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A B S T R A C T

IFMIF-DONES will be an experimental facility designed to irradiate material samples under conditions similar
to those expected in future fusion power reactors. As a radiological facility, it requires the precise design of
specific safety subsystems to ensure the protection of the public, the plant personnel and the environment. This
is the case of the Argon Purification Subsystem (ArPS), which is responsible for ensuring the inertization of
those rooms where liquid Li may be present, involving a risk of fire and hazardous releases. In this context, it
is important to set Ar purity requirements as design input for the ArPS to ensure this inertization while being
technically sound due to the large amounts of volumes involved. To support this design process, a MELCOR
simulation model of the IFMIF-DONES ArPS has been developed. Using this model, we perform a parametric
study to analyse the performance of this subsystem under different configurations. The goal is to keep the
impurity concentrations of the inert rooms stable during a year of operation in order to minimize the risk of
Li reactions, while ensuring dynamic confinement and reducing Ar consumption. In addition, the transition
between maintenance and operation modes is considered, analysing the effect of different transition periods
and injected Ar inventory.
1. Introduction

From the early 1990s, the fusion materials scientific community
have promoted the development of a neutron source for the qualifi-
cation of materials to be used in future fusion power reactors, such
as the DEMOnstration power plant (DEMO) [1,2]. This research was
planned to be feasible in an irradiation facility with material samples
being exposed to fusion-like radiation conditions [3,4].

The International Fusion Materials Irradiation Facility-DEMO Ori-
ented Neutron Source (IFMIF-DONES) [2] is an initial step aimed to
provide relevant data for the early engineering design of DEMO [4,5].
The facility will operate a 5 MW continuous wave deuteron linear
accelerator producing neutrons via deuteron-lithium target interac-
tion, aiming at reaching a maximum dose of 20 dpa in the material
specimens within its initial operation phase.

As a radiological facility, the IFMIF-DONES design must ensure
the safety of the public, its personnel and environment [6,7]. On
this basis, a description of the IFMIF-DONES safety functions was
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provided in [8], following the defense-in-depth principles, identifying
reference accident scenarios, and defining barriers of protection by a
prevention-detection-mitigation approach.

Several potential accidents are directly associated with the presence
of a liquid Li loop in the facility. This loop supplies liquid Li under
optimal conditions to the target, where the high-power beam interacts
with the Li. Within the target, the speed of the Li reaches approximately
15 m/s to efficiently dissipate the energy deposited by the beam, which
is subsequently removed by a heat removal system [9]. To ensure its
operation under safe conditions, all the Li piping and inventory are kept
in close and leak-tight rooms, filled with Ar in continuous purification.

In addition to the inertization, dynamic confinement is applied as an
inherent safety measure in the IFMIF-DONES facility. This consists of
keeping those areas with potential radionuclide sources under negative
gauge pressure with respect to their surrounding rooms. Among the
rooms that must comply these two requirements — inertization and
dynamic confinement — we distinguish the so-called Lithium Loop Cell
vailable online 2 July 2024
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(LLC), Hot and Cold Trap Cells (HTC, CTC), and Target Interface Room
(TIR). To do so, they are filled with Ar and kept under negative gauge
pressures.

For the implementation of dynamic confinement, the standards ISO
17873 [10] and ISO 10648-2 [11] have been adopted. While ISO 17873
has been used for the selection of negative gauge pressures of the
rooms, ISO 10648–2 is taken as a reference for leak-tightness require-
ments. In addition, the Ar Purification Subsystem (ArPS) is responsible
for the close-loop re-circulation and purification of Ar within the inert
rooms, keeping negative dynamic confinement pressures in conjunction
with the Argon Supply Subsystem (ArSS).

In this paper, we focus on the parameters influencing the IFMIF-
DONES ArPS performance. Factors such as rejected and injected Ar vol-
umes, permissible leak rates, limiting impurity concentrations reached
in steady state, or proper pressure levels are some of the main aspects
involved. We also consider the transition process between maintenance
and operation conditions, when the re-inertization of the served rooms
takes place. The goal is to perform a parametric study of these uncertain
parameters by studying their influence on the system outputs. We
seek to evaluate which design parameters guarantee safe inertization
conditions while reducing the associated purification loop complexity.
For doing so, we use the MELCOR code [12,13] performing transient
simulations of the mass balances in the inert rooms and Ar purification
loops for different scenarios.

On this basis, Section 2 provides an overview of the inertization
measures adopted in the IFMIF-DONES facility, and the objectives
addressed, followed by Section 3 where we introduce the MELCOR
model of the ArPS. In Section 4, the methodology adopted in this study
will be described, while the analyses and discussion on the results
are presented in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 addresses the general
conclusions and future work derived from this research.

2. Design considerations of the ArPS

2.1. Ar-filled rooms and operation modes

The IFMIF-DONES main building will feature several rooms with
potential presence of liquid Li, which can react with air constituents
producing highly exothermic reactions [14,15].

Inertization measures based on Ar-filled room atmospheres and the
Li operation temperature ranges (< 300 ◦C), are expected to be suffi-
cient to prevent Li ignition in the event of Li piping failure and spillage.
Inert rooms will be enclosed by steel liners, covering walls, floor and
ceiling [8], preventing potential reactions caused by Li in contact with
concrete [16–18]. Furthermore, experimental activities are currently
being developed to study Li behaviour and ignition conditions [19,20].

The rooms studied in this work are those represented in Fig. 1,
which are as follows:

• The Lithium Loop Cell (LLC), which houses the main lithium loop,
including an electromagnetic pump, heat removal equipment, and
a Li dump tank. It houses a free volume of 2635 m3.

• The Hot and Cold Trap Cells (HTC, CTC). These cells house the
cold and hot hydrogen traps of the Li purification systems. Their
free volumes are 532 m3 and 546 m3, respectively.

• The Target Interface Room (TIR). Includes components of the high-
energy accelerator beam transport line upstream of the target. It
houses a free volume of 209 m3.

We also consider the following plant subsystems with which these
rooms interface, as represented in Fig. 2:

• The Argon Purification System (ArPS), responsible for the removal,
purification and re-injection of Ar into the inert rooms.

• The Argon Supply Subsystem (ArSS), which stores, distributes and
injects Ar into the Ar-served rooms in sufficient quantity, purity
and pressure conditions.
2

Fig. 1. Layout of the Ar-filled rooms and their physical confinement barriers (in grey).

Table 1
Assumed preliminary VPSA purification efficiencies.

Impurity Efficiency (%)

N2 70
O2 80
H2O 95

• The Gaseous Radioactive Waste Treatment System (G-RWTS), which
stores and enables the proper release of gases from the facility to
the external environment after strict purification processes.

