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V [m3] 2.400
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cP [kJ kg–1 K–1] 3.719
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reactor vessel

Molnár et al., Chemical Papers , 2002.



 kqR

 kqC

 kTC

 kTR

parameter [unit] reactor vessel cooling jacket

V [m3] 2.400 2.000

ρ [kg m–3] 947.2 998.0

cP [kJ kg–1 K–1] 3.719 4.182

qS [m3 min–1] 0.072 0.631

Tin [K] 299.1 288.6

cooling jacket

Molnár et al., Chemical Papers , 2002.



parameter [unit] reactor vessel cooling jacket

V [m3] 2.400 2.000

ρ [kg m–3] 947.2 998.0

cP [kJ kg–1 K–1] 3.719 4.182

qS [m3 min–1] 0.072 0.631

Tin [K] 299.1 288.6

 kqR

 kqC

 kTC

 kTR

reaction mixture

Molnár et al., Chemical Papers , 2002.



water



propylene oxide water



propylene oxide water

methanol



+

propylene oxide water

methanol



+

propylene oxide water

methanol

propylene glycol



 kqR

 kqC

 kTC

 kTR

parameter [unit] reaction mixture

cPO,in [kmol m–3] 82.4×10–3

cPG,in [kmol m–3] 0.0×10–3

Ea /R [K] 10183.0

∆Hr [kJ kmol3] (–5.64, –5.28) × 106

k∞ [min–1] (2.407, 3.247) × 1011

reaction mixture
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Qgen
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parameter [unit] heat transfer

AH [m2] 8.695

U [kJ min–1 m–2 K–1] (–5.64, –5.28) × 106

 kqR

 kqC

 kTC

 kTR
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MATLAB toolbox for on-line RMPC design by LMIs

RMPC

u(k) x(k)

bitbucket.org/oravec/mup

uncertain system

MUP

Control  of  CSTR
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MATLAB toolbox for on-line RMPC design by LMIs
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