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Vertical impact of a water jet on a hot plate : from a growing drop to spray formation.
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In this article, we experimentally investigate the impact of a submillimetric water jet on a ho-
rizontal surface heated well above the "static" Leidenfrost temperature of water. We observe the
transition from a regime where a single drop grows at the impingement point to a regime of spray
formation. The main control parameter appears to be the jet Weber number (We). The first regime
persists until We . 30 whereas the spray formation occurs for We & 40. Surprisingly, we found no
influence of the hot plate’s temperature on the reported phenomena. We particularly focus on the
second regime, where the liquid jet spreads on the plate, forming a liquid sheet that eventually lifts
off and breaks into droplets. We characterized this regime by the radius rc of the liquid sheet when
it is still in contact with the plate and the angle of ejection θ of the droplets. We further examine
the ejected droplets by characterizing their speed and sizes. Simple models are proposed to predict
the dependencies and order of magnitudes of rc and θ. We also aim to predict the critical Weber
number at which the transition between the two regimes occurs. Our models show reasonable agree-
ment with our experimental data. Finally, we compare the energy transferred from the jet to the
droplets with results reported in the literature for impacts on unheated surfaces, finding a difference
of nearly a factor 2.

I. INTRODUCTION

When a drop of liquid is placed on a surface heated well above the boiling point of the liquid, the drop’s lifetime
becomes significantly greater than what can be expected. This phenomenon is due to the formation of a vapor layer
between the droplet and the hot plate, hindering efficient heat transfer. This phenomenon was initially observed
by Leidenfrost in 1756 and has been named after him ever since [1]. Because of its importance in many industrial
applications such as cooling systems [2, 3] or sprays [4], the Leidenfrost effect has been the topic of extensive research
in the case of a sessile drop on a hot plate [5].

Other research delved into the dynamics of a drop with an initial vertical velocity colliding with a hot plate [6–8].
For instance, it was observed that the drop can spread upon impact [9, 10], elastically bounce off the heated surface,
[11], or generate a spray [10, 12, 13]. The existence of different boiling regimes as well as impact patterns have also
been investigated [12, 14, 15].

However, unlike the impact of a drop, little is known about jet impingement on a heated surface beyond the
classical industrial applications of quenching. Studies in this area are primarily engineering-focused, centering on
the heat transfer between the liquid jet and the plate, and distinguish two main areas : a wet area near the jet’s
impact point, where the liquid is in contact with the hot plate, and a dry area far from the impact point [16]. These
investigations cover planar [17–21] or circular [22–25] jets, considering horizontal as well as inclined surfaces [26]. They
mostly propose empirical modelings of the heat transfer in a transient regime where the temperature of the surface is
not held constant, and very few of these works include a hydrodynamic model [23, 25].

To remedy this lack of hydrodynamic descriptions, we explore in this study the scenario of a circular jet impacting a
hot surface with a temperature significantly exceeding the boiling point of the liquid. We will demonstrate that upon
impact, the jet can atomize, and under the tested experimental conditions of a sub-millimetric jet and a constant
temperature maintained on the heated surface, the system exhibits quasi-steady behavior. Special attention will be
given to the hydrodynamic characterization of the liquid as the jet impacts the hot plate and the conditions that lead
to droplet ejections. We explore the system behaviour for varying surface temperatures, jet radii, and different flow
rates. We employ simplified models to derive scaling laws consistent with experimental observations and characterize
the transition that leads to this regime. Finally, we examine the velocity and radius of the ejected droplets.
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II. EXPERIMENTAL APPARATUS

Our experimental apparatus is shown Fig. 1. All experiments were conducted with deionized water. A syringe
pump (Harvard Apparatus Pump 11 Elite) mounted with a 50 mL glass syringe provided flows of desired flowrates,
Q, through a needle of radius a ranging from 85 µm to 250µm. Flow rates ranging from 0.075 mL/s to 1.55 mL/s were
employed depending on the needle diameter. The Reynolds number in the injector, defined as Re = Q/νa with ν the
kinematic viscosity of water, is estimated to range between 900 and 6700. The water jet impacts a Duralumin disk
with a thickness of 1.1 cm and a diameter of 16 cm, positioned 2 cm below the needle. The Duralumin disk is heated
using a Fisherbrand Isotemp hot plate, enabling us to raise the plate’s temperature from 300◦C up to 500◦C with
a 600 W heating power. The surface temperature T is monitored via a K-type thermocouple with a 0.1 K accuracy.
Experiments feature a side-view via a Mikrotron Motionblitz Cube 4 camera mounted with a Tamron SP AF28-75mm
camera lens, and a top-view via a Phantom Miro C211 camera mounted with a Sigma 105 mm 1 :2.8 DG Macro
camera lens.

