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Abstract

Analyses are presented to show that water admitted to the drywell of a Mark I boiling water reactor can
significantly attenuate radionuclide releases during severe reactor accidents. This attenuation can be
achieved whether or t_ot water is able to prevent or delay failure of the drywell. Attenuation of releases
of radioactive materials is achieved by the actions or"water pools maintained over core debris interacting
with concrete in the drywell and by the actions of drywell sprays.

A mechanistic model is formulated of the aerosol scrubbing by a water pool overlying core debris that
is interacting with concrete. Eighteen uncertain features of the model are identified. A quantitative
uncertainty analysis of the model is described. Cumulative probability distribution functions are
developed at confidence levels of 50, 90, and 95 percent for the decontamination factors that can be
achieved by water pools 30 and 50 cm deep with subcooling of 0, 2, 5, 10, 20, 30, 50, and 70°C.
These distribution functions show with high confidence that the radionuclide emissions during core debris
interactions with concrete can be reduced by a factor of 10 and perhaps by a factor in excess of 100 by
shallow, subcooled water pools. It is argued that similar decontamination factors would be realized even
if core debris penetrated the Mark I liner and flowed into the reactor torus room.

Features of spray systems in the drywells of Mark I containments are described. A mechanistic model
is formulated of the aerosol scrubbing that can be achieved by drywell sprays. Nineteen uncertain
features of the model are identified and quantities are defined to describe the uncertainty of these
features. Ranges of values for uncertain quantities and distributions for values within these ranges are
defined. A quantitative uncertainty analysis of the model is described. Cumulative probability
distribution functions are developed at confidence levels of 50, 90 and 95 percent for the
decontamination coefficient produced by sprays for water fluxes into the drywell of 0.002, 0.01 and
0.25 cm3/cm2-s. Rapid removal of aerosols by spray droplets can be expected with high con_,dence

only for the highest water fluxes (-0.25 cm 3 H20/cm2-s). These high water fluxes are within the
capabilities of spray systems in some Mark I drywells. At lower water fluxes, decontamination of the
drywell atmosphere can be achieved if drywell failure is delayed and the leak rate following drywell
failure is not large.

Correlations of the results obtained in the uncertainty analyses of decontamination by water pools and
by sprays are used in an example analysis of a hypothetical accident at a Mark I boiling water reactor.
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Executive Summary

The document describes the effects on the source term that water pools and sprays in the Mark I boiling
water reactor would have. Detailed phenomenologica! models of the decontamination of aerosol.laden
gas bubbles rising through a water lx×_land of the removal of aerosols by spray droplets are developed.
The decontamination of bubbles by water lxmis tx:curs by:

- condensation of excess steam in subcooled water _ls,

sedimentation of aerosols within bubbles,

- diffusion of aerosol particles to bubble walls, and

- inertial impaction of aerosoi particles with bubble walls in the cases where ga_s within the bubble
circulate.

Spray droplets remove aerosols from the dryweli atmosphere by:

impaction of particles too big to follow stream lines of flow around the droplets,

- interception of particle whose size is big enough that the particle extends across stream lines to
contact the droplets, and

- diffusion of particles to droplet surface.

Eighteen uncertain features of the model of decontamination of aerosol-laden gases by water pools are
identified. Nineteen uncertain features of the model of spray removal of aerosols from the drywell
atmosphere are identified. These uncertainties include:

- uncertainties in the quantitative description of phenomena and processes responsible for trapping
of aerosol particles by water in the form of pools or spray droplets,

- uncertainty in the physical properties of the drywell atmosphere, contaminated water and aerosol
particles, and

- uncertainty in the bounoary conditions and initial conditions dictated by the progression of severe
accidents in Mark I boiling water reactors.

Parametric quantities are defined to describe these various uncertainties. Credible ranges tbr the values
of the parametric quantities are established based on data, analyses and, where necessary, judgement.
Subjective probability density functions for values of the parametric quantities within these ranges are
assigned according to a set of rules:

- a uniform probability density function is assigned to a parameter whose meaningful range of values
spans less than one order of magnitude,

- a uniform probability density function is assigned to the logarithm of a parameter whose
meaningful range of values spans more than one order of magnitude, and

xiii NtlRE(i/CR-5978



Executive

- a lognormal distribution is assigned to parameters for which there are data or other reasons to
believe the probability densities are more peaked around a median value than would be indicated
by a uniform or log-uniform probability density function.

Because of the uncertain features of the respective models, decontamination factors that can be produced
by water pools and the rates of aerosol removal by sprays in the drywells of Mark I containments are
uncertain. Uncertainty distributions for the decontamination factors and spray removal rate constants
are constructed from samples of the distributions obtained using a Monte Carlo sampling. The samples
were of a size that there was a 99 percent confidence that 95 percent of the possible range of values of
the predicted quantity was sample_:l. The uncertainty distributions were constructed using a
nonparametric statistical analysis to distinguish between phenomenological uncertainty and stochastic
uncertainty that arises from the use of finite samples of the distribution.

Uncertainty distributions were obtained for the decontamination of gases produced during core
debris/concrete interactions by water pools 30 and 50 cm deep subcooled by 0 to 70 degrees Kelvin.

The rate constant for spray decontamination of a drywell atmosphere was found to depend on the extent
of atmosphere decontamination as well as water flux through the atmosphere. Uncertainty distributions
are develooed for the rate constants for spray removal of aerosols for water fluxes of 0.25, 0.01 and

cm3"H20/cm2-s and decontamination factors of 1.1, 2, 3.3, 10, 100 and 1000.0.002

Results obtained in these uncertainty analyses are applied to several hypothetical severe accident
situations. The calculations done for these cases show that the amount of radioactive material available

for release in the event of failure of the Mark I liner can be reduced substantially by water in the
drywell. Appropriate design for water pool depth, subcooling, spray water flux and spray operation time
can produce decontamination factors of over 100 relative to cases in which water is not available in the
drywell. Thus, even if water in the drywell is unable to prevent containment failure the water can
reduce substantially the amount of radioactive material released from the nuclear plant and consequently,
the consequences of a severe reactor accident.

NUREG/CR-5978 xiv



I. Introduction

Risk to the public from the use of nuclear power was shown as early as i975 to be small and to come
predominantly from severe accidents that exceed the design basis of the power plants [1]. Public
consequences of severe accidents come about only if the accident leads to the failure of the protective
barriers in a plant and if large quantities of radioactive materials are released from the plant. This
usually means that to produce large consequences the severe accident must cause the protective
containment of the nuclear reactor to rupture. There must, however, also be a substantial amount of
radioactivity suspended in the containment atmosphere at the time of containment rupture or following
containment rupture for these large public consequences to develop. The so-called NUREG-1150 study
[2] has confirmed these general conclusions for five different types of nuclear power plants. The study
provides quantitative analyses of both the probability of containment failure and the probability of a large
radioactivity release following containment failure at each of these nuclear power plants.

Findings in the NUREG-1150 study for the specific case of a Mark I boiling water reactor present an
interesting example. Relative to other types of nuclear power plants, the probability that Mark I boiling
water reactors will have accidents that go beyond the design basis is low. The boiling water reactors
have automatic depressurization capabilities. Once depressurized, the reactor coolant system can be
supplied coolant from a variety of low-pressure sources to prevent core meltdown. If, despite the many
sources of water, an accident progresses to core melting, the_e are still many protective features of me
Mark I containment that can prevent the release of large amounts of radioactivity. In most severe
accidents hypothesized as possible in the Mark I reactors, effluents produced during core degradation
within the reactor coolant system including radioactive vapors and aerosols released from overheated fuel
must pass through the reactor's steam suppression pool. This pool will scrub particulate and soluble
radioactive materials from the effluent [3-5]. The effluent stream of hydrogen and steam is substantially
cleansed of radioactive materials except, perhaps, for noble gases.

Safety concerns with the Mark I boiling water reactor increase if severe accidents can progress to the
point that core debris penetrates the reactor vessel and falls into the reactor drywell (see Figure 1).
Though the drywell of a Mark I containment has a very strong, steel, pressure boundary [6], the drywell
is of small volume ( < 200,000 ft3 or < 5100 m3). The drywell can be pressurized quickly once core
debris is outside the reactor vessel. An example of the pressurization of tt_e drywell calculated to take
place in a particular, hypothetical severe accident [7] is shown in Figure 2. Gases and heat partitioned
into the containment atmosphere as the core materials expelled from the vessel interact with the concrete
are responsible for this pressurizaticm. With continued pressurization, the Mark I boiling water reactor
containment can rupture and radioactive materials suspended in the containment atmosphere can be
released into the reactor building and eventually outside the plant [8].

The Mark I containments also use elastomeric seals. Overheating of these seals, especially in the
presence of ionizing radiation from radionuclides released from the fuel, can also cause a loss of
containment integrity [8-10] and a release of radioactivity.

Threats to the integrity of the Mark I containment are of keen interest. In 1985, an alternate mechanism
for containment failure in the Mark I boiling water reactor was identified. Greene et al. [11] showed
that core debris expelled from the reactor coolz..ntsystem could spread out of the pedestal region, across
the drywell floor o_"a Mark I containment, and come into direct contact with the steel liner that
constitutes the con'._imnent pressure boundary. For most of the accident cases considered, contact
between the core debris and the liner was predicted to lead to liner melting and a loss of containment

1 NUREG/CR-5978



Introduction

Figure 1 Schematic diagram of the Mark I containment for a boiling water reactor. Much of the
piping and other structures within the drywell has been deleted for the purposes of
clarity. Note that elevatiorLs are given in feet where 1 ft = 30.48 cm.

NUREG/CR-5978 2
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Introduction

integrity. Some attempts have been made to contradict these findings [12]. Most other analyses have
tended to support the contention that contact of high-temperature core debris with the Mark I drywell
liner without water present causes containment failure [2, 13]. The probability of containment failure
in the event of a core meltdown or severe accident in a Mark I boiling water reactor is high relative to
this conditional probability in other reactors [2]. In pursuit of defense-in-depth against risks associated
with the use of nuclear power there is interest in mitigating the threat of liner failure as a result of
interactions with core debris on the drywell floor.

Several mitigation schemes have been suggested including the installation of a refractory barrier at the
openings from the pedestal region of the drywell to prevent core debris contact with the liner [14]. The
simplest mitigation strategy that has been suggested is to assure that water is present in the dD'well at
the time core debris is expelled from the reactor coolant system into the reactor cavity. It has been
hypothesized that a water pool on the drywell floor might prevent or at least it might delay contact
between molten core debris and the liner. Furthermore, with an overlying water present, the liner would
act as a "cooling fin." Heat imparted to the liner would conduct up through the liner and be removed

, by boiling water. AgairJ,even if the water did not ultimately prevent liner failure, it would surely delay
failure. Delays in the time of containment failure are significant. They provide time to implement
emergency response measures. They also allow time for natural processes to attenuate the amount of
radioactivity suspended in the containment atmosphere and available for release when containment
integrity is lost.

Qualitative arguments on the mitigation by water of the threat posed to the drywell liner by core debris
were not persuasive during the analyses of uncertainty done for the NUREG-1150 study [2]. Some of
the experts elicited during this study felt that water would have a powerful mitigating effect on core
debris interactions with the liner. Others believed that the potential effects of water were overestimated
and the threat to the liner was little altered by presence of water on the drvwell floor. As a result of
this disparity in expert opinions, the conditional probability of containment failure estimated in NUREG-
1150 remained high for the Mark I boiling water reactor relative to other types of containment.

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has initiated a more thorough, probabilistic examination of
the effects water can have on melt/liner interactions [15]. Preliminary results of this work have been
subjected to intense expert scrutiny. The results do support the contention that water on the drywell
floor will reduce dramatically the probability of early containment failure during a severe accident in
a Mark I boiling water reactor,

The analyses of core debris/liner interactions now being done do not indicate that the possibility of
eventual failure of the Mark I containment by some mechanism is reduced. Nor do the studies consider
all possible interactions of core debris with the liner. Such things as splashing melt onto the liner by
pressure-driven melt expulsion or as a result of energetic melt/water interactions are not considered.
It is, however, useful to notice that water in the drywell can mitigate severe accidents at Mark I boiling
water reactors in ways other than preservation of liner integrity during interactions with core debris.
In particular, water in the drywell could attenuate substantially the amount of radioactive material that
could escape the plant in the event that containment did fail by whatever mechanism. That is, a
reduction in the source term of radioactivity from the containment can be achieved whether or not water
can prevent liner melt-through or mitigate pressurization within the containment.

NUREG/CR-5978 4



Introduction

Radioactive aerosols are injected into the dry.well atmosphere by three important processes:

- release of radioactive species during core debris interactions with concrete,

- release of radioactive species from residual fuel in the reactor coolant system after core
debris has penetrated the reactor vessel, and

- revaporization or resuspension of radionuclides deposited in the reactor coolant system
during core degradation early in the reactor accident.

Once core debris has penetrated the reactor vessel, released radionuclides accumulate in the drywell
atmosphere rather than being forced through the steam suppression pool. The very effective scrubbing
of radioactive materials from the effluents by the suppression pool is no longer possible. Only the
slower processes of aerosol sedimentation and deposition naturally attenuate the amount of radioactive
material suspended in the drywell atmosphere and available for release from the nuclear pla-t should the
drywell rupture.

Introduction of water into the drywell provides additional mechanisms to reduce the amount of
radioactivity available for release from the plant in the event of drywell failure. A water pool overlying
core debris in the dryweil will scrub aerosols f"ot, gases evolved during core debris interactions with
concrete. Though the overlying water pool will typically be shallower than a steam suppression pool,
the physical phenomenr.,responsible for mitigating the radionuclide release during core debris interactions
with concrete are quite similar to the physical phenomena responsible for decontamination by steam
suppression pools. Decontamination can be achieved by a water pool overlying core debris interacting
with concrete even though the water does not quench and cool the core debris [16]. This
decontamination can be substantial especially if the water pool is subcooled.

Water pools overlying core debris in the Mark I drywell have the very attractive feature 'lat they will
follow the debris should the debris penetrate the liner. Were core debris to penetrate the liner, it would
seem likely that debris would flow along the annulus between the steel liner and the concrete shield
building. Eventually the debris would encounter an opening for a downcomer for the steam suppression
pool. Debris would flow through this opening into the so-called "toms room." (See Figure 3.) Once
core debris had drained from the drywell along this route, water would surely follow if not accompany
the debris. Except, perhaps, for a brief transient period, the core debris would remain covered with
water. In the torus room core debris could be spread over a very broad area which might be expected
to further mitigate some of the release of radioactivity from the debris. Also, the continued supply of
water could lead to very deep water pools overlying debris in the toms room and, consequently, very
extensive scrubbing of aerosol-laden gases being evolved from the debris.

Additional mitigation of the radionuclide source term can be achieved depending on how water is
admitted to the Mark I drywell. Essentially, there are two ways readily available to supply this water.
Water can be injected into the reactor coolant system via the normal routes. Core debris will have
penetrated the reactor vessel at this stage in an accident. The water, then, will drain from the reactor
coolant system into the drywell. Or, water can be admitted to the drywell by the drywell sprays.

Either mechanism for water admission could attenuate the release of radioactivity beyond the attenuation
provided by the water pool overlying core debris on the drywell floor. Water injected into tile reactor
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coolant system would cool the surfaces of the reactor coolant system and reduce or delay the
revaporization of radionuclides deposited on these surfaces. Depending on the precise routes taken by
the water flog', a substantial fraction of the deposited radionuclides might be leached or dissolved from
the reactor coolant _ystem so that they could not revaporize, Water added to the reactor coolant system
by the core sprays might cool residual fuel sufficiently that there would be no significant additional
releases of radionuclides from this residual fuel. The biggest additional source term attenuation would
be achieved by admitting water to the drywell ..,ith the drywell sprays. The sprays would, of course,
cool the drywell atmosphere, thus reducing loads on the containment and at l_st delaying containment
failure by overpressurization, The sprays would cool the reactor vessel and at least reduce the heating
that drives revaporization. But, the most important effects of spray would be to sweep aerosol particles
from the containment atmosphere regardless of whether these particles were produced by core
degradation, revaporization or the interactions of core debris with concrete, The drywell sprays augment
the attenuation of the radionuclide release during core debris interactions with concrete in the dryweli
provided by the overlying water pool. Sprays replace the attenuation of the radionuclide release from
other sources provided by the steam suppression pool earlier in a severe accident before core debris
penetrated the reactor vessel.

Studies at the systems level to indicate which of the two routes of water addition is most likely to be
available and which is to be preferred have not appeared. Injection via the normal routes into the reactor
coolant system most likely will not be available for accidents in which automatic depressurization of the
reactor coolant system occurred. Were these water sources available, it is likely that the reactor incident
could not have progressed to a severe accident. On the other hand, the normal, low pressure water
injection routes may become available for accident management in cases in which the core degradation
processes take place at elevated pressure. Only after core debris has penetrated and depressurized the
reactor vessc! would the low pressure water sources be available for accident mitigation. Or, the low
pressure water injection may become available only as a result of accident recovery, efforts that were
successful too late to prevent meltdown of the core and expulsion of the core into the drywell. Use of
drywell sprays may be resisted because, at least at some plants, water for these sprays is drawn from
the low pressure injection system. Operators may prefer to retain the full capability of the low pressure
injection in the hope that recovery eff,_rts would make these capabilities available to them.

Despite issuesconcerning the way water can be provided to the drywell, the qualitative arguments made
above show that water additions to the drywell could provide substantial risk reduction by attenuating
the inventory of suspended radioactivity available for release from the plant should containment fail.
This attenuation can be achieved whether the dryweli water significantly delays containment failure or
not. Attenuation can continue even after containment failure. The issue, then, is to ascertain how much
attenuation of radionuclide release can be achieved by drywell water. Source term attenuation by water
pools overlying core debris in the :Mark 1 drywell and source term attenuation by drywell sprays are
examined quantitatively in the balance of this document.

There are uncertainties in the prediction of decontamination that can be achieved by water pools and
sprays in the Mark 1containments. These uncertainties arise from a variety of sources. Boundary and
initial conditions :lee..dedfor the p_redictionsare highly variable among the many types of accidents
hypothesized to occur in Mark I boiling water reactors [2, 15]. Even for a specified accident at a
specified nuclear power plant the details of accident progression are not so perfectly known that
boundary and initial conditions can be accurately specified. Models now available to predict the
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performance of spraysand water pools are not perfect. Some unce_nty must be ascribed to predictions
obtained with these models.

With these uncertainties in mind, the analyses presented below were developed following a procedure
successfully used to analyze other uncertain severe accident source term issues [1%21]. Physical
phenomena that lead to decontamination by overlying water pools and by sprays are briefly descri_,
The various sources of uncertainty are identified, Quantitative unce_nty analyses of the
decontamination processes are described, The uncertainty analysis is conducted by a Monte Carlo
sampling of the predictions of mechanistic models of the processes. The re._.!:sof the Monte Carlo
sampling ar: then analyzed with non-parametric, order statistics methods. This analysis is used to
construct qtJantitatively characterizeduncertainty distributionsfor thepredictions of thedecontamination
that can be achieved by overlying water pools and by sprays in the Mark I containment, In Ch_xpters
II and IIi the physic_ phenomena responsible for source term attenuation are described. In Chapters
IV and V similar discussions are presented for source term attenuation by sprays. Chapter Vl is a
description of likely source term reductions thatcan be achieved with drvwell water in reactoraccidents.
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II. _urce Term Attenuation by an Overlying Water Pool

A. Background

By hypothesis, water is to be supplied to the drywell of a Mark I boiling water reactor at a rate sufficient
to maintain a water _l over the core debris. The physical phenomena that lead to scrubbing of
aerosols from gases sparging through this water pool are described in this chapter.

Early in the course of core debris expulsion from the reactor coolant system it may not be physically
possible to maintain a coolant layer over the core debris. A core debris stream is hypothesized [15] to
fall some l O m from the reactor vessel into the pedestal region. If watel ts present on the drywell floor
at the time core debris penetrates the vessel, a very dynan_ic interaction between water and core debris
will take place. Large volumes of steam will be generatea which might push water out of the pedestal
region or even elutriate debris droplets out of the pedestal region. This dynamic period is not considered
here, Rather, the quasi-steady state in which a coherent water pool overlies a pool of core debris is the
situation of interest.

An inherent conservatism in the analysis is developed because attention is directed toward cases in which
a very large fraction of the core inventory has been expelled from the reactor cool_t system. Spreading
of the core debris o',er the drywell floor is assumed to be complete, The water supply and the overflow
of water into downcomers for the steam suppression pool are assumed to be in balance. Water is pre-
sumed not capable of completely quenching the core debris. This is consistent with all data now avail-
able concerning the simultaneous interactions of core debris with concrete and coolant (see for example
References 16 and 22). There are, however, suggestions that tests done to date are not sufficiently
representative of the real interactions that would take place in the drywc!l under severe accident con-
ditions [23]. Under sufficiently representative conditions, it is contended, water will quench the core
debris. Were this quenching to occur, source terms from the ex-vessel interactions of core debris would,
of course, be negligible. Radioactivity releases from residual fuel in the ruptured reactor vessel or
relea_s by revaponzation of materials deposited on surfaces of the reactor coolant system would still
be possible.

Early in the course of core debris interactions with concrete in the drywell, the water supply necessary
'V! to maintain a water pool over the core debris would have to be relatl ely large. The water supply would

have to compensate for boiling losses as a result of both decay heat and exothermic chemical reactions
in the core debris. Core debris produced in severe reactor accidents is usually calculated [7] to be rich
in metallic zirconium. This metallic zirconium is highly reactive toward the condensed and gaseous
products of concrete decomposition:

Zr + 2H20 -. ZrO 2 + 2H 2
AH(rxn) = -580321 J

Zr + 2CO 2 -ZrO 2 + 2CO
AH(rxn) =-527887 J

Zr + SiO2(l)-. ZrO 2 + Si(l)
AH(rxn) = -148377 J
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where AH(rxn) is the enthalpy of reaction using the chemical convention so that when heat is produced
by a chemical reaction the value of AH(rxn) is negative. The exoergic reactions of zirconium can
produce heating rotes in core debris that aie several times heating rates produced by radioactive decay.

Once the highlyreactive species inthe core debris are consumed, the water supply necessary to maintain
a water _1 must only compensate for boiling that comes from decay heating in the debris. In fact,
there are water supply capabilities in some Mark I containments that are sufficient to maintain the water
pool subcooled at least once vigorous, exoergic chemical reactions have ceased. For instance, drywell
sprays at the Brown's Ferry units 1 and 2 can supply 517 liters of water per _ond. At unit 3, the
sprays can supply 577 liters Per second. On the other hand, some Mark I drywel! sprays have been
modified to curtail the flow of water to about 50 liters per second out of concern that under some
circumstances the sprays might cool the drywell atmosphere so much that pressure within the drywell
is less than the external atmospheric pressure. The Mark I pressure boundary is not designed to
withstand external pressurization.

The mechanics available for supplyingwater to the drywell are not the issues of interest here. The basis
for the discussions below is that a water _1 can be maintained over the core debris, It is evident that
the water pool can be saturated or subcooled.

Water pools that can be main_ned in the drywells of Mark 1 boiling water reactors will not be deep.
Without some modifications, water will flow into the downcomers for the steam suppression pool. The
lower lips for the downcomers in the Brown's Ferry Mark I boiling water reactors are 61 cm above the
floor. At other Mark I boiling water reactors, the lower lip for the downcomers may be at other
elevations above the drywell floors. A relatively complete meltdown of the Mark I reactor core would
produce a debris bed with a "collapsed height" of about 22 cmo The depth of the water pool, if gas
holdup in the debris is considered, might then be only 30 era. Given that the lower lips of the steam
suppression pool downcomers are 60 cm above the flow, i! is unlikely that overlying water pools will
be deeper than about 50 cm. It is possible to get deepel water pools in the drywell by completely
flooding the steam suppression pool toms. This, however, requires steps to be taken that are outside
the scope of analysis undertaken here. Consequently, very deep water pools are not considered here.
Deep water pools can develop if molten core debris flows into the torus room (see above).

