging angle of the constant pressure mixing chamber were modelled

using CFD and experimentally validated. The study concluded that the primary noz-

zle diverging angle and the length of the constant pressure mixing section parameters
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are most sensitive to the variations in the flow conditions and the pressure recovery

properties than other parameters.

A comparison between a chevron nozzle and conventional nozzle as illustrated in Fig-

ure 2.7 and an assessment of their effect on the ejector performance was numerically

performed by Kong et al. (2013). The Chevron nozzle shows the better results: en-

trainment ratio was improved 14.8 % on average, and the maximum improvement was

21.8 %. At the same time, pressure recovery was increased 8.5 % on average. The study

concluded that the chevron nozzle shows better results in both the entrainment ratio

and compression ratio, even with a smaller primary stream mass flow rate.

Figure 2.7: Conventional and chevron nozzle used by Kong et al. (2013)

.

Using different nozzle shapes could improve the mixing process in the ejector and

therefore enhance the ejector performance. However, using these configurations in

ejector system is limited by their complicated construction and high manufacturing

costs.

Fu et al. (2016) investigated numerically the influences of primary nozzle characteristic

on a steam ejector’s performance. The effects of the primary nozzle outlet diameter

as well as the divergent section length under different secondary pressures on a steam

ejector were reported. The study revealed that for given operation conditions with

other geometry parameters of the steam ejector unchanged, the ratio of the nozzle
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outlet diameter, γd to the nozzle throat has a very strong influence on the entrainment

ratio of the ejector as in Figure 2.8.

Figure 2.8: Variation of entrainment ratio with ratio of outlet diameter to the nozzle

throat, γd, from the work of Fu et al. (2016).

2.5 Nozzle exit position

Watanabe (1972) experimentally studied the effect of the nozzle exit position on the

constant area ejector performance. The study demonstrated that a maximum entrain-

ment ratio could be achieved by positioning the primary nozzle at the optimum position

within the mixing section. Vyas & Kar (1975) conducted a limited study to examine

the effect of the nozzle exit position on the ejector efficiency. The study concluded that

moving the nozzle exit position away from the mixing section entrance could actually

cause a significant reduction in entrainment ratio.

The ESDU (1986) design guide suggests that the nozzle should be placed at a distance

of 0.5 to 1.0 times length of the mixing chamber’s throat diameter upstream of the

mixing chamber inlet. However, because of the complex nature of the flow structure,

it is difficult to give precise recommendations for the optimum nozzle position.

To provide more flexible operation than a totally fixed geometry ejector, Aphornratana



2.5. NOZZLE EXIT POSITION 19

& Eames (1997) introduced a configuration with a manually adjustable primary nozzle

to investigate the influence of changing the nozzle exit position on the ejector perfor-

mance. The COP of the system and the cooling capacity decreased by moving the

primary nozzle downstream, into the mixing section, positive values on NXP as il-

lustrated in Figure 2.9. On the other hand, when the nozzle was retracted from the

mixing chamber, the COP and cooling capacity increased, but at expense of critical

back pressure. The study showed that a single optimum primary nozzle exit posi-

tion cannot be achieved to meet all operating conditions and each operating condition

requires a particular optimum nozzle position.

Figure 2.9: Adjustable nozzle exit position in the conventional ejector from work of

Aphornratana & Eames (1997).

Al-Doori (2013) tested experimentally four nozzle positions to investigate the effect

on performance in a constant pressure steam ejector. The selected positions of the

nozzle lip relative to the commencement of the mixing section were 6, -4, -18, and

-32 mm. The tests were carried out with steam as a working fluid at primary pressure

of 270 kPa and temperature of 130 ◦C and evaporator temperature of 6, 10, and 14 ◦C.

The highest value of COP was obtained at NXP = -32 mm as shown in Figure 2.10.

The tests revealed that the ejector entrainment ratio improves when the primary nozzle

moves upstream. This result was attributed to the increase of the area available for the

secondary flow to pass through, and therefore more secondary flow would be entrained

into the mixing section.
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Figure 2.10: Effect of the nozzle exit position on conventional steam ejector performance

for primary pressure of 270 kPa and temperature of 130 ◦C and range of evaporator tem-

peratures from the work of Al-Doori (2013).

Dong et al. (2013) used three different movable nozzle geometries to study the effect of

the nozzle exit position on steam ejector performance at different operating conditions.

The study illustrated that the optimum nozzle exit position was located between 56 mm

to 96 mm as illustrated in Figure 2.11. In addition, the authors claimed that the nozzle

throat diameter does not affect the optimum nozzle exit position and the optimum

position is not related to the operating conditions, nozzle dimensions, and ejector

diffuser size.
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Figure 2.11: Effect of nozzle exit position on the conventional steam ejector performance

from the work of Dong et al. (2013).

Chong et al. (2014) presented experimental and numerical studies to examine the

influence of the nozzle exit position on supersonic air ejector performance. The results

indicated that there is an optimal nozzle exit position corresponding to maximum

entrainment ratio, but the exit pressure critical value is not affected by the nozzle exit

position.

It can be concluded that the primary nozzle geometry has some effect on the ejector

working performance. The nozzle exit position significantly affects ejector performance

and nozzle position can be adjusted to start up and to fine tune ejector performance.

An optimum nozzle position covering all ejector operating conditions is not possible

and each operating condition requires a particular nozzle position. However, the main

advantage of ejector having no moving parts would be removed.

From published information, it seems that conventional ejector performance is still

relatively poor. This leaves a large margin available for improvement, potentially

justifying efforts to explore unconventional approaches.
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2.6 Variable geometry ejectors

Conventional supersonic ejectors are designed according to the assumption of constant

area mixing (CAM) or constant pressure mixing (CPM). Occurrence of shock series in

the constant area and diffuser regions is a common problem in both these conventional

designs. The occurrence of a series of shocks in these regions causes a loss of total

pressure. To produce a high efficiency supersonic ejector, the shocks should be elim-

inated or at least minimized. In literature, a number of authors have reported that

the performance of the ejector cycles could be improved by using ejectors that do not

have any constant area region.

Ejector-related work often illustrates that the variation of the operating conditions

can cause a significant change in the constant area ejector performance. The optimum

ejector performance can be achieved over a very limited range of operating conditions;

slight changes in the operating conditions can cause a significant deterioration in ejector

performance.

Eames et al. (1995) carried out experimental and theoretical studies into fixed geometry

ejectors. The study showed that the cooling capacity and thus, the ejector performance

at off design operation is limited by the condenser pressure, which would itself be

governed by the ambient conditions in an application. The study also suggested that

the system cooling capacity is independent of the operating conditions in a given

range. The study concluded that if the ejector was designed with variable geometry

such as cross-section areas or nozzle exit position, the cooling capacity could be made

independent of the operating temperatures in a given range.

Sun (1996) carried out experimental and theoretical studies to investigate the influence

of the ejector geometry on its performance. The study indicated that fixed geometry

ejectors can not perform well unless they operate exactly at their designed operating

conditions. The study suggested that the geometry of an ejector in the refrigeration

cycle should be variable in order to cope with variations of working conditions and

maintain optimum performance and constant cooling capacity of the system. The study

concluded that if a variable geometry ejector was available there would be no critical

pressure value as increasing the ejector back pressure causes a gradual reduction in
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entrainment ratio rather than a sudden drop that occurs in the fixed-geometry ejector.

Kim et al. (2006) performed CFD analysis on a variable area ejector using air as a

working fluid. The ejector throat area ratio was varied by a moveable cone-cylinder

which was inserted into a conventional ejector to provide such variable area ejector

as in Figure 2.12. However, pressure losses due to flow disruption is considered a

significant drawback of this arrangement.

Figure 2.12: Schematic of a variable area ejector from the work of Kim et al. (2006).

Ma et al. (2010) introduced a steam ejector refrigeration system with a spindle placed

in front of the primary nozzle inlet to control flow rate into the nozzle, as shown in

Figure 2.13. The spindle changes the primary nozzle throat area and therefore changes

the area ratio (the ratio of the constant area throat section to primary nozzle throat

area) of the ejector. The primary flow can be adjusted using the spindle in order to

provide a higher entrainment ratio and COP as well as more flexible operation. The

study showed that when the spindle position was moved towards the nozzle, the cooling

capacity decreased due to the decreased primary flow while the critical back pressure

increases significantly which allows the ejector to operate at higher condenser pressure.
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Figure 2.13: Configuration of steam ejector with spindle (Ma et al. 2010).

Dennis (2009) presented a performance comparison between fixed and variable geom-

etry ejectors. In this comparison, a performance map for fixed and variable geometry

ejector was suggested. The comparison indicated that the critical point of the back

pressure was removed from the variable geometry ejector performance. The study

noted that a range of mixing duct diameters from 8 mm to 22 mm would be sufficient

for a proposed ejector to operate satisfactorily over the required range of temperature.

More recently, Dennis & Garzoli (2011) used software modelling to examine the use

of variable geometry ejectors in cold stores to improve the ejector system performance

using a solar collector as a power source. The results showed that a hypothetical

variable geometry ejector provides 8-13 % higher solar fraction over a fixed geometry

ejector and thus, the area of the solar collector could be decreased by 80 % when using

a variable geometry ejector rather than the fixed geometry ejector.

Pereira et al. (2014) studied two geometrical factors, the area ratio and the nozzle

exit position using R600a as a working fluid. A movable spindle was installed in the

primary nozzle to control the area ratio. The influence of the nozzle exit position
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and condenser pressure on ejector performance were studied. The benefit of applying

the variable geometry design over a fixed geometry configuration was assessed. An

80 % increase in the COP was obtained when compared to the performance of a fixed

geometry ejector for a condenser pressure of 3 bar with identical operating conditions.

Gutiérrez & León (2014) studied an ejector that used variable geometry mechanisms

and evaluated it using CFD simulations. The design used a primary nozzle with

interchangeable outlets and these outlets were designed to enhance the mixing process

between the motive and the secondary fluids by increasing the exit perimeter of the

nozzle and producing flow instability. An increased entrainment ratio of the ejector

was achieved. An improvement of 8.23 % over the base line ejector entrainment ratio

was determined with CFD.

Although several researchers have examined the variable area ejector, so far academic

literature does not report a practical application of such an ejector concept.

2.7 CRMC Ejectors

Eames (2002) proposed a new ejector design with a continuous variation of cross sec-

tional area based on a Constant Rate Momentum Change (CRMC) theory as shown in

Figure 2.14. The new theory was proposed to replace the conventional ejector design

used in both constant area mixing and constant pressure mixing with CRMC ejector.

Theory proposes that to eliminate the pressure losses associated with the shock com-

pression of the mixed flow, the flow momentum is compelled to change at constant

rate as it moves downstream. By this means, shock wave occurrence could be elimi-

nated and thus, more total pressure would be conserved and converted to actual static

pressure gain, which will allow the ejector to operate more effectively.
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Figure 2.14: Profile of the CRMC ejector duct from the work of Eames (2002).

In this design it is supposed that there is a gradual increase in static pressure and

decrease in Mach number and velocity of flow because the shock in the ejector diffuser

is eliminated as sketched in Figure 2.15. An apparent reduction in the total pressure

losses associated with the shock formation in constant area ejectors is removed in this

new configuration.
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Figure 2.15: Pressure and Mach number variation for CRMC ejector from the work of

Eames (2002).

Theoretical results presented by Eames (2002) show that both the entrainment ratio

and pressure lift ratio could be significantly enhanced above those achieved from con-

stant area ejectors. Eames (2002) drew on the experimental work by Worall (2001) in

an effort to experimentally validate the theoretical simulations.

Worall (2001) performed experiments on a CRMC steam ejector as illustrated in Figure

2.16. Experimental data obtained by Worall (2001) showed that a small variation in

pressure lift ratio (ratio of exit pressure to secondary pressure) causes large changes

in entrainment ratio. However, the entrainment ratio varied over a range in a series of

peaks and troughs which could make the performance of such a system unpredictable

over its operational range.
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Figure 2.16: Profile of the convergent-divergent throat jet-pump from the work of Worall

(2001).

As an assessment of Eames (2002) theory, Seehanam et al. (2007) presented a numerical

study to describe the flow behaviour and ejector performance using CRMC theory and

compared the CRMC ejector with the constant pressure mixing ejector (CPM). The

study showed that CRMC provides a constant velocity for a longer distance along the

ejector centreline as shown in Figure 2.17. Furthermore, velocity change on the ejector

axis is actually more gradual in the CPM ejector case than it is in the CRMC ejector

case. The CRMC theory specifies a constant velocity gradient along the ejector. Hence

the Seehanam et al. (2007) indicates significant departure of the CRMC ejector from

the CRMC theory, as originally proposed.

 
Figure 2.17: Velocity profile along the CRMC and CPM ejector axis from the work of

Seehanam et al. (2007).

Eames, Ablwaifa & Petrenko (2007) used a CRMC ejector a refrigeration system using
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R245fa as the working fluid. The effect of the primary nozzle geometry and its position

within the ejector at different operating conditions was evaluated. It was concluded

that these parameters have a significant effect on the ejector performance. However,

the performance of the ejector designed according to the CRMC prescription was not

evaluated relative to a more conventional design.

A performance comparison between a conventional CPM ejector and a CRMC ejector

was performed by Chandra & Ahmed (2014). The two ejectors were experimentally

tested for boiler temperatures below 120 ◦C and evaporator temperatures below 15 ◦C.

It was found that the steam jet refrigeration system would operate stably at low boiler

temperatures of around 90 ◦C and that the CRMC ejector enhanced the performance

of the refrigeration system which the authors claim was achieved by eliminating the

shock from the ejector although no actual evidence of shock elimination was provided.

It was noted in this study that by using the CRMC ejector, the pressure lift ratio

increased up to 40 % as illustrated in Figure 2.18.

Figure 2.18: Performance comparison of conventional and CRMC ejectors at different

boiler temperatures from work of Chandra & Ahmed (2014).

Kumar et al. (2013) investigated numerically and experimentally the effect of the

CRMC method taking into account frictional effects inside the variable cross section

of supersonic ejector on ejector design. The numerical results were in good agreement

with the experimental data at double choked conditions. However, for single choked

conditions, the disagreement was significant.
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Milazzo et al. (2014) used a CRMC based ejector with a moveable primary nozzle in a

two-stage prototype cooling system using R245fa as a refrigerant as presented in Figure

2.20. However, the COP was lower relative to an absorption refrigeration system and

hence required substantial improvement through detailed thermodynamic and CFD

design optimization. Mazzelli & Milazzo (2015) than improved the CRMC ejector

design by increasing the ejector length as presented in Figure 2.20. The study also

modelled the friction losses inside the ejector and according to this study, such losses

have a minor influence on the entrainment ratio in the double choked mode, but do have

a significant influence on the entrainment ratio at the single choked mode. However,

the extra length could introduce packaging complexity and in any case, this design

needs further improvement in terms of entrainment ratio, mixing and compression

ratio.

 
 

Figure 2.19: Ejector geometry and movable primary nozzle from the work of Milazzo et al.

(2014).

 

Figure 2.20: Improved CRMC ejector geometry and its movable primary nozzle from the

work of Mazzelli & Milazzo (2015).
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2.8 Computational fluid dynamics simulations

Prototype testing of ejectors is generally accepted as the conclusive way to determine

the performance. However, high cost associated with such work raises a need for

alternative methods to determine ejector performance. With the rapid development of

Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) capability, numerical simulation has became a

viable method to refine ejector performance. It is an effective tool to study the influence

of geometry and operating conditions. Recently, researchers have demonstrated the

ability of CFD to reveal the flow phenomena and mixing process in different parts of

the ejector which are not accessible through experimental work.

Hedges & Hill (1974) developed a finite-difference scheme for simulation of ejector

flow, and this effect was at the forefront of the application of CFD techniques to the

simulation of flow inside ejectors. Riffat & Everitt (1999) used CFD to simulate an air

conditioned vehicle ejector refrigeration system with a compressible flow model. The

CFD results show no signs of shocks and a little reversed flow close to the entrance of

the mixing chamber whereas the experimental results indicated the presence of shocks.

An ejector working with R141b as a refrigerant was designed and simulated using

CFD by Rusly (2004). Three different flow fields related to operating conditions and

entrainment ratio were simulated. The best ejector performance was obtained when

the entrained flow was choked and the flow was over an expanded state. The simulation

showed a weak oblique shock wave, particularly in the secondary nozzle section filling

the centre part of the section slightly off the wall. Bartosiewicz et al. (2005) used

CFD to simulate six turbulent, supersonic air ejector models. This study focused on

the shock location and the average compression effect. The results were compared

with the experimental results obtained by Desevaux & Aeschbacher (2002). Among

all other turbulence models used in this study, the κ− ω − sst demonstrated the best

simulation of the mixing process inside the ejector. In addition, the computational

models were able to correctly simulate the different operational modes of the ejector,

ranging from the on-design mode, with maximum secondary flow rate, to the off-design

mode, in which the secondary flow rate and entrainment ratio drops to zero.

Sriveerakul et al. (2007) used CFD to evaluate the effect of the ejector geometry
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and operating conditions on the working performance of the ejector. The obtained

results were validated through comparison with experimental results and provide a

credible insight into the flow phenomena inside the ejector as illustrated in Figure

2.21. The study concluded that the CFD method is a proficient tool in simulating

ejector performance and providing a better understanding of the flow within the ejector.

Therefore, CFD can be considered as an effective tool to improve the design of the

ejector.

Figure 2.21: Filled contour of Mach number: effect of the condenser pressure on the

ejector performance from the work of Sriveerakul et al. (2007).

Hemidi et al. (2009) introduced a comparison between CFD and experimental results

for ejectors operating over a range of conditions. This study focused on the behaviour

of two turbulence models: κ − ε and κ − ω − sst. Over the whole range of operating

conditions, the overall deviation from experimental result was below 10 % for the κ− ε

model, while the results for the κ−ω− sst model are in less agreement. However, the

difference between the two models diminishes when the ejector operates in the double

chocked mode as illustrated in Figure 2.22.
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Figure 2.22: Variation of entrainment ratio with compression ratio for two CFD turbulence

models with comparison to experimental data from the work of Hemidi et al. (2009).

Varga, Oliveira & Diaconu (2009a) used the κ − ε model to simulate a steam ejector

and investigate the efficiencies of an ejector’s main parts (primary nozzle, suction area,

mixing area and diffuser section). The results illustrate that the nozzle efficiency is

independent of the operating conditions and the nozzle throat diameter can slightly

affect this efficiency. Suction efficiency is constant before the back pressure reaches the

critical value and drops significantly beyond this point. Other efficiencies increase as

back pressure increases until the critical value is reached.

Ji et al. (2010) conducted a computational fluid dynamics (CFD) investigation into

the flow structure inside a steam ejector. The study focused on the effects of operating

pressure and ejector geometry on the flow structure and performance of the steam

ejector. The CFD results were verified with available experimental data. The angle

of the converging duct was considered as the geometrical parameter in this study and

values used were 0, 0.5, 1, 2, 3.5 and 4.5◦ as illustrated in Figure 2.23. The ejector with

a converging duct angle of α = 1◦ has the best performance. The study concluded that

the CFD results were in good agreement with the experimental results and the CFD

visualisation was claimed to be of great benefit to the study as it revealed phenomena

inside the ejector in detail.
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Figure 2.23: Effect of converging duct angle on the contours of Mach number for primary

pressure of 2.66 bar and secondary pressure of 0.16 bar from the work of Ji et al. (2010).

More recently, Varga, Oliveira & Ma (2011) simulated a steam ejector with a pri-

mary nozzle with a movable spindle to provide a variable primary nozzle geometry. A

comparison between the CFD results and experimental results was carried out. The

average relative error of the secondary flow rate was 7.7 %. The study found that the

simulation deviation from experimental data increased as the generator temperature

decreased to reach around 22 % for 120 ◦C. However, only 70 % of the cases were within

acceptable accuracy.

Scott, Aidoun & Ouzzane (2011) experimentally investigated a supersonic ejector using

R245fa as the working fluid to validate numerical models of ejectors used in refrigera-

tion applications. The CFD results predicted the ejector global performance properties

with good agreement. The maximum critical pressure difference between the CFD and

experimental results was 15.8 % at a primary flow temperature of 80 ◦C and a secondary

flow temperature of 10 ◦C and 5.1 % when the primary flow temperature was 100 ◦C

and the secondary flow temperature was 0 ◦C.
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Al-Doori (2013) used CFD with κ− ω turbulence model and an ideal gas to simulate

a supersonic steam ejector. The results were in good agreement compared with the

experimental work. The differences between numerical and experimental results in

terms of entrainment ratio were 2.6 % and 2.9 % for primary pressures of 200 kPa and

270 kPa respectively with an evaporator temperature of 14 ◦C. Whereas, in terms of

critical back pressure, the differences were 15.4 % and 8.8 % respectively at the same

operating conditions. In addition, local ejector flow features such as flow recirculation

inside the diffuser and mixing section, reversed flow in the secondary inlet, and shock

waves were simulated reasonably.

2.9 Flow visualization studies

Experimental flow visualization has been an important research instrument in the

area of fluid dynamics and it remains an effective tool to investigate compressible,

supersonic, and turbulent flow phenomena and to validate proposed models. Previous

studies have applied visualisation techniques to ejectors. Fabri & Siestrunck (1958)

used schlieren methods to visualize different flow patterns in supersonic air ejectors

and to propose a categorisation of the ejector’s flow regimes. The authors investigated

the flow in six different nozzles in supersonic air ejectors working at different operating

conditions. A number of flow regimes were categorised by comparing experimental

results with theoretical work. The schlieren visualisation method has also been utilized

by Matsuo et al. (1985) for analysing the performance of a supersonic air ejector

operating with and without secondary flow through a rectangular ejector duct. Hong

et al. (2004) used a schlieren system and high speed camera to investigate a new

method to improve ejector performance. The researchers reduced the primary flow

velocity by allowing it to expand through rotor-vanes. Schlieren visualization was

used to capture unsteady phenomena in the mixing chamber entrance. The method

showed high sensitivity to changes of density at a normal direction to the flow than in

any other direction.

More recently, Al-Doori (2013) used a schlieren technique to visualize air flowing from

the primary nozzle. Two types of shock waves were observed in this study: oblique
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shock waves through over-expanded supersonic flow and shock waves created by a

pitot tube as shown in Figure 2.24. However, the schlieren method is a primarily

qualitative techniques and does not allow an effective visual distinction between the

two interacting flows in ejectors (Bouhanguel et al. 2012).

 

Figure 2.24: Schlieren image of air flowing from the nozzle into the mixing section at

stagnation conditions of 380 kPa and 25 ◦C from the work of Al-Doori (2013).

Porcar & Prenel (1976) used Rayleigh and Mie scattering techniques (imaging tech-

niques based on light scattering by small particles) to visualize shock waves in no-

secondary flow supersonic air ejectors with diffused water droplets as particles.

To discriminate visually between the primary and secondary flows before they are fully

mixed, Desevaux (2001) used a laser sheet method. This method was successful when

the entrainment ratio was below 0.3 and gave poor results for higher entrainment ratio

values. The water nano-droplets occurred when the induced air was moist. A TSI

atomiser (model 9306A) was used to produce fluorescent doped droplets of diameter

0.1 to 2µm. However, this method does not permit visualisation of the entire mixing

zone but only the mixing region which has marked differentiation of the nano water

droplets. Figure 2.25 shows the experimental apparatus including a TSI atomiser and

the data acquisition system used by Desevaux (2001).
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Figure 2.25: Optical device, TSI atomizer and acquisition system used by Desevaux (2001).

Unfortunately, such visualisation methods in ejectors are primarily qualitative tech-

niques (Bouhanguel et al. 2012).

Choutapalli (2006) investigated the flow field characteristics of the pulsed jet ejector

using Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV) as illustrated in Figure 2.26. Experiments were

carried out at three different area ratios that help to define the conditions for maximum

thrust augmentation. The results show that in the presence of the ejector duct, the

pulsed jet primary vortex induces a secondary vortex on the wall and the strength of the

induced vortex depended strongly on the proximity of the ejector wall. In addition, for

the optimal condition where maximum thrust augmentation was observed, the strength

of the induced vortex was found to be highest.

Figure 2.26: Phase averaged PIV flow visualization images showing vortex ring time evo-

lution by Choutapalli (2006).
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Bouhanguel et al. (2012) presented velocity measurements using Particle Image Ve-

locimetry with two flow seeding methods (natural and artificial scattering tracers) on

a supersonic air ejector as shown in Figure 2.27. The PIV technique provided more

information than conventional laser tomography visualizations and thus, proved to be

a very interesting tool for the validation of CFD simulations in supersonic ejectors.

Figure 2.27: PIV experimental system used by Bouhanguel et al. (2012).

Zhu & Jiang (2014) investigated the shock wave structures in an ejector mixing cham-

ber by Schlieren flow visualization as shown in Figure 2.28. The results show that

the waves generated in the nozzle flow do not reach the mixing chamber wall when

the ejector is working at the sub-critical mode. The study demonstrated a correlation

between wavelength of the waves structures and the ejector performance.

Figure 2.28: Schlieren photographs of shock structures in the mixing chamber.

(a) Pp=0.3 MPa, Ps=0.06 MPa; (b) Pp=0.3 MPa, Ps=0.08 MPa; (c) Pp=0.35 MPa,

Ps=0.06 MPa; (d) Pp=0.35 MPa, Ps=0.08 MPa from the work of Zhu & Jiang (2014).
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Rao & Jagadeesh (2014) used time resolved schlieren and laser scattering flow visual-

ization to measure the non-mixed length of the two flows inside a rectangular ejector

duct. It was observed that the length lies within 4.5 to 5.2 times the height of the

mixing duct and shrinks by 46.7 % when the primary flow is over-expanded.