Figure 1 – Experimental apparatus. The thermocouple indicates the temperature T of the surface of the Duralumin
disk. The syringe pump enables us to control the flowrate Q of the jet.

Side-view acquisitions are made at 150 FPS whereas top-view acquisitions are made at much higher FPS, between
3300 FPS and 6800 FPS. Lighting is provided by 110 W LED flood lights. Data were analyzed via Python, Matlab
and ImageJ softwares.

We performed initial experiments to verify that the outcomes were unaffected by the precise location of the impinging
jet, thereby ensuring uniform temperature distribution across the heated disk. Following each experiment, we noted
a small temporary decrease in the temperature of the disk caused by the impact of the water jet. To ensure the
plate’s temperature returned to its initial value before subsequent jet impacts, various waiting times between each run
were tested, yielding consistent results. Finally, our observations remain consistent throughout the entire experiment
duration. Moreover, the recorded temperature change on the disk never surpasses 2% of the disk temperature setting.
This indicates that our experiments are in a steady-state condition.

III. RESULTS

We explore the behavior of the system by analyzing the impact of temperature in relation to the Weber number,
We. This parameter, which compares the inertia to surface tension effects, is defined as :

We =
2ρu2

jeta

γ
=

2ρQ2

π2γa3
(1)

where ujet is the jet’s flow velocity, a is the radius of the jet, ρ = 1000 kgm−3 is the density of water at 20◦C and
γ = 73 mNm−1 is the surface tension of water at 20◦C. In the present experiments, We ranges from 30 to 660 with
the impinging jet remaining continuous.

Two primary regimes, namely (i) and (ii) were identified in the experiments. Fig. 2 shows the characteristic shapes of
the jet upon its impact with the hot plate for regimes (i) and (ii), respectively. Regime (i) is associated with We . 30
where a single drop stays under the jet and grows until detaches from the jet and a new drop starts forming (see Fig. 2a
and Supplemental Material [27] M1). Here, the drop’s behavior under the jet recalls the classical Leidenfrost effect.
When We exceeds approximately 40, the regime (ii) occurs, i.e. the jet striking the hot plate results in the formation
of a roughly circular liquid sheet that rapidly breaks up into small droplets, which are ejected at a characteristic
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angle θ (see Fig. 2b and Supplemental Material [27] M2). In this regime the downward pressure from the impinging
jet results in direct contact between the water and the heated surface of the disk, thus inhibiting any Leidenfrost
effect near the point of jet impact. This was corroborated by the presence of water vapor emission, accompanied
by the distinctive sizzling noise associated with boiling water. Furthermore, Karwa et al.’s formulation [25] for the
minimum temperature at which film boiling can occur beneath a jet indicates 840◦C, a value significantly higher than
the temperatures investigated in this study. For intermediary Weber numbers (30 . We . 40), we observe a transition
state in which features of both regimes can be observed. The emergence of these regimes in relation to the Weber
number (We) remains mostly unaffected by changes in plate temperature or jet radius.

(a) We ≃ 24 (b) We ≃ 98

Figure 2 – Impact of a jet of water on a hot Duralumin disk for two different Weber numbers of the jet. The radius
of the jet is a = 195 µm, the surface temperature of the Duralumin disk is T = 350◦C. (a) Growing drop regime. A
single drop remains beneath the jet, enlarges, and eventually separates from the jet, making room for a new drop to
form. (b) Droplet ejection regime. A circular liquid pad with a radius rc forms beneath the jet and fractures at its
periphery into small droplets that are expelled at an angle θ relative to the horizontal.

In regime (ii) two characteristics, the ejection angle θ of the droplets with respect to the horizontal and the
radius rc of the liquid sheet while it is still in contact with the hot plate, were investigated. Figure 3 displays
images of experiments conducted at a fixed jet radius but with varying Weber numbers. It can be observed that
the ejection angle θ decreases as the Weber number increases. This seems somewhat counterintuitive, as one
might naturally expect that a stronger jet would lead to a higher angle, as is typically observed when a drop
impacts an unheated surface [28]. Furthermore, the radius rc is observed to increase with the Weber number.