In order to ensure the dynamic confinement of the rooms, they must
be maintained at a pressure of about 101065 Pa (−260 Pa relative
to atmospheric pressure), according to the recommendations of ISO
17873 for rooms with high contamination and radiation risks (C4
classification [10]). In addition, two atmosphere modes are considered
for these rooms: normal operation and maintenance. During normal
operation, rooms will remain inertized and perform their expected
function. This mode is conceived to be continuously active, provided
that there are no exceptional situations or maintenance campaigns that
force the interruption of the deuteron beam [2].

For maintenance scenarios, the inert atmospheres will be replaced
with air to allow personnel access if necessary. No air-Li reactions are
considered a risk during these periods, as Li is not in circulation and
remains safely stored in a dump tank. However, the transition between
air and Ar atmospheres is expected to be a complex and costly process,
due to the large volumes involved and the purification requirements.

2.2. Ar purification requirements

To minimize the risk of Li fires and/or slow reactions, the ArPS
must ensure the continuous removal of O2, N2 and H2O from the inert
rooms [8]. As in previous analyses, such as [15], this study does not
take into account minority reactants — e.g. CO2 —, the presence of
which is considered negligible in air and therefore in inert atmospheres.
The origin of impurities lies either in infiltrations from adjacent air-
filled volumes, or due to the quality of the clean Ar injected. In the
current design, the ArPS will be equipped with two Vacuum Pressure
Swing Adsorption (VPSA) units ensuring continuous purification. At
least one VPSA must be in operation at all times. However, it is also
considered the possibility of multiple VPSAs working in parallel.

During ArPS operation, the system is designed for continuously
extracting 80 m3/h from the inert rooms atmospheres and being routed
towards the VPSA units. The preliminary purification efficiencies cur-
rently considered are those detailed in Table 1. These efficiencies
represent the percentage of impurities — i.e., N2, O2 and H2O —
removed from the inlet flow by each VPSA unit.

Furthermore, a process to consider in the ArPS design is the transi-
tion of the rooms from maintenance to operation mode. In this air-to-Ar
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Fig. 2. Connections between the Ar-filled rooms, ArPS, ArSS, G-RWTS and surrounding areas.
Table 2
Maximum considered mass rates per VPSA unit.
The water concentration is insufficient to saturate
the VPSA units; therefore, no saturation values are
included.

Impurity Saturation rates (kg/h)

S1 S2

N2 0.866 1.73
O2 2.81 5.61
H2O NA NA

exchange process, the saturation of the VPSAs could take place, thus
degrading their purification performance. To account for this, we con-
sider VPSA saturation rates, which represent the maximum mass rate
of impurities that they could extract. Two possible saturation ratios
are considered, as shown in Table 2, based on the maximum observed
ratios of impurities removed in preliminary simulations. These are
provisional inputs pending further technical information on the VPSAs
performance, and are expected to be redefined in future phases of the
project.

Regarding leak-tightness, we consider IFMIF-DONES inertized rooms
as containment enclosures, following the terminology and classification
provided by ISO 10648-2 [11]. The standard provides a classification
of allowable leakage rates for different types of enclosures. These are
defined in terms of Hourly Leak Rate (HLR, h−1), which shall be
multiplied by the total volume of the enclosure to obtain a volumetric
flow of infiltration. In addition, Ar injection must compensate any room
pressure variations caused by leaks/infiltrations or exhausts during the
purification process, in order to remain within the defined dynamic
confinement pressure ranges.

The current design of the facility considers that the ArSS injects
clean Ar into the inert rooms whenever necessary. However, it is
desirable to minimize these injections to optimize the amount of high
purity clean Ar required by the facility operation.

2.3. Objectives of the parametric studies

In this work, we conduct a parametric study to identify the influence
of different factors on the performance of the IFMIF-DONES ArPS.

During normal operation, limiting the concentration of air compo-
nents — primarily O2, N2, and H2O — and maintaining stable pressure
levels in the inert rooms are important requirements for the safe
operation of the facility. However, these measures compete with the
unavoidable costs and complexities associated with maintaining large
volumes of high purity Ar inventory.
3

Given these constraints, we seek to define an optimal and feasible
configuration of the ArPS. In particular, we study the differences be-
tween an ArPS design that omits the injection of clean Ar into inert
rooms, and an alternative setting where clean Ar injection is allowed.
We assume an uninterrupted period of normal operation of one year,
which begins once a steady state of the system is reached. From this
moment on, the Li operations are considered to be operative.

Moreover, we study the maintenance-to-operation transition when
a re-inerting process — with complete renewal of the inert rooms
atmospheres — is performed. Specifically, we study how the number
of days employed in the re-inertization process of the LLC influences
this transition, also varying the number of purification units available,
and their saturation rates.

Summarizing, we consider the following parameters to determine
their effect on the ArPS performance:

• For the study of the ArPS in operation:

– Ability/inability to inject clean Ar from the ArSS to the inert
rooms.

– HLR values.
– Number of VPSA units working in parallel.

• For the study of the maintenance-operation transition:

– Total volume of Ar injected.
– Transition days invested in the process.
– VPSA mass saturation rates, defined in Table 2.
– Number of VPSA units involved in the inertization process.

Our goal is to explore different design alternatives to consequently
establish definitive purity requirements. For this reason, we consider
the following output metrics to compare the obtained results:

• The maximum amount of impurities reached in operation, and
after the maintenance-operation transition period.

• The total volume of Ar invested.

Based on these premises, we proceed to develop a simulation model
of the ArPS, being MELCOR the tool used for this purpose.

3. MELCOR model description

3.1. ArPS MELCOR model

MELCOR is an engineering-level computer code developed by San-
dia National Laboratories for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion. Its main objective is the simulation of accident progression in
nuclear facilities, enabling the computation of different physical phe-
nomena, such as thermal-hydraulics, aerosol physics or heat transfer
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Fig. 3. Diagram of the ArPS MELCOR model. Air-filled volumes are shown in grey.
Ar-filled volumes are represented in red. Mass sinks for O2, N2 and H2O are represented
as dashed red lines.

equations [12,13]. It has positioned itself as a relevant tool in the
nuclear domain, with previous applications in a variety of outstanding
projects [21–23]. Furthermore, MELCOR is currently employed in the
safety modelling of IFMIF-DONES [8,15,24], which makes it an op-
timal choice for integration with existing models of different facility
subsystems.

During a MELCOR simulation, the calculation of the conservation
equations for mass, momentum and energy is performed in a series
of discrete time steps. The solution to the linearized hydrodynamic
equations used by MELCOR is computed by implicit finite difference
methods [12,13]. Each simulation allows the monitoring of several
output variables over time, such as volume pressures, temperatures,
flow velocities or mass concentrations.