Were there no water present,core debris interacting with concretewould be expected to injec: enormous
quantities of aerosol into the reactor containment atmosphere. Predictions of the rates of aerosol
generation during core debris interactions with concrete in a Mark I boiling water reactor are shown in
Figure 4 [8]. Core debris first deposited on the drywell floor is usually predicted to be at a fairly low
temperature. Aerosol generation increases as the core debris heats because of radioactive decay and the
exoergic reactions of concl'ete decomposition products with zirconium in the core debris. Core debris
produced in severe accidents at Mark I boiling water reactors is often predicted to be quite rich in
zirconium so heating of the core debris by chemical reactions can be prolonged. Very intense release
of aerosols from the core debris lasts for 4 to 5 hours after core debris first contacts the concrete. (Note
that for the calculations shown in Figures 4 and 5, core debris was not allowed to spread outside the
pedestal region of the drywell. Spreading of the debris might accentuate the rates of chemical reaction
of debris constituents and thus shorten the period of intense radionuclide release and aerosol generation.
On the other hand slow deposition of debris into the drywell might prolong the period of high aerosol
generation by renewing the concentration of reactive zirconium in the core debris.) Once the reactive
constituents of core debris are consumed, temperatures in the core debris drop rapidly. A fairly steady,
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low, aerosol generation rate develops. Though aerosol generation is shown only for about 10 hours in
Figure 4, aerosol generation can continue for days at these low rates. Most of the radionuclide release
_curs during the high temperaturephase of the core debris interactions. But, tellurium release persists
even into the long term, low intensity, release phase of the interactions [24]. Consequently, from a
radionuclide source term perspective, mitigation by an overlying water pool of even the late phase
releases is still of interest.

B. Attenuation Mechanisms

The predominant mode by which aerosols are generated during core debris interactionswith concrete
is the vaporizationof volatile constituents of the melt. Water vapor and _bon dioxide released from
the concrete sparge through and reactwith the molten core debris. Bubbles of gas in the melt provide
free surfaces for the vaporization of species from the melt. At the temperaturesexpected to exist in
mixtures of core debris and concrete decomposition products, nearly all the melt constituents have
significant vapor pres,_uresand will contributevapor to the bubbles. When bubbles emerge from the
core debris, the vapors are relea_ into a cooler environment, and they condense to form aerosol
panicles. When bubbles burst at the surface of core debris, aerofols can be formed by mechanical
processes. Typically, mechanical generationof aerosols is a small fractionof the aerosol generation by
vaporization [25]. Late in the course of core debris interactions with concrete when melt temperatures
are quite low, the mechanical generationof aerosols can become comparable to aerosol generation by
vaporization. Mechanical aerosol generation becomes the predominant mode of radionuclide release at
very low core debris temperatures.

In principle, the essential phenom_:nart ,;)nsible for aerosol generation are not greatly changed when
a water pool overlies the core debris if water does not quench the debris. The one complication arises
because waterwill cause a crust of solidified material to form at the interface betweenthe waterand the
core debris. The crustsare quite porous so aerosol-ladengases readily pass throughthe crusts. Crusts
might interfere in the mechanical formationof aerosols by bubbles bursting at the surface of molten
debris. The fine pore structure of the crusts might provide excellent surfaces for the deposition of
aerosols, None of these effects are considered here. The only attenuationof aerosol generation
attributed to wat.erpools is the scrubbingof aerosols from gas bubbles rising through the water pools,

Gases produced by melt attackon concrete areassumed hereto mix with steam produced by the boiling
of water o_ the crust surface. The mixing is easiest to imagine if water is in fihn boiling on the crust
surface. Then, gases emerging through the pores in the crust combine in the steam film at the inten_'ace
with water. Taylor instability of the low density gas layer below the liquid water leads to bubble
formation. Available experimental information suggests, however, that water on core debris crusts is
in nucleate rather than film boiling. It must, then, be imagined that free surfaces formed by gases
emerging from the pore structure provide excellent water vapor generation sites induced by the heat flux
from the crust. When enough gas m_dsteam has entered a bubble, the bubble detaches form the crust
and rises through the water pool.

Some specialists have suggested that such crusts are unstable and will fragment into cex_lable debris. The many tests that
have now been done of combined core debris-concrete-coolant interactions have not shown this phenomenon. It is neglected
here. C,usts are assumed to be stable tot this work. as has been :+hown in all tests to date.
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Aero_ls within a gas bubble rising through the water pool car_be "scrubS" from the gas _use:

- aerosols sediment onto the walls of the bubble,

- aerosols Uiffuse to the walls of the bubble, and

- aerosols inertially impact the wails of the bubble.

Sedimentation is just the gravitational settling of p_rticles within the bubble. Sedimentation ratesare
significant only for the largeraerosol panicles uch as those generated by mcchani_ processes at the
surface of the molten core debris. Diffusion ot aero_l particles is the result of the spatially stochastic
impulses imparted to the particlesby collisions with gas molecules. Diffusion efficiently transportsonly
very small particles (diameters s0.1 _m) to the bubble walls on the time scales of interest. Im_ction
of aerosol particles with the bubble walls occurs becaum the gases within the bubble can circulate as the
bubble rises. Particles that are too big to respond to theaccelerations involved in the circulatory motion
of the gas can be carried into the bt',bblewails. Circulation of the gases is thought to depend on the
purityof the water as well as thesiz,."of the bubble [26]. Impuritiesin the watercan accumulate on the
bubble surface and retard circulation of gas within the bubble.

it is assumed here that once a particlecontacts the water it is permanently trapped in the water. Surface
tension and van der Waals forces are thought to be sufficiently strong to preclude bounce or re-
entrainment of the particles.

Considera bubblccontaining a mass M(x) of aerosols of particle size do. The bubble is distorted into
an oblate ellipsoid of eccentricity E and has a volume equivalent to a spherical bubble of size Db. The
extent to which particles are scrubbed from the bubble by sedimentation, diffusion and impaction per
unit of rise distance is given by:

 M,x,z t )t
where

x = distance of the bubble from the point of release into the water pool.

as(Db,dp) = aerosol trapping coefficient for the sedimentation of particles in the bubble.

aD(Db,dp) = aerosol trapping coefficient for the diffusion of particles within the bubble.

al(Db,dp).. = aerosol trapping coefficient for the inertial impaction of particles within the
bubble.

The coefficients in this differential equation for particle scnlbbing are given by [18, 27]:
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. S_imentation"

%(Db,dp) = 1.5 E2/3 J/ Db UT

where

E = ratio of the maximum bubble axis divided by the minimum bubble axis (see discussion
of bubble shapes)

J = gppdp 2i5 / !8 _g

g = acceleration due to gravity = 980 cm/s 2

pp = density of the material making up the aerosol particle

= Cunningham slip correction

_. = mean free path of a gas molecule., _ d NA P / 82.06 T cm

dg = diameter of a gas molecule

NA = Avegadro's number = 6.022 x 1023

P = absolute pressure in atmospheres (101325 Pa)

_g = viscosity of gas

UT = terminal rise velocity of the bubble

* Diffusion'

_UTD_ i +_ +2(E 2 - 1)
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where

0 = particle diffusion coefficient = kT 8 / 3n_g

k = Boltzmann's constant = 1.3807 x 10"16ergs/K

T = absolute temperature in Kelvin

1..,_._1''__ _m-'(_E_-_)

Note that f(E) approaches 1.625/(E 2 - 1) as E approaches 1.

" Inertial impacti0n:

a I(Db,d p) = 6U Txg(E)/Db 2

where

= pp%2 _/ 18_g

E4,3 (JE21t]g(E) =

Note: g(E = 1) = 3

The dependencies of these aerosol trapping coefficients on particle size and bubble size are shown in
Figures 5 and 6, respectively. Diffusion is, as expected, most efficient for trapping veD' small particles.
Impaction and sedimentation increase with increasing aerosol particle size. In sum, the three trapping
mechanisms yield an overall trapping coefficient that passes through a minimum when plotted against
aerosol particle size. The precise location of this minimum depends on bubble size and properties of
the system in question, but, typically the minimum trapping is for particles about 0.3 I_m in diameter.

The variation in the overall trapping coefficient has enormous ramifications on the decontamination that
can be achieved by a water pool overlying core debris. Evolved aerosols with a distribution of sizes will
not be uniformly scrubbed from rising bubbles. Rather, very large and very small particles will be
removed much more easily than particles having sizes in the vicinity of the minimum in the overall
trapping coefficient. Thus, not only does a water pool attenuate the magnitude of the aerosol production,
it also changes the particle size distribution of what aerosols do pass through the water pool.
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Figure 5 Decontamination factors produced by sedimentation, diffusion, and inertial impaction
as functions of aerosol particle size (Db = 1.0 cm)
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Figure 6 Aerosol capture efflciencies for sedimentation, diffusion, and inertial impaction as

functions of bubble size (dp = 0.5 pm)

17 NUREG/CR-5978



Source Term

All three of the mechanisms for aerosol trapping by a water pool increase in efficiency as the size of the
bubbledecreases. The increase in the efficiency of trapping by inertial impaction is not continuous since
gases within very small bubbles (< 0.2 cm) are thought not to circulate [26].

The sensitivities of the trapping coefficients to bubble size is thought to be responsible for the efficient
decontamination that can be achieved by subcooled water pools. Bubblesof steam and gases from the
concrete will shrink when injected into a subcooled water pool as excess steam condenses on the bubble
walls. It is presumed that the Stefan flows created during the condensation will sweep aerosols to the
bubble walls with an efficiency that is independent of the aerosol particle size. The amount of
decontamination of the bubble achieved as the bubble equilibrates with the subcooled water pool is just
proportional to the volume change of the bubble. This can be a significant decontamination. A more
important factor is, however, that the final bubble is smaller. Aerosol trapping is more efficient as this
smaller bubble rises through the pool than in a corresponding case in which the pool is not subcooled.

This view of bubble formation and collapse in a subcooled pool can be questioned. The only support
for the model is that it does lead to fairly accurate predictions of the decontamination achieved in the
SWISS-2 test [16].

It is evident from the models for the trapping coefficients that the decontamination that can be achieved
by an overlying water pool depends on:

- characteristics of the bubbles

characteristics of the aerosol particles, and

- properties of the liquid phase and the gas.

These topics are discussed in the subsections below.

C. Characteristics of the Bubbles

There has been little careful study of the bubbles formed when water boils on core debris. An
experimental technique developed by Brockrnannet al. [28] holds the promise of being capable of

'Zproviding the data needed to more accurately define the initial st es of bubblesthat rise up through a
waterpool overlying core debris. Until betterdataare available, a simple intuitivemodel is adopted:

a. At low gas generation rates the porouscrust that separates the molten core debris from the
overlying water pool would behave much like a porous plate. The size of bubbles escaping
from such a porous plate is given by the Fritz equation [29]:

[ )]1,2Db = 0.0105 , oI / g (Pl - Pg

where

, = contact angle (degrees) between water and the frozen core debris

NUREG/CR-5978 18



Source Term

oI ==surface tension of the liquid

Pl ==density of the liquid

pg - density of the gas

b. At very high rates of gas generation, the size of the bubbles initially released into the water
pool is determined by Taylor instability [30]:

where C is a constantgiven various values between 1.9 and 4.

c. Between these limiting values for very high and very low gas generation rates, the initial
bubble diameter is thought to depend on the rate of gas generation as described by the
Davidson-Schular equation for low viscosity fluids [31]:

0.4

Db = i.11(!] 1/3 VsgO._ cm

where Vs is the total superficial vapor velocity (gas and steam) from the crust surface.

Initial bubble diameter as a function of the superficial gas velocity is shown in Figure 7, The initial
bubble diameters shown in this figure are, in fact, the diameters of spherical bubbles with the same
volumes as the actual bubbles. An actual bubble is thought to distort into oblate ellipsoid with
semi-major axis a and semi-minor axis b. Then,

Db = 2a / E1/3

where E = a/b is the eccentricity of the bubble. The eccentricities of bubbles rising in wat "have been
correlated by [32]:

1 forTa _; 1

o. o6 ,o,,oTa)ltI/E =

for 1 <Ta < 39.8

0.24 for Ta > 39.8
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Figure 7 Initial bubble size as a function of the superficial gas velocity
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where

Ta = Re M0'23

M = Mortonnumber= B _i4 /PlOl3

Re = Reynoldsnumber= UT PlDh /I_I

i_I = vi_osity of the liquid phase

Note that bubbles with Ta > 39.8 are actually spheriC-cap or ¢llipsoidal-cap bubbles.

Terminal velocities of 11singbubbles have a complex del_ndence on bubble size and liquid properties
in very pure water f26]. Water pools overlying core debris that is interacting with concrete will not b¢
pure for long. Water _ls use4 in the SWISS tests [16] very quickly became heavily contaminated by
dissolved and suspended solids. The contamination did not all come from aerosols trapped in the water
pool, Much of the contamination was the result of the actions hot water has on concrete and the
solidified crust of core debris. Terminal velocities of bubbles rising through contaminated water have
_n correlated by [33]:

UT = Pl M'0'149 (Jo " 0,857) / Ol Db

where

0.94 H0'757 for 2 s H s 59.3

Jo ='

3.42 H0'441 for H > 59.3

H = (4/3) Eo M"0'149 (_l / _w)'O'l

Eo = F_tvos number = gPl D2b/ °l

I_w = 0.009 Poises

The terminal velocities of bubbles of various sizes rising through water are shown in Figure 8.

As a bubble rises through the water pool, it grows as a result of the loss of hydrostatic head. At the
level of approximation adopted here, the growth of the bubbleduring its rise through the water pool is
describexi by [25]:
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Figure 8 Terminal rise velocity of bubbles in water as a function of bubble size
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D_(0) Patms '" gPl (H - x) / 1033.3

Db---'_(x) Patms * gPl H / 1033.3

whe_

Dh(O)= initialbubblediameter

Db(x)-,bubblediameterata distancex abovethepointofbubblefo_ation

H = depthof the water_1

Patms " pressureinthegasphaseabovethewat_;r_I

Bubblegrowthis notunlimited. Theenvelopedefining a bubbleis not rigid, Disturbancesin this
envelope form, grow and are swept away as the bubble rises. If a bubble grows too large, disturbance
in the bubble envelope can grow to bubble dimensions before being swept away. When this happens,
the bubble splits f"calves"), I_vich [34] has formulated a simple criterion for the maximum stable
bubblesize:

Db - 1.8 oI / T Pg

Thisisthecriterionadoptedhereto definethemaximumbubblesize. Moredetailedstabilityanalyses
indicatesomewhatsmallervaluesfor the maximumstablebubblesize[25]. It takestime for the
instabilityof bubblestocausecalving. The timenecessaryfor instabilitiestogrow toproduce"calving"
increasesas thebubblesizeapproachesthemaximumstablebubblesize, Sincepoolsof interestheze
are shallowand the residencetimesof bubblesin the poolsere short,metastablebubblescan rise
throughthe_], The largermaximumsizedefinedby the Levichcriterior may, then, be a more
realisticdescriptionof the largestbubbleto beexpectedfor theprocessesof interesthere,

D, Characteristics of the Aerosol Particles

There have been many measurements of the size distributions of aerosols produced when high
temperaturemelts interact with concrete. Brockmann [35] has reviewed much of this data. In the
VANESA model of aerosol generationduring core debris interactionswith concrete, the aerosols are
considered to have Iognormal size distributionswith mean sizes given by [25]:
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where

A = mass concentrationof aerosolsin thegas(gtm3)

pp = material densityof the aerosolparticles ,g/cm3]

The geometricstandarddeviationof thedistributionis takento be2.3 whichis a weightedaverageof
geometric_tandarddevia_.ionsof 1,6 to 3.2 measuredin experiments.

Meansizesof theaerosolspredicted[8] to formduringcorndebris-concreteinteractionin a Mark I
con_nment _ shownin Figure9. Duringtheperiodsof intenseaero_l generation,aerosolsizes
_ome quite large. As the aerosolgenerationratesfall, meanaerosolpanicle sizesfall to 0.2 to
0.3 _m, The trendsshown in this figure are ceminly in quali_tive accord with experimental
observationsfrom testsof hightemperaturemeltinteractionswith concretewithoutwaterpresent.

Therehavebeenno measurementsof thesizedistributionsof aerosolsthatemergefrom water_ls
overlyingcoredebrisinteractingwithconcrete.Certainlytherehave_n nomeasurementsof thesize
distributionsof aerosolsthatemergefromthecoredebrisandenterthewaterpool. In theabsen_of
anyactualdata, ti is certainlyconvenientto assumethai thesizedistributionof aerosolsthatenteran
overlyingwaterpoolis thesameastheaerosoldistributionthatwouldbeproducedwerenowater_1
present. Unfortunately,thereisno reasonto believethisis true.

Aerosolsare producedin melt/concreteinteractionsby a combinationof nucleationof _icles from
supersaturatedvaporandtheconden_ttonof vaporonpanicles. Nucleation,of course,generatesfine,
so-called"embryonic,"panicleswhereascondensationof va_r leadstopanicle growth. The relative
contributionsof nucleationandcondensationaffect thenumberand sizeof the so-called"primary"
aerosolpanicles,thatis, aerosolpaniclesthatexistpriortoanyagglomerationof particles.Therelative
contributionsof thesetwo processesdependon the natureof the thermalgradientthe vaporspass
throughastheyemergefrom moltencoredebris.Thoughnodetailedanalyseshavebeendone,it would
certainlyappearthatthethermalgradientabovemolte,1coredeb=iswhena waterpoolis presentwould
be differentthan whena water pool is notpresent. W'nethe_the differencesare enoughto alter
significantlytheinitial aerosolsizedistributionis, of course,notknown.

As the primarypaniclesare,generated,theybeginto coagulate. In testsof melt interactionswith
concrete,aerosolsare collectedat pointssomesubstantialdistanceawayfrom the regionof aerosol
formation, There is, then,a substantialopportunityfor aerosolcoagulation.When a waterpool is
present,thetimeavailableforaerosolcoagulationismuchshorter.At firstexamination,it wouldappear
thattheaerosolthatentersa waterpoolwouldnothaveascoarsea sizedistributionashaveaerosols
sampledin testswithouta waterpoolpre_nt.

The elementalcompositionof vaporsemergingfrom moltencoredebrisis complex. The aerosol
formationprocessis rapid. Consequently,it wouldbeexpectedthataerosolformationwouldinvolve
simultaneousnucleationandcondensationof vaporsso that therewould be little variation in the
compositionof paniclesacrossthe sizespectrumof theaerosol. Fhe exceptionwould arisewhen
paniclesproducedby mechanicalprocessesarecomparedto paniclesproducedfromvapors, Testdata
havenotdefinitivelyproventhatthecompositionsof aerosolparticlesare not sizedependent.This
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Figure 9 Predicted mean aerosol particle sizesdurlnll core debris Interactions with concrete In
severe reactor accldenls at a Mark I bolllnj water reactor
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inde_ndence is still assumed here. That is, d_ontamination factors found here for the overall aerosol
can be used also as the decentamination factors for individual elements.

E. Pro_rttes of the Liquid Phase

The physical properties of the liquid phase enter into most of the correlations of bubble _havior and
aerosol capture de_ribed above. The pertinent phy';ical pro_rties of pure water are shown in Tabl ,e i,
The_ pro_rties of pure water are quite accurately known relative to many other as_ts of
a_ontamination by overlying water pools. The water making up the pools will, however, not be pure
for long during core debris interactions with concrete. Water coli_te, d during the SWISS-2 test [i6]
was found to contain 0,2 to 0.05 grams of suspended solids per kilogram of water and an undetermined
amount of dis_lved solids.

Suspended and dis_lved solids will aff_t the thermophysi_! properties of the water. The density of
the liquid pha_ is altere_ to be:

Pl =[p(w)_. S](|-_;) . p(s)¢_,

where

Pl = liquid density

p(w) = density of pure water

S/V = mass of dissolved solute per unit volume

4_s = volume fraction of suspended solids

p(s) = density of solids suspended in tl_e liquid

Dissolved solids will alter the viscosity of water:

I_(sol'n)
= I ,_2.54_

_(w)

where

i_(sol'n) = viscosity of the solution

I_(W) = viscosity of pure water

_b = ratio of ions and neutral molecules produced by the solute to the number of water
molecules in the liquid
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Table 1 Prol_rtl_ of pure water

I[,..._ ............ I ........................... _1 .... _[ ............ I I II'ILL I! IIii111 ............................... I'11111]Illl'l ......... ...... " ....... _ ........." __ _._

(gtcm3)

p(w) = 0.849397 + 1.29812 x 10.3 T - 2.69233 x 10_ T2

(Poi_s)

_327_(293-_'_-_.52x _o-3cr- _93_!]
IOglo_(w). lOglo(O.OlO02).. .....-_-_:_.-°,,,--(T-_ig:8).......- ._ _

Sur_face_Tension(dyne/era)

a(w) = 3,,.6 (T / 704)"0'83_3

_r Pressure (atms)

In P = -7938.16 / T + 88.912 - 12.1215 In (T) + 0.011079T

............ . _LI.I Illl II II I i I Ill I I L Illll .... . - ..................... II I'llll " I I_f_
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There are several models in the literature that describe the effects of suspended solids on the viscosity
of a liquid [36]. These models all yield rather similar results for concentrations of solids amounting to
less than 30 volume percent. The model adopted here is:

I.t(slurry) = 0.403

Iz! 0.403 -_s

where

_(slurr3,') = viscosity of the mixture of liquid and suspended solids

izI = viscosity of the liquid including the effects of dissolved materials

_s = volume fraction of suspended solids

None of the material thought likely to enter a water pool overlying core debris is an especially strong
surface active agent. The effects of some inorganic solutes on the surface tension of water [37] are
shown in Figure 10. Solutes may either increase or decrease the surface tension and the effect increases
with concentration. The effects of mixtures of solutes is not known nor is the surface tension of water

with prototypic solutes known. It seems likely, however, from the data shown in Figure 10 that solutes
at concentrations expected to develop in water overlying core debris will alter the surface tension by no
more than about + 10 percent.

F. Properties of the Gas Phase

The major constituents of the gas phase that make up bubbles rising through a water pool overlying core
debris in the drywell of a Mark I containment will be hydrogen, steam, carbon monoxide and carbon
dioxide. Hydrogen, carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide come from the attack by core debris on
concrete. A small fraction of steam will also come from the attack on concrete. Most of the steam

ccmes from the boiling of water at the interracial crust between core debris and the water pool.

Concrete, when heated to sufficiently high temperatures [38, 39], evolves steam and carbon dioxide.
Steam that evolves from the concrete comes primarily from the cement phase of concrete. It is present
in the cement phase as "gel" water and water of hydration. This type of water evolves at temperatures

between 378 and 420 K. Water is also present as hydroxide groups notably as Ca(OH) 2, in the cement
phase. This Ca(OH)2 decomposes at around 680 K to produce water vapor. All concretes used in
nuclear reactors have about the same type of cement and thus about the same amount of water bound
as hydroxide groups. Consequently, the major differences in the water content in various concretes
come from the relative ht, midity of air around the concrete during service. Concretes typically contain
between 5 and 8 weight percent water.

Carbon dioxide evolved from concrete comes from the decomposition of calcareous material in the
concrete which occurs at temperatures of about 960 K. All concretes contain some calcareous material.
At the very minimum, calcium carbonate forms by reaction of atmospheric carbon dioxide with calcium
hydroxide:
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KOH

8 KCI

NaOH Na2CO3

6

Figure 10 Effects of inorganic solutes on the surface tension of water at 293 K
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CO2(g) + Ca(OH) 2 ,., CaCO 3 + H20

This reaction begins when the concrete is first placed and continues throughout the service life of the
concrete. Because of this reaction, all concretes have at least 1 weight percent CO 2 bound up as a
carbonate.

