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Abstract: With the reliance on ocean resources, the nuclear power powers have set their sights on
marine nuclear power plants to break through the bottleneck of energy supply for the development
of ocean resources. In this paper, the computational fluid dynamics software ANSYS CFX 2021 is
used to simulate the TOSQAN benchmark experiment. Three different turbulence models, the k — ¢
model, RNG k — e model, and SST model, are selected to analyze the adaptability of the turbulence
model. The simulation results are compared with the benchmark experimental results, and the
selected numerical calculation model is used to analyze the influence of vapor on the pressure,
temperature, hydrogen distribution, and hydrogen risk in the containment space when a hypothetical
serious accident occurs in a marine nuclear power plant. The results show that the results simulated
with the k — ¢ turbulence model are closer to the benchmark experimental results. Vapor has no
obvious effect on the response speed of pressure balance at each position in the closed containment
space, and the condensation of the vapor wall can effectively reduce the pressure peak in the closed
containment space. The existence of vapor and the increase in vapor concentration will increase the
temperature in the closed containment space. The condensation of vapor on the wall surface will
cause the temperature in the containment space to have a peak value, which can effectively reduce
the temperature in the containment space. Vapor will promote the mixing of gas in the containment
space and make the hydrogen distribution tend to be uniform. The presence of vapor and the increase
in vapor concentration can reduce the hydrogen risk in the containment space, but the condensation
of vapor may increase the hydrogen risk in the containment space.

Keywords: marine nuclear power plant; serious accidents; containment space; numerical simulation

1. Introduction

Marine nuclear power plants have the advantages of high efficiency and economy,
which can bring considerable economic benefits to some remote coastal areas lacking
resources, and are considered the most ideal energy guarantee for marine development.
The containment of marine nuclear power plants mainly has two design schemes: square
and cylindrical [1-3]. Compared with the square, the cylindrical containment has high space
utilization, good structural stability, and strong compression resistance, which provides
good protection for nuclear reactors and can be used for deep sea exploration and the
development of seabed resources [4]. Marine nuclear power plants generally use small
pressurized water reactors with relatively mature technology. However, in the process of
serious accidents induced by the loss of coolant accident, the pressurized water reactor
will produce chemically active hydrogen [5,6], which is released into the containment with
vapor through the pipeline break or safety valve and mixed with the air in the containment
space. When the mixture of hydrogen, air, and vapor reaches a certain proportion, the risk
of hydrogen combustion or even explosion may occur under appropriate conditions, and
a high-pressure peak will be formed in the containment space in a very short time. The
resulting static and dynamic pressure loads will threaten the integrity of the containment
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and affect the integrity of the internal facilities of the containment, posing a serious threat to
the safety of the reactor. The Fukushima nuclear accident in 2011 was due to the hydrogen
accumulation explosion, which destroyed the integrity of the reactor building structure,
caused a large number of radioactive substances to be released into the environment, and
brought a series of problems to the accident emergency rescue [7,8].

Research institutions around the world have conducted experimental studies on the
hydrogen risk in small pressurized water reactors and containment space after accidents,
which has enhanced the predictability and controllability of accidents. German research
institutions have studied the effect of natural circulation on hydrogen transport using the
BMC PWR containment experimental facility [9]. France’s CEA (Commissariat a I'énergie
atomique et aux énergies alternatives) used MISTRA experimental facilities to study the
coupling effect between the transport of mixed gas composed of hydrogen, vapor, and
air and wall condensation and analyzed the transient behavior of mixed gas transport
and the concentration distribution of steady-state gas [10]. The French IRSN (Institute de
Radioprotection et de Stireté Nucléaire) used a small single-chamber experimental facility
TOSQAN to study the effects of injection conditions, condensation, and spray on hydro-
gen stratification and mixing [11,12], analyzed the natural circulation phenomenon under
different gas composition conditions [13], and used the device to study the establishment
and transport behavior of hydrogen stratification at the top of the container [14]. German
research institutions have studied the coupling effects between natural circulation, con-
densation, and hydrogen transport, as well as the effects of jet, natural circulation, and gas
radiation on hydrogen transport using the multichambered coupling effect experimental
facility THAI [15,16]. The Indian Institute of Technology used a small experimental facility,
AIHMS, to study the effects of wall temperature-driven natural circulation and obstacles
on gas mixing [17,18]. However, due to the use of helium instead of hydrogen in the
experiment, these experimental studies lack the analysis of possible hydrogen risks. With
the development of computer resources, numerical simulation through computer simula-
tion platforms has become an important means of hydrogen risk research in containment.
Filippov and Bakhmet’ev et al. verified the relevant models in FLUENT and KUPOL-MT
programs [19,20]. Fernandez-Cosials et al. used the IBE-3 experiment at the PANDA exper-
imental facility to verify the GOTHIC program based on the gas mixing process [21]. Kelm
et al.’s experimental data based on THAI and MISTRA facilities used CFX to predict the gas
mixing process [22]. Povilaitis et al. predicted the experimental phenomena in the MISTRA
facility using a one-dimensional COCOSYS program [23]. Based on the experimental results
of THAI-HM2, Visser et al. analyzed the sensitivity of the turbulence model and related
parameters by FLUENT [24]. These numerical simulations use experimental data to verify
the model of the software, but there is a lack of further analysis of the effect of water vapor
on hydrogen distribution.