Based on the building blocks offered by MELCOR, a reference simu-
lation model of the IFMIF-DONES ArPS was developed. The input data
and design hypotheses considered will be described below. As shown
in Fig. 3, we distinguish between four CVs representing:

• The G-RWTS, represented by CV001, being a CV with time-
independent properties.

• The surrounding areas, which are represented by CV002. This
volume is used as a source of air infiltrations — i.e., impuri-
ties — into the Ar-filled volumes, emulating adjacent rooms. Its
properties are equally time-independent.

• The ArSS, represented by CV003, is a time-independent CV filled
with high purity Ar. It is used to inject clean Ar into the system’s
rooms, replacing rejected volumes and ensuring that the required
pressure is maintained.

• The inert atmosphere rooms, filled with Ar (CV004). These are
the LLC, TIR, HTC and CTC, grouped in an equivalent CV. This
simplification makes it possible to reduce computation times
without losing accuracy in terms of purification, as all the rooms
have similar atmospheric compositions and temperatures (see
Appendix A).

A control logic is implemented to ensure stable pressures within
room atmospheres, as the variable values concerning total volumes over
time are a consequence of the mass balance of the system and are
pressure-independent.

Regarding the FLs included in the model, two types of connections
were represented: leaks and duct connections.

• FL001 extracts a rejected flow rate (𝑄𝑅) from CV004 to CV001,
emulating the volume extraction to the G-RWTS.

• FL002 introduces air into CV004, emulating leak paths — e.g.,
wall penetrations, hatches, door gaps — from adjacent volumes
at higher pressures, represented by CV002. The introduced vol-
ume is equal to the total volume of the CV multiplied by the
corresponding HLR.
4

• FL003 connects CV003 to CV004, allowing the injection of pure
Ar from the ArSS into the inert atmosphere rooms. The injection
flow rate is represented as 𝑄𝐼 .

The flow rates of these FLs are controlled by control functions
(CFs). In the case of FL002, it has a constant imposed flow rate
corresponding to the assumed leak rate. Conversely, FL001 and FL003
have a variable flow rate, which depends on the pressure of the inert
rooms —whenever the pressure rises, a minimum flow is rejected, and
whenever it drops, the minimum amount of Ar required to compensate
it is injected. A summary of the properties of the CVs and FLs employed
in this model is provided in Appendix A.

Several factors are considered when performing the parametric
study. We assume the following boundary conditions in our model:

• The volume and temperature of the rooms under study, extracted
from updated project documentation.

• The initial pressures of the rooms, corresponding to their ISO
17873 classification [10].

• The initial atmospheric composition of the rooms, both in oper-
ation — Ar (99.5%), O2 (0.105%), N2 (0.395%) — and mainte-
nance — Ar (1%), O2 (21%), N2 (78%) —.

• Initial relative humidity of 40% at existing air proportion (0.02%
in operation, 40% in maintenance).

• A common source volume for infiltrations, with atmospheric air
conditions. Even if in the real plant design the studied inert room
are surrounded by other underpressurized spaces, our study is
based on fixed infiltration rates, allowing their simplification into
a common external air source.

• The purity (99.95% Ar, 0.05% air, and relative humidity of
0.02%), temperature and pressure of the injected Ar by the ArSS.

• The flow rate extracted from the rooms by the ArPS. A total flow
rate of 80 m∕h per VPSA is considered, according to the current
system design.

• Purification efficiencies assumed for a flow rate of 80 m∕h, as
described in Table 1.

• A fixed HLR during the maintenance-operation transition.

3.2. Argon purification simulation

To simulate the operation of the ArPS, we distinguish between
rejected and purified flows. A total flow rate of 80 m3/h is extracted
by each of the 𝑛 VPSA units. As shown in Fig. 3, 𝑄𝑅 represents the
rejected flow to the G-RWTS, while 𝑄𝑃 represents the remaining flow
(𝑛 ⋅ 80 −𝑄𝑅) that is purified and returned to the system.

MELCOR allows the definition of explicit sources and sinks —
i.e., negative sources — of mass and/or energy. Each CV mass
source/sink is associated with a specific material introduced or re-
moved from the volume according to a specific rate (kg/s). MELCOR
does not specify concentration distributions within CVs, assuming
homogenization of all elements. Thus, it is possible to model the
extraction of impurities with mass sinks instead of using additional FLs
and CVs.

The modelling of this extraction can be summarized as follows:

1. Based on the efficiencies of the VPSAs, we calculate the amount
of impurities to be removed per m3 of room atmosphere. MEL-
COR assumes that these atmospheres are homogeneous.

2. We scale the amount of impurities to the volume to be purified
at each time step (𝑄𝑃 ).

3. The sinks remove directly from CV004 the mass of impurities
corresponding to the calculated volume. We consider a separate
sink for each impurity (O , N , H O).
2 2 2
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Table 3
List of variables and abbreviations in the model.

Variable Units Abbreviation

Rejected/injected/purified Ar flow m3/h 𝑄𝑅, 𝑄𝐼 , 𝑄𝑃
Hourly leak rate h−1 HLR
Final impurity concentrations % (vol.) 𝐶O2

𝑓 , 𝐶N2
𝑓 , 𝐶H2O

𝑓
Initial/final Ar concentration % (vol.) 𝐶Ar

0 , 𝐶Ar
𝑓

Injected Ar volume per year m3 𝑉𝐼
Rejected volume per year m3 𝑉𝑅
Initial/current pressure in CV004 Pa 𝑃 𝐶𝑉 004

0 , 𝑃 𝐶𝑉 004

Furthermore, the rejected flow rate 𝑄𝑅 is extracted through FL001
o be treated by the G-RWTS (CV001). If required, this volume is

refilled in the rooms atmospheres with pure Ar by the ArSS through
FL003.

Finally, the volume removed from the system — including Ar and
impurities — is given by the sum of 𝑄𝑅 and the impurities removed
from CV004. If this amount results less than the infiltrations from
external volumes (FL002), the pressure in the Ar-filled rooms will
increase over time due to the unbalanced mass flow.

4. Methodology

In the following subsections, we will describe the simulation scenar-
ios conducted. We first study the ArPS operation with and without Ar
injection. Then, the maintenance-operation transition is analysed.

A summary of the variables referred to in the following subsections
and their corresponding abbreviations can be found in Table 3.