Some concretes contain very much more carbon dioxide. These concretes use calcareous material as

an aggregate. Usually, the aggregates are calcite (CaCO 3) or dolomite (CaMg(CO3)2). When crushed
calcareous aggregate is also used as the fine aggregate, the concretes may contain over 36 weight percent
carbon dioxide as carbonates. When silicon dioxide is used as the fine aggregate, and calcareous
material is used as the coarse aggregate (so-called limestone-common sand concrete) the concrete
contains over 20 weight percent carbon dioxide.

Carbon dioxide and steam are evolved from the concrete at temperatures well below the ablation
temperature of the concrete. When molten core debris interacts with the concrete, steady-state
temperature profiles develop ahead of the ablation front after a brief transient period (see for example
References 16, 38, and 40). As a result, the isotherms that define the temperatures of the various
concrete decomposition processes advance into the concrete at very nearly the same rate as the ablation
front. Gas generation during the interaction of core debris with concrete is propor,tional to the concrete
ablation with a proportionality constant determined by the concrete composition.

Concrete erosion rates vary over the course of core debris interactions with concrete. The initial
transient interaction of high temperature melts with concrete can produce erosion rates in excess of
100 cm/hr [41]. These initial rates decline quickly. Vigorous attack on concrete during the quasi-steady
state when the melt is rich in zirconium will produce erosion rates as high as 35 cm/hr [42]. Once
zirconium is consumed from the melt, erosion rates can be as low as about 3 cm/hr [43].

Gases evolved from the concrete react with the core debris. The reactions of carbon dioxide and steam
yield carbon monoxide and hydrogen:

Fe0) + CO2 ,,, FeO(l) + CO

Fe0) + H20 ,_ FeO(1) + H2

2Cr(l) + 3CO 2 ,, Cr203(l) + 3CO

2Cr0) + 3H20 ,_ Cr203(1) + 3H 2

Zr(1) . 2CO 2 ,, ZrO2(l ) + 2CO

Zr0) + 2H20 ,, ZrO2(1) + 2H 2

:g

Someexperimentsinvolving high temperaturemelt interactionswith concretemaynot show this proportionality. This is
nearlyalwaysbecausethe smallconcretetest fixturesdevelopcracksthatwouldnotform in the massiveconcretestructures
of a nuclearreactor. Cracksprovide low-resistanceflowpathsforgas that permit the gasesto flowaway from rather than
through the high temperaturemelt.
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There is some thermodynamic evidence that highly reactive metals such as Zr and possibly Cr can
reduce carbon dioxide completely to elemental carbon:

Zr -,-CO2 ,_ ZrO2 .,-[C]melt

Evidence of this complete reduction has not yet been obtained in tests of melt interactions with concrete
[44, 45].

The extent of reaction depends on the composition of the melt. When there is metallic zirconium in

the melt, reduction can be very extensive. The hydrogen to steam partial pressure ratio in gases
emerging from the melt is about I0". When zirconium and chromium have been oxidized from the melt,
the hydrogen-to-steam partial pressure ratio in gases emerging from the melt is only about 2.

The partial pressures of carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide in the gases emerging from the melt are
related to the hydrogen-to-steam partial pressure ratio by the "shift gas" reaction:

CO2 * H2 ,_CO + H20

P(CO) P(H20) = exp --4078.3 . 3.705]KfT) = P(CO2) P0"I2) T

where

K(T) = equilibrium constant

P(i) = partial pressure of gas species i = CO, CO2, H2, H20

As gases cool after emerging from the core debris, this equilibrium is maintained until a temperature
r 'is reached below which the kinetics of gas eacttons are slow in comparison to the time scale of interest.

If temperatures fall quickly below that so-called "quench" temperature, the gas composition is "frozen"
at the equilibrium composition for the quench temperature. Cooling rates for gases emerging from melts
interacting with concrete without a water pool present are sufficient to produce this quenching behavior.
Quench temperatures are usually found to be between 1000 and 1300 K [46-48]. Quenching behavior
at similar temperatures would, then, be expected to definitely occur when a water pool overlies the core
debris.

With specification of the concrete erosion rate, hydrogen-to-steam partial pressure ratio and the "quench''
temperature, the carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide and hydrogen contents of the gas sparging through
the water pool can be determined. To specify the steam concentration, if is necessary to consider boiling
at the crust-water interface. The boiling of water on the crust is complicated by the "barbotage" effect
of gases generated by the attack on concrete [49]. For a long time, it was thought that water would be
in film boiling on the crusts of debris and that the heat flux from the crust to the water would be
enhanced by the barbotage effect as well as subcooling of the water [50]. Experimental data seem to
indicate, however, that water is in nucleate boiling on the crusts. Heat fluxes to the water observed in
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the SWISS-2 test were 70 to 80 W/cm 2 [16]. The recent MACE test indicated similar overall heat
fluxes with periodic excursions as high as 1_ W/cm 2 [50].

The recent WETCOR-1 test [22] suggests heat fluxes can be as low as 30 W/cm2. Heat flux, and

consequently steam production, during boiling on core debris must be considered quite uncertain.
Recent uncertainty analyses by Theofanous et al. [15] consider the uncertainty range to be 50 to
100 W/cm2. A r_uirement for advanced reactor designs suggested by the Electric Power Research
Institute [12] demands that the heat flux be at least 50 W/cm_. Once the heat flux is selected, the steam
flux can be estimated and the gas composition of the aerosol-laden gas bubbles that enter the water pool
overlying core debris can be s_ifled.

Gas phase properties are sensitive to gas composition. The gas density is probably s_ifiecl adequately
by the ideal gas law:

P(H2) 2.016 P(I-120) 18.015 P(CO) 28.00 P(CO2) 44.001
Pg= - .....RT_...... + RT . RT + RT

where R is the universal gas constant.

The viscosity of the gas mixture can be estimated from the Herning-Zipperer equation [52]:

N

P(i) _i) M(i)1/2
i,21

"g= N.............
P(i) M(i)I/2

i--I

where

N = number of gas species

P(i) = partial pressure of the ith gas species

M(i) = molecular weight of the ith gas species

,(i) = viscosity of the ith gas species when pure and at the same temperature as the mixture.

The pure gas viscosities are [25]:

1.5769 x 10-6 T0'705712

_H2) -- (1 - 3.378 / T) Poises
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0.950 x 10-6 T0'8929i2

tgH20) = .... (i + 207.2|9 / T) Poises

14,151 x 10-6 T0'502012
_CO) = ...........-_-...._,,........-- Poises

(I. 117.178/T)

15,957 x 1,0-6 T0"457212
l,t(CO2)= ..........._............................ Poises(1 + 246. 744 / T)

Predictions obtained with the Heming-Zipperer equation agree with data for CO-H2 mixtures at 298 K
to within about 2 _rcent [25]. Predictions for steam-air mixtures agree with data to within about
4 percent [18].
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111. Analysis of _urce Term Attenuation by
Overlying Water Pools in Mark 1 Reactors

A. Quantitative Analysis of Uncertainty

The previous chapterdescribed the physical phenomenathataffect aerosol scrubbingby a water _i
overlying core debrisinteractingwith concrete. Inthis chapter,predictionsare madeof the source term
attenuationthat can be achieved by such pools in severeaccidentsin MarkIboiling water reactors. The
discussionof the pertinentphysical phenomenain ChapterIIidentifiedseveralareasof phenomenological
uncert.ainty. Other uncertaintiesarise, of course, in the applicationof the models described in Chapter
II to s_ific situations. Many of the additionaluncertaintiesarisebecauseof variationsin the boundary
conditions and initial conditions among the various severe reactor accidents hypothesized to occur in
Mark I boiling water reactors [2]. Understandingof the details of the progression of severe reactor
accidents up to the point core debris is expelled into the Marki containment is imperfect. This, too,
can add unce_nty to the predictedperformanceof overlying water pools. All of these uncertainties
need to be takeninto account in the predictionof source termattenuationby the overlying water pool.

A number of approaches to the estimation of uncertainty have been used in the analysis of severe reactor
accidents, Theofanous has categorized and criticized these approaches [53, 54]. Frequently "expert
opinion" or "engineering judgment" is used as the basis for estimating the uncertainty in predictions
made for high level issues such as decontamination by overlying water pools. The expert opinions or
e,agineering judgments concerning these major issues of accident analysis may be obtained informally
by the analysts [55] or in a highly structured polling of internal and external authorities selected to
represent the range of views within the technical community,

This approach to uncertainty, no matter how elaborately conducted, does not provoke a great deal of
confidence. There have not been enough severe reactor accidents to support anyone's claim to have
expertise in the evaluation of such high level questions as the decontamination performance of water
pools under severe reactor accident conditions, Engineering judgment is suspe,cted because of the all
too human tendency to underestimate the magnitude of uncertainty in areas of great uncertainty. But,
the greatest flaw in past approaches to uncertainty is that they are difficult to reproduce. Almost never
is a scrutable account of the expert opinion or engineering judgment set down so that a knowledgeable
individual who accepts the basic assumptions can follow the logic and the arithmetic to arrive at the same
conclusions reached by the "expert" or the engineer.

An alternate approach to the estimation of uncertaintyis adopted here. This approach, first articulated
by Theofanous [54], attempts to avoid the failings of the past uses of expert opinion and engineering
judgmentthough both expert opinion and engineeringjudgment are still used. The essential step in the
analysis of uncertaintyis to decompose a high level questionintoits component phenomenological parts.
This decomposition is done until each partis r,n areawhere thereareor could be dataand true expertise
could exist. Uncertainties within these individualphenomenological areas can be identified. Further-
more, defensible ranges for the values of uncertainquantities can be prescribed. The definitions of
uncertainquantities and the prescriptionof ranges for the values of these uncertainquantitiesare where
expert opinion and engineering judgment are heavily used. More confidence can be had in this use of
expertopinion and engineering judgment becausethereare, or at the very least could be, databases and
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theoretical bases for the expertise or judgment. Furthermore, it is convenient, if not mandatory, that
the bases for the opinions and judgments in individual phenomenologicai areas be described in a way
that is scrutable by other knowledgeable individuals. Conclusions reached by the experts can be
reproduced by others if the articulated assumptions are accepted.

Once the decomposition of an issue has been done, uncertainties identified and ranges for uncertain
quantities prescribed, the overall unce_nty in the high !evel issue can be defined. The mechanics
adopted here involve Monte Carlo sampling of the predictions for an issue derived from the component
phenomenological parts. The sampling is done by randomly mlecting values for the uncertain quantities
as prescribed by the probability distributions of values within the prescribed ranges. Them sampled
values of the uncertain quantities are then used in the _culation of the phenomena of interest.

Definition of probability distributions for uncertain quantifies is, unfortunately, a subjective task.
Though there have been some studies of the definition of these distributions [55], the author of this work
knows of no mechanical or non-controversial method for oefining these distributions. All that can be
done is to clearly indicate what distributions are used. For the work described here, the probability
density functions for values of uncertain quantities within prescribed ranges are defined by rules:

Where significant values of an uncertain quantity s_ less than an order of magnitude, the
probability density function for values of the uncertain quantity is taken to be a constant over
the prescribed range _d zero outside the range. This is called a "uniform" distribution.

- When significant values of an uncertain quantity span a range that is more than an order of
magnitude, the probability density function for the logarithm of the value of the quantity is taken
to be a constant over the prescribed range. This is called a "log-uniform" distribution.

- In those few cases in which a significant data base exists for an uncertain quantity, the
probability distribution is taken to be lognormal. The limits of the prescribed range for values
of the quantity are assumed to define the 1st and the 99th percentile of the cumulative
distribution.

The predictions obtained with the Monte Carlo sampling constitute a sample of the true uncertainty
distribution in the extent of decontamination by the pool. For the issue at hand here, the predictions
constitute a sample of the distribution in values of the decontamination that can be achieved by a water
pool overlying core debris in the drywell of a Mark I containment. This sample can be used to construct
an estimate of the true distribution of values of the decontamination. Because the sample is finite, the
estimate of the true distribution can be made only to a limited level of confidence. The mathematics and
statistical analysis use,d to construct the estimate of the true distribution and to characterize the
confidence level of the estimates are presented in Appendix A of this report.

B. Specific Uncertainties Considered

The specific uncertainties considered here in the analysis of aerosol scrubbing by an overlying water pool
are summarized in Table 2. Ranges for many of the uncertain quantities listed in the table have been
selected based on the discussions of physical phenomena presented in Chapter II. Probability density
functions for values within the ranges are specified by the "rules" listed above. Other features of the
various uncertain quantities are discussed below:
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Table 2 UneeMaln parameters and pro_rll_

- .................................................. L---- ............... I IIII Iillll .................... [J L I1 ......... LiEkl!ll iLL LII' Ill

Parameter or proeM) Range Probability density
__.: ..... ..:: :::: =..... : :,: ....................... :. ..... _ ...............................................................................................................................................

AmbientPressure 1-9atms uniform

' rConcreteErosionRate 3-35 cm/hr Iog-umfom

CarbonDioxideWeight 0.01-0.36 log-uniform
Fractionin Concrete

WaterWeightFractionin Concrete 0,05-0.08 uniform

Hydrogen-to-St=mPartialPressure 2-105 log-uniform
Ratio

CO/CO2 QuenchTemperature 1_-1300 K uniform

Solute Mass 0.05-100 gtkg H20 uniform

VolumeFractionSuspendedSolid 0-0.1 uniform

Densityof SuspendedSolids 1-6g/cm3 uniform

SignIndicatorfor Uncertaintyin Water 0-! uniform
SurfaceTension

MeanAerosolParticleSize 0.25-2.5 pm log-uniform

GeometricStandardDeviation 1,6-3.2 uniform

AerosolMaterialDensity 1.5-10.0 g!cm3 uniform

Coefficientin Davidson-SchularModel 1-1.54 uniform
for InitialBubbleSize

ContactAngleinFritzFormula 20-120° uniform

CoefficientintheTaylorInstability 1.9-4 uniform
ModelforBubbleSize

[
i

MultiplierforInertialImpaction 0-l uniform

BoilingHeatFlux 0.16-1.6MW/m 2 lognormal
p = 0.5 = mean

o = 1.645 = std,dev.
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1. Uncertainty in D_well _ure

Theatmosphericpressurein thedrywel!of a Mark 1containmentduringcoredebrisinteractionswith
concrete_d wateris oneof theboundaryconditionsthatvariesamongthe many,h_thetical, core
meltingaccidentsthathavebeendefinedfor Mark I boilingwaterreactors,Thepressureaffectsboth
aerosoltrappingandstem productmnby boiling, It is only possiblefor genericanalysesto assume
pressurein the drywell is betweenatmosphericpressureandthe estimatedfailure pressureof the
con_nment, MarkI containments,thoughsmall,arequitestrong,_timates [6]of thefailurepressures
of thesecontainmentsrangeto over10atmospheresabsolutepressure.Re estimateshave_n made
for reactorcontainmentsas designed. Fabricationerrorsand corrosionof the steel linerssince
installationundoubtablyreducethefaiivrepressureforthecontainmentsthoughthefailurepressurewill
stillbe well abovethedesignpressurewhichtakesintoaccountfabricationerrorsandcorrosion,A
rangeof I to 9 atmospheresfor thedrywell pressuRwasselectedhereto capture,at least,theeffect
of pressureonthepredictionsof performance,

2. Uncertainty in Concrete Erosion Rate

Basedonthediscussionsin ChapterI! theconcreteerosionrate has_n selectedto varyovertherange
of 3 to 35 cm/hr. Theerosionrated_s of coursevary with time duringa specificaccident.Time
resolveddecontaminationfactorsarenotsoughtin theanalysespresentedhere,sotimevariationsin the
concreteerosionratesarenotconsidered.In principle,theconcreteerosionrateis collated withthe
compositionof theconcretesincetheheatthat mustbe impartedto a caJcareousconcreteto ablatea

3'given volumeof the concreteis greaterthan the heat n_ed to ablate siliceousconcretes[. 8j.
Ins_tion of a varietyof publishedanaly_sof coredebrisinteractionswithconcrete[7, 24]doesnot
reveala clearcorrelationin theerosionrateswithconcretetype. Thereare enoughvariationsin the
initialandboundaryconditionsfor coredebris/concreteinteractionsthatthesensitivityof erosionrate
to concretetypeisoverwhelmed.

3. Uncertainty In Concrete Composition

As discusse.dinChapterII.thecarbondioxidecontentsofstructuralconcretesvarybetweenweight
fractionsof0,01inconcreteswithsiliceou:;aggregatesto0.36inconcretesmade usingcalcareous
materialsasboththecoarseandthefineaggregate,A surveyofwhatlittleinformationisavailablefor
MarkIcontainmentsrevealedonlythattherearereactorsthatusesiliceous,calcareous,andlimestone.
common sandconcretes.Consequently,adistributionoftheweighttractionsofCO 2 wasusedinthe
analysesbelow.Clearly,thereisnodistributioninthisquantityfora specificplant.

Asdiscus_ in ChapterI1, theweightfractionof waterin theconcretewastakentobe uncertainover
the rangeof 0.05 to 0,08.

4. Uncertainty In the Gas Composition

The ratioof the partialpressuresof hydrogenand steamin gasesthatemergefrom thecoredebris
dependsonthecompositionof thecore_debris. Whenthecoredebrisis rich in metalliczirconiumthe
ratioisquitelarge, ontheorderof 105. Whenreactivemetalsin thecoredebrishavebeenoxidized
theratioisonlyabout2, Theinitialcompositionof thecoredebrisisdeterminedbytheratheruncertain
predictionsof reactoraccidentprogressionprior to theonsetof coredebrisinteractionswithconcrete
in theMark I drywell. Whatevertheinitialcomposition,thecoredebriscomposition,andconsequently
thehydrogen-to-steampartialpressureratioin gasesemergingfromthecoredebris,variesduringthe
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interactionswithconcrete, Fora s_ific setof initialconditionsthisvariationcanbe predictedwith
acceptableaccuracy. When averagedover a broadrangeof initial and boundaryconditionsthe
hydrogen-to-steamratiobecomesan uncertainquantity.

The temperatureat whichgaskineticssignifi_ntly affecttheevolutionin the gascompositionis an
importantfactor in the predictionof the gascomposition.The rangefor thisquenclltemperature
selectedhere.1000-1300K, is the_angeinferredfromvarioustest of hightemperaturemeltinteractions
with concrete[38, 46, 47].

5. Unee_lnty In Water _perlles

Solidsdissolvedin thewateraffect waterproperties.Thereis little informationavailableonhowmuch
materialwill b,Jabletodissolvein thewater_1. It is possiblethatwatersuppliedto thedrywellmay
containadditivessuchasboric acidandsodiumhydroxide.An es_ial!y likely murceof additional
solutemassis theconcrete.At hightemperaturesinvoiw':din theablationof concretealkalimetals(Na
andK) arevaporizedfrom theconcrete.The_ al_i m_taJsare, of course,quitesolubleinwater. The
concentrationsof dissolvedspeciesof thistypewill increasein thewater_1 tf wateris recirculated
fromthesteamsuppressionpool.The rangefortheconcentrationsofdissolvedmasswas selected
somewhatarbitmfllyto capturethe uncertaintythatexistsas the waterbecomescontaminatedwith
dissolvedmaterials.

Muchof _e materialin thewaterpoolwill notdissolve.Rather,it will bepresentassuspendedsolids,
Asidefrom the fact that suspendedsolidsare premn!in thewater, thereis little informationon how
muchsuspendedmaterialcanbe present.To someextentthevolumefractiohof suspendedsolidswill
dependon whetherwatersuppliedto thedrywellis recirculated.The rangeof thevolumefractionof
solidsselect_ herewaslimitedtoanupperboundof 0.1. Abovea volumefractionof suspendedsolids
of 0.1 the liquidpha,.ebeginsto behavesignificantlydifferentlythanwater.

Solidspeciesfoundsuspendedinwaterduringtestsofthesimultaneousinteractionsofhightemperature

meltswithconcreteand with._water[!6]ins,ludeZrO2 (_ = 5.9g/cm3) SiO2(P-2.2 g_cm3),
CaMg(CO3)2 (p - 2.87g/cm")NaAIS=O4 (p - 2.6g/cm"),AI2Si2Os(OH)(p - 3.1g/cm")and
CaCO 3 (p = 2,7g/cm3). Were t,,'aniumdioxideusedinthetests,hydratesof urmuum oxide
presun_abiywoulda.lsobesuspendedinthewater.Hydrationwillreducetheeffectivedensitiesofthe

[ suspended_lids.A lowerboundon thedensityof thesuspendedsolidswas thereforesettobe
Ig/cm3.Theupperboundonthedensityisdeterminedbytheabilityofgass_ging tokeepthesolids
suspended.Withouta surfaceactiveagent.presentitisdifficultforsimplegasspargingtokeepsolids
ofdensitiesgreaterthanabout6 grams/crn"suspendedinwater[36].

Data presented in Chapter11show that solutes can either increase or decrease the surface tension of
waterand that the effect varies linearlywith solute mass. Consequentlythe surfacetensionof the liquid
phase is taker,to he:

o(w)(l--S) fore < 0,5

oI =

o(w)(I .S) for t z, 0.5
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where

o(w) =surfacetensionof purewater

S = weightfractionofdissolvedsolids

t =uncertainpa_rameterwithvaluesuniformlydistributedovertherangeof 0 to 1.

6, UneeMalnt.vIn Aer_ol SizeDistribution

The sizedistributionof aerosolsbeinginj_ted intoanoverlyingwater_1 is quiteuncertainlargely
becausethereare no datato indicateif theaerosolformationp_ess is affectedby the water_1.
Here, theaerosolsizedistributionis takento bea Iognormaldistributioncharacterizedby a meanand
a geometrics_dard deviation. Microscopicexaminationsof aerosolcollect_l in testsof melt
interactionswithconcreteshowthattheaerosolsareagglomerateswithprimaryparticlesabout0.1 i_m
in diameter. It woulds_m unlikely,then,thataerosolsenteringthewaterpoolwouldbe smallerthan
theseprimary particles. The meansize would, in fact, be somewha,larger sincesomeparticle
agglomerationwouldbeexited evenovertheshorttransportdistancesavailableincaseswitha water
_i present.Con_uently, thelowerboundonthemeanaerosolsizewasselectedto be0.25 l_m. The
upperboundon the meansizewasselect_ to be2.5 I_mba_ onthelargersizespredictedto occur
duringthe mostintensephasesof aeroso_generationby coredebris-concreteinteractionsasdiscussed
in ChapterI!.

Thegeometricstandarddeviationof theaerosolsisedistributionwas_l_ted to be unce_in between
1.6 to 3.2 ba_ on theobservationsfrom testswithnowater_1 present.Argumentscanbe made
to suggestthatthewaterpoolcouldaffect thegeometricstandarddeviation.Thereare, however,no
datato supportcontentionsthatthe sizedistributionof aerosolsbeinginjectedinto the waterpoolis
eithernarrowedor broadened_ause a waterpoolispresent. Norare theredatato supportor refute
contentionsthat the geometricstandarddeviationis correlatedwith the meansize of the aerosol.
Consequently,themeansizeandthegeometricstandarddeviationaretakento be independent.

Aerosolsare all assume.dto haveshapefactorsof 1. This wasdonein thebelief thatwaterwould
condensein theintersticesof agglomeratesof primaryaerosolparticles.Surfacetensionforcesexerted
by thecondenu_:lwaterwill tendto pull chainagglomeratesof aerosolsintospheres[56].