Nishijimi et al. (2016) visualised the structure of a two-phase-flow shock wave in an

ejector nozzle using a transmitted optical beam and a high-speed camera with repre-

sentative results shown in Figure 2.29. The study concluded that as the pressure rises

in the ejector outlet, the shock wave moves from the outlet to the nozzle throat and

changes from an oblique shock wave to a normal shock wave.

Figure 2.29: Images of shock wave acquired by Nishijimi et al. (2016).

2.10 Chapter Summary

This chapter has catalogued previous work related to the design, fabrication, simulation

and analysis of the ejector and its component parts such as the primary nozzle, mixing

section, secondary throat, and diffuser.

Researchers have performed analytical, numerical, and experimental studies with both
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open and close ejector cycles to determine ejector performance. A number of studies

have focused on the primary nozzle design and have achieved some progress. Other

studies have focused on the ejector geometry and the sensitivity of the ejector per-

formance to any minor change in this geometry. In addition, flow behaviour inside

these parts has been thoroughly analysed to identify the main causes impeding ejec-

tor improvements. The most promising concept appears to be variable geometry, but

application of such concepts is difficult due to design complexity and manufacturing

difficulties.

In spite of this extensive research, ejector design has changed little over time. However,

in recent years, a new approach described as the CRMC ejector has been introduced.

Several studies have adopted this approach for ejector design with varying degrees of

success. The configuration appears to have significant potential, but the strengths and

weaknesses of the approach have not been defined with any clarity.

Despite some shortcomings, CFD techniques have proved to be an effective tool to

provide further insight into ejector design and analysis. Researchers have also suc-

cessfully visualised the mixing flows inside ejectors. The application of CFD and flow

visualisation to the CRMC ejector has significant potential to enhance understanding

of CRMC ejectors.



Chapter 3

CRMC Ejector theory and

design

3.1 Introduction

Conventional supersonic ejectors are designed for either constant area mixing (CAM) or

constant pressure mixing (CPM). The CPM arrangement theoretically provides better

performance than CAM (Keenan 1950) making it more desirable in industrial appli-

cations. However, these designs have relatively low efficiency overall and an inability

to work over a broad range of operating conditions.

The occurrence of a series of shocks in CAM and CPM designs causes a loss of total

pressure. If these total pressure loss effects could be minimised, systems using ejectors

could be more widely used for applications such as refrigeration and vacuum systems.

To produce a high efficiency supersonic ejector, the shock series associated with the

compression process can be eliminated or at least minimized by changing the flow

momentum at a constant rate along the ejector duct, at least according to the CRMC

theory, Eames (2002).

In the program of analysis for the CRMC duct, air is chosen as the working fluid to

avoid complications due to the potential presence of two phase flow that can arise using
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other working fluids. Air also allows convenient work in various aspects of ejector flow

experiments such as flow visualisation to investigate flow behaviour inside the ejector

as the system can be open.

3.2 Theory description

Eames (2002) suggested that the performance of the ejector refrigeration cycle could be

improved by using ejectors that do not have any constant area region. The argument

is that if the momentum of the combined primary and secondary flows changes at a

constant rate within an appropriately designed variable area ejector duct, total pressure

losses caused by the shock wave compression associated with other ejectors could be

eliminated.

The prescription of the required area variation of the constant rate of momentum

change (CRMC) ejector geometry was described by Eames (2002) using,

dṀ

dx
= ṁp(1 + ER)

dV

dx
= β (3.1)

where:

Ṁ : Momentum of the flow

x: Axial position along the ejector duct

ṁp: Mass flow rate through the primary flow inlet

ER: Entrainment ratio ( ṁsṁp )

ṁs: Mass flow rate through the secondary flow inlet

V : Velocity at x

β: Constant rate of momentum change

In obtaining the above equation and applying it to the specification of an ejector area

variation, the following assumptions are necessary:



3.2. THEORY DESCRIPTION 43

1. Primary and secondary streams are the same gas.

2. The primary and secondary stagnation pressures and temperatures and flow rates

are known.

3. Pressures of primary and secondary flows at the Nozzle Exit Position (NXP)

plane are the same.

4. The Mach number and velocity of the primary and secondary flows at the nozzle

exit position are known.

From equation 3.1 it is observed that a linear variation of flow speed VDx with axial

distance will generate a constant rate of momentum change. The velocities at the

beginning and end of the CRMC duct can be specified as VDx = V1 at x = 0 and

VDx = VDE at x = LD and thus, to calculate the flow velocity at each point in the

ejector, the following equation is used

VDx = V1 −
(V1 − VDE)x

LD
for 0 ≤ x ≤ LD (3.2)

where VDx is the flow velocity along the ejector duct, V1 is the flow velocity at the

ejector duct start, VDE is the flow velocity at the ejector duct exit and LD is the ejector

duct length. Assuming that the mixing process occurs at constant static pressure from

the primary nozzle exit (NE) up to the start of the CRMC duct, the conservation of

momentum principle will give

V1 =
VNE + ER(Vs)

1 + ER
(3.3)

where Vs is the secondary stream velocity at the nozzle exit position. To complete the

specification of flow velocity at any point along the duct, the length of the duct LD,

and the velocity at this position VD both need to be defined. So that losses are small

after the flow leaves the CRMC duct, a low value for VDE should be specified. The

duct length is specified empirically based on experience with similar ejectors.

To obtain the total temperature at the start of the CRMC duct, the following equation
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from the conservation of energy principle can be used

To,1 =
To,p + ER(To,s)

1 + ER
(3.4)

while the static temperature at the same point can be obtained as

T1 = To,1 −
V 2
1

2Cp
(3.5)

and the total pressure Po,1 at this point will be

Po,1 = PNE(
To,1
T1

)
(
γ

γ − 1
)

(3.6)

The secondary flow at the entry of the mixing section is assumed to be subsonic, so

that the static pressure at the nozzle exit can be calculated as

PNE = Po,s −
ρsV

2
s

2
(3.7)

To determine the duct diameter at any location along the ejector axis (x), the static

pressure and temperature at this point are needed and these can be calculated as

Tx = To,1 −
V 2
Dx

2Cp
(3.8)

Px = Po,1(
Tx
To,1

)

γ

γ − 1 (3.9)

The fluid density can be obtained from the ideal gas law

ρx =
Px
RTx

(3.10)

The Mach number is given by

Mx =
VDx√
γRTx

(3.11)

The diffuser diameter at point x can be obtain by applying mass flow continuity as

DDx = 2

√
ṁp(1 + ER)RTx

πPxVDx
(3.12)

where
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R is the specific gas constant, Cp is the specific heat of gas at constant pressure, γ is the

ratio of specific heat values, Po,p and To,p are the stagnation pressure and temperature

of the vapour or gas supplied to the primary nozzle, To,s and Po,s are the stagnation

pressure and temperature of the gas supplied at the secondary stream.

3.3 CRMC ejector profile

The equations presented in Section 3.2 can be used to calculate the ejector duct diam-

eter at each point along the ejector axis from the starting point at x = 0 to the exit

point at x = L as illustrated in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: Illustration of the CRMC ejector duct and associated features.

The values of the key parameters which represent the design point of the CRMC ejector

are listed in Table 3.1. The working fluid for the experimental ejector was air, so this

dictated the values of R and γ. The air was available in the laboratory in an unheated

state, so that the stagnation temperature was specified as approximately the ambient

value for both primary and secondary streams. Primary pressure Po,p, primary mass

flow rate ṁp, secondary pressure Po,s, entrainment ratio ER and CRMC duct length

LD were chosen to match approximately previous studies of a conventional supersonic

ejector by Al-Doori (2013) and were considered as the design point of the present

configuration.
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Table 3.1: Ejector design parameters with the working fluid being air.

Parameter Symbol Value Unit Source

Primary pressure Po,p 200 kPa design point

Primary temperature To,p 298 K ambient temperature

Primary mass flow ṁp 0.00329 kg/s design point

Secondary pressure Po,s 1.6 kPa design point

Secondary temperature To,s 298 K ambient air

Entrainment ratio ER 0.38 - design point

Duct length LD 0.45 m design point

Secondary flow inlet velocity Vs 50 m/s specified

Flow exit velocity VDE 50 m/s specified

Specific heat ratio γ 1.4 - air working gas

Gas constant R 287 J/kg K air working gas

Solving the equations at the specified operating conditions listed in Table 3.1 resulted

in the ejector parameters as listed in Table 3.2 with the profile duct shown in Figure

3.2.
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Figure 3.2: Profile of the CRMC ejector duct.
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Table 3.2: Flow conditions and dimensions of the designed CRMC duct.

x (m) P (kPa) V (m/s) T (K) Mach D (m) θ◦

0.0 1.52 403.92 216.5 2.67 0.02768 1.034

0.025 1.73 384.2578 224.2 2.5 0.02688 0.796

0.05 1.93 364.5956 231.5 2.33 0.02626 0.585

0.075 2.14 344.9334 238.4 2.17 0.02584 0.440

0.1 2.415 325.2711 245 2.026 0.02556 0.226

0.125 2.6293 305.6 251 1.88 0.02548 0.048

0.15 2.842 285.94 258 1.74 0.02548 0.131

0.175 3.0514 266.28 263 1.6 0.02568 0.324

0.2 3.2556 246.6 268 1.48 0.02604 0.536

0.225 3.4527 226.96 272.4 1.35 0.02662 0.777

0.25 3.6409 207.297 276.6 1.23 0.02742 1.054

0.275 3.8183 187.63 280 1.11 0.0285 1.436

0.3 3.9833 167.97 283.7 0.984 0.02994 1.883

0.325 4.1343 148.3 287 0.87 0.03074 2.469

0.35 4.27 128.648 289.4 0.75 0.03182 3.360

0.375 4.3889 108.98 291.7 0.634 0.0324 5.718

0.4 4.49 98.2 89.32 0.52 0.04394 7.351

0.425 4.5725 69.66 295 0.41 0.054 14.935

0.45 4.6 50 296 0.3 0.0772 29.263

As prescribed, the CRMC duct diameter varies gradually to provide a gradual change

in flow area from the start to the end of the ejector. From the inlet diameter of

27.68 mm, the diameter decreases until the throat diameter of 25.48 mm is reached,

after which the duct diameter increases to reach 77.2 mm at the outlet. However,

the increase in the duct diameter is accompanied by an increase in the angle of the

divergent part of the duct (θ) as Table 3.2 shows. Such an increase in the divergence

angle of the diffuser could lead to flow separation, particularly at the end of the duct

due to a dramatic increase in the divergence angle in this region. Quick calculation
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could provide a primitive impression of such claim. Calculation of the dynamic pressure

at the downstream of the diffused for typical operating conditions indicate that it is

on the order of 1 % of the static pressure, so losses due to flow separation in this region

should be small.

3.4 Analytical study

Figure 3.3 illustrates that according to design equations, the static pressure along the

CRMC ejector duct gradually increases. The removal of shock compression has the

potential to improve the ejector performance in terms of pressure lift ratio (PDE/Ps)

by more than 50 % relative to that of the conventional ejector (Eames 2002). However,

it is not certain that the actual CRMC duct eliminates such shock series. Obviously,

the absence of any shock compression in Figure 3.3 is due to the inherent assumptions

of the theoretical model. The significance of eliminating shock waves from the CRMC

duct is examined in the upcoming chapters.

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Distance from nozzle exit [m]

0

1

2

3

4

5

P
re

ss
ur

e 
[k

P
a]

Ejector duct

Entrainment
    section

Figure 3.3: Pressure profile along the CRMC ejector duct at the design point.

Figures 3.4 and 3.5 depict the theoretical Mach number and velocity along the ejector

duct. It is clear that both velocity and Mach number profiles have the same trend. The
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flow starts as a supersonic flow at the highest velocity of 403 m/s and Mach number of

2.67 at the nozzle exit plane. The flow then decelerates to sonic flow with velocity of

178 m/s and Mach number of unity at 290 mm downstream of the start of the ejector

as the static pressure increases. The flow deceleration is maintained as the pressure

rise continues to reach its highest value matching the back pressure at the exit plane.
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Figure 3.4: Velocity profile along the CRMC ejector duct at the design point, the nozzle

exit is at the start of the ejector duct.
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Figure 3.5: Mach number profile along the CRMC ejector duct at the design point, the

nozzle exit is at the start of the ejector duct.

Figure 3.6 presents the CRMC ejector and its expected flow characteristics. Relative

to the conventional ejector characteristic (as illustrated in Figure 1.1), it is antici-

pated that upstream of the nozzle exit position, both ejectors will behave in a similar

way. Downstream of the nozzle exit position, the pressure and velocity changes of

the proposed configuration are gradual, rather than sudden changes as shown for a

conventional ejector in Figure 1.1. The sudden increase in static pressure and sudden

decrease in velocity between planes 3 and 4 in Figure 1.1 is expected to be a gradual

in CRMC flow behaviour.
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Figure 3.6: Flow characteristic into the CRMC ejector.

3.5 Chapter Summary

A supersonic ejector duct based on CRMC theory was designed. Assumptions were

made and gas dynamic equations were used based on work by Eames (2002). Air was

specified as the working fluid. The design point was chosen to match previous studies

of a conventional supersonic ejector by Al-Doori (2013). The ability of the theoretical

model to predict accurately the global and local parameters is under investigation.



Chapter 4

Apparatus design

4.1 Introduction

A new experimental facility was built at the University of Southern Queensland to

investigate the applicability of the CRMC theory and to understand the flow behaviour

inside the ejector and evaluate its performance. The aim was to establish an apparatus

which could be used in the present work, and in future programs to support researchers

to further investigate the parameters of the primary and secondary streams and mixing

behaviour within the ejector duct. The apparatus is an assembly of four subsystems:

the ejector and it accessories, the compressed air system, and vacuum system and the

supporting measurement devices, controls and data acquisition system.

This chapter focuses on the design of the apparatus of the ejector, based on Con-

stant Rate Momentum Change (CRMC) theory and the measurement methods used

to characterise its performance. The apparatus was developed to evaluate the ejec-

tor performance using air at various operating conditions. A schematic diagram of

the apparatus is given in Figure 4.1 showing the arrangement of the plumbing and

instrumentation.
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Figure 4.1: Schematic diagram of the CRMC ejector plumbing and instrumentation.

4.2 Apparatus layout

Figure 4.2 represents an assembly of the experimental rig taken from solid modelling

software and in more details, Figure 4.3 represents an assembly of the experimental

rig. A moveable primary nozzle (part 7) was included in the CRMC ejector system

design. The nozzle exit position (NXP) can be varied in the longitudinal direction by

moving the primary flow pipe (part 4). The NXP is defined as zero when the nozzle

exit plane coincides with the commencement of the entrainment section (part 8) and

is positive as the NXP moves downstream into the ejector to reach its limit position

of 60 mm at the commencement of the CRMC duct section (parts 9-14).
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Figure 4.2: CRMC ejector arrangement with main parts illustrated using solid modelling.

Figure 4.3: Schematic diagram of the CRMC ejector with main parts illustrated.

It should be noted that, for this experimental investigation, the apparatus was devel-

oped as an open-loop system with air as the working fluid. The primary air flow is

controlled by a ball valve and pressure regulator to provide the desired pressure and

flow rate. Initially the air flow rate was measured by a variable area flow meter type

FMA-2600A-OMEGA with an accuracy of 2 % (OMEGA User’s Guide). The temper-

ature of the working fluid at various points in the ejector was measured by K-type

thermocouples.
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The primary temperature was essentially constant over the experimental program so

a correlation between primary pressure and primary mass flow was established to

replace the need for a dedicated flow meter on the primary flow line. Details of this

correlation development are explained in Section 4.8.2. The entrained air is drawn

from room conditions. The ejector is connected to the vacuum system through a ball

valve. The minimum possible pressure was maintained at the ejector outlet with the

addition of a secondary vacuum pump as shown in Figure 4.1. A ball valve at the

ejector exit allows control of the exit flow pressure. The temperature of the mixture

exiting the ejector is measured by a K-type thermocouple located on the line upstream

of the ball valve. The data is collected through a National Instruments Compact data

acquisition (cDAQ) system. The data acquisition system is presented in more detail

in Section 4.9.

4.3 Primary nozzle

The performance of the ejector is governed by the mixing process between primary

and secondary flows. Boosting the mixing process requires a well-designed nozzle

geometry. Al-Doori (2013) designed a convergent-divergent primary nozzle to deliver

high pressure steam to an ejector in a refrigeration system. That primary nozzle was

designed according to the ESDU (1986) recommendations with the target of delivering

12.75 kg/hr of steam at a stagnation pressure and temperature of 200 kPa and 298 K.

In the present study air was used as a working fluid but the same nozzle shape was

used as in Al-Doori (2013)’s work.
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Figure 4.4: Profile of the primary nozzle with overall dimensions (all dimensions in mm).

Part 7 in Figure 4.3 refers to the primary nozzle which was fabricated from VisiJet

Crystal material and was manufactured in the USQ workshop using the Multi-Jet-

Modelling (MJM) Technology, 3D printers type ProJetTMHD 3500. Table 4.1 presents

the specifications of the 3D printer machine.

Table 4.1: Main specifications of 3D printer Type ProJetTMHD 3500.

Feature Definition

Printing mode High Definition

Net build volume (xyz) 298 x 185 x 203 mm

Resolution 375 x 375 x 790 DPI (xyz); 32µ layer

Accuracy 0.001-0.002 mm

Build material VisiJetR©Crystal

Support material VisiJetR©S300

Operating temperature range 18-28 ◦C

Input data file formats STL and SLC

The chosen 3D printer technology produces high definition parts and smooth surface
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finish which minimize the friction losses in the flow. Creo parametric 2.0 software was

used to produce the file used by the 3D printer. Dimensioned drawings of the nozzle

are presented in Figure 4.4 and in Appendix A. A photograph of the nozzle is shown

in Figure 4.5. Table 4.2 presents the properties of the material used in producing the

nozzle.

Figure 4.5: Photograph of the primary nozzle produced by the 3D printer.

Table 4.2: VisiJet material specifications

Properties Specification

Density @ 80 oC (liquid), g/cm3 1.02

Tensile strength, MPa 42.4

Tensile modulus, MPa 1463

Elongation at break point, % 6.83

Flexural strength, MPa 49

Heat distortion temp @ 66 psi, oC 56
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4.4 Primary flow line

The convergent-divergent primary nozzle was mounted in the threaded holder as shown

in Figure 4.3, part 6, which is shown in greater detail in Figure 4.6 and in Appendix

A.

You created this PDF from an application that is not licensed to print to novaPDF printer (http://www.novapdf.com)

Figure 4.6: Holder of the primary nozzle with main dimensions (all dimensions in mm).

The primary nozzle holder as illustrated in Figure 4.6 was fabricated in the USQ

workshop using a brass alloy material. The primary nozzle holder was connected to

the movable 10.5 mm inside diameter, copper primary flow pipe (part 4 Figure 4.3)

allowing the axial adjustment of the nozzle relative to the CRMC ejector duct.

A scale was placed on the primary flow pipe to provide a reference for the locations

of the primary nozzle exit position from the end of the secondary flow pipe, part 3 in

Figure 4.3. It is important to ensure that the nozzle is centred along the ejector duct

axis by the primary nozzle and the primary flow pipe being concentric and coaxial.

The primary flow pipe is connected to a shop air source via a ball valve and pressure

regulator as shown in Figure 4.1.

To centralise the primary pipe, a 3D printed part referred to as a “hub with integral

spokes” as shown in Figure 4.7 and in Appendix A was used. The hub with integral
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spokes is part 5 in Figure 4.3 and allows for the external movement required to alter

the position of the nozzle. The shape of the hub with integral spokes minimizes the

disruption to the secondary flow. A photograph of the device is presented in Figure

4.8.

Figure 4.7: Profile of front view and section of side view of the hub with integral spokes

with overall dimensions (all dimensions in mm).
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Figure 4.8: Photograph of the centralising hub with integral spokes.

4.5 Secondary flow

The primary flow pipe passes through a 800 mm long and 48 mm diameter bent sec-

ondary pipe as shown in Figure 4.9 and in Appendix A. This results in an annular

volume between the outer surface of the primary flow pipe and the inner surface of the

secondary flow pipe. The area of the annular section is 1676 mm2. The secondary flow

enters this pipe via a ball valve and flow meter in order to monitor and control the

secondary mass flow rate entering the ejector duct. To minimize the pressure losses

due to friction forces between flow stream and conduit walls, attention has been paid

to the conduit manufacturing process to avoid any obstacles that could cause a flow

disturbance to the secondary flow and, therefore affected the ejector performance.
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Figure 4.9: Secondary flow pipe, part 2 (all dimension in mm).

The secondary flow conduit consists of two flanged parts: the upper part which is

referred to by number 3 in Figure 4.3 and is shown in more details in Figure 4.9 and

the lower part which is referred to by number 1 in Figure 4.3 and is shown in greater

detail in Figure 4.10 and in Appendix A. The orifice plate was positioned between the

flanges of the upper and lower parts for the measurement of the secondary flow rate

accessing the ejector duct through the secondary flow line. To control secondary flow

pressure, a 1
4 inch ball valve was used. A 40 cm long extension handle was used on

the ball valve to improve the precision in maintaining the secondary pressure at its set

point, which was achieved through manual adjustment.
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Figure 4.10: Secondary flow pipe (part 1) profile of the secondary flow line (all dimension

in mm).

4.6 Secondary inlet

To enhance the ejector performance, minimizing the pressure losses of the secondary

flow entering the entrained section is important. The secondary flow enters the en-

trained section through an annular gap between the primary nozzle and the ejector

body. This region is usually referred to as the secondary inlet. Yadav & Patwardhan

(2008) have shown that the geometry of the secondary inlet section has a significant

effect on the ejector performance. The secondary flow inlet should be very smooth

and sharp constrictions or expansions should be avoided. ESDU (1986) indicates that

the secondary inlet can have a conical shape and the best cone full angle lies between

20◦ and 40◦. High friction losses, however, are associated with a long conical shape

which could cause undesirable pressure losses in this section. To enhance the ejector

performance it is necessary to minimize these losses. As a result, the secondary inlet

should be as short as possible (Kastner & Spooner 1950). A conical contraction full

angle of 20◦ has been selected.

To investigate the flow behaviour inside the area upstream of the ejector duct and
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to obtain the required static pressure data, 4 pressure tappings were made in the

secondary inlet section wall as shown in Figure 4.3, parts 17. The diameter of the

pressure taps was 1 mm and these were connected to the low pressure transducers.

The inlet section was connected to the secondary flow line using two bolted flanges.

A 60 mm diameter O-ring was used to seal the joint flanges to ensure that there is

no air leakage through the gap between the two flanges. Figure 4.11 shows the main

dimensions of the entrainment section.

Figure 4.11: Profile of front view and section of side view of the entrainment section with

main dimensions (all dimensions in mm).

4.7 CRMC ejector duct manufacturing

The CRMC duct was designed in an effort to reduce the pressure losses due to shocks

with the flow compression in the ejector duct. VisiJetR©Crystal material was used

to fabricate the CRMC duct using a 3D printer Type ProJetTMHD 3500. The main

specifications of this printer are given in Table 4.1. The CRMC design was reported

in Chapter 3, identifying the geometry of the new configuration.

The CRMC duct was modelled using PTC Creo parametric 2.0 solid modelling soft-
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ware. Material was trimmed from the ejector duct parts to reduce the cost of manufac-

ture but the required overall strength of the design at the ejector operating conditions

was also a consideration. Figure 4.12 shows the Creo model for the part 1 of the ejector

duct.

Figure 4.12: Model of CRMC ejector part 1.

The total length of the CRMC ejector duct design is 455 mm. The duct was built in

several sections because of the limited print-size available on the printer and to reduce

the cost and time to print.

The ejector duct was built in six parts, the first five parts at 75 mm long each, and part

6 at 80 mm long. Dividing the ejector into many parts also makes it easy to change

and re-fabricate each part separately if needed. In order to measure the static pressure

along the ejector duct wall, 16 pressure tappings of 1 mm diameter were made in the

ejector wall as part of the print process. Parts 9 to 15 in Figure 4.3 refer to the ejector

duct parts.

The first pressure tap was positioned at 25.6 mm, then the distance between pressure

taps was set to 37.5 mm, placing the last tap at 36 mm up stream of the ejector exit

edge. Figure 4.13 shows the assembly of ejector duct and pressure tappings. Three

additional pressure tappings were positioned in the first part of the ejector duct (part

10) and three pressure tappings were placed in the entrainment section (part 9). More

details can be found in Appendix A.
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Figure 4.13: Photograph of the assembled CRMC ejector.

4.8 Measurement arrangement

The instrumentation in this apparatus consists of flow meters, pressure transducers

and thermocouples.

