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Compound drop impacting on a solid surface is of considerable importance in industrial appli-
cations, such as combustion, food industry, and drug encapsulation. An intriguing phenomenon
associated with this process is the occurrence of singular jets that are up to dozens of times faster
than the impact velocity. These jets break into micro-droplets, which can produce aerosols and
affect the quality of printing technologies. Here, we investigate experimentally and numerically the
jetting process after a coaxial water-in-oil compound drop impacts on a glass substrate with different
releasing heights and volumetric ratios. After impact, the water core spreads and retracts, giving
rise to a vertical jet initially made of oil. For certain values of the impacting velocity, high speed and
very thin jets are observed, the so-called singular jets. Depending on the volumetric ratio, one or
two velocity peaks can be observed when varying the impact velocity, triggered by the contraction
dynamics of a deep and cylindrical cavity. The self-similar time–evolution of the collapse for the
first singularity regime follows a 1/2 power law in time, which can be derived from bubble pinch-off.
In contrast, the collapse at the second peak follows a 2/3 power law, which can be accounted for by
a balance between inertial and capillary forces.

I. INTRODUCTION

Compound drops, consisting of multiple immiscible flu-
ids, are encountered in a wide range of industrial applica-
tions [1], such as drug encapsulation [2, 3], food industry
[4, 5], combustion [6, 7], and additive manufacturing of
complex (bio)materials [8–10]. The impact of these com-
pound drops produces a rich variety of dynamics [1, 11–
19]. In the case of a coaxial water-in-oil compound drop
impacting on a solid surface, Blanken et.al [17] discovered
the emergence of a very thin and fast oil jet during the
rebound of the water core for some impact parameters.
Such singular jet could be detrimental in printing tech-
nologies, due to the contamination of droplets breaking
up from the liquid jet and contaminating the substrate
[20], or the formation of aerosols [21–23]. On the other
hand, the atomization of the jetted liquid filament could
also be harnessed to provide a simple micro-drop gener-
ator system from large drop impact, extending to com-
pound drops the technique recently proposed by Lin et al.
[24]. It is therefore important to understand the origin
of these jets and their controlling parameters.

The jets observed by Blanken et al. [17] emerge from
similar dynamics as the low velocity impact of a sin-
gle phase drop on a non-wetting surface: the drop first
spreads during the impact before recoiling by surface ten-
sion and eventually rebound [25]. In that geometry, the
singular jets emerge from the collapse of the air cavity
on the axis of symmetry before rebound [26–31]. Simi-
lar rebound and jetting dynamics can also be observed
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for the impact on other surfaces that enable the slid-
ing of the drop during its contraction phase, with the
lubrication provided either by the air cushioning [32–
35], the vapor layer produced by the liquid droplet on
superheated surfaces [36–40], the sublimation of an ice
substrate [41], or the liquid layer on lubricated surfaces
[42, 43]. In all cases, the "singular" jets, with the largest
velocities, are observed near a topological transition of
the collapsing interface, either to the rupture of the drop
liquid into a toroidal shape [26], or to the entrapment of
a bubble at the bottom of the cavity [26, 28, 29]. In-
terestingly, the singular jets observed in other interfacial
flows, such as collapsing waves or bubble bursting, also
appear near a transition leading to bubble entrapment
[44–48]. From a fundamental perspective, the formation
of finite-time singularities in interfacial flows constitute
an important feature appearing in a wide range of con-
figurations [49, 50]. These singular dynamics produce
very thin and fast geometries evolving in a self-similar
way from larger boundaries to the smallest scales, such
as for bubble or drop pinch-off [51–57] and coalescence
[58, 59] for instance. The formation of singular jets has
been observed previously in many configurations, such
as the collapse of Faraday waves [44, 60–63], cavitation
bubbles [64–66], collapsing cavities [67], drop impact on
a solid surface [24, 26–31], drop impact on a liquid pool
[46–48, 68, 69], solid impact on a pool [70–72], and bub-
ble bursting at a free surface [45, 69, 73–82]. However,
only few studies have observed such singular jets in inter-
facial flows with multiple immiscible liquids [18, 48, 83].
For a drop impacting on a pool of another immiscible
liquid, Yang et al. [48] demonstrated that the additional
complexity induced by multiple interfaces leads to a large
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variety of cavity shapes producing singular collapse. The
understanding of the high speed jets produced by the
impact of compound drops could therefore extend our
fundamental understanding of singularities to multiple
interfaces flows.

In this work, we show experimentally and numerically
that the impact of a water-in-oil compound drop on a hy-
drophilic solid surface can produce two distinct types of
singular jets. We demonstrate that both types of singu-
lar jets are associated with topological changes involving
encapsulations. Finally, we explain the critical role of the
oil above the water core in the generation of the second
type of singular jet.

II. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Experiments: two jetting velocity peaks and
multiple types of encapsulations

We use a similar experimental setup as Blanken et al.
[17] to investigate the dynamics of a core-shell compound
drop impacting on a glass substrate (see details in Ma-
terials and Methods), with a focus on the vertical jet.
The target surface is both hydrophilic and oleophilic. We
combine side-view and top-view imaging to capture the
evolution of the interfaces during impact and rebound
(Fig. 1A). The compound drop is generated from a coax-
ial needle connected to two syringe pumps, producing a
water inner core in a 5 cSt silicone oil outer shell. The
water core of diameterDw is initially located at the top of
the compound drop of outer diameter Do, because of the
nearly simultaneous pinch-off of core and shell from the
nozzle. During the fall of the compound drop, the water
core gradually sinks to the bottom of the oil shell, due
to the air drag and its larger density. The eccentricity d
of the compound drop is defined as the distance between
the vertical coordinates of the geometrical centers of the
outer and inner drops, d = zw − zo, with the nondimen-
sional eccentricity d∗ = 2d/(Do−Dw) (inset of Fig. 1C ).
This offset is difficult to control experimentally, but can
be estimated theoretically as a function of falling height
[17], as detailed in Materials and Methods.

