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Abstract
Concentrated Solar Power (CSP) can be used as an efficient low cost energy conversion
system to produce different types of energy, such as electricity, through the use of concentrated
parabolic dish systems. In the study of CSP, most of the researchers focus on the heat losses and their
relationships to the receivers’ geometries. The present study concentrates on the optical efficiency as
well as the flux distribution of the three different geometries: cylindrical, conical and spherical, of a
cavity receiver, with the objective of analysing their behaviour using an advanced ray tracing method.
The results of this study have shown that there is a connection between the flux distribution on the
internal surfaces of the cavities and their optical efficiency. Moreover, the conical shape receiver
received, as well as absorbed, a higher amount of reflected flux energy than the other shapes. The
optical efficiency reached 75.3%, 70.1% and 71.5% for the conical, spherical and cylindrical shapes
respectively at surface absorptivity of 85%. Also, the focal point location depends on the shape of the
cavity receiver and its absorptivity. Thereby, there is an optimum distance for each design depending
on these two factors. The results of the simulated work are validated using the experimental work
found in the literature.
Keywords: Concentrated solar plant, Parabolic dish, Cavity receiver, Ray-tracing, Optical efficiency.

1- Introduction
Currently, several countries are increasing the amount of their renewable power plants to produce
energy efficiently and to decrease energy consumption. In CSP, most of the researchers concentrate
on the heat losses and their relationships to the receivers’ shapes; and so the receivers are evaluated
depending on their thermal efficiency. They often neglect the amount of heat gain from the receivers’
geometries, which helps to increase the heat transfer to the working fluid. Recently, many studies
have been conducted on solar tower systems [5- 7], Stirling engines [8, 9], Fresnel lenses [10-12] and
solar Brayton cycle enhancement [13-15]. Furthermore, several studies on the heat losses and the
receivers’ geometries, dimensions and positions are found in [16-23]. For instance, the combined
convection and radiation of a modified hemispherical cavity receiver with fins used with solar
parabolic dish was numerically analysed by Ngo et al. [16]. Their results showed that the convection
heat loss is greatly influenced by the fins’ number and receiver’s inclination. The radiation loss, on
the other hand, is affected by the surface properties of the cavity receiver. The influence of rotation on
convection in a rotating cavity receiver for parabolic dish applications was reported in [17]. AbbasiShavazia et al. [18] analysed experimentally the heat losses from a cylindrically shaped solar cavity
receiver for parabolic dish application at two opening ratios and inclinations ranging from 0o to 90o.
Their results showed that the temperature distribution of the receiver’s cavity wall depends on the
cavity inclination. Moreover, for the same given total heat input, the region closer to the cavity
aperture experienced larger view factors and as a result, larger radiation loss. The thermal
performance of multi-cavity concentration was analysed by Austin et al [19]. Intensive studies on the

