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Nomenclature
({})C = ratic of bubble area to bubble unit cell volume ter vigg "2
C° = Distribution Coefficient with slip relation (s
¢, , = Constant in the slip relation
C = Proporticnality constant in bulk evaporation
. coefficient
C, = Proportionality :onstant in the Hancox-Nicol relation 038
Co = Proportionality constant in the Dittus-Boelter relation
<5 = Specific heat 1 X T
D = Diameter ft.
De = Equivelent diameter (excludes wall effects) ft.
- = Mydraulic Diameter (includes wall effects) ft.
DR = Heated rod diameter %i.':
Eg ' = Encrgy Generation terms for vapor, liquid BT/ ft.3-hr
F = Chen crefficient
= ap (1 - 2)P i #/ft.3
Fg" 5 (1 1P, /
G =av p, (1 -a)v,?. #ft.2-hr
9.1 PLAN ‘1
GO - Gg + Ge
h,h_,h, ,h. ,h_ = Enthalpy; general,vapor, liquid,vaporization, BTU/#
g’ 1’ fg's ;
saturation
hgl = Evaporation enthalpy when liquid is not saturated 3TU/# [
h* = Film temperature enthalpy BTU/#
hA S ® Heat transfer z2nefficients:Hancox-Nicol, Thom, " =
- o tulk condensation, Dittus-Boelter BTU/“F ft.“-hr
A = Heat transfer coefficient j
hm = Microconvective coefficient 8TU/°F-ft.2-hr
hn = Macroconvection coefficient BTU/°F-ft.2-hr
K = Pressure dependent portion of the Thom relation




e ®
J s
Ja =
L (xp) =
L B

Thermal conductivity, 1iquid, turbulent B.J/ F-ft.-hr
Conversion constant

Jacob number

Part of the slip correlation

Length of heated section ”.

Power generation rate in fuel (or heater)rod

Pe = Peclet number
Pr = Prandt] numter
P = Pressure 422
Per = Critical Pressure
3" = Surface .zat generation rate BTU/ft.%hr
Q"' = Volumetric heat generation rate BTU/ft. hr
°"0ut = Sgrche heat generation rate leading to
liquid phase heating
Re = Renclds number
Re‘ = Renolds number of 1iquid phase
S = Slin
S¢ = Stanton Number
51.2 = Indicators in the vapor generation rate term
tc = Condensation time of a bubble
tcps = Collapse tiie of a bubble
Tz.g,w.s' Temperature of 1iquid, vapor, wall, saturation Op
™ = Film temperature
™ = Temperature of subcooled liquid after bulk phase
1 condensation
v = Volume ft.°
vg.l = Velocity of vapor,liquid ft./hr
X = Flow ouality = Gg/Go
xeq = Equilibrium quality = Fg/(Gg + Fz)
a = Void fraction
8 = Polhg = hg)/(pg hgo)



= Energy directly deposited in the bulk

= Vapor, 1iquid densities

= Vapor gen2ration rate




ABSTRACT

A mechanistic model for flow boiling in vertical geometries is developed
and is qualified against steady-state void formation data. Extensive testing
versus rod pyndIe data is included.

The model a]lows for subcooled void formation utilizing a modified
Bancoff-Jones drift correlation. As established the model uses heat transfer
and vapor generation correlations whizh are continuous at over the full rance
of paraméters but does not utilize flow regime maps.

The correlations are qualified against tube, channel, and rod bundle
voidage de*ta. The qualification leads to excellent statistical agreement

with the data:

Void Fraction Number of

Mean Error RMS Error Samples
Rod Bundles = <0.000220.0010 0.028 784
Tubes = -0.0007%0.0010 0.022 440

Channels = - ,002120.0018 0.091 776




The purpose of this report is to establish and qualify (by comparison
with data) a mechanistic mode! for predicting two-phase vertical flow in heated
rod arrays and other vertical geometries. Particularly important for the use
of the model in nuclear reactor analysis is its qualification against rod
bundle data.

An earlier attempt at the establishment of such a model has baen reported
(1) and t+at mode! has been in use for some years. When the predictions of
that mode] were recently examined statistically it was discovered that an
approximately 5% negative bias (4 a/a) in rod bunale void fraction existed
(Figure 1). With this as the impetus the earlier model and its constitutive
relations were re-examined and new correlations have been estchblished.

In qualifying the new model a much larger data base has been
utirized consisting of a la-ge number of additional rod bundle, rectangular
channe] and tube experiments along with the. mostly, channel experiments used
in the first model's qualification. The present model has bez2n optimized and
the accuracy of the prediction can be seen in Figure 2.

