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Abstract: This study concerns the production of hydrogen from a mixture of ethanol and water. The
process was conducted in plasma generated by a spark discharge. The substrates were introduced in
the liquid phase into the reactor. The gaseous products formed in the spark reactor were hydrogen,
carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, methane, acetylene, and ethylene. Coke was also produced. The
energy efficiency of hydrogen production was 27 mol(H2)/kWh, and it was 36% of the theoretical
energy efficiency. The high value of the energy efficiency of hydrogen production was obtained
with relatively high ethanol conversion (63%). In the spark discharge, it was possible to conduct the
process under conditions in which the ethanol conversion reached 95%. However, this entailed higher
energy consumption and reduced the energy efficiency of hydrogen production to 8.8 mol(H2)/kWh.
Hydrogen production increased with increasing discharge power and feed stream. However, the
hydrogen concentration was very high under all tested conditions and ranged from 57.5 to 61.5%. This
means that the spark reactor is a device that can feed fuel cells, the power load of which can fluctuate.

Keywords: reforming; plasma; discharge

1. Introduction

Hydrogen energy can be an excellent solution to two challenges: increasing energy
production and reducing the environmental impact of human activity. Fuel cells enable
the production of clean electricity from hydrogen. However, there is currently no viable
technology to produce “green” hydrogen. Presently used industrial methods for hydrogen
production are mainly based on the processing of fossil fuels. The electrolysis of water is
of marginal importance due to the high cost of the hydrogen produced in this way. Other
methods of producing hydrogen from renewable resources are constantly being researched
to improve efficiency. “Green” hydrogen can be produced in the process of splitting
water [1–5] and raw materials obtained from biomass, e.g., biogas [6,7], bio-alcohols [8–30],
and bio-oils [30,31]. Among the raw materials derived from biomass, ethanol is the most
convenient. Ethanol is easy to obtain, store, and transport. It is also a relatively safe
compound for health and the environment. The steam reforming of ethanol (R1) and the
water-steam gas reaction (R2) allow the production of six moles of hydrogen from one mole
of ethanol.

C2H5OH + H2O→ 2CO + 4H2 (R1)

CO+H2O � CO2 + H2 (R2)

Producing hydrogen from ethanol is complex, and many different competing reactions
are possible. For example, hydrocarbons and coke are produced in these reactions. Due
to the competitive reactions, the efficiency of hydrogen production is much lower than is
theoretically possible. Therefore, research is focused on finding conditions for hydrogen
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production from ethanol that will enable the selectivity of hydrogen formation to be
maximized.

Plasma methods offer many possibilities for controlling the chemical process. They
are diverse because plasma can be produced in various conditions, e.g., microwave, barrier,
gliding, corona, or spark discharges. Different results are obtained depending on the
type of discharge and the process conditions. D. Czylkowski et al. [8] reported that in a
microwave discharge, gaseous products of ethanol decomposition were H2, CO, CO2 CH4,
C2H2, C2H4, C2H6, and O2. In producing hydrogen from ethanol, the presence of oxygen
is very rarely reported. Apart from D. Czylkowski, H. Barankova et al. [9,10] also reported
that they detected oxygen in the intermediates by spectroscopy. T. Zhu et al. [11] confirmed
the presence of H2, CO, CO2, CH4, C2H2, C2H4, C2H6, CH3OH, and CH3CHO during
their research on the process taking place in the liquid mixture of water and ethanol in
the microwave discharge. B. Wang et al. [12] reported that in the gliding discharge, the
products of ethanol decomposition were H2, CO, CO2, CH4, C2H2, C2H4, and C2H6. This
research was conducted in the mixture of ethanol and argon. C.M. Du et al. [13] reported
that H2, CO, CO2, and CH4 were produced from the mixture of water, ethanol, and air in
the gliding discharges. Unfortunately, the authors did not mention nitrogen oxides, which
may be generated in the gliding discharge [32,33]. B. Wang et al. [14] reported that H2,
CO, CO2, CH4, C2H2, C2H4, C2H6, C3H6, and C3H8 were produced from the mixture of
water, ethanol, and argon in the barrier discharge. However, in our previous studies [15,16]
and the research of Y.P. Hu [17], the presence of C3H6, C3H8, and C2H2 was not found
in the products of the barrier discharge process. Moreover, in these studies [15–17], the
hydrogen production process was carried out in the mixture of water and ethanol, without
additional gases facilitating plasma formation. X. Zhu et al. [18] reported that H2, CO, CO2,
CH4, C2H4, and C2H6 were produced from the mixture of water and ethanol in the corona
discharge. Y. Xin et al. [19] reported that H2, CO, CO2, CH3OH, carbon nanoparticles,
and macromolecular substances (CxHyOz) were produced from the mixture of water and
ethanol in the spark discharge.