7. Uncertainty in Bubble Size

The i,ni_a!sizesof bubblesenteringthewaterpoolarecalculatedfromthe Davidson-Schularequation
for low viscosityfluids:

I/3 V0'4

Dh = c £._ cm

asdescribedinChapterII.TheleadingcoefficientEhasanominalvalueofI,I.Variousexperimental
studieshaveshownthisvaluetovaryatleastovertherangecfIto1,54dependingonthedetailsofthe
geometryoforificesatwhichbubblesar_formed[26].Itwas assumedthenthatE was uniformly
distributedoverthi_range.
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A lowerboundon the initialbubblesizeisdefinedby the Fritz equation:

ob.0,,,0,,[o,,0,1]
The cc,rltactangle_ in this_uation dependson whetherwatercan "wet" the interracialcrustthat
separateswaterfrom moltencoredebris. If water_not "wet" thissurfaceqr • 120°, If watercan
"wet" the surfaceqrapproacheszero. Herea lower limit on _ is takento be 20°.

An upperboundon the initialbubblesizeis takento be definedby Taylor instability:

Db =2C [°IIg(Pl" pg)]I/2

Asdiscuss_inChapterII, theleadingc_fficient is takento_ unce_n anduniformlydistributedover
therangeof 1.9 to 4. TheL_vichcriterionisappliedalsotodefineanupperboundontheinitialbubble
sizeanda boundon thebubblegrowththatcanoccurasbubblesrise throughthewaterpool.

8. Uncertainty In Inertial Impactlon

Inertialimpactionof aerosolswith thebubblewallsis a factorin aero_l scrubbingonly if gaseswithin
risi,ngbubblescirculate. In highlycontaminatedsystemslike waterpoolsoverlyingcoredebristhatis
interactingwithconcrete,it is by no meanscertainthatgaseswill circulateor at whatrategaseswill
circulatewithinrisingbubble_.Consequently,thecoefficientfo,'inertial[mpactionof aerosolparticles
describedin Chapter1Ihas_n multipliedby anunce_n parameterwithvaluesuniformlydistributed
overtherange0 to 1.

9. Uncertainty in Boiling Heat Rux

The boilingheatflux from the interracialcrustto the wateris controversial. The hope[23] thata
progressivefragmentationof' the crustwill resultin very highheatfluxesto the waterhasnotbeen

i rewardedin experimentsdone to date. Progressiv,,:fragmentationand very high heat fluxes are
neglectedhere. Thereis someevidence[23] thatwhenmelt first beginsto spreadoutof thepedestal
regionacrossthedry'wellfloor in aMark I containment,highheatfluxesdodevelop.Thisis,however,
a verytransientperiodof time Thistransientmaybequiteimportantfor theanalysisof attackon tl'._
containmentliner. Forsourcetermconsiderations,thequasi-steadystateheatflux to thewaterpoolthat
developsafterthemoltencoredebrishasspreadisof moreinterest.Basedon theexperimentaldatathat
havebeenaccumulatedto_date,thisquasi-steadyheatflux isassumedheretobe Iognormallydistributed
witha meanof 50 W/cm2 anda geometricstandarddeviatior_of 1.645.

C. Predictionsof the_ontamtnatlon Factors

A modelofaerosolscrubbingbyawaterpoolba'_onthephenomenadescribedinChapterIIhasbeen
formulated.Detailsofthemodelaredescribedelsewhere[I8,27]. Insummary,themodelusesa
fourthorderRunga-Kuttaalgorithmto solvethedifferentialequationforaerosolscrubbingby
sedimentation,diffusionandinertiaiimpaction.Scrubbingduetothecollapseofbubblesinasubcooied
waterpoolisassumedtooccurinstantaneously.Stepsizesarecontroll_inthealgorithmsothatno
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more thanI0 percentof theaerosolisremovedduringbubblerisein a givencomputationcycle. The
initialsizeofallbubblesenteringtheoverlyingwaterIxx_listakentobethe_me. Ifbubblesgrowto
exc_ theLevichcriterion(_ ChapterII),theyareinstanlaneouslydividedintobubbleswithhalfthe
volumedictatedby the l..evichcriterion.

Aerosols are assum_ to be lognormaliy distributed in size. The cumulative, mass-weight_, size
distribution is taken to be:

Pr(d < D) = 0.5(I. err(z))

wt!ere

Pr(dp < D) = cumulative probability of the particle size being less than D

z _, In(Dill) i _ Ino

i_ = meansize

o = geometricstandarddeviation

erf (x)= error function of x

Calculations are conducted by dividing the initial aerosol size distribution into 20 equal mass "bins."
The necessa,'y inversion of the errorfunction is done with a Newton-Raphson method. The behaviors
of aerosol particles in each bin are assumed to be weii repre_nted by a particle with the diametarof the
mass n_edianparticle diameter in the bin.

Calculations are done by randomly _lecting values of the uncertain parameters according to their
respective probability density functions. This is easily done for the uniform and log-uniform
distributions. The inversion of the error function necessary for Iognormally dk,_ributedparametersis,
again, done with the Newton-Rapson method for locating r_ts of non-linear equations. Random
numbers needed for the selection of values of the uncertain parameters are obtained from a congruent
sequential generatoralgorithm. Such algorit.hmsare known to have a cyclical behavior. To avoid this,
the random numbers were randomly "shuffled" using an algorithm by Knuth [57].

Results of the calculation are cast in terms of a decontamination factor (DF) defined by

DF = Mass of aerosol entering the water pc,ol
Mass of aerosoi__emerging fromthe Watef_l

This method of presentation eliminates some of the sensitivity of results to the uncertain initial and
boundaryconditions such as the mass of core melt on the drywell floor. Calculations were done using
methodsdescribed in Reference 17 to generate uncertainty distributions for the decontamination factor.
Typically about 500 calculations were done for each set of conditions. As is discussed in Appendix A,
this number of calculations assures to at least a 95 percent confidence that 99 percent of the range of
values of the decontamination factor has been sampled.
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The purpose of this work is to show that provision of water to the drywell of a Mark I boiling water
reactor will reduce the magnitudes of the radionuclide releases from the plant even if the water fails to
prevent containment failure. Details on the way water is to be provided to the drywell have not been
specified. Possible variations in the supply of water include va,]ations in the depth and the temperature
of the water to be maintained over the core debris that is interacting with the drywell concrete.
Therefore, calculations were done for water pool depths of 30 and 50 cm, and for water subcooling of
0, 2, 5, 10, 20, 30, 50, and 70°C. The calculated values of the decontamination factors for each of the
sixteen sets of conditions were analyzed to construct at confidence levels of 50, 90, and 95 percent the
cumulative probability distribution functions for the decontamination factor. The detailed results are
presented in tabular form in Appendix B. Cumulative probability distributions for two typical results
are shown in Figure 11. These results are shown in the figure as plots of the natural logarithm of the
decontamination factor as a function of the quantile of the cumulative distribution. Confidence bands
of 95 and 50 percent are shown in the figure.

One of the most useful features ot" this type of analysis is that it permits separation of the
phenomenological uncertainty from the stochastic uncertainty associated with the finite size of the
samples taken of the distribution. It is apparent from the results shown in Figure 11 that the stochastic
uncertainties in the results obtained here are small in comparison to the phenomenological uncertainties
in the vicinity of the mean. At the 95 perc.*ntile level and above the stochastic uncertainties are, in some
cases, quite large. The confidence intervals to account for stochastic uncertainties could be narrowed
by taking larger samples in the Monte Carlo sampling process.

Results obtained in the calculations for the median, the 10 percent quantile and the 90 percent quantile
are summarized in Table 3 for specific confidence levels. Each entry in the table is a range of values
whose width is determined by the Sl:_x_ifiedconfidence level.

The median decontamination factors (at 50 percent confidence level) for water txmls 30 and 50 cm deep
are shown as functions of pool subcooling in Figure 12. It is evident from this figure that subcooling
greatly enhances the amount of decontamination that can be achieved by a water pool. Even for very
shallow water pools with proper subcooling, median values of the decontamination factor in excess of
100 are achieved. That is, even with only a 30 cm deep water pool the radionuclide release from core
debris interacting with concrete can be reduced by a factor 100.

Very conservative views of the state of phenomenological uncertainty might be based on the 10 percent
quantile of the uncertainty distribution. Even in this pessimistic case, factor of 10 reductions in the
radionuclide release can be achieved with well-subcooled, shallow water pools (see Figure 13).

The calculations presented here are tbr water pools overlying core debris within the drywell. Should
core debris penetrate the steel liner and flow into the reactor torus room, water would follow. Water
maintained over core debris in the torus room would achieve similar reductions of the aerosol and

radionuclide emissions as have been calculated here. The results described in this chapter are used in
Chapter VI to analyze aerosol concentration in the Mark I drywell for a particular accident.

!
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IV. Source Term Attenuation by Dryweil Sprays

A. Background

in the previous chapter, it was shown that water pools overlying core debris could reduce the aerosol
production and radionuclide release from core debris interactions with concrete. Release of radioactive
materials during core debris/concrete interactions is but one of the processes that can contaminate the
atmosphere of the Mark I drywell and contribute to the inventory of radioactive materials that could
escape the plant should the containment fail. Release of radioactive materials from the reactor coolant
system when core debris penetrates the reactor vessel, revaporization of radionuclides deposited in the
reactor coolant system and release of radionuclides from residual fuel in the reactor coolant system after
vessel failure are other ways the atmosphere of the drywell becomes contaminated with radioactive
materials. Water _ls overlying core debris on the dryweii floor will little affect these sources of
radioactivity to the drywell atmosphere.

The dry.wells of Mark I containments are equipped with sprays. The sprays are intended primarily to
be used to condense steam in design-basis loss of coolant accidents. The sprays might, however, be used
to supply the water needed to maintain a water pool over core debris deposited in the drywell during
severe reactor accidents. Falling water drops produced by the spray will trap aerosols suspended in the
drywell atmosphere. The sprays could, then, be used to attenuate the source term of radioactive material
injected into the drywell atmosphere by processes other than core debris interactions with concrete as
well as scavenge aerosols produced by core debris/concrete interactions and not trapped in the water
pool.

In this and the next chapter, a quantitative analysis of the decontamination of the dryweil atmosphere
by drywell sprays is presented. The presentation is, in outline, rather similar to that used to present
analyses of the decontamination by an overlying water pool. Phenomena that affect spray performance
are discussed in the balance of this chapter. In Chapter V a detailed, quantitative analysis of spray
performance is presented.

There is an important difference in the analyses of spray performance from the analyses of the
decontamination by overlying water pools. Sprays can be operated for an indeterminant period of time.
The decontamination that can be achieved by sprays is, then, unbounded whereas the decontamination
by water pools is inherently limited by the depth of the pool and the rise velocities of aerosol-laden
bubbles through the pool. That is, aerosols rising through an overlying water pool are exposed to the
actions of the water pool for a fixed, predictable time. Aerosols in the drywell atmosphere can be
exposed to the actions of spray droplets for times that can be known only if the schedule for spray
operation is known. It would be presumptuous to assign a particular decontamination factor to the
sprays if some mandated schedule for their operation does not exist.

The formal differential equation that describes aerosol mass in the containment atmosphere is:

dM _ _ kM . _ .1_
dt
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where

M = aerosol mass suspended in the containment atmosphere

_. = a coefficient for decontamination by sprays

R = rate of aerosol removal by mechanisms other than spray decontamination of the
atmosphere

O 'S = rate at which aerosol mass is injected into the c ntamment atmosphere

A more convenient method for the analy3is of spray performance is to determine 4, the coefficient for
decontamination by sprays. Specification of £ provides a much more generically useful result than
does specification of a decontamination factor obtained by assuming some arbitrary operation of the
sprays. In the subsections below, it will be shown that _.is not a constant. Rather, it has complicated
functional dependencies on the aerosol trapping processes, the characteristics of the spray and the
conditions under which the sprays operate.

*Regulatory descriptions of _, use the definition [84]:

/X ,, -...W-

where

H = fall distance
V = contairmaent volume
F = water flow rate

E
= aerosol capture efficiency divided by droplet diameteri5

El is 10 meters"1 until a decontamination factor of 50For 1000 p,m diameter droplets a recommended value [841 for .i5

to 1 meter'l Values of _,f given in this repol*t in units ofhr "1 m_y be converted into v_ues of (_ / in units of meters by:

where Q is the water flux into the containment atmosphere in units of cm3 H20 / cm2-s. The reciprocal of _. is the time
in hours tor sprays to reduce the aerosol concentration in the atmosphere by a factor of e ,, 2.7 if there is no unsprayed
volume.
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B. Trapping of Aerosol Particles by Water Droplets

Activation of drywell sprays in a Mark I boiling water reactormust be done manually. If the drywell
sprays areactivatedduring a severe reactoraccidentthe sprays v,ill affect the pressure,temperatureand
composition of the containmentatmosphere. Sprayswill cool the atmosphere andcondense steam in the
atmosphere. Stefan forces on aerosol particles during the condensation of steam will drive aerosol
particles into falling water droplets. There will also be some modest thermophoretic forces on aerosol
particles that will drive the particles into the water droplets.

The dynamic conditionsimmediately following sprayactuationwill be of shortduration. Ratherquickly
a quasi-steady state will be established in which the pressure, temperatureand composition of the
containment atmosphereare n_ly in equilibriumwith the failing spray droplets. It is the source term
reduction that can be achieved during this quasi-steadyoperation of the sprays that is of interesthere.
Though a signifi_t amountof decontaminationof the drywellcan be anticipatedduring the initial phase
of spray operation, this early decontaminationdriven by steam condensationis neglected here. Neglect
of decontaminationduring the early period of spray operationis not a serious omission if containment
failure is not coincident with actuation of the sprays.

Under the essentially steady-state conditions assumed here, falling water droplets still sweep aerosol
particles fromthe containmentatmosphere. The predominantmodes bywhich falling waterdroplets trap
aerosol particles are:

- impaction

- interception, and

- diffusion.

!mpaction refersto the collision of water dropletswith aerosolparticles. As a droplet falls through the
drywell atmosphere, a flow field develops around the droplet. This flow field will carry aerosol
particles. Some aerosol particleswill be too massive to respondto the suddenaccelerationsof gas flow
in the vicinity of the falling droplet. Inertiawill allow these particles to cross the streamlinesof the flow
field and to contact the water droplet. It is assumed here that contact between a water droplet and an
aerosol particle is sufficient to cause the capture of the aerosol particle whether or not the aerosol
material is soluble in the droplet. Surface tension and vander Waals forces are sufficient to hold even
insoluble particles to the droplet.

Particles of an intermediate size may be able to respond to the accelerations in the gas flow field near
the droplet. The centers of mass of these droplets will follow trajectories around the droplet. But,
because the droplets are of finite size, they may still be intercepted by the droplet.

Very small particles will be able to follow the flow field around a falling droplet easily. These small
panicles also respond to impulses provided by collisions with gas molecules. Because of the stochastic
nature of these collisions, there is an apparent diffusion of small aerosol particles. This diffusive motion
can carry the panicles across streamlines into the droplet surface. Again, surface tension and van der
Waals forces assure the diffusing panicles are trapped by the falling drop once contact is made.

49 NUREG/CR-5978



Attenuation

It is possible for aerosol panicles and falling drops to be electrostatically charged, Coulombic forces
between charged aerosols and charged droplets could attract or re_l panicles and drops depending on
the relative signs of the charges. Radiation fields are, however, often u_ to discharge aerosol
particles. Certainly undersevere accident conditions both the drops and the aerosol panicles in the Mark
t drywell would be exposed to an intense radiation field. Electrostatic interactions are neglected here.
No entirely satisfactory prc_f has been formulated to defend the decision to neglect ¢:lectrostaticeffects
(but, s_ References 59, _),

The quantitative descriptionsof aerosol collection by falling drops are based on the assumption thatthe
drops are spheres. This seems to be an acceptable assutnption for droplets formed by sprays in nuclear
power plants. Waterdroplets falling throughair needed to be larger than 0, i cm to distort significantly
from spherical [26, 61]. The distortion of largerdroplets and models for the_ distortions are descflbed
el_where [18],

Consider a sphereof diameter Dd falling throughspace. After falling a distance x, the sphere will have
swept out a volume of gas given by:

Volume = _ D x

If the gas contains a concentrationof n(i) aerosol panicles of diameter dp(i), then the falling sphere
would have encountered:

D_ n(i)x4

of these aerosol particles in the absence of hydrodynamic forces on th¢.particles. A convenient
definition of the efficiency with which falling drops captureaerosol particles =sthe ratio of the actual
number of panicles captured to the l',umberof panicles in the volume swept by the falling sphere:

E(Dd . dp(i)) = 4aN(i) / nD_ n(i)x

where

_(Dd, dp(i)) = droplet capture efficiency for aerosol particles of diameter dp(i)

AN(i) = acttal numberof panicles of diameter dp(i) captured during a fall of distance
X.

Hydrodynamic effects cannot be neglectedin theanalysis of aerosol capture by failing water drops. The
efficiency with which droplets capture particles should depend on the nature of the gas flow around the
droplet. Analytic results are available only for the limiting flow regimes of viscous flow (Reynolds
number = Re -. 0) and of potential flow (Re -, =), Pemberton [62] has argued that in view of the

substantial size differences between aerosols of interest (dp(i) < 10 p,m) and water droplets
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(Dd > 100 I.ml), flows around falling water droplets can be satisfactorily treated as potential flows,
Others [03], however, have fdt it necessaD' to consider some means tbt '(n)erpolating between viscous
and potential flow to predict real decontamination rates, Not everyone has agreed with the interpolation
methods that have been proposed in the literature [_],

Widel) used expressions lbr the efficiency of aerosol capture as a result of impaction are:

c(imp, pot) = 0 fi)r Stk _ 0,0833

¢(imp, pot) = [Stk ; (Stk + b)]" lbr Stk _ 0.2

a(imp, pot) - 8,57 [Stk / (Stk + 8))]2 (Stk - 0,08333) t'or 0,08333 < Stk < 0,2

where 8 has been given values between 0,25 and 0.75.

b, .ViscousFlo_. Regime

E(imp, vise) = 0 for Stk s 1,214

! [ 0.75 In(2Stk)]-2i ¢(imp, vise)= 1 + i.Stk=::.2,:i.:_-l_)] for Stk > 1,214

c, T_ Flow Reg_e

t(imp, visc) .,- Red (E(imp, pot) i 60
E(imp, trans) ,, ..........................................

........ 1* Red i 60 --

where

Stk = dp" ppU T!9 t_$ Ddx

Red UT Pg Dd / _g

p g = density of the gas phase

UT = terminal velocity of the droplet

_g = viscosity of the gas phase

= dynamic shape factor for the aerosol panicle.

Note that two models of panicle capture by impaction are presented above. All real flows are in the
transition regime between the viscous and potential flow limits. O ae model follows the argument by
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Penl_r, on I_Zltt|_,t real flows of interest hcrc are adequately llpproxintated by pote,tial t!o,v and the
irt|pactiot) el'ficicncy i_ _ivet| by _(imp, pot). 'l'he _lhcr tnodd i_ based on _zn iltterpohztion l-¢tween

pot_ntiaiandviscousflow. 'l'tleef'ficiencyof aero,_olcaptureby in|pactiol!is thengivell by {(imp,
trans). Plotsof c(imp, pot)and tlitnp, irans)art,sh()wnin Figurei4 t_)rWaler dropletsthllingthrough
air at I atmospherepressureand2LJ8K. Propertiesusedfor thesecalculationsarc_hownill "l'able4.
rhe dynamicshaw factorof the aerosolwa._takento be I for tt|ecakulationsuxedto preparethi_
t'igurt,.

i'_xprcssionsfor theel'ficietzcy,_t"aerosolcaptureby interceptionare:

_(int, pot) -_ 3y dp / I)d

b,

¢(int,vise)= 1,5(y dp / Dd)"/(I * ydp/ Dd)1:3

_tint, vise) ,"Red E(inl, pot) / 60
(int, trans) _ ...............

1 + Red /60

wherey isthecollisionshapefactorfortheaerosolparticles.

j )Thecaptureefficie_yt_)rtheviscousfh)wregimeisthatrecommendedbyLeeandGleseke1651and

differssomewhatfromthinoftenquotedt(int,vise)= 1,5(ydp/Dd)2,"

Again,notetherearetwomodelsofinterceptionefficiencypresentedabove,Theseefficiencies-,._(int,
pot)and_(int,trans).-areshownasfunctionsofaerosolparticlesizeanddropletdiameterinFigure15,
Alsoshowninthefigureistheefficiencyofaerosolcaptureintheviscousflowlimit,

Expressionsavailablelotthedescriptionoftheefficiencyofaerosolcapturebydiffusioninclude:

_(diO= 3.18Pe"2/3

_(dii')= (4/Pet(2+ 0.557RedI/2Sc3/8)

where

Pc = Peclet number = Red Sc

Sc = Schmidt number = pg/pg_._
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Table 4 Properties of water and air

_|er Densit_ (g/cm3)
II

Pl = 0.849397 + 1.29812 x 103T _ 2.69223 x lif o T 2

__ ePoises)

l°glO Pl " I°gl0 (0.01002) + 1.3272 (293 - T) - 1.52 x 10-3 (T - 293
(T - 168)

__Uffac¢ T emioq (dyne/era)

a i _ 34.6 (T/704)"0'8373

__ (g/cm3)

pg(air)_ 0.352P(atms)/T

_},L..Y.i,_g__ (Poises)

pg(air, = 2.3013 x 10.6 T0'768
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_p = diffusion coefficient for _,'rosol panicles

= _ kT/3_: pg dp

k = Boltzmann's constant = 1.38 x 10"16 ergs/K

= Cunningham slip correction

,:1 .0,
m

I = mean free path in the gas phase

1 (crn) _. 2.3 x 10-8 T(K) / P(atm)

Great confidence cannot be placed in any of these expressions for aerosol capture by diffusion. The
expressions are based on isolated spherical collectors for aerosol particles. Spray droplets in the drywell
atmosphere of a Mark I containment will not be isolated. There is substantial evidence that in arrays
of spheres mass transport to a sphere is less than mass transport to an isolated sphere [65-66]. Detailed
results are available only for cases involving two equal size spheres [66-68]. At the limit of Pe -, 0
where the Sherwood number for an isolated sphere is 2, the Sherwood number for a sphere in a pair as
a function of the septation between spheres is [68]:

Separation divided by
the radius of the sphere Sherwood number (Sh)

2.00
20.14 1.9056

8.288 1.7852
3.0862 1.5232
2.0402 1.3920

Thus, the deviation increases as the spheres become closer. The obvious limit is Sh = 1.0 when the
spheres coalesce. The presence of a second sphere drastically affects the angular distribution of local
Sherwood numbers around a sphere.

Useful results for randomly dispersed spheres with varying diameters do not appear to be available. It
is apparent, however, that the wake behind a large, fast moving drop could affect diffusive collection
of aerosol panicles by smaller droplets. Small droplets, it will be seen, are quite important in the
decontamination of containment atmospheres by sprays.

Often the various mechanisms of aerosol capture by spray droplets are considered to operate
independently. The overall efficiency of the spray is then given by (additive model):

_(total) = e(imp) + e(int) + e(dif)
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Analternate expression for the overall efficiency of decontamination by spray droplets is [69] (compound
model):

e'(total) = 1-(1 - c(imp)) (1 - _(int)) (1 - c(dif))

This expression differs markedly from the previous expression only for capture of aerosols by large
panicles.

The overall efficiency of aerosol capture by water droplets is shown as a function of aerosol size and
droplet size in Figure 16. Note that there is a minimum in the capture efficiency when is plotted against
aerosol panicle size. At this minimum, aerosols are too big to be significantly affected by Brownian
motion responsible for aerosol capture by diffusion. Yet, the particles are still small enough that they
have a high probability of avoiding capture by imp ,ction or interception.