The authors have found overall comparisons such as those presented in
Figures 1 and 2 to be invaluable in determing model biases and trends. They
are generally much more useful than comparisons with individual experiments.

This report consists of two parts and a number of appendicies.

PART 1: Model description
PART 2: Comparison with experimental data
APPENDIX A: Development of the vapor generation form
B: Choice of heat transfer coefficients
S1ip modeling
Location of the Point of Net Vapor Generation

Liquid Phase Superheating

- m o O

Comparisons with Individual Experiments
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PART 1: MODEL DESCRIPTION

Conservation Equations

Basically we establish a four equation model: Two mass, one energy,

and a quasi-momentur (drift-flux) relation.*

Mass conservation

"
aFg 339 .
+ . 7 (1a)
at a2 9
aFl 301 R
—_— % — = T g (1b)
at 3z

Energy conservation

We write the energy equation in enthalpy form

sth F.+hF) AnG. +hG,)
L i ' " W
g g x 3 g g & q +q - po 51 (23)
3t 32 De J st

In this form we neglect certain minor friccional components of the complete

energy equation (see Ishii ). Here, the surface and volumetric heat

sources are defined as (see ahead).
Q" =hy (T" - T;) + hy (T' - T,) (2b)

and "' =(l<a)n P

where P is the total energy developed in the heating element and n defines

the direct deposition fraction (e.q. due to inelastic neutron scatter).

¥ The relationship between the momentum equations and the drift-flux model

is derived in ( 8



The convection coefficients are taken as Dittus-Boelter (hp) and Thom (h')
coefficients.

Slip (quasi momentum balance)

Starting with a drift flux relation

vg =z Co (:vg + (1 - °)vﬂ.) + vg£ (3a)
we define the slip:
¢ Vg 1-a C. 4+ P,Vq,/5
: . - 1'ge/ %
v, 1 Eca 0 ] (3b)

Constitutive Relations
The constitutive relations for the model are developed in a very general

form ard include effects and phenomena that are not qualified in this report

but which will hopefully be qualified in the future. At the end of this

section a description of the model actually qualified is presented.

5. Vapor Generation Relation

We consider the term ib as being composed of three separate vapor

sources:

. Vapor formed at the wall due to wall superheat
. Bulk boiling due to the direct deposition of energy
(e.g. inelastic scatter of neutrons)

. Flashing and condensation due to transient pressure effects.



The deriva‘ion of the individual terms is discussed in Appendix A
the final relation is taken as:

P

1+ 8) h

: Q" = Q% = (T, - T))
1 gt

o pe

o (ab)

The coefficients S1 o 2re zero until the bracketed terms become positive and then

S1 gy * 1. I the bracket was positive and then becomes negative because of
a change in power heat flux or power generation due to spatial or temperal
effects the S1 o coefficient remains equal to 1 until all of the vapor has

condensed.

II. Heat Transfer Relaticns
The heating process is made up of two parts
. Direct bulk heating and bulk condensation
] Surface heating and condensation
These processes are discussed in some detail in Appendix B; here we indicate

only that the second follows from the following assumptions:



"1.  The wall heat flux ( gq" (z,t) ) is made up of micro-and macro-
convective components. In a subcooled state micro-convection leads
to vapor generation and macro-convection leads to heating of the
Tiquid. At sauration both lead to vaporgeneration. Superhecting
of the 1iquid requires introduction of an evaporation coefficiert

(App. E).

25 The sum of these is taken as the sum of forced convection (i.e.

Dittus-Boelter) and boiling (i.e. Thom) correlations.

3. Part of the forced convection heat transfer produces vapor when
the film temperature is high enough hence is included in the micro-
convection term.

4. The vapor generation term is proportional to the difference
between the micro-convection heat transfer rate and a condensation
term proportionz! to the bulk subcooling.

The first three conditions lead to the following:

micro macro
q" £ h (T = T)#h, (T, -T) (s)
R (ha ais ho) (Tw : Ts) = ho(Tw * Ty ¥y Ti) (6)

Hence, we may define:

. . T .
micro-convection: (hB + % hD) (.“ Ts)

T. - T
Macro-convection: lghD (1 + Ti—TTf ) (Tw » Ti)

The fourth condition states that:

fgr= (hg 3 hy ) (T, - To) = n, (T, - T)



-e

hence, (see eq (4) above) that:

A" =@ e = (hg k) (T, - T) (7a)

qu

out = th (Tw + Ts - 2Ti) (7b)
The choice of heat transfer correlations, while key to the model
development and application, selecting established forms and

requiring as little adjustment of coefficients as possible. Here

we have utilized:

