NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH
INITIATIVE

Risk Informed Assessment of Regulatory and Design

Requirements for Future Nuclear Power Plants
(Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. M004)

Final Technical Report

Report # DOE/SF21902
(Internal: #RISK-G-001-2003)

January 29, 2003



Fina Technical Report DOE/SF21902
January 2003 RISK-G-001-2003

Prepared for the United States Department of Energy,
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology

I ssued by Westinghouse Electric Company

NOTICE: Thisreport wasprepared asan account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States Government.
Neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their employeesnor any of their contractors,
subcontractors, or their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or
responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product or process
disclosed, or representsthat itsusewould not infringeupon privately owned rights. Reference hereinto any specific
commercial product, process, or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, doesnot necessarily
constituteor imply itsendorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government, any agency ther eof
or any of their contractorsor subcontractors. The views and opinions expressed herein do not necessarily state or
reflect those of the United States Government, any agency thereof or any of their contractors.



Fina Technical Report DOE/SF21902
January 2003 RISK-G-001-2003

Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .ottt Il
1.0 INTRODUCTION ....coiiiiiieieenie ettt neesne e e 1
1.1  BACKGROUND.....utttieeiittee ettt e e ettt e e e abee e e e asbe e e s s aabeee e e anbeeeesanbeeesaanseeeeeanneeaeas 1
I VA o N ORI 2
1.3 SUMMARY OF RESULTSAND POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTATION BENEFITS............. 3
2.0 PROJECT GOALSAND ORGANIZATION ..ot 4
A N €0 )Y = TP SR TR 4
2.2 ORGANIZATION. cetttiuttieaeaiuttea e attee e e e ateeeaeaasbeeaesasbeeeeeaseeeassanseeeeaanbeeeesanseeesansees 6
221 Task 1. Development of Risk-Informed Methodologies...........cooccevevieenneen. 6
222 Task 2: Strengthen the Reliability Database .........cccooceveieeeiiie e, 6
3.0 APPROACH AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS......cooiiiiiieeeeee e 9
3.1 TASK 1 DEVELOPMENT OF RISK-INFORMED M ETHODOLOGIES.....c..cccveeeernnee. 9
311 Task 1.1- Identify All Applicable Current Regulatory Requirements and
INAUSITY SEBNAAITS.......cooeeeiieie e 9
312 Task 1.2 - Identify Systems, Structures, and Components (SSCs) and Their
Associated Costsfor aTypical Plant..........oocoveieeiiiiiieeeeeeee e, 11
3.1.3 Task 1.3- Develop Methodology for Risk-Informing Requirements and
=0 = 0 L3 RSP 17
3.1.4 Task 1.4 - Develop Methodology for Simplifying SSCs: Risk-Based Design
and Performance Evaluation of Systems, Structures, and Components....... 19
3.1.5 Identify High Priority Requirements, Standards, and SSCs..............cccceeee 26
3.1.6 Apply Methodologiesto aSample SSC............cccoiieieniieniieneeeeeseeeee 29
3.1.7 Evaluate Regulatory Processes and Develop Recommended | mprovements32
3.1.8 Coordinate With Industry and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission........... 33
3.2 TASK 2 STRENGTHENING THE RELIABILITY DATABASE.......ceviiiiieeeeiiieee e 35
321 Task 2.1 - Current Sources of Reliability Datafor SSCs..........cccocevvernene 35
3.22 Task 2.2 -Datalnput Specification, Numeric Data Attributes..................... 36
323 Task 23— Improvementsin the Reliability Databases...........cccccccevereennee. 37
40LIST OF DELIVERABLESAND PUBLICATIONS.......cccoiiieiierieeieeseeneene 40
5.0 REFERENCES........co e 42
APPENDIX A: COST AND MILESTONE COMPLETION SUMMARY.............. 44



Fina Technical Report DOE/SF21902
January 2003 RISK-G-001-2003

Executive Summary

This document provides thefinal technical summary report to the Department of Energy (DOE)
for thisjust-completed project. 1n previous project years, final reports on four of eleven subtasks
wereissued. Thisyear, work on the remaining seven subtasks has been completed and
corresponding reports have been issued. Thisfinal technical report summarizes the specific
activities accomplished, provides an overview of results achieved, and indicates how the results
can be implemented for an actual new design project.

Background and Goal: The DOE established the Nuclear Energy Research Initiative (NERI) to
address the barriers to long term use of nuclear-generated electricity in the United States. In
addition, the Electric Power Research Institute has continued to perform studies on the cost of
coal, gas, and nuclear-generated electricity. To be competitive, the cost for the nuclear option
would have to decrease to the range of 3 cents/kilowatt-hour over the next two decades.
Correspondingly, the total plant capital cost would have to decrease by about 35% to 40%
relative to large evolutionary Advanced LWR cost estimates, and the construction schedule
would have to be shortened to about three yearsin order to ensure nuclear-generated electricity
would be economically competitive.

In response to the above developments, Westinghouse Electric Company (formerly ABB
Combustion Engineering Nuclear Power) initiated a cooperative effort with Sandia National
Laboratories and Duke Engineering & Services on an innovative research program proposa with
the goal of meeting the above cost reduction targets for new nuclear power plant construction.
Thevision for this cooperative effort is to meet the cost-reduction goals through implementation
of new technology and innovative approachesto the design and licensing of new nuclear power
plants. DOE approved three separate projects that have similar overall objectives of reducing
nuclear power plant costs. These three projects are * Risk-1nformed Assessment of Regulatory
and Design Requirements for Future Nuclear Power Plants’ led by Westinghouse, “ Smart
Nuclear Power Plant Program” led by Sandia National Laboratories, and “ Design, Procure,
Construct, Install and Test Program” led by Duke Engineering & Services. The duration of the
Risk-Informed Assessment project is approximately 2.6 years and DOE is expected to provide
funding of $2.5 million. Westinghouse partners in this project are Egan & Associates, Duke
Engineering & Services (now Framatome/ANP), Massachusetts | nstitute of Technology, North
Carolina State University, Sandia National Laboratories, and |daho National Engineering &
Environmental Laboratory.

Approach and Benefits: The Risk Informed Assessment of Regulatory Requirements project
includes two basic tasks: (1) “Development of Risk-Informed Methodologies’ and (2)

“ Strengthening the Reliability Database.” The primary benefit of this project isthe development
of methods for anew, highly risk-informed design and regulatory process. For the first task,
specific subtasks are: (1) identify all applicable current regulatory requirements and industry
standards; (2) identify systems, structures, and components (SSCs) and their associated costs for
atypica plant; (3) develop amethodology for risk-informing the requirements and standards; (4)
develop a methodology for risk-informing the design of SSCs; (5) identify those requirements,
standards, and SSCsthat should be given the highest priority; (6) demonstrate the methodologies
by applying them to a sample SSC; (7) evaluate the current regulatory processes at the Nuclear
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Regulatory Commission (NRC); and (8) coordinate these activities with the currently ongoing
efforts of the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), NRC, and industry.

The second basic task is the strengthening of the reliability database that will be needed to
evauate the safety and reliability of future nuclear power plant designs. Plant designerswill need
to demonstrate that their new plant designs satisfy NRC safety goals. Thiswill require good,
defensible reliability datafor equipment. Specific subtasksfor thiseffort are: (1) identify current
sources of reliability data, (2) identify weaknesses in data sources, and (3) develop proposed
programs for correcting the weaknesses.

Issues and Accomplishments: Shortly after initiating Phase 1 of this project, team members
agreed that avery basic change to the current method of design and regulation was needed. Itis
believed that the cost reduction goal could not be met by making relatively minor adjustmentsto
the current system (i.e., an evolutionary approach). Rather, it is beieved that a new, more
advanced, approach is needed and that a completely new design and regulatory process would
have to be developed — a “clean sheet of paper” approach. This new approach would (1) start
with risk-based probabilistic methods, (2) establish probabilistic design criteria, (3) modd - to
the extent practical - all design and regulatory issues in probabilistic terms (vs. deterministic
terms), and (4) implement deterministic judgements only when necessary to meet basic, over-
arching safety issues (e.g., alocation of risk between prevention and mitigation functions).
Design and regulatory issues (e.g., equipment performance uncertainties, safety margin, etc.)
would be modeled probabilistically so that they can be evaluated in the context of overal plant
performance and safety. This new approach is different from the current risk-informed design
and regulatory process used by industry and the NRC because the evaluation of uncertainties and
safety margin is done in the context of an integrated probabilistic model, not through
independent and sometimes arbitrary judgements.

Thework performed in Phases 1-3 of this project has produced (1) ageneric methodology for a
new risk-based design and regulatory process, (2) an example of applying the new processto the
design of light water reactors along with supporting thermal-hydraulic analyses and probabilistic
risk assessments, (3) an example of adesired regulatory interaction using the new process, and
(4) an application of the new process to a sample problem for a gas reactor to show the
applicability of the new process to designs other than light water reactors. Future development
of this new methodology should include new methods for addressing uncertainties in
Probabilistic Risk Assessments, including probabilistic treatments of material propertiesin the
design of structures and components, and strengthening the supporting reliability database.

Deliverable, Schedule, and Cost Summary: Reports and documentation for all three phases of
this project were produced generaly on schedule. This Fina Technical Report summarizes all
significant results and references specific subtask reports for more detailed descriptions.