A great deal of significance has been attached to the existence of this minimum. Though sprays may
be effective agents for cleansing the atmosphere of general aerosols, they may be quite inefficient at
removing aerosols with sizes in the vicinity of the minimum. This size, not coincidently, is the aerosol
size likely to be injected into containment by sources subjected to other decontamination processes such
as overlying water txx_ls or transport through the reactor coolant system. It is also the aerosol particle
size to be expected when vapors are released from the reactor coolant system are suddenly condensed
in the cooler drywell. The concern is, of course, that these panicles might be substantially resistant to
scrubbing by sprays.

Note, however, that the location of the minimum is dependent on the droplet size. Droplets having
diameters of about 200 I.tm produce a minimum at a substantially different location than do droplets
600 _m in diameter and larger. At least some of the concern over the minimum in the overall
decontamination factor arises because models used to predictdecontaminationby sprays [70] use a single
monodisperse droplet size. Modeling sprays with a range of droplet sizes would reduce, but not
eliminate, the concern over aerosol panicles resistant to cap'ure by droplets.

C. Characteristics of Sprays

A comprehensive examination of spray systems in the drywells of Mark I boiling water reactors has not
been attempted. A brief description of features of these spray systems pertinent to the analysis of
aerosol removal is presented here. At least for the plants that were examined, the spray system consists
of at least two headers. One header is located near the waist of the so-caUed inverted lightbulb
containment about 8.5 meters above the drywell floor. The other header may be variously located. At
the Brown's Ferry plants, the second header is located 15.8 meters above the drywell. At other plants
there may be a header even higher in the drywell.

In all cases examined, the spray system must be manually actuated. In the case of the Brown's Ferry
plants, interlocks prevent actuation of the spray unless the drywell is pressurized and the core is 2/3
covered with water. Other characteristics of drywell sprays are listed in Table 5.

At the Brown's Ferry Units 1 and 2 sprays can provide 517 liters/second of water to the drywell. At
Unit 3 sprays can provide 5'77 liters per second. Such high flow rates from drywell sprays may not be
typical of all Mark I boiling water reactors. The containments of these reactors are designed for internal
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Figure 16 Overall capture efficiency as a function of aerosol particle size for various water drop
sizes according to the additive and compound models described in the text
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Table 5 Characteristics of drywell sprays in some Mark I boiling water reactors

i Drywell Wellwell
' volume volume

__ Plan t ..... MWth ,_ (m3) (m3) ....... Spray system description .........

Pilgrim 1 i998 4162 3398 Part of RHR; interlocks to prevent actuation
unless water level 2/3 of core height and drywell
pressure > 0.27 atms-gauge

Oyster 1930 5097 3596 Two independent systems, Automatic initiation
Creek of one system on high drywell pressure and low

water level in core. Power from emergency
buses.

Nine Mile 1850 5037 3398 Independent system. One system automatically
Point 1 initiated on high drywell pressure and low water

level, Second system connected to emergency
diesel generators and manually initated.

Millstone 1 2011 4162 3540 Part of RHR. Manual initiation after core is
flooded.

Fitzpatrick 2436 4248 3398 Part of RHR. System can be manually initiated
after low pressure injection requirements are
met,

Hope Creek 3436 4786 3879 Part of RHR. Manually initiated,
l&2

Vermont 1593 3794 3058 Part of RHR.
Yankee

Dresden 2527 4474 3313 Part of RHR.
2&3

Quad Cities 2511 4474 3313 Part of RHR. Manual initiation permissible after
1 & 2 water level 2/3 of core height.

Fermi 2 3430 4644 3681 Part of RHR. Manual initiation permissible after
low pressure injection requirements are met.

Duane 1658 3086 2662 Part of RHR. Manual initiation after low
Arnold pressure injection requirements are met,

Cooper 2381 3738 3115 Part of RHR. Manual initiation possible once
water level > 2/3 of core height and drywell
pressure > 0.27 atms-gauge.

Monticello 1670 3794 3058 Part of RHR. Manual initiation once low
pressure injection requirements are met.

..;.-,,. ,.,, ,, , ,,, : ,,, , ?,_, ,, , _: _,],._, 7: _;. ,,,,.,, ""' '""" .... "' z,
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Table 5 Characteristlc_sof drywell sprays In some Mark I boiling water reactors (Concluded)

Drywell Wetwell
volume volume

Plant M_Wth (m3) (m") Spray system description...... i llm i iii t i i i i u i i iii iiiiiii llU ___ _ llf i i _ • - - iii iiiiiii

Edwin Hatch 2436 4134 3143 Part of RHR. Manual initiation possible
1 & 2 after low pressure injection requirements

are met.

Brown's Ferry 3293 4502 3370 Part of RHR. Manual initiation after low
1, 2, & 3 pressure injection requirements are met.

Brunswick 1 & 2 2436 4644 3511 Part of RHR. Manual initiation after low
pressure injection requirements are met.

pressurization and are poorly suited to withstand pressurization by the external atmosphere. A concern
has arisen that actuation of the sprays in the drywell may cool the drywell so much that it becomes
externally pressurized. Some Mark I plants have been modified so that the dryweli sprays can provide
only about 50 liters of water per :.,econd.

Based on the examinations done for this work, two types of spray nozzles are used in the dryweil sprays
of Mark I boiling water reactors--Model 1-7G25 and 1-7G3 made by Spray Systems Co. A schematic
diagram of the Model 1-7G25 spray nozzle is shown in Figure 17. The Model 1-7G3 is quite similar.
Also shown in this figure is the spray pattern produced by the nozzle. About 65 percent of the water
flow is within a central core region. The remaining 35 percent of the flow is within a coaxial annulus.

Flow rates through the nozzles as functions of water pressure are shown in Figure 18. The volume-
weighted mean droplet sizes produced by the nozzles as a function of water pressure are shown in
Figure 19.

More detailed droplet size data are not available for the Model 1-7G25 spray nozzle. Droplet size data
have been obtained for the Model 1-7G3 nozzle [71]. These data were obtained by allowing droplets
to fall into pools of liquid nitrogen and sieving the frozen particles. Some results are shown in Table 6.
In comparison to photographic techniques, this method typically yields higher concentrations of fine
droplets. This may be because it is able to measure droplets that cannot be resolved well by
photographic methods. On the other hand, sieving may break particles and lead to erroneously high
indications of fine droplet contributions to the distribution [72].

A surprising finding of the droplet size distribution measurements is that droplets obtained with
"tap water" are somewhat smaller than droplets obtained with a sodium hydroxide-boric acid solution
(see Figure 20). The concentrations of solutes (3000 ppm boron and pH 9.5) used in the experiments
seem to be too low to produce changes in liquid properties that would account for the changes in droplet
size distribution. Of course, it may be that solutes make frozen droplets less susceptible to breakage
during sieving.
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Figure 18 Volumetric flow rates through the Model 1-7G25 and Model 1.7G3 spray nozzles as
functions of water pressure
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Figure 19 Volume-weighted mean droplet sizes produced by the Model 1-7G25 and Model 1-7G3
spray nozzles as functions of water pressure
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Table 6 Droplet size data for the Model 1.7G3 spray nozzle [711

Ma_ on screen (g) in

Screen T_I 3a T_ 3b Test 4a Test 4b
oi_ning (boric acid-sodium

(pm) (Tap water) hydroxide solution)_ ._ ...... i _ -- ___. [ IIlIIIHI _ _111Jill _ [ "--_i _ I]1 ] - i .... . -- IIIIIIL_ _ L i 11411 I "-" i [ I E_IH _ ........ _ iii --4 ._L_ ....... ._ --

2360

1700 154.3 0

1400 154.3 77.2

1180 77.2 231.5 77,2

IO(X9 77.2 77.2 77.2 77.2

850 231.5 154.3 231.5 231.5

710 231.5 77.2 540.1 540.1

600 385.8 231,5 925.8 848.7

500 540.1 462.9 1311.6 1388.7

355 1080.1 1234,4 2468,8 3008.9

300 462.9 617.2 1080.1 1234.4

250 462.9 462.9 462.9 462.9

125 231.5 154.3 462.9 771.5

pan 308.6 231,5 231.5 308.6
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Figure 20 Droplet size distribution data for the Model 1-7G3 spray nozzle
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D. Droplet Terminal Velocities

The databa:;eavailable [br the terminal velocities of water droplets is not large [26]. Most dataarefor
the terminalvelocities of raindropsin air. Far lewer dataIlave been obtainedfi:_rthe muchfiner drops
producedby containmentsprays, Most data are for terminal velocities in air at normal conditions.
There appearto be no datafor terminalvelocities of waterdroplets in drywell atmospheresundersevere
reactoraccidentconditions.

Three correlations for the te_inal velocities of water droplets are:

[ iReT ,,exp -3.126 _- 1.01 in ND -0.0i912 in ND

['or2.4 < ND < 107 ;0,1 < ReT < 3550

where

ReT = terminal Reynolds number - UT pg Dd / p,g

ND = Best number = 4pg (Pl - Pg) g Dd3 / 3 i._2

= drag coefficient = N_,.,/ ReT2CD

° ModelB r261

1.62 Eo0'755 M"0'25 for 0.5 < Eo s 1,84

ReT ,, 1.83 Eo0'555 M"0'25 for 1.84 < Eo s: 5.0

2,00 Eo0'5 M"O'25 for Eo > 5,0

and for Eo < 0.5,
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Re1 t ND / 24 - 1.7569 x i0 4 ND2 * 6,9252 x 10-7 ND3

_ , -I0 ND4* _,.,30,.7 x 10

ND < 73 and ReT < 2,37

logio ReT ,_ -1.7095 • 1,33438 lOglO ND -O11591 (ioglo ND)2

73 < ND < 580

logloReT . -1,81391. 1,34671lOgloND - 0,12427(logloND)2

-0,_344(iogi0Nd)3 ND > 580

M ,,, Morton num_r = g _ 4 (Ol - Pg) / pg2 oi3

( ): Eo = Eotvosnumber=g ¢i" Pg Dd / °I

• Mod©LCt261

0.766 Eo0'66 M"O'28 for Eo _; 164M1/6

ReT =

1.37 Eo0'55 M-0.26 for Eo > 164M1/6

Model C appearsto be appropriateonly for dropletsmuch largerthan those of interest here. Predictions
of the terminal velocities of water drops falling through air at 1 arms and 298 K obtained with Models
A, B, and C are compared in Figure 21. Clearly, predictions of terminalvelocities obtP,lned with Model
C are quite different than predictions obtained with Models A and B. Model C is n_;tused in analyses
described below.

The essential result shown in Figure 21 is that larger droplets fall through the atmosphereat higher
velocities than smaller droplets. Thus, the largerdroplets will sweep out not just aerosols but also the
smaller water drops. From the discussion of the mechanisms of aerosol capture by water drops, it is
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evident thatthe small dropletsplay a very tmpo_t role in the decontaminationof an atmosphereby
sprays,

E, Droplet Tr_orles

Droplet trajectoriesin the immediatevicinity of the spraynozzle _ complicated. Directionalorifices
of the Model 1-7G25 and the M_ei 1-7G3 spray nozzles greatly complicate analysis of these
trajectories, Small dropletsemerging from these orifices quickly Io_ their horizontal components of
motion, They fall downwardthroughstreams of largerdropletsthat still have significant components
of horizontal motion. There are then opportunitiesfor droplets to collide _d for small droplets to
coalesce. Were each spray nozzle well isolated there would not be a critical need to analyze the
traj_tories of water dropletsand possiblecollisions of droplets, The droplet si_,:data di_uss_ above
were obtained for the drops about 3 meters below the nozzle where all dr.Jps had reach_ steady,
downwardmotion. The drop size data reflectcollisions and the loss of small droplets from the spray
distribution. But, nozzles are not iso'ated, There is a deliberateeffort made in the spray systems to
overlap the spray patternsfrom adjacentnozzles to achieve complete coverage of the do,well annulus
cross _tion. Overlapcreatesadditionalopportunitiesfor droplet-dropletcollisions and the loss of small
droplets, Collisions amongdropletsfromdifferentspraynozzles are not reflec_ in the d;oplet size data
cited above, it would be ex_t_ thatthe contributionsof small droplets to the sprayarecet_nly rio
largerthanis indicatedby the dataobtained for the isolated nozzle. The matteris, however, notentirely
obvious. As di_ussed below, particularlyenergeticco!lisionsof dropletspossible n_ the nozzles will
not result in coalescence of the dro?lets. The drops may bounceor even splatterinto smaller droplets,

A detailed analysis of droplettrajectoriesand the possibilitiesof dropletcollisions is not attemptedhere,
There do not appearto be dataneeded for such an ann '_sis. _e analysis would be compli_ted by the
coupling of atmosphericand liquid motions near the nozzle where the volume fractionof droplets is
high, Instead, analyses of aerosolcapturearerestrictedto the regionof droplet motion where horizontal
movement of the drops at least on some suitable time average b_:_i_has ceased, Certainly, this is
"conservative"in the sense thataero_l trappingdoes occur in the region where dropletshave horizontal
motion. Some coml_nsation for this conservatismcan be achieved by considering the fall distance of
the dropletsto be uncertainby the length of the curvilineararc they traversewhen they have horizontal
componentsof motion. The treatmentadoptedhere is non-conservativein tha: the initialconcentrations
of small droplets may be too high. Some compensation for this is achieved by recognizing that the
drop!etsize distributionsare uncertain,es_ially with regardto the fractionof fine droplets.

F. Droplet Agglomeration

Because of drag, there is relative motionamong dropletsof differentsizes falling through the d_well
atmosphere. Largedropletsfallingfasterthan small dropletscan swap out the small droplets. Consider
NO droplets with a distributionof sizes such that initially there are ffi)No droplets with diameters

* ! ! * ' t

between,Dd,(i)andDd(i + 1). Forcalculattonalpurposes,tt tsconvementto assumetha all droplets
in the itn sizeclass,that is dropletswith diametersbetweenDd(i) and Dd(i + 1), havethe same

' edlamet r. As the dropletsfall and droplet-dropletcollisionsoccura readdistributionof sizeswill

develop within a size class, Assume the aer_ynamic propertiesof a size._lass i are well represented
by a droplet with radius R(i). Ingeneral, the volumetric properties of the iu' s=zeclass will not be well
representedby this droplet. Let the volumetric pro_rties of the size class be representedby a droplet
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of radius S(i). As droplets fall and strike or are struck oy other droplets these representative droplet
radii change.

Since all horizontal motions have been postulated to have ceased, the drywell can be treated as one
dimensional. Mass balance requires that at any horizontal plane in the drywell:

N
4

]_] n(i, x) V(i) n S,i,3r_ = Q
i--1

where

n(i, x) = number of concentration of droplets of size class i at a position x below the spray
nozzle

V(i) = terminal velocity of a droplet of radius R(i)

S(i) = volume characteristic rt,dius of droplets in size class i

Q = volume flux of water into the drywell produced by sprays

N = number of size classes

Consider a subvolume of the drywell defined by planes at x and x + dx. A number balance of droplets
of size class j in this region is:

Number of j Number of j number of j class number of j class
class droplets class droplets droplets removed droplets created by
that enter the - that leave the = by agglomeration - agglomeration in
volume in volume in in time dt in the time dt in the
time dt time dt volume volume

or

[nO,x) - n(j,x + dx)] V(j) A dt = ANd) - ¥(j)

where

ziNG) = number of j class droplets removed by agglomeration in the volume in time dt

q:(j) = number of j class droplets created by agglomeration in the volume in time dt

A = cross-sectional area of drywell that is sprayed
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A single droplet of size class i such that R(i) > R(j), falling a distance dx, will encounter

_,n(i,j) = n(R(i) + Rfj)) 2 n0,x) [V(i) - V(j)] dx
V(i)

droplets of size class j. During the period dt, the number of i class droplets that enter the volume is
given by:

nO,x) V(i) A dt

If the efficiency with which a collision of i and j class droplets results in agglomeration is e(i, j), then
the number of j class droplets lost by sweepout by larger i class droplets is:

N

_/q(i > j) = _ E(i,j) n [R(i) + R(j)]2 n0,x) n(i,x)[V(i) - V(j)] A dt dx
i=j+l

By analogous arguments the number j class droplets lost by collisions with smaller droplets is:

j-1

Mq(j > k) = _ E'(j,k) n [R(j) + R(k)]2 n0,x) n(k,x) [V(j) - V(k)] A dt dx
k=l

where E' (j, k) includes an additional term that indicates whether the agglomeration of an i class droplet
and a k-class droplet creates a droplet that is outside the size range of the j class.

Were all the droplets within a size class to have exactly the same diameter, then, under the ide_ized
assumptions made here, there would be no collisions of droplets from the same size class. Because
droplets within a size class are not all the .same size, and because rather large size ranges are used to
define a class, there can be collisions of droplets within the same size class. Coalescence of two droplets
within a size class may yield a droplet with a diameter outside the boundaries of the size class. Such
a collision and coalescence reduces the population of the size class by two. On the other hand, collision
and coalescence of two droplets within a size class may yield a slightly larger droplet whose diameter
leaves it within the size class. The population of the size class is only reduced by one.

Considering the limits for a size class, the expression for the loss of j-class droplets by collision with
other j-class droplets can be constructed by analogy with expressions for collisions of droplets from
different size classes. Recognizing that a collision can remove two droplets from the size class, rather
than just one droplet as in other terms of the equation, yields:
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[Dd(j + I)+ Dd 0)]2 n(j,x)2 AV(j)A dx dt=J)-- j)

where

AV = V(Dd(j + I))- V(Dd(j))

V(Dd(J) ) = terminal velocity of a droplet of diameter Dd(J)

The efficiency term, e"(j, j), includes an expression for the probability that a collision results in
coalescence and a term that indicates if the droplet produced by coalescence is outside the size limits for

the j-size class.

The total number of j-class droplets lost by collisions in the spatial interval from x to x + dx is:

AN(j)= AN(i > j)+ AN(3 > k) + AN(j,j)

Formation of j-class droplet by collisions of droplets in size classes k and e such that j > k > e can
be analyzed in a similar fashion to yield:

j-1 k-I

t_f,j)= _ _ e'(k,t')u[R(k)+ R(e)]2n(k,x)n(e,x)[V(k)- V(I)]A dtdx
k=2 l=l

j-I

k=l 4 Dd (k + I) + Dd(k)2 n(k,x)2AV(k)A dtdx

Then, from a number balance on droplets of size class j:
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N

-dn(j,x)= _ e(i,j)_[R(i)+ R(j)]2 n(j,x)n(i,x)Iv(i)- V(j)]
dt ifj+l V(j)

j-i '(J [R(j) a(k)]2 [V(j)- V(k)]+ _ e ,k)n + n(k,x)nO,x) --_....-_--
k=l V(j)

+ e"(j,j)_ Dd(j + I)+ Dd(j)2 n(j,x)2V(j)

-I k-I

- J_ _ e'(k,e),t[R(k)+ R(e)]2 n(e,x)n(k,x)Iv(k)- V(t)]
k=2 E=I V(j)

j-I
AV(k)

- E e'(k,k) n [Dd(k + 1) + Dd(k)]2 n(k,x)2 V(j)

Differential equations of this type for j = 1to N were solved by an explicit, Euierian method to obtain
the steady-state spatial distribution of droplet sizes. Term-by-term examinations were necessary to
account for the changes in the water volume and droplet cross-sectional area within each size class.
Values of R(j) and SO) for each size class were adjusted at the end of each spatial step to reflect these
changes in the population of the size class. Mass conservation was enforced by adjusting NOsuch that:

N

n(i,x) V(i) _n S(i)3No E
i=l .2

- =Q, , .... - _ -

Q

where

N

t2 = _ n(i,x)
i=l

G. Droplet-Droplet Interaction Efficiency

Collision of water droplets, even at low, terminal, velocities, does not ensure that the droplets will
coalesce. This is especially true for droplet-droplet collisions that are not "head-on" [73-78]. A
commonly cited expression for the efficiency of collisions at terminal velocities to result in coalescence
is [73]:

e(i,j)= R(i)2 forR(i)> R(j)
[R(i) . R(j)]2
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The minimum efficiency according to this description is 0.25. Experimental evidence indicates that
lower efficiencies can occur [74]. Collision efficiencies calculated based on various theoretical
arguments for a 500 _m droplet are shown in Figure 22. As the small droplet involved in the collisions
is increased in size, the above expression becomes an upperbound for the theoretically calculated
efficiencies. An approximate lower bound for these efficiencies is taken to be:

_(i, j) = I 1 - 8R(j) / RCi) for R(j) / R(i) < 0.125
t 0 otherwise

H. Droplet-Structure Interactions

The drywells of Mark I boiling water reactors are notorious for their congestion. An obvious issue,
then, in predicting the performance of drywell sprays is the effectiveness of droplets when they hit
structures and equipment within the drywell. Droplets can be imagined to bounce off structures and
continue to be effective as agents for cleansing the drywell atmosphere of aerosols. Droplets might
coalesce with liquid films on surfaces and thereby be removed from the dryweil atmosphere. Droplets
may drip off surfaces, and droplets may splatter when they strike surfaces. Baker et al. [79] have
reviewed the literature concerning the possible behaviors of droplets impacting surfaces. They conclude
that regimes of behavior can be defined based on the droplet Weber number, We:

We = DdP1 U2 / oI

At Weber numbers of 5 and less, droplets striking a surface bounce [80]. The recoiled droplet retains
only about 6 percent of its initial kinetic energy [81]. At Weber numbers between about 5 and about
65 water droplets spread over surfaces they impact or coalesce with a pre-existing water film. At higher
Weber numbers the droplets that hit a wetted surface begin to splash [81-83]. The amount of material
splashed back into theatmosphere increases with Weber number. About 50 percent of the incident water
mass for droplets with median diameters of 1000 to 500 _m is splashed at a Weber number of about
1500. At a Weber number of about 3000, essentially 100 percent of the incident water mass is splashed
back into the atmosphere.

Based on these correlations in terms of the Weber number, larger drops in the spray distribution would
be expected to coalesce with water films on structure surfaces. Droplets smaller than about 400 _m
could bounce off the surfaces.

As water films collect on a surface, drips will form. Baker et al. [79] predicted that the major droplet
formed by dripping from a s "ace would have a diameter determined by Taylor instability to be:

Dd(drip) = 3 o
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Figure 22 Comparison of the usual collision efficiency (bold line) to theoretical an ilyses [73] of the
collision efficiency of a 500 pm droplet (symbols) and an alternate model (dashed line)
described in the text
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Such drops (Dd ~ 8500 _m)are huge in comparison to spray dropsand would be expected to be largely
ineffective at sweeping aerosols from drywell atmosphere. Baker et al. indicated, however, that when
the major drop detached from the surface, filaments of liquid ruptured and 4 or 5 smaller droplets were

i formed. These smaller droplets should be more effective at aerosol removal from the drywell
atmosphere than the major drop. On a volumetric basis, however, their contribution to the spray flow
is small. At steady state, assuming the smaller droplets were 1000 o.m in diameter, these small drops
would replace only about 4 percent of the water flow through the containment atmosphere lost by
interactions with structures. This, of course, is well within the uncertainty in the estimate of water lost
by droplet interactions with surfaces.

It appears at this juncture that water droplets striking surfaces should be considered to be lost from the
spray. The uncertainty in this position with respect to small droplets that bounce off surfaces may be
adequately reflected in the uncertainty in the size distribution of droplets.
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V. Analysis of _urce Term Attenuation by Dryweil Sprays

A Monte Carlo uncertainty analysis of the performance of drywell sprays is described in this chapter.
The approach to uncertainty and its quantifi,"ation as well as the mathematical methods used in this
analysis are entirely similar to those described in Chapter II1concerning the analysis of decontamination
by an overlying waterIx_l. Here, however, the rate constant for spray decontamination, _., rather than
the total decontamination is taken as the uncertain quantity. Values of the rate constant are sampled
from its uncertainty distribution using a model of the phenomena and processes described above and
Monte Carlo sampli_agof uncertain quantities in the models. The set of sampled values of the rate
constanti,_analyzedusing the non-parametricstatisticsdescribed in AppendixA. This analysis is used
to construct an estimate of the uncertainty distribution of k. Again, because only a firfite sample is
taken, the estimated uncertaintydistribution is known only to a specified confidence level. As in the
uncertaintyanalysisof decontaminationby an overlying pool, stochastic uncertaintyassociatedwittathe
finite sample sizes and phenomenological uncertainty are distinguished and _parately quantified.

