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Introduction
The Quinn Fluid Flow Model (QFFM) is a totally new and novel theory of fluid dynamics in closed conduits. The underlying intellectual property is owned by The Wrangler Group LLC (TWG). It has been developed from first principles and applies to fluid flow in both packed and empty conduits across the entire fluid flow regime including laminar, transitional and turbulent. The model has been validated by applying it to classic studies in both categories of flow embodiments and, in each case, to studies in all fluid flow regimes.
The QFFM can be expressed in two formats. The first format is a dimensional manifestation in which the measured differential pressure across the ends of a conduit is compared to the measured resultant flow rate of the fluid according to the relationships dictated by the model among the many independent and dependent variables pertaining to the physical fluid flow embodiment and pertaining to the fluid itself. The second format is a dimensionless manifestation, which we call Quinn’s Law, where all the individual respective contributions to the pressure drop/fluid flow relationship have been normalized between the model’s two entities, which we call the “Quinn reduced pressure” and the “fluid current” and which we denote with the symbols PQ and Qc, respectively. 
Any given combination of the underlying variables prescribed by the QFFM will have a unique pressure drop at any given flow rate. Accordingly, the QFFM is capable of distinguishing between valid and invalid data.  In particular, the QFFM can identify a mismatch between a practitioner’s statement of the values he/she claims to have measured or calculated for the QFFM variables and the practitioner’s measured flow rate and pressure drop. We consider any mismatch to be an invalid empirical result. It follows that for every invalid empirical result there is but one valid corrected result.
Before one can apply Quinn’s Law to any given empirical result that result has to be validated using the dimensional manifestation of the QFFM. This, in turn, is because one cannot normalize properly for all the individual respective contributions unless all the variables are correctly identified and their values are commensurate with the measured pressure drops and fluid flow rates.  In general, we can state that since most of the underlying variables pertaining to a fluid flow embodiment are relatively easy to measure, the correction usually pertains to the more difficult-to-measure variables. In the case of a packed conduit, the problematical measurements include particle sphericity, average particle diameter and conduit external porosity, In the case of an empty conduit, the weak link in terms of measurability is the conduit’s inner wall roughness. 
QFFM is a unique and powerful new tool in the arsenal of the fluid flow practitioner. In particular, when experiments are conducted in the transitional and/or turbulent regimes, the conventional methodology does not provide any reliable way to verify the accuracy of the results across a broad spectrum of Reynolds numbers. Thus, it is in these regions of the fluid flow regime that the QFFM will be shown to be most useful. In fact, it is a direct consequence from the statements contained herein that one needs only to measure pressure drop and fluid flow rate to evaluate the quality of one’s experimental technique. This new development in fluid dynamics means that those of us who have spent our entire lives doing fluid flow measurements can now enjoy the same benefits as our counterparts within the field of electricity and magnetism.

Paper Summary
We review here a published article in Iraqi Journal of Civil Engineering Vol. 6. No. 3. pp. 60-69, entitled Estimated Equations for Water Flow through Packed Bed of Mono Size Spherical Packing System, by Kareem. For easy reference to the reader, we print here in its entirety the abstract in the paper.

Paper Abstract
Semi-empirical equation for water flow through packed bed of sphere particles of mono size packing system has been estimated depending on Buckingham π theorem. Different parameters affecting the pressure drop of fluid flow through packed bed have been studied. These parameters are fluid velocity, bed porosity, bed diameter, sphericity, particle diameter, packing height and wall effect. Several types and kinds of packing materials have been used in this study such as (Pea Gravel, Marbles, Glass Marbles, Black Marbles, Clear Marbles, Acrylic balls and Glass spheres). The diameters of the packing materials used in this model are from the range of (0.2-8.89) cm, the porosity is from the range of (0.3-0.47), the bed diameters is from the range of (7.62 - 15.24) cm and the height of packing is from the range of (26.03 - 55.88) cm.  The results of all calculations for the estimated equations have been compared with many documented experimental literatures. This comparison gave a very good agreement, and has been represented in curves. The results from Ergun equation using similar conditions have been represented in the curves for the sake of comparison.

Data Analysis
TWG has performed an extensive evaluation of the above referenced published article utilizing the QFFM.  We commence our evaluation of the paper with an in-depth analysis of the reported data.


As shown in our Fig. A, the measured pressure and flow rate combination values for the flow conduit experiments do not compute when evaluated in the dimensional format of the QFFM against the conduit experimental variables reported in the paper. We have included in our plots all the data reported in Fig, 1, 2 and 3 in the paper. As can be seen the measured pressures are higher than what our QFFM dictates for the reported underlying conduit and fluid properties.


















