










Selected Slides from TNF2 Presentations and Discussions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Most of the slides selected for inclusion here are concerned with 
comparisons of measured and modeled results for H2 jet flames.   

 
• We have not included presentations on hydrocarbon flames or on 

preparations for TNF3, as these topics are better documented on the 
web page and in the TNF3 Proceedings. 

 
• Slides are presented roughly in the order of the agenda. 

 
• Most slides were scanned from hard copies collected at the end of the 

workshop. 
 

• Much of the work on comparisons of measured and modeled results in 
H2 jet flames has been published, and interested readers are 
encouraged to consult the Bibliography on the TNF web site at 
http://www.ca.sandia.gov/TNF  

 

http://www.ca.sandia.gov/TNF
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Retrospective Comments on NO Comparisons in H2 Jet Flames 
 

R. S. Barlow – January 2003 
 

During preparations for TNF2 comparisons of measured and modeled results for simple H2 jet 
flame, discrepancies were noted in the relative NO predictions for the TU Darmstadt and Sandia 
flames.  Specifically, the ratio of measured NO to predicted NO from J-Y Chen’s pdf 
calculations was significantly higher in the Darmstadt H3 flame than in the Sandia H2/He flames.  
This was considered as a possible indication of inconsistency between NO measurements from 
the two labs.  In order to shed light on this issue, probe-sampling measurements were conducted 
in the TDF lab (R. S. Barlow and J. H. Frank, May 1997, unpublished data).  Measurements 
included NO, O2, and CO2.  Samples were extracted using a quartz probe and heated line.  The 
NO measurements were calibrated using sample gases with known NO concentration diluted in 
N2.  NO measurements were then performed in the following flows and flames: 
 

• McKenna burner, premixed CH4/O2/N2 undoped and with amounts of NO-doped N2 
replacing the undoped N2.  These are the same flames used to calibrate the NO LIF 
measurements at Sandia.  Cold flows with air plus NO/N2 were also sampled. 

• TU Darmstadt H3 flame at x/d=40, 45, 50, 55 on the centerline. 
• Sandia H2 flame with 40% He dilution at x/d=100 (x=L_vis) on the centerline. 

 
NO sampling calibration results in cold gases and flat calibration flames were consistent within 
+/- 10 percent.  NO sampling results in the Sandia H2/He flame were in agreement within 12 
percent (12.6 ppm from the laser measurements, and 11.3 ppm from sampling).  Sampling probe 
measurements of NO were significantly lower than laser measurements reported by TU 
Darmstadt for the H3 flame.  This comparison was made at TNF2 and is shown below (see also 
p. 52).  The discrepancy may be associated with NO LIF calibration procedure used for the TU 
Darmstadt measurements.  This possibility was discussed at TNF2 but has not been confirmed. 
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