Cost summary reports are provided herein. Month-by-month actual costs were not always as
planned, but total actual costs at the end of each project year were close to plan, duein part to
modest extensions of the project year ending dates (requested by Westinghouse and approved by
the DOE).
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1.0 Introduction

11  Background

The magjor impediment to long term competitiveness of new nuclear plantsin the U.S. is
the capital cost component -- which will need to be reduced on the order of 35% to 40%
for Advanced Light Water Reactors (ALWRs) such as System 80+ and Advanced Boiling
Water Reactor (ABWR). The required cost reduction for a passive ALWR such as
AP1000 would be less. Such reductions in capital cost will require afundamental re-
evaluation of the industry standards and regulatory bases under which nuclear plantsare
designed and licensed.

The current collection of nuclear industry standards and NRC regulatory requirements
includes primarily deterministic criteria, based largely on quditative risk assessmentsand
engineering judgment that evolved over the last forty years of the nuclear energy
industry. Many of the current industry standards and regulatory criteria are not
significantly contributing to reliability and safety and, therefore, have needlessly driven
the costs of new nuclear plants into arange that is not economically competitive in the
U.S. market.

The state-of-the art for probabilistic risk assessment (PRA), including the database of
operating experience, is now sufficiently maturethat we should be ableto develop anew,
highly risk-informed design and regulatory process that maintains high levels of
reliability and safety while decreasing plant capital and construction costs. Although
humans must always make thefina decisions, the decision process should now be ableto
rely much more heavily on risk-informed inputs. The Nuclear Energy I nstitute, the NRC,
and therest of the nuclear industry are already working together to apply risk-informed,
performance-based regulation to the licensing of existing plants. Though still in the early
stages, this industry/NRC effort is making progress and promises to offer substantial
benefits. However, these efforts are focused only upon the requirements that affect
operation and maintenance of existing nuclear plants.

What is needed, beyond the current effort, isto apply a more aggressive risk-informed
approach to those issuesthat affect the design and licensing of new plants, rather than just
the operation and maintenance of existing ones. This project is developing the
methodologies needed for such an aggressive program. Since this research effort is
coordinated with the ongoing industry/NRC effort for existing plants, it isintended to
complement that ongoing program, rather than duplicate it or compete against it.

In addition, anew approach is needed for new plant designs (e.g., gas-cooled pebble bed
reactors) that are significantly different from today’s ALWRs to avoid unnecessary
design margins based sometimes-arbitrary judgements. Rather, current plant experience
would be evaluated along with new design features and technology in the context of an
integrated probabilistic risk assessment. Fortunately, there is now an increasing
awareness that many of the existing regulatory requirements and industry standards are
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not significantly contributing to safety and reliability and, therefore, are unnecessarily
adding to nuclear plant costs. Not only does this degrade the economic competitiveness
of nuclear energy, it results in unnecessary costs to the American electricity consumer.
This research project has been coordinated with current efforts of industry and NRC to
develop risk-informed, performance-based regulations that affect the operation of the
existing nuclear plants and has gone further by focusing on the design and regulatory
process for new plants.

1.2 Vision

The overal goa of thisresearch project wasto support innovation in new nuclear power
plant designs. This project examined the implications, for future reactors and future
safety regulation, of utilizing anew risk-informed regulatory system as areplacement for
the current system. This innovation was be made possible through development of a
scientific, highly risk-informed approach for the design and regulation of nuclear power
plants. When fully implemented, this approach would include the development and/or
confirmation of corresponding regulatory requirements and industry standards.

To understand the need for anew, highly risk-informed design and regulatory process, it
isworthwhile to first step back and look at an example of how the current design and
regulatory requirements and standards evolved — and why they may no longer be
appropriate. For such an example, let’slook at the design of the Safety I njection System
(SIS) and its design basis event, theloss of coolant accident. Beginning over thirty years
ago, agreat number of deterministic regulatory criteriahave been developed for the SIS,
based upon a postulated event that is now known to have a negligible chance of
occurrence: an instantaneous double-ended guillotine pipe break, in the worst location,
with the worst single failure, with the worst initial conditions, with the worst operator
response, with the worst coolant-radioactivity conditions, with the worst containment
leakage, etc., etc. Industry standards and NRC regulatory requirements for the SIS
evolved in apatchwork of documentsthat were generated or revised every time someone
thought of a new concern, there was a new problem at an operating plant, or something
was found during maintenance. Theserequirements are found in anumber of documents
that include the Code of Federal Regulations, regulatory guides, standard review plans,
IE bulletins, etc. In many cases, industry standards (e.g., portions of the ASME Code)
were developed and referenced in the NRC documents. Because many of these
reguirements were put in place many years ago, they were not subject to cost/benefit
evaluation. Even if they had, they would have been evaluated separately, one by one.
There has never been a complete assessment of how all of the requirements — taken
together as a package — would be evaluated in a comprehensive cost/benefit analysis.

After the first PRAs were performed in the 1970s (e.g., WASH-1400), it was recognized
that the most catastrophic events imaginable were not the events most likely to threaten
public safety. The double-ended guillotine pipe bresk was found to be of such low
probability that, by the early 1980s, the NRC's Materials Branch acknowledged that
ductile pipe would “leak before break” and, therefore, could not pose areal threat -- as
long as there was a leakage detection system. On this basis, the NRC allowed “leak
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before break” to be credited, in satisfying some of the new requirements that NRC was
then imposing (e.g., for asymmetric blowdown loads). However, the double-ended
guillotine pipe break was still maintained as the basis for the already established NRC
requirements -- which had served asthe design basisfor almost everything in the nuclear
island (e.g., the SIS, containment, etc.). This obvious inconsistency in regulatory
requirements was accepted by NRC and industry as providing an added safety margin to
cover the unknown.

In ayoung industry - lacking awealth of operating experience and data - added saf ety
margin, to cover the unknown, was not unreasonable. Furthermore, in aregulated
electricity industry, the added requirements could be tolerated because plant owners
could usually pass aong the costs of satisfying the NRC requirements to ratepayers.
However, in the coming deregulated power market, continuing the use of design features
that do not truly add to safety and reliability will result in nuclear plant designs that are
not cost competitive against other electricity generating options - and, therefore, will
simply not be purchased.

Implementation of anew “highly risk-informed” design and regulatory processin actua
reactor design projects would enable a more efficient, science-based regulatory process
and improved plant designs. The methods developed in this project represent an advance
in the science of risk management. Further, implementation of the new methods would
provide the capability to rapidly evauate plant design changes, which will facilitate
innovation for new plant designs and streamline the regulatory review process.

1.3 Summary of Results and Potential | mplementation Benefits

In thefirst year of this project, aframework for amore highly risk-informed design and
regulation process was drafted based primarily on the Light Water Reactor experience
base. Dueto (1) the accrual of significant design and operating experience over the past
severa decades, (2) the development of improved PRA capability and experience within
both the industry and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and (3) the observation that
effortsto risk-inform afew of the regulations for and design features of currently
operating plants was avery slow and complex process, it was decided by this project’s
team to not follow the “evolutionary” path being followed for currently operating plants.
Rather, it was decided to start with a“clean sheet of paper” in order to develop new
methods based on operating experience, equipment performance databases, and current
analytical technology, but not to be burdened by past assumptions and judgments on
design margin and “defense-in-depth” that are not justified by logical, technical analysis.
The new approach would include all the elements of the current design and regulatory
process, however, the PRA would be used as the primary decision making tool and
design margin and defense-in-depth would be used only when the specific uncertainties
could not be satisfactorily addressed in the PRA.

A sample design change for the System 80+ ALWR was evauated using the newly
proposed methods. It was demonstrated that, based on more recent data for pipe break
probabilities, the large pipe double-ended LOCA and single failure criteria could be
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eliminated from the plant design basis without a significant reduction in the predicted
Core Damage Frequency. As aresult, this example showed that it could be possible to
eliminate asignificant amount of equipment from safety systems and even combine some
safety and normal operation functions — a notable departure from current design and
regulatory thinking. Another first-year activity addressed the investigation of risk-
informed methods for design of structures and piping systems. Sample analyses showed
that in some cases, loads on piping systems and supports, duein part to structura
interactions, could be reduced by approximately a factor of ten. Other first-year work
included interfacing with industry (Nuclear Energy Institute) and the NRC and a
comprehensive review of existing databases that support nuclear plant design and
operation.

In the second year of this project, the framework was refined and the sample analyses
were extended to include the System 80+ normal and emergency feedwater systems —
with similar results. KOPEC was added as a collaborator and they worked on thermal-
hydraulic analyses to support the PRA. An example of an NRC design review using the
new risk-based methods was developed and a report was issued that summarized
improvements to the licensing process defined in NRC' s regulations. This project
interacted with the industry, including interfacing with an ASME code devel opment task
force on risk-informing ASME design codes. In addition, reports were issued to
summarize (1) the sources of NRC and industry criteriafor design and regulation of
nuclear power plants, (2) costs associated with plant design components and risk-
informed design improvements, and (3) database usage weaknesses and software to
facilitate their use.

In thethird year of this project, the new design and regulatory framework was refined to
ensure its applicability to non-LWR technology, using a pebble-bed gas reactor as an
example. Accordingly, a PRA analysis was performed for the gas reactor example to
show the process for evaluating specific design features. The analysis showed that an
LWR-containment might not be required. That is, the containment function could be
accomplished with a“confinement” building (much less costly) while still meeting safety
criteria. KOPEC performed additional PRA and thermal hydraulic analyses and work on
risk-informing the ASME piping design codes was refined. Finally, reliability database
issues were summarized and improvement approaches were outlined.