Fig. A 











In Fig. B herein, we have provided our validation of the papers corrected data by a comparison of the data to Quinn’s Law. This normalized relationship is presented herein in the form of a plot of PQ versus QC, which is the frame of reference of Quinn’s Law. This frame of reference is a transformation derived from the dimensional fluid flow relationship embedded in the QFFM. The relationship between these two unique reduced Quinn parameters is linear. However, we chose to present it as a log-log plot herein to provide emphasis at both extremes of the fluid flow regime. This plot is based upon both our own experimental data and independent accepted classical reference data which cover flow in both packed and empty conduits, over the entire fluid flow regime.  (Note that the three distinct flow regimes of laminar, transitional and turbulent are clearly marked in the log-log plot.)  As can be seen, the data reported in this paper, as corrected and as displayed in the form of a plot of PQ versus QC , lines up perfectly with Quinn’s Law
















Fig. B
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[Note: we do not herein provide the back-up for the validation of the plot of Quinn’s Law depicted in our Fig. B. For a description of the sources, both personal to TWG and from independent accepted classical references, on the basis of which the Quinn’s Law plot was validated, see the general introduction to this Universal Published Paper Review tab.

                       





                                         
           Conclusion.

We conclude that the results in this paper suffer from deficiencies in the experimental protocols used in the experiments. As a result, there is a mismatch between the measured variables and the measured pressure drop. This mismatch is only apparent and quantifiable in the context of the QFFM and, therefore, can only be corrected using this model. Accordingly, since the authors did not have access to Quinn’s Law when they wrote the paper, they could not have corrected the data before attempting to rationalize it by comparing it to the models of Ergun. This inherent tendency to modify existing equations to correlate unsubstantiated empirical measurements has long since contributed to the confusion that exists in this field of study  and has had a tendency to create the false illusion that these so-called conventional equations are of some value when, in reality, they are nothing more than invalid relationships.

Moreover, even if the authors applied the classical unmodified equations of Ergun, for instance, or their own newly-minted modified Ergun equation, they could not have generated the match inherent in the Laws of Nature between the calculated pressure drops of their chosen equation and their own measured pressure drops – unless, of course, they had serendipitously, or otherwise, identified the same unique equation as that embedded in the QFFM. 


Finally, although a detailed evaluation of the experiments reported in the paper under review, including an identification and quantification of the specific variables in each fluid flow embodiment which we claim the QFFM prescribes need to be corrected, is clearly within the capability of TWG, concerns about maintaining the confidentiality of the QFFM and Quinn’s Law – which, at this time, are still proprietary - dictate that such a development is premature. 


Fig. 2
Measured	1.6103928311752725E-9	3.220785662350545E-3	4.8311784935258176E-3	6.4415713247010899E-3	8.0519641558763622E-3	9.6623569870516353E-3	1.1272749818226908E-2	1.288314264940218E-2	1.4493535480577453E-2	1.6103928311752724E-2	1.9999999999999837E-2	270	295	330	370	425	500	QFFM corrected	1.6103928311752725E-9	3.220785662350545E-3	4.8311784935258176E-3	6.4415713247010899E-3	8.0519641558763622E-3	9.6623569870516353E-3	1.1272749818226908E-2	1.288314264940218E-2	1.4493535480577453E-2	1.6103928311752724E-2	1.9999999999999837E-2	8.4136366030639808E-6	28.077938944294846	50.554756420429946	78.656723207372707	112.38380281716263	151.73596847995057	196.71319952551016	247.31547938213188	303.54279437811584	365.39513297841427	538.30276279329678	ms (m/s)
DP
(Pa)
Fig. 3
Measured	5.4798089394158587E-10	4.9318280454742729E-3	6.5757707272990308E-3	8.219713409123787E-3	9.8636560909485457E-3	1.1507598772773303E-2	1.3151541454598062E-2	1.4795484136422819E-2	1.6439426818247574E-2	1.8083369500072333E-2	1.9999999999999997E-2	150	190	230	260	310	350	410	QFFM corrected	5.4798089394158587E-10	4.9318280454742729E-3	6.5757707272990308E-3	8.219713409123787E-3	9.8636560909485457E-3	1.1507598772773303E-2	1.3151541454598062E-2	1.4795484136422819E-2	1.6439426818247574E-2	1.8083369500072333E-2	1.9999999999999997E-2	2.8522330198309834E-6	52.265001901107013	81.506583551969769	116.65810681452038	157.71956637286905	204.69095812913511	257.5722788013353	316.36352568358416	381.06469649383018	451.67578927224679	541.46112608006615	ms (m/s)
DP
(Pa)
Fig. 1
Measured	1.6103928311752725E-9	3.220785662350545E-3	4.8311784935258176E-3	6.4415713247010899E-3	8.0519641558763622E-3	9.6623569870516353E-3	1.2E-2	1.288314264940218E-2	1.4493535480577453E-2	1.6103928311752724E-2	1.9999999999999837E-2	280	340	425	510	600	820	QFFM corrected	1.6103928311752725E-9	3.220785662350545E-3	4.8311784935258176E-3	6.4415713247010899E-3	8.0519641558763622E-3	9.6623569870516353E-3	1.2E-2	1.288314264940218E-2	1.4493535480577453E-2	1.6103928311752724E-2	1.9999999999999837E-2	7.7435511374546728E-6	26.53382821300271	48.085655601778129	75.16068797396494	107.75889468653573	145.88025337788034	211.04482344843106	238.69236129230273	293.38308539713887	353.59690958525965	522.11886166663703	ms (m/s)
DP
(Pa)
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