Forced Convection

Dittus-Boelter = b =L, Re, Pr. k /D 18a)

and as developed by Weisman ( ) for rod bundles

CD(:) = 0.013 + 0.033¢ (8b)

€ = fraction of unit cell available for flow

This modeling of the coefficient, taken from the literature,appears valid for

heating outside tubes. For heating other geometries we use the literature

values appropriate to those geometries; e.g. 0.023 for rectangular geometries
ana tupes.
Boiling

. e WO
Thom hg = hg () (T, - T,)

s (Sa)

h® (p) = 193e P/630

» (Enqlish units) (%b)

Condensation near the Heater Surface

5 0.662
Hancox-Nicol = hA CARe2 P'zki/na

(10a)




As is pointed out 1in the modeling of the vaporgeneration term (Appendix
B) the original analysis 1leading to a value for C, (e Cp = 0.4 ) was

based on the assumption that all the surface heat flux went to vapor

generation (q"out = 0). In the present mode!
this is not so, hence, the coefficient has been optimized against void
data to give:

€y = 0.2 for tubes and channels (10.)

= 0.1 for rod bundles (10c)

For rod bundles, the Nussult number in eq (10a) is based on the heated rod
diameter (rather than the hydraulic diameter).

I11. The Distribution Coefficient

In eq (3) the distribution coefficient is introduced. We use a

modi fication of the Bancoff-Jones coefficient.

% = (pcl .y(l - I’l) Gr) /L(J) (11)
0
where
{1 = (o . (1 - !o) (Cg/sl) k (lza)
" 5
L.y R0 (12t)
«
0

The relation for «, depends on the inlet Renolds number. For tubes

and rod bundles, data analysis (see Part II) indicates that 1/xg
saturates at 1.25 (i.e., Re »1.39 x 10°).




The relation for r is found to be acceptably ~epresented by

r=(1+1.,57 og/o!) / (1 - ‘o) (12¢)

while the function L (a) satisfies

La) = (1-e“%,0.e0) (124)
2
G =40, /(plp,-p) (12e)

A detailed discussion of the slip model is found in Appendix C.

IV. The Drift Velocity

The term Vgi in eq (32) represents the gravitational effect on
the vapor velocity. This term is most important at Tow liquid flow
rates and is not trivially modeled. Nonetheless for the range of
flows and pressures of interest at this time the term may be
reasonably modeled as

= ° i) 25 ’
\Ig;L (a) v gL (1 a) /‘ \133)

= pi- X/.‘ )
Vgy (0) = 1.41 [71—2e ggcc] (13b)




V. The Qualified Model

Only two of the correlations discussed above are excluded from the
qualification. They are the second and third parts of the vapor generation
terms, eq (4a) (i.e., rgz and rga of Appendix A). These terms have little
impact on the type of data which was used in the qualification process.

However, rg , which describes direct energy deposition, is extremely im-

2

portant .0 BWR transient response in roq drop calculations. Thus, although
a bulk condensation coefficient is not recommended here, it is re commen de
that rgz be included utilizing the instantaneous condensation 2pproxination
in the sutcooled regime and zero condensation in the post saturation regime.

Implicit also in the qualification is the fact that departure from
nucleat bo ling is not accounted ior. Thus, although the correlation rg-
produces accurate void fractions up into the 90% range no indication of ‘
whether DNG has occurred i. produced by the model.

With these caveats the qua‘ified model contains the foliow correlations:
1. Vapor Generation

. a4, c, 14
rg rg1 (en ¢, d) (14)

2. Heat Tran.fer

a) Single Phase Subcocled

far Tw<Ts; q" = hD (Tw'Tz) (15a)
for TH>TS,' and TN<TD
Q" = hD(Tw'Tl) + hB(Tw-TS) X (15b)

hB from eq 13a, b)



’
T-T.)+h (Ta=T (15
@ =h2('w ¢/ B'D 's) 5¢
r ‘ (To=T.) = (T =T (154
and cgc’—’/h‘E”‘hD\"" S) hA“s z\ (
h, from eq (10a-c)

or

Two-phase subcooled to saturated

.oy from eq (11-13)

b C T hase superheated 1

iauid
4 d

R LR

p 3

(18K
\ 190




PART 2: Comparison with Experimental Data

The development of the model and its later qualification involved

the use of comparisons with extensive experimental void fraction data.

A1l of the cases to be presented here are based on steady-state measurements

in electrically heated test sections. Comparisons with transient data will

be carried out in the future.

