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Abstract: Safety is essential for sustainable aviation fuels (SAFs). However, evaluating SAFs’ impacts
on aero-engine safety is challenging because it involves multiple space scales and the strongly
coupled relationships of aero-engine components. Aiming at addressing this problem, a model-based
approach is proposed to establish the relationship between the fuel-level physical properties and
engine-level safety parameters. Firstly, a unified modeling criterion is proposed to consider the
interrelations of aero-engine components. Under this criterion, aero-engine secondary air system
(SAS) components are included in SAF safety assessment, since they have non-neglectable influences
on aero-engine safety. Secondly, this paper proposes a surrogate-based iteration strategy to embed
the combustor’s high-dimensional computational fluid dynamics (CFD) model into the aero-engine
flow network model. Then, the proposed model-based safety assessment approach is applied to a
Fischer–Tropsch hydro-processed synthesized paraffinic kerosine (F-T SPK) safety assessment case.
The effects of fuel flow and blending ratio are considered. The results indicate the necessity to
evaluate SAFs’ safety at the aero-engine level and consider the influences of SAS components. The
proposed model-based approach may provide a preliminary screening before SAFs’ certification tests.
This convenience may be beneficial for reducing the cost and accelerating SAFs’ application.

Keywords: sustainable aviation fuel; safety; aero-engine; multi-fidelity; model-based assessment

1. Introduction

Because of climate change and the rapidly growing transport demand, it is urgent
for the aviation industry to control its green-house gas (GHG) emissions [1]. Plenty of
researchers have devoted their efforts to studies related to reducing aviation GHG emis-
sions through various technical approaches, including optimizing operational strategies,
developing advanced aircraft/engine designs, and finding sustainable energies [2]. The
first two of these strategies could effectively slow down the growth rate of GHG emissions.
It is also necessary to find sustainable energies to seek net-zero carbon emissions or carbon
neutralization for the aviation industry. Sustainable energies are supposed to have low
emissions, high safety, and high energy density. Several attempts have been made to
employ hydrogen, electrical batteries, and sustainable aviation fuels (SAFs) in the aviation
industry [3,4]. Represented by bio-fuels and other eco-friendly synthesized carbon-based
fuels [5], SAFs have the most promising potential to achieve life-cycle net-zero or even neg-
ative carbon emissions [6,7], since the ingredients may sequestrate the carbon dioxide from
the atmosphere. In addition, SAFs have better compatibility with the current propulsion
systems and infrastructure [8] than other novel energies, requiring minimal changes in
aero-engines and ground facilities. SAF’s moderate energy density is also beneficial for
widely applying them in various situations with different flying distances and passenger
capacities [9]. Because of these advantages, SAFs are widely recognized as an effective
solution to achieve carbon neutralization within the short and midterm.
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SAFs’ influence on aero-engines safety is the decisive factor in whether it has an
acceptable application risk. With the growing numbers of novel feedstocks and refining
pathways [10,11], SAFs may have diverse compositions and properties compared to fossil
fuels, such as a higher heat value, fewer aromatics, and a more concentrated carbon
distribution [12,13]. These differences may lead to different burning behaviors and result in
non-neglectable influences on aero-engine operation. These influences are closely related
to passenger safety, which should be thoroughly considered and carefully evaluated.

Technically, both experimental and numerical approaches can be used for SAF’s
engine-level safety assessment and certification. Industrial practice usually utilizes well-
established component and engine tests [14] to validate whether the SAF can support the
engine’s safe operation. These tests provide a practical pathway for SAF safety assessment.
They have guaranteed the safety application of several types of SAFs. However, these
approaches may also be quite costly and time-consuming [15]. Numerical or model-based
approaches are considered an effective supplement to these tests and a promising way
to reduce the costs. They may also support researchers in quantifying SAFs’ influences
on aero-engine safety and reveal the underlying mechanisms. These advantages may be
beneficial for SAF’s development. Therefore, there is a great demand to establish a reliable
model-based approach to evaluate SAF’s impacts on aero-engine safety [16].

It is quite challenging to quantitively evaluate SAFs’ influence on aero-engine safety
via model-based approaches, since this involves multiple research levels and space scales.
Published SAF research includes studies on the aero-engine system, component/subsystem,
and fundamental process [17,18] levels. Analysis on each level is supported by the next
level, as indicated in Figure 1. Engine-level safety researchers are usually concerned about
SAFs’ influences on the engine’s safety-critical parameters (SCPs) [19], such as the rotor
axial load safety margin and turbine entry temperature. Researchers prefer low-fidelity
aerodynamic models [20] to rapidly acquire the entire engine’s response and evaluate the
SCPs’ deviation. Meanwhile, component-level research pays close attention to component
performances, such as the combustor efficiency. Researchers prefer to utilize high-fidelity
computational fluid dynamics (CFD) models to closely observe the combustion process
and detailed flow field in a combustor [21]. It is challenging to combine these models with
different resolutions to establish the mapping relationship between SAFs’ properties and
the aero-engine’s SCPs.

Moreover, engine models in published engine-level research may be insufficient for
analyzing SAFs’ influences on aero-engine safety. These models usually only consist of gas
flow path (GFP) components (such as the compressor, combustor, and turbine), because
researchers mainly focus on the engine’s performance (such as thrust and specific fuel
consumption) rather than safety. Nevertheless, evaluating the engine’s SCPs involves
massive secondary air system (SAS) components [22]. It is necessary to consider SAS
components for SAFs’ engine-level safety assessment. The importance is twofold. On the
one hand, the characteristics of SAS components determine the air bleeds from the GFP,
which may significantly deviate the co-work point of GFP components and the engine’s
operation state. Published research has shown that a 1% increase in air bleeds requires
an increase of 11K in the turbine entry temperature to maintain the same thrust level [22].
In addition, the compressed air in modern gas turbines bleeds at a rate of up to 20% [23].
The effect of air bleeds through the SAS components on the SCPs is non-neglectable. On
the other hand, the SAS components are also closely related to the integrity of the life-
limited parts [24]. For instance, the turbine disk is immersed in the air flow within the SAS.
The flow and heat transfer characteristics of SAS components directly affect the thermal
load and fatigue life of the life-limited parts [25], which are vital to aero-engine safety
and airworthiness. Therefore, it is also of great importance for SAF’s engine-level safety
assessment to introduce SAS component modeling techniques, solving both the GFP and
SAS components simultaneously.