From the analysis of the above studies, it can be seen that the hydrogen risk studies
for the containment of small pressurized water reactors are mainly based on land-based
reactors. However, compared with land-based nuclear power plants, marine nuclear power
plants need to face the complex marine environment, harsh operating conditions, and the
ultimate heat sink is the sea. Although it can provide a good source of continuous cooling,
the space of the containment of marine nuclear power plants is smaller, and the amount
of vapor condensation during serious accidents is large, which increases the hydrogen
concentration in the containment space and destroys the steam inert environment in the
containment space, thus making the containment space of marine nuclear power plants
more prone to hydrogen combustion and even explosion risks. Therefore, it is necessary to
analyze the impact of vapor generated during the severe accident of marine nuclear power
plants on the hydrogen risk in the containment space.

In this paper, the computational fluid dynamics software CFX is used to simulate the
TOSQAN benchmark experiment in the international benchmark problem ISP-47 of con-
tainment thermal hydraulics. The simulation results are compared with the experimental
results to verify the applicability of the selected numerical calculation model. Then, a sim-
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plified three-dimensional geometric model of the containment space of a cylindrical marine
nuclear power plant is established. The selected calculation model is used to simulate
and analyze the influence of vapor sprayed from the nozzle on the pressure, temperature,
hydrogen distribution, and hydrogen risk in the containment space during the serious
accident induced by the hypothetical loss of coolant in the marine nuclear power plant,
which provides a reference for the subsequent hydrogen risk analysis under the serious
accident of the marine nuclear power plant.

2. Physical Model

The gas produced in the process of a serious accident is sprayed into the containment
from the breach and continuously moves in the containment space under the action of
inertial force and buoyancy force. In this process, gas concentration diffusion, turbulent
diffusion, convection, and vapor condensation play a major role, accompanied by heat
transfer. This process can be approximately simulated by solving the following control
equations and model settings in CFD.

2.1. Governing Equation

The governing equations are mainly used to solve the multicomponent gas flow and
heat transfer process in the containment space of marine reactors during severe accidents,
including the mass equation, momentum equation, energy equation, and component
transport equation.

Mass conservation equation:

dp _
T V-(pU) = Sym (1)

Momentum conservation equation:

d(pU)
ot

+V-(pUQ@U) = VT +V-T+pf +8Su @)

Energy conservation equation:

@ + V- (pUE) = V-(AVT) +pf-U+V-(I'"U) + V-(t-U) + Sg 3)

Species equation:

) ¢ty v 50

where t is time, unit s; p is the density, unit kg/ m3; U is the speed, unit m/ s%; Eis energy,
unit J; t is temperature, unit K; I is the surface force, unit N/ m?2; f is the volume force, unit
N/m?; 7 is the stress tensor, unit Pa; A is the thermal conductivity, unit W/ (m-K); Sy is
the mass source term, unit kg/ (m3-s); Sy is the momentum source term, unit N/m?; Sg
is the energy source term, unit J/ (m3 -s); D is the diffusion coefficient, unit m?/s; w is the
mass fraction.

2.2. Buoyancy Force Model

Buoyancy is caused by the change in density, and the change in density may come
from the change in local temperature, the change in mass fraction in the multicomponent
flow, the difference in density between phases in the multiphase flow, and the change in
local pressure of the ideal gas and the actual fluid. In the CFX software, the influence of the
buoyancy effect on the flow process is realized by adding the buoyancy source term shown
in Equation (5) to the momentum equation:

SM,buoy = (P - pref)§ ®)
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where p is the fluid density, unit kg/m?>; p,,  is the reference density, unit kg/ m?; E is the
gravitational acceleration vector, unit m/s?.

CFX software provides two different buoyancy models, which are the Boussinesq
model and the full buoyancy model. The former is mainly used for the case where the fluid
is not a function of pressure and temperature. The latter is mainly used for multicomponent
flow, multiphase flow, and fluid flow, where density is a function of pressure, temperature,
or other field variables. Therefore, the full buoyancy model is used in this paper.

2.3. Wall Condensation Model

The CEX program has developed a special wall condensation model for the con-
tainment of nuclear power plants, which is mainly used to simulate the condensation
of condensable components in variable component mixtures (such as vapor and air). In
this model, the condensation of vapor in the variable component mixture is driven by
the concentration gradient of vapor near the wall. The internal boundary mass source is
used to simulate the amount of condensed water removed from the system, ignoring the
thickness of the condensate film and the heat transfer through the condensate film. The
mass flux of vapor at the gas-liquid interface is determined by the molar fraction of dry
vapor by assuming that the liquid film at the gas-liquid interface is in thermal equilibrium.

For turbulent flow, the wall condensation model uses the turbulent wall function to
model the concentration boundary layer. In a turbulent boundary layer, the molar fluxes
of the non-condensable component A and the condensable component B are J4 and [p,
respectively, for a binary gas mixture passing through a plane parallel to the wall and at a
distance of y from the wall boundary, from the conservation of mass, it can be obtained:

Jaw = JmXaw — Tm(Xap — Xaw) = 0 (non-condensable) (6)

JBw = JmXBw — T (Xap — Xaw) (condensable) 7)

where the subscript w represents the wall; the subscript P denotes the near-wall grid
points; Ty is the wall multiplier determined by the turbulent wall function; X4 and Xp
are the molar fractions of non-condensable component A and condensable component B,
respectively.