Experimental data were selected by the authors based on their
applicability to water cooled nuclear reactors. The parameters of interest
were flow rates, pressures, heat flux, iniat subcooling and geometry.
However, a wide enough distribution of these parameters were selected so
as to provide meaningful tests of the ability of the model to predict
observed variations of void fractions under changed conditions. Some
experiments were rejected baced on the fact that their age cast doubt
on their validity. Additionally, data at low pressures (1ess than 200 psi)

and with other fluids than water were not utilized.



The rod bundle geometry data which have been utilized are characterized
in Table 1. . hey are obviously the most important part of the comparisons.
In addition to representing nuclear reactor conditions, they also appear to
be of high quality. Figure 3 presents the comparison of all of this data
with the model. Tables 2 and 3 show the statistica. analysis which has been

made. The model shows essentially a zero bias.

The degree of agreement is well demonstrated by examining each of the
six sets of rod bundle data. Figures 4,5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, together with
Table 4 demonstrate that the results are essentially statistically equivalent.
This is particularly significant because:

1. The FRIGG BWR experiments (although of only 36 rods) were very close
to the geometry of current BWR designs. The geometries of the other
sets of data were significantly different.

2. The FRIGG FT-36C experiments, with an axially dependent power
distribution, were not utilized in determining the basic model
"adjustment”, hence tend to act as a "proof" of the model.

3. The CISE bundle experiments were carried out using a completely
different technique (and at a different laboratory) than the
FRIGG experiments.

The CISE and FRIGG data show about a 0.01 difference in void fraction
between the measurement techniques. While more CISE data will be desirable
to see if this i3 statistically significant, t'.cre is alwiys a potential a
a bias inherent in one or both techniques (e.g. there is . potential of a

bias due to finite valve closing times in the CISE experiments).



Number of heated rods
Type of rod array

Rod diameter (ft)

Heated length (ft)

Flow Area (ftz)
Hydraulic diameter7 (ft)
Axial heat distribution
Radi 11 heat distribution
Measurement technique

Average pressure (psia)

hr-ft

FRIGG FT-6 & 6A

=]

1
Circular

5
.0456
14.50
6
.03298
8
L1535
Uniform
Uniform
y-ray

585

|
Average flow rate (E!L!—?) 0.980

Average heat flux _MBTY
hr-ft

Reference

)

0.167

]

Rod Bund

TABLE 1

le Experiments

L o
“w w
™ ™
b -
[T (7S
o (&)
w w
@ o
36 36
2 2
Circular Circular
.0453 .0453
14.35 14.32
.1538 ! .1538
1201 .1201
Uniform Uniform
10
Uniform ! Non-uniform
- -ray y-ray
723 800
0.798 0.789
0.123 0.157

o
=
o
L ] o
(Vel o
[aa) o w
] ~
T - "
w (%) e
v o w
-— - w
& 4 o
36 36 19
2 3 u
Circular Square Circular
.0453 .0656
-
14.32 - > 13.18
- X
L B S
1538 - By 0312
o o O
> X @
.1201 i .0318
Non-unlfor-’ Uni form Uniform
1 12
Non-uniform Uniform Non-uni form
y-ray y-ray | valves
725 929 66
0.705 1.105 1.366
0.191 0.154 | 0.128
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1/8LE 1 (cont.)

Rod Bundle Experiments (footnotes)

One central heated rod with five surrounding rods

One central unheated rod surrounded by three rings of rods containing
6§, 12 and 18 rods respectively

A 6 by 6 square array of rods

A central heated rod surrounded by two rings of 6 and 1™ rods respectively
0.0453 feet for FRIGG FT-6A case

0.03299 ft° for FRIGG FT-6A case

Hydraulic diameter defined as
4 x (Flow Area in ft2)/(Total Surface Area per foot)

0.1545 feet for FRIGG FT-6A case

Peak to Average = 1.18

10.
11.
12.

Peak to Avcrage = 1.180
Peak tn Average = 1.097
Peak to Average = 1.141
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ATTACHMENT

aC =

am =
n

Average Error = ¢ = I (al - a'fr")
n=1

N
RMS Error = ¢ = \/t(gn-cﬂ-‘)z
n=1__¢C llﬂ
(=

Model Bias with Uncertainty = ¢ 2 ‘/—%—.-

N = Number of data points in sample



TABLE 2

Rod Bundles, Model vs Data
Statistical Analysis®

Average Error RMS Error Sample Size

oy, Range ‘ € o N
0.0 < ay £0.1 -.0027 .034 74
0.1 <oy £0.2 .0043 .028 67
0.2 < ap £ 0.3 .0019 .037 86
0.3 <ap £0.4 -.0010 .029 87
0.4 < a £ 0.5 .0027 .026 110
0.5 < ap £ 0.6 .0004 .024 119
0.6 < ap £ 0.7 -.0023 .026 104
0.7 < ap £ 0.8 -.0041 .024 81
0.8 <ap £0.9 -.0060 022 30
0.9 < ap £ 1.0 -.0336 .022 5
Al ot .0002 .028 784
Model Bias = -,0002 ¢+ .0010
+Attachment