Fortunately, advanced aero-engine modeling techniques could be introduced into
SAFs’ engine-level safety assessment to address the abovementioned difficulties. Firstly,
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researchers proposed the integrated engine model [26] to calculate the coupling of the
GFP and SAS components, which are strongly inter-related and co-determine the engine’s
working state. This model solves the GFP and SAS components via the component method
and network method, respectively, and matches them with bleeding/returning modules.
This method has been used to evaluate the aero-engine SCPs when adopting fossil fuels. It
may also be applicable for evaluating SAF’s influence on aero-engine safety, especially the
load of life-limited parts. Secondly, the data-zooming method could embed high-fidelity
component models into the low-fidelity engine system model [27,28] to effectively improve
the engine model’s resolution. This method may apply to the combustor to improve the
engine model’s compatibility with different fuels, thus evaluating SAFs’ impact on engine-
level SCPs. These aero-engine modeling techniques may support us in establishing model-
based approaches for SAFs’ engine-level safety assessment with necessary improvements.

Sustainability 2024, 16, x FOR PEER REVIEW 3 of 15 
 

 
Figure 1. Different research levels of SAF’s influences on aero-engine. * The scope of this paper. a. 
Performance parameters are generally considered as SCPs in this paper, since they may influence 
the aircraft’s survivability when encountering dangerous. b. Some component-level effects are sug-
gested to research within the aero-engine system environment, since the component’s boundary 
conditions are determined by the co-work point. 

Fortunately, advanced aero-engine modeling techniques could be introduced into 
SAFs’ engine-level safety assessment to address the abovementioned difficulties. Firstly, 
researchers proposed the integrated engine model [26] to calculate the coupling of the 
GFP and SAS components, which are strongly inter-related and co-determine the engine’s 
working state. This model solves the GFP and SAS components via the component 
method and network method, respectively, and matches them with bleeding/returning 
modules. This method has been used to evaluate the aero-engine SCPs when adopting 
fossil fuels. It may also be applicable for evaluating SAF’s influence on aero-engine safety, 
especially the load of life-limited parts. Secondly, the data-zooming method could embed 
high-fidelity component models into the low-fidelity engine system model [27,28] to ef-
fectively improve the engine model’s resolution. This method may apply to the combustor 
to improve the engine model’s compatibility with different fuels, thus evaluating SAFs’ 
impact on engine-level SCPs. These aero-engine modeling techniques may support us in 
establishing model-based approaches for SAFs’ engine-level safety assessment with nec-
essary improvements. 

In summary, there is very limited published research simulating and quantitively 
discussing SAFs’ engine-level influences from a safety perspective. Published engine-level 
research [29–32] mainly focuses on SAFs’ influence on aero-engine performance, and 
barely considers the conservation and coupling relationships between the combustor and 
the engine. The reason for this deficiency is the lack of effective approaches to achieve 
conservation throughout the engine flow field and to integrate simulation models with 
different fidelities. 

Therefore, the main scope of this research work is to develop a model-based ap-
proach to evaluate SAF’s influence on aero-engine safety. A multi-fidelity integrated en-
gine model (MF-IEM) is proposed to establish the mapping relationships between SAFs’ 

Aero-engine
system level

Component
/subsystem level

Fundamental 
process level

Fuel level

Safety*
• Rotor axial load safety margin
• Compressor surge margin
• …
• In-flight shut down risk

Performance*, a

• Specific fuel consumption
• Thrust 
• …
• Accelerating/deaccelerating characteristic

Combustor*
• Combustor efficiency 
• Emissions 
• …
• Temperature distribution

Combustion
• Auto-ignition delay time
• Flame speed
• …
• Extinction strain rate

Fuel system
• Pump/pipe characteristic
• Nozzle characteristic
• …
• Fuel leaking, fire protection

Spray and evaporation
• Cone angle
• Sauter mean diameter
• …
• Droplet velocity

Hot section*, b

• Over-temperature margin
• Fatigue life 
• …
• Flow path carbon deposit

Material compatibility
• Cone angle
• Sauter mean diameter
• …
• Droplet velocity

Required by ASTM-D7566
• Composition:

Acidity, aromatics…
• Chemical and physical properties:

Net heat of combustion, viscosity…

…

Not required by ASTM-D7566
• Composition:

C/H ratio, lignin…
• Chemical and physical properties:

Toxicity, pour point…

…

Figure 1. Different research levels of SAF’s influences on aero-engine. * The scope of this paper. a.
Performance parameters are generally considered as SCPs in this paper, since they may influence the
aircraft’s survivability when encountering dangerous. b. Some component-level effects are suggested
to research within the aero-engine system environment, since the component’s boundary conditions
are determined by the co-work point.

In summary, there is very limited published research simulating and quantitively
discussing SAFs’ engine-level influences from a safety perspective. Published engine-
level research [29–32] mainly focuses on SAFs’ influence on aero-engine performance, and
barely considers the conservation and coupling relationships between the combustor and
the engine. The reason for this deficiency is the lack of effective approaches to achieve
conservation throughout the engine flow field and to integrate simulation models with
different fidelities.

Therefore, the main scope of this research work is to develop a model-based approach
to evaluate SAF’s influence on aero-engine safety. A multi-fidelity integrated engine model
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(MF-IEM) is proposed to establish the mapping relationships between SAFs’ properties
and aero-engine SCPs. The MF-IEM solves unified aerodynamic conservation relationships
for both GFP and SAS components. In addition, the combustor part of the MF-IEM was
modified using a high-fidelity CFD model with a novel surrogate-based iteration strategy,
achieving the conservation between the combustor and the engine model. The MF-IEM is
proven to have sufficient resolution to discriminate SAFs’ influences on aero-engine safety.
There is also the promising potential to develop a comparative assessment approach for
SAF’s safety based on the MF-IEM.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the modeling
approaches and multi-fidelity iteration strategy, establishing the relationship between fuel-
level properties and engine-level SCPs. Section 3 applies the proposed approach to a study
case, evaluating SAF’s influences on engine’s safety quantitively. Section 4 discusses the
potential of utilizing the model-based approach for SAF certification. Section 5 summarizes
this paper and puts forward future research directions.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Integrated Engine Modelling

A low-fidelity integrated engine model (IEM) was first established to evaluate engine
SCPs at the co-work point of massive engine components. The IEM was designed to have
two categorized modules: the node and the component module. The former guarantees
the global conservation of massive components, including the fluid and the mechanical
nodes, while the latter describes the detailed behaviors of each component, including the
GFP and SAS components.