A typical impact dynamics is presented in Fig. 1B from
both side and top views. The water core always remains
wrapped by oil, due to the positive spreading parameter
of the oil on water: S = σw − σow − σo > 0. The early
contact between the drop and the surface entraps a thin
air disk contracting into a micro-bubble at the center
of the drop [84, 85], as indicated by the black arrow in
Fig. 1B . Both the oil shell and the water core first spread
on the solid surface, with the oil splashing droplets ra-
dially. While the wetting oil remains at its maximum
spreading diameter, the water forms a toroidal rim and
recoils back by surface tension towards the center. This
contraction is enabled by the lubrication of the oil layer
below the core, preventing the contact between the water
core and the solid surface for impact velocities below a

critical value [17]. The contraction dynamics generates
waves propagating inwards and focusing at the center, as
illustrated at t = 5.7 ms of Fig. 1B . When t = 6.45 ms, a
high-speed jet consisting only of oil is shot out vertically
just after the collapse of the air cavity. Finally, the core
liquid wrapped with a thin oil layer rebounds [17].

As we focus on the jet generated by the contraction
dynamics of the water core covered by an oil layer, we
characterize the impact dynamics with the Weber and
Reynolds numbers based on the water core sizeDw, water
density ρw and viscosity µw, and the oil-water interfacial
tension σow:

Wew = ρwDwV
2
i

σow
, Rew = ρwDwVi

µw
,

with Vi the impact velocity of the drop. As the Reynolds
number of the water core remains Rew > 1900 at the
first velocity peak, we neglect viscosity effects and use
only the Wew to characterize the impact dynamics in
the remaining of this study. We systematically vary the
volumetric ratio of water α = (Dw/Do)3 and the impact
velocity Vi to study the formation of the jet. The jet
velocity Vj is calculated in the experiments when it first
becomes visible from side-view imaging, emerging from
the top surface of the rim. Its evolution with Vi is pre-
sented in Fig. 1C for α = 0.3, showing two separate ve-
locity peaks. The first velocity peak reaches Vj/Vi = 13.8
(Vj = 25.9 m/s) at Wew = 144 (Vi = 1.87 m/s) and the
second peak reaches a slightly larger non-dimensional
value of Vj/Vi = 15 (Vj = 39.1 m/s) at Wew = 288
(Vi = 2.59 m/s). Even with larger magnification, the di-
ameters of the jet and droplets produced are smaller than
the pixel size at both velocity peaks, showing that they
are smaller than 3.2µm (see SI Appendix Fig. S2). The
highest jet speed observed in our experiments is 46.3 m/s
(Vj/Vi = 23.1) at the first velocity peak (Wew = 173,
Vi = 2 m/s) for α = 0.4, while the maximal nondi-
mensional jet velocity is Vj/Vi = 51 when Wew = 32
(Vi = 0.77 m/s) with α = 0.8 (see SI Appendix Fig. S4).
In comparison, two jetting velocity peaks were also pre-
viously observed experimentally for a single water drop
of diameter 2 mm impacting a hydrophobic surface [26],
but they occurred at much lower impact velocity (first
peak at Vi = 0.45 m/s, We = 5.6 and second peak at
Vi = 0.68 m/s, We = 12.8), creating water jets of smaller
velocities ∼ 15 m/s [26, 28] than the ones observed in our
experiments. Moreover, similarly high speed jets were
also observed in the collapse of Faraday waves [44, 62]
and bubble collapse induced by drop impact on a deep
pool [47, 48] reaching up to ∼ 50 m/s, while bubble burst-
ing at water interface showed smaller jet velocities (∼
12 m/s) [74, 86, 87].

From side-view imaging, we identify multiple types of
entrapments inside the water drop (Fig. 1E ), ascribed to
the closure of the air cavity: only oil entrapment, bubble-
in-oil entrapment, and water-in-oil entrapment. The cor-
relation between the different types of entrapments and
the jetting velocity is presented with different symbols in
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FIG. 1. Experimental results of impact dynamic and jet velocity. (A) Schematic of the experimental setup for side-view and
top-view. (B) Sequences of experimental snapshots from side-view and top-view corresponding to the first jetting velocity
peak at Vi = 1.87 m/s, Wew = 144, α = 0.3 (Movie S1 & S2). t = 0 represents the moment when the drop first contacts the
surface. (C ) Maximal jet velocity Vj normalized by impact velocity Vi versus Vi together with entrapment types at α = 0.3.
(D) Encapsulation phase diagram for various volume ratio α. The black solid line, dash-dot line and the dashed line indicate
the critical Wew of the first velocity peak, the valley value and the second peak respectively. The red solid line is obtained
from Blanken et al. [17] predicting the limit from which the oil film ruptures due to the core sinking to the bottom. (E)
Experimental snapshots to show encapsulation, represented as the magnified symbols in (C ) (Movie S4-S8). The scale bar in
the images corresponds to 1 mm.

Fig. 1C for α = 0.3. The velocity peaks coincide with a
transition from oil entrapment when Vj rises with Vi, to
bubble-in-oil entrapment with Vj decreasing. For all vol-
ume ratios (see Fig. 1D and Fig. S4 in SI Appendix ), they
also always correspond to a transition to bubble entrap-
ment when increasing Vi. This suggests that the jetting
mechanism is due to the focusing of the outer oil interface
at the center, driven by the contraction dynamics of the
water core. This is consistent with the observation that
the leading part of the high-speed jet is composed only of
oil, as observed in Figs. 1B and 1E . As the impact veloc-
ity increases, the oil-air interface becomes more and more
vertical when it approaches the center, in a similar way
as for the impact of a water drop on a superhydropho-
bic surface. The singular jets appear at the transition
condition when the cavity collapses with vertical walls.
For larger impact velocity cases entrapping a bubble, the
focusing effect is reduced, leading to a decrease of the
jetting velocity. It should be mentioned here that the
bubble entrapment itself is due to a singularity dynam-
ics corresponding to the air column break-up leading to
high-speed jet. Therefore each velocity peak can be un-
derstood as a singularity separating a regular flow from
a singular dynamics (entrapping a bubble).