2.0 Project Goals and Organization

2.1 Goals

The overdl god of thisresearch project isto support innovation in new nuclear power
plant designs. This project is examining the implications, for future reactors and future
safety regulation, of utilizing anew risk-informed regulatory system as areplacement for
the current system. Thisinnovation will be made possible through development of a

scientific, highly risk-informed approach for the design and regulation of nuclear power
plants. When fully implemented, this approach would include the development and/or
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confirmation of corresponding regulatory requirements and industry standards. The
major impediment to long term competitiveness of new nuclear plantsin the U.S. isthe
capital cost component -- which may need to be reduced on the order of 35% to 40% for
Advanced Light Water Reactors (ALWRs) such as System 80+ and Advanced Boiling
Water Reactor (ABWR). The required cost reduction for a passive ALWR such as
AP1000 would beless. Such reductionsin capital cost will require afundamental re-
evaluation of the industry standards and regulatory bases under which nuclear plantsare
designed and licensed. In addition, anew approach is needed for new plant designsthat
are significantly different from today’s ALWRSs to avoid unnecessary design margins
based sometimes-arbitrary judgements. Rather, current plant experience would be
evaluated along with new design features and technology in the context of an integrated
probabilistic risk assessment. Fortunately, there is now an increasing awareness that
many of the existing regulatory requirements and industry standards are not significantly
contributing to safety and rdiability and, therefore, are unnecessarily adding to nuclear
plant costs. Not only does this degrade the economic competitiveness of nuclear energy,
it results in unnecessary costs to the American electricity consumer. This research
project has been coordinated with current efforts of industry and NRC to develop risk-
informed, performance-based regulationsthat affect the operation of the existing nuclear
plants and has gone further by focusing on the design and regulatory process for new
plants.

The above goal is being achieved through the following two major tasks (objectives):

?? Task 1. Development of Risk-Informed M ethodologies: Many of the regulatory
requirements and industry standards that form the bases for designing the current
generation of nuclear plant designs are based upon subjective, deterministic
assumptionsthat were limited by the knowledge-base and engineering tools that were
available at the time that those requirements and standards were created. Theresearch
effort proposed for this project isto develop aset of risk-informed methodologies that
can be used by future plant designers to (1) systematically develop and/or utilize al
of theregulatory requirements and industry standards that would impact the design of
new nuclear plants and (2) systematically develop designs for a nuclear plant’'s
SSC's, by applying those methodologies. Thisresearch effort will be complementary
to the current industry/NRC efforts to apply risk-informed, performance-based
regulation to selected issues that affect operation of existing nuclear plants. The
methodologies developed in this research project will then be demonstrated, by
applying them to a sample problem. The methodologies may then be revised to apply
the lessons learned from this sample.

?? Task 2: Strengthen the Reliability Database: To fully risk-inform the design bases
for future nuclear plants, it is essential that the reliability database for the SSC's be
complete. Current industry/NRC efforts to strengthen the reliability database are
primarily focused upon issues that affect operation of the existing nuclear plants. The
research effort proposed for this project will identify where strengthening of therisk
assessment database is needed to support the design of new plants — including
identification of thereliability information that will be needed to support introduction
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of new, advanced “smart” technologies. The research effort will aso recommend
programsfor collecting the information that will be needed by future plant designers,
to provide this information.

2.2 Organization

Work for this project is organized according to the following work breakdown structure:
2.2.1 Task 1: Development of Risk-Informed M ethodologies

?? Subtask 1.1: Identify applicable current regulatory requirements and industry
standards.

Subtask 1.2: Identify systems, structures, and components (SSCs) and their associated
costs for atypica plant.

Subtask 1.3: Develop methodology for developing risk-informed requirements and
standards.

Subtask 1.4: Develop methodology for designing highly risk-informed SSCs.
Subtask 1.5: Identify high priority requirements, standards, and SSCs.

Subtask 1.6: Apply methodologies to a sample SSC.

Subtask 1.7: Evaluate regulatory processes and develop recommended improvements.
Subtask 1.8: Coordinate activities with ongoing efforts of NEI, NRC, and industry.

3

3

N3N 3IS

2.2.2 Task 2: Strengthen the Reliability Database

?? Subtask 2.1: Identify current sources of reliability datafor SSCs.
?? Subtask 2.2: |dentify weaknesses in sources.
?? Subtask 2.3: Improvements in reliability databases.

The primary technical responsibilities of each team participant are shown in the matrix of
Table2.2-1. The schedule for the above subtasks is shown in Figure 2.2-1.
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Table2.2-1

DOE/SF21902
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Primary Responsibilities of Team Participantsfor the Risk -Informed Project

Participant / Task

11

12

1.3

14

15

1.6

17

Westinghouse

X

X

X

Duke Engineering

MIT

NCSU

X[ X| X| X

Egan & Associates

SandiaNL

Idaho NEEL

KOPEC*

X

* The Korea Power Engineering Company was added as a collaborator in Phase 2, funded completely by Korean sources.
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3.0 Approach and Accomplishments
3.1 Task 1 Development of Risk-Informed M ethodologies

3.1.1 Task 1.1 - Identify All Applicable Current Regulatory Requirementsand Industry
Standards

Approach

Before a new nuclear plant designer can begin to implement any methodologies for risk
informing the plant’s design criteria, it is essentia that the designer have a complete set of those
criteria available. Thus, the objective of thistask is to prepare a complete compilation of al
resources for NRC criteriaand industry standards that are applied to the design and operatia of
atypical nuclear power plant. In addition, this task will also address design criteria that are
embedded in other documents. For example, NRC Regulatory Guidelines often refer to | EEE or
other industry standards. Many of the criteria are embeddedin documents that are not legal
requirements but are, nevertheless, often applied by designers and regulators.

For this task, an assessment and compilation was made of publicly available databases and other
resources for the current body of nuclear plantregulatory documentation and industry codes and
standards.

Accomplishments

This task was closed in the project year ending September 30, 2001. As reported in more detail
in that year’s annual report, the main accomplishment of thistask was a comprehesve listing of
governing documents and crossreferenced documentsin a database. These governing documents
contain the criteria and regulations that pertain to the design, analysis and construction of a new
nuclear power plant. This task also listed thosenational standards and codes that are routinely
utilized in the design and construction process. The main product of this task is a database,
developed using Microsoft Access, called Current Regulation and Industry Standards for Power
Plants (CRISPP). Ths database identifies documents, including crossreferenced documents,
from multiple data sources. This organization of data makes it possible to perform various
searches and queries within the database.

The final report for this task has been publishedseparately (Reference 1). The following
paragraphs provide a summary.

The information gathered for CRISPP database was obtained from the following sources:

NUREG/CR-5973

As part of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Standard Review Plan Upde and
Development Program, Pacific Northwest Laboratory developed alisting of industry consensus
codes and standards and other government and industry guidance referred to in regulatory
documents, identified the latest version, and developed a summary chracterization of the
reference. This listing was developed from electronic searches of the Code of Federal
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Regulations and the NRC's bulletins, Information Notices, Circulars, Enforcement Manual,
Policy Statements, Regulatory Guides, Standard Technical Sgcifications, and the Standard
Review Plan (NUREG-0800).

Advanced Light Water Reactor Safety Analysis Report

Combustion Engineering Standard Safety Analysis Report and the corres[ponding Design
Control Document (DCD) were developed to support the NRC's Besign Certoification of the
System 80+ Advanced Light Water Reactor. It is structured around Regulatory Guide 1.70,
Revision 3, "Standard Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power
Plants." The DCD also provides that desigarelated information be incorporated by referencein
the design certification rule for the System 80+ Standard Plant Design.

The DCD is arepository of information comprising the System 80+ Standard Plant Design. The
Design Control Document describes structures, syst ems, and components within the scope of the
System 80+ Standard Plant Design, including associated programmatic provisions as specified in
this document, and the requirements governing the interfaces between the System 80+ Standard
Plant Design and plantspecific design features. An application for a Combined License (COL)
that references the design certification rule for the System 80+ Standard Plant Design provides a
plant-specific Safety Analysis Report [SAR] which include information about that part othe
plant that is outside the scope of the System 80+ Standard Plant Design or which is otherwise
required by arelevant provision of 10 CFR Part 52. Proprietary references, or their equivalent,
that are provided in the application for design certification but not included in the DCD, must be
either referenced by or included in the COL Application. Together, the Design Control
Document and the plantspecific SAR provide the technically-relevant information required for a
COL, or for an application for aCOL, that references the design certification rule for the System
80+ Standard Plant Design. Any reference within the DCD to regulatory documentation was
added to the CRISPP database.

Computer -Aided Regulatory Library (CARL)

CARL was created by the Nuckear Regulatory Expert Group at NUS Information Services, Inc.
(a Scientech, Inc. company). CARL, the ComputerAided Regulatory Library, is a PGbased
reference tool — run by Folio software. CARL alows oneto search the full text and abstracts of
thousandsof NRC documents, including full text of all NRC Notices, Generic Letters, Bulletins,
Regulatory Guides, Inspection Manual, Enforcement Manual and LER abstracts, atotal of more
than 60 separate infobases in al. The Folio software is an information mangement tool which
allows oneto browse, search, and annotate the various infobases. One may print, highlight, add
notes, build links, place bookmarks, and create groups to add value to information that is being
used without atering the text of the infobase. Resulting text can be reviewed on screen,
annotated, highlighted, printed, or "copied and pasted".