thermal analysis of cavity receivers for parabolic dish application were achieved by Reddy and Kumar
[20-23]. For example, in [21] they studied numerically the influence of both the receiver shape and
the receiver orientation of the solar dish concentrator on the convection heat loss. The three
configurations are cavity receiver, semi-cavity receiver and modified cavity receiver. The results
showed that the convection heat loss in the modified receiver was only about a quarter of the
convection heat loss value of the cavity for each 0o and 90o angles. Furthermore, they found that for
the modified receiver, the minimum natural convection heat loss at an optimum Aw/A1 was equal to
8. The same researchers [23] investigated the effect of surface emissivity, operating temperature and
the orientation of modified receiver geometry for a solar parabolic dish collector on the amount of
heat losses. The results revealed that the receiver emissivity has a slight effect on the convective heat
losses; whereas its impact on the radiative Nusselt number and radiative loss was very high.
However, there is still some continuing research regarding optical characterisation, even though these
studies are in fact for other kinds of solar receivers. For instance, the effects of the concentration ratio
on three types of reflective concentrator solar collectors as well as two types of refractive concentrator
solar collectors has been investigated numerically by Algarue et al [24]. Their results showed that the
optical efficiency for all collectors is about 80% when the concentration ratios are up to 10X.
Enhancing the flux distribution of a cylindrical cavity receiver by exploiting the dead space, the area
which cannot be coiled by the absorber tube, was achieved by Fuqiang et al. [25]. Two different
techniques were used; the first was by changing the height of the interior convex surface and the
second was combining the cylindrical receiver with a conical shape at the dead area. Some
improvement on the optical efficiency can be achieved during the changing of the dimensions of the
interior vortex shape which can cover the dead area. Abdullahi et al. [26] studied single and double
elliptical pipe receivers coupled with a compound parabolic concentrator with the previously
mentioned type of receiver at different configurations. The results indicated that the optical efficiency
of a vertical and horizontal double receiver is greater than the single receiver by 17% and 15%,
respectively. The effect of different parameters, such as the parabolic contractor shape, reflectivity,
diameter and rim angle, as well as concentrator optical error and solar tracking error have been
intensively investigated by Roux et al. [27]. Their results showed that the optimum area ratio depends
directly on both tracking and optical errors. Also, the receiver efficiency can be raised up by
increasing the dish reflectivity and the precision of both the optics and dish surface. The optical
properties of an air tube cylindrical cavity receiver using coupled Monte-Carlo algorithm simulation
and five lamps of Xe-arc as a light source were analysed by Qiu et al [28]. Their results revealed that
at 300 kW/m2 average fluxes and 5 m3/h volume flow rate of air and the maximum outlet temperature
reached up to 800oC. Also, they concluded that up to 12% in thermal efficiency of the receiver can be
achieved by decreasing the tube diameter from 6 to 4 mm. The improvement of the thermal
performance of a solar receiver by focusing on the optical characteristics was studied by Weinstein et
al [29]. In their research they aimed to decrease the radiative heat losses, by applying the directional
selectivity idea; which led to a reduction in the mentioned heat loss by 75% and as a result achieves
high receiver efficiency for solar thermal applications.
To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no work has been published on the surface properties of cavity
receivers which have significant impact on the thermal performance of the receiver and the system’s
efficiency. Therefore, this paper tries to focus on the optical efficiency of three different geometries,
cylindrical, conical and spherical, of cavity receivers; with the aim of finding the geometry factors and
at the same time the properties that can improve it. Using advanced ray tracing (OptisWorks®2012)
simulation, the solar ray distribution inside these cavity receiver geometries was investigated at
various geometry positions, with respect to the focal point and various values of reflectivity as well.

2- Methodology
Figure (1) shows the three receiver cavities and the parabolic concentrator drawn using
SOLIDWORKS® 2015. These three geometries have the same aperture and internal surface areas. The
dimensions for the parabolic concentrator and each of the three studied geometries are provided in
Table (1). OptisWorks® 2012 an advanced ray tracing software was used to predict the received
energy by each surface. More detail about this software is discussed in section 6. This software
employs Monte- Carlo algorithm in its analysis as it is a well-known methodology for robust
simulation. This method assumes that a large number of rays are going to take their own random paths
when they hit the surfaces. Each of the single rays transmits the same amount of energy and has a
certain direction which is already determined from the appropriate probability density function.
Depending on the surface properties (emissivity, reflectivity and absorptivity) each of these rays will
take a specific path which is specified by a set of statistical relationships.
All the studies mentioned previously have used 2D analyses, which record the energy amount that
passes through a 2D plane. The weakness of this type of analysis is that it cannot accurately simulate
the energy received by 3D geometries as it is only read the energy that passes through the aperture
area of each receiver shape and thereby the values of this energy will be almost equal. OptisWorks®
2012 offers the facility of using 3D detectors which are able to read precisely the flux values at every
single point; thus the effect of the geometry is highlighted as a main factor, in terms of both the
amount of received flux and the distribution. The receiver’s shape, the receiver’s focal plane position
as well as the receiver’s wall absorptivity, are examined based on the ratio of received flux and the
absorbed flux with respect to the lost energy.
3- Design of the parabolic concentrator
The parabolic concentrator was chosen with a 1m diameter and 45o rim angle, as it gives the
maximum concentration ratio [30] as shown in (Fig. 2a). Moreover, it gives the highest amount of
received flux among the other rim angles examined; this will be discussed later in this study. (Fig. 2b)
and (Fig. 2c) illustrate the relationship between the geometrical dimensions. The focal length can be
calculated using Equations (1-3) [30].
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Where, h, d, f,Ψ𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 and p are the maximum distance (depth) between the vertex and a line drawn
across the aperture of the parabola, the aperture diameter, the focal length, parabolic rim angle and
parabolic radius respectively.
Also, the rim angle can be determined using Equation (4).
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The aperture area of the parabolic dish can be calculated using Equation (5).
𝐴𝐴𝑎𝑎 =
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Equations (3) and (5) can be combined to give Equation (6).
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By considering the origin to be at the vertex V and Y- axis along the axis of the parabola the drawn
parabolic concentrator was guided by Equation (7).
𝑌𝑌 =