4.8.1 Flow meters

The two key parameters in the ejector performance are the entrainment ratio and

the compression ratio. The entrainment ratio represents the ratio of secondary mass

flow rate to the primary mass flow rate as given in Equation 1.1. To measure the

primary mass flow rate, a laminar flow mass flow meter (FMA-2600A-OMEGA) with

a maximum operating line pressure of 1 MPa was used. The voltage output of the

flow meter was usually around 0.01 Vdc for zero flow and 5 Vdc for full-scale flow. The

output voltage is linear over the entire operating range of the meter. To ensure that the

best possible device accuracy was obtained, a 50 micron filter on a pressure regulator

was installed upstream of the flow meter to eliminate/minimize any debris and/or

water droplets in the air flow which may affect the device accuracy. However, because

the primary flow was always choked at the nozzle throat, the flow meter was replaced

by a correlation between the pressure and mass flow rate in the primary stream line as

it will be explained in Section 4.8.2. Using this correlation allowed the flow meter to
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be used on the secondary flow line. Table 4.3 shows the main specifications of the flow

meter used in the present work and Figure 4.1 shows its position in the experimental

rig.

Table 4.3: Flow meter FMA-2600A-OMEGA specifications

Type Specification Description

Accuracy ±(1 % ) of reading

Operating temperature -10 ∼ 50 ◦C

Maximum pressure 1 MPa

Typical response time 100 Millisecond

Humidity range 0 ∼ 100 % Non-condensing

Standard conditions (STP) 25◦C & 14.696 PSIA Mass reference conditions

Input/Output signal Mass flow 0 ∼ 5 Vdc

4.8.2 Pressure transducers

The second major part of the measurement system is the pressure transducers. Two

types of pressure transducers were used in the present work, high and low-pressure

range transducers. The high-pressure range transducers were type Wika 10-A series

and these were used to measure the primary static pressure. Further, due to limited

availability of flow meters, pressure readings were used to indicate the flow rate in

the primary stream. A linear correlation between pressure and mass flow rate in the

primary flow line using the flow meter was developed and is shown in Figure 4.14. This

allowed the one available flow meter to be used on the secondary flow line.
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Figure 4.14: Correlation between primary stream mass flow rate and primary pressure.

Six low-pressure transducers type BSDX series (Manufacturer: Sensortechnics GmbH)

were used in the present work. Three pressure transducers were placed in the entrain-

ment section (part 8) and three others were placed in the first part of the ejector duct

(part 9). The BSDX series pressure transducers were used due to their high frequency

response as reported in Manufacturer Data Sheet. The BSDX series pressure trans-

ducers are highly sensitive to the input power as reported in Manufacturer Data Sheet,

thus the supplied voltage for the BSDX transducers was set at 5.00 V while, for the

Wika series which, are not sensitive to the precise supply voltage, a value of 15 V was

used.

The pressure transducers were connected to the ejector stream line via 1 mm diameter

plastic hose as illustrated in Figure 4.15. The connection technique only provided

accurate readings of the static pressure distribution along the ejector wall for quasi

steady state operation. More details can be found in Appendix B.
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Figure 4.15: Photograph of assembly of CRMC duct with pressure transducers connected.

Table 4.4 shows the major specifications of the three types of pressure transducers and

Figure 4.1 illustrates their positions in the ejector system.

Table 4.4: Major specifications of three types of pressure transducers

Type Pressure bar VoltageV Temperature ◦C Accuracy %

Wika A-10 H.P. 0 ∼ 7 14 ∼ 30 -30 ∼ 80 0.5

Wika A-10 L.P. 0 ∼ -1 14 ∼ 30 -30 ∼ 80 0.5

BSDX L.P. 0 ∼ -1 5.00 -20 ∼ 105 0.5 ∼ 1

4.8.3 Thermocouples

Nickel-chromium/nickel-aluminium (type K) thermocouples were used to measure the

temperature at two locations, first at the inlet of the secondary flow which represents

the static temperature of the secondary stream and secondly, at the ejector exit posi-

tion which represents the mixed flow stagnation temperature at the ejector duct exit.

Room-temperature air was used as the working fluid so temperature variations were

minimal. The positions of the thermocouples within the ejector system is illustrated
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in Figure 4.1. More details can be found in Appendix B.

4.9 Data acquisition

All pressure transducers and thermocouples were wired to a National Instruments

Compact Data Acquisition (cDAQ) system. A program was written using National

Instruments LabView which interfaces via the NI-DAQ drivers and USB. The system

consists of chassis NI 9178 with a number of signal conditioning amplifiers and analogue

to digital conversion modules. The first group of two NI 9223 4-Channel (± 10 V, 16Bit

simultaneous analogue input) modules was connected to the Wika pressure transducers

and sampled at a frequency of 100Hz. The second group of modules included one

NI 9205 32-Channel (±10 V ∼ ± 200 mV, 16-Bit analogue input) module which was

used for the BSDX pressure transducers and two sets of NI 9219 4-Channel universal

analogue inputs, both of them operating at 100Hz to convert thermocouple readings

to digital values representing degrees Celsius and volts. Output voltage signals were

converted to required pressure data using correlations from calibration data presented

in Chapter 5.

4.10 Chapter summary

A new apparatus for supersonic ejector experiments based on the CRMC theory has

been developed for research at the University of Southern Queensland. A combina-

tion of software and hardware tools were used to model and fabricate the convergent-

divergent nozzle, CRMC ejector, primary flow line, secondary flow line, discharged

flow line, and other parts.

High pressure transducers and two types of low pressure transducer were used in the

experimental rig. Measuring devices for mass flow rate, high pressure, low pressure, and

temperature with a data acquisition system were connected to the apparatus. All these

devices were calibrated prior to use. As air is the working fluid, the system facilitates

future work in various aspects of ejector flow analysis including flow visualisation to
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investigate the flow behaviour inside the ejector.



Chapter 5

Preliminary tests

5.1 Chapter Overview

This chapter describes initial experiments and results for the basic performance of the

CRMC ejector duct. Preliminary tests reported in this chapter, were carried out prior

to the main tests reported in Chapter 6. Multiple tests of the set up were completed to

confirm function, control options, and data acquisition capabilities. System reliability

and stability in operation at varying operating conditions were confirmed. Tests were

conducted three times at each operating condition to confirm if reliable results were

being obtained. All the experiments were conducted using air as the working fluid.

5.2 Flow facility

Figure 5.1 shows a photograph of the experimental installation in its operating condi-

tions. Descriptions of individual components of the apparatus and their specifications

with an explanation of their roles in the system were given in detail in Chapter 4.

A pressurized air source from the laboratory’s shop-air supply was used as the regulated

pressure supply for the primary flow to the experimental rig. This allowed a continuous

operation of the ejector at given operating conditions for a limited, but sufficient time.
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The pressurized primary air was filtered to remove impurities such as debris, dust and

oil droplets by using a pressure regulator with integral filter in series with the primary

supply regulator.

Figure 5.1: Photograph of the experimental apparatus with supporting components: (A)

primary supply line, (B) secondary flow control lever, (C) secondary supply line, (D)

pressure transducers, (E) data acquisition (F) ejector duct, (G) outlet line connected to

vacuum tank (H) outlet connected to secondary vacuum, (I) secondary pressure tappings,

(VT) vacuum tank.

The pressurized air is directed to the primary nozzle via the primary supply line. Pri-

mary pressure, Pp was controlled by the experiment’s pressure regulator. The supply

pressure regulator, upstream from the experiment’s regulator, was set at approximately

100 kPa above the experiment’s regulator pressure. Primary mass flow rate ṁp was

measured using a correlation to primary pressure that was produced experimentally

as previously explained in Chapter 4.

The primary flow is accelerated in the convergent-divergent nozzle before entering the

mixing chamber. Due to the primary flow expansion, a low pressure region is created

near the nozzle exit plane and thus, the secondary flow is induced. The secondary flow

is air taken from surrounding atmosphere through a ball valve located at the entry of
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the secondary flow pipe to regulate the secondary pressure.

A flow meter Omega-FMA-2600A was used to measure the secondary mass flow rate

ṁs with specification as reported in Chapter 4. In the entrainment section, primary

flow and secondary flow mix together and within the CRMC duct, a gradual pressure

increase occurs. Finally, the mixed flow leaves the ejector system with an elevated

pressure at the ejector exit.

Sixteen Wika pressure transducers model 10-A and seven Sensortechnics GmbH pres-

sure transducers model BSDX were connected to the pressure taps located along of

the ejector wall to provide static pressure data. The output voltage signals from the

pressure transducers were converted to a pressure value using correlations produced

experimentally by calibrating the transducers individually. Calibration was completed

using a Budenberg dead-weight tester model 550 as shown in Figure 5.2. Table 5.1

shows the correlations resulting from the calibrations.

Figure 5.2: Pneumatic dead weight tester in the sub-atmospheric testing arrangement.
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Table 5.1: Calibration of Wika and Sensortechnics GmbH pressure transducers. Vmeas=

measured voltage. Voltage in Volt, and pressure in kPa.

Serial number Pressure Equation

1 110263XV H.P Pa=120.59Vmeas-1.5289+Patm

2 1102HF3P L.P Pa=20.132Vmeas-101.15+Patm

3 1102HF3L L.P Pa=20.113Vmeas-100.92+Patm

4 1102HF3B L.P Pa=20.087Vmeas-100.4+Patm

5 1102HF3C L.P Pa=20.087Vmeas-100.91+Patm

6 1102HF3I L.P Pa=20.092Vmeas-101.18+Patm

7 1102HF3M L.P Pa=20.13Vmeas-101.297+Patm

8 1102HF3N L.P Pa=20.076Vmeas-100.67+Patm

9 1102HF3O L.P Pa=20.07Vmeas-101.19+Patm

10 1102GF3E L.P Pa=20.066Vmeas-100.2+Patm

11 1102HF3D L.P Pa=20.024Vmeas-101.3+Patm

12 1102HF3F L.P Pa=20.038Vmeas-101.23+Patm

13 1102HF3J L.P Pa=20.071Vmeas-101.1+Patm

14 1102HF3K L.P Pa=20.102Vmeas-101.1+Patm

15 1102HF3G L.P Pa=20.089Vmeas-101.05+Patm

16 1102HF3H L.P Pa=20.107Vmeas-101.1+Patm

17 BSDX1 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.2+Patm

18 BSDX2 L.P Pa=21.2Vmeas-103.3+Patm

19 BSDX3 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.1+Patm

20 BSDX4 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.2+Patm

21 BSDX5 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.1+Patm

22 BSDX6 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.27+Patm

23 BSDX7 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-103.91+Patm

Two Type-K thermocouples were used during testing. One was positioned at the inlet

of the secondary line to measure the temperature of the secondary flow entering the

ejector. To ensure that the recorded flow conditions are consistent, this thermocouple

was positioned on the same plane of the secondary flow pressure transducer. The
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other thermocouple was positioned at the exit of the ejector flow. The flow meter

also measured temperature and Figure 5.3 shows the comparison of the flow meter

temperature reading and thermocouple over several tests. The readings of flow meter

matches that of lab view very well which indicates essentially adiabatic flow conditions

in the secondary inlet.
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16
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]
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K-type thermocouple

Figure 5.3: Secondary flow temperature recorded from flow meter and thermocouple

positioned at the inlet of the secondary line.

A large dump tank (total volume of approximately 9m3) was available in the labora-

tory. The dump tank was evacuated to an absolute pressure of 0.5 kPa. The vacuum

system provided enough vacuum volume to maintain test running times of between 200

and 300 seconds which was sufficient to collect the required data. The test running

time was terminated by back flow in the ejector. In the present work, test running

time depends on three parameters: (1) initial vacuum section pressure, (2) primary

pressure, (3) and secondary pressure. The test running time varied directly with the

secondary flow pressure, and inversely with the primary flow pressure and initial pres-

sure in the vacuum tanks. Figure 5.4 shows test running time over a range of secondary

pressure and primary pressure of 200 kPa, and Figure 5.5 shows test running time over

a range of primary pressure at secondary pressure of 2.5 kPa.
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Figure 5.4: Test running time over a range of secondary pressure at primary pressure of

200 kPa.
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Figure 5.5: Test running time over a range of primary pressure at secondary pressure of

2.5 kPa.

The ejector exit was connected to the vacuum system via a 11
4 inch diameter and

1.2 m long flexible hose. The flexible hose was maintained as short as possible and the

apparatus was positioned close to the test section to reduce the pressure losses within
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the ejector exit flow (see Figure 4.15) providing the maximum usable run time before

ejector back flow resulted.

5.3 Preliminary test

Key fluid flow parameters at all inlet and outlet critical points of the ejector system at

various operating conditions were measured experimentally. These parameters include

primary stagnation pressure and temperature, secondary stagnation pressure and tem-

perature, primary and secondary flow rates, entrainment ratio, and back pressure. In

addition, it is beneficial to evaluate the influence of the nozzle exit position on the

ejector performance as will be described in the following sections. The experiment’s

operation, reliability and reproducibility is established through comparison of multiple

runs. To ensure that all the measuring devices were operating as required, preliminary

tests were conducted prior to the main tests for each operating condition.

5.3.1 Setting operating conditions

The secondary pressure was measured with a transducer, part D in Figure 5.1. The

secondary pressure was set by controlling the flow rate through the secondary flow

controllable valve, part B. Changing the secondary flow rate was achieved by adjusting

the secondary flow valve position.

Atmospheric pressure and temperature in the laboratory were obtained from a precision

barometer and thermometer.

At a given atmospheric pressure, the output voltage of the secondary pressure trans-

ducer, which was displayed on the voltmeter, varied with the secondary pressure value

at this point according to

Vs =
Ps + 100.97− Patm

20.102
(5.1)

where:

Vs: output signal (Voltage) from pressure transducer [V]
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Ps: targeted secondary pressure [kPa]

Patm: atmospheric pressure [kPa].

This voltage value (and hence the pressure) was maintained constant by adjusting the

position of the ball valve during the experiment as the back pressure increased with

time due to mass accumulation in the dump tank.

The experimental system is evacuated by two different capacity vacuum pumps, a

high capacity pump (MVT) which is connected to the vacuum section (VT), and a

low capacity pump (SVP) which is connected directly to the ejector system. The

evacuation process is carried on until the pressure reaches the required value which is

typically around 0.5 kPa absolute pressure inside the section test. However, a pressure

higher than this value is also acceptable, but the test running time would be reduced.

Once the vacuum pressure reaches the required value, pressurized primary air is sup-

plied by opening the ball valve (BV). The primary pressure is controlled by a regulator

(PGR). The secondary flow valve is then opened. All the key parameters such as the

primary, secondary, wall and mixed flow pressures were recorded simultaneously by

the LabView data acquisition system. Temperatures of primary, secondary and mixed

flow in the most important locations along the ejector system were recorded as well.

In addition, primary and secondary mass flow rates were recorded in the same way.

Each test was continued until the secondary flow rate was zero as it was displayed on

the digital flow meter. The tests were terminated when the secondary flow ceased.

The flow meter used in the present work is one-direction flow device which required

that there is no reverse flow recorded during these tests.

The data acquisition system was set to record data 10 times per second. On average,

the time required to complete each test was approximately 5 minutes, however, with no

unexpected operational challenges, the turn around time could exceed 2 hours because

of the time required to pump down the main vacuum tanks. Finally, at the end of

the test, all valves were shut off simultaneously to protect the system and measuring

devices from excessive high and low pressures.



80 CHAPTER 5. PRELIMINARY TESTS

5.3.2 Effect of the nozzle exit position on the ejector performance

The primary nozzle position in the ejector duct has a significant impact on the ejector

performance. Small movements could cause a remarkable change in the performance

(ESDU 1986). As the CRMC is a relatively new configuration, the optimal position

of the nozzle in the CRMC ejector is not defined by ESDU. To determine the optimal

position of the nozzle in the ejector system, seven locations of the nozzle exit were

tested in the present study: 0, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, and 60 mm. These dimensions refer

to the quantity NXP which is defined as the distance from the upstream edge of the

entrainment region to the primary nozzle exit. Table 5.2 shows results of different

nozzle positions.

Table 5.2: Results for nominal primary pressure of 200 kPa and nominal secondary pressure

of 1.6 kPa.

NXP (mm) 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Pa (kPa) 94.78 94 93.8 94.18 94.13 94.3 94.25

Tp (◦C) 25.5 24.4 23.6 25.56 23.6 22.58 22.5

Ts (◦C) 25.2 24 23.2 25.1 23.2 22.1 22

To (◦C) 24 22.12 21.5 23.5 21.19 20.4 20.26

Pp (kPa) 198.67 208 201 202.6 204.3 200.77 200.75

Ps (kPa) 1.59 1.65 1.64 1.62 1.57 1.51 1.65

Pc (kPa) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.48 4.42 4.45 4.6

ṁs (g/s) 1.18 1.26 1.22 1.28 1.212 1.16 1.12

ER 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.37 0.347 0.34 0.33

Atmospheric pressure variations affected the voltage readings from the transducers

so it was necessary to record barometric pressure Patm for each test. In addition,

working fluid temperature also changes due to ambient temperature variations. The

temperature of the primary flow is higher than that of the secondary flow in all tests

which can be attributed to the slightly higher temperature of the pressurised primary

flow rather than room temperature of the secondary flow. However such a slight
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temperature difference has no significant effect on the flow behaviour inside the ejector

duct. From Table 5.2 it can also be seen that the critical exit pressure remains almost

constant for different nozzle positions.

The targeted primary pressure for the tests included in Table 5.2 was 200 kPa and

for the secondary pressure it was 1.6 kPa. Similar deviations can be observed in sec-

ondary pressure measured values. The maximum value of ± 4 % deviation in both

primary and secondary pressures was obtained. Such deviations are associated with

manually-setting the pressure regulator and control valve of the primary pressure and

the secondary pressure respectively.

5.3.3 System stability

To correctly evaluate the ejector performance, the temporal stability of the primary

pressure and secondary pressure needs to be high. Figure 5.6 represents the primary

stream pressure during tests for nominal primary flow pressure of 200 kPa. The reading

of the high pressure transducer at the condition of 200 kPa started with a pressure of

200.5 kPa and a ended with 199 kPa, indicating about 0.7 % reduction from its original

value during the test time. Such a slight pressure reduction has no significant influence

on the outcomes of the ejector testing. In addition, Table 5.2 shows that the variations

in the primary inlet temperature are very minor, indicating that the pressurized air

supplied to the system is relatively steady.



82 CHAPTER 5. PRELIMINARY TESTS

0 50 100 150 200

Time [s]

190

195

200

205

210

P
re

ss
ur

e 
[k

P
a]

Figure 5.6: Example of stability of the primary pressure during the test time for a nominal

primary pressure of 200 kPa.

Figure 5.7 represents the secondary stream pressure during tests for a nominal sec-

ondary flow pressure of 2 kPa. It can be seen that the secondary pressure is stable for

ejector operation within the double-choking region. Beyond this time, the secondary

pressure is less stable. As the ejector starts to operate at the unchoked region, the

secondary pressure starts to increase, so to maintain the secondary pressure value ap-

proximately constant, the secondary flow is regulated manually by the control valve

(part B in Figure 5.1).

The manually-regulated secondary flow valve is the major cause of the pressure fluctu-

ations in the secondary pressure as observed in Figure 5.7. Some procedures have been

implemented to minimize the pressure fluctuations during the test time such as using

two pressure regulators on the high pressure line. In addition, on the low pressure line,

fine tune adjusting of the control valve was an effective way to minimize the pressure

fluctuation. Under these condition, the observed variations are within an acceptable

range, and do not have a significant effect on the ejector performance that is deduced

from the experiments.
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Figure 5.7: Example of stability of the secondary pressure during test time for nominal

primary pressure of 200 kPa, and nominal secondary pressure of 2 kPa.

5.3.4 System repeatability

To ensure that the obtained experimental results were repeatable, each test was con-

ducted three times for each single operating condition. Figure 5.8 shows static pressure

distribution along the ejector wall at a choked operation mode for three tests with the

same operating conditions. The results of the three tests are very close to each other,

demonstrating test reliability.
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Figure 5.8: Wall pressure distribution for three experimental test results for the same nom-

inal operating conditions of 200 kPa and 1.6 kPa for the primary and secondary pressure

respectively.

Figure 5.9 shows that for the three repeated tests there is no measurable difference in

the entrainment ratio in the choked flow region however, the difference in the unchoked

flow entrainment ratio is around ± 4.5 %. The variability in terms of the critical back

pressure amounts to approximately ± 5 %. These values are considered to indicate

acceptably consistent operation of the ejector.
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Figure 5.9: Entrainment ratio variation with exit pressure for three experimental tests with

the same nominal operating conditions of 200 kPa and 1.6 kPa for primary and secondary

pressure respectively.

To maintain the secondary flow rate constant, the valve is controlled manually and

thus, it is hard to obtain a consistent secondary flow value for each test and this is

considered the main contributor to the variability in the unchoked flow region. The

uncertainty in the mass flow meter and the pressure transducers are less significant

contributors to the observed variability.

5.4 Uncertainty analysis

Typical uncertainty values for the ejector parameters measured in the present exper-

imental work are presented in Table 5.3. The mass flow rate of the primary stream

is measured using a pressure-flow rate correlation as explained in Section 4.8.2. The

pressure in this correlation was measured using a Wika 10-A pressure transducer. Ac-

cording to specifications, the accuracy of this type of pressure transducer is 0.5 %. The

entrained flow rate is measured using a FMA-2600A-OMEGA flow meter with 1 %

accuracy. Two types of pressure transducers are used to measure the pressures along

the wall of the ejector flows, and the back pressure.



86 CHAPTER 5. PRELIMINARY TESTS

Laboratory temperature is considered as the primary flow temperature and is measured

by the laboratory thermometer. The uncertainty of the barometer is 0.01 %. The

temperature at the suction port and the exit port of the ejector are measured by K-

type thermocouples with an uncertainty of 0.7 % for temperature expressed in degree

centigrade. The mass flow rate through the nozzle of the ejector can also be calculated

from the choked flow gas-dynamics relationship using the measured inlet temperature

and pressure, and the properties of air. It was found that the calculated value of the

mass flow rate through the nozzle coincides with the measured one to within about

3 %. The uncertainty in the measurements from each device was taken from the user’s

guide of that device. The total uncertainty for each parameter is taken as the square

root of the sum of the squares uncertainty of each contributor. For example, the total

uncertainty of the primary mass flow rate is
√

(0.5)2 + (0.01)2 + (1)2 = 1.2 % and from

Table 5.3, it can be seen that the measurement uncertainty of the primary air mass

flow rate is the largest contributor to the uncertainty in the entrainment ratio.

Table 5.3: Uncertainty analysis for the ejector experimental work.

Measured parameter Sensor Uncertainty % Total Uncertainty %

Pp
Υ 0.5 0.5

Φ 0.01

ṁp

Υ 0.5 1.2

Φ 0.01

Ψ 1

Ps
Υ 0.5 0.5

Φ 0.01

ṁs Ψ 1 1

Pc
Υ 0.5 0.5

Φ 0.01

ER

Υ 0.5 1.5

Ψ,Ψ 1,1

Φ 0.01

T Θ 0.7 0.7



5.5. CRITICAL BACK PRESSURE 87

The symbols Υ, Φ, Ψ, Θ, refer to pressure transducer, barometer, mass flow meter,

thermocouple respectively.

5.5 Critical back pressure

Figures 5.10 shows the variation of the back pressure during the test time. It is observed

that as the test run starts, the back pressure starts to increase. In the present work,

the last pressure tapping on the ejector duct (part 17 in Figure 4.3) represents the

back pressure. This pressure is very close to the pressure of the main vacuum tank

(VT in Figure 4.15). As long as the secondary flow is choked, the back pressure

steadily increases with no influence on the upstream flow conditions. When the back

pressure reaches a certain value at which the secondary flow rate starts to decline, the

ejector is no longer functioning in the double-choked condition. The point in the exit

pressure history at which the variation of downstream pressure starts to disturb the

flow field and the secondary flow rate starts to decrease is referred to as the “critical

back pressure”.
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Figure 5.10: Exit pressure variation during test time at primary pressure of 200 kPa and

secondary pressure of 2 kPa.

Figure 5.11 shows effects of the two operating regions of the ejector, the choked flow
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and the unchoked flow region. At operating conditions of 200 kPa as primary pressure

and 2 kPa as secondary pressure, the ejector operates at choked conditions for around

50 s of the test time. In this region, the downstream conditions have no effect on

the ejector performance. Beyond this time, the secondary flow rate starts to decrease

gradually, identifying that the ejector has entered the unchoked operation region. In

this region, the ejector performance is highly dependent on the downstream operating

conditions and its performance declines gradually for the remaining 130 s of the test

time until it reaches the malfunction point at zero secondary flow. Any further increase

in exit pressure causes the flow to attempt to move in the opposite direction through

the secondary flow conduit. The primary flow remains choked during the test time due

to the high pressure difference between the primary pressure and back pressure.
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Figure 5.11: Secondary pressure variation during test time at primary pressure of 200 kPa.

5.6 Chapter Summary

Preliminary tests were performed at each operating condition to confirm functionality

of the CRMC ejector system. The following is a summary of the results obtained in

this chapter

• The experiments can be performed as planned, with the instrumentation and
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measurement systems operating reliably. Measurement uncertainties, systematic

errors, and system stability were all within an acceptable range. Results were

consistent with expectations based on prior simulations.

• To ensure that the experimental test results are consistent and accurate, each

test was repeated three times for each operating conditions.

• The ejector functions properly and the differences in static pressure distribution

along the ejector wall were around 1 % across the repeated experiments.

• In terms of repeatability of entrainment ratio measurements across the repeated

tests, deviations of around 5 % were registered in the unchoked operating mode,

but there was essentially no deviation between the repeated tests when the ejector

was operated in the choked mode.

• In terms of repeatability of critical back pressure (or exit pressure at a specified

entrainment ratio), deviations of around 5 % were also registered in the unchoked

operating mode. Such differences are considered acceptable and encourages fur-

ther experiments in the present work.



