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Chemical kinetic mechanisms used in the present work
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(E) (F) G) (H) 0 action mechanisms at 0.8, 0.9 and 1.0, respectively, equivalence
ratios, while figure D shows the laminar burning velocity at

Figures E-H show the relative error for 36 kinetic reaction mechanisms at 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4, respectively, equivalence ratios, while figure I shows lean conditions of NHj3/H, flames. Symbols refer to experi-
the laminar burning velocity at rich NH3/H> flames conditions. Symbols refer to experiments, and lines refer to kinetic models. ments, and lines refer to kinetic models.
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