𝑋𝑋 2
4𝑓𝑓

(7)

4- Optical losses
Optical losses are mainly associated with either manufacturing and construction imperfection or
material properties. Based on the literature found in [31-35], the types of losses can be summarised as
follows:
•
•

•

•
•

Spillage losses are part of radiation hitting outside the aperture of the receiver which can add
about 1–3% to the loss.
Shading losses are related to the ratio of the reflective area of the dish which is shadowed by
the receiver. However, this type of loss can be minimized if the dish aperture area is
considerably larger than the receiver.
Reflection losses are the difference between energy falling on the concentrator or receiver
surface areas and reflected energy. Depending on the material properties, this loss can
represent about 6 to10% from the incoming or received energy.
Transmission losses can be defined as the amount of energy which is lost in the air when it
moves from the concentrator to the receiver; which can add about 2 to 4 % to the loss.
Absorption losses are the incoming or received energy that can be absorbed by the parabolic
concentrator material or the receiver material respectively, which causes thermal stresses.

All these losses have been taken into account in the analysis to evaluate the optical performance of the
three investigated geometries. Losses due to errors, like those of structure, tracking, alignment and
sensors were not included here. The optical efficiency of the parabolic concentrator can be expressed
using Equation (8); whereas the optical efficiency of the receiver can be determined using Equation
(9):
Qr
Qs

(8)

Qu
Q rec

(9)

ηoConc =

Where Q r , is the energy reaching the receiver’s aperture and Q s is the incident energy through the
parabolic concentrator's aperture when it falls on the parabolic concentrator’s aperture.

ηoRec =

In this case, Q u is the useful energy that is delivered to the working fluid; whereas Q rec is the amount
of energy which is received by the receiver’s aperture. It is known that Qrec has a different value from
Q r because sometimes not all the energy that leaves the parabolic concentrator will reach the receiver.
5- Cavity receiver’s design
In CSP the main component is the receiver that works as a connection link between the incoming
energy (concentrated and reflected by the parabolic dish) and the working fluid inside the receiver.
The latter delivers the energy to the system that will convert it into the required form of heat or kinetic
energy. Thus the need for an efficient receiver is in great demand by the researchers. One of the main
factors regarding the receiver is its size; it should be as small as possible in order to reduce the heat
losses [30]. The three investigated geometries were drawn using SOLIDWORKS® 2015. During
comparisons, the geometry of each cavity receiver has the same surface and aperture areas (meet the
two conditions as the same time). There are two types of concentration ratio [30]: the geometric
concentration ratio, which is simply defined as the parabolic concentrator aperture area divided by the
receiver surface area; and the optical concentration ratio, which is the averaged flux received by the
receiver over the average flux that incident on the area of the parabolic concentrator. In this work the
geometric concentration ratio was chosen to be only 5X and the optical ratio ranged from (25X to
30X) depending on the receivers’ surface properties.

6- Numerical simulation of the models
OptisWorks® 2012 is commercial software used to simulate the optical performance of different
concentrator solar systems based on ray-tracing techniques. This tool has intensively used by some
researches [36-43]. With the new features especially the three dimensional detector, the software is
capable to see exactly what is going inside the geometry of the cavity receiver and how the reflected
flux is distributed on the cavity walls. In this work three different geometries of the thermal cavity
receiver as shown in Fig. 1 (cylindrical, conical and spherical) are analyzed. The main aim of this
simulation is to determine the effect of shapes of the cavity configuration on the received and at the
same time lost flux from the receiver. So, each modeled shape has been simulated in OptisWorks®
2012, which is a three dimensional ray tracing technique in order to determine the amount of received
flux by the aperture of each receiver using light source acting as the sun. The properties of the
parabolic concentrator such as the material type, the reflectivity are defined. The detector that records
the amount of incoming flux from the source as well as the reflected flux to the aperture area of the
receiver is initiated. The material property of the receiver that located at the focal point, which
depends on the rim angle and diameter of the parabolic concentrator, was also defined. Fig. 3 shows
the flow chart of simulation set-up in OptisWorks® 2012. Fig. 4 shows the parabolic concentrator
coupled with the thermal receiver and both of them under the ray-tracing analysis.
7- Validation
The two types of simulated work using 2D and 3D doctors carried out in this research have been
validated against the experimental work found in [43], see Fig. 5. After designing a similar geometry
and set up the OptisWorks® software, the results of the both works were compared and good
agreement was achieved. The results of the 2D detector were achieved with an optical efficiency
deviation of about 7%; while the 3D detector results were closer to the experimental results with a
maximum deviation of about 4.5%. Thus the 2D detector overestimated the results compared to the