Chapter 6

Results, analysis and discussion

6.1 Introduction

This chapter provides experimental results for the CRMC ejector using air as the

working fluid. The effect of varying operating conditions such as primary pressure,

secondary pressure and exit pressure on the ejector performance was examined. The

position of the nozzle within the ejector was also investigated to evaluate its influence

on the ejector performance and to identify the optimum nozzle position for peak ejector

performance.

The static pressure along the ejector wall and entrainment ratio were investigated for

several nozzle positions at different operating conditions. The ability of the new con-

figuration to cope with varying operating conditions, to enhance the entrainment ratio

and to pump the secondary pressure to a higher exit pressure relative to conventional

ejectors was investigated. Comparisons of present results with a gas dynamic model

and previous experimental work on ejectors using the same and different working flu-

ids are also presented. This establishes where the CRMC concept is placed relative to

accepted ejector configurations.
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6.2 Operating conditions

Experimental work was based on four primary pressures: 200, 225, 250, and 270 kPa.

Each test was carried out with the secondary pressure ranging from 0.9 kPa to 5 kPa,

and the back pressure ranging from 4.5 kPa to 8 kPa. Nozzle exit positions of 0, 10,

20, 30, 40, 50, and 60 mm downstream from the start of the entrainment region were

evaluated. The 60 mm nozzle position corresponds to the nozzle exit being in the

same plane as the commencement of the ejector duct. The definition of the nozzle

exit position is illustrated in Figure 6.1. For further details of the arrangement and

apparatus, see Chapter 4. Figure 6.2 presents the CRMC ejector performance at

operating conditions of 200 kPa primary pressure and secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa

with the nozzle exit position at 40 mm.

Figure 6.1: Nozzle exit position and throat section profile for conventional and CRMC

ejectors.
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Figure 6.2: Experimental results for entrainment ratio over a range of exit pressures at

200 kPa primary and secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa. The nozzle exit position is 40 mm.

When using the entrainment ratio as an index, three operating regimes can be identified

as shown in Figure 6.2.

• Choked flow. The entrainment ratio is constant and independent of ejector down-

stream conditions which means the primary and secondary flows are choked.

• Unchoked flow. The entrainment ratio starts to decline due to the decrease in

secondary flow rate as the back pressure increases. This indicates the secondary

flow is unchoked whereas the primary flow remains choked.

• Reversed flow. The primary flow remains choked, but back pressure increases

enough to produce a reversed flow through the secondary flow passage and the

ejector is no longer functioning.

The point where the back pressure is at its maximum value while the entrainment ratio

remains at its highest value is defined as the “critical point” or “critical pressure”.

For any given inlet conditions in a specific ejector configuration, the critical point is

of considerable importance because at this point, the highest entrainment ratio and

highest back pressure can be simultaneously achieved. However, the ejector is still able
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to function within the unchoked flow region, but with lower a entrainment ratio.

Figure 6.2 also shows that the entrainment ratio remains constant as the back pressure

increases within the choked region. The maximum value of the entrainment ratio in

choked operation in this case was 0.38. The entrainment ratio is independent of the

exit pressure up to 4.83 kPa. For back pressures higher than the critical pressure, the

entrainment ratio becomes dependent on the back pressure and decreases as the back

pressure increases and no secondary flow is entrained at a back pressure of 5.4 kPa

which is referred to as the “break down pressure”. Beyond the break down pressure

point, an increase of the back pressure results in a reversed flow through the secondary

flow conduit.

6.3 Primary pressure effect

When the primary flow pressure is held constant at 200 kPa, Figure 6.3 illustrates the

ejector performance for secondary pressures of 1.6, 2.5, 4 and 5 kPa.
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Figure 6.3: Variation of entrainment ratio with back pressure at a primary pressure of

200 kPa and a range of secondary pressures, Ps. The nozzle exit position is 40 mm.

In Figure 6.4 the primary pressure was increased to 250 kPa while the same range
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of secondary pressure was used. The curves at other primary pressures show similar

trends.
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Figure 6.4: Variation of entrainment ratio with back pressure at a primary pressure of

250 kPa and a range of secondary pressure, Ps. The nozzle exit position is 40 mm.

Figure 6.5 shows the variation in the secondary flow rate over a range of primary pres-

sures. As the primary pressure increases, the secondary flow rate gradually increases to

reach its optimum value at a primary pressure of 225 kPa. Increasing the primary mass

flow rate by increasing the primary pressure causes the entrainment of more secondary

flow as long as the primary jet lateral expansion is relatively small and the effective

area remaining in the duct is sufficient for such secondary flow to pass. Beyond the

optimum point, the secondary flow starts to decline as the primary pressure increases.

Such behaviour could be attributed to two sources. Firstly, as the primary pressure

increases, the primary flow expands further which leads to a decrease of the effective

area that is available to the secondary flow to pass through and therefore decreases

the secondary flow rate which consequently, decreases the entrainment ratio. Secondly,

the primary mass flow increases as the primary pressure increases and thus for a given

secondary flow rate, and according to its definition, the entrainment ratio decreases as

the primary flow rate increases, thus the entrainment ratio as presented in Figure 6.6

and the secondary mass flow rate as presented in Figure 6.5 have very similar trends.
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Figure 6.5: Secondary flow rate variation over a range of primary pressure and secondary

pressure. The nozzle exit position is 40 mm.
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Figure 6.6: Entrainment ratio variation over a range of primary pressure and secondary

pressure. The nozzle exit position is 40 mm.

It is evident that increasing the primary flow pressure will not always improve the

system performance in terms of entrainment ratio in the present work. It is likely that

the same would apply for cooling capacity in ejector refrigeration systems. Increases

in the primary pressure could provide significant advantages in other ways such as
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improved pressure lift ratio which could allow the ejector to operate well in a wider

range of operating conditions.

The primary jet leaving the nozzle can be classified as under-expanded, correctly ex-

panded, or over-expanded flow. In the case of an under-expanded flow, the primary

stream will expand further after leaving the primary nozzle. This case occurs when the

static pressure at the primary nozzle exit plane is higher than that in the surrounding

flow. In the case of an over-expanded flow, the primary stream will get compressed

after leaving the primary nozzle and this case occurs when the static pressure at the

primary nozzle exit plane is lower than that in the surrounding flow. The level of ex-

pansion of the primary jet may significantly affect the ejector performance. The level

of expansion of the primary jet of the present work can be determined approximately

using gas dynamic relationships. The Mach number at the primary nozzle exit can be

calculated from the equation

(
An
At

)2

=
1

(Mn)2

[
2

γ + 1

(
1 +

γ − 1

2
(Mn)2

)](γ+1)/(γ−1)
(6.1)

where:

An: Nozzle exit area

At: Nozzle throat area

Mn: Mach number at the nozzle exit

γ: Specific heat ratio

The nozzle used in this work had throat and exit diameters of 3.2 mm and 13.6 mm

respectively, and produced an exit Mach number of 4.

The static pressure at the nozzle exit can be calculated using the equation

Pp
Pn

=

(
1 +

γ − 1

2
(Mn)2

) γ
γ−1

(6.2)

where:

Pp: Primary pressure



6.4. NOZZLE POSITION EFFECT 97

Pn: Static pressure at the nozzle exit

The values of the static pressure at the nozzle exit for the range of the primary pressure

operating conditions that are used in the present work are represented in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1: calculated static pressure values at the primary nozzle exit.

Pp (kPa) 200 210 225 240 250 270

Pn (kPa) 0.607 0.637 0.683 0.728 0.760 0.820

The nozzle exit static pressure values in Table 6.1 are substantially larger than the

static pressure values in the secondary stream (see Section 6.6), except in the case of

Pp = 200 kPa and Ps = 0.6 kPa. Therefore, it can be concluded that the primary flow

in majority of these cases is over-expanded. This point is discussed in more detail in

Chapter 7, Section 7.6.4.

6.4 Nozzle position effect

The effect on the entrainment ratio is reported for given nozzle locations. All the

following experiments are in the ejector choked flow conditions. Figure 6.7 shows the

entrainment ratio for different nozzle exit positions for a primary pressure of 200 kPa

and a range of secondary pressures. The optimum nozzle position is the point where

the maximum entrainment ratio is achieved. In the present work, the maximum en-

trainment ratios achieved for the choked mode of operation were 0.38, 0.66, 0.99, 1.19

for secondary pressure of 1.6, 2.5, 4, 5 kPa, respectively.

Figure 6.7 shows that at all secondary pressure values, the entrainment ratio increases

gradually as the nozzle moves downstream from NXP=0 mm and reaches its highest

value for a NXP between 30 mm and 50 mm which corresponds to locations between

10 mm and 30 mm upstream of the start of the ejector duct. From Figure 6.7, it can be

seen that for secondary pressures of 1.6 kPa and 5 kPa the entrainment ratio sensitivity

to NXP is not as high as for secondary pressures of 2.5 kPa and 4 kPa.
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Figure 6.7: Experimental results of entrainment ratio over a range of NXP at primary

pressure of 200 kPa and a range of secondary pressure.

For conventional ejector ducts, ESDU (1986) recommended that the optimum nozzle

exit location is upstream of the mixing section by distance of between 0.5 and 1 times

the ejector throat diameter. The ejector throat diameter is the minimum diameter

along the ejector duct which in the present (CRMC) work is 25.48 mm. In this case,

according to the ESDU (1986) recommendations, the optimum nozzle exit location is

between 12 and 26 mm upstream of the start of the ejector duct corresponding to NXP

values between 34 mm and 48 mm which agrees well with present experimental results

presented in Figure 6.7.

In literature however, there is no recommendations for the optimum position of the

NXP within the CRMC ejector. It was found that the NXP for optimum entrainment

ratio does not alter the critical back pressure significantly. This suggests the CRMC

optimum NXP is independent of the operating conditions. In practice, this means that

there is no need to relocate the NXP as the back pressure increases as was suggested

for the conventional ejector studied by Eames, Wu, Worall & Aphornratana (1999)

and Aphornratana & Eames (1997). These authors suggested that each operating con-

dition required a particular nozzle position. Similar results were obtained by Rusly,

Aye, Charters & Ooi (2005) and Pianthong, Seehanam, Behnia, Sriveerakul & Aphorn-
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ratana (2007) in which their analysis showed that NXP has only a small influence on

entrainment ratio of the conventional ejector. Dong et al. (2013) showed that the

critical pressure value of their conventional ejector was not affected by the nozzle exit

position. As shown in Tables 5.2 and 6.2, the critical pressure remains independent of

nozzle position which means that, in this case, the CRMC ejector and the conventional

ejector are very similar. Data from experimental tests for nozzle position is presented

in Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 where subscripts p, s, c refer to primary, secondary, and exit

conditions respectively. Additional data from the experimental tests is presented in

Appendix C.



100 CHAPTER 6. RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Table 6.2: Data from experiments with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 200 kPa for a range of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 3.58 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 200 kPa.

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ts (◦C) Tc (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.78 25.5 24.0 1.59 198.67 5.40 1.18 0.33

94.20 17.1 15.0 2.57 202.00 5.90 2.26 0.48

93.90 21.1 18.2 4.00 200.00 7.30 3.38 0.84

94.05 23.5 20.3 5.00 196.50 7.80 3.96 1.08

10

94.00 24.40 22.1 1.65 208.00 5.40 1.258 0.34

93.93 24.1 21.7 2.44 202.50 5.98 1.866 0.50

93.90 23.7 20.8 4.00 216.00 7.30 3.1 0.87

94.00 22.9 19.7 5.00 200.00 7.80 3.954 1.10

20

93.80 23.6 21.5 1.63 201.00 5.40 1.22 0.35

94.00 24.3 21.8 2.45 200.00 5.90 1.88 0.55

93.80 25.19 23.2 4.00 201.00 7.30 3 0.87

93.80 25.1 22.0 5.00 202.20 7.77 3.752 1.08

30

94.18 25.6 23.50 1.62 202.60 5.48 1.278 0.36

94.15 26.6 24.2 2.56 202.50 5.88 1.984 0.57

94.13 27.3 24.5 4.00 202.85 7.20 2.996 0.92

94.10 27.3 24.2 5.00 202.33 7.94 3.79 1.15

40

94.13 23.6 21.9 1.6 204.30 5.42 1.212 0.38

94.13 22.5 20.4 2.50 204.77 5.95 2.032 0.66

94.18 21.5 19.0 4.00 203.40 7.26 3.208 0.99

94.20 20.8 18.0 4.87 201.27 8.0 3.79 1.19

50

94.30 22.6 20.4 1.51 200.77 5.45 1.282 0.36

94.25 24.5 22.2 2.40 205.50 5.92 1.764 0.58

94.20 25.4 22.6 4.00 206.40 7.22 3.092 0.93

94.20 25.0 22.2 5.00 200.36 7.90 3.89 1.16

60

94.25 22.5 20.3 1.65 200.75 5.60 1.12 0.34

94.25 21.5 19.2 2.43 200.77 6.00 1.896 0.55

94.25 19.8 17.3 4.00 201.32 7.08 3.2 0.88

94.28 19.0 16.3 4.88 201.18 7.98 3.994 1.15
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Table 6.3: Data of experimental with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 225 kPa for a rage of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 3.89 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 225 kPa.

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ts (◦C) Tc (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.2 22.5 19.4 1.58 225.3 5.75 1.4 0.36

94.0 24.0 21.5 2.5 225.00 6.35 2.1 0.51

94.4 23.5 21.7 4.00 225.4 7.80 3.304 0.88

94.1 24.5 22.3 5.00 226.0 8.30 4.036 1.14

10

94.20 24.70 22.7 1.65 225.00 5.77 1.148 0.365

93.95 24.5 21.5 2.48 225.3 6.48 2.106 0.52

94.60 23.7 20.5 4.00 225.00 7.65 3.26 0.89

94.50 23.9 20.7 5.00 225.30 8.4 4.014 1.16

20

93.60 23.5 21.5 1.6 225.40 5.82 1.44 0.38

94.20 24.5 21.6 2.5 225.00 7.0 2.12 0.59

94.40 25.0 23.0 4.00 225.60 7.75 3.3 0.91

94.50 25.50 22.40 5.00 225.5 8.44 4.032 1.18

30

94.4 24.6 23.0 1.6 225.6 5.88 1.458 0.38

94.2 26.3 24.5 2.51 225.50 7.08 2.144 0.67

94.3 25.5 23.0 4.00 225.85 7.76 3.376 1.1

94.3 25.3 23.2 5.00 225.0 8.55 4.05 1.22

40

94.3 23.3 22.5 1.6 225.4 5.97 1.492 0.39

94.5 23.5 21.4 2.50 226.0 7.2 2.212 0.68

94.2 21.5 20.0 4.00 225.40 7.61 3.408 1.11

94.20 21.5 19.2 5.0 225.0 8.4 4.13 1.21

50

94.20 22.1 20.2 1.61 226.0 5.8 1.442 0.38

94.6 24.0 22.0 2.50 225.0 6.46 2.124 0.59

94.4 24.3 22.5 4.00 224.40 7.72 3.332 0.96

94.4 24.4 22.4 5.00 224.36 8.45 4.11 1.19

60

94.0 19.8 17.8 1.58 225.0 5.9 1.42 0.37

94.5 21.3 19.5 2.5 226.0 6.55 2.08 0.57

94.2 22.9 20.4 4.00 225.4 7.74 3.28 0.91

94.4 23.4 21.7 5.0 225.7 8.59 3.99 1.18
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Table 6.4: Data of experimental with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 250 kPa for a range of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 4.25 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 250 kPa

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ts (◦C) Tc (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.2 22.5 19.4 1.58 253 6.1 1.36 0.32

94.1 23.0 21.0 2.5 254.00 6.80 2.06 0.49

94.0 23.1 21.2 4.00 254.00 8.30 3.244 0.74

94.05 23.5 20.3 5.00 254.50 8.80 3.976 0.92

10

94.00 24.40 22.1 1.65 254.00 6.140 1.378 0.33

93.9 24.0 21.3 2.48 253.00 6.98 2.046 0.49

94.0 23.7 20.8 4.00 254.00 8.0 3.2 0.75

94.00 22.9 19.7 5.00 253.00 9.0 3.954 0.93

20

93.80 23.4 21.0 1.6 254.00 6.2 1.4 0.33

94.00 24.0 21.6 2.5 254.00 8.10 2.08 0.50

93.80 25.2 23.2 4.00 254.00 8.2 3.24 0.77

93.90 25.0 22.0 5.00 253.5 9.1 3.952 0.94

30

94.8 24.6 23.50 1.6 253.6 6.28 1.418 0.35

94.5 26.8 24.8 2.51 253.50 8.28 2.104 0.52

94.1 25.3 23.5 4.00 253.85 8.32 3.316 0.79

94.10 27.3 24.2 5.00 254.0 9.15 3.99 0.95

40

94.1 23.7 22.0 1.6 254.0 6.32 1.452 0.36

94.1 22.5 20.4 2.50 254.0 7.3 2.152 0.52

94.18 21.5 19.0 4.00 253.40 8.5 3.348 0.79

94.20 20.5 18.2 5.0 254.0 9.2 4.05 0.94

50

94.20 22.1 20.2 1.61 254.0 6.15 1.402 0.33

94.5 24.4 22.4 2.50 254.0 7.0 2.084 0.50

94.20 24.4 22.6 4.00 253.40 8.22 3.272 0.76

94.1 24.0 22.2 5.00 254.36 9.0 4.01 0.93

60

94.3 19.7 17.8 1.58 254.0 6.2 1.38 0.318

94.25 21.5 19.4 2.5 253.0 7.10 2.04 0.475

94.2 22.9 20.4 4.00 253.4 8.4 3.22 0.74

94.2 23.4 20.7 5.0 253.7 9.2 3.99 0.92
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6.5 Secondary pressure effect

6.5.1 On entrainment ratio

Figure 6.8 shows the impact of the variation of the secondary pressure on the entrain-

ment ratio of the ejector when the primary pressure was maintained at 200 kPa, 225 kPa

and 250 kPa. In all three cases it can be seen that the entrainment ratio increases as

the secondary pressure increases for a fixed nozzle position of NXP=40 mm. This po-

sition was chosen based on the optimal entrainment ratio. Changes in the effective

secondary flow area resulting from the relative pressure between the primary and sec-

ondary streams which was used to explain the primary pressure effect on entrainment

ratio, can also be used to explain the effect of changing secondary pressure.
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Figure 6.8: Experimental results for entrainment ratio over a range of secondary pressures

at primary pressures of 200 kPa, 225 kPa and 250 kPa.

For the secondary pressure at the lowest value tested of 1.6 kPa, the entrainment

ratio is 0.38, 0.39 and 0.36 at primary pressure of 200 kPa, 225 kPa, and 250 kPa

respectively. With increasing secondary pressure, the entrainment ratios increases in an

approximately linear manner and reaches highest value for all cases when the secondary

pressure reaches 5 kPa, the maximum value tested. With increasing secondary pressure,
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the relative pressure difference between the secondary stagnation pressure and the

mixing chamber at the nozzle exit increases and causes more secondary flow to be

entrained.

6.5.2 On achievable back pressure

Figure 6.9 represents the effect of secondary pressure on the ejector back pressure

at two primary pressures: 200 kPa and 250 kPa. The curves labelled (1) and formed

by the solid lines, refer to the critical operating pressure, and those labelled (2) and

formed by the broken line, refer to the breakdown condition. All the curves have the

same trend. Achievable back pressure increases with increasing secondary pressure.
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Figure 6.9: Variation of the back pressure over a range of secondary pressure at primary

pressure of 200 kPa and 250 kPa (1): Critical conditions (2): Breakdown conditions.

The achievable back pressure rises as the secondary pressure rises at all primary pres-

sure conditions. The back pressure varies approximately proportionally with the sec-

ondary pressure. The achievable back pressure results from the momentum and pres-

sure of the mixed flow. At a given primary pressure, as the secondary pressure in-

creases, the momentum of the mixed flow increases and thus, additional momentum

would be recovered as a pressure at the end of the diffuser. It can be seen that a
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50 % increase in the secondary pressure raises the back pressure and the break down

pressure by 7.5 %.

The ratio of critical back pressure to secondary pressure represents a key non dimen-

sional parameter for ejector performance. This ratio is referred to as the compression

ratio or pressure lift ratio. Figure 6.10 shows the entrainment ratio as a function of

the compression ratio. At all primary pressure values, the entrainment ratio decreases

as the compression ratio increases. At a primary pressure of 225 kPa, the highest en-

trainment ratio (1.22) was achieved when the compression ratio was at its lowest value

(1.68). The highest compression ratio of 3.95 was achieved when the entrainment ratio

was 0.35 at the primary pressure of 250 kPa.
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Figure 6.10: Entrainment ratio as a function of compression ratio over a range primary

pressures.

Figure 6.11 shows the performance map of the CRMC ejector. This figure combines

the information reported in the present section.
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Figure 6.11: Variation of entrainment ratio and critical back pressure at different operating

conditions. The nozzle exit position is at 40 mm.

6.6 Wall static pressure

Experiments were carried out to determine the variation in the static pressure along

the ejector wall. The curves in Figure 6.12 show the static pressure distribution along

the ejector wall over a range of secondary pressures with a primary pressure of 200 kPa

and the nozzle exit position of 0 mm, which corresponds to the nozzle exit positioned

at the start of the entrainment section 9 in Figure 4.3. It can be seen that all the

static pressure curves have the same general trend. It is clear that the static pressure

increases more or less gradually along the ejector wall as expected from the CRMC-

designed ejector. However, rate of rise of the wall static pressure observed in Figure

6.12 is not especially gradual relative to the pressure rise that can be observed in

conventional ejectors.
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Figure 6.12: Experimental results of wall pressure along the ejector over a range of sec-

ondary pressure at primary pressure of 200 kPa.

To improve the resolution of wall pressure data, an extra seven low pressure transducers

tappings were added to the entrainment region and the first part of the ejector duct.

This provided more information about wall static pressure in these important regions.

A comparison between Figure 6.12 and Figure 5.8 shows the additional detail obtained

from the extra pressure transducers. At a secondary pressure of 0.6 kPa, the lowest

pressure point was at 68 mm downstream of the nozzle exit, whereas it occurs at a

distance of 45 mm downstream of the nozzle exit for a secondary pressure of 1.59 kPa.

When the secondary pressure was increased to 1.88 kPa the lowest pressure point was

located at 30 mm downstream of the nozzle exit. Increasing the secondary pressure

to 2.5 kPa moved the lowest pressure point further upstream, but because the static

pressure measurement locations did not extend upstream of the nozzle exit location,

it is not possible to precisely define what the global minimum pressure was, or where

it occurred in this particular case.

Figure 6.13 shows the static pressure on the wall of the ejector for primary pressure

of 225 kPa and a range of secondary pressure. Pressure variations similar to those

observed in Figure 6.12 can be seen in the higher primary pressure case of Figure 6.13,

but a more rapid pressure rise near the start of the CRMC duct occurs in the Figure
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6.13.
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Figure 6.13: Experimental results of wall pressure along the ejector over a range of sec-

ondary pressure at primary pressure of 225 kPa.

Isentropic choking of the secondary stream is sometimes assumed in gas dynamic ejec-

tor models. If such choking occurs, the static pressure in the secondary stream is

expected to fall to a sonic value corresponding to isentropic acceleration from the sec-

ondary inlet stagnation pressure. From experimental data such as that presented in

Figures 5.8 and 6.13, the minimum value of static pressure Pmin on the ejector wall

for each condition can be defined and the location where the Pmin occurs within the

ejector duct also can be defined. Thus, a representative isentropic Mach number in

the secondary stream at this location can be calculated using

Ps
Pmin

= (1 +
γ − 1

2
M2)

γ
γ−1 (6.3)

The values of Pmin, the location of the Pmin within the ejector duct and the calculated

isentropic Mach number for a range of operating conditions are listed in Table 6.5.

Values in parentheses in this table indicate values associated with the lowest measured

pressure, but these may not be the lowest actual pressures, because the pressure mea-

surement location did not extend far enough upstream at these operating conditions.



6.7. COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS WORK 109

Table 6.5: Isentropic Mach number at the location of lowest measured wall static pressure

for primary pressure of 200 kPa and 225 kPa and range of secondary pressure.

Pp (kPa) Ps (kPa) Pmin (kPa) Location from nozzle exit (mm) M

200

0.6 0.353 68 0.4

1.59 1.484 45 0.316

1.88 1.66 30 0.422

2.5 (2.187) (15) (0.44)

225

1.6 1.05 60 0.8

2 1.65 45 0.78

4 2.456 38 0.865

5 (2.76) (15) (0.962)

The Mach number values in Table 6.5 demonstrate that isentropic-choked conditions

were not generated for all secondary pressures and primary pressure of 200 kPa. For the

primary pressure of 225 kPa, the isentropic Mach number for all secondary pressures

values also showed that isentropic-choked flow conditions were not generated, although

higher Mach numbers in the secondary stream were achieved.

6.7 Comparison with previous work

6.7.1 Comparison with gas dynamic model

In an attempt to establish a consistent means to compare the performance of different

kinds of ejectors, Buttsworth (2017) introduced a gas dynamic model to simulate the

entrainment ratio and the compression ratio of ejectors. This model enables identifi-

cation of justifiable calibration factors that are applicable across a range of ejectors.