Figure 3 – Droplet ejection regime observed when a jet
of radius a = 195 µm impact a Duralumin disk heated at
T = 350◦C for different Weber numbers We. (a) We =
47. (b) We = 100. (c) We = 190. (d) We = 560. As We
increases, one can observe the ejection angle θ flattening
and the radius rc of the contact area widening. One can
also note that the jet starts to become unstable for Weber
numbers above 200.

Figure 4 – Droplet ejection regime observed when a
jet of Weber number We ≃ 185 impacts a Duralumin
disk heated at T = 350◦C for different jet radii a. (a)
a = 85 µm. (b) a = 125 µm. (c) a = 195 µm. (d) a = 250
µm. As a increases, one can observe the radius rc of the
contact area widening, whereas the ejection angle θ does
not seem to depend on the jet radius a.
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Additionally, rc also increases with the jet radius a, as demonstrated in Fig. 4, unlike the ejection angle θ, which remains
constant with respect to a. It is noteworthy that for Weber numbers exceeding approximately 200, instabilities begin
to emerge in the jet. We attribute these instabilities to corrugation generated by the turbulent nature of the jet at
high Reynolds number (Re & 3000).

Experimental results show that both θ and rc remain constant over time, provided that the jet flow rate remains
unchanged. This indicates that our experiments are indeed conducted in a stationary regime. Regarding the variations
in θ, the results are illustrated in Fig. 5, confirming a decrease in the ejection angle as the Weber number increases.
All experimental points collapse on the same curve irrespective of the surface temperature T and jet radius a, strongly
suggesting that the ejection angle θ is not influenced by these two parameters. As for the radius rc of the contact
area, we noticed its increase with We, a trend that aligns with intuition given the rise in inertia with We. We observed
a power law dependency for rc with respect to We, and, similarly to θ, the temperature T of the disk also has no
impact on rc (Fig. 6a). However, this similarity ends with the clear influence of the jet radius a over rc (Fig. 6b) as rc
increases with a. Measurement uncertainties are estimated to be at most 10% for θ and rc. In the following section,
we will discuss these results.

Figure 5 – Ejection angle θ plotted against the Weber number We for various surface temperatures T and jet radii
a. The data illustrates that θ solely varies with We, without being influenced by either T or a.

(a) Fixed jet radius a = 195 µm (b) Fixed surface temperature T = 400
◦

C

Figure 6 – The radius rc of the contact area between the water and the heated surface plotted against the Weber
number for either a fixed (a) jet radius a = 195 µm or a fixed (b) surface temperature T = 400◦C. The data indicates
a power-law relationship between rc and We, with a clear dependency on the jet radius.
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IV. DISCUSSION

The upcoming sections will introduce simple models founded on three distinctive regions that emerge experimentally
and theoretically [16] with the distance from the point of impact of the jet on the hot plate. We refer to them as
labelled in Fig. 7 as zone (I), (II) and (III). Hereafter, we first describe their characteristics before providing models
for each of them in the subsequent sections.

Zone (I) corresponds to the area close to the impact point and is called wet area. The pressure imposed by the jet
prevents the vapor layer of the Leidenfrost effect from forming. Therefore, the water in this area is in direct contact
with the heated surface. The radius of this area is rc.

Zone (II), the launching area, delineates the area where the liquid layer separates from the heated surface, indicating
the formation of an underlying vapor layer. This region also influences the angle of droplet ejection, which is one of
the distinguishing features of zone (III). This last zone, called the fragmentation area, witnesses the fragmentation of
the layer into tiny droplets similar to a Savart liquid sheet. The droplets are ejected in all directions at an angle θ
relative to the horizontal.

I II III

Figure 7 – Division of the study into 3 areas : the wet area (zone I) where the water is in contact with the heated
surface, the launching area (zone II) where a vapor layer lifts the water off the surface and the fragmentation area

(zone III) where the liquid sheet breaks into small droplets.