However, for a core-shell compound drop, two inter-
faces are participating in the cavity collapse and encap-
sulations. The overturn of the water-oil interface leads to
the entrapment of oil in the water drop, while the over-
turn of both the water-oil and oil-air interfaces lead to
the bubble-in-oil entrapment. Oil encapsulation is thus
a transition between no entrapment and bubble entrap-
ment when increasing Vi. When approaching the lowest
jet velocity conditions between the two peaks in Fig. 1C ,
water-in-oil entrapment cases are observed (purple trian-
gle in Fig. 1E ). All the different types of entrapments
observed here were also observed in studies of drop im-
pact on a pool of immiscible liquid [48, 88], suggest-
ing that these collapsing oil covered water cavities share
some common features. Especially, the water-in-oil en-
trapment is reminiscent of the encapsulation observed by
Yang et al. [48] in their Fig. 4(b), where they studied the
impact of a PP1 drop on a water pool. It suggests that
the pinch-off of a protrusion created by the convergence
of the capillary waves near the center could also be re-
sponsible for this type of encapsulation here (similar to
numerical result of Movie S3).

At large impact velocity, the water core approaches to
the bottom of the compound drop (d∗ ∼ −1). The lubri-
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cating oil film beneath the core ruptures and the water
core contacts the hydrophilic substrate directly during
spreading, which is clearly captured from top-view im-
ages (SI Appendix Fig. S1B). From side-view observa-
tion, the contact angle between water column and the
substrate is nearly 0°, shown as black cross in Fig. 1E
[17].

From experimental observations, both jet velocity
peaks appear very similar, with similar amplitude and
similar topological transitions from oil entrapment to
bubble entrapment. In order to gain a more detailed
insight in the formation of these singular jets, we also
perform numerical simulations.

B. Simulations

We use the open source code Basilisk [89–92] to per-
form axisymmetric numerical simulations of the com-
pound drop impacts (see Materials and Methods).

We select impact conditions similar to the experiments
presented in Fig. 1C with volume ratio α = 0.3, varying
Vi and taking into account the variations of the eccen-
tricity d∗ (see the derivation in Materials and Methods).
Fig. 2A shows time evolution sequences of the simulations
for five typical impact conditions, while the systematic
quantification of the jetting velocity and the geometry
of the impact is presented in Fig. 3. The simulations
correctly reproduce the formation of a high-speed jet at
the time of collapse of the water rim, together with the
different types of entrapments as the impact velocity in-
creases. We observe in Fig. 3A that Vj/Vi also presents
two peaks when varying Vi, in agreement with the ex-
perimental observations. The jet velocities in the simu-
lations are significantly higher than in the experiments,
with Vj/Vi = 60.6 (Vj = 129.1 m/s) at the first peak and
Vj/Vi = 93.3 (Vj = 289.2 m/s) for the second peak. These
higher values could be explained by slight differences be-
tween the experimental geometry of the drop at impact
compared to the perfectly axisymmetric conditions in the
simulations. Moreover, in the experiments, the jets are
tracked from side-view imaging after they pass above the
water rim, where their speed is already reduced by air
drag. The jetting velocity peaks observed in the simu-
lations are strongly correlated with the different types
of entrapments, as shown in Fig. 3A, in a similar way
as for the experimental results in Fig. 1C . Both singular
jets appear at a topological transition, between oil en-
trapment and bubble entrapment for the first peak, and
between toroidal bubble and central bubble entrapment
for the second peak.

Beyond the replication of the experimental results, the
numerical simulations also give access to the detailed cav-
ity evolution that is hidden by the water rim in the exper-
imental side-view images. We observe that the contrac-
tion dynamics of the water rim induces capillary waves
which propagate inward towards the axis of symmetry,
as visible in particular in the third and the forth rows of

Fig. 2A. The focusing of the waves determines the final
geometry of the cavity at the time the water rim col-
lapses at the center, as shown in Fig. 2B . As the waves
reach the center, they induce oscillations in time of the
top oil and water interfaces heights Z∗tip(t∗) on the axis
of symmetry, plotted on Fig. 2C .

At low impact velocity (first column in Fig. 2), the
contracting rim only produces a small depression on the
interfaces ahead of it. When this circle of lower height
reaches the center, it induces a smooth reversal of the
cavity, followed by another acceleration of Z∗tip(t∗) to a
larger velocity when the water rim reaches the axis of
symmetry. This corresponds to the water rim reaching
the center during the rising phase of Z∗tip(t∗). As Vi in-
creases (second column in Fig. 2), stronger waves are
generated ahead of the rim, leading to the rise of the
two interfaces at the center followed by a fast decrease of
Z
∗
tip(t∗) ahead of the arrival of the water rim. This in-

duces the steepening of the air cavity, responsible for the
increasing jet velocity. Further increasing Vi produces
a stronger upward and downward motion on the axis of
symmetry, forcing the rim to close at a higher location
H
∗
pin, thus entrapping a central bubble, as shown in the

third column of Fig. 2. The singular jet at the first peak
corresponds to the intermediate configuration when the
downward motion of the wave generates a vertical cavity
at the time of the rim collapse. Therefore, it is controlled
by the interplay between the focusing waves on the axis
of symmetry and the collapsing rim.

With increasing Vi, both the waves and the rim take
more time to reach the center, as illustrated in the time
evolution curves of Fig. 2C . However, the phase shift
between them decreases with Vi, with the rim collaps-
ing earlier relative to the wave. This phase shift is di-
rectly correlated with the variation of the bubble vol-
ume Ωb represented in Fig. 3B . The maximum bubble
entrapment corresponds to the cavity collapsing at the
time of Z∗tip(t∗) reaching its minimum, while the pinch-
off height H∗

pin remains nearly constant in this first bub-
ble entrapment regime. As the phase shift further de-
creases, the collapsing cavity reaches the center at an ear-
lier time when Z∗tip(t∗) is decreasing, leading to a larger
H
∗
tip. When H

∗
tip reaches the same height as H∗

pin at
Vi = 2.59 m/s, this corresponds to the collapse of the rim
onto a central protrusion, leading to the entrapment of
a toroidal bubble (fourth column of Fig. 2). A similar
toroidal geometry was also reported in Fig. 5(b) of the
experimental study of Yang et al. [48], but the asymme-
try of the contraction dynamics led there to the shedding
of separate micro-bubbles rather than a toroidal bubble.
Asymmetric instabilities of the sharp toroidal film in our
experiments could also explain that we did not observe
any bubble entrapment in this regime.