Since component A is not condensable, [y, = [ The condensation molar flux of the
condensable component B is obtained by adding Formulas (6) and (7) and combining the
constitutive relation X4 + Xp = 1:

Xgp — XBuw

1~ Xsy ®)

Jem = —Tm
Since the mass fraction is required in the multicomponent flow model, Equation (8) is
transformed into the mass fraction form:
Yp — YBu

Mpy = —Ty————— 9

Bm M v, )

where Y represents the mass fraction, the value of Ypp is obtained from the transport

equation of the condensable component B, and the value of Ypy, is calculated from the
molar fraction of the condensable component B.

3. Numerical Calculation Model Verification

Three different turbulence models are used to simulate the TOSQAN benchmark
experimental conditions in the ISP-47 international benchmark problem of containment
thermal hydraulics. The simulated local field distribution, including gas velocity, gas
temperature, and hydrogen (helium) and vapor concentration distribution, is compared
with the experimental results to verify the applicability of the selected CFX calculation
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model to simulate the hydrogen distribution in the containment space during the severe
accident of marine nuclear power plants.

3.1. TOSQAN Experimental Device

The TOSQAN experimental device is a small single-chamber closed container with
an internal volume of 7 m?, which is composed of a cylindrical stainless steel chamber
and a sink. The constant temperature control of the container wall is realized by external
oil injection. There is a cylindrical ‘cold wall” with a height of 2 m inside, and a lower
temperature is applied to form a condensation wall. The experimental gas is injected into
the container through a vertical pipe with a diameter of 41 mm on the central axis of the
container, as shown in Figure 1. Due to the chemical properties of hydrogen being more
active, for safety considerations, inert helium gas was used instead of hydrogen in the
experimental process for testing [25].
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Figure 1. Size diagram of TOSQAN experimental device.

The TOSQAN benchmark test consists of a series of different steady-state conditions.
These steady-state conditions are obtained by changing the injection conditions so that the
steam condensation rate is equal to the steam injection rate. Each steady-state condition
maintains different constant boundary conditions, especially the wall temperature and the
steam injection mass flow rate. The initial conditions and boundary conditions during the
experimental test are described in reference [11].

3.2. Geometric Model and Mesh Division

This paper uses simulation software (ANSYS CFX 2021) to numerically simulate
the experiment. The external boundary conditions during the experiment can be set by
the software, so the external facilities of the experimental device are not considered in
the geometric modeling process. Figure 2a is a geometric model of the internal space of
the experimental device established by using the three-dimensional modeling software
Solidworks 2018 according to the size diagram of the TOSQAN experimental device.
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(a) (b)

Figure 2. Geometric and Mesh models of TOSQAN experimental device. (a) Geometric model.
(b) Mesh division.

The geometric model is divided into unstructured grids by the Workbench mesh.
During the experimental test, the vapor will condense near the cold wall, and the grids
near the wall will affect the prediction accuracy of the local field. Therefore, it is necessary
to divide the boundary layer into a geometric model. According to reference [26], when
the total thickness of the boundary layer is 30 mm, and the number of layers exceeds
10, the mesh size near the wall can meet the requirements of mesh independence. In
this paper, the geometric model of the experimental device is divided into unstructured
grids. Considering the prediction accuracy of the local field and the computing resources,
the number of boundary layers is divided into 15 layers under the premise that the total
thickness of the boundary layer is 30 mm, as shown in Figure 2b. Table 1 shows five sets of
unstructured grids with different element numbers obtained by changing the unit size of
the volume grid under the premise of maintaining the consistency of the boundary layer
grids. The grid independence analysis is performed using these five sets of grids. The
results are shown in Figure 3. By comparing the results of the hydrogen molar fraction
distribution calculated by different grid division schemes, it can be seen that the radial
distribution trends of the hydrogen molar fraction calculated by the grid division scheme
with the size of 0.035 m, 0.03 m, and 0.025 m are the same. The maximum deviation between
the three grid calculation results is about 1.81%, which meets the requirements of grid
independence. Therefore, considering the prediction accuracy, computing resources, and
efficiency, this paper chooses the grid division scheme with a size of 0.03 m to simulate the
benchmark experiment.

Table 1. Meshing scheme of the geometric model of TOSQAN experimental device.

Total ) Maximum Average Standard
Elements Total Nodes Mesh Size Skewness Skewn‘zss Deviation
632,653 243,085 0.045 0.78455 0.14952 0.11938
802,246 307,848 0.04 0.80993 0.14778 0.11980
1,046,878 403,067 0.035 0.81553 0.14652 0.12140
1,438,922 550,412 0.03 0.83569 0.14707 0.12208
2,120,164 802,898 0.025 0.84632 0.14697 0.12245

In this paper, the transient calculation method is used to simulate the benchmark
experiment. The size of the time step in the transient calculation process will affect the
convergence of the calculation and the calculation results. Therefore, it is necessary to ana-
lyze the independence of the time step. Using the above-determined meshing scheme, the
hydrogen molar fraction distribution results obtained by changing the time step size only
under the premise of keeping the initial conditions and boundary conditions unchanged
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are shown in Figure 4. From the diagram, it can be seen that the changing trend in the
radial distribution of hydrogen molar fraction calculated by the time step of 0.05 s, 0.01
s, and 0.005 s is the same. The maximum deviation between the calculation results of the
three time steps is about 0.24%, which meets the requirement of time step independence.
Continuing to reduce the time step has no significant improvement in calculation accuracy.
Therefore, this paper selects a time step of 0.01 s to perform the transient simulation on the
benchmark experiment.
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Figure 3. TOSQAN geometric model mesh influence analysis.
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Figure 4. Time step analysis of TOSQAN geometric model.