In addition to the type of discharge and components facilitating plasma formation,
another essential factor is the power supply system. Different results were obtained in
the same reactor depending on the power supply system. This was demonstrated in our
previous studies [34] on the decomposition of volatile organic compounds and the studies
by R. Burlica et al. on the formation of hydrogen peroxide from water [35].

Despite many studies conducted in various research centers, no cost-effective tech-
nology for hydrogen production from ethanol has been developed yet. Therefore, new
technical solutions aimed at achieving higher energy efficiency are tested. For example,
N. Saksono et al. [28] used plasma electrolysis of an ethanol solution with potassium
hydroxide.

In this work, plasma was generated in the spark discharge powered by a sinusoidal
current with a frequency of 15,300 Hz. The spark discharge was generated in small reactors;
hence, it could be used in portable systems. The plasma generated in a spark discharge is a
non-equilibrium plasma, in which electrons have enough energy that bonds in ethanol, and
water can dissociate upon colliding with them. Additionally, the gas temperature in the
discharge channel reaches several thousand degrees. These two factors, high temperature,
and high-energy electrons, favor endothermic reactions, which has been confirmed by
our research on the decomposition of volatile organic compounds [36,37]. Hydrogen
production from a mixture of water and ethanol is also an endothermic process, and a spark
discharge should give excellent results. Additionally, a spark reactor can be repeatedly
switched on and off without auxiliary operation, e.g., heating or purging. This would make
it an excellent method of feeding fuel cells operating periodically.
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2. Materials and Methods

Figure 1 shows the apparatus used in this research. The liquid mixture of water and
ethanol was fed to the spark reactor. A constant ethanol/water molar ratio equal to 3 was
used. It is a stoichiometric ratio concerning the R3 reaction, which is a total and balanced
record of R1 and R2 reactions.

C2H5OH + 3H2O→ 2CO2 + 6H2 (R3)

The feed flow was regulated with a mass flow controller (Bronkhorst/EIEWIN, flow
measurement accuracy ±2%) in the range from 0.32 to 1.42 mol/h. The quartz casing of the
spark reactor had an inner diameter of 8 mm. The electrodes were made of stainless steel
and had a diameter of 3.2 mm. Above the electrodes, there was a quartz fiber layer with a
thickness of ~10 mm. Subsequently, the vapors of the substrates passed through the plasma
zone of a volume of ~0.09 ccm. Water and ethanol molecules collided with high-energy
electrons in this region, and chemical reactions were initiated. After passing the plasma
zone, the gases were filtered. The filtered gases were directed to a water cooler condensed
water and ethanol. The condensate composition was analyzed using a Thermo Scientific
Trace 1300 gas chromatograph (standard error 2.3%) with a single quadrupole mass detector.
The cooled gases were analyzed with an HP6890 gas chromatograph (standard error 4.9%),
and an APAR AR236/2 sensor. The AR236/2 sensor was used to measure the water vapor
content (humidity measurement accuracy ±2.5%, temperature measurement accuracy
0.5 ◦C) and gas temperature, while the HP6890 chromatograph with a thermal conductivity
detector allowed the concentration of gaseous products to be measured. The amounts
of produced gases were measured with an Illmer-Gasmesstechnik gas meter (accuracy
0.1 dm3).
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We previously used the described apparatus and measurement methodology in the
research of hydrogen production from a mixture of methanol and water [38].

The production of a particular gaseous compound (F[i], mol/h) was calculated from
Formula (1):

F[i] = Q · ci/V (1)

where Q is the gas flow at standard conditions (dm3/h), ci is the fraction of the compound
in the cooled gas, and V is the standard molar volume of gas (22.4 dm3/mol).

The ethanol conversion (x, %) was calculated from Formula (2):

x = (F0[EtOH] − F[EtOH])/F0[EtOH] (2)

where F[EtOH] is the flow rate of ethanol at the reactor outlet (mol/h), and F0[EtOH] is the
feed flow rate of ethanol (mol/h).