4.1. Analysis of the ArPS in operation mode

Two different models are considered to find the optimal configura-
tion of the ArPS in operation mode. First, we assume a model where
Ar injection is suppressed (𝑄𝐼 = 0) and determine a 𝑄𝑅 value that
maintains stable pressures and impurity levels during a full year of
operation. We then look at an alternative scenario where the injection
of clean Ar from the ArSS is enabled (𝑄𝐼 ≠ 0) to evaluate if improve-
ments are achieved over the previous scenario. We thus sought to assess
whether the injection of clean Ar is strictly necessary to maintain low
impurity concentrations during operation, as it is actually contemplated
in the current design of the facility. We also consider the possibility of
varying the number of VPSA units and leak rates, assessing its impact
on the rooms’ pressures and impurity concentrations.

Starting from the initial room conditions described in Appendix A,
we conduct a parametric study for each HLR, looking for the configu-
ration that:

• Ensures that the impurity concentrations are below operational
safety limits during simulation time.

• Maintains stable pressures in inert atmosphere rooms, such that
𝑃𝐶𝑉 004 ∈

[

𝑃𝐶𝑉 004
0 ± 40

]

Pa, where oscillations of 40 Pa around
101065 Pa are assumed to provide enough margin to ensure the
dynamic confinement conditions.

• Reduces 𝑉𝑅 and 𝑉𝐼 (when considered), and hence its associated
costs.

4.1.1. Scenario without clean Ar injection
In this case, the objective is to test whether pressure increases

caused by infiltrations in the inert rooms can be compensated by
removing part of the Ar-filled atmosphere without any injection of
clean Ar, while maintaining acceptable purity levels. In this way, the
volume corresponding to 𝑄𝑅 is not re-injected as clean Ar, but as air
purifiable by the VPSAs.

The impurities concentrations and pressures depend exclusively on:
(1) the purification achieved by the VPSA units, (2) the rejected Ar flow
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rate, 𝑄𝑅, and (3) the assumed leak rates (HLRs). t
Table 4
Scenarios suppressing Ar inlet.

Scenario HLR (h−1) VPSA units

(A1)
1.0E−04

1
(A2) 2
(A3) 3

(A4)
5.0E−04

1
(A5) 2
(A6) 3

(A7)
5.0E−03

1
(A8) 2
(A9) 3

To keep the pressure of the inertized rooms stable, the value of 𝑄𝑅
epends on their current pressure, that is:

𝑅 =

{

𝑘 if 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004 ≥ 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004
0

0 otherwise
(1)

here 𝑘 ∈ R+. As the rejected volume is calculated by integrating 𝑄𝑅
ver the whole year, the total rejected volume (𝑉𝑅) is independent of
he value of 𝑘 — i.e., 𝑉𝑅 remains invariant — and it only has an effect
n pressure oscillations. If 𝑘 increases, then 𝑄𝑅 will be > 0 for a shorter
eriod of time, but resulting in the same integral value of 𝑉𝑅, as it is
he volume needed to level the balance of mass flows in CV004 for a
ull year. At the same time, the exhausted volume should compensate
or the pressure rise caused by air infiltrations from the surrounding
reas.

The performance of the purifiers is considered independent of the
mount of impurities passing through them — i.e., no saturation is
ssumed —, which makes the system mainly dependant on the leak
izing. In addition, the operation of multiple VPSA units working in
arallel is also studied, assuming: 𝑄𝑃 + 𝑄𝑅 = 𝑛 ⋅ 80, with 𝑛 being the
umber of operative units.

To summarize, tests omitting clean Ar injection were performed us-
ng different numbers of VPSA units and HLRs, leading to the scenarios
hown in Table 4. Moreover, we consider (A4) as the baseline scenario
ereafter, since it assumes an intermediate HLR and only requires the
peration of a single VPSA, which corresponds to the current system
esign.

.1.2. Scenario with clean Ar injection
In the second scenario, we consider alternating clean Ar injection

nto the system from the ArSS. Unlike the previous case, the impurity
oncentrations and pressures also depend on the amount of injected
r, as there exists a relationship between it and the rejected flow:

he bigger 𝑄𝑅, the bigger the necessary 𝑄𝐼 to compensate for the
onsequent pressure drop, and vice versa. For this reason, we consider
he values of 𝑄𝑅 and 𝑄𝐼 as function of the current pressure in the
ooms, such that:

𝑅 =

{

𝑘 if 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004 ≥ 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004
0

0 otherwise
(2)

𝑄𝐼 =

{

0 if 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004 ≥ 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004
0

𝑘 otherwise
(3)

here 𝑘 ∈ R+. In contrast to the previous scenario, the rejected volume
𝑅 oscillates depending on the amount of clean Ar injected 𝑉𝐼 —
.e., the higher the injected Ar volume, the higher the rejection required

. The different proposed scenarios are summarized in Table 5.

.2. Analysis of the maintenance-operation transition

We now analyse the behaviour of the LLC when transitioning from
aintenance to operation mode in a given period of time, supposing

hat the rest of the rooms can be independently kept in a steady state.
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Table 5
Scenarios considering Ar injection.

Scenario HLR (h−1) VPSA units

(B1) 1.0E−04
1(B2) 5.0E−04

(B3) 5.0E−03

Fig. 4. Diagram of the alternative ArPS MELCOR model for the maintenance-to-
operation transition, where CV004∗ represents the LLC with air atmosphere.

The influence of different parameters is considered, such as the
number of VPSA units, their saturation, or the assumed transition days
— to be minimized —. We assume that real purification units will not
have the same efficiency in atmospheres composed entirely of air as in
practically inert ones. Therefore, different saturation of mass rates are
assumed for each impurity extraction, as shown in Table 2.

The MELCOR model employed for this experimentation is repre-
sented in Fig. 4. In this case, volume CV004∗ represents the air-filled
LLC, as specified in Appendix A, with clean Ar injection and HLR =
5.0E−4 h−1. We consider a continuous Ar injection flow rate 𝑄𝐼 , while
the rejected one 𝑄𝑅 is pressure-dependent, as in the previous scenarios:

𝑄𝑅 =

{

𝐶1 ⋅ 𝑘 if 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004∗ ≥ 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004∗
0

𝐶2 ⋅ 𝑘 otherwise
(4)

𝑄𝐼 = 𝑘 (5)

with 𝑘, 𝐶1, 𝐶2 ∈ R+. In this case, 𝐶1 and 𝐶2 values are adjusted
to ensure the pressure stabilization, and may vary depending on the
scenario. For most of the cases, 𝐶1 = 1.0125 and 𝐶2 = 0.95 meet
this objective, except when the rejected flow becomes less significant
compared to the purified flow (𝑄𝑅 ≪ 𝑄𝑃 ), thus assuming 𝐶2 ∈
{0.85, 0.9}.