Finally, for larger Vi, the toroidal entrapment disap-
pears and is replaced by a central bubble entrapped at
the bottom of the air cavity after the second jet velocity
peak (last column of Fig. 2). It corresponds to the closure
of the cavity at a smaller pinch-off height H∗

pin (Figs. 2B
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FIG. 2. Simulations to reproduce experiments when α = 0.3 in Fig. 1C , corresponding to the five magnified symbols in Fig. 3A.
(A) Numerical time sequences (Movie S9-S13). The first row represents the initial configuration of compound drop derived
from the theory of Blanken et al. [17]. The subsequent images depict the geometry when the water core reaches its maximal
spreading, capillary waves propagate and converge, a jet is emitted out, and finally the water-oil interface collapses to entrap
single or complex inclusions. The encapsulations are thus defined as no entrapment (column 1), only oil entrapment (column
2), and bubble-in-oil entrapment (column 3-5). The bubble encapsulation is then subdivided to central bubble (column 3 &
5) and toroidal bubble (column 4), based on whether the bubble is continuous at the axis of symmetry once it is sealed. (B)
Cavity geometry captured at 10 times zoom-in compared to (A), showing the air-oil interface (black line), oil-water interface
(blue line), and the air-oil interface after the non-dimensional numerical time interval ∆t

∗ = 1 × 10
−3 (red line) to demonstrate

the occurrence of jets. The Vj is calculated during this ∆t
∗ when there is no bubble entrapment (column 1-2). While for the

cases that pinches-off a bubble (column 3-5), the air cavity alters from open to close over the period, but Vj is calculated after
the cavity closure. (C ) Time evolution of the vertical coordinate of the tip Z

∗
tip(t∗) (normalized by Dw) along the axis of

axial symmetry for two interfaces. The dashed black line and the solid blue line correspond to the outer and inner interfaces
respectively. Here H∗

tip = Z
∗
tip at the time in (B), H∗

pin is the pinch-off height defined in (B). They are both a constant at a
fixed Vi.

and 3C ). Consequently, the volume of the entrapped bub-
ble Ωb is much smaller after the second peak than after
the first peak (Fig. 3B , see the comparison with experi-
ments results in Fig. S3 in SI Appendix ). To understand
this transition at the second peak, we notice that the
geometry of this smaller bubble entrapment results from
a very different collapse of the cavity, as shown in the
last column of Fig. 2C . It appears at large impact veloc-
ities, where the water core spreads to a maximal diame-
ter larger than 4 times its initial diameter Dw (βm > 4,
Fig. 3D). Furthermore, a thicker layer of oil (in red) is
pushed ahead of the contracting water rim (in blue) dur-
ing the retraction dynamics, leading to the decoupling of

the air-oil and oil-water interfaces. This layer suppresses
the main wave ahead of the water rim, leaving only small
waves propagating towards the axis of symmetry. The
rim therefore pushes the oil interface onto a nearly flat
liquid surface ahead of it, leading to a conical geometry of
the interface at the time of collapse. This transition can
be quantified by calculating the oil volume Ωo on top of
the water core at the moment of cavity closure (red circle
and line in Fig. 3B), which indeed increases significantly
around the second jet velocity peak. At larger impact ve-
locities, the jetting velocity remains very high (Fig. 3A),
in contrast with the sharp decrease observed experimen-
tally in Fig. 1C . This decrease observed experimentally
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−3)
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on the axis of symmetry. (D) Maximal spreading ratio βm of
the water core.

can be explained by the development of an azimuthal
instability around the water rim, breaking the axisym-
metry necessary to produce singular jets (see Fig. S1A).
A more similar plateau behavior of the jet velocity after
the second velocity peak can be observed experimentally
for α = 0.15 or 0.2 (see Fig. S4). The second velocity
peak therefore appears as a stable regime characterized
by the suppression of focusing waves, in contrast with the
first peak which is only a transition due to the oscillations
produced by the focusing waves.

In order to further characterize the singular jets cor-
responding to the two velocity peaks, we will now inves-
tigate in details the final stage of the interfaces collapse
near these transition regions.

C. Two singularity regimes and scaling law

As mentioned in the introduction, the fast and thin jets
observed here are reminiscent of other singular jets ob-
served in other physical configurations. To understand
which type of jet is observed in this study, we charac-
terize the collapsing dynamics of the cavity before the
formation of the jet (Fig. 4).

At the first jet velocity peak (Fig. 4A), the minimum
radius of the cavity follows a (tc − t)0.55 power law. The
rescaled profiles on the right indicate a single-point col-
lapse, while the profiles are not self-similar very near or
far away from the axis of symmetry. This collapsing dy-
namics is similar to the inertial collapse an infinite cylin-
der, which can be described through the two-dimensional
Rayleigh-Plesset equation, leading to a (tc− t)1/2 scaling
law for the cylinder collapse [93]. Such cylindrical self-
similar dynamics have been observed in particular for
bubble pinch-off and drop impact on super-hydrophobic
surface [26, 28, 52, 53, 56, 70]. The larger observed ex-
ponent 0.55 compared to the inertial power law of 0.5 is
consistent with bubble pinch-off experimental measure-
ments [48, 53, 94, 95], where they obtained an exponent
varying from 0.55 to 0.57. This variation of the exponent
could in fact witness the logarithmic correction deduced
from the detailed asymptotic [95, 96].

In contrast, at the second velocity peak (Fig. 4B), the
collapsing cavity follows a (tc − t)2/3 power law. The
profiles superimpose well after being rescaled, even near
the axis of symmetry. They form a conical cavity akin
to surface shape of other self-similar flows observed for
collapsing cavities [44, 45]. Such singular dynamics cor-
responds to the inertia-capillary collapse of a cavity that
exhibits a corner like self-similar shape [97].