The hydrogen yield (Y, %) was calculated from Formula (3):

Y = F[H2]/(6 · F0[EtOH]) · 100% (3)

The energy efficiency of hydrogen production (E, mol(H2)/kWh) was calculated from
Formula (4):

E = 1000 · F[H2]/P (4)

The discharge power (P) ranged from 15 to 55 W, and it was measured using a Tektronix
TDS 3032B oscilloscope (vertical accuracy ±2%, time base accuracy 20 ppm), Tektronix
P6015A (attenuation 1000:1 ± 3%), and TCP202 probes (accuracy ±3%). Figure 2 shows the
voltage and current waveforms recorded at the minimum and maximum discharge power.
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Figure 2. The waveforms of voltage and current at the discharge power: (a) 15.4 W, (b) 54.7 W.

The selectivity of ethanol conversion to coke (Sc, %) was calculated from Formula (5):

Sc = Gc/(Mc · F0[EtOH] · x) · 100% (5)

where Gc is the coke weight stream (g/h), and Mc is the molar mass of carbon (12 g/mol).
The root mean square velocity (vk, m/s) of the particles was calculated from

Formula (6):
vk =

√
( 3 · kB · T/m) (6)

where kB is the Boltzmann constant (1.38 · 10−23 J/K), m is the particle mass (kg), and T is
the temperature (K).
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3. Results and Discussion
3.1. The Effect of the Discharge Power

This section presents and discusses the effect of the discharge power on producing
hydrogen from a mixture of water and ethanol. The research was carried out for a steady
feed stream equal to 1 mol/h. This feed stream was optimal in our previous studies
conducted in the barrier discharge [15].

If the process was run according to the reactions R1 and R2, and the ethanol conversion
was complete, the hydrogen and carbon dioxide concentrations would be 75% and 25%,
respectively. However, competitive reactions caused the hydrogen concentration to be lower
and they reached 57–58% (Table 1). Carbon monoxide was the second most concentrated
gas product. Its concentration was 23–24%. The following product was methane, with the
concentration ranging from 3.7 to 4.4%. The concentration of carbon dioxide was slightly
lower than that of methane and ranged from 3.2 to 4.3%. Acetylene and ethylene were also
formed, and their concentrations ranged from 1.2 to 3.1% and 1.1 to 2.0%, respectively. The
high concentration of CO indicates that the reaction R2 is ineffective. R2 is a subsequent
reaction inhibited by H2 produced in the reaction R1.

Table 1. The effect of the discharge power on the composition of the cooled gas. Feed flow—1 mol/h.

Power, W
Concentration, %

H2 CO CH4 CO2 C2H2 C2H4 C2H5OH H2O

15.4 57.1 23.3 4.3 3.2 3.1 2.0 5.0 2.0
19.8 57.9 23.6 4.3 3.8 1.4 1.9 5.1 2.0
24.8 57.2 23.4 4.4 4.3 1.2 1.1 5.2 2.1
29.7 58.2 24.3 4.0 3.5 1.4 1.1 5.3 2.1
35.4 57.5 23.9 3.8 3.4 1.9 1.9 5.4 2.2
40.1 57.7 24.0 3.8 3.4 1.9 1.9 5.1 2.1
45.6 57.7 24.0 3.7 3.5 1.9 1.9 5.2 2.1
54.7 57.5 23.9 3.8 3.4 2.0 2.0 5.3 2.1

The composition of the gases practically did not depend on the discharge power. On
this basis, it can be concluded that the discharge power did not significantly affect the
mechanism of chemical reactions taking place in the spark discharge. This is because
chemical reactions are initiated in collisions with high-energy electrons and depend on
the energy of the electrons and their numbers. In the spark discharge, the electron density
ranges from 1016 to 1018 per ccm [39,40]. This is not much compared to the number of
molecules, which for an ideal gas under standard conditions is 2.7× 1019 per ccm. However,
there are many times more collisions with electrons than collisions between other particles
because electrons are much more mobile than gas molecules due to their low mass. The
root mean square velocity of the particles strictly depends on the particle mass according
to Formula (6).