CRISPP Database Contents

The CRISPP database is comprised of industry consensus codes and standards gathered from the
above sources into one centra locaion. The final product will include the codes and standards
cited in the following types of documents:

?? American Concrete Institute (ACI) Specifications

?? American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Specifications

?? American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Reports/Papers
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American Nuclear Society (ANS) Reports/ Papers

American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standards

American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Journas

American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Papers

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) Reports

Codes of Federa Regulations

Department of Transportation (DOT) Guides

Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) Reports

Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) Manuas

Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (1EEE) Standards / Reports
Instrument Society of America (ISA) Standards

International Commission on Radiologica Protection (ICRP) Publications
Military Standards

National Council on Radiation Protection (NCRP) Reports

National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) Stand ards

Nationa Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Standards

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA ) Hydrometeorlogica and
Technical Reports

NRC Bulletins

NRC Circulars

NRC Generic Letters

NRC Information Notices

NRC Regulatory Guides and Draft Regulatory Guides

NRC Staff Publications (NUREGS)

Standard Review Plans (NUREG0800)

Any other pertinent documentation necessary for the design, analysis and construction of a
new nuclear power plant.

The CRISPP database is designed to assist in loa@ting the codes and standards within a given
regulatory document. It will enable one to retrieve; analyze; and perform sorts, filters, and
gueries on the collection of records.

3.1.2 Task 1.2 - Identify Systems, Structures, and Components (SSCs) and Thei r

Associated Costsfor a Typical Plant

Approach

Just as future plant designers will need a complete listing of design criteriafor anew plant, they
will also need alisting of the SSCs to which those criteria are applied. Thus, the objective of this
task is to prepare such alisting for atypica nuclear plant. The list of SSCs will vary somewhat
from one reactor technology to another. For example, a gascooled reactor would not have a
Safety Injection System to pump coolant water into the reactor vessel following a pipe leak or
break. To be manageable within the NERI funding levels available, the proposed research effort
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will need to focus upon asingle type of nuclear plant, as adesign that is considered typical. The
regulatory requirements and industy standards (from Task 1.1) are based on Light Water
Reactor (LWR) technology as are the SSCs for Task 1.2

To be able to perform a cost/benefit analysis of changes to the SSCs, future plant designers will
need to know the approximate costs of the SSCsTherefore, this task produced cost data for the
typical nuclear plant, as needed, to support the efforts in the other tasks. Rather than create new
cost data from scratch, this research effort modified existing available cost data, to serve as
typical. Theresults of thistask were used in Tasks 1.5 and 1.6 to identify the high priority SSCs
and to apply the methodologies to a sample SSC.

Accomplishments

This task was closed in the project year ending September 30, 2001 (Reference 2). The tables

below summarize the comparison of typical costs and schedules for safety-related versus non

safety-related (commercial grade) components. As expected, the schedules are longer and the
costs are higher for components that are designated assafety related and therefore have specid

requirements for design, fabrication, testing and qualification. Conversely, commercia products
that perform similar mechanical functions (pumping, heat transfer, and flow control or isolation)
can generaly be procured more quickly and cleaply.

Typical Costsfor Safety and Commercial Components
Typical Costs (Normalized)
Component Type Safety Related Non-safety/ Reduction for
(Notes 1, 2) Commercial Grade Commercial Grade
100 D-60 40 - 70%
411111111 Centrifugal
Pumps
Heat Exchangers 100 IS 25%
Vaves with Actuators 100 50 60 40 - 50%
Other components- Chillers 100 2 80%
Other components- Tanks 100 50 50%
Package Units — Gas Stripper 100 40 60%

Notes:

1.Designed, fabricated, and tested in accordance with the ASME Boiler and Prasure Vessel Code, Section 111,

for Nuclear Power Plant Components.

2. Designed, fabricated and tested in accordance with | EEE 308, Safety Criteriafor Class 1E Power Systems.
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Average Procurement Schedulesfor Safety and Commercial Components
Average Procurement Schedule
Component Type Safety Related Non-safety/ Reduction for
(Notes 1, 2) Commercial Grade Commercial Grade

Centrifugal Pumps 80 weeks 50 weeks 30 weeks (40%)
Heat Exchangers 90 weeks 45 weeks 45 weeks (50%)
Valves with Actuators 40 — 85 weeks 40 — 80 weeks 0-5 weeks (6%)
Other components- Chillers 63 weeks 45 weeks 18 weeks (30%0)
Other components- Tanks 50 weeks 26 weeks 24 weeks (50%)
Package Units — Gas Stripper 110 weeks 52 weeks 58 weeks (53%0)

Notes:

1. Designed, fabricated, and tested in accordance with the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section
111, for Nuclear Power Plant Components.

2. Designed, fabricated and tested in accordance with | EEE 308, Safety Criteriafor Class 1E Power Systems.

Barriersto Using Commer cial Grade Componentsin Safety Related Applications

The specia treatment requirements that increase the procurement schedules and costs for nuclear
plant components are set by regulatory and industry standards organizations. In order to achieve
a significant reduction in the procurement costs and schedules of these components, changesin
these requirements would be needed. This effort reviewed the high level requirements that would
be affected, specifically requirements in Part 50 of Title 10 of the Code of Federa Regulations.
The regulations and appendices of 10 CFR 50 that have significant impact on the cost and
schedule to procure nuclear plant SSCs include:

50.49, Environmental Qualification

50.55a, Codes and Standards

App. A, General Design Criteria

Criterion 1, Quality standards and records

Criterion 2, Design bases for protection against natural phenomena
Criterion 3, Fire Protection

Criterion 4, Environmental and Dynamic Effects Design Basis
App. B, Quality Assurance

3IIIIIIS

A discussion of these regulaions and appendices and their effect on NPP component
procurement cost and schedule is presented in Table 9. Designs are also affected by the more
detailed requirements and guidelines in USNRC regulatory guides, standard review plans, and
generic communications, and in industry standards referenced by the regulations, such as the
ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code.

While the added requirements for safety related systems, structures and components have
produced more robust NPP designs with significant design margins for certain rea and
hypothetica transient events, they aso tend to add significant cost to the components, sometimes
without ademonstrated benefit in performance or safety. The US NRC and nuclear industry have
begun a process of attemptingto identify the systems, structures and components in NPPs that
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are more significant to the safety risk of the plant, and to modify the Special Treatment
requirements accordingly.

Other Barriersand Initiatives Related to NPP Overall Cost Reduction

Other regulatory requirements that add to the overall cost of SSCsin NPPs, due to requirements
for additional quantities, complexities, or capabilities, include:

e 10 CFR 50.34, Technica Information:

Requires submittal of extensive design and analysis infomation in preliminary and final safety
analysis reports, security and safeguards plans, and demonstration that posiTMI action items
have been incorporated into the design. Post TMI items include hardware requirements such as
simulators, specia display consoles, safety-related power connections for certain plant
monitoring instruments, special systems analyses, and a plantspecific probabilistic risk analysis.

7 App. A, General Design Criteria

e Criterion 17, Electric Power Systems

Requires an onsite electri ¢ power system and an offsite electric power system to permit
functioning of SSCs important to safety. Each system (assuming the other systemis not
functioning) shall provide sufficient capacity and capability to assure that design limits for the
boundaries that prevent radioactive materia release - fuel, reactor coolant pressure boundary,
and containment— are not exceeded. Assumption that either offsite or onsite system is not
functioning resultsin two sets of power sources. Single failure criterion resultsin two completely
redundant onsite power systems.

App. A, Genera Design Criteria

Criterion 34, Residual Heat Removd

Criterion 35, Emergency Core Cooling

Criterion 38, Containment Heat Removad
Criterion 41, Containment Atmosphere Cleanup
Criterion 44, Cooling Water

3IIIII

These criteria require that systems and components that remove residua heat from the reactor
(GDC 34), provide emergency core cooling (GDC 35), remove heat from containment (GDC 38)
clean up the containment atmosphere (GDC 41), and trasfer heat to the ultimate heat sink (GDC
44) be powered from “safety-related” sources, i.e., can be powered from either the offsite or
onsite power systems required in GDC 17, and remain functiona assuming asingle failure. The
results are that Class 1E electrical power supplies and distribution are required for RHR, ECC,
containment heat removal, containment cleanup and cooling water components, with associated
increase in cost. The single failure criterion requires complete redundancy of RHR, ECC,
containment heat removal, containment atmosphere cleanup, and cooling water systems and
components.

7 App. A, General Design Criteria
7 Criterion 54, Piping systems penetrating containment.
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7 Criterion 55, Reactor coolant pressure boundary penetrating containment.
e Criterion 56, Primary containment isolation .
» Criterion 57, Closed system isolation valves.