*includes an £ 0.0 values



TABLE 3

Rod Bundles, Mode)! vs Data

e

< -0.15
-0.15 to -.10
-0.10 to -0.05
-0.05 te 0.00
0.00 to 0.05
0.05 to 0.10
0.10 to 0.15

> 0.15

Error Distributian

Fraction in Range

0.0J0
0.003
0.031
0.488
0.440
0.034
0.004
0.000
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TABLE 4

Rod Bundles, Model vs Data
Analysis of Experimental Sets

RMS Error Sample Size

Set Model Bias c N
FRIGG FT-6 & FT-6A .0047:.0024 026 118
FRIGG FT-36A .0014:.001% .025 180
FRIGG FT-368 .0002:.0031 .031 101
FRIGG FT-36C -.0013:.0022 .028 157
FRIGG 36 Rod BWR -.0017=.0024 .032 182
A1l FRIGG Nata .0004:.0011 029 738
CISE Bundle Data -.0098=:.002% 019 46
A1l Bundle Data -.0002+.0010 .028 784



TABLE 5

Rectangular C% ‘el Experiments

. - , \
diameter (ft




TABLE 6§
Round Tube Experiments

17T-23 RT
Heated length (ft) 3.281- 6.562
13.451
Tube diameter (ft) 0.0301 0.0295%
Axial Heat distributicn Uniform Uniform
Measurement technigue Valve Valve
Average pressure (psia) 650 589
= MLB
Average rlow rate [ —— 1.023 1.1€6
hr-ft
Average heat fiux / MBTU 0.242 0.23F
h
r-ft
Reference




In order to extend the range of conditions available for testing the
mode1, comparisons have also been made to a number of void fraction measure-
ments from heated rectangular channels and round tubes. Tables 5 and 6
show the characteristics of these experinents. rigure 10 and Tables 7 and
8 again show the statis*ical analysis which has been made on the channel
data. Figures 11, 12, 13 and 14, and Table 9 provide the comparisons for
each of the different experimentors. It can be seen that there is some
inconsistency between the measurements made by the various experimentors.

In particular, the Martin data appears to be about 4% higher than the other
data. This may be due to differences in experimental techniques. However,
because of its relatively Tow statistical scatter and wide pressure range,
the Martin data was particularly useful in formulating the pressure variation
for the slip relationship. Figure 15 and Tables 10 and 11 show the statis-
tical analysis for the CISE tube data. This data was important in formulat-
ing the flow dependence in Co.

It is also important to show that the model can follow the observed
trends in void fraction with conditions. Table 12 shows the predictions of
the model in different ranges of press:i~ and flow. The influence of these

quantities appears to be reasonably well described by the model.
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4y Range

L < am
.3 < Qm
4 < am
5« Qmn

.6<Qm

c O O O O © ©o ©

.7<Qm

o o

ANl ap*

*includes

(LY

A

A

A

A

LY

"

A

LY

Rectangular Channels, Mode! vs Data

TABLE ~

Statistical Analysis

Average Error

€

€.1 .0028
0.2 .0067
0.3 -.0003
0.4 -.0158
0.5 -.0070
0.6 -.0245
0.7 -.0141
0.8 .0181
0.9 -.0052
1.0 e
-.0021

RMS Error
o

.037
.050
.054
.057
.061
.069
.063
.047
.050

.051

Model EBias = -,0021 + .0018

ap < 0.0 values

Sample Size
N

257
105
102
96
76
50
32
12
7

0

776



TABLE 8

Rectangular Channels, Model vs Data
Error Distribution

8c=dm Fraction in Range

< <0.25 0.001
-0.25 to -0.20 0.001
-0.20 to -0.15 0.001
-0.15 to -0.10 0.025
-0.10 to -0.05 0.114
-0.05 to 0.00 0.420
0.00 to 0.05 0.309
0.05 to 0.10 0.102
0.10 to 0.15 0.016
0.15 to 0.20 0.007
0.2C to 0.25 0.004

> 0.25 0.000
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Rectangular Channels, Model vs Data

TABLE 9

Analysis of Experimental Sets

RMS Error Sample Size
Set Model Bias g N
Mayrer .0253+.0068 077 133
St. Pierre .0249+.0035 .038 115
Christensen .0070+.0030 032 112
Martin -.02082.0019 .039 416
A1l Channel Data -.00.:+.0018 .051 776
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TABLE 10

