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Abstract: A new parabolic–shaped guided valve tray is proposed. The gas–liquid two–phase flow
of parabolic and conventional rectangular guided valve trays is simulated using the computational
fluid dynamics (CFD) method. The clear liquid height on the tray was predicted for different
combinations of the superficial gas velocity, liquid flow intensity and weir height. The predicted
values were in good agreement with the calculated ones. The parabolic–shaped guided valve tray
has a more uniform flow form by comparing the gas–liquid two–phase flow behavior of parabolic
and rectangular guided valve trays: the liquid level difference is slight, the guiding effect is strong,
and the re–mixing phenomenon is improved. Further modeling and simulations were conducted
for nine parabolic–shaped guided valve trays of different function expressions. The optimum valve
structure is the parabolic–shaped guided valve of the a–value at 0.075 and the t–value at 26.

Keywords: parabolic–shaped guided valve tray; rectangular guided valve tray; CFD; clear liquid
height; velocity distribution

1. Introduction

Distillation columns are essential equipment to separate liquid mixtures widely used in
chemical, petroleum, pharmaceutical, and environmental industries [1–4]. The performance
of the valve tray can directly affect the raw material handling capacity and product quality.
The rectangular guided valve tray has high flux and mass transfer efficiency compared
to the sieve and fixed valve trays, which are widely used in the practical industry [5–8].
However, with the increasing industrial demand, the shortcomings of the traditional
guided valve have gradually emerged. The gas enters the valve tray along both sides of
the valve bore perpendicular to the valve cover, which has a weak guiding effect. The
airflow between the valves forms a vortex, leading to the return of liquid mixing. Valve
legs at the front and rear end of the valve body impede the gas flow, and the liquid is
deposited in this area, forming a dead flow zone. Therefore, there is an urgent need for a
better–performing valve tray structure to complete the separation task. This paper proposes
a new parabolic–shaped guided valve tray. A comparative study of the specific gas–liquid
two–phase flow patterns of parabolic and rectangular guided valves is required to verify
their hydrodynamic performance under certain operating conditions.

In recent years, computational fluid dynamics (CFD) has become a powerful tool
for analyzing gas–liquid two–phase flow on a valve tray. Compared with experimental
methods, CFD is highly flexible and can quickly change the valve tray’s structural dimen-
sions and operating conditions to predict the fluid flow process in more detail, saving time
and economic costs [9–12]. Many researchers have successively simulated and calculated
the flow characteristics of trays such as sieve trays, guided valves, and fixed valves, com-
paring them with experiments to verify the reliability of the CFD simulation results. Liu
et al. [13] and Yu et al. [14] simulated two–dimensional two–phase flow on conventional
sieve trays, ignoring the effect of the variation of the gas phase along the height direction
of the tray. Fischer and Quarini simulated three–dimensional transient two–phase flow on
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trays, assuming a traction coefficient of a constant 0.44, which only applies to homogeneous
bubble flows and not to the flow behavior in the foam or spray regimes [15,16]. Krishna
et al. estimated a new correlation equation for the traction coefficient, which applies to
bubble populations [17,18]. Their work provides theoretical guidance for studying com-
plex gas–liquid two–phase flows on trays and provides a solid basis for designing and
optimizing them.

In this paper, three–dimensional transient CFD models were developed for the rect-
angular guided valve and parabolic–shaped guided valve trays. The correlation equation
for the mean gas phase fraction was loaded into Fluent fitted by Yufeng Ma et al. via a
user–defined function (UDF) [6]. Simulations were carried out under various combina-
tions of weir height, gas, and liquid flow rates compared with the correlation equation
to verify the correctness of the proposed model. The hydrodynamic performance of the
rectangular guided valve and parabolic–shaped guided valve tray were compared based
on the simulation results. Moreover, the characteristics of the phase fraction distribution,
two–phase flow velocity distribution, and clear liquid height were investigated for both.
The optimal parabolic–shaped valve structure is further modeled and simulated for the
parabolic–shaped guided valve tray of nine different function expressions by comparing
the mean liquid phase velocity along the direction of flow of the main body at different
tray heights.