Only some of the collisions lead to the dissociation of ethanol and water. For the
collision, the electron must have sufficiently high energy to break one of the bonds. The
energy of bonds in ethanol ranges from 4.10 to 5.14 eV [41,42]. The energy bond is presented
in Figure 3. The energy of O-H bonding in water is 5.10 eV [43]. Only some of the electrons
have such high energy. However, collisions with electrons with lower energy lead to an
increase in the internal energy of the particle (R4, R5) and enable its transformation in
subsequent collisions (R6–R13):

C2H5OH + e→ C2H5OH* + e (R4)

H2O + e→ H2O* + e (R5)

C2H5OH* + e→ CH3CH2O· + H· + e (R6)

C2H5OH* + e→ CH3CHOH· + H· + e (R7)
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C2H5OH* + e→ C2H5
· + OH· + e (R8)

C2H5OH* + e→ CH2CH2OH· + H· + e (R9)

C2H5OH* + e→ CH3
· + CH2OH· + e (R10)

C2H5OH* + e→ CH4 + CH2O + e (R11)

C2H5OH* + e→ CH3CHO + H2 + e (R12)

H2O* + e→ H· + OH· + e (R13)

Ethanol molecules that have obtained a sufficiently high internal energy can also decay
into stable products (R14–R18):

C2H5OH*→ CO + CH4 + H2 (R14)

C2H5OH*→ C2H4 + H2O (R15)

C2H5OH*→ CH3CHO + H2 (R16)

C2H5OH*→ CO + C + 3H2 (R17)

C2H5OH* + H2O*→ 2CO + 4H2 (R18)

L. Dvonc and M. Janda [39] observed that the electron density increased with the
temperature of the gases. The change was significant. The electron density was ~1016 per
ccm at a gas temperature of ~900 K, and at a gas temperature of ~1400 K, the electron density
was ~1018 per ccm. In the spark reactor, the temperature increased with the discharge power
(Figure 4). The measurement of the gas temperature in the plasma zone was infeasible.
However, the images from a thermal imaging camera show that the temperature of the
reactor wall in the discharge area increased with the discharge power. This means that
the temperature of the gases also increased with the increasing discharge power. Thanks
to this, the number of electrons increased, and there were more collisions. Moreover, the
average electron energy may increase with the discharge power. However, these changes
are often insignificant because the electric field affects the average electron energy [39]. The
electric field does not change much for the established geometry of the reactor. But even
a small increase in the average electron energy due to the power increase has a positive
effect. The higher the average energy of the electrons, the more energy is transferred from
the electrons to the molecules in each collision. After a smaller number of collisions, they
can decay. The sequence of possible reactions of radicals and intermediate products formed
in collisions of electrons with ethanol and water was presented in detail in our previous
work [16].
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Although the gas composition did not change with the discharge power change, the
hydrogen production increased with the increase in power because the ethanol conversion
increased (Figures 5 and 6). Figures 5 and 6 illustrate that hydrogen production, ethanol
conversion, and hydrogen production efficiency increased rapidly with increasing power
from 15 to 25 W. A further power increase resulted in a slow increase in these parameters.
This resulted in a reduction in the energy yield of hydrogen production. The highest energy
efficiency of 22.5 mol(H2)/kWh was obtained with a power of ~25 W (Figure 5). This is
36% of the theoretical energy efficiency for hydrogen production in the reaction R3. If
the reactants are introduced into the reactor in the liquid phase, the enthalpy of reaction
R3 is 341.68 kJ, which corresponds to the energy efficiency of hydrogen production of
62 mol(H2)/kWh. In the literature, a different enthalpy value of 173.54 kJ is also found,
which corresponds to the energy efficiency of hydrogen production of 124.5 mol(H2)/kWh.
These values are correct when reactants are vaporized in a heat exchanger and introduced
into a reactor in the gas phase. These values ignore the energy used to evaporate the
substrates, which is a very energy-consuming operation. Additionally, any omission of
heating the substrates to temperatures higher than the standard temperature causes the
demonstrated energy efficiency of hydrogen production to be higher than theoretically
possible.
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Figure 5. The effect of the discharge power on the energy efficiency and hydrogen production. Feed
flow—1 mol/h.

Energies 2022, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 14 
 

 

 
Figure 5. The effect of the discharge power on the energy efficiency and hydrogen production. Feed 
flow—1 mol/h. 

 
Figure 6. The effect of the discharge power on the ethanol conversion and hydrogen yield. Feed 
flow—1 mol/h. 

