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ABSTRACT 
The RELAP5 code is being assessed on the full-scale Passive 

Containment Cooling System (PCCS) in the Performance 
ANalysis and Testing of HEat Removal Systems (PANTHERS) 
facility at Societa Informazioni Termoidrauliche (SEET) in Italy. 
PANTHERS is a test facility with full-size prototype heat 
exchangers for the PCCS in support of the General Electric's 
(GE) Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (SBWR) program. 

PANTHERS tests with a low noncondensable gas concentration 
and with a high noncondensable gas concentration were 
analyzed with RELAP5. The results showed that heat transfer 
rate decreases significantly along the PCCS tubes. In the test 
case with a higher inlet noncondensable gas fraction, the PCCS 
removed 35% less heat than in the test case with the lower 
noncondensable gas fraction. The dominant resistance to the 
overall heat transfer is the condensation heat transfer resistance 
inside the tubes. This resistance increased by about 5-fold 
between the inlet and exit of the tube due to the build up of 
noncondensable gases along the tube. The RELAP5 calculations 
also predicted that 4% to 5% of the heat removed to the PCCS 
pool occurs in the inlet steam piping and PCCS upper and lower 
headers. These piping needs to be modeled for other tests 
systems. 

The full-scale PANTHERS predictions are also compared 
against 1/400 scale GIRAFFE tests. GIRAFFE has 33% larger 
heat surface area, but its efficiency is only 15% and 23% higher 
than PANTHERS for the two cases analyzed This was explained 
by the high heat transfer resistance inside the tubes near the 
exit. 

INTRODUCTION 
The SBWR is an Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) 

designed by GE. Major differences between the SBWR and a 
currently operating Boiling Water Reactor (BWR) include the 
use of passive gravity-driven systems in the SBWR for 
emergency cooling of the vessel and containment. The PCCS 
includes heat exchangers designed to remove the decay heat 
from the containment in the presence of noncondensable gases 
during long term cooling period of a Loss Of Cooling Accident 
(LOCA). 

Figure 1 illustrates the arrangement of the PCCS unit in the 
SBWR pool compartment (Masoni, 1993). The PCCS 
condensers are located inside partitioned water pools on top of 
the containment drywell. The drywell becomes pressurized 
relative to the suppression chamber in the event of a LOCA. 
This differential pressure forces the nitrogen-steam mixture into 
the PCCS condensers. The inlet to the tube side of PCCS 
condensers is through a supply line which feeds from the 
containment. A pipe for condensate is routed to the Gravity-
Driven Cooling System (GDCS) pool to replenish the makeup 
water source for core cooling system. Noncondensable gas is 
separated in the PCCS lower header and vented to (he 
Suppression Chamber (SC). The discharge end of this vent hat 
is normally submerged in the SBWR SC design. There are no 
valves in any of these lines, making the PCCS system 
completely passive. 

In mis study, RELAP5 was used to model the full-scale PCCS in 

the PANTHERS facility at Societa Informazioni Termoidrauliche 

(SEET) in Italy. PANTHERS is a test facility with full-.i« 

prototype heat exchangers for the PCCS. The PCCS fe« 

facility, as shown in Figure 2 (Masoni, 1993), contain* * full-
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scale PCCS unit with steam and air supplies, a tank simulating 
the SBWR Suppression Pool Chamber (SPC), and a tank 
simulating GDCS tank. The PCCS condenser is represented by 
only one full-size unit, out of the three in the SBWR. A PCCS 
unit contains two modules with each module having 248 tubes. 
In the PANTHERS facility, the PCCS resides in a pool with a 
liquid volume of 132 m3. The PANTHERS facility has full-scale 
piping and full-height elevations to preserve the gravity effects 
and friction losses relative to the SBWR. However, PANTHERS 
uses air as the noncondensable gas. Since pure nitrogen and air 
have nearly the same properties this discrepancy between the 
SBWR and PANTHERS should not invalidate the comparison of 
SBWR to PANTHERS. 

Primary instrumentation has been arranged to capture the data 
required to determine the energy and mass balances to check 
thermal-hydraulic performance of the system. The water level in 
the condensate tank, which is not full-scale, will be maintained 
by draining fluid out the bottom. The cover gas pressure in the 
vent tank, which is not full-scale and corresponds to the 
Suppression Chamber in SBWR, is controlled by a valve which 
releases the gas to the ambient to keep the vent tank cover gas 
at the specified pressure. The noncondensable gas vent tube was 
not submerged under water to avoid oscillations in the tests. 
This discrepancy between the SBWR and PANTHERS was needed 
to force the PANTHERS tests to be steady-state heat transfer 
tests. 