3.3. Adaptability Analysis of Turbulence Model

The purpose of this paper is to study the effect of vapor on the hydrogen risk in the
containment space during a severe accident at a marine nuclear power plant. Therefore,
the experimental data of the fourth steady-state condition in the TOSQAN benchmark
experiment are used to verify the numerical model. Based on the grid division scheme
and time step determined by grid independence verification and time step independence
analysis, according to the initial conditions and boundary conditions of the experimental
test in the literature [11], the k — ¢ model, SST model, and RNG k — ¢ model are used
respectively. Three different turbulence models were used to simulate the benchmark
experimental process. The comparison of the flow velocity, temperature, and hydrogen
and vapor concentration distribution obtained by the three turbulence models with the
experimental data is shown in Figure 5. The average deviation between the simulated and
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experimental values of these three turbulence models was calculated using the following
equation as a basis for turbulence model selection:

Z(5Y) .

y

where x represents the simulated values; y represents the experimental values; n represents
the number of experimental values.
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Figure 5. Comparison of numerical simulation results with experimental values. (a) Compari-
son of hydrogen concentration distribution. (b) Comparison of vapor concentration distribution.
(c) Comparison of temperature distribution. (d) Comparison of velocity distribution.

The average deviations between the simulated and experimental values of the radial
hydrogen molar fraction, radial water vapor molar fraction, and radial temperature at
different elevations calculated by the k — ¢ turbulence model are about 7.37%, 8.33%, and
0.47%, respectively. The average deviations between the simulated and experimental
values of the radial hydrogen molar fraction, radial vapor molar fraction, and radial
temperature at different elevations calculated by the RNG k — e turbulence model are about
9.89%, 10.21%, and 0.74%, respectively. The average deviations between the simulated and
experimental values of the radial hydrogen molar fraction, radial vapor molar fraction,
and radial temperature at different elevations calculated by the SST turbulence model are
about 10.23%, 10.69, and 2.55%, respectively. However, the errors between the simulated
and experimental values of the three turbulence models for the local field of velocity
are relatively large. The main reason is that in the process of geometric modeling of the
experimental device, the complex auxiliary structures in the actual device are ignored.
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These structures will affect the diffusion of gas, resulting in the deviation between the
experimental value and the simulated value. In general, the simulation results of the k — ¢
turbulence model are in good agreement with the experimental data compared with the
other two turbulence models, which indicates that the k — ¢ turbulence model has better
adaptability to simulate the hydrogen distribution in the closed space. Therefore, in this
paper, the k — e turbulence model is selected for the subsequent simulation calculation in
the closed containment space of the marine nuclear power plant.

4. Containment Space Model
4.1. Geometric Model and Mesh Division

In the process of severe accidents in marine nuclear power plants, the gas mixture
is sprayed and released vertically upwards into the containment space and flows and
spreads in the containment gas space. In the process of movement, it will come into contact
with the wall surface of the containment and other equipment components, but the wall
surface of the complex equipment components does not come into direct contact with the
seawater, and it does not have much effect on the pressure and temperature changes in
the containment space. Due to the special characteristics of the operating environment
and usage requirements, the actual arrangement of the equipment and components in the
containment should be very compact. Moreover, in the process of gas mixture spraying in
a serious accident, due to the large initial momentum of the sprayed gas mixture, the gas
stirring effect on the gas in the space of the containment is large, which will promote the flow
of the gas, and therefore, the possibility of localized gathering of hydrogen in the process
of a serious accident is low. Therefore, the rest of the equipment and components in the
containment space have a certain influence on the size of the concentration stratification area
formed by hydrogen, but they do not have a greater influence on the size of the hydrogen
concentration in each concentration stratum and the distribution trend of the hydrogen
concentration stratum. These equipment and components have a greater influence on the
size of the concentration stratification area formed by hydrogen. Moreover, these equipment
and components are more often distributed in the lower region of the containment, while
hydrogen, as a less dense gas, tends to be distributed in the upper space of the containment.
Therefore, it is feasible to ignore the rest of the equipment and components inside the
containment. So, we have adopted a simplified containment model for the simulation of
the containment of an offshore nuclear power plant.

A simplified geometric model of a long cylindrical containment of a marine nuclear
power plant with an inner diameter of 4.5 m and a length of 5.6 m was established by using
three-dimensional modeling software. The inner surface of the bottom of the containment
was used as the reference elevation (+0 m). At the center of the elevation of +1.73 m (vertical
upward), the source term gas entered the containment space through the incident pipeline.
Five hypothetical measuring points were set at different elevations in the containment
space to analyze the change of the local field with time, as shown in Figure 6.