This model provides an inviscid reference which is then used in the evaluation of ex-

perimental data from different geometry ejectors. The simulation of the maximum

entrainment ratio of the gas dynamic model is not affected by whether the mixing

process takes place under constant area or constant pressure condition, but the critical

back pressure is affected by the mixing process which gives this model the necessary

validity to be applicable on the CRMC ejector. However, the viscous flow losses have
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not been included in this model. Results of the CRMC ejector from Table 6.6 and gas

dynamic model results (referred to as the GD model) are graphically represented in

Figures 6.14 and 6.15.

Figure 6.14 presents the maximum entrainment ratio (choked secondary flow condi-

tions) as a function of expansion ratio (ratio of primary pressure to secondary pressure,

Pp
Ps

) of the CRMC ejector at primary pressures of 200 kPa, 225 kPa and 250 kPa. It

can be seen that the simulated maximum entrainment ratio slightly overestimates

the experimental data of the CRMC ejector when the primary pressure is 200 kPa

and 250 kPa. At a primary pressure of 225 kPa, the pressure at which the optimum

entrainment ratio was achieved for the configuration used in the present work, the

experimental data points fall on the simulation line. In all cases, the primary nozzle

exit positions within the ejector was tuned to obtain the maximum entrainment ratio.
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Figure 6.14: Maximum entrainment ratio variation with expansion ratio for the CRMC

ejector performance at different operating conditions compared with the gas dynamic, GD

model.

Figure 6.15 presents the critical compression ratio (ratio of critical back pressure to sec-

ondary pressure
Pb,crit
Ps

) of the CRMC ejector at primary pressures of 200 kPa, 225 kPa,

and 250 kPa. In the case of the compression ratio simulation, the gas dynamic model
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has been tuned to give agreement with previous experimental results from a range of

ejectors (Buttsworth 2017). For almost all cases, the experimental compression ratio

exceeds the values from the gas dynamic model which, by virtue of the empirical cal-

ibration, is representative of the performance of conventional ejectors. In the case of

the primary pressure of 200 kPa, all data points fall above the simulated line by a small

margin. The margin generally becomes larger for the case of the primary pressure of

225 kPa. For the case of 250 kPa, the data points follow a similar trend, exceeding the

simulations by a modest margin, except at the highest expansion ratio Pp/Ps. While

experimental uncertainty is a possible explanation for this behaviour, several test runs

were repeated at different times with excellent repeatability of results. This suggests

that the likely cause of the different behaviour at the highest expansion ratios is the

fluid mechanics inside the ejector.

It can be seen that the compression ratio of the CRMC ejector data points for the

primary pressure of 225 kPa provides the largest margin over the simulated performance

from the gas dynamic model. The high performance of the CRMC ejector in the case

of primary pressure of 225 kPa represents the optimum ejector performance which

achieved by the position of the primary nozzle exit plane relative the start of the

ejector duct.
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Figure 6.15: Critical compression ratio variation with expansion ratio for CRMC ejector

performance at different operating conditions compared with the gas dynamic model.

6.7.2 Assessment of the validity of the Gas Dynamic Model

Data on the maximum entrainment ratio and critical compression ratio in Table 6.6 for

several conventional ejectors using air as a working fluid are presented in Figures 6.16

and 6.17 respectively. In Table 6.6 dej,th, Aej,th, dn,th, An,th refer to the ejector throat

diameter, ejector throat area, nozzle throat diameter and nozzle throat area respec-

tively. Results from the gas dynamic model described in Section 6.7.1 is also presented

in these figures. Figure 6.16 shows that the simulated entrainment ratio overestimates

the experimental data of Hemidi et al. (2009) and Mazzelli, Little, Garimella & Bar-

tosiewicz (2015). The experimental data of Chong, Hu, Chen, Wang, Liu & Yan (2014)

overestimates the simulated results with four out of the five data points.
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Figure 6.16: Air ejector performance data with comparisons to the gas dynamic modelling

for various conventional ejectors: maximum entrainment ratio variation with expansion

ratio.

Figure 6.17 shows the simulated results and the experimental data of critical compres-

sion ratio of those ejectors. The critical compression ratio of all ejectors exceeds the

simulated results by a substantial margin for Hemidi et al. (2009) and Mazzelli et al.

(2015) while, for Chong et al. (2014) the margin is insignificant.
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Figure 6.17: Air ejector performance data with comparisons to the gas dynamic modelling

for various conventional ejectors: maximum compression ratio variation with expansion

ratio.

A direct comparison between the CRMC ejector data and the data from the referenced

ejectors is not possible because of the very different expansion ratio values. The general

trends of comparison between the gas dynamic model and the referenced ejectors of

various configurations and operating conditions suggest that the CRMC ejector is

operating with a similar behaviour to the conventional ejectors as can be seen through

the comparisons with the GD model in Figures 6.14, 6.15, 6.16, and 6.17.

An important non-dimensional factor affecting ejector performance is the area ratio

which is defined as the area ratio between the constant area throat diameter and the

primary nozzle throat diameter. When the primary flow emerges from the primary

nozzle and maintains its definition as primary fluid for some distance, the secondary

fluid is entrained into the mixing region between the primary fluid and the ejector wall.

For an ejector at given primary pressure, secondary pressure and nozzle geometry,

increasing the mixing section area will result in a greater flow area for the secondary

stream. The entrainment ratio will increase but since the momentum available from

the primary flow is same, the ejector is unable to compress the mixture to as high a
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discharge pressure.

In a conventional ejector, according to Varga, Oliveira & Diaconu (2009b), increas-

ing area ratio increases entrainment ratio and decreases the critical back pressure.

Therefore, for each operating condition, an optimal area ratio should exist. From the

performance of the CRMC ejector relative to the performance of conventional ejectors

using the gas dynamic model, it is reasonable to predict that the CRMC ejectors are

also subject to this rule. So, the area ratio must be designed properly to obtain the

best performance for both kinds of ejectors.

Table 6.6: Entrainment ratio, expansion ratio, pressure lift ratio and breakdown pressure

for various conventional ejectors working with air.

Source dej,th (mm) dn,th (mm)
Aej,th
An,th

ER
Pp
Ps

Pb
Ps

Pbd
Ps

Hemidi et al. (2009)

6.7 3.3 5.304 1.03 2.472 3.00 1.32

0.353 10.0 2.574 1.61

0.326 11.45 2.781 1.86

0.155 15.1 3.56 2.10

Chong et al. (2014)

9.4 6.3 2.157 0.462 2.0 1.198 1.53

0.528 2.625 1.42 1.89

0.566 2.625 1.415 1.91

0.56 2.625 1.42 1.89

0.546 2.625 1.44 1.89

Mazzelli et al. (2015)

27.06 5.98 4.525 1.414 1.5 1.016 1.16

1.35 2.0 1.087 1.28

1.088 2.5 1.178 1.4

0.886 3.0 1.287 1.52

0.753 3.5 1.402 1.64

0.63 4.0 1.51 1.76

0.54 4.5 1.623 1.88
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6.7.3 Comparison of CRMC steam ejectors with the Gas Dynamic

Model

Figures 6.18 and 6.19 represent the maximum entrainment ratio and the critical com-

pression ratio as a function of expansion ratio from CRMC steam ejectors and the gas

dynamic model. The experimental data was taken from work of Worall (2001) and

Chandra & Ahmed (2014) as reported in Table 6.7 and plotted relative to the data for

the gas dynamic model (Buttsworth 2017). The gas dynamic model treats the steam

as an ideal gas with γ = 1.32. Stagnation temperature ratios closely approximating

the actual experimental conditions have been used for the simulation. For the data of

Worall (2001) and Chandra & Ahmed (2014), the experimental values of entrainment

ratio are above the simulated values by a considerable margin.
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Figure 6.18: CRMC steam ejector performance data with comparisons to the gas dynamic

modelling: maximum entrainment ratio variation with expansion ratio.

In contrast, Figure 6.19 shows that the compression ratio data of Chandra & Ahmed

(2014) falls well below the simulated result and in the case of Worall (2001), one data

point is slightly higher than the simulated values while the other point is well below

the simulated result.
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Figure 6.19: CRMC steam ejector performance data with comparisons to the gas dynamic

modelling: maximum compression ratio variation with expansion ratio.

6.7.4 Comparison of CRMC air ejectors with gas Dynamic Model

Figures 6.20 and 6.21 represent data on the entrainment ratio for the choked secondary

flow conditions and the critical compression ratio for maintaining choked secondary

flow as a function of the expansion ratio for the present work and from a publication

on an air CRMC ejector as described in Table 6.7.

Unfortunately, the available data is very limited for CRMC ejectors working with air.

Figure 6.20 shows the data of the present work and the work of Kumar et al. (2013)

are very consistent with the simulations from the gas dynamic model.

Figure 6.21 shows the data of critical compression ratio as a function of expansion

ratio of the present work relative to work of Kumar et al. (2013) and the gas dynamic

model. In this case, the present work exhibits better performance than the work of

Kumar et al. (2013) relative to the gas dynamic model line.
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Figure 6.20: CRMC air ejector performance data with comparisons to the gas dynamic

modelling: maximum entrainment ratio variation with expansion ratio.
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Figure 6.21: CRMC air ejector performance data with comparisons to the gas dynamic

modelling: maximum compression ratio variation with expansion ratio.

It can be seen that both entrainment ratio and critical back pressure can be varied
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simultaneously by adjusting primary flow pressure, secondary flow pressure and area

ratio. However, the only adjustment which can increase both parameters simultane-

ously, is an increase of secondary pressure. It can be concluded that as the geometrical

parameters play a significant role in determining the performance of the conventional

ejectors, they play the same role in the determining the performance of the CRMC

ejector. Given that the higher the critical pressure and entrainment ratio are, the

better the ejector performance, the trade-off between entrainment ratio and the com-

pression ratio of conventional and CRMC ejectors is predominant regardless of working

fluid and operating conditions.

Table 6.7: Entrainment ratio, expansion ratio, pressure lift ratio and breakdown pressure

for various CRMC ejectors working with steam and air.

Source dej,th (mm) dn,th (mm)
Aej,th
An,th

ER
Pp
Ps

Pb
Ps

Pbd
Ps

Worall (2001)
working fluid: steam

14.48 2 55 0.41 164 4.47 -

0.74 227.64 3.1 -

Chandra & Ahmed (2014)
working fluid: steam

12.81 3.5 13.4 0.245 161.78 4.77 -

0.265 116.75 4.075 -

0.26 82.58 3.5 -

0.285 57.144 2.85 -

Kumar et al. (2013)
working fluid: air

9.78 4.31 5.15 0.55 56.25 1.38 1.678

Present work
working fluid: air

25.48 3.2 63.4 0.38 140.625 3.125 3.75

0.68 90.0 2.88 3

1.11 56.25 1.9 1.975

1.21 45 1.68 1.75

6.8 Chapter Summary

Extensive experimental work with a CRMC ejector using air as a working fluid was

performed. Analysis of the flow in the CRMC ejector including entrainment ratio, back

pressure, and static pressure along the ejector duct was undertaken. The following is
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a summary of the results obtained in this chapter.

• The present apparatus, when operated at primary pressure of 200 kPa, can pro-

duce an entrainment ratio of 0.38, 0.66, 0.99, and 1.19 at secondary pressure of

1.6, 2.5, 4, and 5 kPa respectively, when the back pressure is sufficiently low.

• At same operating conditions, the ejector produces back pressures of 4.8, 5.1, 6.2,

and 6.8 kPa respectively when the flow is at the critical conditions and the nozzle

exit position is at 40 mm downstream of the start of the entrainment region.

• At the same operating conditions, the ejector is unable to entrain any secondary

flow at back pressures exceeding 5.4, 5.9, 7.3, and 7.8 kPa, respectively.

• The optimum ejector performance was achieved when the NXP was between 30

and 50 mm downstream of the entrainment section start, which corresponds to

10 to 30 mm upstream of the ejector duct start.

• NXP does not influence significantly the ejector performance and the optimum

possible is not affected strongly by the operating conditions. This result agrees

well with other literature.

• The optimum primary pressure that the ejector worked with was 225 kPa; the

achieved entrainment ratio was 0.4, 0.68, 1.11, 1.21 at secondary pressures of

1.6 kPa, 2.5 kPa, 4 kPa, and 5 kPa respectively.

• As the secondary pressure increases, the entrainment ratio increases and the

relationship between these two parameters is nearly linear.

• Critical back pressure increases linearly as the secondary pressure increases when

the primary pressure is held constant.

• The maximum isentropic Mach number values at the minimum static pressure

value demonstrate that isentropic-choked conditions are not generated for all

secondary pressures and primary pressure of 200 kPa. For the primary pressure

of 225 kPa, the isentropic Mach number for all secondary pressures values was

higher, but still showed isentropic-choked flow conditions were not generated.
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• Geometrical parameters play the same role in the establishing of performance of

the CRMC ejector as they do in a conventional ejector. The trade-off between

entrainment ratio and the compression ratio of conventional and CRMC ejectors

is predominant.

• The CRMC static pressure measurements on the ejector wall were not especially

gradual relative to conventional ejectors. There is no strong evidence of elimi-

nating the shocks associated with the compression process inside a conventional

ejector. To assess the CRMC compression process, an extensive numerical study

is carried out by employing CFD in Chapter 7.

The experimental results from this study can be used to validate the results obtained

from both analytical and computational methods (CFD). Employing CFD techniques

can provide an improved understanding in flow characteristics through an ejector which

may lead to further enhancement of ejector performance. In addition, in the experi-

ment, it is very difficult to detect or visualise flow phenomenon. CFD visualization is

pursued for this purpose.



Chapter 7

Computational fluid dynamic

analysis

7.1 Introduction

Experimental work is essential to understand and optimise the flow behaviour in-

side an ejector. Key parameters of the flow such as static pressure, mass flow rate,

and flow velocity provide a substantial view into the ejector performance. However,

the experimental data are relatively costly when complete details such as the mixing

process which involves compressible flow, shock interactions and turbulent mixing of

two streams inside the ejector are required. Computational Fluid Dynamic (CFD)

modelling has become a reliable design tool for improving ejector performance and

it provides an alternative approach to experimentation (He, Li & Wang 2009). The

flow behaviour inside the ejector is characterised by differential equations. The CFD

method solves discretized versions of these equations numerically to simulate the be-

haviour of the flow.

In the present work, the commercial CFD package ANSYS FLUENT v14.5, based on

a finite volume approach, was used to simulate the fluid flow within the axisymetric

ejector geometry. The high speed flow processes that occur in ejectors produce a

highly turbulent flow. Therefore, accurate flow modelling requires the use of a proven
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turbulence model. There are many turbulence models in the literature which have

been applied to ejector flows.

In this chapter, simulations from the two most commonly used turbulence models in

literature, k − ε and the sst − kω, were compared with the experimental data of the

present work which was presented in Chapter 6 to identify the most suitable turbulence

model for examining the details of the flow behaviour inside the ejector duct. Once the

turbulence model was selected, an analysis of the complicated flow behaviour inside

the CRMC ejector was performed. Further, the numerical study was compared with

not only the experimental results, but also with the theoretical results for the CRMC

design that were obtained in Chapter 3.

7.2 Turbulence model

Since there are no clear recommendations for selecting the turbulence model, modelling

of the supersonic ejectors is still an open problem. Therefore, to achieve reasonable

simulation of the ejector operation, the trial of more than one turbulence model seems

a reasonable approach. Two turbulence models: the realizable k − ε model (Rusly

et al. 2005), and the sst−kω (Riffat & Omer 2001) which are both available in Fluent,

are considered in the present work. As the k−ε and sst−kω models have a relatively low

computational cost, both appear suitable approaches for ejector analysis (Bartosiewicz,

Aidoun, Desevaux & Mercadier 2005, Bartosiewicz, Aidoun & Mercadier 2006). How-

ever, the assumption that the turbulence is isotropic is a significant assumption in both

of these approaches.

7.2.1 Turbulence model k-epsilon

The standard k− ε model is a semi-empirical turbulence model based on the transport

equations for the turbulence kinetic energy (k) and the turbulence dissipation rate (ε).

Those two parameters can be mathematically expressed as:

k =
1

2
u′iu
′
j (7.1)
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ε = 2ve′ije
′
ij (7.2)

where, eij =
∂ui
∂xj

Formulation of the k− ε model requires writing transport equations for the turbulence

kinetic energy, k, and the turbulence dissipation rate, ε, as can be done for any scalar

quantity. However, these equations have a number of complicated terms that need to

be modelled.

∂(ρk)

∂t
+
∂(ρkui)

∂xi
=

∂

(
(µ+

µt
σk

)
∂k

∂xj

)
∂xj

+Gk − ρε− 2ρεM2
t (7.3)

∂(ρε)

∂t
+
∂(ρεui)

∂xi
=

∂

(
(µ+

µt
σε

)
∂ε

∂xj

)
∂xj

+ C1ε
ε

k
Gk − C2ερε

ε2

k
(7.4)

where, Gk represents the generation of turbulence kinetic energy due to the mean

velocity gradient and it is given by:

Gk = −ρu′iu′j
∂uj
∂xi

(7.5)

and Mt =

√
k

a2
, C1ε and C2ε are constants and σk, σε are the turbulent Prandtl

numbers for k and ε, respectively.

7.2.2 Turbulence model sst-k-omega

Mass equation:
∂ρ̄

∂t
+

∂

∂xi
(ρ̄ūi) = 0 (7.6)

Momentum equation:

∂

∂t
(ρ̄ūi) +

∂

∂xi
(ρ̄ūj ūi) = − ∂P

∂xi
+

∂

∂xj
(t̄ji + ¯ρτji) (7.7)

Energy equation:

∂

∂t

[
ρ̄(ẽ+

ũiũi
2

+ k)
]

+
∂

∂xi

[
ρ̄ũj(h̃+

ũiũi
2

+ k)
]

=

∂

∂xj

[
(
µ

PrL
+

µT
PrT

)
∂h̃

∂xj
+ (µ+

σ∗ρk

ω
)
∂k

∂xj

]
+

∂

∂xi

[
ũi( ˜tij + ¯ρτij)

] (7.8)
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Molecular and Reynolds-Stress tensors:

τ̄ij = 2µS̄ij , ρ̄τij = 2µT S̄ij − 2

3
ρ̄kδij , S̄ij = Sij −

1

3

∂ũk

∂x̃k
δij (7.9)

Eddy viscosity:

µT =
ρk

ω̃
, ω̃ = max

[
w,Clim

√
2S̄ijS̄ij

β∗

]
, Clim =

7

8
(7.10)

Turbulence kinetic energy:

∂

∂t
(ρ̄k) +

∂

∂xj
(ρ̄ũjk) = ρ̄τij

∂ũi
∂xi
− β∗ρ̄kω +

∂

∂xj

[(
µ+ σ∗

ρ̄k

ω

) ∂k
∂xi

]
(7.11)

Specific dissipation rate:

∂

∂t
(ρ̄ω) +

∂

∂xj
(ρ̄ũjω) = α

ω

k
ρτij

∂ũi
∂xi
− βρ̄ω2 + σd

ρ̄

ω

∂k

∂xj

∂ω

∂xj

+
∂

∂xj

[(
µσ
ρ̄k

ω

) ∂ω
∂xj

] (7.12)

Closure coefficients:

α = 0.52, β = βofβ, β∗ = 0.09, σ = 0.5, σ∗ = 0.6, σdo = 0.125 (7.13)

βo = 0.0708, P rT = 0.8888, σd =


0 ∂k

∂xj
∂ω
∂xj
≤

σdo
∂k
∂xj

∂ω
∂xj

> 0

(7.14)

1 + 85χω
1 + 100χω

, χ =|
ΩijΩjkŜki

(β∗ω)3
|, Ŝki = Ski − 0.5

∂ũm
∂xm

δki (7.15)

7.3 Dimensionless wall distance

The dimensionless wall distance (y+) is a non-dimensional normal distance from the

ejector wall and is a relevant parameter for the wall bounded flow simulation and

expressed as (Wilcox 1998)

y+ =
yv∗ρwall
µwall

, v∗ =

√
τwall
ρwall

, τwall ≈ µwall
(∂u
∂y

)
y=0

(7.16)

Within the CFD context, the first cell size adjacent to the wall has a y value and is

represented by y+. For the sst − κω turbulence model, y+ < 1 for the first cell is

recommended and different turbulence models may require different y+ values (Roy &
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Blottner 2003). In the present work, y+ has a different value for the different mesh

densities. For example, the y+ value of 0.24 is a representative for the fine mesh and

Table 7.1 shows the y+ values, the number of cells, and the aspect ratio for the three

mesh resolutions: coarse, medium, and fine. In each case, the reported value of y+ was

taken on the parallel section of the mixing chamber using a simulation with boundary

conditions of 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, 4.6 kPa for the primary, secondary, and back pressures

respectively. The near wall treatment was left as the “standard wall function”, which

has been used successfully by others in the simulation of wall bounded flows with very

high Reynolds number (Sriveerakul et al. 2007).

Table 7.1: Different mesh resolutions used in the simulations.

resolution Number of cells y+ Maximum aspect ratio

Coarse 30000 2.4 1.92

Medium 40000 1.35 1.86

Fine 50000 0.24 1.67

7.4 Computational simulation

Computational fluid dynamic (CFD) simulations using ANSYS FLUENT v14.5 were

performed to simulate the internal flows inside the CRMC ejector ejector. The ad-

vantages of this method are: (1) it is a time and cost effective way to estimate the

performance of the ejector; (2) CFD is a reasonably convenient tool, and optimization

analysis can be performed at moderate expense of time and cost; and (3) local pa-

rameters which are difficult to obtain by experimental means can be estimated using

CFD (Meakhail & Teaima 2013). The axi-symmetric method was applied to model

the ejector geometry in a 2D domain instead of attempting to solve a computationally-

demanding 3D model.

The density-based coupled-implicit solver was used to calculate the flow field with a

second order discretization for the momentum and energy equations. The near-wall

treatment was left as the standard wall function, which has given reasonably accurate
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results for the wall bounded flows with very high Reynolds number in other studies

(Ruangtrakoon et al. 2012).

7.4.1 Solution convergence

According to Al-Ansary & Jeter (2004), the numerical solution is considered to be

converged if the mass balance is accurate with an error less than of 0.1% and the

residuals of the continuity, velocity, energy, and turbulence parameters are less than

10−3 . However, in the present work, the residuals for each conservation equation are

required to fall below 10−6. In addition, at convergence, the global mass imbalance is

checked for the boundaries and is required to be

∣∣∣∣∑ ṁin −
∑
ṁout∑

ṁin

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1× 10−6 (7.17)

which can be typically achieved with around 100000 iterations for the fine mesh.

7.4.2 Ejector geometry

The geometry of the computational domain of the modelled nozzle and CRMC ejector

duct were taken from the experimental configuration presented in Chapter 5. Figures

7.1 and 7.2 show respectively the nozzle and the CRMC ejector duct profiles that were

used in the present numerical study. Dimensions for the CRMC duct were obtained

theoretically in Chapter 3 and included in Table 3.2.
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Figure 7.1: Primary nozzle profile, all dimensions in mm.
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Figure 7.2: Primary nozzle and CRMC ejector profile, all dimensions in mm. Numbers 1,

2, and 3 refer to primary, secondary, and exit flows respectively.

7.4.3 Boundary conditions

Once the grid was finalized for the CRMC ejector system geometry, accurate boundary

conditions were set to simulate actual operating conditions. Boundary conditions were

applied to the two inlets and the one outlet of the ejector. High pressure primary

flow conditions were set at the location where the primary flow enters the primary

nozzle, location 1 as illustrated in Figure 7.2. Low pressure secondary flow conditions

were set at the entrance of the entrainment section, location 2 in Figure 7.2. Both

the primary and secondary pressures measured are static pressures; their values are

measured experimentally and incorporated in the CFD model boundary conditions

as total pressures. This is a reasonable approach since the respective velocities have

been calculated to be a few meters per second resulting in static and total pressures

effectively being equal at these locations. Outlet conditions of the discharged flow

were set at the ejector exit, location 3 in Figure 7.2. As a result of using ambient

temperature air as a working fluid, the temperature difference in these three locations

is not significant. Parameters for the three boundary conditions were measured for

each experimental test as reported in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 and these values were

used in the CFD model.
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7.5 Validation of simulation

The experimental data were used to validate the CFD simulations. Two CFD turbu-

lence models, sst− kω and k − ε were selected for the initial ejector simulations. The

working fluid used in the present study is air, and its density was defined by the ideal

gas law.

7.5.1 Static pressure: variation with grid density

For successful CFD simulations, a suitable computational grid for the geometry being

modelled is necessary. The following considerations were taken into account:

• The most common grids are those based on triangular and quadrilateral cells.

• Quadrilateral cells are most easily aligned with the overall ejector flow direction.

Strong gradients are expected in some ejector regions, such as the nozzle throat, nozzle

walls, secondary flow duct and the ejector duct walls thus, the grid density is increased

in these regions. The grid had primarily structured quadrilateral elements with about

3×104, 4×104, and 5×104 elements in the coarse, medium, and fine cases respectively.

In order to test the sensitivity of the numerical results to the mesh density and to assess

the level of mesh independence, results from the three mesh sizes were examined.

Figure 7.3 shows a comparison between CFD results of the static pressure on the

ejector wall for the three different grid resolutions and the experimental measurements

of the present work. In the present experimental work, the static pressure distribution

on the ejector wall was measured at different points. Figure 7.3 shows the results from

the sst− kω turbulence model.