A key step in the uncertainty analysis is the identification of uncertain aspects of the predictionof spray
performance obtained with models of phenomena and processes described in theprevious chapter. These
uncertainties are summarized in Table 7. They are individually discussed in the subsection below.
Ranges assigned to each of the uncertain quantities are described and probability density functions for
values within the ranges are defined. The model of spray performance and its predictions are described
in a subsequent subsection of this chapter.

A, Specific Uncertainties Considered

The principle objective of this section is to discuss uncertain quantities that arise in the description of
spray performance in terms of the phenomena and processes presented in Chapter IV. These uncertain
quantities are summarized in Table 7. For each of the uncertain quantities a range is s_ified for values
this quantity can adopt. The bases for these ranges are presented, in many cases, in Chapter IV as part
of the discussion of phenomena and processes. Only when some elaboration is thought necessary is
further justification or description of the ranges presented here. Probability density functions for values
of the uncertain quantities within their specified ranges are assigned here following the same set of rules
described in Chapter III in connection with the uncertainty analysis of decontamination by an overlying
water pool.

I. Uncertainty in Drywell Pressure and Temperature

Pressures and temperatures in the drywell atmosphere can affect the performance of sprays as a
mechanism for removal of aerosols. Actions of the sprays also affect pressures and temperatures in the
drywell. Certainly, sprays can condense steam from the atmosphere and cool structures within the
drywell. How much pressure reduction can be achieved by the sprays depends on the details of the
accident in question. The extent to which non-condensible gases such as CO, CO2 and H2 are produced
during the accident and the temperature of w_.terused to feed the sprays will greatly affect pressures and
temperatures in the drywell. Pressure and temperature conditions in the drywell vary widely among the
many varieties of severe accidents hypothesized to be possible in a Mark I boiling water reactor. These
conditions also vary in the course of a given hypothetical accident sequence.
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A detailed analysis of the rangesof pressureand temperature in the drywell is beyond the scope of this
work. A more bounding analysis is undertaken here.

It is clear that pressures in excess of the containment failure pressure are not of interest. The pressure
bound_ of a Mark Icontainment is very strong. Ba_ on "as-designed" analyses, containmentfailure
pressure may be in excess of 10atmospheres. There may have been. however, some degradation of the
strength of the containment structures over the years (for example corrosion of the liner in the sand
buffer) and there is the omnipresent difficulty of flaws in construction. Con_uently, 9 atmospheres
is taken to be the limiting press,re of interest for the analysis of spray performance. Tl'e lower bound
on the pressure in the drywell is taken to be l. l atmospheres.

With sprays in o_ration, the atmospheric temperature will be such that the _ial pressure of water is
in equilibrium with liquid water. The temperature can be found from:

"70"4R 1B

In P(H20) = -'""""" -,.88.912 - 12.1215 InT .,.0.011079 TT

where P(H20) is the partial pressureof steam in atmospheresand T is the Kelvin scale temperature.
Again, temperaturesare not allowed to exceed the temperatureof containment failure whichis here taken
to be 533 K [8] which is significantly above the typical design tempexature of 41i K.

The partial pressureof steam in the atmosphere is estimated to be betw_n 0.1 and 7.8 atmospheres.
The partial pressureof nitrogenin the atmosphere is taken to always be T/298 atmospheres, The sum
of this partial pressureand the partial pressureof steam is constrained to be less than the total pressure.

The remaining source of pressure within the drywell is taken to be the non-condensible gases H2, CO,
and CO2 produced duri1_gcore degradationand core debris interactions with concrete.

The relativecontributions H2, CO, and CO2 make to the atmospheric composition depend on the extent
to which hydrogen is produced in the cour,seof core degradation and the type of concrete used in the
constn_ction of the drywell floor. Concretes composed of siliceous aggregates may contain as little as
1 weight percent carbon dioxide. Concrete composed of calcareous aggcegates (dolomite or limestone)
may contain as much as 36 weight percent CO2. All concretes contain 5 to 8 weight percent water.
Then, the gases evolved during core debris-concrete interactions may have the partial pressure ratio

as high as 3 in the case of concretes with calcareous aggregate or as low as 0.05 in the case of siliceous
aggregates. The same partial pressure ratio in the drywell atmosphere may be even lower if the
production of hydrogen during core degradation is included.

Carbon monoxide and hydrogen are produced during core debris interactions with concrete when carbon
dioxide and steam from the concrete react with the metallic constituents remaining in the core debris.
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The extent to _,hich carbon dioxide is reducedchemically to carbon monoxide (and steam is reduc_ to
hydrogen)depends on the chemistryof the metallic phase of core debris. When zirconium is present
in the core debris, chemical reductionof the carbondioxide is very nearlycomplete, '['heratioof the
partialpressureof carbon monoxide to the partialpressureof carbondioxide in the drywell atmosphere
evolves to quite high values:

I P(CO) 104
_(C) P(CO2)

Once the highly electronegative elements in the debris such as zirconium are consumed by chemical
reactions, iron becomes the most reactive constituent remaining in the core debris. The ratio of the
partialpressureof carbon monoxide to the partial pressureof carbondioxide in the drywell atmosphere
will evolve towardone:

I P(co)
t _ Jl l

8(C) P(CO2)

Classic analyses of core degradationin Marki boiling water reactors, such as those analyses done with
the Source TermCode Package [85], often indicate that core debris interactingwith concrete initially
containslargeamountsof metallic core debris--certainlylargeramountsof zirconium thanin core debris
thanin core meltdownaccidentsin pressurizedwaterreactors, The largeramountsof n.etallic zirconium
occur, if for no other reason, because boiling water reactorsu_ significant amountsof zirconiumfor
the channel boxes i1:the core as well as cladding on the fuel.

Recently, alternative depictions of the core degradation process in boiling water reactors have been
hypothesized. Ott and coworkers at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory [86] have suggest that core
debris is expell_ from the reactorcoolant system in a segregated manner. The first molten materials
expelled are metals which may be rich in molten zirconium. This expulsion is followed by the slow

a 'draining of molten reactor fuel, Like the morecl sslc analysis, this scenariowould initially involve very
extensivecarbondioxide and steam reduction. Laterin time, once all the highly reactive metals were
consumed, the reductionof carbondioxide and steam would be small.

A thirdhypothesis is that molten metals are not majorcontributorsto the molten core debris expelled
intothe drywell. The metalsincluding unoxidizedcladding on the fuel are assumedto melt early in the
accident, drainout of the core region and freeze on structures. Because of the.low decay heatir_grates
in these metals, they do notremeltunless they come in contactwith molten fuel. Moltenfuel is assumed
to pour from the core region much as it did at Three Mile Island, penetrate the reactor vessel and
interactwith the concrete in the drywell floor. Except for a brief period during the first contact of
molten fuel with concrete, the extent to which this ox;_ic core debris can chemically reduce carbon
dioxide and steam liberatedfrom the concrete is small throughoutthe ex-vessel phase of the accident.

At this juncture, it is by no means clear which of the above core degradation scenarios is correct,
Consequently, the parameter 6(C) is taken to be uncertain and to be log-uniformly distributed over the
range of 1 to 10"4. Then, the composition of the gas phase can be defined to be:
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PCN2) - T/298 atms

P(I:2) - A/(1 +8(H))

P(CO) ,_ a(H)A/(I .a(H)) (i .a(c))

P(CO2) + a(C)8(H)_/(I+8(H)(I+8(C))

where

A ,I,P- T/298-P(H20)

P = +jtal pressure

P(H20) - partialpressureofsteam

b(H) s [P(CO)+ P(CO2)]/P(H2)

8(C) u P(CO2)/P(CO)

2, UncertalntyIntheVl_osltyofG_ Mlxtu_

Theviscosityoftheambientgasphasehasa pervasiveeffectofthebehaviorofwaterdropletsinfree
falland theabilityofwaterdropletstotrapaerosols,The gasphaseinthedrywellofa Mark l
containmentwillhaveafairlycomplicatedcompositionduringthecourseofasevereaccident.Initially,
thedryweilisinsertedwithnitrogen(<5 percentoxygen).As thesevereaccidentbegins,thestem
concentraSonintheatmospherewillincrease.When coredebrisisexpelledintothedrywell,gases,

productsofconcretedecomposition(I-120andCO 2)andtheproductsofreactionofthesegaseswithcore
debrisCrl2 andCO, respectively),wilibeaddedtotheatmosphere.Hotsteelintheatmospherecan
catalyzereactionsofhydrogenandcarbonmonoxidetoformhydrocarbonssuchasmethane,ethane,
ethyleneandacetylene.Itislikely,however,thathydrocarbon_willnotreachconcentrationshigh-
enoughtoaffectsignificantlytheviscosityofthegasphase.Here,thegasphaseinthedrywellistaken
tobea mixtureofN2,H20, CO 2,H2,andH20. The _,iscosityofthisgasmixtureiscalculatedfrom
theHerning-Zippererformula[53]:

_llg m -- +++__++--+ ++ ++_: +u:+.+

+f- l++-+
wherethesummationareoverthemajorconstituentsofthegasphaseand
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P(i) _ _rtial pressureof the ith gasFha_ constituent,

/_g(i) = tem_rature-de_ndentviscosityof the ith gasphaseconstituentwhenpure,and

Mw(i) = molecularweightof theith gasphaseconstituent,

The viscositiesof purega_us speciesusedin connectionwith theHeming_Zippererformulaare:

Fg(N2) = 1i.674 x 10_ T0'522_21(1 + 87,143/T) Poi_

#g(H20) = 0.950 x I0_ 1_'892012/(1+ 207,219/T) Poi_

t '* 7 4_g(H2) = l 5765 x 10_ _"705712/(1 3.3 8/1) Pot_

gg(CO2) = 15.957x 10_ _'457212/(1 + 246.744/T) Poi_

/_g(CO) = 14,151x 10_'502012t(1 + 117,178/T)Poi_

The Heming-Zippe_r formulahas_n shownto predictwithinabout2 percent_e viscositiesof
H2-COgasmixturesat 298 K [25], It hasbeenshowntop_ict withinabout4 pe_nt thevi_ostttes
ofair-- -steammixtures[18]. For the_ twoca_s, thepredictionsof theHerning-Zippererformulawere
biasedtowardhighervaluesthanwereobserve, butthereis noassurancethatthiswouldbe thecase
eitherfor otherbinarygasmixturesor morecomplicat_mixtures, Here thegasviscositypredictions
of theHerning-Zippererformulaaretakentobeuncertainto _4 percentandtobeuniformlydistributed
overthis range

3. Uncertainty In the Surface Tension of Water

The surface tension of pure water is not particularlyuncertain. Solutes in the water _ change the
water's surface tension. Changes in the surface tension of water caused by solutes can affect the
di.ttortionof the water droplet_and the terminalvelocities of the droplets. Sprays may contain solutes
such as sodium hydroxide and boric acicl deliberately added to affect iodine chemistry in the
containment. When spra_,so_rate in the recirculationmodel, the spray water'will accumulate both
dis_lved and suspended material.

As discussed above in Chapter lI, dissolved species may increa_ or decrease the surface tension of
water (_ Figure 10, above). For_lute concen:rationslikely to develop in severeaccidents thereought
not be morethana 10 percent increaseor decrease in the surfacetension causedby solutes. The surface
tension of water used in the sprays is then takento be

at = a(w)(l * 6at)
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where

o e = liquid surface tension

o(w) = temperature-dependent surface tension of pure water (see Table 4)

and 60 l, is an uncertain parameter uniformly distributed over the range of 0.1 to +0.1.

4. Uncertainty in the Density of Water

The density of pure water is also not particularly uncertain. Materials dissolved and suspended in the
water will affect the liquid density used in the calculations of spray performance. The density of the
liquid is taken to be:

Pe = p(w)(1 + ,5pe)

where p(w) is the temperature dependent density of pure water and 8p e is an uncertain parameter
uniformly distributed over the range of 0 to 0.05.

5. Uncertainty _.nthe Initial Droplet Size

The complexities of spray trajectories near the spray nozzles as well as some overlap of spray patterns
from adjz_,,mt nozzles forces the introduction of some artificiality in the analysis of spray performance.
The scrubbing of the drywell atmosphere is considered to begin only after droplets have traversed an
arc and lost all horizontal components of motion. During this travel there is, in reality, opportunity for
droplets to contact aerosol particles. There are also opportunities for droplets to coalesce and to distort
the size distribution of droplets that emerges from individual nozzles. Even the size distribution of
droplets emerging from the nozzles is uncertain. One cannot be absolutely confident in the distributions
determined by the freeze-and-sieve technique since particle breaking during the sieving process may lead
to over-emphasis of the contributors made by very fine droplets. Furthermore, it was found that
solutions containing modest concentrations of boric acid and sodium hydroxide produce different droplet
size distributions than does tap water. As spray operation continues during severe reactor accidents, it
is quite likely that water drawn into the spray system will become much more heavily contaminated with
both solutes and suspended particles than the boric acid-sodium hydroxide solutions used in the tests.
It is, of course, unknown if these solutes and suspended particles will cause further changes in the size
distribution of droplets produced by individual nozzles.

Under reactor accident conditions, it is by no means obvio, ls that it will be possible to operate the sprays
at their design flow rates. Or, it may be that in the heat of the moment that a severe nuclear reactor
accident is likely to cause, that drywell sprays may be operated at beyond design flow rates. The spray
nozzles here are known to produce droplets with volume mean diameter that vary with the flow rate.

At a given flow rate, it appears that the principle uncertainty in the droplet size distribution is in the
contribution to this distribution made by droplets with diameters less than the mean size. The
experimentally determined droplet-size distributions only approximately fit log normal distributions.
This may be because the data are not sufficiently abundant or precise. It is convenient here to assume

E
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the distributions do fit a log normal distribution. It is further assumed that the effects of the processes
that might affect the droplet size distribution produced by a nozzle are to narrow the spread in the
distribution by sweeping out the finer droplets without greatly aff_ting the volume weighted mean size.
Thus, for this work, the volume weighted mean droplet size is taken to be known precisely in terms of
its dependence on water flow (see Figures 18 and 19). Fittir' 3 the mass traction data obtained by freeze-
and-sieve technique to a log normal distribution yields geometric standard deviation values of
1.60 + 0.10. This same range of geometric standard deviation values is assumed to apply to the number
distribution of the droplets. The mean size of the number distribution is, then, given by:

0.(number) = Iz(volume) exp [-3 In20g]

6. Uncertainty in the Droplet Shape

Only the largest water droplets of interest here distort significantly from spherical during fall through
the drywell atmosphere. Typically, only droplets la:rger than 0.1 cm (1000/zm) distort significantly.
The Pruppacher and Board model [61] considers distortion only of droplets larger than 0.1 cm. This
model is designated model A here. A more complicated model that considers di3tortion of droplets when
the Eotvos number, Eo, is greater than 0.4 is designated model B [18]. An uncertain parameter, e(1),
which is uniformly distributed over the interval 0 to 1 is used to select between th,_se models. Model
A from Pruppacher and Board is used when e(1) is less than 0.5. Model B is useA otherwise. Note,
that the distorted geometry is involved only in the calculations of impaction and interception of aerosols
by water drops and the sweepout of water droplets. The distorted geometry is not used for calculations
of the terminal velocity of droplets. Correlations used here to calculate terminal velocities implicitly
include the effects of droplet distortion.

7. Uncertainty in the Droplet Terminal Velocities

The limited data base on the terminal velocities of water droplets does not extend into the extreme
conditions of temperature, pressure, and atmospheric composition likely to develop in the Mark I drywell
under severe accident condition's. Two applicable correlations of droplet terminal velocities were
described in the previous chapter. It is assumed that these correlations can be extrapolated to predict
terminal velocities in drywell atmospheres. The correlations considered here are:

Correlation A_: A best fit to droplet terminal velocities in air.

ReT(A) = exp[-3.126. 1.013 in N D - 0.019120n ND) 2]

where

ND = 4pg(p e _ pg)g Dd3/3 _g3

ReT = UTPgDd/#g
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Coffe!a_QnB: Used by others to extrapolate data [26].

0 755 --025
.62 Eo' M ' for 0.5 < Eo _ 1.84

,.,0.555,,, --025
ReT(B) -- 1.83 t:o lw ' for 1.84 < Eo _ 5.0

0 5 -0.25
2.0E o' M fore o > 5.0

ReT(B) = ND/24 - 1.769 x 10-4 N2D . 6.952 x 10-7 N3

- 2.3027 x 10-10 N4

for ND < 73; Eo _ 0.5; ReT _ 2.37

lOgl0 ReT(B ) = -1.7095 + 1.33438 lOgl0 ND - 0.115910og10 ND) 2

for 73 < ND _; 580; Eo _ 0.5; 2.37 < Re,r(B) s 12.2

lOgl0 ReT(B) = -1.81391 + 1.34671 lOgl0 ND - 0.12427(1og10 ND)2

. 0.006344 (log 10 ND) 3

for ND > 580; Eo ,: 0.5; 12.2 < ReT(B) < 6350

To account for the uncertainty in the extrapolation of these two correlations, an uncertain parameter
e(2), which is uniformly distributed over the range of 0 to 1, is defined. The terminal Reynolds
numbers of droplets in a calculation are found from:

Re T = ReT(A)E(2) . [1 -E(2)]ReT(B)

8. Uncertainty in Droplet-Droplet Interactions

Sweepout of small spray droplets by larger spray droplets is an important phenomenon in the prediction
of spray removal of aerosol pa:nicles. Small droplets can be more efficient at the capture of aerosol
panicles than larger droplets. Simple contact between two spray droplets does not necessarily result in
the coalescence of the droplets into a larger droplet. Two limiting models for the efficiency with which
collisions of water droplets lead to coalescence are described in Chapter IV:
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_(A) = R(i)2 for R(j) < R(i)
[R(i) + R(j)]2

f
_1 - 8R(j)/R(i) for R(j)/R(i) < 0.125

E(B) [0 for R(j)/R(i) > 0.125

An uncertain parameter, 6(drop), is defined here to have values uniformly distributed over the range
from 0 to 1. This parameter is used to evaluate the efficiency of droplet-droplet collisions from

f
= _(A) for 8(drop)

< 0.5

(e(B) for 8(drop) _ 0.5

9. Uncertainty in the Aerosol Size Distribution

The size distribution of the aerosols suspended in the drywell atmosphere will have an important beating
on the efficiency with which 3prays can decontaminate the drywell atmosph,_re. Shown in Figure 23 m'e
size distributions for aerosols in a Mark I drywell predicted with the Source Term Code Package [85)
to arise in various, hypothetical severe reactor accidents. The size distributions are complicated. Mean
sizes vary from fractions of a micrometer to nearly 10/zm. The size disuibutions predicted with the
Source Term Code Package [85] do not reflect decontamination by a water pool overlying the core
debris. The principle interest in this work is, in fact, to ascertain the additional decontamination that
sprays can achieve on aerosols that have been subjected to the action of water pools overlying core
debris. As discussed in Chapter III of this document, aerosols that emerge from water pools have
narrow size distributions centered around the minimum in the decontamination efficiency size for the
water pool. Therefore, size distributions for the aerosols to be considered for the analysis of spray
effectiveness, while still uncertain, are quite different than the size distribution of aerosols found in past
accident analyses. Based on the analyses of decontamination by a water pool described above, the mean
aerosol diameter is taken to be uniformly distributed over the range of 0.15 to 0.65/zm. The geometric
standard deviation of the distribution is taken to be closely correlated with the mean size:

og = 0.860 + 3.6 p

where

Og = geometric standard deviation

tt = mean of the aerosol size distribution in micrometers.
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Figure 23 Size distributions of aerosols in the drywell of a Mark ! boiling water reactor during
various accidents as predicted will| the Source Term Code Package [85]
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10. Uncertainty in the Aerosol Shape }'actors

Models for the efficiency of aerosol capture by falling water droplets discussed in Chapter IV have been
derived assuming the aerosol particles to be spheres. It is likely in the water vapor saturated
environment that will exist once the sprays are activated that the aerosol particles will not deviate
markedly from sl_herical. Water will condense within the concave interstices of particles composed of
agglomerates of smaller particles. Surface tension forces generated by the condensed water will tend
to draw particles making up any agglomerate into a spherical shape. The two shape factors of interest
here, the dynamic shaw factor, X, and the collision shape factor, y, will be equal under these conditions
[5"71:

x ---Y

But, because the spheridized agglomerates are not uniformly dense, their shape factors need not be equal

to 1 Based on experiments with U30 8 and Fe20 3 aerosols [87], Kress has suggested that under high
humidity conditions the shape factors will not exceed 3 [88]. The agglomerates of particles are, in fact,
likely to have shape factors that approach the theoretical oackaging limit of 1.1.

For this work, the dynamic shape factor and the collision shape factor are taken to be equal. Values
are uncertain and given by

J

3( = Y = 1 + 6(s)

where 6(s) is log-normally distributed with mean equal to 0.3 and a geometric standard deviation of
3.04. This uncertain distribution assures that shape factors are never selected to be less than 1 and that
about 80 percent of the distribution lies between 1. ! and 1.9.

11. Uncertainty in Collection Efficiency by lmpaction and Interception

It was noted in the description of aerosol capture by impaction and interception that correlations are
known only for the viscous and potential flow limits. Some have argued that because of the size
disparity between aerosol panicles of interest and droplets of interest that correlations for potential flow
conditions are adequate for the description of impaction and interception under real flow conditions.
Others have argued that some interpolation between correlations for viscous and potential flows is needed
to describe impaction and interception under realistic flow conditions.

To account for the uncertainty reflected in the debate over the need to interpolate, a parameter 60) is
defined and taken to be uniformly distributed over the range of 0 to 1. Efficiencies of impaction and
interception are then found from:
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(imp,pot) for 80) ,: 0,5e(imp) = (imp,trans) for 60) > 0.5

= I(int,pot) for 80) ._ 0.5
e(int) Lc(int,trans) for 80) > 0.5

Note that the selections of the models for impaction and interception are completely correlated. The
uncertainty being addressed with the parameter 60) is an uncertainty in the flow field. Once this value
of 8(i) is selected to define the nature of the flow field, the correlations to be used for both impaction
and interception are defined.

12. Uncertainty in E(irnp,pot)

The correlation given above for impaction efficiency under potential flow conditions irwolves an
uncertain parameter 8:

0 for Stk _ 0.68333

12a(imp,pot) - Stk -,-8 for Stk :, 0.2

1.57[ Stk ]2[Stk + 8 (Stk- 0.08333) for 0.08333 < Stk < 0.2

This parameter, 8, was taken to be uncer_n and to have values uniformly distributed over the range
of 0.25 and 0.75.

13. Uncertainty in the Collection Efflciencles in the Transition Flow Regime

The Langmuir interpolation [63] between the viscous and potential flow regimes is used in many models
of aerosol collection by interception or impaction with water droplets. Fucbs [64] has criticized this
interpolation, but has offered no better alte, native. Here the Langmuir interpolation is generalized to
be:

e (viscous) -,-e (potential) Re/8(t)c (transition) =
1 + Re/8(t)
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where

¢(transition) = _(imp, trans) or E(int, trans)

e(viscous) = e(imp, visc)or E(int, vise)

_(potential) = _(imp, pot)or _(int, pot)

Re = Reynolds number = UTD d pg/_g

In the Langmuir interpolation 6(0 = 60. Here b(t) is taken to be uncertain with values log-normally
distributed with mean 60 and geometric standard deviation of 4. Thus, the interpolation parameter has
an uncertainty distribution centered around the Langmuir value, but has significant densities for
somewhat higher and somewhat lower values.