These criteriarequire that piping systems penetrating primary reactor containment have leak
detection, isolation, and containment capabilities with redundancy, eliability, and performance
capabilities which reflect the importance to safety of isolating these piping systems. The piping
systems must be designed with a capability to test periodically the operability of the isolation
valves and associated apparatus ad to determine if valve leakage is within acceptable limits, as
part of the broader containment leak testing specified in 10 CFR 50, App. J, Containment
Leakage Testing. The results are that redundant valves are required in many piping lines, Class
1E dectrical power supplies are required for remote-operated containment isolation valves, and
extensive testing connections must be included in the design.
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Regulatory Barriersto Using Commercial Grade Componentsin SafetyRelated Appli

Requirement Number Summary of Requirement(s) Effect
And Title (taken or paraphrased from 10 CFR 50) Procur
10 CFR 50.49, Environmental Requires aqualification program to demonstrate that electrical equipment Compor
Qualification important to safety willremain functional following a postulated (assumed) | construc
accident. Qualification includes temperature, pressure, humidity, chemicals, |testinga
radiation, aging, and submergence. Also requires margins beyond the expected | potentia
conditions. regardle
designb
significe
cost of ¢
cost of .
operatin
design li
10 CFR 50.55a, Codes and Standards | Prescribes that pressureretaining componentsin anuclear plant must be Compor
designed, fabricated, and tested in accordance with the ASME Boiler and construc
Pressure Vessel Code and the ASME Code for Operation and Maintenance of | with ext
Nuclear Power Plants. Prescribes additional requirements on welding of Codg Code. S
components, records, and quality assurance. usedto
The con
requiren
the cost
commer
(includi
with oth
Boiler ar
as Sectic
10 CFR50, App. A, GDC 1, Quality | Requiresthat SSCsimportant to safety be designed, falicated, erected, and The effe
Standards and Records tested to quality standards commensurate with the importance of the safety requiren
functionsto be performed. Appendi
10 CFR50, App. A, GDC 2, Design “ Structures, systems, and componentsimportant to safety shall be designed to | Thereqt
basesfor protection against natural | withstand the effects of natural phenomena such as earthquakes, tornadoes, | earthque
phenomena hurricanes, floods, tsunami, and seiches without loss of capabilityp perform | cost of £
their safety functions.” designec
accelerd
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3.1.3 Task 1.3 - Develop M ethodology for Risk -Informing Requirementsand Standards

Approach

The origina objective for this task was to develop a set of procedures and guidelines that could
be used for reviewing regulatory requirements and industry standards and revising them to be
risk-informed. Thes procedures and guidelines would then provide a process for determining
the extent to which the underlying bases for the regulation or standard are still applicable given
the current state of knowledge. Further, they would provide a methodology and guidee for

determining the extent to which the actua regulation or standard could be changed while still

maintaining alevel of safety appropriate to the underlying bases for the regulation or standard.

Early in the course of the first year’'s activities, i t was determined that the overall objective for
the task could be more readily achieved by taking a* clean sheet of paper” approach to develop a
framework forrisk-based regulation and design. This approach to developing the framework has
allowed us to focus more on applying PRA techniques to address requirements for new plants
without the restrictions of current NRC assumptions and acceptance criteria. Additionally, this
approach provides moreinnovation and differentiation from the NRC's efforts on risinforming
requirements for current plants.

Accomplishments

The basic framework for a highly riskinformed design and regulatory process was developed
using light-water-reactor experience. That framework was then refined to ensure it would be
generic — applicable to technologies other that LWRS — using a generalized pebblebed gas
reactor was used as an example (Reference 3). A design analysis for the pebble bed reactor is
summarized under Task 1.6.

The overal purpose of the new approach is to formulig a method of regulation that is logically
consistent and devised so that both the reactor designer and regulator can work together in
obtaining systems able to produce economical eectricity safely. In this new system the
traditional tools (deterministi ¢ and probabilistic analyses, tests and expert judgement) and
treatments (defense-in-depth, conservatism) of safety regulation would still be employed, but the
logic governing their use would be reversed from the current treatment. In the new treatment,
probabilistic risk analysis (PRA) would be used as the paramount decision support tool, taking
advantage of its ability to integrate al of the elements of system performance and to represent
the reflects of uncertainties in these results. The latter is th e most important reason for this
choice, as the most difficult part of safety regulation is the trestment of uncertainties.

The scope of the PRA would be made as large as that of the reactor system, including al of its
performance phenomena. The mode$ of the PRA would be supported by deterministic
analytical results and performance data to the extent feasible. However, as in the current
regulatory system, the PRA models must be complemented by subjective judgements where the
where the models are inacequate. All of these elements play important roles in the current
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decision-making structure; the main departure from current practice would be making all of these
treatments explicit within the PRA, therefore, decreasing the frequency of arbitrary judgmerts.

In the intended sense, the PRA would be used as a vehicle for stating the beliefs of the designer
and regulator. Thus, the PRA should be viewed as a Bayesian decision tool, and should be used
to take advantage of its capabilities in performing an iriegrated assessment and in addressubg
uncertainties. In order to do this, regulations must be formulated in terms of acceptable levels of
unavailability of essentia functions, including an acceptable level of uncertainty (e.g., the
acceptability of system performance could be evaluated at a stated confidence level rather than in
terms of the mean value as is typical currently).

Implied in this treatment is a hierarchy of acceptable performance goals. At the highest level
societal Safety Goals would be used, supported by subgoals formulated at increasingly fine
levels of detall as the hierarchical level of the goa would decrease (see Figurel).

Public Headlth & Safety
GOAL as a Result of
Civilian Reactor Operation

Evauate Risk Against
APPROACH Safety Goals

Use PRA to Quantify

PRA STRATEGIES Risk and Uncertainty

Limit Core Mitigate Releases Mitigate
Damage Frequency of Radionuclides Consequences
(Level 1 PRA) (Level 2 PRA) (Level 3 PRA)
AL I ]

Tactics

\ | dentify Required Regulation
Based on

Master Logic Diagram

IMPLEMENTATION Develop Regulatory Criteria for
FOR REGULATION Design, Operation, Inspection
AND DESIGN Maintenance, and Testing

of Required Elements

Figure1l. Framework for Risk -Based Regulation and Design
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The differences between the proposed treatmentand current practices areillustrated in Figure 2,
which shows that the use of defensein depth and requiring performance margins would remain.
However, the current practice of permitting such features to be required without justification
would be abandmed; rather, wherever such arequirement were to be made it would also be
necessary for the regulator to provide evidence concerning the value of the requirement and to
reflect that value in the master PRA (i.e., if aredundancy isto be worth including i system its
safety value should aso be stated in the overall system performance analysis).

Operating Plants Future Plants
(NRC/NEI) (NERI/New NEI Task Force)
Deterministic I l Probabilistic
Traditiona (" Structuralist”) Risk-Based (" Rationalist”)
Approach Approach
« Start with current designs and » Develop new design and
regulatory approvals regulatory process
* Justify risk-informed changes * Use firm probabilistic criteria
to assure safety
 Defense-in-depth remains as
primary means of assuring * Use defense-in-depth and
safety safety margins as needed

Figure2. Comparison of NRC and NERI Risk -Informed Regulatory Processes

3.14 Task 1.4 - Develop M ethodology for Simplifying SSCs: Risk-Based Design and
Performance Evaluation of Systems, Structures, and Components

Approach

Coincident with risk-informing the regulatory framework and design bases for future nuclear
plants, plant designers need a methodology for systematically reviewing the design of eachand
every SSC in a nuclear plant and simplifying the design to take advantage of the new risk
informed design bases. The overal goa of this effort is to reduce the costs of future nuclear
plants without sacrificing safety. Since the industry standards ad regulatory requirements do
not literally match up with the SSCs, it is important to provide future plant designers with a
methodology for cross-referencing them and assuring that the potentia interactions between
them are fully understood. Furthermore because thereis so much diversity in the ways that the
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different SSCs are designed, it will be important to have a consistent set of methodologies
available to the plant designers.

The objective of this subtask is to develop a method that can be useddr evaluating plant SSCs
and smplifying them, using the revised requirements and standards that would result from
implementation of the risk-informed design bases and regulatory framework. Inherent within
this task isthe need to define simplification with respect to the design of an SSC. This definition
will need to address the means that can be used to “simplify’ the SSC design while considering
the origina deterministic bases for the SSCs' design and the extent of their current relevance
with respect to the SSCs' importance to safety.

In addition to developing a high level, riskinformed design process, improved and riskbased
design methods for simplifying structural design were investigated.

Accomplishments

The methods for the PRA and supportinghermal-hydraulic analyses are essentialy the same as
those used for the System 80+ ALWR design certification program — which remain essentialy
“dtate-of-the-art” today. What is different for this project is the way in which they were used.
For this project, the results from the PRA drive the decision making process, whereas for the
traditional design process deterministic analyses and judgments drive the decisions and PRA is
used only as an overall “ investigative” tool. The use of these methods is dscribed under Task
1.6. Work on risk-informing the design of structures and components was also advanced. This
work is summarized in References 4 and 14.

Also developed was an example of an interaction with the regulator to indicate how safety issues
could be resolved using the new riskinformed methodology (Reference 5). Excerpts
summarizing this work are provided below.

Abstract

“The U.S. commercia nuclear industry and Nuclear Regulatory Commission currently evaluate
potentia regulatory reforms. At the center of these efforts to reform lies ‘Risk -Informed
Regulation,” a philosophy advocating the increased usage of Probabilistic Risk Assessment
(PRA) for safety-related regulatory decision-making.

We study the implications of risk-based regulation in the licensing of new nuclear power plants.
In particular, we investigate the current and potentia rolesfor Design Basis Accidents (DBAS) in
arisk-informed regulatory framework. The NRC ensures adequate public protection from the
potential hazards of nuclear power, in part, by requiring that plants be built to withstand each
DBA without loss to the systems, structures, and components necessary to assure public hedth
and safety. Designers must demonstrate compliance with these requirements using @nservative
assumptions and models approved by the NRC. Prescriptive requirements for demonstrating

safety disadvantage advanced reactor concepts.

The NRC currently requires use of margin in modeling and defensdn-depth features as a

response to uncertainty. However, we propose the NRC should treat uncertainty quantitatively,
within the context of PRA. Our proposals include use of riskinformed DBAS, a generic risk-
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driven design for advanced reactor concepts and ariskinformed licensing dial ogue based on the
plant PRA. Each of these proposals requires quantitative, probabilistic acceptability criteriaand
the quantitative treatment of uncertainty. In addition, we separate the evaluation of capability
from that of reliability and uncertainty. We hae evauated the feasibility of these options and
have conducted a simulated tria of the riskinformed licensing dialogue. We conclude that the
risk-informed licensing dialogue and other risk-based regulatory tools require more
comprehensive data than iscurrently available, as well as a standardized methodology for the
consistent and accurate quantification of uncertainty.