2. CFD Model
2.1. Control Equations

The column structure, feed conditions, and operating parameters influence the gas–
liquid two–phase flow in the column space, resulting in an unfavorable back–mixing
phenomenon and a highly complex flow state. The Eulerian model assumes that the two
turbulent fluids co–exist in time. Both phases are considered interpenetrating continua with
independent transport equations, whose laws of motion follow their respective governing
differential equations. The Eulerian model is used as it provides a more accurate description
of the interaction between the two phases and is consistent with the actual flow conditions of
the gas and liquid phases on the tray. Where the gas and liquid phases are considered as the
dispersed and continuous phases, respectively, the control equations are as follows [19–21]:

Continuity Equations:

∂(αGρG)

∂t
+∇ · (αGρGuG) = 0 (1)

∂(αLρL)

∂t
+∇ · (αLρLuL) = 0 (2)

Momentum Equations:

∂

∂t
(αGρGuG) +∇ · (αGρGuGuG) = ∇ ·

(
αGµG

(
∇uG + (∇uG)

T
))
− αG∇pG + αGρGg + MGL (3)

∂

∂t
(αLρLuL) +∇ · (αLρLuLuL) = ∇ ·

(
αLµL

(
∇uL + (∇uL)

T
))
− αL∇pL + αLρLg−MLG (4)

where ρ, u, α, µ represent the macroscopic density, velocity, volume fraction, and viscosity,
respectively, p is the pressure, and g is the gravitational force. The subscripts G and L
represent the gas and liquid phases, respectively. Simultaneously, the same pressure field
has been assumed for both phases:

pG = pL (5)

The gas and liquid volume fractions, αL and αG are related by the summation constraint:

αG + αL = 1 (6)
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MGL represents the source term of momentum transfer between two phases of gas and
liquid, describing the inter–phase momentum exchange process caused by the inter–phase
forces. The interphase forces are equal in magnitude and opposite in direction, with a
combined force of zero:

MGL = −MLG (7)

2.2. Closure Conditions

For gas–liquid two–phase flow on a tray, the source terms for momentum transfer
between phases include drag force, virtual mass force, and lift force. Krishna and Baten
proposed that virtual mass force and lift force have limited effects on bubble flow and can
be neglected compared to traction force [17,18]. Using the gas phase as the dispersed phase,
the equation for MGL:

MGL = −3
4

CD
dG

αGρL|uG − uL|(uG − uL) (8)

where CD is the dimensionless drag coefficient, and dG is the bubble diameter. Krishna et al.
proposed a drag model applicable to bubble populations with the following expression for
the drag coefficient [22]:

CD =
4
3

ρL − ρG

ρL
gdG

1
V2

slip
(9)

where Vslip is the slip velocity of the bubble swarm with respect to the liquid, which can be
estimated from superficial gas velocity Us and the average gas hold–up fraction α

average
G :

Vslip =
US

α
average
G

(10)

Substituting the expressions for CD and Vslip into the equations for MGL and consid-
ering the effect of the liquid phase fraction, the resistance expression is modified to the
following form:

MGL = αGαLg(ρL − ρG)

(
α

average
G

)2(
1− α

average
G

)
U2

S

|uG − uL|(uG − uL) (11)

The above equation does not need to consider the effect of bubble diameter on the
drag force, which can improve the accuracy of the calculation. The mean gas phase fraction
α

average
G is the key to solving the momentum source term MGL. For different trays, this

corresponds to different average gas phase fractions α
average
G . Based on the equation for

sieve trays established by Bennett [23] and combined with experimental data, Yufeng Ma
et al. fitted the correlation equation for the mean gas phase fraction of rectangular guided
valve trays [6]:

α
average
G = 1− exp

[
−21.542

(
US

√
ρG

ρL − ρG

)1.0687
]

(12)

This paper uses the above correlations to simulate a rectangular guided valve tray
and a parabolic–shaped guided valve tray, with the momentum source term coded into a
user–defined function to calculate the solution.