CISE Tube Data, Model vs Data
Statistical Analysis

Average Error
€

.0153




TABLE 11

CISE Tube Data, Model vs Data
Error Distribution

G~ Fraction in Range
< -0.15 0

-0.15 to -0.10 .002

-0.10 to -0.0% .016

-0.05 to 0.00 .400

0.00 to 0.05 .580

0.05 to 0.10 .002

»0.10 0



Pressure and flow Range Comparisons

TABLE 12

Model vs Date

Pressure Ranges in PSI

Flow Range fa MLB/HR- FT°

Al
Configuration Data P < 700 700 s P < 1000 {1000 < P < 1500 P > 1500 1.0 <6 62>1.0
Bias Sampie | Bias Sample | Blas Sample | Blas Sample | Bias Sample | Blas Sample | Blas Sample
10 Size to Stze 1o Stze 10 Stze 10 Stze t0 Stze 1o Stze
Rod Bundles -.0002 784 .0027 189 .0000 479 -.0051 140 .- 0 L0010 546 ~-.0030 238
+.0010 1.0023 +.0012 1.0025 £.0012 +.0018
Channels 0021 776 .0192 184 L0028 43 -.0137 187 -.0072 378 -.0011 510 -.0042 266
+.0018 +.0027 1.0047 1.0044 +.0026 1.0024 1.0028
Tubes -.0067 440 .0032 128 -.Cu03 312 .- 0 - 0 -.0067 281 .0013 159
+.0010 +.0022 +.0011 +.0013 1.0016
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Establishing the Vapor Generation Term

As stated in the body of the paper, the term fg is considered as being
composed of three separate vapor sources:
. Vapor formed at the wall due to wall superheat
@ Bulk boiling due to the direct deposition of energy (e.g.
inelastic scatter of neutrons)

» Flashing and condensation due to transient pressure effec*s.

1. Vapor generated at the wall.
In deriving a mode! for this term we assume the existance of a superheated
boundry layer (B.L.) of liquid at the wall with

an average temperature:
T* = (Tw - Ts)/z > Ts (Al)

That is. at the film temperature. We account €or the process (assumed to

be in dynamic equilibrium) of creation of voids, displacement of mass into

ar_ out of the B.L. and bulk, and due to condensation just cutside the B.L.
Mixi~g is assumed to occur faster than the time scales of interest. The

edge of the B.L. is assumed to te where Tz = Ts’ but its locatinn anc the
actual volume of the B.L. does not concern us. The characterization of the
B.L. and the rest of the channel is made through T* and Tz’ except that liquid

leaviny the B.L. ic assumed Lo be at Ts.

Consider the following sketch:



" = h (T =T )+h (T -T ) : Boiling + Non boiling Terms
L SR 1 R (See App. B)

" "

8 ° boiling potential in the B.L. (See App. B)

"1n: = Measures the mass of liquid returning to the B.L. from the

bulk 1iquid due to a bubble leaving the B.L.

Mout measures the mass of gas leaving the B.L. and entering the

bulk liquid

M : measures the mass of 1iquid leaving the B.L. and entering the
bulk due %o condensation of bubbles at tne B.L. (this is
assumed to occur on the same time scale as other mass inter-
changes).

Balancing over the region we find:

Mass: M‘n = "Out + Hc
Energy: q" ¢ F;;_Fin * % out % ﬁ;:;—ﬁsut . Mchc

If vg is the rate of bubble formation, v2 the rate of liquid mass
return, and Vc the rate ~f liquid mass leaving the B.L. due to condensation

in the bulk then:

a;gvg = vapor mass leavinag the B.L.

°(“i'°g)vq = excess mass of 1iquid leaving B.L.

due tc creation of the voids in the B.L.



u(pl - °g) v, = mass of 1iquid Teaving B.L. due
to condensation at the B.L.

Clearly, the net rate of vapor formation is given by:

vV_- =T
GDg ( g Vc) gl (AZ)
If a1l energy terms are measured from the local bulk liquid temperature (or

entnalpy) we find;

out"out = °°g(hg - h)sale, - °g) L hz)’ Ve

Minhin = ao V, (h, <h,) = 0

;I = a (o, - pg) (hg = h,) v,

The energy term ap_(h_-F ) V due to condensation in the bulk is

g'g il -
not counted since it is contained in the equivalent Vg term.* There are 3

unknowns (vg. V‘ ’ Vc) and only two equations . We assume the existance of a
heat transfer correlation, unspecified as yet, which accounts for near surface

condensation and set

(°, = ° ) (hs - hz)] = h (Ts = Ty)
3 J (A3]

*The vapor .s assumed to be formed at the saturation temperature rather than the

film temperature. Except for massive transients this should iave little impact.