Overview

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and electricity production industry seek to risk-
inform regulations governing nuclea power plants, relying heavily upon the tool known as
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA). This methodology provides a means of quantitatively
evaluating safety, augmenting the traditional, subjective methods employed exclusively to date
by the NRC and @signers. In the context of these efforts, we investigate the potential role(s) for
design basis accidents in arisk-informed regulatory framework. Subsequently, we propose
aternatives to design basis accidents, the most credible being arisk-informed licensing diaogue,
replacing the existing dialogue guidelines. In order to envision ariskinformed regulatory
framework, we consider the motivation for reform and attempt to predict the characteristics of
the risk-informed approach to regulation and desgn.

M otivationsfor Regulatory Reform

Considering the motivations for reform, we quickly learn that enormous capita costs and
financia uncertainties associated with licensing and constructing nuclear power plants have
restricted U.S. utilities from or dering any nuclear power plants in the past two decades. In the
deregulated electricity market, nuclear power plants are even less economically attractive
because these start-up costs hinder the possibility of atimely return on investment. On the other
hand, some socio-economic factors have simultaneously increased the appea of nuclear power
as aviable option for power production. Compared to the fossil fuels used by coal, gas turbine,
and natural gas plants, nuclear fuels cost utilities far less per megawatt. This disparity in cost
grows each day as fossil fuels become scarcer and more expensive.  Additionally, nuclear power
provides electricity without the immediate environmental impacts of fossil fuel-burning plants.
The U.S. government has repeaedly voiced its concern over America’s growing dependence on
foreign oil. Increasing eectricity consumption, stricter air pollution standards and continuing
unrest in the oil-rich Middle East has forced the U.S. to diversify its energy production profile.
The Department of Energy and power production industry have indicated that nuclear power will
continue to play avita role in the U.S. energy profile. In order to spur new NPP construction,
the start-up costs for a NPP must be reduced, while still mantaining adequate public protection.

Public opposition to nuclear power has by no means vanished but rather waned in the absence of
high-profile safety incidents since Three-Mile Island. Environmental, political, and economic
turmoil surrounding fossil fuels has further drawn the spotlight of criticism away from nuclear
power. Additionaly, the commercial nuclear power industry boasts an excellent and well
documented safety record. As aresult, the nuclear power industry argues that it often endures
unjustified regulatory burden without significant or demonstrable safety benefit. Accordingly,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has accelerated efforts to re-evaluate and reform those
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regulations governing the licensing, construction, operation, and decommssioning of
commercia nuclear power plants. The NRC hopes to reduce the enormous capital costs
preventing utilities from building NPPs, while still adequately protecting the public from the
unlikely, yet possible, dangers of nuclear power. Furthermorethe existing regulatory
framework cannot accommodate some advanced lightwater reactors (LWR) and nonLWR
types currently being considered as new projects by utilities within the U.S., pending results
from foreign projects. Thus, the U.S. urgently needsa new regulatory approach to licensing
nuclear power plants. Thisimproved regulatory framework must continue to ensure adequate
public protection while reducing costs and providing guidance for the regulation of advanced
reactor types.

Movement to* Risk-Inform’ Regulation

In recent decades, the techniques of PRA have reached alevel of maturity and acceptability
justifying the extensive incorporation of PRA in any new regulatory philosophy. In essence,
PRA calculates the frequency (events per year) with which undesirable sequences of events will
occur. We recognize that certain known combinations of lowlevel events (pipe breaks, valve
failures, operator errors, etc) must occur in order to cause agiven highlevel event (core damage,
radionuclide release, etc). Thefrequencies of high-level events can then be calculated using fault
tree or event tree logic and the frequencies of low-level events. We calculate the frequencies of
low-level events from historical data, traditional deterministic analyses, and expert opinion.
Hence, PRA provides us with a manner for quantifying safety, rather that relying upon vague
terminology such as ‘not safe’, ‘safe enough’ or ‘extremely safe'.

Many industries, including the nuclear industry, have enjoyed succesiul experiencesin
applications of probabilistic decision making tools such as PRA. The South Texas Project has
taken the lead in using PRA to identify those risksignificant systems, structures, and
components. This program, known as Graded Quality Assance, aims to exempt selected non-
risk significant SSCs from some stringent ‘special treatment’ requirements (e.g. environmental
quaifications). The nuclear industry continues to collect vital performance data, constantly
improving the accuracy of PRA. Significant databases which aid usin assessing and predicting
system and component reliability already exist. Furthermore, the nuclear industry continues to
refine the science of using deterministic analyses (thermal hydraulic analyses, computer aided
modeling, etc), testing and expert opinion for accurately predicting component reliability, when
historical performance data are not available or applicable. Hence, PRA removes some
subjectivity from the question, ‘how safe is a particular NPP? and allowsaus to answer the
guestion ‘how safe is safe enough?

Unfortunately, uncertainty exists concerning the accuracy of PRA estimates. The feasibility of
using PRA within regulations hinges upon the evolving science of quantifying that uncertainty.
Not only must we accurately calculate the frequency of an event, but we must also estimate the
reasonably likely range of values that this frequency may actually take, by estimating the
uncertainty surrounding our original estimate. The practical and costly atenative to an accurate
guantification of uncertainty has been, and continues to be, the addition of redundant and/or
diverse safety systems at the conservative and subjective discretion of the NRC staff, driven by a
philosophy known as ‘defensein-depth.’
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Design Basis Accidents

For example, the NRC staff, in reviewing an application to construct and operate an NPP, may
require significant additions and aterations to a design before granting approval. Thisis
generally done in response to unquantified uertainty regarding the origina design’s ability to
prevent ‘unacceptable’ events. The NRC staff effects desired plant characteristics by requiring
that each proposed design can reliably mitigate design basis accidents (DBAS). The NRC
defines adesign besis accident as a postulated accident that a nuclear facility must bedesigned
and built to withstand without lossto the systems, structures, and components necessary to
assure public health and safety. During the licensing process, designers must demorsrate, usng
approved analytical tools, that their design can survive each DBA without unacceptable
radiological consequences, at the conservative and subjective discretion of the NRC staff. Aswe
show subsequently, the current DBAs and the manner in wish they are enforced, are not
consistent with lessons learned from PRA.

Recall that the move to reform regulations aims to reduce capital costs while maintaining
adequate safety. In this spirit, we propose an aternative to the default practice of meing
regulatory approval conditiona upon the addition of those design features proposed by the
regulator in response to uncertainty. We develop this alternative, which we call the ‘Risk
Informed Licensing Dialogu€e’, within the framework of riskinformed regulation, as an offshoot
of our investigations into the potentia role(s) of design basis accidents in such a framework.
Unfortunately, we know very little for sure about the riskinformed regulatory framework, asit is
still in development. Thus we nust make assumptions.

Envisioning this framework for the future, we assume that riskinformed regulation will ensure
adequate protection of the public without imposing an unjustified regulatory burden upon
utilities (which ultimately becomes financial burden to consumers). 1n addition, such regulation
will use PRA insights and capabilities wherever possible and appropriate, consistent with the
NRC's PRA Policy Statement, which advocates increased use of PRA. Finally, ariskinformed
regulatory framework must be applicable to advanced reactor concepts, in addition to the
pressurized and boiling water reactors currently in commercial service.

Risk-Informed DBAS

We attempt to predict how design basis accidents must change in content and format in ordeto
ensure compatibility with risk-informed regulation. In this investigation, it is necessary to
highlight the benefits and weaknesses of design basis accidents (DBAS) in the existing regulatory
framework. DBAs provide alevel of predictability and a bdy of precedent for designers and
regulators to use in the licensing process, from design to approva. However, designers and
others suspect that DBAS, in their current state, introduce unnecessary conservatisms to the task
of designing anew NPP. Fromthese and other lessons, we develop and postulate aternate
formats for DBAs using the insights from PRA. These ‘riskinformed DBAS' should be more
consistent with a risk-informed regulatory framework.

Unfortunately, the formulation of such ariskinformed DBA set is not a straightforward process.
One must recognize that each DBA can be characterized by both its content and manner of
enforcement. Using PRA, we may discover that some DBAS require the assumption that severa
improbable events occur simultaneously. Such a DBA might be described as having
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guestionable content. However, that improbable DBA may ‘bound’ a class of more plausible
accidents. It is believed that by preparing for the worstcase scenario within a certain class of
accidents, an NPP’s design team has addressed (or bounded) that entire class of accidents.
Additionally, the manner of enforcement of DBAs provides a vital forum, within the licensing
process, for regulators to address uncertainty. Thus, it may not be entirely appreriate to ignore
or replace DBAs, which are shown, using PRA, to be extremely unlikely.

Alternativesto DBAS

After exploring methodologies for creating risk-informed DBA sets, we propose other avenues
for capturing the benefits of DBAS, seeking to minimze the drawbacks of the existing set and
their application. The existing set of DBAS, specific to LWRS, evolved as failure modes were
identified through analysis and industry experience. In order to avoid this triand-error process
for advanced reacta concepts, we explore the possibility of developing a generic risk-informed
design, such that the risk-significant failure modes can be identified and considered explicitly in
future designs of that reactor concept, without actually building a plant. Suls a generic risk-
informed design, though not developed in an optimal economic configuration, would give
designers an indication of design features characteristic of a safe (by PRA standards) plant. The
generic design approach has significant shortcomingsand introduces a cumbersome circularity,
in that the reactor concept must be proposed in detail before ariskinformed version can be
developed.