The standard k–ε model is currently the most widely used turbulence model and has
been applied to CFD simulations of trays in much of the literature [24–26]. In this paper,
the standard k–ε model is used to provide closure of the Eulerian two–phase flow model
with the mathematical expression [27,28]:

∂(ρk)
∂t

+
∂(ρkui)

xi
=

∂

∂xi

[(
µ +

µt

σk

)
∂k
∂xj

]
+ Gk − ρε (13)
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∂(ρε)

∂t
+

∂(ρεui)

xi
=

∂

∂xj

[(
µ +

µt

σε

)
∂ε

∂xj

]
+

C1εε

k
Gk − C2ερ

ε2

k
(14)

Gk is the term for generating the rheostatic energy k due to the mean velocity gradient
and is calculated by the following equation:

Gk = µt

(
∂ui
∂xj

+
∂uj

∂xi

)
∂ui
∂xj

(15)

The model constants take the following values:
C1ε = 1.44, C2ε = 1.92, Cµ = 0.09, σk = 1.0, σε = 1.3.

2.3. Geometric Model of the Tray with Boundary Conditions

The geometric models of the rectangular guided valve tray and the parabolic–shaped
guided valve tray are shown in Figure 1, and the individual valve structures are shown
in Figure 2. In order to verify that the parabolic–shaped guided valve has an advantage
over the rectangular guided valve, all other structural parameters are considered the same
except for the different shapes of the valves. The tray diameter is 1200 mm, the weir length
is 800 mm, the weir height is 54 mm, the bottom gap is 15 mm, the tray spacing is 450 mm,
and the opening rate is 9.6%. The maximum opening of the valve is 15 mm, the guide
hole height is 5 mm, the rectangular valve is 70×25 mm, the valve cover is 78×31 mm, the
parabolic–shaped valve has a bottom edge length of 37/10 mm and a height of 63 mm, and
the valve cover has a bottom edge length of 43/16 mm and a height of 71 mm. In order to
save calculation time and computer memory, only half of the tray is taken for simulation
due to its symmetry.

The liquid enters the mass transfer zone of the valve tray from the bottom gap of
the downcomer and turns over the overflow weir to reach the bottom of the downcomer.
In order to ensure that the downcomer leaves a certain liquid layer height, the bottom is
equipped with a liquid seal tray, and finally, the liquid flows out from the liquid seal tray.
The gas enters the tray space from both sides of the valve and the guide hole. Then flows
out from the valve hole of the upper layer of the valve tray.

2.4. Meshing and Solution Algorithms

The entire calculation domain is meshed using a mixed structural and non–structural
meshing method. The valve structure is more complex near the wall of the tray and is
encrypted. The higher the number of meshes, the higher the accuracy of the calculation,
but this requires a considerable amount of computer performance. The final choice of grid
number 1,972,192 was made, with an 8 mm unstructured tetrahedral mesh at the bottom
and top of the tray and an 8 mm structured hexahedral mesh in the remaining area. The
meshing of the tray space is shown in Figure 3.

CFD solver setup: This paper uses the air–water system to simulate the gas–liquid
two–phase flow field on the tray under two kinds of valve fully open conditions. Simulated
working parameters: liquid flow intensity QL/Lw =20 m3/(m·h), valve hole kinetic energy
factor F0 = 7.53 (m/s) (kg/m3)0.5, weir height hw = 0.054 m. Fluent’s software completed
the simulation process using a non–constant implicit solver with a time step of 0.002 s, a
first–order windward format for the discretization method, and the Phase Coupled SIMPLE
method for the pressure–velocity coupling equation, with a calculation accuracy of 10−3.
In addition, in order to speed up convergence and save calculation time, before the start
of the calculation, the volume fraction of the gas phase in the flow region was initialized
before the calculation started. The gas phase fraction of 0–170 mm on the tray was set to
50%, the gas phase fraction of −450 to −350 mm in the downcomer region was set to 0, and
the remainder of the tray was set to 100% gas phase. The clear liquid height on the tray in
the calculation area was also monitored transiently as a criterion to determine whether the
gas–liquid phase flow had reached dynamic equilibrium.
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mesh of the valve tray.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Model Validation

This paper uses the mean gas phase fraction correlation equation for a rectangular
guided valve tray to simulate the proposed parabolic–shaped guided valve tray. The
transient simulation is considered to have reached convergence when the height of the
clear liquid height does not change significantly with time. As shown in Figure 4, after the
start of the simulation, there is no more significant change in the clear liquid height around
6 s, indicating that the calculation has converged.
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For valve trays, the clear liquid height is mainly influenced by the superficial gas
velocity US, the liquid flow intensity QL/Lw, and the weir height hW. The correlation
between the clear liquid height takes the following form [6]:

hcl = α
average
L

hw + C

(
QL

α
average
L

) 2
3
 (16)