As the connector of adjacent or related components, the node module solves various
GFP and SAS components simultaneously with a unified conservation criterion. The
fluid node ensures mass and energy conservations at each interface between adjacent
components. The momentum transfer at the interface is neglected, assuming that the
volumes between the components are sufficiently large. Under the steady states of aero-
engines, the fluid nodes ensure conservation by solving Equations (1) and (2):

n

∑
i=1

.
mi = 0 (1)

n

∑
i=1

.
Hi = 0 (2)

where the enthalpy flowrate is calculated as
.

H =
.

m · cp · T* for related components.
It is also important for aero-engine spools to guarantee the power balance between

power-generating (such as the turbine) and power-consuming components (such as the
compressor). Under the steady states of aero-engines, the mechanical nodes ensure energy
conservation by solving Equation (3):

m

∑
i=1

.
Wi = 0 (3)

where the power flowrate
.

W equals the enthalpy flowrate rise over each related component.
For convergence consideration, it is preferred to solve these conservations using

the time-marching method [33]. Therefore, Equations (1)–(3) could be transformed into
the dynamic form by adding the term at the right side of the equations, indicated as
Equations (4)–(6):

n
∑

i=0

.
mi = V · ∂ρ

∂t (4)

n

∑
i=0

.
Hi = V · ∂(ρ · cv · T)

∂t
(5)
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m
∑

i=0

.
Wi = J · ∂(0.5·ω2)

∂t (6)

where Equations (4) and (5) represent the aerodynamic conservations achieved by fluid
nodes, and Equation (6) represents the rotor-dynamic conservation achieved by mechanical
nodes. Under constant aero-engine boundary conditions and fuel flows, the solution of
Equations (4)–(6) would converge with the solution of Equations (1)–(3) as the solving time
t enlarges. These conservation relationships are generally applicable for both GFP and SAS
components with great convergency.

The component module describes the nonlinear responses of mass, enthalpy, and
power flowrate under the boundary conditions set by the node module, such as the total
pressure P*, total temperature T*, and rotor speed n. Notably, the combustor’s preliminary
response is acquired by means of a semi-analytical model. Since the combustor is the
stationary part of the aero-engine, it does not involve the power balance with the rotating
parts or the spools. Therefore, the model mainly includes mass and energy change over the
combustor, indicated as Equations (7)–(8):

.
mout =

.
min,a +

.
min, f (7)

.
Hout =

.
Hin,a +

.
min, f · LHV · ηc (8)

where the fuel’s enthalpy flow is neglected in Equation (8) since it is relatively small
compared to its internal energy. The air flow at the combustor inlet

.
min,a and the combustion

efficiency ηc are dependent on aerodynamic parameters of the upstream and downstream
fluid nodes. They can be interpolated by the combustor’s characteristic map and modified
by the experience coefficients Cw and Cη.

This low-fidelity model can be solved by non-linear algorithms, such as the N+1
algorithm [34]. At each pseudo time step, the algorithm first guesses the boundary condi-
tions on the fluid and mechanical nodes. Then, the algorithm may obtain the components’
responses and calculate the residuals of Equations (4)–(6). Next, the algorithm modifies the
guess values until the result reaches acceptable accuracy.

Compared to the conventional engine modeling approaches [26], the proposed in-
tegrated modeling approach with the unified criterion can achieve the conservation of
GFP and SAS components without extra blending/returning modules. This convenience
provides a better consistency between the model and the engine structure and simplifies
the modeling complexity. In addition, the proposed model can solve the engine compo-
nents simultaneously under the unified criterion without assigning different numerical
solvers for GFP and SAS components, respectively. This may be beneficial for achiev-
ing better numerical efficiency for engine model calculation, which is important for the
multi-fidelity iteration.

This low-fidelity IEM could effectively calculate the SCPs throughout the engine flow
field, considering the GFP and SAS components’ impacts on the aero-engine’s operation
state. It not only shows excellent numerical convergency, but also has the capacity to be
modified by high-fidelity models. Therefore, the low-fidelity IEM can be recognized as an
adjustable surrogate model for further detailed analysis.

2.2. Multi-Fidelity Iteration Strategy

This paper proposed a multi-fidelity iteration strategy to embed the combustor’s high-
fidelity CFD model into the engine’s low-fidelity model, establishing the mapping relation-
ship between SAFs’ properties and the engine’s SCPs through the combustor’s performances.

The objective of this strategy was to seek accurate SCP values at the engine’s co-work
point influenced by SAF’s properties. The multi-fidelity strategy is indicated in Figure 2.
Firstly, the low-fidelity IEM provides rough aerodynamic boundary conditions to the
combustor’s CFD model, including combustor inlet total pressure P*

in, total temperature
T*

in, outlet mass flowrate
.

mout, and fuel flowrate
.

min, f . These boundary conditions may not
be accurate enough until a few iterations have been made. The reason for this is that the
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low-fidelity IEM estimates the combustor’s performances via the semi-analytical model,
which may be insufficient for considering SAF properties and the combustor’s structure.
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Secondly, the CFD model may analyze the detailed combustion process, flow pattern,
and combustor performances under the abovementioned boundary conditions calculated
by the IEM. The impacts of SAF properties and combustor structure are considered. Con-
cerned performance parameters in this paper include the combustor’s pressure recovery
coefficient σ, outlet temperature (also known as the turbine entry temperature) TET, and
outlet pressure non-uniform coefficient CP [35]. In other words, the CFD model outputs
σ, TET, and CP in each multi-fidelity iteration for further engine-level simulation.

Next, the CFD model returns the combustor’s performance R = [σ, TET]T to modify
the IEM’s low-fidelity surrogate model by adjusting the coefficients H =

[
Cw, Cη

]T. The
outlet pressure non-uniform coefficient Cp is directly set to the high-pressure turbine,
which is located adjacently downstream of the combustor, considering the influence of
the pressure inlet non-uniformity on the turbine efficiency. After the modification, the
low-fidelity model would be able to provide more accurate boundary conditions for the
next iterations. Guided by the multi-fidelity iteration strategy, the engine-level SCPs at
co-work points would converge to accurate values as the residual error of the combustor’s
performances reduces to an acceptable value ε.