After further reflection, we propose a ‘risk-informed licensing dialogue,” as areplacement for the
current DBA-based dialogue, or negotiation. We recognize that a DBA set may be thought of as
achecklist. When a utility applies to the NRC for alicense to construct and operate an NPP, the
regulators look closely at the applicant’s design to determine whether it satisfies al the items on
the checklist. Can that design successfully and reliably mitigate all the DBAs in the prescribed
set? Currently, little clear criteria exists for what congtitutes ‘successfully’ or ‘reliably.” A
regulator may not feel comfortable with a design’s capabilities, and may send the designer back
to the drawing board. Generally, the regulators reviewing an application may indicate the need
for additional design features (and, therefore, additional capital investment) in order towin
regulatory approval. Meanwhile, the interest on the funds borrowed by the utility to undertake
the project would compound as the designers scramble to modify their design and reformulate
their origina models and estimates to correspond to the modified design. Thisiterative process
continues until the design is licensed, generally a decade later, or the parties seeking license
financially collapse, as they have not begun to pay back interest or principle on the billions
borrowed to undertake the progct. Throughout this process, never has the following question
been answered, or even stated. In terms of calculated risk, how safe is safe enough?

We propose in the risk-informed licensing diadlogue that the NRC must state, in probabilistic
terms, an acceptable level of safety as a basis for regulation. Regulations and regulatory
practices should be consistent with this statement. This statement of safety will indicate
acceptable expected values for risk metrics (measurements of risk) such as core damage
frequency, release frequency or fatality frequency. In addition, the NRC must promulgate
acceptable ranges and probability distributions (uncertainty) around the expected values. For
instance, the NRC may state that no new plant will have an expeeid core damage frequency
greater than 1 core damage (CD) per 10000 years and it must be 90% or more likely that the
actual value will be lessthan 1 CD per 1000 years. We term these prescribed vaues
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acceptability criteria  Rather than subjectively evduating a design’s compliance with individual
rules (i.e. capability to mitigate individual DBAS), the NRC staff then would be required to
evaluate the accuracy of the designer’s overall estimates of risk and those of individual
functional unreliability. We compare the regulator-certified, quantitative estimates of risk to the
acceptability criteria. Since the technique of PRA is currently not mature enough to serve as the
sole licensing basis, particularly in the cases of new reactor concepts, other regulatory
prescriptions may be appropriate, as long as they are consistent with the NRC's probabilistic
statement of acceptable calculated risk.

In this proposed approach, designers would submit a detailed design, accompanying anayses and
a PRA to the regulator when seeking a license. Basic information from the completed PRA
indicates whether or not the plant meets the established acceptability criteria, including those
affecting allowed uncertainties. The regulator would then subjectively determine wheher the
detailed design and accompanying analyses justify the submitted evidence and logic structure
used in the submitted PRA. In essence, the reviewing regulators would be required to ensure the
accuracy and completeness of the PRA, using all availablenformation, so that the design’s risk
metrics could be compared to the acceptability criteria. Regulatory approva would no longer
hinges upon theinclusion of specific, regulator-chosen, additional redundant or diverse systems,
which are typically selected without economic consideration.

The task of choosing appropriate systems or modifications in order to satisfy a safety
requirement would remain in the hands of the designers, an economic improvement to the
current system. If the regulator wereto find unjustified or inaccurate data or structure used
within the PRA, the regulator could then require appropriate changes to the PRA and/or
supporting analyses. We would require the regulators to support and quantify their level of
disagreement with designers’ assertions within the context of the plant's PRA. By focusing the
licensing dialogue on the design’s PRA, we would provide aforum for the quantification of
uncertainty. In the existing format, regulators deal with uncertainty by requiring thaise of
additional defense in depth and design margin. Such a requirement’s safety benefit is never
measured and may be illusory.

In this proposed approach, DBAs are not explicitly stated or evaluated. The set of plausible
initiating events and event gquences becomes our functioning set of DBAs. We evaluate,
deterministically, how a plant will respond to each of theseinitiators. These evaluationsinclude
thermal hydraulic modeling, computer aided simulation, testing, expert dicitation, collection of
relevant historical data, human performance modeling, analysis of neutron kinetics, seismic
analysis, etc... The data and conclusions of these investigations allow the designer to construct
an accurate probabilistic risk assessment for that design. For the purposes of this proposal,
guidance for checking the completeness of a PRA must be developed.

Evaluating the Feasibility of Alternatives

In our work, we conduct a simulation to test the feasibility of this approach. A design team
submits, for regulatory review, adesign and aPRA. In order to limit the scope of the simulation,
we consider the function of maintaining adequate core coolant levels, asit pertains to pressurized
water reactors. Our risk metric of interest is ‘frequency of core damage caused by alossof-
coolant initiator’, or LOCA-CDF.
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As s shown subsequently, the regulator should find unjustified data and/or structure within the
initial design’s PRA, then, after appropriate analysis anddata aterations (the design has not been
changed), the recalculated PRA could show the design to have risk metric values above
acceptable values (i.e. unacceptable consequences are predicted to occur too often). The design
team would return to the drawing board and be faced with a number of optionerf meeting the
acceptability criteria.  After some design modification, the PRA could again be recalculated
yielding risk metric values below those of the acceptability criteria The design and PRA could
be resubmitted, gaining regulatory approval.

Aswe further explore the feasibility of this proposed regulatory approach, we recognize a
significant increase in the amount of analysis that must be done in order to obtain accurate and
complete probabilistic data.  Since the current regulatory approachuses PRA as a secondary
analysis tool, the task of gathering comprehensive applicable data has been somewhat neglected.
Asaresult, PRA and data sources have yet to reach the level of requisite maturity needed for this
approach. However, we also envisio that eventually reliability and uncertainty in reliability will
become actua specifications for sub-contractorsto fill. Thus, apower plant’s design team would
no longer determine the frequency with which a pump would fail to start. The pump’s vendor
would be required to supply reliability information along with specifications for horsepower,
volume output and head output. The nuclear industry would be required also to standardize the
processes for expert opinion dicitation, updating reliability estimates with new test data and
trandating deterministic data into probabilistic estimates. Lastly, we explore the compatibility of
the risk-informed licensing dialogue with other applicable guidance and regulations, such asthe
genera design criteria (GDC).

In thiswork, we first identify and review the motivations for and goals of riskased regulatory
reform. Within that arena, we evaluate the potentia roles for design basis accidents. After
proposing alternativesto DBAS, we develop ariskbased gproach to the licensing a new nuclear
power plant. Thisapproach, which we call the risknformed licensing dialogue, replaces the use
of DBAs with aforum for the quantitative handling of uncertainty (as opposed to the subjective
methods currently employed). Finaly, we investigate the feasibility and subtleties of this
approach with an illustrative demonstration. Our feasibility investigation highlights data needs
and the need for amethodology for consistently quantifying uncertainty within the contgt of the
PRA.”

3.1.5 Identify High Priority Requirements, Standards, and SSCs

Approach

Currently the NRC and industry are working to identify the regulatory requirements and SSCs
that would likely yield the greatest cost savings through application ofrisk-informed regulation.
However, these ongoing efforts are focused upon the areas that are most beneficia to reducing
the operating costs of current plants. Moreover, the most beneficia areasin one nuclear plant do
not necessarily match the most beneficial areas of another nuclear plant. This relates to
differences in the plants’ designs, as well as differences in the risk assessments that were
previously performed for each of the plants.
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Future plant designers, however, will need to apply the métodologies developed in Tasks 1.3
and 1.4 to al of the requirements, standards, and SSCs in a nuclear plant which are being
identified in Tasks 1.1 and 1.2. Thisis amajor undertaking and would require a budget that is
well beyond the funding level of his project. This task, therefore, is limited to areview and
identification of the major requirements and standards that should be analyzed in a sample
application of the new risk-informed design and regulatory process.

The set of criteria established f or selecting the sample application is:

?? The application should be simple enough to accomplish within the resources and
schedule of this project.
?? The selected application should support the other tasks, for example:
- exercise the new regulatory philosophy (Task 1.3)
- provide a reasonably detailed application for the design methodologies (Task
14)
- dtract the interest and reaction of industry stakeholders - Task 1.8 (i.e., high
profile, recognizable)
- produce high potentia cost reduction (Tasks 11, 1.2, 1.4)
- address a reasonably significant function with potential design margin
- be consistent with common sense/judgement
?? The problem should have potential synergy with the DE& S Design/Construction
NERI project and the Sandia Smart Equipment prject.
?? The problem should be consistent with/supportive of other ongoing industry
activities associated with risk informed regulation.