C = 1.475 + 1.385 exp(−216hw) (17)

In this paper, the values of clear liquid height obtained by CFD simulation under the
same operating conditions are compared with the calculated values of the fitted formula.
As shown in Figures 5–7, the clear liquid height is positively correlated with the superficial
gas velocity and negatively correlated with the liquid flow intensity and weir height. The
difference between the simulated and calculated values is slight. The trend is consistent,
indicating that the average gas phase fraction correlation of the rectangular guided valve
applies to the modified parabolic–shaped guided valve, thus verifying the correctness of
the CFD model developed.
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3.2. Gas–Liquid Phase Fraction Distribution
3.2.1. Liquid Phase Fraction Distribution

After the convergence of the simulations, the liquid phase fraction distribution in the
x–y section at z = −27.5 mm for the rectangular guided valve and parabolic–shaped guided
valve tray is shown in Figure 8. As can be seen from the figure, the liquid phase fraction
distribution at the bottom of the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray is more uniform and
has a better flow pattern.
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3.2.2. Gas Phase Fraction Distribution

The distributions of the gas phase fraction at different heights of the two valve trays
are shown in Figures 9 and 10. As seen from the figures, the gas phase fraction of the two
valve trays generally follows the same trend with height. At y = 20 mm, the gas phase
fraction decreases significantly, indicating that there will be a blind flow area above the
valve cover. As the height gradually increases, the gas phase is dispersed, the gas phase
fraction at a single point decreases, and the gas phase fraction at the same height tends to
be uniform. After crossing the transition zone, the gas phase fraction increases sharply. The
parabolic–shaped guided valve has a more uniform distribution of the gas phase fraction at
the same height in the transition zone than the rectangular guided valve. In the gas phase
continuity zone, the gas phase fraction is higher in the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray,
indicating an improvement in mist entrainment.
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valve tray.

A visual representation of the monotonicity variation is shown in Figure 11. As
seen from the figure, the variation of the gas phase fraction of the two valve trays is not
monotonically increasing with height. At y = 0–15 mm, the gas phase fraction increases
monotonically with height. At y = 15−20 mm, the gas phase fraction decreases monotoni-
cally with height. At y > 20 mm, the gas phase fraction increases monotonically with height.
At 0–60 mm, the gas phase fraction of the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray is lower than
that of the rectangular guided valve tray. While at y > 60 mm, the gas phase fraction of the
parabolic–shaped guided valve tray is higher than that of the rectangular guided valve tray.
It indicates that the liquid phase continuous zone and the gas phase continuous zone of the
parabolic–shaped guided valve are more distinct than the rectangular guided valve tray.

3.2.3. Variation of Clear Liquid Height along the x–Axis

Figure 12 shows the simulation results for the clear liquid height in the x–direction.
After the convergence of the simulation, the typical cross–section in the direction of liquid
flow is taken at equal intervals. Each cross–section’s average liquid phase fraction is
calculated and multiplied by the tray spacing to obtain the clear liquid height. As seen from
the graph, the clear liquid height shows periodic fluctuations, with the trough appearing
at the opening of the valve, and the number of troughs is consistent with the number of
valve columns. At this time, a large amount of gas is ejected from around the valve and
the pilot hole, pushing the liquid forward, and the liquid layer at the pilot hole drops
sharply, and a trough appears. The parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a minor liquid
level difference, unlike the rectangular guided valve tray. The level at each wave peak and
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trough is essentially the same, indicating that the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a
more uniform flow pattern.
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3.2.4. Variation of Clear Liquid Height along the z–Axis

As Figure 13 represents the simulation results of the clear liquid height along the
z–direction, the clear liquid height is calculated similarly to the x–direction described
before. As can be seen from the figure, the clear liquid height shows large fluctuations in
the z–direction. The gas–liquid interaction is significant in the valve arrangement area, and
the clear liquid height is low. The valves are sparsely arranged with significant gaps in
the area between the bow tray and the channel tray, and the clear liquid height is high.
Near the tower wall, the number of valves is small, the liquid phase flow rate is low, and
the clear liquid height is high. The clear liquid height at the wave’s crest is lower in the
parabolic–shaped guided valve tray than the rectangular guided valve tray, indicating that
the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a more uniform flow pattern.