IV.1. Zone I : the wet area

As previously mentioned, in this region, the water maintains contact with the disk even at plate temperatures
reaching up to 500◦C, which is below the minimum film boiling temperature of 840°C predicted by Karwa et al. [25].
The contact area being characterized by rc, we shall therefore endeavour to obtain an associated scaling law with
respect to experimental parameters. To this end, we consider rc to be the distance the water must travel away from
the jet to be heated from its initial temperature of 20°C up to 100°C. We define the time τ needed for the water to
travel from the impact point of the jet to the edge of the wet area, i.e. rc. The characteristic velocity in this simplified
model is defined as v = Q/πa2, assuming a fully inertial regime, leading to the expression for the characteristic time
τ as :

τ =
rc
v

∼ πa2

Q
rc. (2)

During this period, the water receives a heat flux ϕplate from the hot plate which can be expressed as

ϕplate = hheat∆Tplate (3)

where hheat is the heat transfer coefficient, expressed in Wm−2 K−1, and ∆Tplate = Tplate−Tamb denotes the tempera-
ture difference between the plate (Tplate) and the water (Tamb = 20◦C), which corresponds to the ambient temperature.
Assuming that the heat transfer occurs only through convection, we can estimate hheat using a conductive model,
yielding

hheat ∼
λ

e
(4)

where λ = 0.6 Wm−1 K−1 is the thermal conductivity of liquid water and e is the average thickness of the water
layer. Assuming e remains constant across the entire wet area, the volume V of fluid that has flowed during the time
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τ is given by

V = Qτ and V = πr2ce. (5)

Using equation (2), these two expressions yield

e ∼ a2

rc
. (6)

Finally, we calculate the energy absorbed by the water from the plate as it travels from the point of impact of the jet
to the end of the wetted region, given by

Erec = ϕplateτS (7)

where S is the surface of the wetted area. Using equations (2), (3), (4) and (6), one obtains

Erec ∼
πλr2c
Q

S∆Tplate. (8)

To establish a scaling law for rc, we presume that the energy Erec transferred to the water is offset by the energy
required to elevate its temperature from its initial ambient temperature Tamb = 20◦C to its boiling temperature
Tboil = 100◦C, facilitating the boiling of water and the formation of a vapor layer in the launch area. An estimate of
this energy can be obtained by :

Eboil = ρCpV∆Twater (9)

where Cp = 4187 J kg−1 K−1 is the specific heat of water, V is the volume of water that is boiled and ∆Twater =
Tboil − Tamb. The heated volume of water V can be estimated by the expression V = Se. Recalling the expression for
e given by equation (6), equation (9) reads

Eboil = ρCp
a2

rc
S∆Twater. (10)

We can now derive an expression for rc by equating equations (8) and (10), resulting in :

Eboil = Erec ⇒ rc ∼ Q1/3a2/3
(

ρCp∆Twater

πλ∆Tplate

)1/3

. (11)

We make one final assumption in this simplified model, regarding ∆Tplate. Data presented in Fig. 6a indicates that
rc does not depend on the temperature of the heated surface. Therefore, we hypothesize that the localized surface
beneath the wet area (i.e., directly beneath the jet) is sufficiently cooled to maintain a temperature equal to that of
boiling water, i.e., 100◦C, while every other point on the heated surface exceeds the prescribed temperature. One can
note that this assumption is consistent with the expression of the heat transfer coefficient hheat between the plate
and the water as we use the thermal conductivity λ of liquid water. Therefore, we write ∆Tplate = ∆Twater = 80◦ K.
Finally, equation (11) is re-expressed in terms of We by substituting Q using equation (1) :

rc ∼ We1/6a7/6
(

Cp

λ

√

γρ

2

)1/3

. (12)

As a result, we can establish the following scaling law :

rc
Ka7/6

∝ We1/6, (13)

where K =
(

Cp

λ

√

γρ
2

)1/3

. This scaling law is compared to our experimental data in Figure 8. Our measurements

collapsed relatively well and the 1/6 exponent corresponds closely with our data. Furthermore, equation (12) allows
us to estimate rc. For instance, with a = 125 µm and We = 60, we obtain rc ∼ 2 mm, which is within the expected
range compared to Fig. 8. Hence, our simple model yields reasonably accurate results.
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Figure 8 – Scaling of rc with respect to We obtained via equation (13), where K is a constant derived from equation
(13).