Based on these premises, we perform a parametric study for dif-
ferent values of 𝑉𝐼 — directly related to 𝑄𝐼 —, looking for the con-
figuration that ensures that final impurity concentrations are below
operational safety limits. We also seek to minimize 𝑉𝐼 and 𝑉𝑅, while en-
suring stable pressure during transition —i.e., 𝑃𝐶𝑉 004∗ ∈

[

𝑃𝐶𝑉 004∗
0 ± 40

]

Pa.
We begin by considering a one-day transition period, varying the

number of VPSA units, Ar volume injected, and saturation values. These
scenarios are summarized in Table 6.

Finally, we consider additional scenarios that increase the number
of days employed for the maintenance-operation transition up to 5
days. These are summarized in Table 7.

5. Results of the parametric study

5.1. Analysis of the ArPS operation mode

The following subsections present the results of the ArPS simula-
tions under operation conditions, both omitting and considering clean
Ar injection. All referenced data are included in Appendix B.
6

Table 6
Description of the maintenance-to-operation scenarios for one-day transi-
tion period. Saturation rates correspond to the values previously defined
in Table 2.

Scenario VPSA units 𝑉𝐼 (m3) Saturation rates

(C1)

1

2400

S1
(C2) 4800
(C3) 6000
(C4) 7200

(C5)

2

2400

S1
(C6) 4800
(C7) 6000
(C8) 7200

(C9)

1

2400

S2
(C10) 4800
(C11) 6000
(C12) 7200

Table 7
Summary of maintenance-operation transition scenarios for different time periods and
injected Ar. Saturation rate correspond to the value previously defined in Table 2.

Days VPSA
units

Saturation
rate

V𝐼 (m3)

2400 4800 6000 7200

1 (C1) (C2) (C3) (C4)
2 (D1) (D2) (D3) (D4)
3 1 S1 (D5) (D6) (D7) (D8)
4 (D9) (D10) (D11) (D12)
5 (D13) (D14) (D15) (D16)

5.1.1. Scenarios without clean Ar injection (A1-6)
Regarding the ArPS model without clear Ar injection, the results

obtained for each scenario are shown in Fig. 5, representing the final
concentrations of N2, O2, and H2O, as well as total volumes of Ar
rejected (grey bars and bottom axis).

For scenarios (A1-6), impurity concentrations do not exceed 4% by
volume, without surpassing 1% for scenarios (A1-3). As expected, when
the number of VPSA units is increased, the impurity concentrations
consequently decrease, reducing the Ar rejection necessary to regulate
the pressure levels. Therefore, the inclusion of additional VPSA units
proves useful in these scenarios.

The HLR considered is also a critical factor when determining ArPS
performance. For the largest HLR scenarios (A7-9), impurity concen-
trations are above 10%, while pressure peaks of nearly +40 Pa are
observed. This is caused by large infiltrations compared to the capacity
of the purification units, resulting in massive volume rejections. In
general, we observe that increasing the HLR implies bigger pressure
fluctuations and volume rejected.

For the smallest HLR scenarios (A1-3) infiltration flows are not
large enough to compensate the purified volumes through the VPSA
units. This results in an initial pressure drop (over 200 Pa) when
including additional VPSA units in (A2-3). This situation could be
prevented by starting from a purer initial atmosphere, thus avoiding
large purification flows. However, after this event, pressure fluctuations
keep stable, and the system behaves smoothly.

5.1.2. Scenarios considering Ar injection (B1-3)
We now analyse the results obtained for the scenarios where clean

Ar injection is enabled. For comparison with scenarios including Ar
injection, only the case with a single VPSA unit is considered. The
results obtained are represented in Fig. 6.

As it can be noted, large volumes of Ar are rejected, which will re-
quire their compensation with recurrent clean Ar injection. We observe
how (B1-2) scenarios converge at impurity concentrations below 1%
and 4%, respectively, while (B3) exceeds 30%. These concentrations
are quite similar to the no-injection scenario with a single VPSA unit
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Fig. 5. Results obtained in scenarios without clean Ar injection (A1-9). Final concentrations of N2, O2, H2O and total volume of rejected Ar (𝑉𝑅) are represented for each scenario.

Fig. 6. Results obtained in scenarios with clean Ar injection (B1-3) compared with the baseline scenario (A4). Final concentrations of N2, O2, H2O and total volume of injected
(𝑉𝐼 ) and rejected Ar (𝑉𝑅) during a year of operation are represented for each scenario.
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Fig. 7. Results obtained in scenarios for maintenance-operation transition (C1-12). Final concentration and total volume of rejected Ar in a whole year operating (𝑉𝑅) are represented
for each scenario.

Fig. 8. Results obtained in scenarios for maintenance-operation transition (C1-4) and (D1-16). Final concentration and total volume of rejected Ar after a year of operation (𝑉𝑅)
are represented for each scenario.
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(A1,4,7). In addition, pressure variations in the largest HLR case (B3)
do not remain in the expected ±40 Pa range.

Therefore, the injection of clean Ar during operation does not
ignificantly reduce the impurity concentrations inside inert rooms.
his avoids the need to reject large volumes through the G-RWTS and
eplace them with clean Ar from the ArSS to maintain pressure levels.
hus, the no-injection scenario is assumed to be the most efficient and
ost-effective solution while meeting safety requirements.

.2. Analysis of the maintenance-operation transition

The results of simulating the maintenance-operation transition in
he LLC under different configurations are now described. During this
rocess, clean Ar is injected into the LLC, while a certain volume of
he room atmosphere is exhausted without passing through the VPSA
nits.

We begin by considering a one-day transition period, varying the
njected Ar volume, the saturation extraction of mass rates values,
nd the number of VPSA units purifying at their maximum capacity
𝑄𝑃 = 𝑛 ⋅ 80 m3/h).

Fig. 7 depicts the final Ar concentration and rejected volumes for
these scenarios. As can be observed, increasing the number of VPSA
units (C5-8) or their saturation capacities (C9-12) does not significantly
improve the final composition of the rooms compared to the 1-VPSA
scenario (C1-4), since impurity concentrations differ by less than 1%
for the same injected Ar volume. Nevertheless, increasing the number
of VPSA results in a greater H2O extraction, given that no saturation is
considered for this impurity.

Furthermore, a larger clean Ar injection is associated not only with
a purer final state but also with a larger rejected flow and consequently
with higher economic costs. It also involves larger pressure variations,
although these fluctuations do not exceed +45 Pa in any scenario.

Finally, we consider several scenarios in which the number of days
mployed for the maintenance-operation transition is increased up to 5
ays. The results are represented in Fig. 8.