3.3. Gas–Liquid Phase Velocity Distribution
3.3.1. Liquid Phase Velocity Distribution

Figures 14–17 show the vector diagram of the liquid phase velocity distribution at
different heights on the two valve trays after the simulation convergence. In the region
below the valve cover, at y < 15 mm, the gas is ejected from the valve hole at high speed,
violent momentum transfer occurs with the liquid, and the liquid velocity of the parabolic–
shaped guided valve tray can be increased from the initial 0.37 m/s to 8.2 m/s. The liquid
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velocity in the dense region of the valve is significantly higher than that in the sparse region.
From the velocity vector diagrams of the liquid phase at y = 15 mm and y = 17 mm, it can
be observed that there is a clear velocity component along the x–direction at the y = 17 mm
pilot hole, which drives the liquid layer towards the outlet weir. The turbulence of the
gas–liquid phase at the pilot hole is not as intense as in the area below the bonnet but still
has a sizeable liquid velocity compared to the area above the pilot hole at y = 30 mm.
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Figure 17. Liquid velocity vector snapshots of the top view at y = 30 mm: (a) rectangular guided
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As can be seen from the diagram, the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a more
incredible liquid velocity compared to the rectangular guided valve tray. The gas is ejected
along the edge of the valve cover, and the velocity component increases in the x–direction,
further reducing the liquid surface gradient. The parabolic–shaped guided valve has a
velocity component along both sides and in front of the slope, which results in finer and
more homogeneous gas dispersion, reduces the dead zone at the front of the valve, increases
gas–liquid contact, and enhances inter–phase mass transfer. The simulation results confirm
that the parabolic floating valve has a more substantial guiding effect and less dead space.

3.3.2. Velocity Distribution of the Liquid Phase in the x–Direction

Figure 18 shows the velocity distribution of the liquid phase in the x–direction
corresponding to different heights at z = 0, calculated for the simulation conditions of
US = 0.65 m/s, QL/LW = 20 m3/(m·h) and hW = 0.054 m. As can be seen from the graph, the
component of the flow velocity in the x–direction near the liquid phase inlet above the valve
cover is harmful, with a significant backflow phenomenon, and it increases with height.
The parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a higher liquid phase velocity in the x–positive
direction than the rectangular guided valve tray. In addition, there are significantly more
areas of negative velocity in the rectangular guided valve tray, and the re–mixing phe-
nomenon is severe. Thus, the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a more substantial
guiding effect and fewer reflux areas, effectively improving mass transfer efficiency.



Separations 2023, 10, 267 14 of 22

Separations 2023, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 16 of 24 
 

 

3.3.2. Velocity Distribution of the Liquid Phase in the x–Direction 
Figure 18 shows the velocity distribution of the liquid phase in the x–direction cor-

responding to different heights at z = 0, calculated for the simulation conditions of US = 
0.65 m/s, QL/LW = 20 m3/(m·h) and hW = 0.054 m. As can be seen from the graph, the com-
ponent of the flow velocity in the x–direction near the liquid phase inlet above the valve 
cover is harmful, with a significant backflow phenomenon, and it increases with height. 
The parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a higher liquid phase velocity in the x–
positive direction than the rectangular guided valve tray. In addition, there are signifi-
cantly more areas of negative velocity in the rectangular guided valve tray, and the re–
mixing phenomenon is severe. Thus, the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a more 
substantial guiding effect and fewer reflux areas, effectively improving mass transfer ef-
ficiency. 

 
Figure 18. The x–direction–component velocity profiles of the liquid flow field at different eleva-
tions: (a) y = 0.01 m; (b) y = 0.03 m; (c) y = 0.05 m. 

