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parameter [unit] reactor vessel
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reactor vessel

Molnár et al., Chemical Papers , 2002.
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 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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heat transfer

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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