A power station will supply steam for the PCCS tests. Since 
the steam will be superheated, cold water is injected through a 
desuperheating line to cool the steam down to the proper 
thermodynamic state required for the specific PANTHERS test. 
An air compressor simultaneously forces ambient air into the 
inlet piping to establish the desired noncondensable 
concentration for the PCCS test. The SBWR containment 
differs from the proposed test because the containment volume 
is initially filled with nitrogen and water vapor. The PCCS pool 
water level will be kept at a constant level by pumping water 
into the pool to replace the boiled-off water. 

RELAP5 MOD3.1.2 was used to analyze two tests from the 
PANTHERS steady-state heat transfer test matrix for the PCCS. 
These tests were done as blind pre-test calculations. 

RELAP5 HEAT TRANSFER PACKAGE AND 
MODELING OF IC POOL 

The RELAP5 hydrodynamic model is a one-dimensional, 
transient, two-fluid model for flow of a two-phase steam-water 
mixture that can contain noncondensable components in the 
gas phase. The difference equations in RELAP5 code are solved 
by a partially implicit numerical scheme to permit calculation 
of system transients (Carlson, 1990). The steam condensation 
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model on the tube side and the nucleate boiling model on the 
pool side are important, since they determine the overall heat 
transfer coefficient from the gas inside the tube to water in the 
large PCCS pool. 

The default condensation model employs the University of 
California at Berkeley (UCB) correlation which accounts for 
noncondensable gases. First, the condensation heat transfer 
coefficient is calculated using Nusselt expression. The two 
correction factors, f] and fj , account for the gas shear effect on 
the liquid film and the effect of presence of noncondensable 
gases, respectively (Shumway, 1992, Shumway, 1993. and 
Vierow and Schrock, 1992). 

The RELAPS code was unable to model the natural convection 
occurring in the PCCS pool explicitly with RELAP5 
hydrodynamic components, and therefore could not predict the 
heat transfer to the pool. However, the heat transfer rate in 
nucleate boiling is only a function of the wall superheat, the 
difference between the wall temperature and the saturation 
temperature of the pool. Therefore, once the saturation 
temperature is determined, it is possible to express the heat 
transfer coefficient as a function of the outside wall temperature. 
After a thorough literature search, a table has been developed 
that correlates the heat transfer coefficient as a function of wall 
superheat (Bui, 1985a, 1985b, Carey, 1992, Kakac, 1987, and 
Nishikawa, 1983). This table was used in the PANTHERS 
analysis. The saturation temperature is calculated from the 
pressure at the mid-point of the heat exchanger tubes. 

TEST MATRIX 
The RELAP5 MOD 3.12 was used to model two PANTHERS 

tests. The operating conditions are identical for these cases, 
except the inlet mass flow rate of noncondensable gas. The 
system pressure is 0 3 MPa and the steam flow rate is 0.01 kg/s 
per tube. The lower noncondensable case. Case 15, has 3.1% air 
mass, and the higher noncondensable case, Case 23. 14.7%. 
These two tests scale up from two GIRAFFE steady-state heat 
transfer tests (Shiralkar et al, 1995 and Boyer et al, 19951. 

GIRAFFE facility is a 1/400 volume scaled facility buth to 
assess the capability of PCCS. GIRAFFE facility had ooly three 
tubes using prototypical materials. A significant discrepancy 
between the PANTHERS and GIRAFFE is the length of the tabes: 
GIRAFFE tubes, based on an old design, are 33% Iooger than 
PANTHERS's tubes. A comparison of GIRAFFE and PANTHERS 
predictions is provided to analyze the effects of scaling. 

The flow rates and mixtures in these PANTHERS tests can occur 
in the long-term cooling phase of a LOCA in the PCCS In both 
test cases. Case 23 and Case 15, the inlet steam flow rale is * 0 
kg/sec at 3.0 bars while the air flow rate is 0.16 kg/sec and 0 )W> 
kg/sec, respectively. While these tests are steady -state heat 



transfer tests, the RELAP5 calculations ran for 1000 seconds, 
reaching steady-state by 300-400 seconds. 