3.3.3. Velocity Distribution of the Gas Phase in the z–Direction 
Figure 19 shows the velocity distribution along the z–direction for two valve trays at 

different heights, taking x = −0.13 m. As seen from the figure, both have a similar trend of 
variation. In the near–wall region at y = 0, the five peaks of the velocity curve correspond 
precisely to the openings in the tray, with the remaining part of the velocity dropping to 
zero. At the height of y = 0.02 m, the gas is ejected from both sides of the valve hole due to 
the valve cover’s blocking effect, and a gas velocity peak occurs at each side. The insig-
nificant variation in gas velocity between the third and fourth valve holes is because this 
is the junction of the bowed and rectangular trays, where the valves are sparsely distrib-
uted. The remaining small peaks are caused by the gas ejected from the pilot holes. At the 
height of y = 0.06 m, a peak in gas velocity occurs between the valve holes due to the 
pronounced hedging effect of the gas flow on both sides of the valve. As the height of the 
tray increases, the gas crosses the overflow weir and enters the gas phase continuity zone. 

Figure 18. The x–direction–component velocity profiles of the liquid flow field at different elevations:
(a) y = 0.01 m; (b) y = 0.03 m; (c) y = 0.05 m.

3.3.3. Velocity Distribution of the Gas Phase in the z–Direction

Figure 19 shows the velocity distribution along the z–direction for two valve trays
at different heights, taking x = −0.13 m. As seen from the figure, both have a similar
trend of variation. In the near–wall region at y = 0, the five peaks of the velocity curve
correspond precisely to the openings in the tray, with the remaining part of the velocity
dropping to zero. At the height of y = 0.02 m, the gas is ejected from both sides of the
valve hole due to the valve cover’s blocking effect, and a gas velocity peak occurs at each
side. The insignificant variation in gas velocity between the third and fourth valve holes
is because this is the junction of the bowed and rectangular trays, where the valves are
sparsely distributed. The remaining small peaks are caused by the gas ejected from the
pilot holes. At the height of y = 0.06 m, a peak in gas velocity occurs between the valve
holes due to the pronounced hedging effect of the gas flow on both sides of the valve. As
the height of the tray increases, the gas crosses the overflow weir and enters the gas phase
continuity zone. At y = 0.12 m height, the gas cross–sectional area increases, and the gas
velocity decreases significantly.

As can be seen from the graph, the parabolic–shaped guided valve has a lower gas
velocity along the y–direction at the same height compared to the rectangular guided valve.
The parabolic–shaped guided valve, therefore, has a finer and more homogeneous gas
dispersion, which effectively increases the gas–liquid contact area and enhances interphase
mass transfer.
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3.4. Optimal Design of Parabolic–Shaped Guided Valve Trays

A comparison of the hydrodynamic properties of rectangular and parabolic–shaped
guided valve trays shows that parabolic–shaped guided valve trays have a more uniform
flow field. However, parabolic–shaped guided valves of different function expressions
correspond to different flow field conditions. In order to describe the strength of a valve
guide, defined as the ratio of the sum of the velocities at each point along the direction of
flow of the main body, at the edge of the bonnet, to half the length of the parabolic arc:

I = ∑ ux

L
(18)

where I is the inflow intensity, ux is the velocity of the liquid phase at any point on the
parabola along the direction of flow of the main body, and L is half the arc length of
the parabola.

As shown in Figure 20, let the function expression for a parabolic–shaped guided
valve be as follows:

y = ax2 (19)
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Figure 20. Curve equation of the parabolic–shaped guided valve.

Considering the valve’s mechanical strength and fluid flow performance, the top of
the valve is left with a 10 mm leg. The area at the top of the parabola is small and negligible.
Then the valve bore area is as follows:

S = 2t · at2 − 2
∫ t

0
ax2dx =

4
3

at3 (20)

a =
3S
4t2 (21)

where S denotes the area of the valve bore, a denotes the size and direction of the parabola
opening, and t denotes half the length of the bottom side of the parabola.