| | | 1 1980
k— 5600 — I ( Unit: mm )
i |
e ——————— € — - === —] ___::_4150__ 4500
. >~ Jd - L N\N=- = 3250
L * — . i : : .= 2000

inject iniect, ! .
L - - - = . T ........... — ! fo— - 1730

|

2. >~ | — . —4 R 1250

Figure 6. Dimensions of the geometric model of the containment and schematic diagram of the local
field measurement points.
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The established geometric model is divided into unstructured grids. The total thickness
of the boundary layer grid is 0.03 m, and the number of layers is 15, as shown in Figure 7.
Keeping the boundary layer mesh unchanged and changing the size of the volume mesh of
the containment geometry model, five sets of meshing schemes with different mesh element
numbers are obtained, as shown in Table 2. The grid independence analysis is carried out
by using these five sets of grids, and the results are shown in Figure 8. Comparing the
results obtained by different grid calculations, it can be seen that the radial distribution
trend of the hydrogen molar fraction in the containment space calculated by the volume
grid size of 0.1 m, 0.08 m, and 0.06 m is the same, and the maximum deviation is about
1.47%. Increasing the number of grids is not obvious to improve the calculation accuracy
and meet the requirements of grid independence. Therefore, considering the calculation
accuracy, computing resources, and efficiency, this paper chooses the grid division scheme
with a volume grid size of 0.08 m to carry out the numerical simulation of the containment
space geometric model of the marine nuclear power plant.

Figure 7. Mesh generation of containment geometry model.

Table 2. Containment geometry model meshing scheme.

Total . Maximum Average Standard
Elements Total Nodes Mesh Size Skewness Skewniss Deviation
270,759 80,041 0.2 0.79292 0.20843 0.13136
382,616 124,234 0.15 0.79230 0.19508 0.13447
746,789 261,168 0.1 0.84889 0.18221 0.13024
1,127,714 399,741 0.08 0.82073 0.17435 0.12857
2,016,072 710,252 0.06 0.81322 0.16598 0.12533
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Figure 8. Grid independence analysis of containment geometry model.
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4.2. Initial Conditions and Basic Assumptions

This paper mainly focuses on the influence of vapor emitted from the break on the
pressure, temperature, hydrogen distribution, and hydrogen risk in the containment space
under the severe accident of a marine nuclear power plant. Using the same model setting
as the above simulated TOSQAN benchmark experiment, and using the k — € turbulence
model, the existence of vapor, vapor concentration, and the influence of vapor condensation
are analyzed. The specific calculation parameters are shown in Table 3. In the simulation
process, the geometric model of the containment wall is assumed to be a constant tempera-
ture boundary condition; the temperature difference between the inner and outer walls is
25 °C, and the wall boundary is a non-slip boundary condition. The space condensation of
vapor and radiation heat transfer is not considered.

Table 3. Initial conditions and boundary conditions.

Parameters Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4

vapor mass flow rate /kg-s~! 0 0.08 0.16 0.08

hydrogen mass flow rate /kg-s~! 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
injection temperature /°C 230 230 230 230
injection time /s 800 800 800 800

dwell time /s 200 200 200 200
jet size /mm 38 38 38 38

initial gas composition Air Air Air Air
initial temperature /°C 25 25 25 25
initial pressure /Mpa 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

wall temperature /°C 50 50 50 adiabatic

Because the transient calculation method is used to simulate the above conditions, it is
necessary to analyze the independence of the time step. Based on the grid division scheme
determined by grid independence analysis, different time steps are used for calculation,
and the results are shown in Figure 9. Comparing the calculation results of different time
steps in the figure, it can be seen that the changing trend of the hydrogen molar fraction
in the containment space with the radial position calculated by time steps of 0.05s, 0.01 s,
and 0.005 s is the same, and the maximum deviation is about 1.08%, which meets the
requirement of the time step independence of transient calculation. Therefore, this paper
selects the 0.01 s time step to calculate the transient condition in the containment space of
the marine nuclear power plant.
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0.018
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Figure 9. Time step independence analysis of containment geometry model.
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5. Numerical Simulation Results Analysis
5.1. Analysis of the Influence of Vapor

Figure 10a—c is the dynamic change of the average pressure in the containment space
and the pressure at different positions under the conditions without vapor and vapor,
respectively. From Figure 10a,b, it can be seen that the changing trend of the average body
pressure in the containment space with time under the two working conditions during the
whole accident process is completely consistent with the changing trend at each measuring
point. This shows that the pressure response in the containment space of the floating
nuclear power plant with limited closed volume is very rapid, regardless of whether there
is vapor in the mixed gas sprayed from the break during the accident so that the pressure
at each point in the containment space quickly reaches equilibrium. However, compared
with the condition without vapor injection, the pressure in the containment space under
the condition of vapor injection is relatively high during the whole accident process, as
shown in Figure 10c. The main reason is that the high-temperature vapor and hydrogen are
injected into the closed containment together from the nozzle during the accident, which
makes the pressure in the containment space rise.
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Figure 10. Pressure change in the containment space under different working conditions. (a) Pressure
change of Case 1. (b) Pressure change of Case 2. (c) Average pressure change of Case 1 and Case 2.

Figure 11 shows the comparison of the average temperature in the containment space
under the condition without vapor and the condition with vapor. It can be seen from
the figure that during the accident, the temperature in the containment space under the
condition of no vapor continues to rise with time until the end of the gas injection. Under
the condition of vapor, the temperature in the containment space rises to about 700 s and
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reaches the peak value, and the overall change gradient of temperature is larger than that
without vapor. The main reason for this phenomenon is that under the condition of vapor,
the vapor is mixed with hydrogen from the nozzle and sprayed into the containment space.
The addition of vapor increases the initial velocity of the mixed gas sprayed from the nozzle,
and the amount of high-temperature gas sprayed into the containment space at the same
time is greater, which makes the temperature in the containment space higher. At the same
time, the initial momentum of the high-temperature mixed gas is larger, and the diffusion
distance in the containment space is farther at the same time, thus promoting heat transfer
in the containment space.
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Figure 11. Average temperature change of Case 1 and Case 2.