The differences between the coarse mesh simulation and the experimental data is about

6.7 %, this percentage difference decreased to about 3 % for both the medium and fine

meshes. The medium mesh was selected for the present simulation because of the

demonstrated degree of mesh independence, and to reduce the running time of the

simulation, which was found to be much shorter than that of the fine mesh. Figure 7.4
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shows a fine mesh of the convergent-divergent primary nozzle and part of secondary

flow duct.
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Figure 7.3: Comparison of simulated static pressure and experimental data for the three

grid resolutions and for operating conditions of primary, secondary, and exit pressure of

200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, and 4.6 kPa respectively.

Figure 7.4: Meshing of the primary nozzle and a portion of the secondary flow duct.
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7.5.2 Static pressure: variation with turbulence model

A comparison between numerical results from the two turbulence models and experi-

mental data for the static pressure distribution along the ejector wall is presented in

Figure 7.5 for the same operating conditions as used in Figure 7.3. The simulations

using the two turbulence models sst − kω and k − ε are reasonably consistent with

each other as well as with the experimental results. However, the k − ε turbulence

model demonstrates a higher discrepancy compared with the experimental data than

the sst− kω model at distance from the nozzle exit between 0.2 and 0.3 m.
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Figure 7.5: Comparison between experimental data and CFD simulations of static pressure

along the ejector wall for two turbulence models and for operating conditions of primary,

secondary, and exit pressure of 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, and 4.6 kPa respectively.

A comparison between the errors in the static pressure distribution along the ejector

wall simulated using the two turbulence models in this study and work in literature

is presented in Table 7.2. Sriveerakul et al. (2007) compared their experimental data

with commercial CFD software. Yang et al. (2012) compared their simulations to the

experimental work of Sriveerakul et al. (2007) for three turbulence models and Al-Doori

(2013) compared experimental data with a simulations using Eilmer3. The values of

the error reported in Table 7.2 were obtained by calculating the average values of the
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errors for all pressure transducers along the ejector according to

Error % =
1

n

n∑
i=1

CFD’s static pressure - Experimental static pressure

Experimental static pressure
× 100 (7.18)

where n is the number of pressure measurement locations. The wall static pressure

values from the two turbulence models were taken at the same nineteen locations of

the experimental data from Chapter 6 and presented in Figure 7.5. The simulations

consistently under-estimate the static pressures in the ejector duct in all cases consid-

ered in Table 7.2. The average errors in the simulated static pressures in the present

work are relatively low compared to the majority of results presented in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2: Average error in simulation of the static pressure: comparison of different

turbulence models.

Author Turbulence model Error (%)

Sriveerakul et al. (2007) realizable k − ε -8

Yang et al. (2012) realizable k − ε -6

Yang et al. (2012) standard k − ε -12

Yang et al. (2012) RNG k − ε -10

Al-Doori (2013) k − ω -2

Present work sst− kω -6.3

Present work realizable k − ε -6.8

7.5.3 Entrainment ratio: variation with grid density

Computations were performed using three different levels of discretization of the flow

domain: coarse, medium, and fine resolutions using the sst − kω turbulence model.

Figure 7.6 illustrates a comparison between the simulated entrainment ratio results

for the three different grid resolutions and the experimental data. The difference

between the coarse mesh simulation and the experimental data is about 10.53 %. This

percentage difference decreases to about 3 % for the medium mesh, and about 2.63 %

for the fine mesh. Given the entrainment ratio results from the medium mesh differ

from the experimental results by about the same amount as the fine mesh, the medium
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mesh has been used for further entrainment ratio simulations to minimise simulation

time.
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Figure 7.6: Comparison of simulated entrainment ratio of three grid resolutions and for

primary pressure of 200 kPa, secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa and different back pressure.

7.5.4 Entrainment ratio: variation with turbulence model

Figure 7.7 and Figure 7.8 present the variation of the entrainment ratio at primary

pressure of 200 kPa and range of ejector back pressures for secondary pressures of

1.6 kPa and 2.5 kPa. In both figures, the experimental results from Chapter 6 were

used, and the numerical results obtained from the two different turbulence models are

presented. In general, both turbulence models overestimate the entrainment ratio. For

Figure 7.7, the ejector is operating in the double choked mode, while for Figure 7.8,

the ejector operates in both the double choked and single choked modes. In Figure 7.7,

the average discrepancy between the experimental data and the sst − kω turbulence

model was 3 % whereas, between the experimental data and the k−ε turbulence model

it was 4.3 %.
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Figure 7.7: Comparison between experimental data and CFD simulations of the entrain-

ment ratio for two turbulence models and for primary pressure of 200 kPa, secondary

pressure of 1.6 kPa and different back pressure.

For the results in Figure 7.8, the discrepancies between experimental results and the

two turbulence models are listed in Table 7.3. The discrepancy between the experi-

mental data and either of the two turbulence models is quite small, but the sst − kω

model produces a lower error than the κ − ε model. However, for the single choked

mode, the discrepancy is high. Figure 7.8 shows that in the double choked mode, the

simulation overestimates the entrainment ratio while in the single choked mode, the

simulation underestimates the entrainment ratio.
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Figure 7.8: Comparison between experimental data and CFD simulations of the entrain-

ment ratio for two turbulence models and for primary pressure of 200 kPa, secondary

pressure of 2.5 kPa and different back pressure.

Table 7.3: average error for entrainment ratio simulations for different turbulence models

from Figure 7.8.

Model Double choke error Single choke error

sst− kω 0.0154 0.02

k − ε 0.031 0.1

7.5.5 Summary

The sst − kω turbulence model simulates the ejector performance slightly more ac-

curately than the k − ε turbulence model in terms of the static pressure and the

entrainment ratio. This conclusion is consistent with other studies in which the limita-

tions of the k− ε turbulence model in simulations of the ejector performance becomes

more clear as the motive pressure increases (Dennis 2009), and the sst − kω turbu-

lence model has shown better performance in term of local parameters and stream

mixing (Bartosiewicz et al. 2005). Therefore, the sst− kω turbulence model is used in

all future analysis in this thesis since it provides slightly better simulation of ejector
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performance relative to the k − ε turbulence model.

Given the CFD simulations are able to produce static pressures and entrainment ratios

for double choked ejector operation with average errors in the vicinity of 5 %, it is

anticipated that a similar level of agreement would be achieved in the simulation

of other local features such as the static pressure distribution along the axis of the

ejector, Mach number contour lines, and flow streamlines. Direct measurement inside

the ejector duct may be the preferred method to obtain the required flow parameters.

However, the flow nature and geometrical complexity of the ejector and its limited

available area to insert such tools into the flow path with no disturbance makes it

necessary to rely on the CFD technique for such analysis.

7.6 Experimental-theoretical-CFD comparison

A comparative analysis of present experimental data using the fabricated model as in

Figure 4.13, theoretical simulations using the analytical model as in Figure 3.2, and

CFD simulations for the CRMC ejector duct is presented in this section.

7.6.1 Variation of entrainment ratio

Over the range of operating conditions as listed Table 7.4, Figures 7.9 and 7.10 present

a comparison between experimental results obtained in Chapter 6 and CFD simulations

using the sst− kω turbulence model. For all cases, the sst− kω model over-estimates

the value of entrainment ratio relative to the experimental data in the double choked

flow region, but under-estimates the critical back pressure relative to the experimental

data. The values of entrainment ratio in the double choked flow region were 0.38, 0.66,

0.99, 1.19 based on the experimental data for cases (a), (b), (c) and (d) respectively,

while the corresponding values were 0.39, 0.68, 1.05, 1.21 for the sst− kω model. The

maximum difference between the experimental data and the sst−kω model was about

3 % for case (b). The critical back pressures for those cases based on the experimental

data were found to be 4.8 kPa, 5 kPa, 6.1 kPa, 6.7 kPa for cases (a), (b), (c) and (d)

respectively, while based on the sst−kω model, the corresponding values were 4.7 kPa,
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4.85 kPa, 6 kPa, 6.55 kPa. The maximum difference was again found to be about 3 %

for case (b). The origin of such differences might be attributed to the the turbulence

model.

4.5 5 5.5 6

Back Pressure [kPa]

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

E
R

b-Exp
b-CFD
a-Exp
a-CFD

Figure 7.9: Comparison of the entrainment ratio from CFD simulations and experimental

data for cases (a) and (b) of Table 7.4.
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Figure 7.10: Comparison of the entrainment ratio from CFD simulations and experimental

data for cases (c) and (d) of Table 7.4.
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Table 7.4: Ejector operating conditions in the 4 cases presented in Figures 7.9 and 7.10.

Case Primary pressure (kPa) Secondary pressure (kPa)

a 200 1.6

b 200 2.5

c 200 4

d 200 5

7.6.2 Variation of wall static pressure

Two operating conditions from the experimental work in Chapter 6 were selected for

CFD simulation as presented in Table 7.5. Figure 7.11 presents the experimental and

numerical results of the static pressure distribution along the ejector wall. The average

difference between the experimental and CFD results of case 1 is 2.8 % whereas it is

3.45 % in case 2.

Table 7.5: Ejector operating conditions for experimental-analytical-CFD comparison.

Case Primary pressure (kPa) Secondary pressure (kPa) Back pressure (kPa)

1 200 1.4 4.5

2 200 1.8 5
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Figure 7.11: Experimental and CFD results for pressure along the ejector wall at operating

conditions of case 1 and case 2.

Figure 7.12 presents a comparison between the static pressure along the ejector axis

obtained analytically and numerically for case 1 conditions. The analytical result was

obtained using the set of equations presented in Chapter 3. In this figure, the shock

train stemming from the nozzle exit plane is not captured within the analytical model.

The analytical model is not able to accurately predict flow conditions in this region

of the ejector. The onset of the mixing between the primary and secondary flow also

starts at the nozzle exit plane and the analytical model does not accurately treat the

mixing process.
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Figure 7.12: Theoretical and CFD results for pressure along the ejector axis for case 1.
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Figure 7.13: Theoretical and CFD results for pressure along the ejector axis for case 2.

Figure 7.13 presents a comparison between the static pressure along the ejector axis

obtained theoretically and numerically for the case 2 conditions. The CFD results in

Figure 7.13 show that the primary flow pressure on the ejector axis oscillates within

the entrainment section. The secondary flow mixes with the primary flow due to the
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velocity difference between the two streams. The analytically specified static pressure

value of 1.4 kPa in the operating conditions of Figure 7.12, and 1.8 kPa in the operating

conditions of Figure 7.13 are not specially close to the value of the mean of the pressure

fluctuations in the entrainment region for both cases.

7.6.3 Variation of Mach number

Figure 7.14 presents the other key aspect, the variation of Mach number along the

ejector axis for case 2. According to the theoretical analysis, the Mach number of the

primary flow at the entrance of the ejector is 2.66, which is not very close to the mean

value of the oscillating Mach number that is simulated numerically.
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Figure 7.14: Theoretical and CFD results for Mach number along the ejector axis for case

2.

CFD results show that the Mach number remains largely supersonic and the flow

experiences shock waves along the axis of the mixing region and a small portion of

the ejector duct. Downstream of this shock wave region, the Mach number rapidly

declines and the effects of the shock waves disappear and the flow reaches a sonic

state at a distance of about 0.16 m downstream of the nozzle exit which coincides with
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a distance of 0.1 m downstream of the commencement of the ejector duct. Further

decline in Mach number occurs as the flow moves downstream and reaches its lowest

value at the ejector exit.

Results from the CFD study show the flow within the ejector to be significantly different

from the analytical calculations. This can be explained by the one-dimensional nature

of the analytical method, where it is assumed that the flow entering the ejector has a

uniform Mach number. However as shown in Figure 7.15, this is not the case, rather

the flow entering the ejector consists of a central supersonic jet surrounded by low

velocity entrained flow. The effects of shock waves within the supersonic jet are not

captured within the analytical method. Improvements in performance through the

optimization of the geometry should be possible using a higher accuracy approach

than that available from the one-dimensional model.

Figure 7.15: Contours of Mach number in the CRMC ejector showing shocks in the primary

stream.

7.6.4 Variation of primary pressure

Figure 7.16 shows the static pressure distribution along the ejector centreline for a

range of primary pressures, 1.6 kPa as the secondary pressure, and 4.8 kPa as the back

pressure. For the lowest primary pressure of 200 kPa, the ejector exhibits a series

of shocks downstream of the primary nozzle. These shocks extend about 100 mm

downstream which includes, in addition to the entrainment section, a 30 mm part of

the CRMC duct. Beyond this shock series, the static pressure increases in a more or less

gradual manner as the CRMC theory suggests. A similar behaviour was observed for
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the slightly higher primary pressures of 220 kPa and 230 kPa. As the primary pressure

increases further, a second shock series starts to appear, becoming particularly clear

at a primary pressure of 250 kPa at a distance of 0.2 m downstream of the nozzle exit.
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Figure 7.16: Static pressure distribution along the ejector axis for a range of primary

pressure, 1.6 kPa as the secondary pressure, and 4.8 kPa as the back pressure.

The primary pressure of 250 kPa could be considered as a critical value for the present

CRMC ejector model: for a primary pressure higher than this value, the CRMC ejec-

tor has variations in static pressure on the centreline that indicate the momentum is

no longer changing at constant rate. From the experimental data, at the secondary

pressure of 1.6 kPa, the entrainment ratio of the ejector reaches its highest value for a

primary pressure 230 kPa (see Chapter 6), Section 6.3, Figure 6.6.

The primary pressure design point of the present ejector is 200 kPa, as stated in Chap-

ter 3. From the present simulations, it is observed that apart from the primary nozzle

flow region, the CRMC ejector includes a gradual and largely shock-free increase in

static pressure until the primary pressure reaches value of 230 kPa. Thus, it appears

this CRMC ejector can operate at higher primary pressure conditions by 25 % relative

to the design point conditions. Beyond this primary pressure, the ejector performance

declines relative to its performance at the design point. However, smooth variations in

static pressure were observed in conventional ejector design of (Al-Doori 2013) thus, a
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strong evidence of elimination of the shock series in the CRMC ejector still needed.

Figure 7.16 indicates that increasing primary pressure causes a decrease in the shock

wave strength within the flow downstream of the nozzle exit. This case is differ-

ent to the flow behaviour observed in the conventional ejector when the shock waves

strengthen as the primary pressure increases (Desevaux, Marynowski & Khan 2006).

However, when the flow at the nozzle exit is over-expanded as it is in the present work,

the magnitude of the shock compression reduces as the primary pressure increases. In

the work of Desevaux et al. (2006), the flow at the nozzle exit was under-expanded.

Figures 7.17 and 7.18 illustrate the effect of primary pressure on the flow field in the

ejector duct. The sonic line dimensions are listed in Table 7.6. In this table, LM1 refers

to the length of the sonic surface measured from the nozzle exit to the ejector centreline,

DM1 refers to the sonic surface maximum diameter, and LDM1 refers to the location of

this maximum diameter relative to the nozzle exit. The Mach number in combination

with the flow static pressure indicates the mixed flow ability to overcome the back

pressure. It can be seen that the sonic surface (Mach 1) extends further down stream

as the primary pressure increases which allows the ejector to operate successfully at

higher back pressure. At a primary pressure of 200 kPa the sonic surface extends to

160 mm and increases to 380 mm at pressure of 250 kPa. The total distance between

the nozzle exit and the ejector exit is 515 mm.

Figure 7.17: Illustration of parameters used to define the sonic surface dimensions. Case

illustrated is for the primary pressure of 200 kPa, secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa and exit

pressure of 4.8 kPa.
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Figure 7.18: Sonic surface at the primary pressure of (a) 200 kPa, (b) 220 kPa, (c) 230 kPa,

(d) 240 kPa, (e) 250 kPa, secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa and exit pressure of 4.8 kPa.

Table 7.6: Sonic surface dimensions at different primary pressures, a secondary pressure

of 1.6 kPa and an exit pressure of 4.8 kPa.

case Primary pressure (kPa) ER DM1(mm) LDM1(mm) LM1 (mm)

a 200 0.39 15 42 160

b 220 0.42 17 90 290

c 230 0.42 18 135.5 323

d 240 0.36 20 165 360

e 250 0.33 20.2 179 380

The sonic surface maximum diameter varies from 15 mm for case (a) to 20.2 mm for

case (e). The area available to the secondary flow is governed by two parameters, the

jet diameter and its position relative to ejector axis as the ejector diameter is varying

along the axis. This diameter achieved at primary pressure 220 kPa where the max-

imum sonic surface diameter is 17 mm and is located at 90 mm downstream of the

primary nozzle exit. As the primary pressure increases, the maximum sonic surface
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diameter increases and is located further downstream where the ejector diameter be-

comes smaller and reaches its minimum value at 216 mm downstream of the nozzle

exit. However, the detrimental effect of such increase is reducing the available area

to secondary flow to mix with the primary flow. Consequently, the entrainment ratio

decreases with increasing primary pressure as illustrated in Figure 6.6.

7.6.5 Ejector flow modes

7.6.5.1 Choked flow mode

Figure 7.19 shows a map of the static pressure distribution along the ejector duct

at a choked operating condition. The exit pressure is slightly less than the critical

back pressure to ensure that the ejector operates in the double-choked mode. The

entrainment ratio is 0.39 as long as the back pressure is lower than its critical value.

Figure 7.19: CRMC ejector pressure map and pressure distribution along the axis for

200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, and 4.8 kPa as the primary, secondary, and back pressure respectively.

The variation of the static pressure along the centreline of the ejector indicates the

presence of shock waves as shown in Figure 7.19. The primary nozzle flow is fully
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supersonic, but conditions right downstream of its exit are over-expanded resulting in

such shocks.

Additional simulations of ejector flow for a range of operating conditions were pre-

formed. Figure 7.20 shows a CFD flow visualization inside the CRMC ejector showing

the flow direction at operating conditions of 200 kPa as a primary pressure, 1.6 kPa as

a secondary pressure, and 4.8 kPa as an exit pressure.

Figure 7.20: Velocity vector at primary pressure of 200 kPa and secondary pressure of

1.6 kPa, and 4.8 kPa as exit pressure.

Figures 7.20 shows there is no reversed flow or recirculated flow observed when ejector

operates at such operating condition which means that the ejector can be operating in

the double-choked mode. Reversed flow and/or recirculated flow reduces the amount

of secondary flow entering the ejector duct. Within the choked flow regime, the en-

trainment ratio is constant and independent of the ejector downstream conditions as

shown in Figure 7.8.

Figure 7.21 presents velocity maps of the primary nozzle flow at different operating

conditions. Referring to Table 7.4, for the cases (a) and (b), the supersonic jet at

the nozzle exit slightly converges toward the jet centre. For the higher secondary

pressure cases (c) and (d), the primary flow is over-expanded and the flow tends to
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converge more strongly through the shock compression process at the nozzle exit. This

convergence provides a bigger cross section area for the secondary flow to be entrained

leading to higher mass flow rate in the secondary stream.

Figure 7.21: Velocity stream lines of primary flow at operating conditions of 200 kPa as a

primary pressure and secondary pressure of (a) 1.6 kPa, (b) 2.5 kPa, (c) 4 kPa, (d) 5 kPa.

7.6.5.2 Un-choked flow mode

In the un-choked or single choked ejector flow regime, the primary flow is still choked

but the secondary flow is un-choked. Any slight increase in the flow back pressure

beyond the critical value results in a sharp decrease in the secondary mass flow rate.

This mode can be recognized by the appearance of a circulation flow at the conical

mixing chamber wall as shown in Figure 7.22 which represents flow inside the ejector

at operating conditions of 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, and 5.2 kPa as primary, secondary, and

exit pressure respectively.

Figure 7.22 illustrates the position of the recirculation of the secondary flow. The

recirculation blocks the secondary flow passage causing a reduction in the entrained

secondary flow rate and thus, reducing in the ejector performance. As the back pressure

increases, the extent of the recirculation zone increases and ultimately block all the

area available to the secondary resulting in a zero entrainment ratio.
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Figure 7.22: Velocity map at primary pressure of 200 kPa, secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa,

and 5.2 kPa as back pressure.

7.6.5.3 Reversed flow mode

Any further back pressure increase beyond its value at zero entrainment ratio causes

the primary stream to be forced back to the entrance of the secondary flow conduit.

Simulation of the reverse flow mode in the ejector is shown in Figure 7.23 which shows

flow inside the ejector at operating conditions of 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, and 5.5 kPa as

primary, secondary, and exit pressure respectively. As the back pressure is increased

to values higher than its value at the zero secondary flow condition, the primary flow

does not have enough momentum to overcome such back pressure and thus, the flow

reverses its direction to the lower pressure area in the secondary flow conduit.
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Figure 7.23: Velocity map at primary pressure of 200 kPa and secondary pressure of

1.6 kPa,and 5.5 kPa as exit pressure.

7.7 Comparison with conventional ejector

7.7.1 Arrangement of conventional ejector

A comparison of the CRMC duct with the conventional ejector of Al-Doori (2013) was

performed. Figure 7.24 shows the geometry of the conventional ejector which consists

of a mixing section, a constant area section, and a diffuser. The total length of the

illustrated ejector is 556.5 mm. The minimum ejector diameter (throat) is 25.4 mm for

both ejectors. Both ejectors used nominally identical primary nozzles as illustrated in

Figure 7.1.
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Figure 7.24: Conventional ejector geometry (all dimensions in mm), numbers 1, 2, 3, refer

to primary, secondary, and exit flows respectively.

Simulation for both ejectors were performed with boundary conditions of 200 kPa,

1.8 kPa, 4.8 kPa as a primary, secondary and back pressures respectively.

The conventional ejector as introduced in Section 7.7 was operated at the same bound-

ary conditions (200 kPa as a primary pressure, 1.6 kPa as a secondary pressure, and

4.8 kPa as a back pressure) and same working fluid. It can be seen that the first shock

in the conventional ejector is stronger and the shock train extends to a larger distance

than in the CRMC ejector as illustrated in Figure 7.25. For the present operating

conditions, the entrainment ratio for the conventional ejector was 0.33, where as the

entrainment ratio of the CRMC ejector was 0.39. The shocks associated with the

ejector duct compression process have a distribution that coincides with the phase

of the nozzle shock train. Such waves have also been observed previously by Matsuo,

Sasaguchi, Kiyotoki & Mochizuki (1982), Dutton & Carroll (1988), and Ruangtrakoon,

Thongtip, Aphornratana & Sriveerakul (2013). This kind of shock compression is not

observed in the present work with the CRMC ejector.
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Figure 7.25: Conventional ejector pressure map and pressure distribution along the axis

for 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, and 4.8 kPa as the primary, secondary, and exit pressure respectively.

7.7.2 Total pressure

Figure 7.26 presents the total pressure for CRMC and conventional ejectors from the

CFD simulations. Numerical results show a significant difference in the primary flow

total pressure between CRMC and conventional ejector. The total pressure suddenly

decreases as the flow exits the nozzle. The largest drop in the total pressure occurs at

the first shock wave system and the observed difference implies that the first shock is

weaker in the CRMC ejector than that in the conventional ejector.

The CRMC ejector flow retains more of the primary nozzle total pressure on entering

the mixing region, and this is consistent with the observation that entrainment ratio

for the CRMC is higher. The CFD simulated entrainment ratio for the CRMC was

0.42 and that for the conventional ejector was 0.33 in the present case.
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Figure 7.26: Total pressure distribution for the CRMC and a conventional ejector along

the axis at primary pressure of 200 kPa, secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa, and back pressure

of 4.8 kPa.

The fact that the pressure loss occurs in the area close to the nozzle exit might be

attributed to the local design differences between the conventional and CRMC ejector

ducts. Figure 7.27 shows the design of mixing area for the CRMC and the conventional

ejectors. The secondary flow contraction angle for the conventional ejector is 2◦ whilst,

for the CRMC ejector it is 0.42◦. Such a difference can affect the secondary flow rate

into the two ejectors. In addition, the interaction between the primary stream and

the secondary stream would be affected by this geometric difference. Given primary

nozzles are essentially identical, the difference in the total pressure along ejector axis

at nozzle exit would arise from the local secondary flow adjacent to the primary nozzle,

and in particular, the local value of secondary pressure adjacent to the primary nozzle

exit.
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Figure 7.27: Ejector profiles for the conventional and CRMC ejectors (all dimensions in

mm).

7.7.3 Critical back pressure comparison

The ratio of critical back pressure to secondary pressure represents another key param-

eter of the ejector performance as explained in Chapter 6. To evaluate the ability of

the CRMC and conventional ejectors to increase the static pressure of the flow through

the diffuser, pitot pressure was calculated at the beginning of the subsonic diffuser of

the conventional ejector and at the same distance of the CRMC ejector. In the case of

subsonic flow, the pitot pressure is equal to the flow total pressure (Anderson 1990).

Ppitot
P

=

(
1 +

γ − 1

2
M2

)γ/γ−1
(7.19)

However, due to the shock compression process that occurs in supersonic flow, some

of the total pressure is lost, and the pitot pressure is expressed (Massey & Ward-

Smith 1998)

Ppitot
P

=

(
γ − 1

2
M2

)γ/γ−1( γ + 1

2γM2 − γ + 1

)1/γ−1
(7.20)

where γ is the specific heat ratio for air, taken as 1.4.