The estimation of h (see A4d) is discussed in Appendix B. From eq (10)

we find progessively

" " (Aqa)
Qogvg hfg (1 *» 8) =q -9 out - 099 hng VC
o, (hs - hl)
ollkal s g 4
°q fq (Adb)
Q" - Q"o - (1+ 28) h (T.-T,)/(148) | 4
rgl . %g (vv - Vl) =3 hfg (148 ) De (Adc)
S1 = 0 in the subcooled regime only up to the point where the brucket
becomes >0, thereafter S1 = 1.
Finally, set
h, = (1+28) h/ (1+38) (R4d)

The term Gout is defined in the standard way through the film temperature

= 4 - S
s h: = TE) (A:)
nence
697 ® g = Q%5 0 * hp (T, = T%) # 0y (T, - T,) s

= (hy *h) (T, - T,)

This completed the derivation of igl (the surface heat term).
2. \apor Generated due to direct energy depositicn

Since we do rot account for superheating of the vapor due to direct



deposition we have a vapor mass increase rate

m vD = qnl/h

ko gl'(l-a)nP/h

gt
hgt < hq - hl
and the rate of bulk condensation (with condensation heat transfer coefficient

-
hc)

DC = A -
ae gV hc(%) (T, = T,) Iy,
c

The re* rate of formation is then given by
ap (VD - VDC)

32 g 9 9
Sp | (1-a) n P - h, (A) (T = Ty) (A7)
C

-
.

m

v

h
gL
and 52 =0 it (%2 bracket term is negative, otherwise 52 = 1.

The determination of the term hC(A/v)C will be discussed in Appendix B.

3. Vapor Generation due to transient and spatial pressure effects

Consider an expans on of the energy equation (eq 2A) leading to

@
o

aF 3G 3F 3G ah ah ah
h & ot + B Lk ¢ i . | el s —
9(8t 82) s(s’az *theat 8w *Ffiaet & m

ah-. F au- 3
x i_; ng ) Fy " hs )G, R 0" : N

ot 3z D J at

* Vipte ti.at thc condrnsation torm oroposcd by !'arcox 217 Micol is ~ surfice
condensation effect characterized by the surface area of the heat source.
For the bulk effect we must somehow deal with the surface area of the

veids. This is disicussed in App. B.



where we have added and subtracted the term:

ahsF2 E 3hsG2
at 9z

Using eq (la,b) we can rewrite this as

3h ah 3h ah a(h. - h)F a(h.-h_)G
' . sl | it | s R %' 4 e e
e fg*Fa " * 6g52 *Fi3t *6, 37 ¢ it 1 3z
= R.H.S. (AS)

If we assume that hq and h' are only pressure dependent (equalibrium thertal-
dynamics) then the derivatives in the second to fifth terms on the left side

of e3 (A9) are only pressure dependent and can be replaced by terms like:

dh P ' dhs op
dr ot : dp 3z

When hi* hs the last two terms on the right side go to zero (neglecting
superheat of the liquid’ for the momant); hence, the direct pressure effect of

I _ must be
g

1 ;( dhs) 2 an
. - - F t - dh ig (
Ty3  Pgs J7 g 3 3% . (Cg p®* 6, ap‘) 3z | (Al0)
and the full vapor generation term is

A

g2 ‘g3




is a mass splitting relation. The energy

It should be emphasized that T

equation (eq 2a) can however b: split given the form of fg . Suppose
Lgte+ Hge - i,
 pmade ahll”
£, + Eg " %; " +q" e 2
Then using eq (la) and eq (All) we have
Eg . hg (rgl + fgz)-(é% *F aho) %% +6, %%S %%)

and E2 follows directly.

Equation (A9) defines r'_ hence in the saturated regime, neglecting

g
pressure effects for the moment, we must have

'_. . 4 qu + qu|

Equation (All) however states (setting 512 =1)

» - 4 " " "
hfg.g 5, (9" - 6" ) * 9
hence, q"outmust -0 as TE - Ts. The definition of q"out (eq (7b) and eq

(AS) shows however that

q

" pres
cut

% hD (Tw - TS) £ 0




This fact impliec either that the Tiquid superheats (Tz ’Ts) or that we
change the model setting q"out = 0 (accounting for pressure effects does
not alter this conclusion). 1In fact we believe tha* the 1iquid phase does

superheat and this aspect of the model is discussed in App. E.



Appendix B

Choice of Heat Transfer Coefficients

It has been the view of the authors that the "adjusting" of the
model shouid be minimized. Je have, within the structures of the postu-
lated phenomenalogical basis cf the model, chosen heat transfer coefficients
from the Titerature. Only one such coefficient has been "adjusted” and the
rationale for that is described below.