Figure 12 shows the dynamic change of the hydrogen molar fraction at the P1 mea-
suring point near the nozzle in the containment space under these two conditions. It can
be seen from the figure that the change in the hydrogen molar fraction at the P1 mea-
suring point with time is the same under the two working conditions during the whole
accident process. However, in the stage of concentrated gas injection, the hydrogen molar
fraction at the P1 measuring point under the condition of vapor injection is much lower
than that under the condition of no vapor injection, and the minimum reduction is about
77.17%. The main reason for the large difference in the hydrogen molar fraction at the
same time point and position under these two working conditions is that in the process
of vapor and hydrogen being injected into the containment space from the nozzle under
the vapor injection condition, the vapor will have an entrainment effect on hydrogen,
and the diffusion of vapor in the containment space will enhance the disturbance to the
original gas environment in the space, thus promoting the mixing and diffusion of gas in
the containment space, as shown in Figure 13. Figures 14 and 15 show the comparison
of the streamline diagram and the hydrogen distribution cloud diagram at the same time
under different working conditions, which can more intuitively show the enhancement of
the effect of vapor injection on the gas environment disturbance in the containment space
during the concentrated gas release stage. From the diagram, it can be seen that during
the period of gas-concentrated injection, the vortex formed in the containment space of
the working condition with vapor injection is larger and faster in speed, which makes
the hydrogen concentration distribution in this stage relatively uniform. The variation in
the hydrogen molar fraction in the containment space in the gravitational direction at the
moment of t = 800 s, shown in Figure 16 further demonstrates that in the case of vapor
injection, there is no obvious hydrogen concentration gradient in the containment space at
the stage of gas injection and the distribution is relatively homogeneous, whereas in the
case without vapor injection, there is a large and obvious hydrogen concentration gradient
in the containment space.
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Figure 15. Distribution of hydrogen concentration under different working conditions at t = 800 s
(left) Case 1; (right) Case 2.
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Figure 16. Change of gravity hydrogen concentration under different working conditions at t = 800 s
(r=0.15m).

5.2. Analysis of the Influence of Vapor Concentration

Figure 17a shows the dynamic changes of pressure at different positions in the con-
tainment space under the condition of large vapor mass flow. It can be seen from the figure
that the changing trend in the average pressure in the containment space with time under
the whole accident process is completely consistent with the changing trend in the pressure
at each measuring point, which indicates that under the condition of large vapor concen-
tration, the pressure response in the containment space during the accident of the floating
nuclear power plant with limited closed volume is also very rapid so that the pressure at
each point in the space quickly reaches the equilibrium state. However, the average body
pressure in the containment space is higher during the whole accident process under the
condition of large steam mass flow, as shown in Figure 17b. This is mainly due to the large
amount of high-temperature vapor sprayed from the nozzle into the containment space at
the same time under the condition of large vapor mass flow (as shown in Figure 18), which
makes the pressure in the closed containment space increase greatly.
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Figure 17. Pressure change in the containment space under different working conditions. (a) Pressure
change in Case 3. (b) Average pressure change in Case 2 and Case 3.
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Figure 18. Quality of vapor under different working conditions.

Figure 19 shows the comparison of the average temperature of the containment space
under the condition of a small vapor mass flow and the condition of a large vapor mass
flow. It can be seen from the figure that during the duration of the accident, compared
with the condition of small vapor mass flow, the temperature in the containment space
rises faster under the condition of large vapor mass flow, reaching a peak at about 450 s.
The reason is that under the condition of constant nozzle size, the initial velocity of the
mixed gas injected from the nozzle is larger under the condition of a large vapor mass
flow rate, and more high-temperature gas is injected into the containment space at the
same time. At the same time, the gas diffusion in the containment space has a larger initial
momentum, and the distance that can be moved at the same time is farther, which makes
the heat transfer range in the containment space larger so that the temperature in the closed
containment space rises faster and higher.
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Figure 19. Average temperature change in Case 2 and Case 3.

Figures 20 and 21 are the changes in velocity and hydrogen molar fraction at the P1
measuring point near the nozzle under different working conditions. It can be seen from
the figure that in the period of concentrated gas injection, under the premise of constant
nozzle size, the velocity at the same time at the P1 measuring point under the condition of
a large vapor mass flow is much larger than that under the condition of a small vapor mass
flow, which makes the vapor have a stronger entrainment effect on the hydrogen near the
nozzle during the injection process, so that the hydrogen molar fraction at the same time at
the P1 measuring point near the nozzle is significantly lower.

