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Abstract — The comparative study for the liquid metal was performed focusing on the turbulent Prandtl
number models for the ternperature field analysis in rod bundle. The present models such as Zeggel & Monir
model used in VANTACY-II code, Jischa & Rieke Model which was the basis of previous model, and con-
stant Prandt] number model (Prp=10.9) were selected as reference models. The Nusselt numbers by these
models and those by the suggested model which considers the effect of anisotroty, spatial variation and
molecular Prandtl number, were obtained varying the P/D and the Peclet number and the resulis were com-
pared. The comparison indicated that the suggested model in this study predicted the heat transfer behavior
of liguid metal in the rod bundle better than other models.
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Fig. 1. Schematics of rod bundles.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of Nusselt number for Jischa &
Rieke model.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of Nusselt number for Jeggel &
Monir model.
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