14. Uncertainty is Aerosol Collection by Diffusion

Several possible models of aerosol collection by diffusion of particles across stream lines into water
droplets. Diffusion is by far tile most uncertain of the aerosol collection processes. Yet, for the
particles of interest here, as it will be shown, diffusion is as important a collection mechanism as

interception and more important than irnpaction. To account for the uncertainty in the description of
the diffusion mechanism of aerosol capture a parameter, 8(dif), is defined and taken to have values
uniformly distributed over the range of 0 to 1. The efficiency of aerosol capture by diffusion is then
taken to be:

3.18 Pe -2/3 for 0 < /t(dif) _ 0.5

_(dif) = [4)[ n 1/2 ]2 . r,ed Sc3/8 for 0.5 < b(dif) g 1.0

Note that the term 0.557 Red 1/2 Sc3/8 is the convective enhancement term in the third of these models.
This term is itself uncertain both because of the flow regime and because of wake effects caused by
adjacent droplets. Here, these uncertainties were thought to be adequately treated by consideration of
other models with empirical coefficients.

15. Uncertainty in the Summation of Efflciencies

Two methods for summing collection efficiencies due to impaction, interception and diffusion are
considered here. Selection of the method to be used in a particular calculation is based on the value of
the uncertain parameter 8(sum) which is taken to have values uniformly distributed over the range of
0 to 1. Then,
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It (dif) + t (imp) + t (int) for 0 < 8(sum) s 0.5

t (total) _ [ 1 - [1 - c (dif)][1 - _(imp)][l - _ (int)] for 0.5 < ,5(sum) _ 1

16. Other Uncertainties

The formulation of the spray decontamination process adopted here yields results in terms of the
fractional removal of aerosols. Consequently, the predictions are not especially sensitive to either the
amount of core debris expelled into the drywell or its initial temperature. There is some sensitivity to
the composition of the metallic phase of the core debris since this composition affects the composition
of the drywell atmosphere as discussed above.

The water flux provided by sprays to the drywell atmosphere has a first order effect on spray
performance. The water flux has not been defined. This water flux is treated here as a design variable
rather than an uncertain quantity. Results presented here may be of some use in specifying the need for
drywell sprays and the minimum useful levels of spray performance.

B. Model Description

The final steps in the uncertainty analysis of predictions of spray removal of aerosols involve the
repeated evaluation of spray performance while sampling from the uncertain quantities that affect spray
performance. The model used here for the evaluation of spray performance is based on the phenomena
described in the previous chapter. Predictions obtained in the repeated evaluations with the model are
accumulated and used to formulate estimates of the uncertainty distributions of the spray decontamination
coefficient, _..

Major steps in the calculation of spray performance are:

- select randomly the values of uncertain quantities,

i
- define the steady-state population and size distribution of water droplets in the drywell

atmosphere,

- evaluate the rates at which droplets of various sizes capture particles of various sizes, and

- accumulate the results in terms of an overall rate of aerosol capture.

Uncertain parameters are selected using the same procedure as that involved in the uncertainty analysis
of decontamination by a water pool. That is, for each uncertain quantity a random number is selected.
i'be value of the uncertain quantity is found by solution of the equation'

rnd # = Pr(x < Xo)
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where

rnd # = random number

x = value of the uncertain quantity

Xo = selected value of the uncertain quantity

Pr(x < Xo) = cumulative probability that x is less than or equal to Xo.

This equation is readily solved Ibr all the probability density functions used here by a simple Newton-
Raphson method. Again, random numbers used here were "shuffled" to avoid any periodicity in the
congruent, sequential random number generator [581.

The method by which water will be supplied to the drywell has not been specified. The most likely
method is to use the existing drywell spra_,s, in the case of the Brown's Ferry plant, there are two spray
headers located 15.84 meters and 8,53 meters above the dr/well floor. For the analyses done here, this
was assumed to be the spray configuration. It was further assumed that half the available flux of water
was supplied by each header. Thus, in defining the water droplet population density in the drywell
atmosphere, there is half the total water flux between elevations 15.84 meters and 8.53 meters, Droplets
in free fall between these elevations were allowed to coalesce. At 8.53 meters the remaining half of the
water flux was injected. The injected droplets and the droplets from the upper header were allowed to
coalesce during free fall to the drywell floor. The water injected at 8.53 meters had the same droplet
size distribution as that injected at 15.84 meters.

The water flux that would be employed with the sprays is not defined. Here it was assumed that any
of the spray water that hit the vessel or the drywell liner was not able to remove aerosols from the
drywell atmosphere. (This water would, still, be able to contribute to the water pool overlying core
debris on the drywell floor.) The existin_ spray system at Brown's Ferry is then able to supply a water
flux of about 0.25 cm3/cm2-s (0.125 cm3_cm2-s from each header). In other plants, such intense water
fluxes may not be provided by the unmodified spray system. Further, accident management efforts may
restrict the amounts of water supplied to the drywell. Consequently, calculations were done for water
fluxes of:

Q = 0.25, 0.01, and 0.002 cm3 H20/cm2-s

Again, half of the water flux was assumed to come from each header, Resu!ts presented below can be
fit to simple polynomial expressions to interpolate or extrapolate to other values of the water flux.

The steady-state, spatial, size distributions of droplets in the drywell atmosphere were calculated using
an explicit, Eulerian differential equation solver for the droplet growth equations described in Chapter
IV. The initial size distribution of droplets was divided into 18 "bins." The size boundaries on these
"bins" are listed in Table 8. The volumetric properties of droplets within a given bin were assumed to
be representeO initially by a droplet whose diameter is given by:
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Table 8 Droplet size bins

-- -_ . -5"-" ,_,, ,;- __ J•, ,LL_L ,,,, -- , ,,H--

Sizerange
Bin # (l_m)

--- . "..... __ i iii1[i i I ] I[ • j_::

1 2000-3000
2 1587-2000
3 1260-1587
4 1000-1260
5 794-1000

6 630-794
7 500-630
8 397-500
9 315-397
10 250-315

11 198-250
12 157-i98
13 125-157
14 99-125
15 79-99

16 62.79
17 50-62
18 39-50

- ,; -=. IIII _ |1
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where D(i) and D(i + 1) are the upper and lower limits defining the ith bin. The hydrMynainic and
aerosol capture properties of droplets in the ith bin were taken to be represented initially by a droplet
whose diameter is given by:

Dh(i) = {[D(i)2 + D(i +1)21/2}1/2

Values of Dv(i) and Dh(i) were adjusted as the average volume and average surface area of droplets in
a bin changed during tree fall through the atmosphere.

Calculations of the spatial size distribution of droplets were done at spatial intervals such that the
population of a given bin did not change by more than 25 percent. Spatial intervals were, then, much
denser near the start of droplet fall than near the drywell floor. Spatial intervals were limited also to
be larger than 1 cln and smaller than 20 cm.

Capture of aerosol particles by falling droplets was also done using an explicit, Eulerian solver. The
calculations of aerosol capture were done at the same spatial intervals used for the calculation of the

droplet size distribution. Droplet size distributions at the end of an inte_,al were assumed to exist over
the entire interval. Calculations done, instead, with the droplet size distribution present at the top of an
interval yielded very similar results.

For the calculation of aerosol capture, the aerosol size distribution was divided into 20 size bins. The
size limits on these bins were selected so that initially each bin contained 5 percent of thc aerosol mass.
The dynamic properties of aerosols within a size bin were assumed to be well represented by a particle
with the mass median diameter of particles in tt_e size bin.

The capture rates were computed for aerosols in e_ch size bin by droplets of each size class. That is,
the decontamination coefficient for aerosols in the jth size bin is defined by:

1 dM(_) = _.(j)
MO) dt

where M(j) is the mass concentration of aerosol in the jth size bin. The value of _,(j) is determined by
the capture efficiencies of droplets in all size classes and the fall distance:

18

_.(j) = _ _ _(k) nR(i)2 n(i,x) V(i,x)e (i,j)
i=l k H
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where

Ax(k) = length of the kth spatial interval

n0.x) = number concentration of droplets in the ith size class at the bottom of the kth spatial
interval

V(i,x) = terminal velocity of droplets in the ith size class

k

x = _x(j)
j=l

H = total fall distance = 1584 cm = _ Ax(k)
k

Note, that droplets are assumed to be at their terminal velocities at the moment they start free fall
through the drywell atmosphere. Aerosols are assumed to be well mixed in the drywell so the terminal
velocities of the droplets are not adjusted in the above equation to be velocities relative to the settling
velocities of the aerosol particles.

Results of the calculations were then summed to yield an overall aerosol decontamination coefficient:

dM 20
=-X(overall) M = -ff__ ;_(j) M(j)

dt j=i

where

20

M = E MO).
j=l

The calculations of the overall spray decontamination coefficient were done for fixed amounts of aerosol
in the drywell atmosphere and assuming that any unsprayed volume in the atmosphere was negligible.
Neglect of the unsprayed volumes in a Mark I drywell may, at first, be surprising. In the last section
of this chapter it will be shown that the decontamination coefficients calculated here are readily corrected
to account for unsprayed volumes if, as seems likely, the atmospheres in these volumes mix rapidly with
the volumes subjected to the spray.

C. Results of the Uncertainty Analysis

The repeated evaluations of the spray performance model while sampling from the distributions of
uncertain quantities yield a sample of the uncertainty distribution for the spray decontamination
coefficient, _.. The samples obtained here were analyzed using the distribution-independent order
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statistics described in Appendix A. These analyses produced cumulative probability distributions for the
spray decontamination coefficients. Because only a finite sample of an uncertainty distribution is
available for the analyses, an estimate of the uncertainty distribution can be done only to a prescribed
confidence level. Here, as for the analysis of the decontamination by overlying water pools, confidence
levels of 95, 90, and 50 percent are used. Thus, percentiles of the cumulative probability distribution
are defined by ranges of values. The range can be interpreted for a confidence level of C percent (here
C = 95, 90 or 50 percent) that there is a C percent probability that the true value of _. corresponding
to the percentile of the distribution in question actually lies somewhere within the indicated range of
values. There is a 100-C percent probability that the true value of _. corresponding to the percentile of
the distribution lies outside (either above or below) the indicated range.

An example of the tabulated probability distribution for _. is shown in Table 9. This particular example
is for a case in which the total water flux is 0.25 cm3/cm2-s and the mass fraction of aerosol remaining
in the drywell atmosphere is 0.9. Percentile levels from 5 to 95 percent at 5 percent intervals for
confidence levels of 95, 90 and 50 percent are listed in the table. Note that the range of values of _. that
define a percentile level decreases in width as the level of confidence being demanded decreases. The
width of the range at a given confidence level is a measure of the stochastic uncertainty that exists
because only a finite sample of the uncertainty distribution was taken. The width of the range can be
decreased by taking a larger sample. Unfortunately, the width of the range varies with about the square
root of the sample size, so quite a large sample must be taken to dramatically reduce the range of values
defining the percentile levels.

Example probability distributions are shown graphically in Figure 24. The sample size chosen here
(400 samples) was selected so there was a 95 percent confidence that 99 percent of the range of the
uncertainty distribution of Z was sampled. Ranges of values of _. that define the percentile levels of the
distribution are shown for 50 and 95 percent confidence. (That is, one can be 50 or 95 percent
confident that the true value of L defining the percentile of the distribution in question lies within the
range indicated.) It is evident from the figure that the stochastic uncertainty associated with this sample
size is indeed quite small in comparison to the uncertainties in phenomenology, boundary conditions and
initial conditions that dictate the range of the distribution for _.. It is also evident from results shown
in Figure 24 that the decontamination coefficient does depend on the mass fraction of aerosol remaining

in the atmosphere, mf. That is, ,_ decreases as decontamination progresses.

Tables showing the cumulative probability distributions for _. in other cases are collected in Appendix C.
Summaries of these results are shown in Tables 10-12. This summary indicates the 90 percentile and
10 percentile of the distribution at 90 percent confidence as well as the median or 50 percentile at
50 percent confidence for each calculated case. The rationale for focusing on these particular percentilesl

of the distributions is the same as the rationale described in connection with the distributions of

decontamination factors for overlying water pools. Median values of _. are representative of the spray
performance, but analyses using median values are not likely to demand high confidence levels. The
90 and 10 percentile values of the distributions are reasonable upper and lower bounds on the
distributions for many purposes. Analyses using such upper and lower bounds are likely to also demand
high confidence levels.
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Figure 24 Cumulative probability distribution for _ in the cases Q = 0.25 cm3/cm2-s, mr = 0.9
and mf = 0.01
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These spray decontamination coefficients derived hereare not especially,large. They may be compared,

for instance, to values of 135 hr"1 for Q = 0.25 cm3/cm2-s, 5.4 hr"1 for Q -- 0.0i cm3/cm2-s and
1.08 hr"1for Q = 0.002 cm3/cm2-s derived from recommendations for analyses of spray performance
[89]. The values of _, found here are smaller because:

a. the aerosol particles that will pass through a water pool will be of a size that is inefficiently
trapped by falling droplets, and

b. the water droplet size is not constant throughout the entire sprayed volume as was assumed
when previous recommendations were developed.

Sprays will be far more efficient at scrubbing relatively large aerosol particles released into the
containment without passing through a water pool. For further discussions of spray effectiveness at
removing more general aerosol particles see Reference 18.

The median values of k are shown in Figure 25 as functions of the mass fraction of aerosol rem_ning
in the containment atmosphere. The curves in this figure show _at the spray decontamination coefficient
decreases as decontamination of the atmosphere progresses. This occurs because spray droplets remove
aerosol particles in a size-selective manner. That is, the spray not only attenuates the amount of aerosol
present in the atmosphere, it also changes the size distribution of the aerosol that is remaining in the
atmosphere. As decontamination progresses the remaining aerosol has a size distribution that evolves
toward the size of minimum decontamination efficiency. The distribution is progressively narrowed
around this size of minimum efficiency. As decontamination progresses, the remaining aerosol becomes
les,_efficiently trapped by the spray droplets.

The variations in _. with the mass fraction of aerosol remaining in the atmosphere, mr, shown in
Figure 25 and listed in Tables 10-12, must be carefully used. There is a strong correlation among values
of _, at various values of mr. "l"hatis, sets of vales of uncertain quantities that produce large values of
k at mf = 0.9 are also likely I:oproduce relatively !'u'ge values of _, at smaller values of mr. This
correlation among values of _. is readily seen in the plot of samples of k(tnf = 0.01) against values of
_.(mf = 0.9) shown in Figure 7,16.

Some of the correlation can be eliminated by considering _.(mf = 0.9) and _.(mf)/_.(mf = 0.9) as the
quantities of interest. The plot of X(mf = 0.01)/_.(mf = 0.9) against _.(me - 0.9) shown in Figure 27
reveals that much of the correla'ion has, indeed, been removed.

Samples of the spray decontamination coefficient were re.analyzed to obtain probability distribution
functions for _.(mf)/_.(mf= 0.9) for mf = 0.5, 0.3, 0.1, 0.01, and 0.001 (these values of mf correspond
to decontamination factors of 2, 3.3, 10, 100, and 1000, respectively). The detailed distributions are
collected in Appendix D. The results are summarized in Table 13.

Plots of X(mf)/,_(mf = 0.9) against mf for various values of the water flux, Q, are shown in Figure 28.
It is evident that the dependence of the spray decontamination ratio on mf is quite uncertain. The
90 percentile values show very little variation with mf. The 50 percentile and 10 percentile values show
an initially sharp variation as mf goes from 0.9 to 0.1. Thereafter, the ratio changes little with mf. This
behavior comes about because the initial size distributions for aerosols emerging from water pools into
the drywell atmosphere can have mean sizes rather close to the size that is trapped with minimal
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Figure 25 Median values of _.(mf - 0.9) for Q = 0.25, 0.01 and 0.002 cm3/cm2.s as functions
of mf

NUREG/CR-5978 104



105 NUREG/CR-5978



NU_G/CR-5O78 106



............................................................................... -.............................................Sprays

I °

107 NUREG/CR-5978



£prays

i

- \ ', ,,

(6'o=Jtu)_/ (Jtu)_ _

NUREG/CR-5978 108



Sprays

efficiency by spray droplets. Also, relative to aerosols injected into the drywell without oassing through
the water pool, the aerosols hytx',thesized here to be in the dryweil initially have narrow size
distributions. After some small amount of decontamination, an aerosol remaining in the drywell
atmosphere is vet?,,narrowly distributed around the size of minimum trapping efficiency by the spray.
Thereafter, there is only a small variation in the efficiency of aerosol trapping as decontamination
progresses.

The values of the ratio _.(mf)/_.(mf- 0.9) may be compared to the recommendation [84] that the
decontamination coefficient attributed to sprays be reduced by a factor of 10 once the decontamination
factor exceeds 50 (mr s 0.02). It is e ,ident from the results shown in Figure 28 that such a sharp
reduction in the decontamination coef _cient would be quite a conservative estimate of the rate of
atmosphere dcontamination. Even at the 10 percentile level, the decontamination coeficient has fallen
by only about a factor of 3 from its initial value once the decontamination factor exceeds 50 (mr s 0.02).

A plot of k(mf = 0.9) against the water flux to the drywe!l atmosphere, Q, is shown in Figure 29.
_.(mf = 0.9) is not just linearly dependent on the water flux, As Q increases the rate of water droplet
coalescence to lbrm larger water droplets that less efficiently trap aerosols increases more rapidly than
the rate of droplet-particle interactions. It is also evident from results shown in this figure that spray
decontamination of the small aerosol particles considered here is not very efficient. A principle
interest of analyses done here is the rapid decontamination of the drywell atmosphere even if the
drywell has been ruptured. At the highest water fluxes considered here, spray decontamination factors
are large-enough to provide significant decontan_ination of the atmosphere over short periods of time
(< 15 minutes), At water fluxes less than about 0.08 cm3/cm2-s, spray decontamination coefficients
become so small that significant additional decontamination of the atmosphere (DF -- 10) could be
achieved only if drywell liner l_netration were delayed or the rupture of the drywell were small so the
contaminated atmosphere is exposed to the spray for protracted periods.

Median values of _.(mf)/_.(mf = 0.9) are plotted in Figure 30 against the water flux to the drywell
atmosphere. This ratio has only a very weak dependence on the magnitude of the water flux to the
atmosphere.

D. Effects of Unsprayed Volumes

All of the discussions to this point have assumed implicitly that the entire aerosol-laden gas phase is
exposed to the direct actionsof spray droplets. This is certainly not the case in the Mark I boiling water
reactor. Certainly, the volume within the pedestal support wall is not subjected to the spray. Also,
spray headers are not at the top of drywell. In the case of the Brown's Ferry plant, spray headers are
located at elevations 15.84 and 8.53 meters above the floor. '['he top of the drywell is 32.03 m above
the floor.

It is likely that there will be very rapid mixing of the unsprayed volumes in the drywell with the volumes
that are exposed to the actions of the spray. Displacement of gas by the fa_ling spray as well as
temperature differences between sprayed and unspray:d volumes will assure this mixing. If it is
assumed that this mixing is rapid in comparison to the rate of decontamination, the spray
decontamination coefficients are readily adjusted to account tbr the unsprayed volumes:
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Figure 29 _.(mf = 0.9) as a function of water flux, Q
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Figure 30 Median values of _.(mf)/k(mf = 0.9) as functions of water flux, Q, for mr = 0.5, 0.3,
0.1, 0.01, and 0.04)1
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;L.(real)= _.(Q,mf)/(l . a)

where

X(r_) = the apparent decontamination coefficient for the drywell spray including the
effects of unsprayed volumes

3.(Q,mf) = decontamination coefficient calculated here for the sprayed volume

¢= = V(unsprayed)/V(sprayed_

The ratio of sprayed to unsprayed volume is not osily calculated with confidence. For the Brown's
Ferry plant the ratio of unsprayed volume to sprayed volume is about 2.6. Other values of this value
might be found for other plants. The ratio is large-enough that the quantitative estimates of spray
capabilities are affected. Qualitative conclusions that have been drawn above are not greatly affected.

E. Simple Correlation of the Results

The detailed, mechanistic analyses presented above and in the previous chapter provide quantitative
predictions of the decontamination of the drywell atmosphere that can be achieved by sprays and the
uncertainties that ought to be ascribed to these predictions. From these results, a reader can easily
derive a qualitative indication of the effects sprays in the drywell might have on severe accident
source terms. More quantitative insight could be obtained from simple correlations of the results in
a form suitable tot routine calculations. The results obtained above for A.(mf - 0.9) may be
correlated with a polynomial expression in the water flux to the drywell atmosphere, Q. The results
for _.(mf)/A.(mf= 0.9) may be correlated in terms of Q and the mass fraction of aerosol remaining in
the drywell atmosphere, mf. Such correlations, derived by least-squares analyses, are developed here
for the median values at 50 percent confidence, the 90 percentile values at 90 percent confidence, and
the I0 percentile values at 90 percent confidence. The correlations are:

* Median (50 Percentile) Values at50 Percent Confidence
!

_.(mf = 0.9) = Q[51.073 + 5759.2 Q- 22662 Q2]

_.(mf)/_.(mf = 0.9) = (0.50730 - 0.02055 IOgl0 Q)(I - z) + z

where z = (mid0.9)0'491736
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* 90 PercentileValues at90 PercentConfidence

_.(mf = 0.9) = Q[218.705 + 14133,3 Q- 55379.6 Q2]

_.(mf)/_.(mf = 0,9) = (0.90531 4- 0.00708 lOgl0 Q)(I - z) 4- z

where z = (mr/0.9)0'207615

* j[0 Pc_rce_l)il¢Values at IOPercentConfidence

_.(mf - 0.9) = Q[17.446 4- 2434.0:5 Q- 9617.81 Q2]

_,(mf)/_,(mf = 0.9) - (0.27608 - 0.00284 IOgl0 Q)(1 - z) 4- z

where z : (mr/0.9)0'73410

Note that values of the decontamination coefficient derived from correlation should be corrected for the

effects of unsprayed volumes in the drywell. If rapid mixing of the atmospheres of the sprayed and
unsprayed volumes occurs, the correction is given by:

_. = _.(correlation)/(1 4- =)

where

_. = corrected value of the spray decontamination coefficient

_.(correlation) = value of the spray decontamination coefficient derived from any of the above
correlations

a = V(unsprayed) / V(sprayed)

V(unsprayed) = volume of the drywell that is not directly affected by the spray

V(sprayed) = volume of the drywell through which spray droplets fall.

These correlations will be utilized in an example accident analyses in Chapte',' VI of this report.
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VI. Accident Analyses

The analyses of decontamination by an overlying water pool and the analyses of the decontamination
coeMcient of sprays presented above certainly indicate that some substantial source term reduction can
be achieved if water is present in the Mark I boiling water drywell during a severe reactor accident.
It is useful to have a quantitative indication of the magnitude of source term reduction by applying the
results presented above to a specific reactor accident. Recent probablistic risk assessments [2] have
shown that the risk dominant accidents in a particular Mark I boiling water reactor are anticipated
transients without scram (ATWS) and station blackout accidents in which off-site and on-site AC power
fails. The ex-vessel phases of these two classes of hypothetical accidents are rather similar (see for
instance Figure 4). Analyses here focus, then, on the ATWS type accident.