For the same injected clean Ar volume, increasing the transition
ime forces a slower injection and, therefore, the rejection of larger
olumes to obtain similar results. Hence, for a similar Ar inventory,
he final composition is worse in the shortest transition time scenario.
imilarly, given the same final purity, cleaner Ar is required to achieve
horter transition periods.

In conclusion, the results demonstrate that increasing the number
f days employed for the air-to-Ar atmosphere transition does not
esult in a significant improvement in the final impurity concentrations.
or those cases with similar Ar injection, variations are about 1%
er additional day employed (see Appendix B). In addition, Ar final
oncentrations reach 90% with an injection slightly smaller than 6000
3, which represents more than twice the LLC volume.

. Conclusions and future work

In this paper, we model and provide a parametric study of the
FMIF-DONES Ar purification subsystem. Based on preliminary design
arameters, we analyse the purification process of the Ar-filled rooms,
tudying the influence of several parameters — number of purification
nits, Ar injection, and rejected flows — on the final concentrations
f Li contaminants, as well as the assurance of dynamic confinement
uring one year of operation.

We observe that, in the scenarios considered, clean Ar injection
s not necessary to maintain safe conditions in the inert rooms. In
ddition, increasing the number of purification units used by the ArPS
esulted in a slight improvement regarding O2, N2 and H2O concentra-
ions. We also find that minimizing leak rates is the major governing
rocess in order to reduce these impurities in the inert atmospheres.
n this basis, the final impurities concentrations after a full year of
9

operation are low enough to consider that Li ignition is not feasible in
these atmospheres.

Finally, we analyse the maintenance-operation transition in the spe-
cific case of the LLC, demonstrating its feasibility in a period from one
to five days, depending on the assumed equipment and Ar inventory.
We observe that, in the case of the LLC, an injection of 4800 m3 —
approximately twice its volume — is required to meet an operation
purity requirements of at least 85%. The actual amount necessary will
depend on the purity requirements and the number of days invested
in this transition. Additionally, a longer transition period will lead to
better impurity removal by the ArPS, resulting in a lower rejected flow
rate.

As future work, we intend to conduct a detailed study of reactions
involving Li for the final states obtained in these simulations. Further-
more, we will continue iterating on the study of the ArPS, incorporating
additional scenarios and updated design parameters, thus leading to an
expanded review of its performance.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

A. Manjavacas: Writing – original draft, Visualization, Software,
Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Data curation, Concep-
tualization. M.A. Vázquez-Barroso: Writing – original draft, Visual-
ization, Software, Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Data
curation, Conceptualization. C. Torregrosa-Martín: Writing – review
& editing, Validation, Supervision, Resources, Project administration,
Methodology, Investigation, Funding acquisition, Formal analysis. J.
Maestre: Writing – review & editing, Validation, Supervision, Re-
sources, Project administration, Methodology, Investigation, Formal
analysis, Data curation, Conceptualization. F. Martín-Fuertes: Writing
– review & editing, Validation, Supervision, Resources, Project ad-
ministration, Methodology, Investigation, Funding acquisition, Formal
analysis, Conceptualization.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing finan-
cial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to
influence the work reported in this paper.

Data availability

The code, data and plots used in this work are available in the
following repository: https://github.com/manjavacas/paper-sgs-ifmif-
dones.

Acknowledgements

This work has been financed by the Consejo de Seguridad Nuclear,
Spain through the ‘‘Subvención de I+D+i SUBV-12/2021 Ref. PR-051-
2021’’. In addition, it has been financed by the Junta de Andalucia
through the project ‘‘SE2021 UGR IFMIF-DONES’’ co-financed by the
European Regional Development Fund ERDF ‘‘A way to make Eu-
rope’’/‘‘Andalusia moves with Europe’’. Finally, the work has been
carried out within the framework of the EUROfusion Consortium,
funded by the European Union via the Euratom Research and Training
Programme (Grant Agreement No 101052200 — EUROfusion). Views
and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the Eu-
ropean Commission. Neither the European Union nor the European
Commission can be held responsible for them.

Appendix A. MELCOR input data

Table A.8 summarizes the properties of the volumes represented in
the ArPS MELCOR model, including their geometry, gas composition,
pressure, humidity and temperature. The initial pressure of CV004
— to be kept steady during operation — corresponds to a C4 en-
closure according to ISO 17873 classification, while the rest remain
time-independent.

https://github.com/manjavacas/paper-sgs-ifmif-dones
https://github.com/manjavacas/paper-sgs-ifmif-dones
https://github.com/manjavacas/paper-sgs-ifmif-dones
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Table A.8
CVs geometries, initial properties and gas compositions in the reference model. Extracted from the Main Building, HVAC and SGS design description documents.

CV Represents Geometry Initial properties Gas composition

Height (m) Volume (m3) Depression (Pa) Temperature (◦C) Rel. humidity (%) Ar (%) O2 (%) N2 (%)

CV001 G-RWTS 50 106 0 20 40 1 21 78

CV002 Air inlet 50 106 0 20 40 1 21 78

CV003 ArSS 30 106 −260 20 0.02 99.95 0.0105 0.0395

CV004

LLC 7.2

7.2

2635

3922 -260 20 0.2 99.5 0.105 0.395TIR 14.5 209

HTC 8.5 532

CTC 8.5 546

CV004∗ LLC 7.2 2635 −260 20 40 1 21 78
.

Table A.9
Model FLs.

FL Represents Length (m) Flow area (m2)

FL001 Rejected flow through ArPS 7.5 0.5
FL002 Air leak path from external volumes 0.5 0.5
FL003 Ar injection from ArSS 0.5 1.0

Table B.1
Simulation results suppressing Ar inlet. 𝑉𝑅 is integrated over a whole year of operation

Scenario 𝑉𝑅 (m3/year) Impurity concentrations (%) 𝐶𝑓
Ar (%)

𝐶O2
𝑓 𝐶N2

𝑓 𝐶H2O
𝑓

(A1) 43 0.14 0.58 6.8E−3 99.28
(A2) 29 0.067 0.29 3.4E−3 99.64
(A3) 29 0.045 0.19 2.3E−3 99.76

(A4) 240 0.68 2.88 0.034 96.4
(A5) 216 0.34 1.44 0.017 98.2
(A6) 168 0.23 0.96 0.011 98.8

(A7) 5156 6.8 28.8 0.34 64.1
(A8) 3000 3.39 14.4 0.17 82.0
(A9) 2520 2.3 9.6 0.11 88.0

We assume the same HLRs for all rooms, which correspond to the
ost conservative within its ISO 10648–2 classification. In turn, if we

ook at the layout of the rooms in the building, the volume from which
he air infiltrates into the inert rooms does not make a difference on
eak simulations, as all the surrounding rooms share common character-
stics and the HLR determines the total volume injected, independently
f the room geometry.