50 T T T

-9 90-9 99900
D,,,_o-o-oo— '
40F 1

1
1
1
230 1 .
E | !
E . \
2 | \
220 i 1
° | - \
> , Case2_P1_Velocity \
ol — @ —Case3_P1_Velocity *\ i
! \
\
\
0p > o -0
! 1 1 L
0 200 400 600 800 1000
time (s)

Figure 20. Velocity change at P1 measuring point in Case 2 and Case 3.
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Figure 21. Change of hydrogen concentration at P1 measuring point in Case 2 and Case 3.
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Figure 22 is the distribution of the hydrogen molar fraction along the gravity direction
at the end of the mixed gas injection under different working conditions. From the diagram,
it can be seen that the hydrogen distribution along the gravity direction has a smaller
concentration gradient under the condition of a large vapor mass flow rate than that under
the condition of a small vapor mass flow rate. The reason for this difference is that, under
the condition of the same nozzle size, the mass flow rate of vapor in the mixed gas is
larger, which makes the initial momentum of the mixed gas injected into the containment
space from the nozzle larger, and the disturbance effect on the gas environment in the
containment space is stronger, which promotes the gas mixing in the space, and then
makes the hydrogen distribution in the containment space relatively uniform, as shown in
Figure 23.
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Figure 22. Gravity hydrogen concentration change under different working conditions at t = 800 s
(r=0.15m).
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Figure 23. Distribution of hydrogen concentration under different working conditions at t = 800 s
(left) Case 2; (right) Case 3.

Figure 24 is a Shapiro diagram of hydrogen risk at the P3 measuring point above the
nozzle and the P5 measuring point below the break under different working conditions.
It can be seen from the figure that in the whole duration of the accident, the time point
when the mixed gas concentration at the P3 measuring point and the P5 measuring point
reaches the critical concentration of hydrogen combustion is delayed under the condition
of large vapor mass flow. The main reason is that under the condition of a large vapor
mass flow rate, the mixed gas injected into the containment space stirs the gas environment
in the space, greatly promotes the mixing between air, vapor, and hydrogen, and delays
the time when the mixed gas concentration in the containment space reaches the critical
concentration of hydrogen combustion.
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Figure 24. Shapiro diagram at P3 and P5 measuring points under different working conditions.
(a) Shapiro diagram at P3 measuring point; (b) Shapiro diagram at P5 measuring point.

5.3. Analysis of the Effect of Vapor Condensation

Figure 25a shows the dynamic changes in the average pressure and pressure at differ-
ent positions in the containment space under the condition of without vapor condensation.
It can be seen from the figure that the average pressure in the containment space under this
working condition is consistent with the pressure change trend at each position during the
entire accident duration. This phenomenon shows that during a serious accident, even if
there is no heat exchange with the external environment in the containment space of the
floating nuclear power plant, the pressure response in the containment space is still very
rapid, so the pressure at each position in the space quickly reaches the equilibrium state.
Compared with the condition without vapor condensation, the average body pressure
under the condition with vapor condensation is lower during the whole accident process,
and the peak pressure is about 44.99% lower than that without vapor condensation, as
shown in Figure 25b. The main reason for this phenomenon is that the high-temperature
vapor sprayed from the nozzle will condense when it encounters the cold inner wall of the
containment under the condition of vapor condensation, thus reducing the pressure in the
containment space.
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Figure 25. Pressure change in the containment space under different working conditions. (a) Pressure
change of Case 4. (b) Average pressure change of Case 2 and Case 4.
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Figure 26 is a comparison of the average temperature of the containment space with
vapor condensation and without vapor condensation. It can be seen from the figure that
during the whole accident process, the temperature in the containment space under the
condition of vapor condensation first rises slowly during the gas injection stage, reaching a
peak at about 700 s (about 11.47% lower than the peak under the condition of no vapor con-
densation), and then maintains the peak until the end of the gas injection. The temperature
in the containment space slowly decreases to the end of the accident during the standing
stage. Under the condition of no vapor condensation, the temperature in the containment
space increases continuously during the gas injection stage until the maximum value is
reached at the end of the gas injection, and then the value is maintained until the end
of the accident. The main reason for this difference is that under the condition of vapor
condensation, the high-temperature mixed gas is injected into the closed containment space
from the nozzle, and the high-temperature vapor in the mixed gas will condense when
it meets the cold inner wall of the containment, which will reduce the temperature in the
containment space, while the high-temperature vapor continues to be injected into the
containment space from the nozzle, which will increase the temperature in the containment
space. At about 700 s, the temperature rise in the vapor ejection and the cooling of the
vapor condensation reached an equilibrium state. At this time, the temperature in the
containment space reached the peak value, and then the peak value remained unchanged
until the end of gas ejection. In the static stage, due to the lack of high-temperature vapor
injection, the vapor in the containment space continues to condense, which makes the
temperature in the containment space decrease continuously. Under the condition of no
vapor condensation, the heat inside the closed containment space cannot be imported
into the external environment. The continuous spraying of high-temperature mixed gas
will make the temperature in the containment space rise continuously until there is no
high-temperature gas spraying, and then the temperature in the containment space remains
unchanged during the static stage.
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Figure 26. Average temperature change in Case 2 and Case 4.