Notably, this paper proposed a control-theory-analogy training algorithm when modi-
fying the low-fidelity IEM. Governed by Equations (4)–(8), the IEM can be regarded as a
non-linear system or an aerodynamic-conservative network model. The components can
be regarded as the flow and power links between the nodes. The experience coefficient H
can be regarded as an adjustable parameter to be trained by the algorithm. The training
algorithm for the IEM regards the high-fidelity model’s results R as the control targets. The
error between the models is defined as Equation (9):

e(t) = RIEM(t)− Ri
CFD (9)
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Analogized to the control theory [36], the adjustable coefficients can be modified by
the proportional, integral, and derivative values of the error, as shown in Equation (10):

H(t + 1) = H(t) + KPe(t) + KI

∫ t

0
e(τ)dτ + KD

de(t)
dt

(10)

Under steady engine operating conditions and constant fuel flows, the adjustable
coefficient H would converge to appropriate values. The error between the low-fidelity and
high-fidelity models would approach acceptable accuracy at the same time, outputting the
well-trained IEM. This control-theory-analogy training algorithm does not depend on the
gradient calculation. It shows great convergence with appropriate values of the coefficients
KP, KP, and KD. This is beneficial for embedding the high-fidelity combustor model into
the low-fidelity engine model.

The conventional approach to embedding the combustor’s CFD model into the engine
model has to acquire the combustor’s characteristic map before the engine-level calculation.
Obtaining the characteristic map requires massive CFD calculations over a wide range
of the combustor’s boundary conditions. The higher the accuracy required for the map
and the engine-level matching calculation, the denser the sampling point of the combustor
CFD calculation. The calculation time also increases according to the power law when
considering the fuel properties as the independent variable of the combustor’s characteristic
map and the input of CFD simulation. The proposed multi-fidelity algorithm only needs to
compute the combustor’s CFD model near the engine-level matching state, attributed to the
rough guess of boundary conditions provided by the engine model in each multi-fidelity
iteration. The multi-fidelity algorithm shows great convergence, and it can usually obtain
the co-work point within ten iterations and CFD calculations with appropriate initial values.
This convenience is beneficial for reducing the computation resource costs when evaluating
an SAF’s engine-level safety impacts, achieving the same engine-level matching calculation
accuracy as the conventional approach. In addition, the proposed approach is beneficial for
considering the impact of the combustor’s high-dimensional characteristics on aero-engines,
such as the outlet pressure’s non-uniformity or the aerodynamic parameters’ distribution.

Combining the IEM and the multi-fidelity iteration strategy, the proposed MF-IEM
could not only effectively evaluate the SCPs through the engine flow field, but also recog-
nize the SAF’s property differences in detail. It may be applicable for quantifying SAFs’
influences on aero-engine safety.

3. Case Study
3.1. Model Setting and Validation

This section applies the proposed method to a Fischer–Tropsch, hydro-processed
synthesized paraffinic kerosene (F-T SPK) [37] engine-level safety assessment compared
to Jet A. The study is conducted on a two-spool, high-bypass engine, configurations of
which are the utmost common in commercial use. The topology of the engine’s flow
path is indicated as Figure 3. The GFP components are shown in blue or yellow frames,
and the SAS components are shown in green. Notably, the engine contains three safety-
critical SAS flow paths, responding for turbine disk cooling, rotor axial load control, and
gas ingestion prevention. Their flow and heat transfer conditions not only influence the
engine’s performance at the co-work point, but are also directly related to the turbine disk’s
load. Based on the aerodynamic parameters of SAS flow paths, the heat transfer condition
in the turbine disk cavity could be further estimated through the experience formula [38].

Considering that the research’s main objective is to validate the feasibility of the pro-
posed engine-level safety assessment approach, a simplified combustor’s CFD model is
designed for further discussion. This model describes an axial-flow combustor, which
is commonly used in high-bypass turbofan engines. Unstructured meshes are used for
the fluid domain computations. For turbulence simulation, published articles tend to
use large eddy simulation (LES), the Reynolds stress model (RSM), and the realizable
k-ε model [39,40]. The LES and RSM can capture the flow details inside the combustion
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chamber with high computational accuracy but have high demands regarding computa-
tional resources. The realizable k-ε model shows satisfactory performance in calculating the
combustors’ performance, which is concerned by the engine’s calculation. The realizable k-ε
model also requires a lower computation time than the other abovementioned turbulence
models. Considering the iteration calculation process between the CFD model and the
engine model, it is necessary to obtain the CFD results in a short period of time with ac-
ceptable computational accuracy. Therefore, the realizable k-ε model is used for turbulence
simulation, and the scalable wall function is used for wall treatment. The eddy-dissipation
model [41] is used to calculate turbulence–chemistry interactions. This CFD model was
validated through experimental data in [42]. This model shows satisfactory accuracy in cal-
culating the turbulent flame’s temperature profile, which is a typical process for turbulent
mixing and chemical reactions in the combustor chamber. The grid independence and y+

criterion have been verified. It is assumed that the fuels are heated to the combustor’s inlet
air temperature by the fuel–air heat exchanger before the injection.
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Moreover, surrogate fuels are designed to evaluate LHV’s influence on aero-engine
SCPs. Published research has revealed that SAF’s LHV is one of the most important
properties for the engine-level safety impacts [43]. Therefore, this paper designs a surrogate
fuel of F-T SPK to achieve 3.27% higher LHV than Jet A [44] by blending n-octane vapor
(C8H18) with nitrogen.

The MF-IEM is validated at the engine’s steady-state design point. The validation
is conducted in a sea-level environment. The fuel flow, environmental pressure, and
temperature are inputted into the MF-IEM according to the design value. Under these
boundary conditions, the engine’s network and the combustor’s CFD models converge to
the co-work point according to the surrogate-based iteration strategy. The convergence
criterion for the IEM, the CFD model, and the multi-fidelity iterate algorithm are set to
10−6, 10−6, and 10−4, respectively. Then, the MF-IEM outputs the aerodynamic parameters
at the co-work point and they are then compared to the design value [45]. Table 1 lists
the calculation results of the engine’s aerodynamic parameters, such as the specific fuel
consumption SFC, the specific thrust FN , the bypass ratio BPR, the corrected speed of the
high-pressure rotor ncor,HPR, and the low-pressure rotor ncor,LPR. The MF-IEM shows great
accuracy for SAF safety assessment.
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Table 1. Validation of the MF-IEM.