Note that, even if the TIR is placed in the first floor of the building
hilst the rest of the rooms are located in the base floor, we consider
ll of the at the same height to avoid gravitational effects. In fact,
e assume a number of Ar supply considerations that are consistent
ith the ArSS as opposed to the ArPS studied in this work. These

onsiderations include gravitational effects, Ar supply temperature,
ressure drops in supply ducts, etc.

Finally, Table A.9 summarizes the physical properties and functions
f the FLs included in the model.

ppendix B. Simulation results

This appendix includes the tables with the output data correspond-
ng to the considered scenarios. While (A1-9) scenarios ( Table B.1)
epresent simulations suppressing clean Ar injection, (B1-3) scenarios (
able B.2) allow it.

Tables B.3 and B.4 represent the results for different simulations
f the maintenance-operation transition. In these scenarios, the former
ases (C1-12) represent different configurations for a 1-day scenario,
hile the latter data (C1-4, D1-16) compares the results obtained for
ifferent transition periods.
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Table B.2
Simulation results including Ar inlet. 𝑉𝐼 and 𝑉𝑅 are integrated over a whole year of
operation.

Scenario 𝑉𝐼 (m3/year) 𝑉𝑅 (m3/year) Impurity concentrations (%) 𝐶𝑓
Ar (%)

𝐶O2
𝑓 𝐶N2

𝑓 𝐶H2O
𝑓

(B1) 1730 1770 0.14 0.58 6.8E−3 99.3
(B2) 8450 9050 0.68 2.86 0.034 96.4
(B3) 67 000 108 000 6.5 27.1 0.34 66.1

Table B.3
Results of the sensibility analysis for one-day maintenance-operation transition in the
LLC, with HLR = 5.0E−4 h−1.

Scenario 𝑉𝑅 (m3/year) Impurity concentrations (%) 𝐶Ar
𝑓 (%)

𝐶O2
𝑓 𝐶N2

𝑓 𝐶H2O
𝑓

(C1) 2348 7.87 29.2 0.18 62.7
(C2) 4750 2.93 10.9 0.070 86.1
(C3) 5951 1.77 6.58 0.044 91.6
(C4) 7151 1.06 3.95 0.029 95.0

(C5) 2344 7.88 29.3 0.088 62.7
(C6) 4747 2.93 10.9 0.035 86.1
(C7) 5948 1.77 6.59 0.023 91.6
(C8) 7148 1.06 3.95 0.015 95.0

(C9) 2275 7.70 28.6 0.18 63.5
(C10) 4677 2.74 10.2 0.072 87.0
(C11) 5880 1.60 5.98 0.046 92.4
(C12) 7090 0.95 3.61 0.029 95.4

Table B.4
Results of the sensibility analysis for different periods of maintenance-operation
transition in the LLC, with HLR = 5.0E−4 h−1.

Scenario 𝑉𝑅 (m3/year) Impurity concentrations (%) 𝐶Ar
𝑓 (%)

𝐶O2
𝑓 𝐶N2

𝑓 𝐶H2O
𝑓

(D1) 2300 7.79 28.9 0.094 63.2
(D2) 4703 2.82 10.5 0.039 86.6
(D3) 5904 1.67 6.20 0.026 92.1
(D4) 7105 0.96 3.60 0.018 95.4

(D5) 2302 7.54 28.0 0.051 64.4
(D6) 4681 2.68 9.97 0.024 87.3
(D7) 5906 1.53 5.67 0.017 92.8
(D8) 7061 0.87 3.26 0.013 95.9

(D9) 2208 7.59 28.2 0.032 64.2
(D10) 4612 2.60 9.65 0.017 87.7
(D11) 5813 1.45 5.39 0.013 93.2
(D12) 7018 0.77 2.95 0.011 96.3

(D13) 2163 7.49 27.8 0.022 64.7
(D14) 4566 2.48 9.22 0.014 88.3
(D15) 5768 1.34 4.97 0.012 93.7
(D16) 6977 0.69 2.67 0.010 96.6



Fusion Engineering and Design 205 (2024) 114560A. Manjavacas et al.
References

[1] J.E. Leis, et al., Report on the international fusion irradiation facility, in: IEA
Workshop San Diego, USA, Febr, 1989, pp. 14–17.

[2] Á. Ibarra, F. Arbeiter, D. Bernardi, M. Cappelli, A. García, R. Heidinger, W.
Królas, U. Fischer, F. Martín-Fuertes, G. Micciché, et al., The IFMIF-DONES
project: Preliminary engineering design, Nucl. Fusion 58 (10) (2018) 105002,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aad91f.

[3] D. Stork, P. Agostini, J. Boutard, D. Buckthorpe, E. Diegele, S.L. Dudarev, C.
English, G. Federici, M.R. Gilbert, S. González, et al., Materials R&D for a
timely DEMO: Key findings and recommendations of the EU roadmap materials
assessment group, Fusion Eng. Des. 89 (7) (2014) 1586–1594, http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.11.007.

[4] Á. Ibarra, R. Heidinger, P. Barabaschi, F. Mota, A. Mosnier, P. Cara, F.S. Nitti,
A stepped approach from IFMIF/EVEDA toward IFMIF, Fusion Sci. Technol. 66
(1) (2014) 252–259, http://dx.doi.org/10.13182/FST13-778.

[5] A.J.H. Donné, W. Morris, X. Litaudon, C. Hidalgo, D. McDonald, H. Zohm,
E. Diegele, A. Möslang, K. Nordlund, G. Federici, European research roadmap
to the realization of fusion energy EUROfusion consortium, 2018, URL http:
//hdl.handle.net/10138/293624.

[6] Ministerio de Industria y Energía, Real Decreto 1836/1999, de 3 de diciembre,
por el que se aprueba el Reglamento sobre instalaciones nucleares y radiactivas,
1999, pp. 46463–46482, URL https://www.boe.es/eli/es/rd/1999/12/03/1836.

[7] Consejo de Seguridad Nuclear, Instrucción IS-26, de 16 de junio de 2010, del
Consejo de Seguridad Nuclear, sobre requisitos básicos de seguridad nuclear
aplicables a las instalaciones nucleares, 2010, pp. 60215–60229, URL https:
//www.boe.es/eli/es/ins/2010/06/16/is26.