IV.2. Zone II : the launching area

In this area, the water layer detaches from the heated surface as a vapor layer forms beneath it. The objective of
this section is to characterize the transition from the growing drop regime to the droplet ejection regime. Furthermore,
we aim to elucidate the observed value of the Weber number of approximately 35 for the jet at this transition. To
achieve this, we assume the water temperature in the launching area is around 100◦C, and we introduce a local Weber
number Weloc, defined at the distance rc from the jet :

Weloc =
ρ100u

2
lochloc

γ100
=

ρ100u
2(rc)h(rc)

γ100
, (14)

where ρ100 = 960 kgm−3 is the density of water at 100◦C, γ100 = 59 mNm−1 is the surface tension of water at 100◦C
and u(rc) and h(rc) are the local speed and the depth, respectively, of the flow in the launching area. As a Weber
number compares the effect of inertia over the effect of surface tension, the two observed regimes can be rationalized
as follows. For Weloc < 1 the droplet lacks sufficient inertia to overcome surface tension effects, causing the drop to
grow as it is supplied by the jet. Conversely, for Weloc > 1 surface tension effects are insufficient to counteract inertia,
resulting in fragmentation of the water-air interface into small droplets.

Previous studies in the literature have documented instances of instabilities in radially expanding liquid sheets
[29, 30]. These investigations revealed that the local Weber number approached unity at the onset of instability.
Consequently, we aim to derive an expression for Weloc and determine the Weber number of the jet at the transition
point, namely when Weloc = 1. To achieve this, we employ the expressions for u(rc) and h(rc) as given by Watson’s
equations [31], which describe the radial spread of a liquid jet over a horizontal surface. Consequently, the height of
the water layer at rc can be expressed as [31] :

h(rc) =
2π2ν100

3
√
3

r3c + ℓ3

Qrc
, (15)

where ℓ = 0.567aRe1/3 represents a length derived from computation, Re = Q/aν100 denotes the Reynolds number of
the flow, and ν100 = 0.3 · 10−6 m2 s−1 stands for the kinematic viscosity of liquid water at 100◦C. One can note that
in our case, ℓ ∼ 2 · 10−3 m and therefore is not negligible at all compared to rc ∼ 10−3 m. The local flow velocity is
then determined by the conservation of mass :

u(rc) =
Q

2πrch(rc)
=

3
√
3

4π3ν100

Q2

r3c + ℓ3
. (16)

Equation (14) can then be rewritten as

Weloc =
3
√
3

8π4

ρ100
γ100ν100

Q3

rc(r3c + ℓ3)
. (17)
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By replacing rc by its expression in eq. (11), one obtains

Weloc =
3
√
3

8π4

ρ100
γ100ν100

(

πλ

ρCp

)1/3

ρCp

πλ
+

0.5673

ν100

Q5/3a−8/3. (18)

We can compute Q with respect to Weloc and a using equation (18), and then use equation (1) to express the Weber
number of the jet in relation to Weloc as :

We =

[

8π4

3
√
3

γ100ν100
ρ100

(

ρCp

πλ

)1/3 (
ρCp

πλ
+

0.5673

ν100

)

]6/5
2ρ

πγ
a1/5We

6/5
loc . (19)

Given that Weloc,trans = 1 at the transition point, one can infer from this equation the corresponding value of
Wetrans. One can note a very slight dependency on a, which is not experimentally observable given the range of jet
radii we explored. The absence of the hot plate temperature on Wetrans is also consistent with our observations. For
a needle of radius a = 195 µm, equation (19) yields

Wetrans,model ∼ 515. (20)

This value far exceeds our experimental observations. However, if we use experimental values for rc (∼ 0.8 mm)
instead of relation (11), we recover

Wetrans,meas ∼ 20, (21)

which is actually quite close to the expected value of 35.

IV.3. Zone III : the fragmentation area

In this zone, the liquid sheet, upon detachment from the heated surface in the launching region, disintegrates into
small droplets. This region is characterized by an angle of ejection, denoted as θ, which specifies the trajectory of the
droplets relative to the horizontal plane.