The phenomena that are assumed to underly the processes of heating and
ultimately vaporizing the liquid are:

o forced convection heat traasfer wall to boundry layer (B.L.)

to bulk

0 Void formation in the film

0 Subcooled condensation just outside the B.L.

o Direct heating of the liquid phase

0 Bulk condensation

The model as established does not consider the variation of heat
transfer coefficient with flow regime and no use of flow maps is allowed.
he logic of the model allows various heating modes, however, which are
discussed below.
1. Forced Convection Heat Transfer

Wher the surface temperature is below saturation heat transfer is
assumed to follow the well known relation

B eh (L, -T0 3. 20 (8-1)
and we assume hD to be well represented by the Dittus-Boelter correlation.
The coefficient for this relation is usually taken as

CD + 0,023,



however, there is ample evidence ( , , ) that this value is dependent on the
heating and flow geometries (inside tube, annullar,outside tube, etc.).
We use the following data based values

CD = 0.023 - heating inside tubes

= 0.013 + 0.033¢c - heating outside tubes | (8-2)

e = flow fraction of unit cell

Physically the heated surface will exhibit points of high free energy.
Whother these are cracks with associated higher internal temperatures or
simply sharp edges, a new mechanism may be assummed to come ints play when
the film temperature T* > Ts. This mechanism will be referred to as the
boiling heat flux and represented by hB (Tw - Ts)' Thus the total heat flux is

now taken as
q" = hD (TN - Tz) + hB (Tw - Ts) (B-3)

We do not assume that we switch correlations (as some do 0. exarnle when
’ v

hD (TN - Tt) = hB \Tw - Ts)) but that there are two dir .inc* mechanisms

operative. Eq (B-3) defines the surface heat flux under ail conditions of

flow and void fraction as long as Tw > Ts. From a consideration of the

data we believe hB is acceptably modeled by the Thom (_) correlation.

hy = hB° (p) (T, - T,) (8-42)

p/€30

h: (p) = 193e (English units)

The reader will note the similarity to the Chen modeling where he takes
{for Tl' Ts)
) (T

If we compare with our model, take F = 1 and

Q" = (RF + hyjerg) (Ty - Ts)

h = h_. Note that h 0.99

ax .
: N - Y n
micro s alcro is (Tw Ts) hense the compariso



is quite close. Indeed if we plot hg/ (T' - Ts) and hmicro/QAT)'gg i e

Fig. B-1. Si > the Chen relation was developed for pressures below 500

pcia (and most data was below 100 psi) and the Thom relation was optimized
for pressures above 1000psia it apears reasonable to assume the Thom

relation has a more general pressure dependence validity. Further, the
calculation fo- the Chen coefficient (in Fig. B-1) does not include the S
(Suppression) factor. There appears to us insufficient basis to the suggestion
that voids stop forming at the wall simnly because the flow gets high.
Examination of the data appears as well to show bubbles still forming in

the film even during the annular flow which presumable forms the basis for
assuming the existance of suppression in the first place.* In any event

the final model predicts rather accurate void fractions well into the annular
flow regime (see Part 2).

While Eq (B-3) yields the total wall heat flux, we must still specify the
separation into vaporizaticn flux and bulk heating fiux. When the B.L.
temperature T* > T “ying Tw > Ts) any microscopic void formation on the
wall has a potenti.. :o~ growth due to vaporization into it from the super-
heated B.L. Thus, the vaporization flux is taken as

%" ha(Tw - Ts) + hD (Tw - T*) (8-5)

o(hy + 3 h) (T, - T,)
The bulk phase heating flux follows as
Q" - @', = h(T* - T)
=kh (T, -T, +T ., -T) (B-6)
It is important to notice that q" - q; :&:,o as Tl - Ts. This implies the
1iquid will superheat to some degree. This will be discussed in Appendix E.

Note that the Reynolds number antering hD is taken as the liquid Reynolds

“ R. Duffey, Private Communication
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number (Rel) hence hD + 0 as tne void fraction + 1. In thhs report we do

not include heat transfer directly to the vapor.

2. Void Formation in the Film

Although there is a potential for void formation when T' > Ts the sub-
cooling of the bulk precludes significant voia formation until some later
distance down the heated channe!. Indeed there is anear wall condensation
potential acting (just as there is a boiling potential) and we take this
potential as:

% " hA (Ts - Tz) (B-7)
and net void formation would depend on whether q, ¥ q2 (see eq Adc). The
literature contains a number of potential candidates for hA; we have chozen
the Hancox-Nicol (K & N) relati<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>