Usually, hydrogen production from alcohols is more energy-efficient than hydrogen 
production from water. D. G. Rey et al. [4] reported that the energy efficiency of hydrogen 
production from water was 1.1 mol H2/kWh. N. R. Panda and D. Sahu [23] reported that 
the energy efficiency of hydrogen production from methanol was 1.2 mol H2/kWh. B. Sar-
miento et al. [44] reported that the energy efficiency of hydrogen production from ethanol 
was 3.3 mol H2/kWh. The studies mentioned above were carried out in the barrier dis-
charge. The same principle is confirmed by comparing the work carried out in the corona 
discharge. J. M. Kirkpatrick and B. R. Locke [5] produced hydrogen from water with 

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

10 20 30 40 50 60

Hy
dr

og
en

 p
ro

du
ct

io
n,

 m
ol

/h

En
er

gy
 e

ffi
cie

nc
y,

 m
ol

(H
2)/

kW
h

Power, W

energy efficiency hydrogen production

0

10

20

30

40

50

0

20

40

60

80

100

10 20 30 40 50 60

Hy
dr

og
en

 y
ie

ld
, %

Et
ha

no
l c

on
ve

rs
io

n,
 %

Power, W

ethanol conversion hydrogen yield

Figure 6. The effect of the discharge power on the ethanol conversion and hydrogen yield. Feed
flow—1 mol/h.

Usually, hydrogen production from alcohols is more energy-efficient than hydrogen
production from water. D. G. Rey et al. [4] reported that the energy efficiency of hydrogen
production from water was 1.1 mol H2/kWh. N. R. Panda and D. Sahu [23] reported
that the energy efficiency of hydrogen production from methanol was 1.2 mol H2/kWh.
B. Sarmiento et al. [44] reported that the energy efficiency of hydrogen production from
ethanol was 3.3 mol H2/kWh. The studies mentioned above were carried out in the barrier
discharge. The same principle is confirmed by comparing the work carried out in the
corona discharge. J. M. Kirkpatrick and B. R. Locke [5] produced hydrogen from water with
energy efficiency of 0.12 mol H2/kWh, while X. Zhu et al. [18] produced hydrogen from
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ethanol with energy efficiency of 10 mol H2/kWh. Therefore, alcohols are an attractive raw
material.

3.2. The Effect of the Feed Flow

The feed flow influence on hydrogen production was studied for the power of 25 W. For
this power, the energy efficiency reached the maximum (Figure 5). A feed flow influences
the course of chemical reactions because it affects the residence time of reactants. Long
residence times of reactants in a reactor and high conversions can be achieved when a low
feed flow is used. The confirmation of this principle can be seen in Figure 7. The ethanol
conversion and hydrogen yield decreased with increasing feed flow because the residence
time of the reagents decreased.
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Figure 7. The effect of the feed flow on the ethanol conversion and hydrogen yield. Discharge
power—25 W.

In cases where many chemical reactions occur, the reduction of the residence time often
affects the product’s composition. In producing hydrogen from a mixture of water and
ethanol, the product of sequential reactions is carbon dioxide. Therefore, its concentration
increased with the increase of the average residence time of the reactants in the reactor
(Table 2). The concentrations of CO, C2H2, and C2H4 decreased as they were consumed in
the sequential reactions generating CO2 and H2.

Table 2. The effect of the discharge power on the composition of the cooled gas. Feed flow—1 mol/h.

Feed Flow Rate
mol/h

Residence
Time, ms

Concentration, %

H2 CO CH4 CO2 C2H2 C2H4 C2H5OH H2O

0.32 45 61.5 21.0 4.2 6.1 2.0 2.0 1.2 1.9
0.50 29 58.9 21.5 4.2 5.4 1.7 1.8 4.4 2.0
0.75 19 58.6 22.6 4.2 4.7 1.4 1.5 5.0 2.0
1.01 14 58.2 23.4 4.4 4.3 1.2 1.1 5.2 2.1
1.42 10 58.0 24.3 4.3 3.7 1.1 1.0 5.4 2.2

The decrease in the selectivity of the ethanol conversion to coke with the increase in
the flow rate of the reactants (Figure 8) also results from the shortening of the residence
time of the reactants.
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Figure 8. The effect of the feed flow on the selectivity of ethanol conversion to coke. Discharge
power—25 W.