[8] F. Martín-Fuertes, M.E. García, P. Fernández, A. Cortés, G. D’Ovidio, E. Fer-
nández, T. Pinna, M.T. Porfiri, U. Fischer, F. Ogando, et al., Integration of
safety in IFMIF-DONES design, Safety 5 (4) (2019) 74, http://dx.doi.org/10.
3390/safety5040074.

[9] D. Bernardi, Á. Ibarra, F. Arbeiter, F. Arranz, M. Cappelli, P. Cara, J. Castellanos,
H. Dzitko, A. García, J. Gutiérrez, et al., The IFMIF-DONES project: Design status
and main achievements within the EUROfusion FP8 work programme, J. Fusion
Energy 41 (2) (2022) 24, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10894-022-00337-5.

[10] International Organization for Standarization, Nuclear facilities — Criteria for
the design and operation of ventilation systems for nuclear installations other
than nuclear reactors (ISO standard no. 17873:2004), 2004, URL https://www.
iso.org/standard/37257.html.

[11] International Organization for Standarization, Containment enclosures — Part 2:
Classification according to leak tightness and associated checking methods (ISO
standard no. 10648-2:1994), 1994, URL https://www.iso.org/standard/20483.
html.
11
[12] R.O. Gauntt, R.K. Cole, C.M. Erickson, R.G. Gido, R.D. Gasser, S.B. Rodríguez,
M.F. Young, MELCOR computer code manuals, vol. 1: Primer and user’s guide,
version 1.8.6, in: NUREG/CR 6119, vol. 1, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
2005.

[13] R.O. Gauntt, R.K. Cole, C.M. Erickson, R.G. Gido, R.D. Gasser, S.B. Rodríguez,
M.F. Young, MELCOR computer code manuals, vol. 2: Reference manuals, version
1.8.6, in: NUREG/CR 6119, vol. 2, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 2005.

[14] D.N. Dongiovanni, M.T. Porfiri, Exploratory fire analysis in DONES lithium
system, Fusion Eng. Des. 156 (2020) 111680, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
fusengdes.2020.111680.

[15] G. D’Ovidio, F. Martín-Fuertes, J.C. Marugán, S. Bermejo, F.S Nitti, Lithium fire
protection design approach in IFMIF-DONES facility, Fusion Eng. Des. 189 (2023)
113446, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2023.113446.

[16] R.A. Rhein, Lithium Combustion: A Review, Naval Weapon Center (USA), 1990,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.10.172.

[17] T. Furukawa, Y. Hirakawa, H. Kondo, T. Kanemura, E. Wakai, Chemical reaction
of lithium with room temperature atmosphere ofvarious humidities, Fusion Eng.
Des. 98–99 (2015) 2138–2141, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2014.11.
019.

[18] T. Furukawa, Y. Hirakawa, S. Kato, Corrosion of austenitic steel in leakage
lithium, Fusion Eng. Des. 88 (2013) 2502–2505, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
fusengdes.2013.04.036.

[19] G. D’Ovidio, F. Martín-Fuertes, D. Alegre, J.C. Marugán, A. Pitigoi, J. Sierra,
J. Molla, CIEMAT experimental proposal on lithium ignition in support of
DONES licensing (LiFIRE facility), Nucl. Mater. Energy 31 (2022) 101177, http:
//dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2022.101177.

[20] G. D’Ovidio, F. Martín-Fuertes, D. Alegre, J. Mollá, B. Brañas, V. Gutiérrez, V.
Villamayor, J.C. Marugán, J. Gallo, A. Fernández, et al., The LiFIRE experimental
facility: Final design, construction and experimental campaign, Fusion Eng. Des.
201 (2024) 114244, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2024.114244.

[21] B.J. Merrill, D.L. Hagrman, M.J. Gaeta, D.A. Petti, Assessment of CONTAIN and
MELCOR for Performing LOCA and LOVA Analyses in ITER, Technical report,
EG and G Idaho, Inc., Idaho Falls, ID (United States), 1994, http://dx.doi.org/
10.2172/10191397.

[22] T. Honda, H. Bartels, B.J. Merrill, T. Inabe, D. Petti, R. Moore, T. Okazaki,
Analyses of loss of vacuum accident (LOVA) in ITER, Fus. Eng. Des. 47 (4)
(2000) 361–375, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0920-3796(99)00067-8.

[23] P.W. Humrickhouse, B.J. Merrill, MELCOR accident analysis for ARIES-ACT,
Fusion Sci. Technol. 64 (2) (2013) 340–344, http://dx.doi.org/10.13182/FST13-
A18100.

[24] M. Pérez, G. D’Ovidio, F. Martín-Fuertes, Application of the MELCOR for fusion
code to the transient accident analysis of the IFMIF-DONES test cell, J. Fusion
Energy 42 (2) (2023) 38, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10894-023-00378-4.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aad91f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.11.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.11.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.11.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.13182/FST13-778
http://hdl.handle.net/10138/293624
http://hdl.handle.net/10138/293624
http://hdl.handle.net/10138/293624
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/rd/1999/12/03/1836
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/ins/2010/06/16/is26
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/ins/2010/06/16/is26
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/ins/2010/06/16/is26
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/safety5040074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/safety5040074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/safety5040074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10894-022-00337-5
https://www.iso.org/standard/37257.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/37257.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/37257.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/20483.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/20483.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/20483.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0920-3796(24)00413-7/sb13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2020.111680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2020.111680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2020.111680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2023.113446
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.10.172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2014.11.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2014.11.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2014.11.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.04.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.04.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2013.04.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2022.101177
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2022.101177
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2022.101177
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2024.114244
http://dx.doi.org/10.2172/10191397
http://dx.doi.org/10.2172/10191397
http://dx.doi.org/10.2172/10191397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0920-3796(99)00067-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.13182/FST13-A18100
http://dx.doi.org/10.13182/FST13-A18100
http://dx.doi.org/10.13182/FST13-A18100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10894-023-00378-4

	Definition and optimization of a MELCOR model of the IFMIF-DONES Argon Purification Subsystem
	Introduction
	Design considerations of the ArPS 
	Ar-filled rooms and operation modes
	Ar purification requirements
	Objectives of the Parametric Studies

	MELCOR model description 
	ArPS MELCOR model 
	Argon purification simulation

	Methodology
	Analysis of the ArPS in operation mode
	Scenario without clean Ar injection
	Scenario with clean Ar injection

	Analysis of the maintenance-operation transition

	Results of the parametric study 
	Analysis of the ArPS operation mode
	Scenarios without clean Ar injection (A1-6)
	Scenarios considering Ar injection (B1-3)

	Analysis of the maintenance-operation transition

	Conclusions and future work
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A. MELCOR input data
	Appendix B. Simulation results
	References