Performance Design Value MF-IEM Error (%)

Altitude (km) 0 0 /
Mach Number 0 0 /

SFC 0.0368 0.0369 0.18
FN 286.820 286.857 0.01

BPR 5.920 5.924 0.06
ncor,HPR 87.330 87.270 −0.07
ncor,LPR 29.310 29.261 −0.17

The effects of fuel flow and blending ratio are considered during the evaluation of
SAF’s engine-level influences. The fuel flow rate is one of the most important control
parameters in the aero-engine [46], and it determines the engine’s operating state. Based
on the study case, a 1.0% deviation in fuel flow around the design value can result in a
0.7% change in the aero-engine’s thrust, which is non-neglectable for engine operation.
Therefore, F-T SPK and Jet A’s engine-level safety influences are compared under the same
fuel flow

.
min, f . The values of

.
min, f are determined using different nominal engine thrust

levels when adopting Jet A. This paper also considers the effect of the blending ratio of
F-T SPK and Jet A, since this is one of the most important factors that is considered in
SAF certification [16]. In the following research, the aero-engine consistently operates in a
sea-level environment.

3.2. Results

The combustor’s performance at the co-work point indicates the necessity of conduct-
ing the SAF’s research within the aero-engine system environment. The F-T SPK has a
higher LHV, resulting in a higher temperature rise within the combustor. For instance,
the difference in temperature rise in the engine’s 100% nominal thrust state is 7.6 K. This
additional heat release would provide more turbine work and compressor work, thus
resulting in a higher combustor inlet temperature of 3.8 K. This feature may be unbeneficial
for the combustor’s casing, which is usually regarded as a life-limited part in airworthiness
certification and has vital impacts on aero-engines’ safety. Considering the combustor’s
higher temperature rise and the increasing shaft work, the TET would increase by 11.4 K in
total, which may also deteriorate the working condition of hot section parts such as turbine
blades. Notably, simply assessing SAF’s influences on TET on the component level would
underestimate the severity by 33.3%, because it could not recognize the combustor’s inlet
boundary conditions changes. Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate SAF s’ safety at the
engine level.

The engine-level result shows that various SCPs may change following different trends,
as shown in Figure 4. The F-T SPK has a higher LHV or energy density than Jet A, leading
to higher specific thrust FN under the same fuel flow. This influence becomes more evident
at lower fuel flow or nominal thrust conditions. Affected by the increased FN and inlet
air flow, the aero-engine’s specific fuel consumption SFC also decreases significantly. A
higher blending ratio would result in more benefits. In other words, adopting an SAF could
achieve the same engine thrust with lower fuel consumption. This is beneficial for reducing
operations costs. From the environmental perspective, adopting an SAF may be beneficial
for controlling GHG emissions. The contributions are twofold. On the production side,
SAFs’ ingredients, such as energy plants, may capture carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.
On the utilization side, the aero-engine may consume less fuel and discharge fewer GHGs
due to the high heat value. Combining these two factors, adopting SAFs may reduce GHG
emissions more than fossil fuels throughout their life-cycle.

In addition, the results show that SAF’s influences on the following SAS-related
SCPs are equivalent in their severity compared to the abovementioned GFP-related SCPs.
Adopting F-T SPK would lead to a higher rotating speed of the low-pressure rotor (LPR),
which may impose a higher centrifugal load on the blades and disks. The Nusselt number



Sustainability 2024, 16, 3814 10 of 15

Nu around the side of the turbine disk also increases, providing stronger heat convection
and cooling effects on the turbine disk. Adopting F-T SPK may also lead to a higher SAS air
discharge. This may be beneficial for preventing the hot gas from being ingested into the
turbine disk cavity. As the area-weighted and directed sum of GFP-nodes and SAS-nodes
pressure, the rotor axial load Fax is a vital SCP to protect the engine’s bearing. Adopting the
F-T SPK would increase the Fax, which is beneficial for preventing load reverse, but may
impose excessive load on the aero-engine’s bearing. To ensure the safety of the Fax, airlines
are suggested to choose an appropriate blending ratio, aided by the MF-IEM.
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Figure 4. SAF’s influence on (a) specific thrust; (b) specific fuel consumption; (c) turbine rotating
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4. Discussion

The MF-IEM represents an engine-level scope and tool to evaluate SAF’s safety. Based
on the MF-IEM, an engine-level comparative safety criterion could be established for SAF
safety assessment and airworthiness certification. Current SAF safety requirements, such
as ASTM D7566 [47], impose fuel-level restrictions on SAFs’ compositions and physical
properties. These restrictions mainly refer to service experiences with fossil fuels. However,
these fuel-level restrictions may be neither sufficient nor necessary for novel SAFs’ safety
assessment within the engine-level systematic scope. For instance, SAFs’ lignin content
may significantly influence carbon deposition on the gas flow path and deteriorate turbine
blades’ cooling. However, there is no corresponding requirement in published SAF safety
standards, which may lead to safety risks in aero-engine operation. Meanwhile, ASTM
D7566 clearly restricts SAFs’ aromatic content, because it may influence rubber ring swelling
and oil sealing performance [48]. However, recent research reveals that cycloparaffins may
implement the same functionality [49]. Similar over-restrictions derived from experiences
with fossil fuels may impose unnecessary limitations on developing SAFs with novel
ingredients and refining pathways. This deficiency may lead to higher SAF prices and
fewer applications. Engine-level evaluation has the potential to comprehensively consider
the influences of SAFs’ various physical properties and their interrelationships. It is
suggested to evaluate SAFs’ safety on the engine level.

Within the systematic scope, the criterion for SAF safety assessment is supposed to be
the capacity to support the continuing operation of aero-engines. Aero-engine SCPs when
adopting SAF should be safer than when adopting fossil fuels or other certificated fuels.
As shown in Figure 5, the aero-engine SCPs based on certificated fuels are considered as
the benchmark or the safety boundary. These boundaries can be obtained using databases
of certificated fuels’ properties and usage experiences. Thereby, fuel producers and aero-
engine designers can evaluate SAF’s engine-level safety comparatively. If SAF-based SCPs
are similar enough or comparatively safe, the SAF may have the potential to achieve
engine-level safety. Therefore, fuel producers and aero-engine designers are encouraged
to expand their production and applications after further validations, such as engine and
flight tests. Otherwise, they could conduct detailed research to judge whether the SCPs’
deviation is acceptable. If the detailed research shows that the influence is acceptable for the
aero-engine operation, the SAF could still be a candidate for further evaluation. Otherwise,
fuel producers are supposed to make the necessary adjustments, such as blending the SAF
with certificated fuels with an appropriate blending ratio or improving the refining process.