The analysis of the collapsing cavity at the two jet
velocity peaks therefore also reveal that they follow dif-
ferent power laws, suggesting that they differ not only in
their geometry, but also fundamentally in their singular
nature.

III. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOKS

In conclusion, we have investigated experimentally and
numerically the fast jets produced by the impact of a
compound drop onto a solid surface. We discovered that
the rebound of the water core covered by the oil layer
can produce two fundamentally different types of singular
jets. At lower impact velocities, the singular jet is formed
by the interaction between the collapsing rim and the
focusing waves on the axis of symmetry. In that case,
the cavity collapse follows a 0.55 power law similar to
the inertial collapse of a cylindrical cavity, such as for
bubble pinch-off. In contrast, a different type of singular
jet is formed at higher impact velocities. It emerges from
the collapse of a conical cavity on a flat interface. It
is characterized by a 2/3 power law for the collapsing
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FIG. 4. Air cavity collapse versus time prior to singularity at two jet velocity peaks from numerical results of α = 0.3 in Fig. 3A.
Here Rmin is the nondimensional minimum radius of the air cavity (normalized by Dw) tracked at red stars until the cavity
eventually reverses back or pinch-off (t = tc). We set the non-dimensional time interval between profiles t∗ = 1 × 10

−4 in our
simulations to define the singularity time tc precisely (corresponding to the red line in the inset sketches). (A) Vi = 2.13 m/s,
represented by the orange triangle of green border overlapped by the first dashed line in Fig. 3A. Solid line: Rmin = 0.29(tc−t)0.55.
The right image is an assembly of unrescaled and rescaled profiles. These profiles are rescaled radially as x/(tc−t)0.55, vertically
as (y−H∗

pin)/(tc−t)0.55, where H∗
pin is the height of pinch-off point located at the waist of the cavity. The successive profiles are

plotted from tc− t = 0.0261 ms to 0.0079 ms. (B) Vi = 3.0 m/s, represented by the orange triangle of green border overlapped by
the last dashed line in Fig. 3A (Movie S6). The profiles are rescaled radially as x/(tc − t)2/3, vertically as (y−H∗

tip)/(tc − t)2/3,
where H∗

tip is the height of cavity base that just precedes the jet emergence. dashed line: Rmin = 0.78(tc − t)2/3. The profiles
start at tc − t = 0.0372 ms and end at 0.0199 ms.

cavity, characteristic of an inertial-capillary collapse such
as observed in Faraday waves of bubble bursting.

The emergence of these robust singular jets provides
a promising way to design micro-droplet generators, lim-
iting the use of chemical by the presence of the water
core. Furthermore, these dynamics are observed on a
hydrophilic surface, and therefore do not need any com-
plex treatment of the solid surface to design this setup.
Finally, the additional complexity of these singular flow
illustrate the rich dynamics of multicomponent fluids, rel-
evant in many industrial processes.

IV. MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. Experiments

The inner liquid is water of density ρw = 998 kg/m
3,

viscosity µw = 0.89 mPa ⋅ s, surface tension σw =
72 mN/m. The outer shell is silicone oil of density

ρo = 913 kg/m
3, viscosity µo = 4.57 mPa ⋅ s, surface ten-

sion σo = 20 mN/m. The interfacial tension between
them is σow = 42 mN/m. The solid surface is hydrophilic
glass substrate with static contact angle smaller than 5°
for both water and oil. We use ultra-high-speed cam-
eras (Photron FASTCAM-SAZ) equipped with a long-
distance microscope (LEICA Z16 APO) to capture the
spreading process and jetting dynamics from side-view
and top-view (Fig. 1B). We use frame rates varying from
20,000 to 100,000 fps to capture the slower dynamics
(spread and retraction) and faster process (jetting) sepa-
rately, and increase magnification to capture the thread
coming from drop if necessary (Fig. S2). All the exper-
iments are conducted in a dust-free clean environment
with constant temperature of 22 °C and humidity of 45 %.
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B. Theoretical model to calculate eccentricity

In our study, we adopt the theory of Blanken et al.
[17] to calculate the relative position d

∗ between water
core and oil shell. During the fall, the air drag reduces
the falling velocity of the compound drop in comparison
with free fall. Taking into account the buoyancy effect
(due to the density difference between water and oil) and
the drag force (which is modeled by a Stokes drag), the
water core moves upward relative to the outer shell. The
mathematical formulation is derived in [17] and is directly
implemented in our simulations:

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
dVi
dt

= −g (1 − V
2
i
V 2

T
)

dVrel
dt

= −ρw−ρo
ρw

(g + dVi
dt

) − 18µo
ρwD

2
w
Vrel

(1)

where Vi is the impact velocity of the compound drop,
VT is the terminal velocity, which is VT = 6.9 m/s, and
Vrel = dd/dt. By solving numerically Eq. (1), the evolu-
tion of the vertical position of the water core versus im-
pact velocity can be deduced and is shown on the right
axis of Fig. 3A.

