




BEMUSE Phase IV Report - Rev.1 341

G.5 SUMMARY PLOTS OF ALL PARTICIPANTS

Figure G.13: Maximum cladding temperature (All)

Figure G.14: Broken loop Vessel side pressure (All)
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Broken loop Vessel side pressure
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Figure G.15: Zoom in Broken loop Vessel side pressure (All)

G.6 RELATED REMARKS

This appendix manages to provide some summary plots that help clarifying the origin of the spread
of results.

Section 1 shows the comparative plots of 4 Relap5 users. This summary results show some user
effect and are, in a certain way, a proof of code internal consistency. The users started from a common
input deck, specific for Relap5 but they had to implement quite important changes like adding fuel
heat structures according to the specification or splitting the downcomer. They also faced general user
actions as selecting code options or renodalizing following their own considerations. The dispersion
shown in figures G.1, G.2 and G.3 ,is not big a can be identified as due to user intervention.

Similar conclusions can be drawn from section 2 plots for Cathare users. Again the spread among
their results is not big and can be identified as user effect. This group of users managed also to
overcome the difficulty of building their own input deck starting from the information established in
the specification. Internal code consistency is also proved in this case (see figures G.4, G.5 and G.6).

Section 3 is a comparison between Cathare and Relap5 results (see figures G.7, G.8 and G.9).
In this case code effect seems to appear since the time of full quench is clearly longer in all Cathare
calculations than in those of Relap5. The problem appears and it is identified as a possible conse-
quence of code effect (see also appendix C1). Obviously it cannot be solved in the framework of this
project and for sure a deeper analysis would be necessary to find a final explanation of the point. In
the meantime BEMUSE Phase IV comparison plots are suggesting that some additional investigations
could be performed to clarify this particular. The purpose of this section is to allow current and future
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considerations on code effect.

Section 4 includes the 4 Relap5 users plus other 3 using either MARS or TRACE which are codes
having a certain common base with Relap5 (see figures G.10, G.11 and G.12). Some similarities
appear and the dispersion of presented plots seems reasonable. The fact of including in this group
exceptionally the results of the two participants using ATHLET, is worthwhile in order to show the
involved participants (GRS, AEKI) that their calculated predictions are not far from one of the groups.

Section 5 (see figures G.13, G.14 and G.15), finally, shows the selected plots for all the partic-
ipants. According to what has been said before, the spread is naturally greater than section 1 or 2,
and following what has been established in previous sections, it represents the combined result of user
effect and code effect.
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