The proposed model-based approach provides a preliminary screening before costly
tests, which may be beneficial to reduce the dependency on various tests and reducing
the certification cost. Instead of carrying out engine-level tests that require a large amount
of fuel for each certification trial, SAF producers only need to produce small volumes of
the fuel sample to acquire the necessary properties required by the model’s input, such
as the heat value. Then, producers may obtain SAF’s engine-level safety influences from
the proposed model. The results may support producers in deciding whether to carry out
further certification processes. The quantitative evaluation results may also guide SAF
producers in making targeted adjustments. These conveniences may reduce trail-and-error
costs when developing the novel SAF. In the future, as the models continue to be validated
and become increasingly reliable, it is also promising that the certification authority may
allow SAF producers to use an analysis approach supported by the simulation results to
show compliance with the safety standards, substituting parts of the tests and reducing the
certification cost.

In addition, the newly tested SAFs may also enlarge the safety boundary and renew the
safety assessment benchmark. Since the proposed criterion focuses on SAF’s influences on
engine-level impacts rather than strictly imposing restrictions on fuels’ physical properties,
the proposed certification process may reduce the probability of failing the SAFs that exceed
the current fuel-level restrictions yet would not degrade engine-level safety parameters.
This convenience may allow SAFs with a broader range of fuel physical properties and
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blending ratios for further validation. If these validations show no deterioration in aero-
engine safety, the results may support researchers in proposing amendment suggestions
for fuel safety requirements, enlarging the fuel property restrictions or blending ratio limits
referring to these SAFs.
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The proposed comparative safety criterion does not concern whether adopting SAFs
can push aero-engines beyond their absolute safety boundary. Instead, this criterion ex-
amines the deviation in engine SCPs when using SAFs compared to fossil fuels or other
certificated fuels. Under this criterion, the proposed model plays a role in providing a
consistent platform or mapping relationships between fuel properties and engine SCPs for
both SAFs and fossil fuels. The model’s inherent uncertainties, such as the applicability to
the novel SAF to be certificated, would not significantly influence the assessment conclu-
sions in SCPs’ deviation trends. As the model continues to be validated and improved, it
will be able to assess the deviation magnitude more precisely.

5. Conclusions

This paper proposed a model-based approach to evaluate SAF’s safety at the aero-
engine level. The proposed MF-IEM could effectively establish the mapping relationship
between the SAF’s physical properties and the aero-engine’s safety-critical parameters. The
contributions of this paper can be summarized into the following two points.

First, the proposed MF-IEM can effectively evaluate SAF’s influence on aero-engines’
SCPs. The MF-IEM first establishes a unified criterion to ensure the aerodynamic conser-
vations of both the GFP and SAS components of aero-engines. Thereby, SCPs throughout
the engine flow field can be evaluated under the co-work point. A surrogate-based multi-
fidelity iteration strategy is then proposed to embed the high-fidelity combustor model into
the engine model. A control-theory-analogy training algorithm is used to train the aero-
engine network model by regarding the high-fidelity model’s results as the control targets
and the low-fidelity models’ adjustable coefficients as manipulated handlers. The proposed
model-based approach shows great numerical convergence and sufficient accuracy for SAF
safety assessment.
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Second, the proposed approach is applied to an F-T SPK safety assessment case. The
effects of fuel flow and the SAF’s blending ratio with Jet A are discussed. The results prove
the necessity to assess the SAF’s safety on the engine level. The case study shows that
only researching SAF’s impact on the component level may underestimate the severity
of the turbine entry temperature increase by 33.3%. In addition, the results show that
adopting the F-T SPK will improve thrust and specific fuel consumption. However, it will
also increase the turbine entry temperature, which may be detrimental for the hot-section
and engine life-limited parts. Notably, the influences of SAFs on SAS-related SCPs show an
equivalent severity compared to the GFP-related SCPs, which also need to be aware of for
SAF safety assessment.

Based on the proposed MF-IEM, the SAF producers and aero-engine designers could
effectively evaluate SAFs’ influences on engine safety compared to fossil fuels. This may
be beneficial for reducing certification costs and expanding SAF’s application. In the
future, we will extend our research to the transient modeling of MF-IEM and evaluate
SAFs’ safety influence during an engine’s accelerating and decelerating process, such as
take-off and landing. It is also of interest to evaluate SAFs’ influence on the failure risk of
aero-engine’s life-limited parts corresponding to the airworthiness requirements, which
requires investigating the SAF’s properties uncertainty caused by product instability and
conducting SCP probabilistic analysis.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Q.M. and S.D.; methodology Q.M. and C.G.; writ-
ing—original draft preparation, Q.M. and C.G.; investigation, X.W. and Q.M.; resources, X.W. and
Q.M.; data curation, Q.M. and C.G.; visualization, Q.M.; supervision, T.Q. and S.D.; project adminis-
tration, T.Q.; funding acquisition, S.D.; writing—review and editing, Q.M., C.G., and X.W. All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Special Research Project for Civil Aircraft (MJ-2020-D-09),
and the Special Research Project for Civil Aircraft (MJG2-4N22) from MIIT.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data are available from the corresponding author on reason-
able request.

Acknowledgments: This work was supported by the China–Europe ALTERNATE project (LC-MG-1
6-2019): Aviation Operations Impact on Climate Change.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Shahriar, M.F.; Khanal, A. The current techno-economic, environmental, policy status and perspectives of sustainable aviation

fuel (SAF). Fuel 2022, 325, 124905. [CrossRef]
2. Fathi, B.M.; Ansari, A.; Ansari, A. Green commercial aviation supply chain—A European path to environmental sustainability.