C. Simulations

Numerical simulations are carried out with the open-
source code Basilisk which solves the dimensionless
incompressible Navier-Stokes equations using a finite-
volume method on an adaptive tree-structured mesh.
The non-dimensionalization is done with respect to the
physical properties of water (ρw, µw), the diameter of
outer drop (Do) and impact velocity (Vi) of the com-
pound drop. The interfaces are tracked by the Volume-
Of-Fluid (VOF) method, and in our case, two different
interface tracers (fwo and foa) are defined for tracking the
water-oil and oil-air interfaces [98, 99]. The properties of

the tracers are defined as follow:

fwo = {0 → oil & air phase
1 → water phase

(2)

foa = {0 → air phase
1 → water & oil phase

(3)

Consequently, the density and viscosity fields (as a func-
tion of two tracers) are computed based on the VOF frac-
tion fwo and foa:

{ρ(fwo, foa) = (fwofoa)ρw + foa(1 − fwo)ρo + (1 − foa)ρa
µ(fwo, foa) = (fwofoa)µw + foa(1 − fwo)µo + (1 − foa)µa

(4)

where foa and fwo ∈ [0, 1].
The contact angles of the oil on the substrate is 0°,

and water in oil on the substrate is 180° to avoid water-
substrate contact. However, the water core is continu-
ously wrapped by oil shell throughout the simulation (see
numerical snapshots from Fig. 2A) due to the relationship
of their interfacial tension, so the contact angle of water
in oil hardly play a role. A no-slip (Dirichlet) boundary
condition is applied to the solid surface while the Neu-
mann boundary condition is used for other boundaries
of the domain, ensuring normal free outflow conditions.
The computational domain size L is kept large compared
to the outer drop diameter Do (L = 3.86Do) to elimi-
nate boundary effects and to cover all the spreading and
rebound dynamics of the drop. We consider an axisym-
metric problem and neglect the gravity effects in all sim-
ulations. We removed in our simulations the small air
bubbles formed from a thin air film entrapped beneath
the drop once the drop contacts the surface [25].
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S1. UPPER LIMIT

During spreading, the levitated oil lamella splashes into small droplets and leaves saw-toothed instability at the
contact line, see Fig. S1A. As the water core spreads more close to the irregular periphery of oil shell at high Vi, the
shape of water core is deformed. The the focusing process is disturbed due to the asymmetric retraction. The oil
film beneath the water core remains intact, so the cavity and the following jet is produced anyway, but with lower
emitting velocity.

As discussed in previous work [1] and shown in our main text in Fig. 1 C and D (black cross), the oil film beneath
the water core breaks during spreading when the core sinks to the bottom of the shell. From top-view experiments,
the rupture of oil film is distinguishable by the contact line of water and substrate, as indicated in Fig. S1B .

0.80 ms 2.15 ms 4.85 ms 6.50 msB

A 0.90 ms 2.25 ms 5.20 ms 6.45 ms

FIG. S1. Top-view snapshots for α = 0.3 near the upper limitation. (A) Vi = 2.80 m/s, Wew = 324. From t = 0.90 ms to 2.25 ms,
The prompt splash of oil shell influence the shape of contact line. The trailing lamella (water) retracts with an irregular shape
(shown as 5.20 ms and 6.45 ms) due to the close distance to the preceding one (oil) (2.25 ms)). (B) Vi = 3.16 m/s, Wew = 412.
The water-substrate contact is distinguishable from a gradually expanding edge with an irregular shape (marked in the red
square). The direct contact with glass slide jeopardize the recoiling process and form an asymmetric rim, thus destroy the
indispensable cavity to emit a high-speed jet. The scale bar in the images corresponds to 1 mm.

∗ mjthoraval@xjtu.edu.cn
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S2. SIZE OF JET AND ENTRAPPED BUBBLE

The velocity of the singular jet could be underestimated because of the limitations when we track the singular jet
in Fig. 1D, as shown in Fig. S2. The minimal diameter of the jet and drops that pinch-off from it are less than one
pixel (3.21µm). Beyond the jet tip that we track from Matlab codes, there is a gray and blur tracks left to show the
approximate location of the droplets and the jet tip (marked in the red square). These threads corresponds to liquid
droplets which moves too fast to be captured within the certain shutter time (1/1680000 s). The gray threads shows
the motion of the droplet for approximately 10 pixels.

FIG. S2. The magnified snapshots of jet when α = 0.3, Vi = 2.59 m/s as the second velocity peak in Fig. 1C (Movie S14). The
time interval between them is 1/80000 s. The jet is so thin that it is bent over by the air drag force. So the jet velocity is
underestimated under this certain initial condition. The black scale bar represents 100µm.

In Fig. S3, two typical images are shown to visualize the bubble entrapped inside the drop. The bubble diameter
at the second bubble entrainment regime (Vi = 2.8m/s) are so small that it reaches the limitation of resolution,
which may explain the absence of bubbles merges from smaller toroidal bubbles before the second velocity peak in
experiments (Fig. 1C ).
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FIG. S3. Experimental snapshots to show entrapped bubbles at two entrapment regime when Vi = 2.12 m/s and Vi = 2.8 m/s
in Fig. 1C. The bubble size (of diameter ∼ 40µm) reduces significantly in the second regime compared to the first one (of
diameter ∼ 130µm). The bubble size is close to numerical results, where the maximal value of equivalent bubble diameter is
140µm and 50µm. The black scale bar represents 1 mm.
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S3. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS FOR VARIOUS VOLUMETRIC RATIOS α

Fig. S4 shows the experimental results for varied volumetric ratio α = 0.15-0.8. The upper limits for impact velocity
(black crosses) are controlled by the condition when the core drop sinks to the bottom, which is easier to be satisfied
for larger volumetric proportion drops.
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FIG. S4. Nondimensional jetting velocity from experiments of various volumetric ratio α. As summarized in our phase diagram
Fig. 1D, there are two velocity peaks when α ≤ 0.5, but only one peak for cases that have larger proportion of water. The
vertical dashed lines indicate the jet velocity peaks.
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Fig. S5 shows sequences of experimental results to verify the relationship between geometry and jetting velocity
when α = 0.3 and 0.6. If we compare the process between Fig. S5A and Fig. S5D , Fig. S5B and Fig. S5E , they are
quite akin to each other. Fig. S5A and Fig. S5D correspond to the first jetting velocity peak thanks to the downward
and slender cavity that is easily recognized by the bright zone located at the axis of symmetry, while Fig. S5B and
Fig. S5E are corresponding to low emission speed because of the convex in center.