experimental value; however the 3D detector underestimated the results compared to the experimental
work.
8- Results and discussion
8.1- Choosing the parabolic concentrator’s rim angle
The influence of the parabolic concentrator’s rim angle has been studied in depth in order to discover
which exact value of rim angle would receive and at the same time deliver the flux with minimum
optical losses. Six values of rim angle, 15o, 30o, 45o, 60o, 75o and 90o for the concentrator were
examined in OptisWorks® 2012. Three of them are shown in Fig. 6. It can be seen from this figure
that both the incoming and the received flux are in fact influenced by the parabolic concentrator’s rim
angle. The reason is that the position of the receiver, which depends on this angle, will approach the
either the source, where the rim angle equals 30o, or the parabolic concentrator, where the rim angle
equals 90o. Both these configurations are affected by the value of the incoming flux. Fig. 7 shows the
effect of the parabolic concentrator’s rim angle on the amount of reflected rays and flux on the
receiver. It can easily be seen how their amount and values, shown in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7 respectively,
varied and how the rim angle of 45o was the best among the chosen investigated angles of the
parabolic concentrator. As a result, the parabolic concentrator with a rim angle of 45o was chosen for
all the following cases, as it gives the highest received flux. The maximum optical efficiency for the
parabolic dish was 92.35%. Fig. 8 (a) shows the designed parabolic concentrator shape; and (b)
displays an example of the designed parabolic concentrator after selecting to use all of its body as a
3D detector in order to display the amount as well as the flux distribution. From this figure the effect
of receiver shadow on the designed parabolic concentrator can be seen.
8.2- Effect of receiver walls’ absorptivity
The influence of the absorptivity for the internal wall surfaces of the cavity receivers is assessed based
on the received, reflected, absorbed rays. Also, the way that the flux is distributed inside the cavity
receivers is discussed using the 3D detector technique that is accessible in new version of
OptisWorks® 2012. This 3D detector allows the researchers for observing how the flux is dispersed
inside each of the cavity receivers; as a result it can be known where the dead areas and highly
concentrated areas inside the cavity.
The two important themes mentioned above are undesired in cavity receivers design because they
reduce the receiver’s efficiencies (dead areas) and more heat losses as well as increasing the thermal
stresses (highly concentrated areas). For instance the highly concentrated areas in the cavity receivers
cause hot spots which initiate the material threshold and it may lead to material failure in receiver.
The rays as well as the flux distribution for the three geometrical shape including; spherical, conical
and cylindrical at different absorptivity values of internal surface are shown in (Figs 9a 9b and 9c)
respectively. At this point it is important to highlight that all of the three shapes were investigated at
the same focal length and same positions of the cavity receivers. In terms of the amount of reflected
rays, it is clear that the amount of reflected rays is directly proportional with to the absorptivity, which
is taken into consideration the cavity shape of the receiver. However, those reflected rays are not
always considered as energy loss leaving the cavity shape; instead they are influenced by the
geometry shape. For example, at 85% absorptivity, the ratio of the rays which are reflected and lost
from the cavity is much higher in the spherical geometry compared to the other two shapes (conical
and cylindrical). While the minimum loss due to the reflection rays occurred on the conical shape.
Furthermore, the flux distribution for each cavity shape was also directly affected by the geometry.