The PANTHERS RELAP5 model is shown in Figure 3. Steam 
and air are injected by a time-dependent volume and time-
dependent junction. Heat structures are used not only on the 
PCCS heat exchanger tubes but on the upper and lower headers 
and inlet piping that is exposed to the cooling water in the 
PCCS Pool. One of the objective was to determine the amount 
of condensation occurring in the inlet piping. Noncondensable 
gases and uncondensed steam are vented to the Vent Tank and 
the condensate drains to the Condensate Drain Tank. Control 
systems maintain the Condensate Drain Tank water level and the 
Vent Tank pressure at prescribed levels as was done in the 
experiment 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
These calculations provided information on PCCS heat 

rejection rate, noncondensable gas degradation factor, and 
PCCS tube pressure drop. RJELAP5 calculations also provided 
temperatures of the gas inside the PCCS tubes, the temperature 
at inside and outside of walls of PCCS tubes, and me PCCS Pool. 
The results reported here are the average values of the parameters 
for the last 100 seconds of the run. There were small rather 
inconsequential oscillations in the flow rates and temperatures 
during this time. 

Figure 4 shows the temperature of the gas, inside wall, outside 
wall and the pool as a function of the distance from the inlet of 
the condenser tubes for Case IS. Figure 5 shows the heat flux 
across the tube wall and the mass fraction of air as a function of 
distance from the inlet for Case 15. The gas temperature inside 
the tube does not decrease more than 1 K between the inlet to the 
tubes and exit, and is about 25 K higher than the saturation 
temperature of 379 K. The inside and outside wall temperatures 
decrease along the tube by as much as 6 K and 2.5 K, 
respectively. Along the tube length, the heat flux decreases 
significantly from 87 kW/m2 near the inlet to 35 kW/m 2 near 
the exit, even though the temperature difference between the gas 
in the tube and the inside tube wall increased from 6 K to 14 K. 
The decrease in the heat transfer is predominantly caused by in 
increase of heat transfer resistance inside the tube. The 
resistance increased 5-fold along the tube. 

Figure 5 shows the RELAP5 heat transfer resistances across the 
PCCS tubes for Case 15. The heat transfer resistance across the 
tube wall is smaller than either the inside or outside resistances. 
The outside heat transfer coefficient has a strong dependence on 
the outside wall temperature. However, the most dominant 
resistance for heat transfer is on the inside surface of the PCCS 
tubes, especially in the bottom half of the tubes, where 
noncondensable gas concentration is higher. 

Figure 6 shows the temperature of the gas, inside wall, outside 
wall and the pool as a function of the distance from the inlet to 
the condenser tubes for Case 23. Figure 7 shows the heat flux 
across the tube wall and the mass fraction of air as a function of 
distance from the inlet for Case 23. Figure 8 shows the heat 
transfer resistances across the PCCS tubes for Case 15. The gas 
temperatures inside the tube decrease by about 3 K from the inlet 
to the tubes and to the exit, and are about 23 K higher than the 
saturation temperature. The inside and outside wall temperatures 
decrease along the tube by as much as 5 K and 2 K, respectively. 
The heat flux decreases from 53 kW/m2 near the inlet to 26 
kW/m 2 near the exit Again this decrease is explained in terms 
of the increase in the heat transfer resistance inside the tubes. 
However, the magnitude of the decrease is smaller since the inlet 
concentration and therefore the buildup rate of noncondensable 
gases are smaller. The heat transfer resistance inside the tubes 
is again dominant, and it is higher for Case 23 since its inlet 
noncondensable concentration is higher than that of Case 15. 

The increase of the fraction of the noncondensable gases along 
the tube length from about 3% near the inlet to 10% near the 
exit and 14% near the inlet to 24% near the exit, respectively, 
for Case 15 and Case 23, cause the degradation of heat transfer 
along the length of the tube. Furthermore, the increase in the 
water layer thickness on the wall and the decrease in the gas 
Reynolds number also contributed to the decrease in the heat 
transfer rate along the length of the tube. 

Table 1 contains a summary of the results obtained from the 
RELAP5 PANTHERS calculations. The condenser efficiency, 
defined as the ratio of the rate of condensation to the steam 
supply rate, is 70% for Case 15 and 45% for Case 23. These low 
efficiencies may pose a risk of increased pressure in SBWR 
containment. 

Condensation in the tubes accounted for 96% for Case 15 and 
95% for Case 23 of the total condensation, while the remaining 
condensation occurred in the steam supply lines and headers. 
The total heat transfer predicted from the tubes in Case 23 (4.9 
MW) is about 35% lower than that in Case 15 (7.6 MW) due to 
the higher inlet concentration of noncondensable gases. The 
left and right modules behaved identically and removed equal 
amounts of heat. 