The slope of the tangent line at any point on the parabola is as follows:

dy
dx

= 2ax = tan θ (22)

Then the velocity of the liquid phase along the direction of flow of the main body at
any point on the parabola is as follows:

ux = u cos θ =
u√

1 + 4a2t2 − 4a∆y
(23)

where u denotes the velocity of the liquid phase at any point on the parabola, and ∆y
denotes the distance from the length of the bottom edge at any point on the parabola:

ax2 = at2 − ∆y (24)

x =

√
t2 − ∆y

a
(25)

∑ ux = u
∫ h−25a

0

d∆y√
1 + 4a2t2 − 4a∆y

= − u
2a

√
1 + 4a2t2 − 4a∆y

∣∣∣∣∣
h−25a

0

(26)

where h denotes the distance between the vertex of the parabola and the bottom edge:

h = at2 (27)
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Half of the arc length of the parabola is as follows:

L =
∫ t

5

√
1 +

(
dy
dx

)2
dx =

∫ t

5

√
1 + 4a2x2dx (28)

∫ t

5

√
1 + 4a2x2dx = x

√
1 + 4a2x2

∣∣∣t
5
−
∫ t

5

√
1 + 4a2x2dx +

∫ t

5

dx√
1 + 4a2x2

(29)

2
∫ t

5

√
1 + 4a2x2dx =

(
x
√

1 + 4a2x2 + ln
(

2ax +
√

1 + 4a2x2
))∣∣∣t

5
(30)

L =

(
1
2

x
√

1 + 4a2x2 +
1
2

ln
(

2ax +
√

1 + 4a2x2
))∣∣∣∣t

5
(31)

Then the inflow intensity is as follows:

I =
− u

2a

√
1 + 4a2t2 − 4a∆y

∣∣∣h−25a

0(
1
2 x
√

1 + 4a2x2 + 1
2 ln
(

2ax +
√

1 + 4a2x2
))∣∣∣t

5

(32)

To ensure the same area as the rectangular guided valve:

S =
4
3

at3 = 70 · 25 = 1750 (33)

a =
1312.5

t3 (34)

A total of nine sets of a and t values were selected to calculate the inflow strength of
each set of parabolic–shaped guided valve trays, the parameters selected and the results
are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Parameter values of the parabola and inflow strength.

a t I

0.0486 30 0.46 u
0.06 28 0.42 u
0.075 26 0.37 u
0.095 24 0.33 u
0.123 22 0.28 u
0.164 20 0.23 u

0.2 18.5 0.20 u
0.32 16 0.15 u
0.478 14 0.11 u

It can be seen that the larger the parabolic opening, the higher the inflow intensity; the
smaller the parabolic opening, the lower the inflow intensity. However, as the parabolic
opening increases, the length of the bottom edge also increases, which in turn increases the
dead zone of the tray and increases re–mixing, affecting the mass transfer efficiency. There-
fore, further optimizing the parabolic valve structure to find a parabolic valve structure
with optimum performance is necessary.

Then, the nine different valve models of the tray were modeled and simulated. After
the convergence of the simulation runs, the liquid phase velocity distribution of the different
tray models was quantified. The average liquid phase velocity along the direction of flow
of the main body for the nine different models concerning the different heights of the tray
is shown in Figure 21.
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As can be seen from the graph, the trend of liquid phase velocity along the y–axis is
the same for the nine different models. When y < 15 mm, the liquid phase velocity increases
monotonically with the y value and reaches its maximum value at the y = 15 mm valve
cover. When 15 < y < 55 mm, the liquid phase velocity decreases monotonically with the
y value. At y = 55 mm overflow weir, the liquid phase enters the descending liquid pipe
and the velocity increases. When y > 55 mm, a significant liquid phase crosses the overflow
weir and enters the downcomer. The interaction between the gas and liquid phases is
intense, the flow situation is complex, and the liquid phase velocity fluctuates with the
y value. Observe the velocity curve of different t values; the liquid phase velocity first
increases with the t–value and then decreases. The liquid phase velocity at the bonnet
section is increased to a maximum at t = 26. In the region below the overflow weir, the
liquid phase velocity is most significant for both t = 24 and t = 26 valve types. In the area
above the overflow weir, the liquid phase velocity is most significant for the valve type
t = 26 at y < 70 mm. For y > 70 mm, the liquid phase velocity is most significant for the
valve type t = 28. As the liquid phase’s main body is the tray’s clear liquid height, liquid
phase re–mixing is more severe in the clear liquid height. In contrast, the liquid phase
above the clear liquid height is dispersed into droplets, and the direction of movement is
disordered and irregular. Therefore, the valve type with high liquid phase velocity in the
clear liquid height is the most preferred, and the clear liquid height of all nine valve trays
is <70 mm when the calculation is stable. Therefore, the optimal valve configuration is the
parabolic–shaped guided valve at t = 26.