For instance, there is a big difference in the amount of lost rays between the spherical and the
cylindrical geometries. It can be seen that when the flux was uniformly distributed in the cylindrical
shape, some areas in the spherical geometry were suffering from a lack of flux and at the same time
some other areas were highly fluxed. At 75% absorptivity, the scenario is not much different except
that the amount of lost reflected rays is higher. For the ideal case of 100% absorptivity, when it is
assumed that all the rays which are hitting the cavity geometry are absorbed by its surface, it can be
noticed that the geometry has no strong effect on the reflected rays. However, it does have an
influence on the ratio of the fluxed area inside each cavity which depends on the position of the
ascending rays which coming from the concentrator. So in this case the worst flux distribution was for
the spherical cavity where the difference between the highly fluxed areas and those of zero flux is
very big.
8.3- Effect of receiver’s position
The effect of receiver position with respect to the focal point is intensely investigated. The influence
of the cavity shape has also been considered in order to see the performance of rays, and flux
distribution, at each cavity configuration and its position. Once more, the 3D detectors assisted the
researchers from visualisation the behaviour that the rays follow and at the same time studying their
outcomes. (Figs 10a, 10b and 10c) show the results of this effect for the three studied positions for the
spherical cavity shape at three different absorptivity; 100%, 85% and 75%, respectively. In (Fig. 10a),
where the assumed absorptivity is 100%, the effect of shifting the receiver position, with respect to
the focal point can be seen. Where the worst distribution of flux occurred when the focal point was
positioned inside the spherical cavity, the best one however is when the geometry was shifted away,
to let the focal point located outside the geometry. Similar behaviour can also be noticed when the
absorptivity were assumed to be 85% and 75%, (Figs. 10b &10c) respectively. However, the amount
of the received flux as well as the areas where most of the flux was concentrated (the tips) for the last
two cases, (Fig. 10b) and (Fig.10c), differ from that shown in (Fig. 10a). These areas are the tips of
the spherical cavity receiver. In the same way, (Figs 11a, 11b and 11c) show the effect of changing
the position of the conical cavity shape receiver with respect to the focal point at three different
absorptivity values including; 100%, 85% and 75%, respectively. In (Fig. 11a), where the
absorptivity is 100% (black body), the effect of varying the receiver position with respect to the focal
point can be observed. The tip area was almost unaffected by changing the receiver position. However
the amount of received flux was the highest compared to the other cases in (Figs. 11b &11c). Fig. 11b
shows the best flux distribution is when the geometry was shifted towards the concentrator’s direction
and the focal point was located inside the geometry (at 85% absorptivity). However, this was not the
case when the absorptivity was assumed to be 75%, as shown in (Fig. 11c), where better distribution
was achieved by shifting away the receiver’s position from the concentrator’s direction; this allows
the focal point to be located outside the geometry. Similarly (Figs 12a, 12b and 12c), display the rays
and the flux distribution for the cylindrical cavity receiver. In case of 100% absorptivity, it is clear
that the best distribution was realised when the focal point is at the aperture plane. However, this was
not always the case when the supposed absorptivity values were considered to be 85% and 75% as
shown in (Figs 12b &12c) respectively. In these two figures the best distribution was noticed to be
when the receiver geometry shifted away from the concentrator’s direction, and the focal point was
located outside the receiver geometry. Additionally, an enlarged cross sectional view for the three
configurations of the receiver is illustrated in Fig. 13 where the difference in the flux distribution is
clear. In the spherical receiver most of the flux comes from the middle of the shape; however, in the
other two shapes all the receiver’s body may be fluxed.