At the start of the diffuser, the pitot pressure near the ejector wall in the conventional

ejector is slightly higher than that of the CRMC ejector as shown in Figure 7.28. For

radius values less than 7.8 mm, the situation is reversed as the centreline is approached

and the flow is supersonic. The average pitot pressure at any stream wise location can
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be calculated using

Ppitot =

∫ R
0 2πrPpitotdr

πR2
=

2

R2

∫ R

0
rPpitotdr (7.21)

where the ejector wall radius at this position is R=12.7 mm for the conventional ejector

and 13 mm for the CRMC ejector.
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Figure 7.28: Pitot pressure and total pressure distribution in the CRMC and conventional

ejectors at distance of 60 mm downstream of the primary nozzle.

Typically, the deceleration process for supersonic flows in conventional ejectors involves

total pressure losses associated with shock waves thus, the pitot pressure reflects the

achievable stagnation pressure of the supersonic flow better than the total pressure

(Ariafar, Buttsworth, Al-Doori & Malpress 2015). It can be seen that the average pitot

pressure of the CRMC ejector is higher than that for the conventional one as listed

in Table 7.7 and thus, it should be possible to achieve higher critical back pressure in

the CRMC ejector at these particular operating conditions. For the present operating

conditions, the entrainment ratio for the conventional ejector was 0.33, where as the

entrainment ratio of the CRMC ejector was 0.39 as listed in Table 7.7.
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Table 7.7: Calculated values for the pitot and total pressure.

Ejector model Average pitot pressure (kPa) Average total pressure (kPa) ER

CRMC 88.3 198 0.39

Conventional 56.2 71.7 0.33

7.8 Chapter Summary

A CFD study has been performed using ANSYS FLUENT v 14.5 to investigate the

global and local features and flow behaviour inside the CRMC ejector. Two turbulence

models, sst−κω and κ− ε were selected in this study and air modelled as an ideal gas

was used to simulate the CRMC ejector configuration. The following is a summary of

the results obtained in this chapter.

• The experimental data of the present work presented in Chapter 6 were taken as

a reference. When the ejector model was run at a range of operating conditions,

the sst − κω simulations showed a reasonable agreement with the experimental

work in terms of entrainment ratio and static pressure distribution along the

ejector wall. The disagreement between the CFD and experimental results of

static pressure along the ejector wall was 6.3 % for sst− κω and 6.8 % for κ− ε

turbulence models in the double choked mode. The disagreement between the

CFD and experimental results for entrainment ratio was 3 % for sst − κω and

3.4 % for κ − ε in the double choked mode when the operating conditions were

200 kPa and 1.6 kPa as the primary and secondary pressures respectively. When

the secondary pressure increases to 2.5 kPa the disagreement in the entrainment

ratio decreases to 1.54 % for sst − κω and 3.1 % κ − ε turbulence models in

the double choked mode. In the single choked mode, the disagreement in the

entrainment ratios were 0.15 for sst− κω and 0.313 for κ− ε.

• The sst−κω turbulence model exhibited better capability to predict the ejector

performance than the κ− ε turbulence model and thus, the latter was excluded

from further application in this study. The key parameters such as the entrain-

ment ratio, the static pressure profile along the ejector axis and ejector wall, and
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the Mach number were examined. Since the discrepancy between the available

experimental results and the CFD results was found to be low, the numerical

results were considered to be reliable.

• A comparison between theoretical results taken from Chapter 3 and numerical

results was also presented in this chapter for static pressure along the ejector

duct. The results from the CFD study showed that the flow within the ejec-

tor deviates from the analytical calculations. Consequently, better performance

throughout the optimization of the geometry should be possible using a higher

fidelity approach than that available from the one-dimensional model.

• The sonic surface maximum diameter, the location of this diameter relative to

the nozzle exit position and the length of the sonic line from the nozzle exit to the

ejector centreline were defined from the CFD results. As the primary pressure

increases, the sonic surface diameter and length also increases.

• Apart from the shocks at the primary nozzle exit, the CRMC ejector includes

a gradual and largely shock-free increase in static pressure until the primary

pressure reaches value of 230 kPa. However, the pressure gradients are very

different from the CRMC design values, and are not very different from those

of the conventional design of Al-Doori (2013). Evidence for the elimination of

the shock compression in the CRMC ejector as being the cause of enhanced

performance of the CRMC duct has not been achieved.

• Numerical results show a difference in total pressure of the primary flow between

CRMC and conventional ejector just downstream of the nozzle exit position.

Total pressure of the CRMC ejector remains 15 % larger than the conventional

one which leads to entrainment of more secondary mass flow rate and higher back

pressure. The cause of such difference could be assigned to a different contraction

angle of the ejector duct adjacent to the primary nozzle, but it is not directly

attributable to the CRMC duct design.

• The CFD simulation allowed the visualization of the flow separation and recircu-

lation inside the ejector duct for a range of operating conditions. Furthermore,

when the exit pressure exceeds the ejector failure point, the CFD was able to

reveal the reverse flow in the secondary inlet. The ability to successfully model
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experimental ejector data supports the use of CFD modelling to optimize jet

ejectors. The results show that, in spite of some deviation, CFD could generally

predict the flow behaviour inside the ejector with an acceptable accuracy and it

can be considered as an effective tool to examine both global and local features

of the ejector in different operating modes ranging from the single choke mode

to the reverse flow mode. CFD results can assist in the design, optimisation, and

application of the CRMC ejectors.



Chapter 8

Flow Visualisation

8.1 Introduction

The application of lasers in flow visualisation has made methods like interferome-

try, Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV), and Laser Induced Fluorescence (LIF) useful

and convenient techniques to assist in visualisation of various flow phenomena. This

chapter describes a flow visualisation method which uses laser illumination and image

processing for visualising the mixing zone between the high-speed primary flow and

the low-speed, co-axial secondary flow in the CRMC ejector.

A transparent ejector test section was designed, fabricated, and operated in an ejector

system using air as the working fluid. Visualisation was achieved by illuminating

particles, delivered to the ejector via the secondary flow. The laser beam was traversed

across the flow, generating sufficient light intensity for images to be captures on a high

speed camera. Successive frames were combined using image processing in Matlab. The

process achieved flow visualisation in a qualitative way, but had sufficient resolution to

allow the measurement of the primary jet core flow diameter and length. The technique

has the potential to assist in the design of ejectors, and its application in the validation

of numerical simulations is demonstrated herein.
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8.2 System main components

8.2.1 Transparent duct

To achieve the visualisation, an ejector duct was designed based on the Constant Rate

of Momentum Change theory and fabricated in a transparent material. Air was chosen

as the primary and secondary working medium as it is well suited for application in an

open system. A mould was created to cast the transparent duct. Each of the outer and

inner parts of the mould were created using 3D printing and built in several sections

because of the printer’s limited print-size. The inner and outer moulds each consisted

of six 75 mm long sections. Each outer section was made in two parts which were then

joined by four 4 mm bolts. Each of the sections making up the inner mould and the

outer mould were aligned using male and female spigots as presented in Figure 8.1.

Figure 8.1: Photograph of the parts used to create the mould to cast the transparent

duct: a. inner parts b. outer parts.

To ensure that the transparent ejector duct was able to operate at the required con-

ditions and maintain its shape, the wall thickness was chosen to be 8 mm. Creo para-

metric 3.0 software was used to design these mould parts and produce files compatible

with the available 3D printer. Parts were then created from VisiJet Crystal material
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using the Multi-Jet-Modelling (MJM) Technology, 3D printer Type ProJetTMHD 3500.

Figure 8.2 shows the assembled inner and outer moulds.

Figure 8.2: Photograph of the assembled parts used to create the mould to cast the

transparent duct: a. inner part b. outer part.

To allow disassembly after casting, the inner mould was separated between section 2

and 3 as illustrated in Figure 8.2. The longer portion of the inner mould was inserted

into the outer mould, and then the mating sections were re-attached from the opposite

end. A draw bolt (Figure 8.3), pulling on a plate at each end, held the assembled

mould together. The assembled mould was placed inside an encasing PVC shield as in

Figure 8.3. Attention was paid to ensure that the assembled inner mould was centred

in the assembled outer mould, and to ensure this was the case, additional centralising

bolts were introduced to maintain the designed ejector wall thickness along the axis

length.
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Figure 8.3: Photograph of a. mould b. mould inside encasing shield.

During the casting and curing process, the resin produces an exothermic reaction which

has the potential to reduce the stiffness of the 3D printed material used for the mould.

To assist the mould to maintain its design shape, the mould assembly was supported

by filling the encasing shield with fine dry sand.

Crystal ClearR© Resin was used as the transparent material for the ejector duct. It

is a water clear rigid urethane resin made specifically for “applications that require

absolute clarity”. This casting material was selected because of it very low shrinkage

during curing and its suitable viscosity for casting.

The resin is mixed from two materials (parts A and B) in the ratio 100:90 respec-

tively by weight. Entrained air from the mixing process must be removed to allow for

sufficient clarity in the finished duct. Air was removed from the resin before pouring

into the mould by placing the mixture in a vacuum. The curing time of the mixture

at room temperature is 40 minutes, but it takes several days to achieve its ultimate

stiffness.



8.2. SYSTEM MAIN COMPONENTS 163

The surface finish achieved on the moulds, together with the need for the moulds to

have mould release compounds applied, resulted in inner and outer surfaces imperfec-

tions which reduced the clarity of the cast duct when removed from the mould. To

improve the surface finish, two steps were taken. Firstly, the duct external surface was

coated with resin by drawing a resin-impregnated smooth brush over the surface, fed

axially while spinning the duct in a lathe. This process was repeated several times,

especially in areas of heavy imperfections. The coating process continued until the

entire external surface was covered with a very thin layer of resin and letting it meld

into a clear finish. Secondly, the internal surface was polished to remove the parting

lines created from the join of each mould section.

The outcome of the casting and finishing processes is shown in Figure 8.4. The primary

nozzle core flow was expected to end between 60 mm and 150 mm (in either zone 1, 2

or 3) and thus, extra care was taken to improve the clarity of the duct over that length

as Figure 8.4 shows.

Figure 8.4: Photograph of the transparent ejector duct.

8.2.2 High speed camera

An OLYMPUSR© i − SPEED 3 high speed camera was used to record the flow visu-

alisation images. The main specifications of this camera are listed in Table 8.1.
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Table 8.1: OLYMPUSR© i− SPEED 3 high speed camera specification.

Feature Definition

Sensor type Custom CMOS

Resolution 1280 x 1024

Pixel size 21 µm

Aspect ratio 5:4

Shutter type Global exposure

Specified shutter time Global 2.16 µs

Bit depth 10 bit

Maximum frame rate 150,000 fps

8.2.3 Seeding system

To achieve a successful flow visualisation, an appropriate type of seeding particle must

be selected. The particle size must be large enough to scatter sufficient light for image

acquisition and must be small enough for faithful tracking of the flow. The particle

seeding density must be high enough for data processing and low enough that it does

not disturb the flow field. In the present work, talc powder was used as a seeding

material. The general chemical name of talc powder is Hydrated Magnesium Silicate

and its chemical composition is 3MgO4SiO2H2O with a density of 2.7 - 2.8 g/cm3 at

20◦C.

Someya (2012) used talc to seed subsonic flow over a flat plate. However, this substance

apparently has not been used for flow seeding in an ejector system or in a supersonic

flow before. Talc powder appears especially well suited for seeding applications because

it is non-toxic, chemically inert, highly reflective, and rather low cost compared with

other seed materials. Figure 8.5 shows a micrograph of a sample of the seeding particles

used in the present work, as loaded into the seeding system.
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Figure 8.5: Micrograph of talc powder as loaded into the seeding system.

The behaviour of the suspended particles has to be examined in order to confirm the

particles will accurately track the fluid motion.

The particle relaxation time τs, is a measure for the time scale over which particles

will attain velocity equilibrium with the flow and is given by Raffel, Willert, Wereley

& Kompenhans (2013):

τs = d2p
ρp

18µ
(8.1)

where dp the particle diameter, ρp the particle density, and µ is the flow dynamic

viscosity. However, some particles in Figure 8.5 have sizes significantly larger than

1µm which, according to Equation 8.1 calculations, would not faithfully follow the

flow. To attain smaller size particles, a sieve apparatus was established as part of the

particle seeding system. A micrograph of particles delivered from the sieve system is

presented in Figure 8.6, showing particle sizes in the vicinity of 1µm and smaller.
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Figure 8.6: Micrograph of talc powder as delivered from the seeding system.

Calculation of the relaxation time τs of particles with a diameter of 1µm (taking the

dynamic viscosity of air as 1.8×10−5 kg/ms) gives τs = 8.64µs. Taking a representative

mixing layer velocity difference as 500 m/s and a representative mixing layer length

scale as 5 mm, gives an indicative mixing layer time scale of 10µm. Hence, for such

conditions, the particles with average diameter of 1µm and smaller, which appear in

Figure 8.6, should faithfully follow the flow.

Some drawbacks of using talc were encountered, included the challenge of achieving

suitable dispersion of solid particles, as well as achieving a uniform supply for suffi-

cient time to perform the experiments. To address these challenges, a purpose-built

seeding technique was created on the secondary flow line as presented in Figure 8.7.

Two mesh layers, one connected to the vibrator, delivered the seeding particles to the

secondary stream at a relatively constant concentration. The flow rate of particles

and their concentration can be governed by varying the vibrator motor speed using a

controllable power supply. The concentration of the generated particles increases with

increasing the motor input current and vice-versa. The seeding powder was kept dry

to minimise moisture in the seeding system. Formation of agglomerates was minimized

by shortening the connection line between the seeding system and the secondary line.
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Figure 8.7: 3D solid model of the seeding system.

8.3 Experimental set up

A schematic diagram and pictorial representation of the arrangement are shown in

Figures 8.8 and 8.9, while Figure 8.10 shows a photograph of the experiment’s set up.

The primary nozzle and the ejector duct geometries remain the same as that used in

Chapters 4 and 5. The primary flow is controlled by a pressure regulator and ball

valve. The secondary flow is sourced from the ambient atmosphere and the flow rate

was measured using an orifice plate and pressure transducer, before it enters into the

mixing duct. A window was installed downstream of the ejector exit to allow optical

access for the laser along the ejector axis. The laser is directed through this glass

window, generally co-axial with the flow direction, see Figure 8.9.
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Figure 8.8: Ejector apparatus schematic diagram for flow visualization.

The light source is a continuous diode laser at 532 nm and 500 mW giving a 1 mm beam

diameter. The laser direction can be modified by using a motor-driven mechanical

device which allows the adjustment of the laser direction between the upper wall and

lower wall of the ejector. In the present work, the time to scan the entire flow field

inside the ejector duct was 200 s. The laser beam passes into the ejector flow passage

through the glass window. The laser direction is able to be controlled to move upward

and downward to provide a full scan from top to bottom of the ejector duct. The light

scattered by the seeding particles suspended in the flow is captured by the camera

viewing perpendicular to the axis of the duct. A photograph of the ejector system and

the flow visualization technique is shown in Figure 8.10.
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Figure 8.9: 3D sketch of the transparent ejector and flow visualization system.

Figure 8.10: Photograph of the transparent ejector and flow visualization system.

The best configuration of light source and camera parameters were reached after a

series of trials to optimise the images produced from the process. Figure 8.11 presents

a still image from a video sequence acquired during the experiments.
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Figure 8.11: Photo of the first section of the ejector during flow (the axial and radial

distances are in pixel, 1 mm=17 pixel).

8.4 Operating procedures

In the present experiment, the following procedures were followed

1. Ensure the high speed camera is positioned to capture images of the area of

interest.

2. Fill the seeding reservoir with the talc material.

3. Open the valve to the vacuum tank.

4. Turn on the laser source.

5. Turn on the seeding system vibrator and the secondary flow valve to allow the

high speed camera to be focused on the laser illuminated seeding particles.
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6. Turn on the primary flow valve and data acquisition system to record all flow

data.

7. Turn on the laser moving system, traversing the laser vertically from the upper

wall to the lower wall to scan the entire flow field.

8. To minimize undesired reflections of the laser beam from the ejector wall, the

scanning process starts at point where the laser just contacts the ejector wall.

9. At the end of the start-up sequence, the high speed camera is triggered to acquire

the flow field images over the duration of the test.

10. All the acquired data is processed using Matlab image processing software to

extract the required parameters.

Repeated tests were performed to ensure the experiments were producing consistent

results.

8.5 Experimental results

Particles were introduced into the entrance region of the secondary flow pipe, allowing

for good mixing with the secondary flow before entering the mixing chamber. To

ensure a minimal change in the flow characteristic in the ejector due to seeding, the talc

concentration was kept low as presented in Table 8.2. A range of operating conditions

was selected for comparison with experimental work presented in Chapter 6. The wall

static pressure of the seeded flow differs by a maximum of 2 % from the unseeded flow

as presented in Figure 8.12 which indicates that the seeding has a very small effect on

the flow.
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Figure 8.12: Static pressure plots along the ejector for seeded and unseeded flow at

200 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 4.8 kPa as the primary, secondary and back pressures respectively.

Table 8.2: Powder consumption during the experiments for a range of primary pressures

and a secondary pressure of 1.6 kPa. Pp, ṁs, t, m, ṁ refer to primary pressure, secondary

mass flow rate, test time, powder consumption and powder mass flow rate respectively.

Pp (kPa) ṁs (g/s) t (s) m (g) ṁ (g/s)

190 1.413 200 5.64 0.0282

200 1.45 200 5.8 0.029

210 1.577 200 6.1 0.0305

220 1.62 200 6.3 0.0315

For these visualisation experiments the nozzle was positioned at the entrance of the

mixing duct, corresponding to the nozzle exit position of 60 mm in Table 5.2. If the

nozzle exit was positioned upstream of this location, the opaque walls of the entrance

region would have prevented observation of the region immediately downstream of the

nozzle exit. Figure 8.13 is an image of the ejector before the test started. It shows some

imperfections in the walls of the duct, which are illuminated by refracted and reflected
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light from the laser. The internal surface of the duct had a similar surface texture

to the internal surface of ejector experiments reported in Chapter 6. However, the

intensity of laser light recorded with the camera would have been the combined effect

of light reflected from the particles and the parasitic light reflection on the transparent

surface of the ejector duct.

Figure 8.13: Photo of the first section of the ejector prior to testing.

During fabrication of the duct, surface imperfections were generated as the resin

changed volume while curing. All internal surface imperfections were repaired to pro-

duce a smooth surface, but the interface between the repair material and the material

of the cured duct scattered light, producing the image in Figure 8.13. These regions

were removed during image processing by subtracting the no-flow image from flow

images, so that the only effects of interest caused by the flow were analysed.

Since this technique permits the visualization of the entire ejector duct, in the series

of images in Figures 8.14, 8.15, 8.16, 8.17, 8.18, 8.19, 8.20 and 8.21, the visualisations

extended to 155 mm from the primary nozzle exit. Figure 8.14 reports results up to

75 mm downstream of the nozzle exit to examine the flow behaviour. Up to approxi-

mately 65 mm from the nozzle exit, the primary jet core flow remains. The plots from
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scans at 65 mm and beyond indicate the seeding particles have been entrained onto

the centreline of the primary flow and hence, the core flow has disappeared by these

stations.

As the seeded flow inside the ejector was recorded by the high speed camera, the video

was converted into a sequence of single frame images. Matlab code was created to read

the images from video sequence and then, extract the frames and perform the image

processing to quantify the required parameters of the flow.

Interpretation of Figure 8.14 indicates that mixing of the two streams has extended to

involve the full diameter of the duct at 65 mm downstream of the nozzle exit position.

Upstream of this position, the core flow region of the primary jet can be distinguished

by the absence of any reflected intensity near the centreline of the duct. The primary

flow jet core starts to decrease as the flow moves downstream then, it disappears at

a position of 65 mm downstream of the nozzle exit. Distinction between primary and

secondary flows becomes more difficult as the flow moves further downstream as evident

in Figure 8.15. It can be seen that by 80 mm from the nozzle exit the two flows become

completely indistinguishable.

In Figure 8.15 the intensity of light reflected from the particles appear relatively uni-

formly distributed across the ejector duct which implies that the two flows have be-

come mixed. It can be seen in this figure that the particle concentration at the station

140 mm downstream of the nozzle exit is less than that in the station upstream of this

location. This can be attributed to two effects. First, as the flow becomes mixed, the

particles occupy all the ejector section rather than only the annulus area available for

secondary flow. Second, the CRMC ejector duct diameter starts to increase and thus

the ejector area section also increased. This section is positioned at the end of zone 2

in Figure 8.4.

As the primary pressure increases, the distance to the termination of the primary flow

jet core also increases as Figure 8.16 illustrates. When the primary pressure increases

to 200 kPa, the core flow is clearly distinguishable at the 65 mm station downstream

of the nozzle exit. Figures 8.18, 8.18, 8.20 and 8.21 present the intensity variation

within the ejector duct at locations between 2 and 155 mm from the nozzle exit at
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210 kPa and 220 kPa respectively and secondary pressure at 1.6 kPa. It can be seen,

for all these tests, that beyond the end of the jet flow core the data intensity has a

very similar behaviour. This behaviour is due to the homogeneity of the flow which

indicates that the flow has become relatively well mixed.

Figure 8.14: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 2 and 75 mm

from the nozzle exit at 190 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 4.5 kPa as a primary pressure, secondary

pressure and back pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.15: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 80 and

155 mm from the nozzle exit at 190 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 4.5 kPa as a primary pressure, sec-

ondary pressure and back pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.16: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 2 and 75 mm

from the nozzle exit at 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa, 4.8 kPa as a primary, secondary pressure and back

pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.17: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 80 and

155 mm from the nozzle exit at 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 4.8 kPa as a primary, secondary

pressure and back pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.18: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 2 and 75 mm

from the nozzle exit at 210 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 5.2 kPa as a primary pressure, secondary

pressure and back pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.19: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 80 and

155 mm from the nozzle exit at 210 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 5.2 kPa as a primary pressure, sec-

ondary pressure and back pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.20: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 2 and 75 mm

from the nozzle exit at 220 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 5.7 kPa as a primary pressure, secondary

pressure and back pressure respectively.
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Figure 8.21: Intensity variation within the ejector duct at locations between 80 and

155 mm from the nozzle exit at 220 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 5.7 kPa as a primary pressure, sec-

ondary pressure and back pressure respectively.
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8.6 Core flow length

The core flow length is defined as the distance within the ejector duct from the primary

flow nozzle exit to the point where the primary flow is no longer distinctly different

from the secondary flow. Figure 8.22 shows the core flow length is 75 mm for the

specified operating conditions. The duct diameter is used as a reference dimension

to convert image pixels to mm. It was found that each 17.5 pixels was the equivalent

of 1 mm. This image is an overlay of successive frames as the reflections from the

traversing laser beam were added together in Matlab with an average of the resulting

intensity to produce a visualisation of the flow in the ejector.

Figure 8.22 shows key details such as the secondary flow, and most importantly, the

primary core flow region. The region within the duct where the intensity transitions to

the minimum value can be visually interpreted and the boundary marked on the image.

The secondary flow with the suspended particles is seen as a bright region around the

primary jet which appears as a dark region. The unseeded primary flow potential core

is invisible while the seeded secondary flow is illuminated and made visible.

Figure 8.22: Composite image of the flow at 200 kPa and 1.6 kPa as a primary and sec-

ondary pressure respectively (dimensions in mm).
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The contrast between the two regions in the nozzle exit area allows an analysis of the

core flow shape and determination of the core flow length. The edge of the illuminated

zone marks the shape of the supersonic mixing layer on the primary stream side and

the extent of the unmixed region of the primary flow. Thickness of the shear layer

grows as the flow move downstream and ultimately, no unmixed primary flow remains.

Figure 8.23 shows the intensity data and the core flow diameter at the location of 2 mm

downstream of the nozzle exit. The operating conditions of the ejector were primary,

secondary and back pressures of 200 kPa, 1.6 kPa and 4.8 kPa respectively. An envelope

for the visualisation intensity data was fitted to the results at each station. The core

flow diameter was defined from the intersection of this envelop and the minimum

intensity, as illustrated in Figure 8.23. The core flow diameter at this position is

8.7 mm. At a distance of 75 mm downstream of the nozzle exit, the primary jet core

flow disappears.

Figure 8.23: Visualisation intensity data of flow for operating conditions of 200 kPa,

1.6 kPa and 4.8 kPa as a primary, secondary and back pressures respectively.
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Figure 8.24 present the jet core flow diameters at different locations downstream of

the nozzle exit. It can be seen all curves have a same trend. As the flow moves

downstream, the jet core flow diameter increases and then reaches its maximum value.

As the flow moves further downstream, the jet flow core diameter starts to decrease.

The maximum diameter and the length of the jet core flow vary depending on the

ejector operating conditions. The maximum diameter and length of the jet core flow

were achieved at maximum primary pressure. The jet core flow in this figure has the

similar trend of the simulation results for the sonic line as presented in Figure 7.18.
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Figure 8.24: Jet flow core diameter at different locations from the nozzle exit for range of

primary and back pressures and 1.6 kPa as a secondary pressure.

Figure 8.25 presents the turbulence kinetic energy (TKE) of the flow along the ejector

centreline for the operating condition of 190 kPa, 1.6 kPa as a primary and secondary

pressures respectively. The TKE values in the core flow are very low up to the distance

of 20 mm from the nozzle exit. The increase and oscillation in TKE in the region

between 20 mm and 60 mm is associated with wave processes in the primary stream.

From 60 mm, the TKE decreases gradually until the mixing layers merge on the jet

centreline. The location of the minimum value of TKE is taken as the point at wich

the core flow terminated.
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Figure 8.25: Simulation of the turbulent kinetic energy along the ejector centreline for

operating condition of 190 kPa, 1.6 kPa as primary and secondary pressures respectively.

