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Abstract Summary

Aerosol removal by dry tube bundle Is important to estimated The aerosol removal by dry tube bundle were calculated
realistic fission product behavior by SGTR accident and compared with experimental results.

- Steam generator tube rupture (SGTR) is the important  Turbulent deposition were the most dominant mechanism of
containment bypass accident causing possible large release of aerosol removal.

fission product to environment.

Resuspension and rebound of aerosol seems very important.
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Results
B Aerosol removal by tube bundle by filter approximation. Calculation of collection efficiency
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- The aerosol collection was calculated for each bank of tubes.
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