8.4- Effect of receiver’s cavity shape
It is clear that the geometry shape itself has a role in terms of the amount of energy received,
absorbed, reflected and lost. After the rays hit the cavity wall they have two different probabilities,
either to be directly absorbed by the wall or reflected by the internal cavity surfaces. While the
absorbed rays are measured as useful energy, the reflected rays also have two different possibilities.
They either hit another part of the cavity surface area and by doing so those rays will have the chance
to be absorbed by the internal cavity walls and calculated as useful energy, or they might go directly
outside the cavity geometry through the aperture area so they will be considered as lost energy.
Therefore the geometry shape of the receiver plays an important role in terms of reflected rays as well
as the number of times that these rays are going to be reflected. As a result the influence of the
receiver’s geometry is investigated in order to know which path each geometry has followed.
From Fig. (14), it is clear that the conical shape has absorbed the highest amount of energy compared
to the other two receivers’ configurations. However, the maximum energy values absorbed are
different for each cavity shape at each proposed receiver absorptivity value. In detail, at 75%
absorptivity, the maximum absorbed energy for the spherical, conical and cylindrical shapes were
about 349, 375 and 333 watts at 570, 560 and 585 mm respectively. However, these values were about
355, 378 and 360 watts at 565, 555 and 590 mm respectively at 85% absorptivity.
Figure (15) shows the optical efficiency for the three shapes at various focal distances at surface
absorptivity of 75% and 85%. It is clear from this figure that the conical receiver cavity has the
highest optical efficiency reaching about 75.3% and 72.4% for absorptivity of 85% and 75%
respectively. The cylindrical shape achieved the lowest optical efficiency at 75% absorption with an
optical efficiency of around 63%; however, at 85% absorption the preference became to the
cylindrical receiver. The maximum optical efficiency value of the spherical geometry was about 67%.
Uniformity Factor (UF)
The common methods for calculating the uniformity, such as those which refer to the standard
deviation or the method in Equation (10), are useful when 2D planes are analysed. However, as the
authors are dealing in this study with 3D geometries, those methods would not be effective. The first
one (the method of standard deviation) is too complex and the latter (in Equation 10) would be
inaccurate as there are some areas inside the receivers’ cavity where their minimum flux is zero.
Filipa, [44] used another factor (called ‘inhomogeneity’, r) which was calculated using Equation (11).
However, in this study there are some areas their minimum flux is zero so the results of using that
form will be more than unity. Some other equations, which can be used for calculating the uniformity,
are found in [45]. Again, those equations cannot be utilized in this study for the same reasons
mentioned above.
For the sake of comparison, the illumination uniformity of the receivers is estimated by using a
uniformity factor. The maximum flux was determined by considering the highest fluxed areas inside
the receivers; while the average irradiance was calculated based on the incoming energy divided by
the internal surface area of each cavity. So, to investigate the uniformity of the three studied
configurations at the different focal distance values, the Uniformity Factor (UF) can be formatted as
shown in Equation (12):
𝑈𝑈 =

𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 − 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼
∗ 100%
𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 + 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼

(10)

𝑟𝑟 =

𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 − 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼
∗ 100%
𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼

𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 − 𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼
�� ∗ 100%
𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈 = �1 − �
𝑀𝑀𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼

(11)
(12)

Figure (16) show the variation of the illumination’s uniformity factor of the three cavity receiver
configurations at different focal distances at surface absorptivity of 85% and 75%. In general the
conical receiver demonstrated the highest uniformity of illumination: 77% and 84% among the three
receivers along all the focal distances at absorptivity of 85% and 75% respectively. Furthermore, as
the focal distance increased to range between 580 and 590 mm, the uniformity of all the three shapes
increased; beyond this distance the uniformity started to decrease. The reason for that is when the
receiver is located at higher focal distances the diffused rays will accumulate at the focal point and
then separate to hit almost all the internal surface areas of the cavity. After a specific focal distance
the uniformity became lower. Moreover, it is clear that the uniformity at the absorptivity of 75% is
higher because the number of reflected rays is higher; which leads to a stronger possibility of
increasing the areas that can be subjected to these reflected rays.
Figure (17) displays the flux distribution of the three receivers’ cavities at their highest flux
uniformities. The best distribution was achieved at relatively higher focal distance values (where most
of the surface area had the same colour) which at the same time demonstrated relatively lower optical
efficiencies. The reason for this lower value of efficiency is because of the higher ratio of rays which
will be lost (directed outside the shape’s aperture).
The main reason for this preference in terms of both the flux uniformity and the value of the optical
efficiency is the length of the conical shape, which is the longest length among the other shapes. That
length and the convergent nature of the shape, traps most of the rays and makes them release their
energy inside the cavity.
9- Conclusions
In this study simulation work using a cavity receiver with three different geometries:
cylindrical, conical and spherical, was carried out with the objective of analysing the shapes’
behaviour optically using the ray tracing method in OptisWorks® 2012. The results of the simulated
work are validated against the experimental work found in the literature. The outcome has been
concluded in the following points:
1- The conical shape is able to hold a higher amount of incoming energy, from the concentrator,
compared to the other two shapes. The maximum optical efficiency reached 72.2%, 68.7%
and 65.4% for the conical, spherical and cylindrical shapes respectively at absorptivity of
75%. The optical efficiency for the whole parabolic dish/receiver system was 66.67%, 63.4 %
and 60.4% for the conical, spherical and cylindrical shapes respectively.
2- The optimum location of the focal point changes with respect to the receiver shape, as well as
the value of its absorptivity. The maximum energy values were received and absorbed by the
conical shape when it was located at 570 mm and 565 mm for 75% and 85% absorptivity
respectively; for the spherical shape at 560 mm and 555 mm for 75% and 85% absorptivity
respectively; and for the cylindrical shape at 585 mm and 590 mm for 75% and 85%
absorptivity respectively. From all the geometrical shapes developed and simulated in this