To elucidate the ejection angle, one may revisit the launching area and examine the influence of the following two
forces acting on a droplet (refer to Fig. 7). The first force, stemming from the vaporization of water into the vapor
layer in the launching area, induces an overpressure, lifting the water layer from the heated surface and resulting in
an upward force denoted as Fup. As the thickness of the liquid sheet is a few dozen micrometres, this force is likely
to have a substantive impact on the sheet. The second force, attributed to the inertia of the water, creates a radial
pressure that propels the water outward from the jet, thereby generating a radial outward force denoted as Frad. The
interplay of these two forces leads to a diagonal trajectory and an ejection angle θ for the droplets, which can be
formulated as

tan(θ) =
Fup

Frad

(22)

We can estimate Frad by considering that an outward radial pressure driven by inertia is applied on the inner vertical
section of the water layer in the launching area. Therefore,

Frad =
1

2
ρ100u(rc)

2 × 2πrch(rc). (23)

By applying the conservation of mass, Q = 2πrch(rc)u(rc), and substituting the expression of u(rc) from Eq. (16)
into equation (23), we derive :

Frad =
3
√
3

8π3

ρ100
ν100

Q3

r3c + ℓ3
(24)

For the upward force Fup, we can reasonably assume that an overpressure ∆P acts on the bottom surface of the
water layer in the launching area. By defining the width of the launching area as δℓ (see Fig. 7), the force Fup can be
expressed as :

Fup = ∆Pπ
[

(rc + δℓ)
2 − r2c

]

(25)
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One can approximate ∆P using an analogy with Celestini’s study [32], which investigates the take-off of Leidenfrost
drops and provides the following expression for the overpressure within the vapor layer :

∆P ∼ L2 νvλv∆Tv

h4
vL

, (26)

where L is a characteristic length of the vapor layer, νv = 2 · 10−5 m2 s−1 is the viscosity of water vapor at 100◦C
and λv = 0.03 Wm−1 K−1 its thermal conductivity at 100◦C, L = 2.26 · 106 J kg−1 is the latent heat of vaporization
of water, ∆Tv = T − Tboil is the difference between the temperature of the hot plate in the launching area and the
temperature at the top of the water layer (100◦C) and hv is the thickness of the vapor layer in the launching area. As
L2 represents a characteristic surface area for the vapor layer, we assume it can be substituted by the surface area of
the vapor layer in the launching area, given by π

[

(rc + δℓ)
2 − r2c

]

. The upward force can thus be expressed as

Fup ∼ π2
[

(rc + δℓ)
2 − r2c

]2 νvλv∆Tv

h4
vL

(27)

Combining equations (22), (24) and (27) yields

tan(θ) ∼ 8π5

3
√
3

ν100νvλv∆Tv

ρ100h4
vL

δ2ℓ (2rc + δℓ)
2
(r3c + ℓ3)

Q3
(28)

Experimental observations indicate that δℓ ≪ rc. Additionally, we can estimate the height of the vapor layer by
writing tan(θ) ∼ hv/δℓ. Consequently, equation (28) becomes

tan5(θ) ∼ 32π5

3
√
3

ν100νvλv∆Tv

ρ100L
r2c (r

3
c + ℓ3)

δ2ℓQ
3

(29)

We can derive from this equation an approximate value of tan(θ). We estimate δℓ to be around 0.1 mm, a reasonable
approximation based on our experimental findings. Considering a = 195 µm, We ∼ 50, and utilizing equations (1)

and (12) as well as the fact that ℓ = 0.567ν
−1/3
100 a2/3Q1/3, we obtain tan(θ) ≈ 0.52, which aligns with the expected

order of magnitude when compared with our measured values presented in Fig. 9. However, as δℓ is not accessible
experimentally, we need to obtain a relation for δℓ. To do so, we assume that only inertia has an impact on the water
layer in the launching area. The water layer is therefore equivalent to a Savart sheet in this area, and as We < 1000
in our experiments, we can write δℓ ∝ We [33]. Using this estimation along with equations (1) and (12), one obtains :

tan(θ) ∝ a4/15We−8/15∆T 1/5
v (30)

This scaling law is compared to experimental data in Figure 9. The experimental results suggest a power dependency
of We with an exponent of −8/15, akin to the model, particularly when examining data for a constant jet diameter.
Nevertheless, the collective dataset appears to exhibit a slight deviation from the anticipated power of −8/15. This
discrepancy can be attributed to a nuanced reliance on both a and T (via ∆Tv) in the model, which is not accounted
for in the plotted data. Our proposed explanation for the observed weak dependency is that the plate is locally cooled
to such an extent by the jet that the initial temperature near the jet impact point becomes irrelevant.

Figure 9 – Scaling of tan(θ) with respect to We obtained via equation (30). The predicted −8/15 exponent for We
is in a relatively good agreement with our experimental measurements.