Coke can be formed not only from the decomposition of ethanol (R17) but also in
several sequential reactions (R19–R21):

2CO � C + CO2 (R19)

CO + H2 � C + H2O (R20)

CO2 + 2H2 � C + 2H2O (R21)

Surprisingly, the concentration of CH4 remained unchanged, although similarly to
C2H2 and C2H4, its concentration should decrease with the progress of steam reforming
of hydrocarbons. The consumption of CH4 in the reforming was probably compensated
by the production of CH4 in the methanation (R22) and Sabatier (R23) reactions. The high
concentration of H2 and CO promoted methanation (R22), and the increase in the CO2
concentration accelerated the Sabatier reactions (R23):

3H2 + CO � CH4 + H2O (R22)

4H2 + CO2 � CH4 + 2H2O (R23)

The increase in the feed flow increased the hydrogen production and the energy
efficiency of hydrogen production (Figure 9). The increase in hydrogen production resulted
from the introduction of more reactants into the reactor so that even with a lower conversion,
the production was higher. On the other hand, the increase in the energy efficiency of
hydrogen production resulted from the decrease in ethanol conversion. Low ethanol
conversion means that the system is further away from thermodynamic equilibrium as
the short residence time of the reactants prevented reaching this equilibrium. The greater
the shift of the system from equilibrium, the faster the chemical reactions run because
there are many substrates and few reaction products. Therefore, the increase in the feed
flow caused a decrease in ethanol conversion and a greater shift of the composition of
the reaction mixture from the state of thermodynamic equilibrium. As a result, the rate
of chemical reactions was faster. A faster reaction rate resulted in better utilization of the
energy fed to the reactor. The disadvantages of reducing the residence time of the reactants
were low ethanol conversions and a significant amount of substrate was left unused. The
same effect of changing the feed flow was observed previously in the barrier discharge
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reactor [15]. Additionally, in other plasma processes, reducing the plasma treatment time
while maintaining the same discharge power reduced the conversion of substrates [45].
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Figure 9. The effect of the feed flow on the energy efficiency and hydrogen production. Discharge
power—25 W.

4. Conclusions

Ethanol can be an excellent raw material for the production of green hydrogen as it
is produced in the fermentation process from biomass. CO2 emitted in the production
of ethanol and hydrogen is re-consumed by plants. As a result, hydrogen production
from ethanol is a zero-emission method. Unfortunately, despite extensive research, a cost-
effective method of producing hydrogen from ethanol has not yet been developed. The
main problem is coke formation causing deactivation of catalysts. The use of excess water
reduces coking but requires more energy to heat water, making the hydrogen production
process unprofitable. From an energy point of view, it is most advantageous to use a
stoichiometric water to ethanol ratio equal to 3, which makes it impossible to use catalysts.
On the other hand, coke does not interfere with plasma reactors’ operation if they are
correctly constructed. In this work, a plasma reactor was used, in which plasma was
generated by a spark discharge insensitive to coking. The coke was removed from the
reactor by the gaseous product stream. A significant advantage of the spark discharge was
the possibility of generating it from a mixture of water and ethanol without introducing
additional gases facilitating electric breakdown. The reactor used was characterized by
high flexibility. The tests were conducted with a feed flow from 0.32 to 1.42 mol/h and
discharge power from 15.4 to 54.7 W.

The discharge power affected the ethanol conversion, hydrogen production, and
energy efficiency of the hydrogen production. The ethanol conversion and hydrogen pro-
duction increased with increasing discharge power, while the energy yield was maximum
at 25 W.

The feed flow influenced ethanol conversion, hydrogen production, energy efficiency,
and gas composition. The ethanol conversion decreased with increasing the feed flow,
while the hydrogen production and energy efficiency increased. The concentrations of H2,
CO2, C2H2, and C2H4 decreased with the increase in the feed flow, while the concentration
of CO increased. The CH4 concentration did not change. Increasing the feed flow reduced
the selectivity of ethanol conversion to coke, which is a favorable phenomenon.
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Although the efficiency of hydrogen production changed with the change of process
conditions, the concentration of hydrogen was consistently high and ranged from 57.5
to 61.5%. Carbon monoxide was also formed in large quantities. Much less carbon diox-
ide, methane, acetylene, and ethylene were produced. The concentration of hydrogen is
sufficient to supply solid oxide fuel cells with such gas. Typically, carbon monoxide and
hydrocarbons do not interfere with the operation of these cells. In the high operating tem-
perature of these cells, these compounds will be oxidized, and the heat of their oxidation
heats the cell.

The high concentration of carbon monoxide (21–24.3%) in the produced gas indicates
that hydrogen production can be significantly increased by increasing the CO conversion
in the water-gas shift reaction. This reaction occurs to a small extent in a spark discharge,
evidenced by a low CO2 concentration (3.7–6.1%).
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39. Dvonč, L.; Janda, M. Study of Transient Spark Discharge Properties Using Kinetic Modeling. IEEE Trans. Plasma Sci. 2015, 43,

2562–2570. [CrossRef]
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