The phenomena in Fig. S5C could be supplemented by our numerical results from which the decoupled effect of
two interfaces is clearly shown, see the last column in Fig. 2. Here we observe the capillary waves with shorter wave
length and smaller amplitude propagating along the nearly flat, thin film. As it is shown from the consistent high
pixel value (bright) of the film, those waves fail to deform the base to the similar length scale as the rim. The absence
of the second jetting velocity peak for cases with larger volumetric ratio is a result of constant geometric shape in
the course of contraction (Fig. S5E ). Thinner oil layer on top has little effect in suppressing waves, even when close
to the upper limit of Vi where the most amount of oil is accumulated. Note that the violent oscillations imply more
water participating in forming central protrusion, whose height may exceed the thickness of the rim. So that the jet
is not ejected by the closure of the rim but the central oscillation itself, see similar discussions in single drop impact
as the reason for the decline stage after the second peak (without bubble entrapment) [2].
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α = 0.3

α = 0.6

2.3 ms 4.8 ms 5.3 ms 5.6 ms 5.8 ms

2.5 ms 5.15 ms 5.85 ms 5.95 ms 6.1 ms

2.2 ms 5.3 ms 6.1 ms 6.15 ms 6.3 ms

A

B

C

D

E

0.9 ms 2.75ms 4.7 ms 5.15 ms 5.45 ms

3 ms 8.35 ms 8.65 ms 8.85 ms 9.1 ms

FIG. S5. Top-view snapshots from experiments for α = 0.3, 0.6 . (A) Vi = 1.87 m/s, Wew = 144.5 at the first velocity peak in
Fig. S4. The capillary waves accumulate in the center and oscillate downward before collapse; (B) Vi = 2.30 m/s, Wew = 218.6
at the valley value of jet velocity, where the waves for a protrusion at the base of the cavity; (C ) Vi = 2.43 m/s, Wew = 244
at the second peak, where the film remains nearly flat with small propagating waves until final collapse; (D) Vi = 1.13 m/s,
Wew = 60.9 at the first velocity peak; (E) Vi = 2.03 m/s, Wew = 196.6, after the single peak and near the upper limit to
rupture. The scale bar in the images corresponds to 1 mm.
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When the volume ratio reaches close to 1, the compound drop acts more similar to a pure drop. In Fig. S6, the
base of cavity is not formed by the oscillation of central waves induced ahead of rim (as shown in Fig. 2), but by
the downward spire on the top of droplets directly. Even though there are no distinct stairs to build a pyramidal
structure of the compound drop, the formation of cavity is quite akin to the pure drops [2].

2.20 ms 4.55 ms 7.15 ms 7.25 ms 9.40 ms

7.15 ms 7.35 ms 9.05 ms2.10 ms 3.40 ms

A

B

C

2.65 ms 4.65 ms 7.15 ms 7.35 ms 10.15 ms

FIG. S6. Snapshots from side-view image when α = 0.8. The large proportion of water means thin oil shell wrapping outside
the core, so the deformation of two interfaces are highly synchronous. (A) Vi = 0.70 m/s. The white arrow refers to the
cylindrical air cavity leading to the first singular jet. At t = 10.15 ms, neither bubble nor oil is trapped after jet emergence.
(B) Vi = 0.77 m/s, corresponding to the peak velocity in Fig. S4. Bubble-in-oil entrapment is clearly shown in the red box. (C )
Vi = 0.89 m/s. The red arrow points to the water-oil interface that will close on top to entrap an oil drop, as circled in the red
square. The white scale bar in the images corresponds to 1 mm.
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S4. CONDITIONS FOR THE SECOND SINGULARITY

In practical experiments and numerical reproductions (Fig. 3 and Fig. 4), the two variables Vi and d
∗ are coupled

together, so in this section, we keep the same impact velocity (Vi = 2.59m/s) and vary d∗ only to investigate the effect
brought by relative position. Fig. S7A illustrates the variation of jet velocity and its dependence on cavity geometry,
where the nondimensional jet velocity first decreases by moving the core drop down from d

∗ = 1 to d∗ = −0.65. When
the water core is nearer to the bottom of compound drop (−0.8 > d∗ > −1), jet velocity increases significantly, which
is reminiscent of the ascend to the second peak in Fig. 3 A, where the base oscillation is inhibited by the thick oil
layer on top. Not surprisingly, the power law switches from 0.55 to 2/3 when reaching to the second bubble entrained
band (Fig. S10).

In Fig. S7D , the maximal spreading ratio of the water core, which is only a function of We for single drops, rises as
the water core sinks to the bottom and more oil accumulates on top of water core to facilitate spreading. This result
clearly exceeds the observation of pure drop expansion on hydrophobic surface [3] and is also due to the water drop
sliding on the substrate because of the presence of the lubrication oil layer between the substrate and the water core.
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FIG. S7. Numerical results to investigate the effects of eccentricity d∗ at the identical Vi represented as the magnified orange
diamond in Fig. 3 A. (A) Nondimensional jet velocity versus offset distance d∗ at Vi = 2.59 m/s. dashed line: eccentricity d∗.
When d∗ > 0, the water core is in the upper section of the whole drop. (B) The corresponding volume of air encapsulation Ωb
and oil on top of water core Ωo calculated at the instant of jet emergence based on the same definition in Fig. 3 B. (C ) Tip
height for two interfaces and the pinch-off location before jet initiation, with the same definition in Fig. 3C. (D) Maximum
spreading ratio βm of water core.
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We investigate the encapsulation types for various Vi and d
∗ when α = 0.3 in Fig. S8. According to the observation

that the singularity occurs at the threshold of topological change, we mark the condition of two singularities by the
solid and dashed curves. Apparently, neither impact velocity nor the eccentricity is the single variable determines the
occurrence of singularity. Within this certain range of impact velocity, the second type of singularity only happens
when Vi and is sufficiently large and water core is close to the bottom of the compound drop.
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FIG. S8. Phase diagram for encapsulation in terms of Vi and d
∗ at α = 0.3 from simulations. The black solid and dashed line

represent the approximate condition of topological transition, so they correspond to the first and the second jetting velocity
peak. The red vertical dashed line represents the result when Vi = 2.59 m/s and d∗ is the only variable, as illustrate in Fig. S7.