Figure 27a,b is the dynamic change in hydrogen molar fraction at P3 and P5 mea-
suring points in the containment space under the conditions of vapor condensation and
without vapor condensation, respectively. From the diagram, it can be seen that during the
whole accident process, the hydrogen molar fraction at the P3 measuring point near the
containment wall under the steam condensation condition and the hydrogen molar fraction
at the P5 measuring point in the area below the nozzle are higher than the value under
the non-steam condensation condition at the same time, and as the accident continues,
the difference in hydrogen molar fraction between the two working conditions increases.
The main reason is that under the condition of vapor condensation, the high-temperature
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vapor in the mixed gas injected into the containment space condenses when it encounters
the cold inner wall surface, and the vapor concentration in the mixed gas near the wall
surface decreases, so that the concentration of the mixed gas near the wall surface is lower
than that of the mixed gas in the mainstream area, thus forming a concentration difference
between the near wall surface and the mainstream area. The high-temperature mixed gas
in the mainstream area continues to move near the wall under the action of concentration
difference, and the vapor in the mixed gas continues to condense so that the hydrogen near
the wall continues to accumulate. At the same time, the concentration difference formed by
the condensation of the vapor wall will form natural gas convection in the local area of the
containment space, which will continuously stir the gas environment in the containment
space, promote the gas mixing in the space, and increase the hydrogen concentration below
the nozzle. As shown in Figure 28, the streamlined diagram in the containment space
under the condition of vapor condensation and no vapor condensation occurred at 1000 s.
It can be seen from the figure that the streamline near the inner wall of the containment
is denser under the condition of vapor condensation, and the gas flow velocity is higher.
This indicates that the gas in the containment space is more agitated under the condition of
vapor condensation. The hydrogen distribution cloud diagram of these two conditions at
1000 s shown in Figure 29 intuitively shows the positive effect of vapor condensation on
promoting gas mixing in the containment space. Figure 30 shows the distribution of the
hydrogen molar fraction along the gravity direction under different working conditions at
1000 s. It can be seen from the map that the axial hydrogen concentration gradient in the
containment space is significantly lower under the condition of vapor condensation, which
further shows that vapor condensation makes the hydrogen distribution more uniform in
the containment space. However, the condensation of vapor will increase the hydrogen
concentration in the containment space, which may increase the hydrogen risk in the
containment space. As shown in Figure 31, the Shapiro diagram at the P3 measuring point
above the nozzle and the P5 measuring point below the nozzle shows that the time point
when the mixed gas concentration above the nozzle and below the nozzle reaches the
critical concentration of hydrogen combustion is clearly advanced under the condition of
vapor condensation.
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Figure 27. Change in hydrogen concentration at different measuring points under different working
conditions. (a) Change in hydrogen concentration at P4 measuring point. (b) Change in hydrogen
concentration at P5 measuring point.
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Figure 28. Streamline diagram under different working conditions at t = 1000 s (left) Case 2; (right)
Case 4.
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Figure 29. Distribution of hydrogen concentration under different working conditions at t = 1000 s
(left) Case 2; (right) Case 4.
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Figure 30. Gravity hydrogen concentration change under different working conditions at t = 1000 s
(r=0.15m).
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Figure 31. Shapiro diagram at P3 and P5 measuring points under different working conditions.
(a) Shapiro diagram at P3 measuring point. (b) Shapiro diagram at P5 measuring point.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, the computational fluid dynamics software CFX is used to simulate the
TOSQAN benchmark experiment. The numerical simulation results are compared with the
experimental results to verify the applicability of the selected calculation model to simulate
the hydrogen distribution in the containment space in the severe accident of marine nuclear
power plants. Using the selected calculation model, the numerical simulation of whether
there is vapor in the mixed gas sprayed from the nozzle, different vapor concentrations,
and the condensation of the vapor wall during the serious accident process induced by a
hypothetical loss of coolant accident in a marine nuclear power plant was carried out. The
effects of pressure, temperature, hydrogen distribution, and hydrogen risk in the closed
containment space were simulated. The analysis results show that:

(1) The k — ¢ turbulence model can be used to simulate the hydrogen distribution in
the containment space during the hypothetical severe accident of the marine nuclear
power plant.

(2) During the serious accident of the marine nuclear power plant, the pressure response
in the closed finite volume containment space is very rapid. Whether there is vapor,
vapor concentration, and vapor condensation has no significant effect on the response
speed of the pressure at each position in the containment space to reach the equilib-
rium state. The condensation of vapor can significantly reduce the pressure in the
containment space. Compared to condensation without vapor, the peak pressure is
reduced by about 44.99%, which can effectively reduce the risk of high pressure in the
containment space.

(38) The presence of vapor and the increase in vapor concentration will increase the
temperature in the containment space during the severe accident of the marine nuclear
power plant. The condensation of vapor makes the temperature in the containment
space have a peak value during the accident, which is about 11.47% lower than
the peak temperature in the containment space without vapor condensation. In the
stage without gas injection, the condensation of vapor will make the temperature
in the containment space continue to decrease, which can effectively reduce the
high-temperature risk in the containment space during a serious accident.

(4) The presence of vapor and the increase in vapor concentration can reduce the hydro-
gen concentration near the nozzle during the gas injection process. The reduction
effect is significant when there is vapor, which is about 77.17% lower than that without
vapor. The condensation of vapor on the wall surface will cause hydrogen to accumu-
late near the inner wall of the containment and increase the hydrogen concentration
near the wall surface.
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(4) The existence of vapor, the increase in vapor concentration, and the condensation of
vapor will stir the gas environment in the closed containment space of the marine
nuclear power plant, promote the mixing of gas in the containment space during
the severe accident, and make the distribution of hydrogen in the containment space
tend to be uniform. The presence of vapor and the increase in vapor concentration
can reduce the hydrogen risk in the containment space during the accident, but the
condensation of vapor will increase the hydrogen concentration in the containment
space, which may also increase the hydrogen risk.
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