research work it can be concluded that the cylindrical shape has achieved the best flux
distribution.
3- The simulated work was validated against experimental work with a maximum deviation of
7% at 45o and 4.5 % at 15o for the 2D and 3D detectors respectively. The lower deviation of
the simulation work compared to the experimental work shows that the simulation was
accurate enough to justify the results.
4- The conical shape has the best illumination uniformity of all the investigated focal distance
values.
5- In general, the uniformity factor at 75% is higher than the one at lower 85% absorptivity for
all the shapes.
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Nomenclature
A: Area
Aa: Aperture area
D: Diameter
ED: External Diameter
F: Focal point
H: Height of receiver
T: Thickness
𝜂𝜂𝑜𝑜 : Optical efficiency

(m2)
(m2)
(m)
(m)
(-)
(m)
(m)
(-)

Subscripts

Con: Conical,
Cyl: Cylindrical
Sph: Spherical
r : Received
Rec: Receiver
Conc: Parabolic Concentrator

(a)

(b)

Fig.1. (a): The three geometry shapes of cavity receiver s and (b): The parabolic concentrator dish.

Receiver
position
The chosen
rim angle

(a)

(b)

(c)

Fig. 2(a): The relationship between the geometrical concentration ratio and rim angle; (b): Segments of a
parabola with typical focus F and the identical aperture diameter; and (c): Segments of a parabola.

Fig. 3. Flow chart of modelling process of parapolic parabolic
concentrator and receiver using ray tracing technique.

Fig. 4. OptisWorks® simulation (a): Parabolic concentrator with receiver and (b): Cylindrical receiver.

Fig. 5. Comparison of the whole system’s optical efficiency from the current study and Ref. [43].

30o

45o

90o

Fig. 6. An example of initial simulations for the three different rim angle of parabolic concentrator.

Fig. 7. Incoming and received flux at different concentrator rim angles.

Fig. 8. An example of the 3D detector which was chosen in the studied parabolic concentrator shape.
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85% absorptivity and focal
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Fig. 9. The effect of absorptivity on the rays and flux distribution of (a)
Spherical shape, (b) Conical shape and (c) Cylindrical shape.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Fig. 10. The effect of receiver position on the rays and flux distributions for;
(a) 100%, (b) 85% and (c) 75% absorptivity.

(b)

(a)

(c)

Fig. 11. The effect of receiver position on the rays and flux distributions for;
(a) 100%, (b) 85% and (c) 75% absorptivity.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 12. The effect of receiver position on the rays and flux distributions for;
(a) 100%, (b) 85% and (c) 75% absorptivity.

(c)

Fig. 13. An enlarged cross sectional view for three receiver shapes.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 14. Absorbed energy for the three cavity receivers at different receiver
positions and absorptivity of; (a) 85% and (b) 75%.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 15. Optical efficiency for the three cavity receivers at different receiver
positions (mm) and absorptivity of; (a) 85% and (b) 75%.

Fig. 16. The illumination uniformity factor of the three cavity receivers at different receiver
positions (mm) and absorptivity of; (a) 85% and (b) 75%.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Fig. 17. The best flux distributions of; (a) Spherical shape, (b) Conical shape and (c) Cylindrical shape.

Table 1: Dimensions of the parabolic concentrator and the three receivers
Parameter
ED (m)

Parabolic Concentrator
1

Cylindrical
0.20

Conical
0.20

Spherical
0.20

T (m)

0.01

0.005

0.005

0.005

H (m)

0.1041

0.2499

0.3543

0.218