The beat flux as a function of tube length shows a sudden 
change of slope near 1.1m from the top for the case with lower 
noncondensable inlet. The correlation employed in RELAP5 
MOD3.1.2 has three different form for different noncondensable 
concentration range. When the noncondensable mass fraction 
is higher than 0.063, then a different form is used. This same 
change of slope can also be observed in the inside heat transfer 
resistance shown in Figure 8. 

We have also compared our full scale PANTHERS test 
predictions with those of GIRAFFE. In both cases the inlet mass 



flow rates of steam is the same for each tube (0.01 kg/s). The 
noncondensable mass fraction and the inlet pressure are also 
same. However, GIRAFFE has three tubes compared to 496 tubes 
for PANTHERS, and GIRAFFE tubes are 33% longer than those 
of PANTHERS. For consistency, the condensation in the supply 
lines and headers are not included. 

For the low noncondensable gas case, Case IS, the heat 
transfer efficiency is 76% for GIRAFFE and 67% for 
PANTHERS. For high noncondensable gas case, Case 23, these 
are 53 and 43%, respectively. Even though the GIRAFFE tubes 
has 33% larger surface area, the efficiency of the GIRAFFE 
condensers, its efficiency is only 15% and 23% higher than 
PANTHERS for the low and high noncondensable gas 
concentrations, respectively. The lower portions of the tube do 
not contribute to the efficiency as much as the inlet section. 
This is explained by the higher heat transfer resistance inside 
the tubes near the exit due to noncondensable buildup along the 
tubes. 

CONCLUSIONS 
The PANTHERS pre-test calculations showed that RELAP5 

MOD 3.1.2 can predict condensation in the presence of 
noncondensable gases with the correct trend. The results 
showed that heat transfer rate decreases along the tubes as 
expected. Even though both cases have identical steam inlet 
flow rate and inlet pressure, the test case with the higher inlet 
noncondensable gas fraction transferred 36% less heat than the 
test case with the lower noncondensable fraction. 

It was noted that the main resistance for the heat transfer across 
the tubes comes from the inside surface of the tubes, especially 
at high noncondensable gas concentrations. The resistance 
inside the tubes increases sharply with the accumulation of 
noncondensables along the tube. This suggests that by 
increasing the number of tubes and using shorter tubes, the 
efficiency of the heat exchanger can be increased for the same 
surface area. This recommendation is further supported by 
providing a comparison of predicted efficiencies between the 
GIRAFFE and PANTHERS facilities. GIRAFFE has 33% larger 
heat transfer surface, but its efficiency is only 15% and 23% 
higher than PANTHERS for the two cases analyzed. 
These calculations also showed that RELAP5 predicted an even 

split of flow and heat transfer between the two PCCS modules 
(Table 1). The analysis also predicted that 4% to 5% of the heat 
transferred to the PCCS pool occurs in the inlet steam piping 
and PCCS upper and lower headers, which are also submerged in 
the pool. It is concluded that the heat transfer on the inlet steam 
piping and PCCS upper and lower headers should be taken into 
account in SBWR analysis. It is recommended that test 
facilities such as PANDA and PUMA should have 

instrumentation to capture the data necessary to calculate a heat 
balance in the PCCS that includes heat rejected in the inlet 
steam piping and PCCS upper and lower headers. 
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS FROM RELAP5 ANALYSIS 

Parameter Case 23 Case 15 | 

PCCS Tubes (total), kW 4704 7323 

Supply Lines and Headers (total), kW 241 320 

PCCS Unit Total, kW 4942 7644 

Ratio of Tubes to Total Condensation 95% 96% 

Total Rate of Condensation, kg/sec 2.3 3.5 

Condenser Efficiency 45% 70% 

AP from PCCS top header to Vent Tank, kPa 1.3 1.5 | 

Vent line mass flow rate, kg/s 3.7 1.7 | 
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FIGURE 1: SBWR PCCS CONFIGURATION 
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FIGURE 2: SCHEMATIC OF PANTHERS PCCS 
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FIGURE 3: PANTHERS CASE 15 RELAP5 PREDICTIONS FOR PCCS TUBE TEMPERATURES 
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FIGURE 4: PANTHERS CASE 15 RELAP5 PREDICTIONS FOR PCCS TUBE HEAT TRANSFER 

w 
^ 35 -
s£ — — tube wall overall \ 
C 30 ~ 30 • * O 

£ 25 '- ^^. -
3 ^^***^ 
•8 20 '~ ^ - — — " - " " " " " " ' ^ '• 
a> 

1 15 r " . .«*•—"•**" ~ 

ea
t t

ran
 

10 

5 [ _.„. '•-•-"'•-~- j 
X n 

0.3 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.5 
Distance from inlet, (m) 

1.8 
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