10

Having established the scaling laws for different zones, we now turn our attention to the energy contained in droplets
during atomization. This will enable us to estimate the efficiency of our system in breaking up a liquid sheet into
droplets and to compare our results with similar data in the literature that does not involve heating, such as the
Savart sheet reported by Clanet et al. [33]. To achieve this, we need to measure the size and velocity of the ejected
droplets, which is the focus of the next section.

V. ENERGY OF ATOMIZATION

In this section, we aim to characterize the droplets emitted from the fragmentation area. Specifically, we explore
how experimental parameters impact their properties, including velocities and size. A Matlab code employing a
tracking algorithm [34] has been developed and implemented to extract the trajectories and horizontal velocities of
the droplets from the recorded videos. Figure 10a shows a typical velocity distribution in the experiments. Fitting
these distributions with a Gaussian curve allows us to determine the average horizontal velocity for the droplets.
Given that we also have information about the ejection angle of the droplets (see Fig. 5), we are able to calculate the
average magnitude of the velocity of the droplets, denoted as vdrop.

Figure 10b illustrates vdrop plotted against u(rc)− u(r∗c ), where u(r∗c ) represents how much speed the droplets lost
in order to overcome surface tension. To compute u(r∗c ), we set Weloc = 1 in equation (14). We then approximate the
radius of contact r∗c and the flowrate Q∗ at the transition between regimes (i) and (ii) by using our measurements for
the lowest Weber number at which regime (ii) is observed in figure 6b. Our data then show that vdrop matches quite
well u(rc)− u(r∗c ), indicating that the inertia of the droplets is indeed what remains of the inertia of the liquid sheet
after surface tension is overcome. One can notice that neither T nor a affect vdrop.

(a) Horizontal speed distribution. (b) Average droplet speed.

Figure 10 – Horizontal speed of ejected droplets for different jet radii a and plate temperatures T . (a) Example of
an observed distribution for the measured horizontal speed of the droplets for a = 195 µm, T = 300◦C and We = 79.
(b) Average droplet speed vdrop with respect to u(rc)− u(r∗c ), where u(r∗c ) is the speed of the flow in the liquid sheet
when Weloc = 1. A linear dependence can be observed between the two parameters. The black dotted line indicates
a slope of 1.

Our investigation also covered the distribution of the droplet radius. For Weber numbers close to the transition,
the radius distribution of the droplets is found bidisperse (Fig. 11a) with two distinct mean radii. The release of small
satellite droplets in addition to the bigger main droplets when a liquid bridge breaks [35, 36] is a likely explanation
for this observation. However, as the Weber number increases (Fig. 11b), the distribution of the radii of the droplets
becomes monodisperse and only one mean radius rdrop emerges. One possible explanation for this change in distribution
is that the conditions conducive to the formation of satellite droplets vanish or simply they become too small to be
reliably detected by our code. Henceforth, we will disregard these satellite droplets and focus solely on the largest
mean radius rdrop in the case of bidisperse distributions. It is also noteworthy that the droplets exhibit a radius on
the order of O(100) µm. This finding aligns with measurements reported in the literature by Oulded Taled Salah et

al. [37] when a Savart sheet breaks.
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(a) We ≃ 38 (b) We ≃ 68

Figure 11 – Radius distribution of the ejected droplets when a jet of radius a = 250 µm impacts the Plexiglas plate
heated at T = 400◦C for two different Weber numbers. (a) For We ≃ 38, we observe a bidisperse distribution in the
radii of the ejected droplets. (b) For We ≃ 68, the distribution becomes monodisperse. Insets show a top-view of the
ejected droplets. White scale bar is 1 cm.

To get some insights in the physics underlying the size of emerging droplets, we derived the film thickness, h(rc),
at rc using Eq. 15, and plotted the ratio rdrop/h(rc) as a function of We in Fig. 12. The results show that the ratio
rdrop/h(rc) remains nearly constant with We even though we saw earlier that both rdrop and h(rc) vary with We.
Furthermore, the plate temperature T seems to have little influence on this ratio, while the effect of the radius a of
the impacting jet appears unclear.

Figure 12 – Ratio between vdrop and h(rc) with respect to the Weber number, We.

