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Aim of the work

In the context of a Fresnel based solar plant, compare the
performance of two receiver configurations:

* Only encapsulated tube (air at ambient pressure in the gap).
» Evacuated and encapsulated tube (Vacuum in the gap).
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Reference Plant: 1IMWe CSP-ORC Ben Guerir (Morocco) plant
« Collector type: Fresnel
« 7 equal hydraulic loops
« Length of the single loop =270 m
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o R Perspective: Investigate influence of the wind (3D CFD model) on the receliver
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