Sustainability 2023, 15, 6574. [CrossRef]
3. Yusaf, T.; Fernandes, L.; Talib, A.R.A.; Altarazi, Y.S.M.; Alrefae, W.; Kadirgama, K.; Ramasamy, D.; Jayasuriya, A.; Brown, G.;

Mamat, R.; et al. Sustainable Aviation—Hydrogen Is the Future. Sustainability 2022, 14, 548. [CrossRef]
4. Abu Salem, K.; Palaia, G.; Quarta, A.A. Review of hybrid-electric aircraft technologies and designs: Critical analysis and novel

solutions. Prog. Aerosp. Sci. 2023, 141, 100924. [CrossRef]
5. Ansell, P.J. Review of sustainable energy carriers for aviation: Benefits, challenges, and future viability. Prog. Aerosp. Sci. 2023,

141, 100919. [CrossRef]
6. Fernanda Rojas Michaga, M.; Michailos, S.; Akram, M.; Cardozo, E.; Hughes, K.J.; Ingham, D.; Pourkashanian, M. Bioenergy with

carbon capture and storage (BECCS) potential in jet fuel production from forestry residues: A combined Techno-Economic and
Life Cycle Assessment approach. Energy Convers. Manag. 2022, 255, 115346. [CrossRef]

7. Micheli, M.; Moore, D.; Bach, V.; Finkbeiner, M. Life-Cycle Assessment of power-to-liquid kerosene produced from renewable
electricity and CO2 from direct air capture in Germany. Sustainability 2022, 14, 10658. [CrossRef]

8. Ficca, A.; Marulo, F.; Sollo, A. An open thinking for a vision on sustainable green aviation. Prog. Aerosp. Sci. 2023, 141, 100928.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2022.124905
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086574
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14010548
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paerosci.2023.100924
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paerosci.2023.100919
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2022.115346
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141710658
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paerosci.2023.100928


Sustainability 2024, 16, 3814 14 of 15

9. Cracknell, R.; Ciatti, S.; Dorofeev, S.; Eggels, R.; McManus, K.; Nakata, K. Decarbonization of mobility, including transportation
and renewable fuels. Proc. Combust. Inst. 2023, 39, 1–9. [CrossRef]

10. Shi, Z.; Zhao, B.; Tang, S.; Yang, X. Hydrotreating lipids for aviation biofuels derived from extraction of wet and dry algae.
J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 204, 906–915. [CrossRef]

11. Liu, Y.; Chen, L.; Chen, Y.; Zhang, X.; Liu, J.; Liu, Q.; Li, Y.; Wang, C.; Zhang, Q.; Ma, L. Pilot study on production of aviation fuel
from catalytic conversion of corn stover. Bioresour. Technol. 2023, 372, 128653. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Dorrington, G.E. Biofuels for Aviation; RMIT University: Melbourne, Australia, 2016; pp. 35–44. [CrossRef]
13. Yang, X.; Guo, F.; Xue, S.; Wang, X. Carbon distribution of algae-based alternative aviation fuel obtained by different pathways.

Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2016, 54, 1129–1147. [CrossRef]
14. Rumizen, M.A. Qualification of alternative jet fuels. Front. Energy Res. 2021, 9, 760713. [CrossRef]
15. Cabrera, E.; de Sousa, J.M.M. Use of sustainable fuels in aviation—A review. Energies 2022, 15, 2440. [CrossRef]
16. Gan, C.; Ma, Q.; Bao, S.; Wang, X.; Qiu, T.; Ding, S. Discussion of the standards system for sustainable aviation fuels:

An aero-engine safety perspective. Sustainability 2023, 15, 16905. [CrossRef]
17. Zhang, C.; Hui, X.; Lin, Y.; Sung, C.J. Recent development in studies of alternative jet fuel combustion: Progress, challenges, and

opportunities. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2016, 54, 120–138. [CrossRef]
18. Liu, Z.; Wang, Z.; Gu, X.; Liu, H.; Yang, L.; Yang, J.; Yang, X. Intelligent quantitative assessment on the spray performance of

alternative aviation fuel. Front. Energy Res. 2022, 10, 944668. [CrossRef]
19. Liu, Z.; Yang, X.; Ding, S. Assessment the safety of alternative aviation fuels in aero-engine. In Proceedings of the ASME 2016

Power Conference collocated with the ASME 2016 10th International Conference on Energy Sustainability and the ASME 2016
14th International Conference on Fuel Cell Science, Engineering and Technology, Charlotte, NC, USA, 26–30 June 2016. [CrossRef]

20. Liu, Y.; Chen, M.; Tang, H. A versatile volume-based modeling technique of distributed local quadratic convergence for
aeroengines. Propuls. Power Res. 2023, 13, 46–63. [CrossRef]

21. Uryga-Bugajska, I.; Pourkashanian, M.; Borman, D.; Catalanotti, E.; Wilson, C.W. Theoretical investigation of the performance of
alternative aviation fuels in an aero-engine combustion chamber. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. Part G J. Aerosp. Eng. 2011, 225, 874–885.
[CrossRef]

22. Nikolaidis, T.; Wang, H.; Laskaridis, P. Transient modelling and simulation of gas turbine secondary air system. Appl. Therm. Eng.
2020, 170, 115038. [CrossRef]

23. Ji, J.; Huang, D.; Sun, B.; Peng, S.; Pan, C. Research on active control strategy of gas turbine secondary air system in different
ambient temperature conditions. In Proceedings of the ASME Turbo Expo 2017: Turbomachinery Technical Conference and
Exposition, Charlotte, NC, USA, 26–30 June 2017; Volume 5B: Heat Transfer, p. V05BT15A001. [CrossRef]

24. Li, G.; Teng, Y.; Zhou, H. Modified method for surface probabilistic risk assessment of aero engine compressor disks considering
shot peening. Aerospace 2023, 10, 621. [CrossRef]

25. Lin, A.; Liu, G.; Yu, X.; Chang, R.; Feng, Q. Comprehensive investigations on fluid flow and heat transfer characteristics of a
high-speed rotating turbine disk cavity system of aero-engine. Int. Commun. Heat Mass Transf. 2022, 136, 106170. [CrossRef]

26. Liu, C.; Jiang, H.; Li, Y.; Li, Y.; Ding, S. Coupled simulation model of aero-engine performance and secondary air system. J. Aerosp.
Power 2017, 32, 1623–1630. [CrossRef]

27. Xu, Z.W.; Tang, H.L.; Cong, J.M.; Chen, M. An efficient multi-fidelity simulation method for adaptive cycle engine ejector nozzle
performance evaluation. Aerosp. Sci. Technol. 2022, 124, 107568. [CrossRef]

28. Wang, L.; Mao, J.; Wei, S.; Wang, L.; Pan, J. Multi-scale simulation model of air system based on cross-dimensional data
transmission method. Chin. J. Aeronaut. 2023, 36, 157–174. [CrossRef]