Figure 22 shows the liquid phase velocity vector diagrams for the two valve trays
at t = 26 and t = 18.5 at y = 15 mm. As can be seen from the graphs, some small vortices
are formed around the valve due to the hedging effect of the airflow between the valves.
Valves are sparsely distributed at the transition zone between the bowed tray and the
channel tray and the bowed zone near the tower wall, and the swirling phenomenon is
serious. t = 26 valve has a higher liquid phase velocity than the t = 18.5 valve, with a
maximum liquid phase velocity of 6.3 m/s. In addition, as shown by the arrow direction,
the t = 26 valve has a higher liquid phase velocity along the main liquid flow direction,
effectively reducing the impact of airflow hedging between the valves, reducing re–mixing,
and facilitating mass transfer. Therefore, the performance of the parabolic–shaped guided
valve with t = 26 is superior.
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The gas–liquid phase flow line distribution of the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray
at t = 26 at a particular moment after the calculation reaches stability is shown in Figure 23:
blue indicates the liquid phase flow line, and yellow indicates the gas phase flow line. As
seen from the diagram, the liquid phase moves in the direction of the liquid flow in the
column tray, over the overflow weir to the downcomer, and then out through the bottom
gap of the downcomer. Due to the gas phase’s stirring and the valve’s guide effect, the
liquid phase does not flow straight through, but some swirls will be formed during the flow.
The gas phase’s main flow direction is perpendicular to the tray, and its flow line has a
significant bend in the gas–liquid transfer zone. Due to the guiding effect of the valve, some
gas phase flow lines appear near the exit weir and form a vigorous mixing with the liquid
phase. Once the gas phase has passed through the liquid layer, it is unaffected by the valve
and will flow in a straight line and out of the top valve hole. The red and green surfaces
indicate the equivalent surfaces for liquid phase fractions of 99% and 1%, respectively.
As can be seen, most of the liquid phase is concentrated at the bottom of the tray, with
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a minimal amount of liquid phase distributed above the clear liquid height, indicating
that the mist entrainment is also very small for a valve tray at t = 26. The flow lines and
isosurfaces visualize the flow inside the tray and help optimize the tray structure’s design.
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4. Conclusions

(1) A new parabolic–shaped guided valve tray is proposed. CFD simulations of the gas–
liquid two–phase flow field are carried out for parabolic–shaped and conventional
rectangular guided valve trays. The relationship between the superficial gas velocity,
liquid flow intensity and weir height and the clear liquid height under different
working conditions is described. The simulated values of the clear liquid height are
compared with the calculated values of the previous empirical correlations, which
agree with each other, thus verifying the correctness of the simulation results.

(2) From the simulation results, the phase fraction distribution, the clear liquid height
distribution and the two–phase flow velocity field distribution on different cross–
sections of the tray can be observed. The trend of the clear liquid height along the x
and y axes shows that the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has a smaller liquid
level difference than the rectangular guided valve tray. The velocity vector of the
liquid phase in the x–z section shows that the parabolic–shaped guided valve tray has
a larger liquid velocity along the main body direction than the rectangular guided
valve tray. Therefore, the performance of a parabolic–shaped guided valve is better.

(3) The structural parameters of the parabolic–shaped guided valve are determined by
the size of the parabolic opening a and half the length of the bottom side t. Parabolic–
shaped guided valve trays for nine different function expressions were modeled and
simulated. By comparing the average liquid phase velocity along the direction of flow
of the main body at different heights of the tray, the parabolic–shaped guided valve
of the a–value at 0.075 and the t–value at 26 is the optimum valve structure.

The simulation of the computational fluid dynamics model overcomes the limitations
of the experimental work. It allows for more flexibility in adjusting the structure and
operating parameters of the model in completing the optimization design work and saves
on equipment costs. The development and analysis of the parabolic–shaped guided valve
tray in this paper is a guideline for future optimization of the tray structure.
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