S10

S5. POWER LAW

Fig. S9 depicts the power law fitting to illustrate the collapse dynamics in the vicinity of two jet velocity peaks.
Remarkably, we observe a cross-over power law between 2/3 and 1/2 when the impact velocity is not sufficient to
steepen the interface and trap a bubble in Fig. S9C , where the retracting velocity follows 2/3 rule firstly but accelerates
near the singularity, and yields to purely inertial 1/2 power law [4, 5] for the more slender and cylindrical cavity shape.
This cross-over power law has been discussed recently for other configurations [5, 6] on account of local geometrical
transition. Note that the cross-over solution is not seen in the second band of bubble entrainment anymore. For
instance, a simple and consistent 2/3 power law is found in Fig. S9D and Fig. 2B.
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To decouple the influences brought by Vi and eccentricity d∗, we fix the impact velocity and change the geometrical
configuration only in Fig. S7. The reproduction of two bubble entrainment bands encourages us to plot the power
law of the two typical conditions representing the two separated regimes, as indicated in Fig. S10.
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magnified triangles in Fig. S7A. (A) d∗ = 0.95. Solid line: Rmin = 0.30(tc − t)0.55. The profile is plotted from tc − t = 0.034 m/s

to 0.0014 ms (B) d∗ = −0.93. Dash line: Rmin = 0.74(tc − t)2/3. The profile is plotted from tc − t = 0.032 m/s to 0.0012 ms.
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S6. MESH REFINEMENT AND SIMULATION CONVERGENCE

The maximal mesh refinement level is chosen to be 12 during the spreading and retraction stages, then 14 just before
and after the jet emergence, corresponding to the smallest mesh size δ being 1061 (Do/δ = 2

12) or 4244 (Do/δ = 2
14)

times smaller than the outer drop diameter Do respectively. The oil film beneath the water core and the deformed
water core at the axis of symmetry never breaks until jet emergence in our simulation. When Vi = 2.30m/s, the
normalized jet speed Vj/Vi increases from 30 to 34 when enhancing the mesh level from 13 to 14. The jet velocity
Vj/Vi further rises to 39 when mesh level is 15. Higher resolution captures more details of jet geometry so that faster
shooting speed is measured. This conclusion is also valid for the second bubble entrapment regime when Vi = 3.0m/s,
Vj/Vi increases from 47 to 81 as mesh level changes from 13 to 14. By further increasing the mesh level to 15, the jet
is easier to break and Vj/Vi rises slightly to 83. This velocity can even increase to 109 when using smaller mesh size
(level 16). Here the jet breaks to micro droplets even when the time interval is 10−5, so we remove the small droplets
pinches-off from the jet and track the tip of the jet connected to the body drop. Therefore, we set the maximal mesh
level to 14 to cover the entire parameter space. We also prove that the starting time to enhance mesh level to 14 has
little influence on the velocity of jet and the time of its occurrence. Fig. S11 shows the influence of mesh refinement
on the jet velocity of Fig. 3A and Fig. S7A. Even though the higher resolution of mesh leads to higher jetting velocity,
the dependence between jet velocity and local geometry (shown as entrapment types) is still valid and the trend of
the curve is consistent at different mesh levels.
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FIG. S11. Mesh independence test in terms of jet velocity. (A) Jet velocity at different mesh level to test mesh independence
as Fig. 3A. (B) Expansion of Fig. S7A when mesh level is at 13 and 14.



S13

A

t* = 7.7031 t* = 7.7033

t* = 7.7031

t* = 7.70271 t* = 7.70272

t* = 7.7027B

FIG. S12. Mesh refinement of the singular jet at different mesh level when Vi = 3.0 m/s in Fig. 3A. (A) Mesh level L = 14. Top:
the assembly of numerical snapshots with and without mesh just before the cavity collapse, where the most refined meshes are
concentrated on the solid surface, the two interfaces and the region near to the axis of symmetry where the interfaces is most
curved. Bottom: A zoom just before the cavity collapse, where the thinnest radius of cavity contains four cells. The minimal
cell is of the width of 610 nm. (B) Mesh level L = 15. The size of the smallest mesh is only 305 nm.
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S7. SUPPLEMENTARY VIDEOS

Movie S1. Experimental results in Fig. 1B when Vi = 1.87m/s, Wew = 144, from side-view.

Movie S2. Experimental results in Fig. 1B when Vi = 1.87m/s, Wew = 144, from top-view.

Movie S3. Numerical results in Fig. S8 when Vi = 3.50m/s, Wew = 506, d∗ = 0.80. The double layer
emulsion (water-in-oil) is observed in this case when the central protrusion pitches off and is engulfed
by the reverse-curvature water-oil interface.

Movie S4. Experimental results in Fig. 1E when Vi = 1.06m/s, Wew = 46, no entrapment.

Movie S5. Experimental results in Fig. 1E when Vi = 2.07m/s, Wew = 177, bubble entrapment.

Movie S6. Experimental results in Fig. 1E when Vi = 2.24m/s, Wew = 207, water-in-oil entrapment.

Movie S7. Experimental results in Fig. 1E when Vi = 2.31m/s, Wew = 220, oil entrapment.

Movie S8. Experimental results in Fig. 1E when Vi = 3.14m/s, Wew = 407, oil film break.

Movie S9. Numerical results in Fig. 2 when Vi = 1.87m/s, Wew = 144, d∗ = 0.71.

Movie S10. Numerical results in Fig. 2 when Vi = 2.123m/s, Wew = 186, d∗ = 0.53.

Movie S11. Numerical results in Fig. 2 when Vi = 2.40m/s, Wew = 238, d∗ = 0.26.

Movie S12. Numerical results in Fig. 2 when Vi = 2.59m/s, Wew = 277, d∗ = 0.02.

Movie S13. Numerical results in Fig. 2 when Vi = 3.10m/s, Wew = 397, d∗ = −0.92.

Movie S14. Experimental results in Fig. S2 to show the details of the jet when Vi = 2.59m/s, Wew = 277.

All numerical codes used to produce the results in this paper are available at
https://github.com/zhengzhengfr/PNAS-Compound-drop-code.git. Note that the open-source software Basilisk
(basilisk.fr) should be installed before running these codes.
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