While the previous scaling of rdrop by h(rc) appears to be effective in providing insights into the system behavior, it
is worth noting another scaling reported in the literature. Clanet et al. [33] nondimensionalized rdrop by a and found
the following scaling :

(rdrop
a

)3

∝ We−1. (31)

Our data show a comparable scaling behavior, albeit with a factor of 5 to 10 smaller than that reported by Clanet
et al. This difference is anticipated because in our system, the heat addition alters and diminishes the effect of
surface tension, leading to the production of smaller droplets for the same Weber number, i.e., the same input energy.
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Moreover, in Clanet et al.’s experiment, the liquid-solid contact area is at least five times bigger than in our case.
Therefore, the liquid flow experiences less friction in our experiment and retain a considerable speed when the liquid
sheet breaks down. However, as the fragmentation must occur when Weloc ∼ 1, the liquid sheet’s thickness must
consequently be smaller in our experiments compared to those of Clanet et al., which leads to the production of
smaller droplets.

To assess the energy taken by the droplets, we followed a similar approach to Clanet et al. [33] and considered the
energy carried away by the droplets per unit of time as :

Edrop = n

(

2

3
πρ100r

3
dropv

2
drop + 4πγ100r

2
drop

)

, (32)

where n is the number of droplets emitted per unit of time. Using the conservation of mass, one finds

n =
3

4

a2

r3drop

√

γWe

2ρa
. (33)

Therefore, (32) becomes

Edrop =
3

4

a2

r3drop

√

γWe

2ρa

(

2

3
πρ100r

3
dropv

2
drop + 4πγ100r

2
drop

)

. (34)

As for the initial energy per unit of time of the jet, one can write

Ejet =
π

2
ρa2

(

γWe

2ρa

)3/2

. (35)

The two energies per unit of time are plotted against each other in Fig. 13. In this figure, the black dashed line
corresponds to the average experimental ratio reported by Clanet et al. [33]. The slope of this line represents the
amount of energy transferred from the jet to the droplets or can alternatively be viewed as the energy dissipation that
has taken place, as stated by Clanet et al. [33]. We prefer to discuss it as an energy transfer where our data provide an
indication of how much input energy per unit time Ejet is transferred to the energy carried by the droplets Edrop. When
comparing our data to the black dashed line, one can observe that we measure an energy transfer exceeding the 10%
reported by Clanet et al. [33]. This enhancement in energy transfer efficiency is likely attributed to the heat absorbed
by the liquid sheet, which modifies the surface tension, thereby facilitating the detachment, and hence, ejection of
droplets from the sheet. Of course, this improvement comes at the expense of heat addition to the system, which
reduces its overall efficiency. The energy lost in our system can be attributed to heat dissipation, viscous effects, and
losses due to evaporation and boiling. Nevertheless, despite these losses, the present system remains of interest if the
goal is to dispense droplets on-demand with smaller sizes than what classical systems can achieve, and all this with
a fairly simple setup of a liquid impacting a heated surface. One can also wonder what happens for high values of
Ejet, where our data seemingly matches the predictions of Clanet et al. [33]. In particular, it may indicate that heat
addition to the system has no influence on fast droplets. A more thorough study is however needed to fully address
this question.
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Figure 13 – Energy taken away by the droplets per unit of time compared to the initial energy of the jet per unit
of time. The black dashed line correspond to a 10% ratio between the two quantities as reported by Clanet et al. [33]
result.

VI. CONCLUSION

We explored the effect of submillimetric liquid jets impacting a heated surface above its Leidenfrost temperature.
Two distinct regimes emerged based on the Weber number (We). For We ≤ 30 the experiments showed the formation
of a large centrimetric drops whereas for We ≥ 40 the impact yielded to atomization of the jet, leading to distinct
physical characteristics such as ejection angle and droplet size. The study mainly focused on characterising the regime
showing atomization. While the system displayed weak sensitivity to the temperature of the heated plate and the
jet size, simple models successfully explained various scaling characteristics of the system behaviour. Moreover, these
models offered explanations for the transition between the regimes, attributed to the interplay between liquid inertia
and surface tension. We also conducted detailed measurements of droplet size under various experimental conditions.
Our findings indicate an enhanced energy transfer from the jet to droplets compared to systems without surface
heating, as supported by existing models and literature data. This system holds promise for practical applications,
enabling precise droplet dispensing with smaller sizes than traditional methods, using a relatively straightforward
setup of liquid impacting a heated surface.
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