The predicted rates of aerosol generation by core debris interactions with concrete during an ATWS
accident with no water in the drywell are shown in Figure 4. Aerosol generation is very intense for the
first 2 to 3 hours of ex-vessel core debris interactions. At the maximum shown in Figure 4, aerosol
generation rates reach nearly 1000 g/s. Once reactive zirconium metal in the core debris has been
consumed by chemical reactions, the core debris temperature falls rapidly and the rate of aerosol
production drops to 1 to 2 g/s,

i

Were the aerosols produced by the core debris interactions with concrete unable to settle or deposit in
the Mark I dry.well, aerosol concentrations shown by the curve marked "no mitigation" in Figure 31
would develop during the accident. Ten hours after the onset of core debris interactions with concrete
aerosol, concentrations reach about 457 g/m3. Most of the particulate materials suspended in thedrywell
atmosphere are products of concrete vaporization or are constituents of steel. Mixed with these materials
can be a substantial amount of radionuclides from the core debris.

Aerosols lofted into the drywell atmosphere will of course, agglomerate, deposit, and settle within the
drywell. Barring some resuspension process, settled and deposited particles are removed from the
inventory of aerosol that could escape into reactor building in the event the drywell integrity is lost by
any mechanism (overpressurization, overheating or direct attack by the melt on the drywell liner). Some
indication of the magnitude of the effects of settling and deposition on aerosol concentrations is shown
in Figure 31 by the curve marked "natural mitigation." Natural mitigation processes reduce the peak
aerosol concentration in the drywell from about 460 g/m 3 to about 46 g/m 3. At i0 hours after the start
of core debris/concrete interactions, aerosol concentration in the drywell is only 0.75 g/m3. The safety
advantages of delaying drywell failure so that there is time for the natural mitigation processes to operate
are apparent from these results.

Even when natural mitigation processes are considered, it is evident that substantial masses of radioactive
material may be available for release if the drywell fails. It is of interest, then, to see what additional
attenuation of the potential source term might be produced by water in the drywell. Both the effects of
a water pool overlying the core debris and the effects of sprays are demonstrated below. For these
demonstrations, aerosol concentrations are compared to the concentrations that would be present were

*Aerosolsthat settle onto the core debris could, presumably,revaporize. There has beenno attempt to takethis intoaccount
in preparing Figure 31.
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Figure 31 Aerosol concentrations in the drywell during an ATWS accident with no water
present. The dashed curve marked "no mitigation" Indicates concentrations that
would exist if natural processes such as settling and deposition are neglected. The
solid curve marked "natural mitigation" was calculated including these natural
deposition processes.
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there no natural mitigation by settling and deposition of aerosols. This type of comparison makes it
more apparent how much aero_l mass is prevented from being available for release irres_tive of the
time at which a rupture in the drywell occurs.

First, the effect of an overlying water _1 on the mass of aero_l available for release is considered,
Only the decontamination effects of the water pool are considered here. Any effects an overlying water
pool might have on reducing temperaturesof the core debris, and consequently reducing the rates of
aerosol generation, have been neglected here. The case of a 50 cm deep water pool subcooled by 20°C
is shown in Figure 32. The _ percentile, median and 10percentile aerosol concentrations are shown
in this figure. (These aerosol concentrations correspond, of course, to the 10, 50, and 90 percentile _l
decontamination factors, respectively.) The median decontamination factor produced by the 50 cm deep
pool is about 180, Even in the very pessimistic case represented by the 90 _rcentile aerosol
concentration, the water _! provides a decontaminatior, factor of about 26, The 10 percentile aerosol
concentration corresponds to a decontamination factor pro0_Jcedby the overlying water pool of almost
3000,

Subcooling of the water pool is important in achieving high levels of decontamination. Results are
shown in Figure 33 for the case of a 50 cm deep water pool with only 2°C subcooiing. The median
decontamination factor in this case is only about 16. The 10 and 90 percentile aerosol concentrations
correspond to decontamination factors by the water pool of about 83 and about 4.8, respectively.

Increasingthedepth of the waterpool will, of course, increasetheextentof decontamination. The effect
is not, however, especially large until depths in excess of about l meter are reached. Such water pool
depths could be produced in the Mark 1 drywell only by filling the wetwell with water.

Itmightbe argued thatsubcooling, even by only 20 degrees, necessaryto achieve large decontamination
coefficients by water pools might be difficult to maintain early in the ex-vessel phase of an accident
when =nostof the aerosol release occurs. Or. it might be contended that the violence of the early stages
of core debris interactions with concrete could disrupt the water pool so that evolved streams of aerosol-
laden gas are not efficiently scrubbed. Evidence from tests of combined core debris-concrete-coolant
interactions done to date [!6, 22, 46, 5 l, 52] indicate that any violent disruption of the water pool takes
place only for a brief period. Extrapolation of these results to reactor accident conditions is, of course,
uncertain. Furthermore, recent tests [51, 52] suggest that there can be episodic eruptions of melt into
a well-established water pool that might, in extreme cases, result in, at least, localized disruptioJl of the
water pool. For these reasons the incremental decontamination of the dryweli by sprays is of interest.
Spray would, of course, also scrub from the atmosphere aerosols that were not exposed to the overlying
water pool.

To illustrate the effects of sprays, it is assumed that a 50 cm deep water pool, subcooled by only 2°C,
is maintained over the core debris and that the decontamination efficiency of this pool is at the
pessimistic l0 percentile level. Aerosol concentrations in the drywell atmosphere with sprays operating
at a water flux of 0,25 cm3/cm2-s are shown in Figure 34. The spray was assumed to contact only
28 percent of the containment volume. (Note that the drywell volume during the ex-vessel stage of the
accident includes the volume of the reactor coolant system and the reactor vessel). The median aerosol
concentration curve shown in this figure has a maximum aerosol concentration of' 3.4 g/m3. This
corresponds to an overall decontamination factor of about 134. After l0 hours of core debris
interactions with concrete, the aerosol concentration is rexluced to about 5.3 x l0 "3g/m3' The overall
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Figure 32 Aerosol concentrations in the drywell when a 50 cm deep water pool subcooled
by 20°C is maintained over the core debris. The median (solid line),
90 percentile (dashed line) and 10 percentile (dotted line) concentrations are
compared to concentrations for the case when no water pool is present.
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Figure33 Aerosolconcentrationsin the drywellwhena 50 cm deep waterpoolsubcooled
by only 2°C is maintainedover the core debris. The median (solid line),
90 percentile(dashed line) and !0 percentile (dotted line) concentrations are
comparedto concentrationsfor the case of no water pool p_nt.
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Figure 34 Effects of sprays on aerosol concentratiom in the drywell atmosphere. A $0 cm
deep water pool, subcooled by 20C was a_ume_l to be present. Sprays were
assumed to supply a water flux of 0.25 em"/cm*-s.
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decontamination factor at this time is about 8.6 x 104. The apparent,overall, decontaminationfactor
incrca_s with time becauseaerosolssus_nded in the dryweli atmospherecontinueto be ex_scd to the
spray. Though sprays do not have as immediate effect on aerosolconcentrationsas water _ls, the
effects of spraysaccumulatewith time. Delaying drywel! failure or limiting dryweil failure to a small
I_k greatly improves the effectivenessof spraysat sourceterm mitigation.

Reductionin thespray flow rate, of court, redL,ccsspray,,effectiveness.Resultsareshownin Figure 35
fora spray operatingat a water flux of only 0.UI cm3/cm'=-sandotherconditionsthe_me as they were
for calculationsusedto prepareFigure 34. The median aerosolconcentrationcurve hasa maximum_t
about 13.5 g/m 3. The 10 and90 percentileconccntration_reachmaximaof about9.8 and 14.9 g/m °,

Late in the courseof the core debris interactionswith concretetl_e90, 50 and 10 _rcentilc aeroml
concentrationsare calculatedto _ about 7.4, 1.6, and0,036 g/m , respectively,

The relatively high concentrationsof aerosol that are calculatedhere to ex=steven with the spray
operating (albeit at lower water fluxes) arise becauseaerosolparticlesare too small to be efficiently
removedby spray droplets. At these higher concentrations,theacmsois would agglomerate. As this

m 'agglomerationprogresses,theefficiency of particle removalby sprayswould improve in co pansonto
what has been calculated here neglecting particle agglomeration. Nevertheless,it is evident that low
water flux spray operationsdo not greatly augmentthedecontaminationeffect achievedby waterpools
overlying core debris. Certainly, low water flux spray operation does not produce a prompt
decontaminationthat would be important for sourceterm mitigationafter dryweli failure.

To summarize the findings of the accident analysis,a comparison of the effects of various mitigation
processesis shownin Figure 36. Shown in this figureare aerosolconcentrationsin the drywell during
an ATWS accident considering:

1. no mitigation processes,

2. mitigation by natural processesof settlingand agglomeration,

3. natural processessupplementedby the effects of a 50 cm deep 20°C subcooledwater pool
(median value of the decontaminationfactor), and

4. natural Rroce_sessupplementedby the effects of boththe water pool and spraysoperatedat
0.25 cm3/cm=-s (median value of thedecontaminationfactor),

By far the biggestreduction in the aerosol massproducedpromptly in the first l or 2 hours is that
providedby the water pool. The incrementaleffect of spraysin thisearly periodis notespeicallylarge.
Sprays,and to a lesserextentthe "natural" aerosol removalprocesses,have, however, an accumulating
effect on aerosol concentrations. With continuedoperation sprays continue to decontaminatethe
atmosphere. Dependingon when drywell failure occurs, the_ example calculationsindicate that the
combination of a subcoolcd water pool and high water flux sprays _ould reduce the amount of
radioactivity releasedafter drywell failure by factorsof 4000 to over 10a.
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Figure 35 Effects of sprays operated at a water flux of 0.01 cm3/cm2-s on aerosol concentrations
In the drywell. A water pool 50 cm deep and 2°C subcooled was assumed to be
present.
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Figure 36 Comparison of aerosol concentratiom considering various mitigation processes.
The dotted curve was calculated neglecting any mitigation, the curve marked
natural mitigation was calculated by aerosol settling and deposition. The other

curves were calculated considering mitigation by a 50 cm deep 20°C st_bcoo/ed
water pool alone and in co, unction with a spray operated at 0.25 cm/cm'-s.
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VII. Conclusions

The princi_l conclusion thatcan be reachedfrom the analyses presentedin this report is that water in
the Mark 1 dr-ywellcan reduce substantiallythe reactor accident source term in the event of dryw¢ll
rupture, That is, water in the drywell can reducethe risks of severe reactoraccidents even if the water
cannotpreventor delay the ruptureof the drywell. Watercan reducethe amount of radioactivematerial
suspendedin the the dryweilatmosphereandavailablefor release should containmentfail by directmelt
attack, overpressurizationor as result of excessive temperatures.

Attenuationof the releases of radioactive materials by an overlying water _l during core debris
interactionswith concrete is the most impo_t process by which dryweil water reduces the severe
accidentsource term. The key to achieving high levels of decontaminationby shallow water pools in
the Markl drywell is substantial subcooling of the water, If median values of the uncertain
decontaminationfactors calculatedfor water pools are considered, then releases of radioactivityduring
core debris, concreteinteractionscan be reduced by a factorof about 180 with a 50 cm deep waterpool
thatis keptsubcooledby about 20°C. Allowing the pool to _ome saturatedreduces the source term
mitigation to about a factorof 16. More pessimistic views of the uncertainties in the p_ictions of
decontaminationby a waterpool overlying core debris still indicatesthat a 50 cm deep _l with 20oc
subcoolingcan reducereleasesof radioactivematerialsduringcore debris interactionswith con-fete by
factorsof about 26.

Whereaswater pools overlying core debris in the Mark ! drywell only affect the radionuclidereleases
duringcore debris interactionswith concrete, drywell sprays can attenuateradionuclide inventories in
the diywell atmosphere from all sources. That is, drywell sprays can reduce the inventory of
radionuclidessuspended in the containmentatmosphereas a resultof core debris/concrete interactions,i

revaporization, and releases from residual fuel in the reactor coolant system. Drywell sprays lose
effectiveness as aerosol panicles become small. Only at high water fluxes do the sprays significantly
augment the promptattenuationby water pools of radionuclid¢releases during core debris/concrete
interactions. Protractedexposure of aerosols to the action of sprays can produce very large reductions
in the amountsof radioactivematerialavailable for release in the event of drywell rupture.

Simplecorrelationsof the resultsobtained herecan be used to prepareestimates of decontaminationby
waterpools and sprays in the Mark 1dryweli at prescribed levels of consen,atism and confidence.

A decision to assure water is present in the drywell during a severe reactor accident to protect the
integrityof the drywell linerwould have the derivativebenefit of reducingthe magnitudeof radionuclid¢
release to the reactorbuildingshould the drywell fail. Most of the potential attenuationof the severe
accident source term comes from a water pool overlying the core debris interacting with concrete.
Admission of water to the drywell by sprays could augment the source term attenuation. The
augmentationprovided by the sprayscould be importantif:

- the drywell water pool could not be kept subcooied,

- there was extensive, late, release of coarse aerosols from residual fuel in the reactor vessel
directly to the drywell atmosphere, or

- therewas extensive revaporizationof depositedfission productsfrom the reactorcoolant system
after reactorvessel failure.
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Appendix A: Statistics of Order Distributions

The statistical methods used to develop the probability distributions described in the text are derived in
this appendix, The derivations used here tbllow directly from derivations presented by ttogg and
Craig 111,

Consider a random variable X. Assume this random variable to have a continuous, positive probability
density function flxl over the interval from a to b such that a < b. The cumulative probability
distribution function for X is F(X_ and is given by:

X X

F(X)._ I f(x)dx -" I f(x)dx
-_ a

such that

-,-_ b

i f(x)dx _ I = I f(x)dx
"_ a

The probability density function, fCx)or equivalently the cumulative probability distribution function
Fix), are unknown for the problems posed in the text of this report, The objective of the Monte Carlo
sampling is to obtain a sample of the random variable X from which some estimate of f(x) or F(X) can
be made,

At the conclusion of the Monte Carlo sampling for a given problem, a set of n possible values of the
random variable X is available:

{Xl, X2, X3...Xn_1, Xn}

These sampled values can be arranged in increasing order--say, for example, X1, Xn.1, X2,.,X n, X3.
The values can then be relabelled Yi such that Yi < Yi+ 1'

{Y1, Y2, Y3'"Yn-I . Yn}

This ordered set of the sampled values of the random variable is the "order statistic" Ibr the sample of
size n. The joint probability density function for this order statistic is labelled g(Yl' Y2' Y3'"Yn-I '
Yn) and is given by:
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n,f(yl)f(Y2)f(Y3)...f(Yn_l)f(Yn)

g(YI.Y2,Y3,...Yn_I,Yn) " for Yi < Yi.,.1 fori=l ton-I

0 other,vise

This follows directly because there are n! ways that it mighthave been necessary to arrange the sampled
values of X in order to formulate the statistic.

A new statistic Z can be formulated from:

where F(Yi) is the cumulativeprobabilitydistributionfunctionfor the randomvariableX, The Jacobian
for this transformation of Y into Z is:

dY1
0.............. 0

dZ 1

dY2

0 d_2 ............ 0
dY1dY2dY3 dYn

J = ffi

dy 3 _II_2 _3"'_n

0 0 _ ...... 0

dYn

0 0 0 ......

1
m ..........

dZidZ2dZ3
dYldY2dY3 dYN

Since Z -- F(Y) and dZi/dYi ffi f(Yi):

1
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Then, the joint probability density function for the Z statistic is:

,(z,.z2.z3Zn)-J_(V,.v2."¢_rn)
" n!

'rile probability density function of a particular ZK is:

h(ZK) -

zKiii0 Ii t I I 1-t....f .... ....z° z ....oz ., oz,
Z- 2 Z- 1

m ,j,_ i$1, t ,_m ,,0Jj 4p m_,,

Z-2

ZK

S ,°., _ .

"' zI(,-z_/"-_

''tNow, for some probabllly p such that 0 < p < 1, the solution for
)

F(x) = p

_t) = x, fit9is the pth quanwileof the cumulative distribution function, The order statistic for theis

sam_pleof sizdn of the random variable X can be characterized by the probability that YK < _p or
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Z'From the probabilitydensity function of K'

i "' Z (l-ZK)"-JZKPr(ZK < P)= h(ZK)dZK'_ _ Yi)!(n:K:)i

n! .p)n-K n! pK.l(l _p)n-K-I ..... . pn

n

n, pi,,p,n-iPr(YK< p)i i!(n-i)!

This result is sufficient to provide a basis to bracketcritical values of the unknowndistribution fUnction
F(X) from the order statistic Y [2]. Note that

Pr(Yt < _p)-Pr(Yj < _p). Pr(Yi < _p < Yj)

and that

The joint probability density function of Zi = F(Yi) and Zj = ff(Yj) for i < j is:

hij(Zi, Zj)"

zi zizj zjt

"! .... !ti ..... _Ij2 .... Z!_I nldZn'"dZJ . ldZj- l'"dZi. ldZl"'dZi- 1

,, n, ii-l(Zj )j-i-l( zj)n-j(i__2i) [(j,i _iii (n_)).[,z -z i 1-

for0 < Zi < Zj < 1

The most interesting of the joint probabilities is that of Z 1 and Zn, Then,

hln(Z 1, Zn),, n(9n-l, (Zn - Zi) n'2 for O < Z 1 < Zn < 1
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Then. theprobabilitythatthe sampleof X exceedssomefractionp of the rangeof valuesof X is given
by'

Pr[F(Yn)- F(YI)_ p],_ Pr[Zn-Z1 _ p]

l-p 1

L.Izo
P !

,, 1-ripn- 1 .,.In- l)pn ,,C

C is then the confidencelevel thata sampleof n valuesspansa fractionp of the distribution.

Somevalues of the confidencelevel C for variousvalues of n andp are shown in TableA-I.

TableA-I _le _ necmwy to
a haction of theummmlnr/dim_lmtlon,

p, at a confidenceLevel{2

Co_ _le size to spanp
level

! (_) 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.999
--- [JI[ I1[ ii IL " ],lrllnmlnllZ _ !1 II I: IL.I I LL.

90 37 76 388 3888

95 46 93 473 4742

99 64 130 661 6635

99,9 88 180 919 9228
IIII I _ - I III II!UI II I I II I JlJJ_k ] I Ill I I1'.............

An exampleis used to illustratehow the characterizationof the distributionimproveswith the sample
size. For this example, samplesof 100, 500, 1000, and 3000 values were taken froma lognormal
distributionwith a mean of 1.48 and a geometricstandarddeviationof 2,546. The sampleswere
orderedandsubjectedto the non-parametricstatisticalanalysesdescribedabove. Cumulativeprobability
distributionsderivedfrom the samplesat the 95 percentconfidencelevel are shown in FiguresA-1 to
A-4. Theseare conventionalcumulativeprobabilityplots. Theknowndistributionis shownas a solid
line in the figures forcomparisonpurposes, These resultsshowthatmedianvaluesare derivedfailly
accuratelyfromsamplesof just 100valuesif the distributionis not too complicated. Samplesof about
1000values are neededto get accuratevalues at the 5 percentand95 percentquantiles.

The principaladvantageof the Monte Carlo methodand the non-parametricorder statistic analysis
adoptedhere is that the number of samples that must be taken to characterizea distributionis
independentof the numberof uncertainquantities thatarise in calculationsof the type describedin the
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100 Sample Case

99

95 _ MonteCarlo
estimate

90
,,-- Actual

80

70

60
m

;5 50

4o30

20

10

1
-2.5 -1.5 -0.5 0.5 1.5 2.5

In(X)

Figure A-I 95 l_rcom confidence intervalsfor quantilesof _ example distributionderived from a
100 value sample. The actual underly_ _bution is shown by the continuouslh¢.
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500 SampleCase

99

95 ,..., Monte Carlo
estimate

9O
.. Actual

8O

7O

60
I

"_ 50

40
30

20

10

5

1
-2.5 -1.5 -0.5 0.5 1.5 2.5

In (X)

Figure A-2 95 percent confidence intervals for quantiles of the example distribution derived from a
500 value sample. The actual uz_rly_ distribution is shown by the continuous curve.
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1000 Sample Case
99

95 ,...4 Monte Carlo
estimate

9O
,, Actual

80

70

60
50

3O
2O

10

5

1
-2.5 -1.5 -0.5 0.5 1.5 2.5

In (X)

Figure A-3 95 I_rcent _nfldence intervals for quantilcs of the example distribution derived from a
1000 value sample. The actual underlying distribution is shown by the continuous curve.
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3000 Sample Case

99

95 ,-.., Monte Carlo
estimate

9O
-. Actual

8O

7O
>' 6O

m#film

_5 50
.0 4O
2
_. 30

2O

10

5

1
-2.5 -1.5 -0.5 0.5 1.5 2.5

In (X)

Figure A-4 95 percent confidence intervals for quantiles of the example distribution derived from a
3000 value sample. The actual unde_iying distribution is showy by the continuous c_rve.
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text. The values listed in Table A-1 can be compared to the number of calculations of values that would
be required in a deterministic analysis, For instance, a simple two-level factorial analysis of a problem
with 16 uncertain variables would require

216 = 65536

calculations. A far more complete characterization of the distribution is obtained at fairly high
confidence levels with only a few hundred calculations tbllowing the Monte Carlo method.

References:

1. R.V. Hogg and A. T. Craig, introduction t0 Mathematical Statistics, MacMillan Co.

2. The factorials found in these equations can be accurately calculated for values greater than 10 from'

1 ln(n+l) - n-1 -_ iln(27r) + I 1In n! = n+3 2 12(n+l) - 360(n+)3
1 1

+

1260(n.1) 5 1680(n+1) 7

See

M. Abramowitz and I, A. Stegan, Handbook of Ma_ematica! Functions, Dover Publications, 1970.
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Appendix B: Detailed Results of the Uncertainty
Analyses of Decontamination by an Overlying Water Pool

Results of the Monte Carlo uncertainty analyses for decontamination by an overlying water pool are
collected in this appendix. Results are for water pools 30 and 50 cm deep subcooled by 0, 2, 5, 10,
20, 30, 50, and 70°C. The results are shown as cumulative probability distributions at confidence
levels of 50.90, and 95 percent as defined in Appendix A. Tabulated results are shown in the enclosed
tables for quantiles of the distribution from 5 to 95 percent at 5 percent intervals. Mean values and
standard deviaitons are also shown in the tables.
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Appendix C: Uncertainty Distributions for the Spray Decontamination Coefficient

Detailed uncertainty distributions for the spray decontamination coefficient, h(hr- 11,are presented in the
tables of this appendix, AUncertainty distributions were calculated for total water fluxes of 0,002, 0.01,

and 0.25 cnr _ H20/cm'-s and fractions of the initial aerosol remaining in the atmosphere of 0.9, 0.5,
0.3. 0.1, 0.01, and 0.001. The distributions are calculated for confidence levels of 50, 90, and

95 percent.' That is, percentiles of a cumulative probability distribution are defined by a range of values
of _,. Ranges such that there is a 50, 90, or 95 percent confidence that the true value of h characteristic
of the specified percentile lies within the range are given. Percentiles of 5 to 95 percent at 5 percent
intervals are tabulated. Means and standard deviations for the distributions are also given, though for
these distributions neither of these quantities is especially usel_tl.
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Appendix D: Cumulative Probability Distributions for h(mf)/h(mf = 0.9)

S t ,Correlations among the values of the .pra) decontamination coelhclents lot various values of the mass

fraction of aerosol remaining in the containment, nh,.,make results of the uncertainty analyses difficult
to use. Much of this cor_lation can be eliminated by selecting as the uncertain variables for a given
water fluxh(m.=09) andh(m)/h(m-= 09) form.=05,03,0 1.00i. and0001 Samplesoff • f t . r, ..........
the spray decontamination coefficient were reanalyzed in terms of these variables. Deatiled cul_ulati,ve
probability distributions for the variables h(mf)/h(mf = 0.9) for Q = 0.25, 0.01, and 0.002 cm'_-/cm"-s
are shown in the tables in this appendix. The fonn and the contents of these tables are rather similar
to the tables in Appendix C. showing detailed probability distributions for the spray decontamination
coefficients.
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