Visualised jet core flow lengths for the range of primary pressures are illustrated in

Figure 8.26. This figure also includes the results from the CFD simulations based on the

minimum TKE values. It can be seen that the core flow lengths from the experiments

and simulations have a similar trend but differ in magnitude by a maximum of about

15 mm. As the primary pressure increases, the primary jet core flow length increases.

This is because the high pressure primary flow has high momentum which allows it to

extend further downstream in the ejector duct. The numerical results show a longer

core flow than the visualisation results for all primary pressure values.
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Figure 8.26: Jet core length for a range of primary pressure.

8.7 Chapter Summary

Based on the CRMC theory, a transparent ejector test section was designed, fabricated,

and operated in an ejector system using air as the working fluid. A purpose-built, laser-

based flow visualisation method has been implemented in which a laser light beam of

diameter of 1 mm was used to visualize the seeded flow. The following is a summary

of the results obtained in this chapter.

• Experiments were carried out on the ejector for a range of primary pressure from

190 kPa to 220 kPa, and entrainment ratios ranging between 0.34 and 0.39. Dur-

ing this experiment the secondary flow was seeded while the primary flow was

kept unseeded. The core flow length, in which the primary and secondary flows

are visually distinguishable within the ejector is used to identify the mixing pro-

cess in the CRMC ejector. The images produced from the experiments provided

insight into the complex flow behaviour inside the ejector duct.

• It was demonstrated that the transparent ejector duct could be manufactured
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locally using a casting technique.

• Despite some drawbacks, talc powder appears especially well suited for seeding

applications because it is non-toxic, chemically inert, highly reflective, and rather

low cost compared with other seed materials.

• Image processing algorithms were used to analyse a series of images produced

from the experiments. The jet core flow diameter at different locations down-

stream of the nozzle exit were measured. The core flow length has been found

to lie between 65 mm and 95 mm from the nozzle exit depending on the ejector

operating conditions. As the primary pressure increases, the primary jet core

length increases.

• For the ejector operating conditions considered in this work, the core flow length

measurements were within about 20 % of those from the CFD simulations.

• Given the relatively long core flow region, the primary and secondary streams

cannot be considered as fully mixed at least within the entrance region of the

CRMC duct.



Chapter 9

Conclusion and recommendation

9.1 Conclusions

9.1.1 CRMC ejector

Despite the extensive research, ejector design has changed little in recent decades.

Several studies have adopted the CRMC ejector design and this configuration appears

to have significant potential, but the strengths and weaknesses of the approach have

not been clearly defined. The CRMC design was introduced in an effort to minimise

losses associated with shock compression in the diffuser and the prescription relies on

the primary and secondary streams entering the diffuser duct in a fully mixed state.

A new apparatus for exploring supersonic ejectors based on the CRMC theory has

been designed and fabricated. A combination of software and hardware tools were used

to model and fabricate the convergent-divergent primary nozzle, the CRMC ejector,

primary flow line, secondary flow line, and other parts. The present apparatus was

operated extensively with different operating conditions using air as a working fluid to

investigate the flow inside the ejector. Analysis of flow in the CRMC ejector included

identification of the entrainment ratio, critical back pressure, and static pressure along

the ejector duct. The ability of the CRMC ejector to eliminate the shock waves and

provide better performance was also examined. A comparison with different ejector
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profiles and a gas dynamic model was performed.

• The static pressure increases more or less gradually along the ejector wall as

expected from the CRMC-designed ejector. However, the rate of rise of the wall

static pressure observed in the present work is not especially gradual relative to

the pressure rise that can be observed in conventional ejectors. In addition, the

CRMC ejector did not provide strong evidence that the shocks associated with

the compression process inside a conventional ejector had been eliminated.

• The primary nozzle exit position does not influence significantly the ejector per-

formance and the optimum position is not affected strongly by the operating

conditions. This result agrees well with other literature.

• The optimum primary pressure that the ejector worked with was 225 kPa; the

achieved entrainment ratio was 0.4, 0.68, 1.11, 1.21 at secondary pressures of

1.6 kPa, 2.5 kPa, 4 kPa, and 5 kPa respectively.

• The maximum isentropic Mach number values at the minimum static pressure

value on the CRMC duct wall demonstrates that isentropic-choked conditions are

not generated for all secondary pressures and primary pressure of 200 kPa. For

the primary pressure of 225 kPa, the isentropic Mach number for all secondary

pressures values was higher, but showed isentropic-choked flow conditions were

still not generated.

• Geometrical parameters play the same role in the establishing of performance of

the CRMC ejector as they do in a conventional ejector.

• A modest level of improvement in terms of entrainment ratio and pressure lift ra-

tio was achieved in the present CRMC ejector relative to a conventional ejector.

It is not clear if the additional complexity associated with the manufacturing of

the CRMC ejector is warranted given the modest levels of performance improve-

ment.
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9.1.2 Computational simulation

A CFD study has been performed using ANSYS FLUENT v 14.5 to investigate the

global and local features and flow behaviour inside the CRMC ejector. Two turbulence

models, sst− κω and κ− ε were used in this study, and air was modelled as an ideal

gas to simulate the CRMC ejector configuration.

• The sst− κω turbulence model exhibited a better simulation of the ejector per-

formance than the κ − ε. The numerical results were considered to be reliable

because the discrepancy between the experimental results and the CFD results

was found to be in the vicinity of 5 %.

• The results from the CFD study showed that the flow within the ejector deviates

from the analytical design calculations which assume a fully-mixed flow at the

entrance of the ejector duct.

• The CRMC ejector showed a gradual and largely shock-free increase in static

pressure until the primary pressure reaches a value of 230 kPa but, the pressure

gradients are very different from the CRMC design values, and are not very

different from those of the conventional design of Al-Doori (2013). Evidence for

the elimination of the shock compression in the CRMC ejector as being the cause

of enhanced performance of the CRMC duct has not been achieved.

• Total pressure of the CRMC ejector primary flow remains 15 % larger than that

in the conventional ejector which leads to more secondary mass entrainment and

higher back pressure in the CRMC case. The different contraction angle of the

duct adjacent to the primary nozzle is considered as the major cause of such

differences, rather than the CRMC duct design.

9.1.3 Flow visualization

To examine the degree of mixing between primary and secondary streams, a transpar-

ent CRMC ejector test section was designed, fabricated, and operated in the ejector

system, again using air as the working fluid. A purpose-built, laser-based flow visuali-
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sation tool has been implemented in which a thin laser light beam of diameter of 1 mm

was used to visualize the seeded secondary flow.

• Experiments were carried out on the ejector for a range of operating conditions.

During experiments, the secondary flow was seeded while the primary flow was

kept unseeded. The mixing process in the CRMC ejector was identified through

measurement of the primary stream core flow dimensions.

• Talc powder appears well suited to the present seeding application because it is

non-toxic, chemically inert, highly reflective, and rather low cost compared with

other seed materials. The wall static pressure of the seeded flow match well with

that of the unseeded flow which indicates that the talc powder has a very small

effect on the flow.

• Image processing algorithms using Matlab software were developed and these

were used to analyse a series of images produced from the experiments. The core

flow diameters at different locations downstream of the nozzle exit were defined.

The core flow length was found to lie between 65 mm and 95 mm from the nozzle

exit, depending on the operating conditions. When the visualisation results of

the core flow length were compared with CFD results, differences around 20 %

were registered.

• Although there are significant differences between the mixing observed in the

experiments and the CFD-simulated mixing, both approaches demonstrate that

the primary and secondary streams are not fully mixed at the entrance to the

CRMC duct.

9.2 Summary and future work

The flow is not mixed at the entrance to the CRMC duct, so the primary and sec-

ondary streams retain aspects of their identity to some distance inside the CRMC

duct. Within the designed CRMC duct, the rate of change of the momentum flux

for the hypothetical fully-mixed stream may be constant with axial distance, but the

exchange of momentum between the primary and secondary flows due to the mixing
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process will not be constant with axial distance. Consequently, neither the primary

nor the secondary streams within the CRMC will actually be undergoing a constant

rate of momentum change.

Prescription of the rate of momentum change is derived from empirical knowledge and

has not yet been related to a criterion for minimising the strength of compression

shocks in the diffuser. In the present work, the length of the CRMC duct was selected

to approximately match a conventional ejector of similar throat dimensions and there

is some evidence of performance gains relative to conventional ejectors. However,

the performance gains do not appear to be directly linked to reduced strength of

compression shocks in the diffuser.

Given the CRMC duct is not operating as hypothesised and yet there appears to

be performance gains associated with such ejectors ducts having gradually-changing

diameters, it is conceivable that further optimisation can be performed if alternative

duct profiles are considered, profiles that are not constrained to satisfy the CRMC

prescription. Such optimisation might be achieved through CFD simulation and could

use a mesh based on a CRMC profile for initiation of the optimisation process.

Improvement of the laser technique introduced in this work is possible by increasing

the light source power and using a laser sheet technique to allow instantaneous study

of the structures in the flow. In addition, improving the flow seeding technique and

minimizing the transparent duct imperfections would enhance the flow visualisation

of the ejector. By making such improvements the visualisation technique will become

similar to a traditional Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV) which will allow quantitative

data on the mixing flow to be obtained.
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A.1 Primary nozzle

Figure A.1: Profile of the primary nozzle with overall dimensions, all dimensions in mm.
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A.2 Primary nozzle holder

Figure A.2: Profile of the primary nozzle holder with overall dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.



A.3. SPIDER 205

A.3 Spider

Figure A.3: Profile of the hub with integral spokes with overall dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.
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A.4 Secondary flow pipe

Figure A.4: Profile of the secondary flow pipe part 1 with overall dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.



A.5. ORIFICE PLATE 207

You created this PDF from an application that is not licensed to print to novaPDF printer (http://www.novapdf.com)

Figure A.5: Profile of the secondary flow pipe part 2 with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.

A.5 Orifice plate

The orifice plate has a simple construction, low maintenance cost and a wide appli-

cability to different fluids including both liquids and gases (Manshoor, Nicolleau &

Beck 2011). In addition, the overall accuracy of the standard orifice plate is 0.5 %

(ISO 2006). The axis of the orifice plate is coincident with that of the secondary flow

pipe. The position of the orifice plate within the system is shown through part 2 in

Figure 4.3 and its geometry is shown in Figure A.6.
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Figure A.6: Profile of the orifice plate with main dimensions, all dimensions in mm.

Mild steel flange orifice plates were manufactured in the USQ workshop. Orifice plates

were produced with a range of inner diameters of 10, 14, 18, 23.4, and 30 mm to accom-

modate various secondary flow rates through the pipe required for the range of ejector

entrainment ratios and secondary pressures. Pressure taps were positioned upstream

and downstream of the orifice plate and connected to the low pressure transducers.

Knowing the pressure drop across the orifice plate, secondary mass flow rate can be

calculated using the Equation A.1 below (ISO 2006):

ṁ =
Cd√

1− β4
γAor

√
2ρ∆p (A.1)

where:

Cd: Coefficient of discharge, taken as 0.6 according to (ISO 2006).

β: Ratio of orifice plate diameter to pipe diameter

γ: Fluid specific heat ratio, taken as 1.4

Aor: Orifice plate area (m2)

∆p: Static pressure losses across the orifice plate (kPa)



A.6. ENTRAINMENT SECTION 209

ρ: Fluid density (kg/m3)

A.6 Entrainment section

Figure A.7: Profile of the entrainment section with main dimensions, all dimensions in

mm.
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A.7 Connection section

Figure A.8: Profile of the connection section with main dimensions, all dimensions in mm.
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A.8 Condenser pipe

Figure A.9: Profile of the exit section with main dimensions, all dimensions in mm.



212 APPENDIX A.

A.9 CRMC ejector part 1

Figure A.10: Profile of the part 1 of CRMC ejector with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.
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A.10 CRMC ejector part 2

Figure A.11: Profile of the part 2 of CRMC ejector with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.



214 APPENDIX A.

A.11 CRMC ejector part 3

Figure A.12: Profile of the part 3 of CRMC ejector with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.
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A.12 CRMC ejector part 4

Figure A.13: Profile of the part 4 of CRMC ejector with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.
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A.13 CRMC ejector part 5

Figure A.14: Profile of the part 5 of CRMC ejector with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.
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A.14 CRMC ejector part 6

Figure A.15: Profile of the part 6 of CRMC ejector with main dimensions, all dimensions

in mm.
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Instrument calibration

B.1 Pressure transducer calibration

There are three types of pressure transducers used in the apparatus:

1. High pressure transducer, type Wika model A-10.

2. Low pressure transducer, type Wika model A-10.

3. Low pressure transducer, type BSDX.

A pneumatic dead-weight tester, Budenberg model 550 series, was used to calibrate

the above three types of low pressure transducers. This tester worked in conjunction

with a special adaptor model 24 vacuum adaptor piston/cylinder unit mounted upside

down together with annular weight to produce a sub-atmospheric pressure . FigureB.1

shows the model 24 adaptor which is suitable for the calibration of the two types of low

pressure transducers. Figure B.3 illustrates representative results of the calibration of

the two types of pressure transducer. Table C.1 represents the results of the calibration.
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Figure B.1: Photograph of the pneumatic dead-weight tester model 550 series (Buden-

berg).

Figure B.2: Photograph of the hydraulic dead-weight tester model 580 series (Budenberg).
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Figure B.3: Calibration of the Wika high pressure transducer-representative results.

Figure B.4: Calibration of the Wika low pressure transducer-representative results.
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Table B.1: Calibration of Wika low pressure transducers. Vmeas= measured voltage.

Voltage in Volt, and pressure in kPa.

Serial number Pressure Equation

1 110263XV H.P Pa=120.59Vmeas-1.5289+Patm

2 1102HF3P L.P Pa=20.132Vmeas-101.15+Patm

3 1102HF3L L.P Pa=20.113Vmeas-100.92+Patm

4 1102HF3B L.P Pa=20.087Vmeas-100.4+Patm

5 1102HF3C L.P Pa=20.087Vmeas-100.91+Patm

6 1102HF3I L.P Pa=20.092Vmeas-101.18+Patm

7 1102HF3M L.P Pa=20.13Vmeas-101.297+Patm

8 1102HF3N L.P Pa=20.076Vmeas-100.67+Patm

9 1102HF3O L.P Pa=20.07Vmeas-101.19+Patm

10 1102GF3E L.P Pa=20.066Vmeas-100.2+Patm

11 1102HF3D L.P Pa=20.024Vmeas-101.3+Patm

12 1102HF3F L.P Pa=20.038Vmeas-101.23+Patm

13 1102HF3J L.P Pa=20.071Vmeas-101.1+Patm

14 1102HF3K L.P Pa=20.102Vmeas-101.1+Patm

15 1102HF3G L.P Pa=20.089Vmeas-101.05+Patm

16 1102HF3H L.P Pa=20.107Vmeas-101.1+Patm

17 BSDX1 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.2+Patm

18 BSDX2 L.P Pa=21.2Vmeas-103.3+Patm

19 BSDX3 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.1+Patm

20 BSDX4 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.2+Patm

21 BSDX5 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.1+Patm

22 BSDX6 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-105.27+Patm

23 BSDX7 L.P Pa=21Vmeas-103.91+Patm

B.2 Flow meter calibration

As voltage (V) is the flow meter output signal which received in lab-view , a correlation

between the secondary flow rate and the output signal was produced as in Figure B.5.



222 APPENDIX B. INSTRUMENT CALIBRATION

0 1 2 3 4 5
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

Voltage [V]

F
lo

w
 r

at
e 

[S
LP

M
]

 

 

Data
Polyfit

Figure B.5: Calibration of the Omega flow meter-representative results.

To avoid using flow meter in the primary flow line in the experiments, and the primary

flow was always choked, a correlation between the primary flow rate and the primary

pressure was produced as presented in Figure B.6.
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Figure B.6: Correlation of the flow rate and the pressure in the primary stream-

representative results.
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Tables of experimental data

Table C.1: Data from experiments with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 200 kPa for a range of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 3.58 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 200 kPa.

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ts (◦C) Tc (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.78 25.5 24.0 1.59 198.67 5.40 1.18 0.33

94.20 17.1 15.0 2.57 202.00 5.90 2.26 0.48

93.90 21.1 18.2 4.00 200.00 7.30 3.384 0.84

94.05 23.5 20.3 5.00 196.50 7.80 3.976 1.08

10

94.00 24.40 22.1 1.65 208.00 5.40 1.258 0.34

93.93 24.1 21.7 2.44 202.50 5.98 1.866 0.50

93.90 23.7 20.8 4.00 216.00 7.30 3.38 0.87

94.00 22.9 19.7 5.00 200.00 7.80 3.97 1.10

20

93.80 23.6 21.5 1.63 201.00 5.40 1.19 0.35

94.00 24.3 21.8 2.45 200.00 5.90 2.27 0.55

93.80 25.19 23.2 4.00 201.00 7.30 3.4 0.87

93.80 25.1 22.0 5.00 202.20 7.77 3.95 1.08

30

94.18 25.6 23.50 1.62 202.60 5.48 1.195 0.36

94.15 26.6 24.2 2.56 202.50 5.88 2.3 0.57

94.13 27.3 24.5 4.00 202.85 7.20 3.41 0.92

94.10 27.3 24.2 5.00 202.33 7.94 3.91 1.15

40

94.13 23.6 21.9 1.6 204.30 5.42 1.181 0.38

94.13 22.5 20.4 2.50 204.77 5.95 2.25 0.66

94.18 21.5 19.0 4.00 203.40 7.26 3.4 0.99

94.20 20.8 18.0 4.87 201.27 8.0 3.99 1.19

50

94.30 22.6 20.4 1.51 200.77 5.45 1.2 0.36

94.25 24.5 22.2 2.40 205.50 5.92 2.29 0.58

94.20 25.4 22.6 4.00 206.40 7.22 3.38 0.93

94.20 25.0 22.2 5.00 200.36 7.90 3.9 1.16

60

94.25 22.5 20.3 1.65 200.75 5.60 1.68 0.34

94.25 21.5 19.2 2.43 200.77 6.00 2.24 0.55

94.25 19.8 17.3 4.00 201.32 7.08 3.42 0.88

94.28 19.0 16.3 4.88 201.18 7.98 4.1 1.15
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Table C.2: Data of experimental with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 225 kPa for a rage of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 3.89 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 225 kPa.

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ts (◦C) Tc (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.1 22.5 19.4 1.58 225.3 5.75 1.3 0.36

94.0 24.0 21.5 2.5 225.00 6.35 2.3 0.51

94.4 23.5 21.7 4.00 225.4 7.80 3.52 0.88

94.1 24.5 22.3 5.00 226.0 8.30 4.1 1.14

10

94.20 24.70 22.7 1.65 225.00 5.77 1.251 0.365

93.95 24.5 21.5 2.48 225.3 6.48 2.4 0.52

94.60 23.7 20.5 4.00 225.00 7.65 3.45 0.89

94.50 23.9 20.7 5.00 225.30 8.4 4.1 1.16

20

93.60 23.5 21.5 1.6 225.40 5.82 1.272 0.38

94.20 24.5 21.6 2.5 225.00 7.0 2.406.0 0.59

94.40 25.0 23.0 4.00 225.60 7.75 3.415.0 0.91

94.50 25.50 22.40 5.00 225.5 8.44 4.11.6 1.18

30

94.4 24.6 23.0 1.6 225.6 5.88 1.24 0.38

94.2 26.3 24.5 2.51 225.50 7.08 2.45 0.67

94.3 25.5 23.0 4.00 225.85 7.76 3.46 1.1

94.3 25.3 23.2 5.00 225.0 8.55 4.1 1.22

40

94.3 23.3 22.5 1.6 225.4 5.97 1.3 0.39

94.5 23.5 21.4 2.50 226.0 7.2 2.42.6 0.68

94.2 21.5 20.0 4.00 225.40 7.61 3.35 1.11

94.20 21.5 19.2 5.0 225.0 8.4 4.02 1.21

50

94.20 22.1 20.2 1.61 226.0 5.8 1.22.1 0.38

94.6 24.0 22.0 2.50 225.0 6.46 2.472 0.59

94.4 24.3 22.5 4.00 224.40 7.72 3.42.6 0.96

94.4 24.4 22.4 5.00 224.36 8.45 4.12 1.19

60

94.0 19.8 17.8 1.58 225.0 5.9 1.25 0.37

94.5 21.3 19.5 2.5 226.0 6.55 2.36 0.57

94.2 22.9 20.4 4.00 225.4 7.74 3.48 0.91

94.4 23.4 21.7 5.0 225.7 8.59 3.995 1.18
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Table C.3: Data of experimental with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 250 kPa for a range of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 4.25 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 250 kPa.

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ts (◦C) Tc (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.2 22.5 19.4 1.58 253 6.1 1.21 0.32

94.0 23.0 21.0 2.5 254.00 6.80 2.38 0.49

94.3 23.1 21.2 4.00 254.00 8.30 3.52 0.74

94.5 23.5 20.3 5.00 254.50 8.80 4.18 0.92

10

94.25 24.40 22.1 1.65 254.00 6.140 1.22 0.33

93.95 24.0 21.3 2.48 253.00 6.98 2.47 0.49

94.55 23.7 20.8 4.00 254.00 8.0 3.39 0.75

94.00 22.9 19.7 5.00 253.00 9.0 3.887 0.93

20

93.80 23.4 21.0 1.6 254.00 6.2 1.21 0.33

94.2 24.0 21.6 2.5 254.00 8.10 2.38 0.50

93.9 25.2 23.2 4.00 254.00 8.2 3.415 0.77

93.95 25.0 22.0 5.00 253.5 9.1 3.98 0.94

30

94.85 24.6 23.50 1.6 253.6 6.28 1.23 0.35

94.25 26.8 24.8 2.51 253.50 8.28 2.415 0.52

94.51 25.3 23.5 4.00 253.85 8.32 3.62 0.79

94.150 27.3 24.2 5.00 254.0 9.15 4.15 0.95

40

94.1 23.7 22.0 1.6 254.0 6.32 1.22 0.36

94.7 22.5 20.4 2.50 254.0 7.3 2.398 0.52

94.78 21.5 19.0 4.00 253.40 8.5 3.43 0.79

94.26 20.5 18.2 5.0 254.0 9.2 4.08 0.94

50

94.20 22.1 20.2 1.61 254.0 6.15 1.211 0.33

94.55 24.4 22.4 2.50 254.0 7.0 2.42 0.50

94.25 24.4 22.6 4.00 253.40 8.22 3.45 0.76

94.5 24.0 22.2 5.00 254.36 9.0 4.055 0.93

60

94.6 19.7 17.8 1.58 254.0 6.2 1.23 0.318

94.25 21.5 19.4 2.5 253.0 7.10 2.38 0.475

94.24 22.9 20.4 4.00 253.4 8.4 3.416 0.74

94.35 23.4 20.7 5.0 253.7 9.2 3.995 0.92
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Table C.4: Data of experimental with different nozzle positions and a nominal primary

pressure of 270 kPa for a range of secondary and back pressures conditions. Primary mass

flow rate was 4.55 g/s for the nominal primary pressure of 270 kPa.

NXP (mm) Patm (kPa) Ti (
◦C) To (◦C) Ps (kPa) Pp (kPa) Pc (kPa) ṁs (g/s) ER

0

94.2 22.5 19.4 1.58 272.4 7.1 1.16 0.28

94.7 23.0 21.0 2.5 273.00 7.80 2.14 0.44

94.3 23.1 21.2 4.00 272.00 9.30 3.12 0.68

94.05 23.5 20.3 5.00 270.50 9.80 3.65 0.85

10

94.00 24.40 22.1 1.65 273.00 7.140 1.155.1 0.29

93.95 24.0 21.3 2.48 273.00 7.98 2.23.6 0.44

94.2 23.7 20.8 4.00 274.00 9.0 3.22 0.69

94.6 22.9 19.7 5.00 271.00 9.80 3.66 0.86

20

93.80 23.4 21.0 1.6 274.00 7.2 1.21 0.29

94.3 24.0 21.6 2.5 274.30 9.10 2.23 0.45

93.8 25.2 23.2 4.00 272.30 9.2 3.4 0.71

93.9 25.0 22.0 5.00 271.2 9.81 3.95 0.87

30

94.8 24.6 23.50 1.6 272.6 7.28 1.168 0.31

94.5 26.8 24.8 2.51 273.30 9.28 2.25 0.47

94.17 25.3 23.5 4.00 273.55 9.32 3.35 0.73

94.2 27.3 24.2 5.00 272.30 9.85 3.97 0.88

40

94.1 23.7 22.0 1.6 272.20 7.32 1.185 0.32

94.16 22.5 20.4 2.50 274.20 8.3 2.241 0.47

94.18 21.5 19.0 4.00 274.40 9.5 3.25 0.73

94.26 20.5 18.2 5.0 274.40 9.92 3.96 0.87

50

94.28 22.1 20.2 1.61 272.50 7.15 1.158 0.29

94.15 24.4 22.4 2.50 273.60 8.0 2.13 0.45

94.25 24.4 22.6 4.00 273.40 9.22 3.18 0.70

94.51 24.0 22.2 5.00 272.63 9.80 3.55 0.83

60

94.53 19.7 17.8 1.58 272.20 7.2 1.158 0.28

94.28 21.5 19.4 2.5 274.40 8.10 2.12 0.42

94.32 22.9 20.4 4.00 273.50 9.4 3.29 0.68

94.25 23.4 20.7 5.0 273.30 9.92 3.57 0.85
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