29. Mazlan, N.M.; Savill, M.; Kipouros, T.; Li, Y. A numerical study into the effects of bio-synthetic paraffinic kerosine blends with
Jet-A fuel for civil aircraft engine. In Proceedings of the ASME Turbo Expo 2012: Turbine Technical Conference and Exposition,
Copenhagen, Denmark, 11–15 June 2012; Volume 3: Cycle Innovations; Education; Electric Power; Fans and Blowers; Industrial
and Cogeneration, pp. 165–173. [CrossRef]

30. Zhou, L.; Liu, Z.W.; Wang, Z.X. Numerical study of influence of biofuels on the combustion characteristics and performance of
aircraft engine system. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2015, 91, 399–407. [CrossRef]

31. Azami, M.H.; Noorazman, Z.; Savill, M.; Li, Y.G.; Hilmi, M.R. Modelling the performance and emission prediction of RB211
aero-gas turbine engine fuelled by Jatropha-based biofuel. IOP Conf. Ser. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2019, 488, 012006. [CrossRef]

32. Kroyan, Y.; Wojcieszyk, M.; Kaario, O.; Larmi, M. Modeling the impact of sustainable aviation fuel properties on end-use
performance and emissions in aircraft jet engines. Energy 2022, 255, 124470. [CrossRef]

33. Yu, L.J.; Piao, Y. Dual time step method in transient simulation of aero engine. Tuijin Jishu/J. Propuls. Technol. 2009, 30, 730–734.
[CrossRef]

34. Luo, G.Q.; Sang, Z.C.; Wang, R.G.; Gao, K.H. Numerical Methods for Aviation Gas Turbine Engine Simulation; National Defense
Industry Press: Beijing, China, 2006.

35. Shi, W.T.; Yi, W.L.; Ji, L.C. Effect of inlet total pressure non-uniform distribution on aerodynamic performance and flow field of
turbine. Int. J. Mech. Sci. 2018, 148, 714–729. [CrossRef]

36. Ogata, K. Modern Control Engineering, 5th ed.; Prentice Hall: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 2010.
37. Undavalli, V.; Olatunde, G.O.; Boylu, R.; Wei, C.; Haeker, J.; Hamilton, J.; Khandelwal, B. Recent advancements in sustainable

aviation fuels. Prog. Aerosp. Sci. 2023, 136, 100876. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proci.2023.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.08.351
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2023.128653
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36682474
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-804568-8.00003-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.10.045
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2021.760713
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15072440
https://doi.org/10.3390/su152416905
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.09.056
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2022.944668
https://doi.org/10.1115/POWER2016-59520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jppr.2022.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0954410011402277
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2020.115038
https://doi.org/10.1115/GT2017-63001
https://doi.org/10.3390/aerospace10070621
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.icheatmasstransfer.2022.106170
https://doi.org/10.13224/j.cnki.jasp.2017.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2022.107568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cja.2022.11.024
https://doi.org/10.1115/GT2012-68754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2015.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/488/1/012006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2022.124470
https://doi.org/10.13675/j.cnki.tjjs.2009.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmecsci.2018.08.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paerosci.2022.100876


Sustainability 2024, 16, 3814 15 of 15

38. Dorfman, L.A. Influence of the radial temperature gradient on the heat transfer from a rotating disk. Izv. Akad. Nauk SSSR Otd.
Tehn. Nauk 1957, 12, 64–66.

39. Gicquel, L.Y.M.; Staffelbach, G.; Poinsot, T. Large eddy simulations of gaseous flames in gas turbine combustion chambers. Prog.
Energy Combust. Sci. 2012, 38, 782–817. [CrossRef]

40. Jiang, L. A critical evaluation of turbulence modeling in a model combustor. ASME J. Thermal Sci. Eng. Appl. 2013, 5, 031002.
[CrossRef]

41. Ji, Y.; Ge, B.; Zang, S. Analysis of effusion cooling under realistic swirl reacting flow in gas turbine combustor. Appl. Therm. Eng.
2022, 216, 119101. [CrossRef]

42. Luo, K.; Wang, H.; Yi, F.; Fan, J. Direct numerical simulation study of an experimental lifted H2/N2 flame. Part 1: Validation and
flame structure. Energy Fuels 2012, 26, 6118–6127. [CrossRef]

43. Mazlan, N.M.; Savill, M.; Kipouros, T. Effects of biofuels properties on aircraft engine performance. Aircr. Eng. Aerosp. Technol.
2015, 87, 437–442. [CrossRef]

44. Baranski, J.A.; Hoke, J.L.; Litke, P.J.; Schauer, F.R. Preliminary characterization of bio-fuels using a small scale gas turbine engine.
In Proceedings of the 49th AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting Including the New Horizons Forum and Aerospace Exposition,
Orlando, FL, USA, 4–7 January 2011. [CrossRef]

45. Li, M. Investigation on Influence Mechanism of Hazardous Load of Life-Limited Parts in Engine System Environment. Master’s
Thesis, Beihang University, Beijing, China, 2019.

46. Yuan, Y.; Zhang, T.; Lin, Z.; Zhang, J. An investigation into factors determining the metering performance of a fuel control unit in
an aero engine. Flow Meas. Instrum. 2022, 71, 101672. [CrossRef]

47. D7566-23b; Standard Specification for Aviation Turbine Fuel Containing Synthesized Hydrocarbons. American Society of Testing
Materials: West Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2023.

48. Sharma, S.; Singh, P.; Bhardwaj, C.; Khandelwal, B.; Kumar, S. Investigations on combustion and emissions characteristics of
aromatic fuel blends in a distributed combustor. Energy Fuels 2021, 35, 3150–3163. [CrossRef]

49. Kramer, S.; Andac, G.; Heyne, J.; Ellsworth, J.; Herzig, P.; Lewis, K.C. Perspectives on fully synthesized sustainable aviation fuels:
Direction and opportunities. Front. Energy Res. 2022, 9, 782823. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecs.2012.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1115/1.4023306
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2022.119101
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef300771j
https://doi.org/10.1108/AEAT-09-2013-0166
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2011-694
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.flowmeasinst.2019.101672
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.energyfuels.0c03511
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2021.782823

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Integrated Engine Modelling 
	Multi-Fidelity Iteration Strategy 

	Case Study 
	Model Setting and Validation 
	Results 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