Accomplishments

The sample application selected based on these criteria was the RCS inventory control function.
In thecurrent plant designs, this general function encompasses a nonsaf ety related function, the
RCS makeup systems, and a safety related function, the Emergency Core Cooling System
(ECCS). The ECCS design and analyses are covered by a number of standards amegulations
S0 it provides areasonable exercise for the risk-informed regulation methodologies from Task
1.3. The systems currently used to perform the two subfunctions have easily defined
boundaries, arerelatively small in scope and , as shown in Tdb3.1.5-1, the ECCS isardatively
risk important system. Thereis alarge body of knowledge available for the performance
capabilities of the constituent SSCs and there is areasonable belief that there is margin available
for system simplification/ref inement. Finally, thereis an ongoing industry effort aimed at
removing large break LOCA from the system design basis based on lealbefore-break analysis.
This type of design basis change would have a major impact on the design requirements for the
ECCS that can be capitalized on in this project.
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Table3.1.5-1
System Risk | mportance M easures For System 80 *
System Name Risk Achiev*ement Risk Reduction
Worth Worth*

Emergency Feedwater System 501 x 10° 2.36
Hlectrical Distribution System 401 x 10° 1.05
Component Cooling/Station Service Water 7.9 x 10* 100
System

Safety Injection System 395x 10* 2.16
Safety Injection Tanks 501 x 10* 101
Chemica and Volume Control System 153x 10* 102
Engineered Safety Features Actuation 4.31x 103 1.01
System

Shutdown Cooling System 1.27 x 103 1.09
Safety Depressurization System 2.89 x 102 134
Containment Spray System 1.00 x 102 1.00
Steam Removal System 8.85x 10* 102
Startup Feedwater System 2.82x 10° 1.00
Instrument Air System 1.45x 10° 1.00
RCS Pressure Control System 1.00x 10° 1.00

*  The Risk Achievement Worth for a system is the ratio of the Core Damage Frequency if the system is assumed
to be dways failed to the base Core Damage Frequency. It is a measure of the benefit of the syssem 0 a
measure of the impact of taking the system out of service

+ The Risk Reduction Worth for a system is the ratio of the Core Damage Frequency if the system is assumed to
be aways available to the base Core Damage Frequency. It is a measure of the maxhum potentid benefit
making the system perfectly reliable.

Based on Phase | results and the above criteria, the sample applications selected for analysis
were the RCS inventory control and heat removal functions. The thermahydraulic and
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Probabilistic Safety Analysis of these two functions in the context of simplifying the equipment
required (i.e., arisk-informed design revision) are summarized in the following Task 1.6.

3.1.6 Apply Methodologiesto a Sample SSC

Approach

In addition to providing @road assessment of what can be accomplished by riskinforming the
reguirements and standards for future nuclear power plants, and then simplifying the SSCs to
which they apply, an irdepth evaluation of what can be achieved must also be provided. The
objective of thistask isto evaluate the efficacy of the methodologies developed in Tasks 1.3 and
1.4 viaadetailed trial application to a high priority SSC identified in Task 1.5. The insights
gained from the trial implementation of these methodologies will then be fed back into the
methodologies to improve them.

Advanced conceptua system designs for the Emergency Core Cooling System and the
Emergency Feedwater System that would be capable of satisfying the Reactor Coolant System
(RCS) Level Control andHeat Removal safety functions were selected to evaluate the
effectiveness and feasibility of the methodologies being developed in Tasks 1, 3and 1.4. The
conceptual system is required to achieve and maintain RCS Level Control over a wide range of
plant operations, from normal power operations to shutdown conditions initiated by a loss of
coolant accident (LOCA) or atransient event.

For this task, the advanced conceptual systems were anayzed using besestimate thermal
hydraulic analyses to help definethe event sequences and success paths. Systems based on the
System 80+ design were used to estimate the risk impact on core damage frequency (CDF).

Accomplishments

Work performed in the first two years of this project is described in detail in References 18 and
19. Work performed in the third year (the final year of this project) is summarized below.

Phase 3 Thermal Hydraulic Analyses:

In the second year of this program, the Korea Power Engineering Company (KOPEC) was added
as a Korea-funded collaborator. KOPEC performed the thermal-hydraulic analysis for Phase 3.
This analysis supports the PSA modeling effort which was aimed at demonstrating the process
for risk-informing the design of plant systems and components for advanced nuclear power
plants. Literature was reviewed on the comparison of test results vs. analytical results from the
MARS computer code which is based on a onedimensiona model of the reactor coolant system
(RELAP5) combined with a threedimensional model of the reactor vessel and core (COBRA)
for aLarge Break LOCA . The test results that were reviewed included published data from the
Upper Plenum Test Facility and “direct vessal injection” tests conducted by the Korea Atomic
Energy Research Institute (KAERI).
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LOCA anayses were carried out for an Advanced Light Water Reactor design with new
conceptual-design Emergency Core Cooling and Auxiliary Feedwater Systems as an example to
“exercisg” the new RIA methodology. The analyses were performed successfully, enabling the
PRA modd to beimproved based on this more detailed verification of the PRA success criteria
Iterations between plant design, design analyses, and the PRA are a significant element of the
risk-informed methodology. The threedimensiona analysis of the water injected into the
reactor vessel annulus provided interesting insights into steamwater interactions, however, some
trends were observed that are not completely understood. Therefore, it is recommended that
further studies be undertaken to (1) evauate the sensitivity of results to the reactor vessel
nodalization scheme and its potential impact on the predicted thermal-hydraulic behavior, (2)
examine the reactor corefvesse hesat transfer/thermal -hydraulic model in detail and study its
impact on results, and (3) evaluate the sensitivity of results to variations in significant input
parameters. Further details of this work are reported in Reference 12.

Phase 3 Probabilistic Risk Analyses:

In the second year of this program, the Korea Power Engineering Compay (KOPEC) was added
as aKorea-funded collaborator. KOPEC performed the PSA analysis summarized in this section
during Phase 3. In project year 2 of this project, the design and analysis process focused on
identifying and incorporating advanced featureshat would meet the risk goalsin a costefective
manner. The efficacy of the RIA design method was evauated by identifying riskinformed
design changes for the System 80+ Standard Plant and evaluating the impact of these changes.
The advanced conceptualdesign changes focused on the Emergency Core Cooling System
(ECCS) and the preferred and emergency feedwater systems. The detailed functions,
configurations, operations of advanced conceptual systems were based on enhancements to the
System 80+ Certified design.

In the current project year, the last year of the project, a study in support of the risk assessment
evaluation processwas carried outbased on the results of analyses performedduring project year
2. Detailed breakdownof LOCA break sizes whichcan be mitigated by different ECCS
configuration is sought in this study. Thermal-hydraulic analyss using best estimate
assumptions was performed to establish the success criteriafor each LOCA break size. After
establishing the success criteriafor each LOCA break size,risk quantification was performed.
The LOCA frequencies for each break size were estimated in accordance with the method
described in NUREG/CR-5750. The system fault trees and event trees generated during project
year 2 were revised to develop the quantification model for LOCADbreak size reclassification.
Further details of thiswork are reported in Reference 13.

Phase 3 — Risk-Informed Sample Design Analysisfor Pebble Bed Gas Reactor

A sample safety analysis was performed to demonstete that the new design and regulatory
process could be applied to reactor technology other than light water reactors. The sample
analysis included specification of the design configuration, use of the PRA to evaluate the
design, and iterations to identify design changes that improve the overal level of safety and
system reliability. Technical results, consistent with the known inherent safety features of a
pebble-bed gas-cooled reactor design, indicate that a pressure-tight containment similar to those
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for today’s operating reactors may not be required for the PBMR. While much work remainsto
be done to complete the design and licensing of such a gascooled reactor, the importance of the
work completed is that the viability of the new riskinformed process has been demonstrated.
This sample problem work is reported in more detail in Reference 15.

Phase 3 — I nvestigation of Risk-Informed Improvementstothe ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code

During Phase 3, work was also done to investigate the use ofimproved risk-informed methodsto
the piping design formulations in the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. Since the
completion of year 2 work on this project, there have been significant developments in the
ASME committees for piping design and risk echnology. Presently, a five member working
group has been formed for developing Load and Resistance Factor Design(LRFDYased ASME
Section |11 design equations. In support of Task 1.6 of this project, North Carolina State
University conducted extensive studies on developing LRFDbased design rules for piping
systems. Consistent with Task 1.8 (Industry Coordination) thiswork is aso being provided as an
input to the ASME working group.

Development of structural design methodology involves consideration of safety factors to
account for uncertainty in loading, material characteristics, geometrica properties, modeling,
analysis, etc. Management and control of risk due to uncertainties through proper design isa
major engineering goa. The design codes and sindards address uncertainties through safety
factors that may be defined, single-valued for a number of different combined loadsuch as
those used for the Working Stress Design (WSD) format or explicitly for each load such as those
used for the LRFD formd. Currently used piping design codes such as the Section Il of the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel and ASME B31
codes rely on the traditional WSD format in which the safety factors are prescribed
deterministically. These deterministic safety factors are based on years of experience and
supporting observations from test data. While the Section 111 rules have worked very well in
practice to-date, the reliability of these designs can vary considerably leading sometimes to
excessively conservative designs.

The objective is to provide useful input to the similar, but more comprehensive, study being
undertaken by the ASME working group on piping design. While a complete piping system
consists of several components such as straight pipes, elbows, branch connections, etc., only a
cold straight pipe section is considered in this study. The performance function is defined with
respect to afalure mode that is defined by plastic instability. For simplicity, only Servicelevel D
is considered and the effects of pressure and seismic moment are considered. Since the effect of
dead weight is insignificant with respect to the DBE loading in service level D, it is neglected in
the present study. As afirst step in this process, the presently used design equation that is based
on the working stress method of design is calibrated by calculating the minimum reliability
levels associated with it for various values of design pressure and the diameter to thickness D/t
ratio. It isobserved that the minimum reliability index varies between a narrow range of 1.86
and 2.21 when mean design pressure is less than equal to P,. TheD/t ratio has no influence on
the minimum reliability levels. It is also shown that theD/t ratio has no influerce on the partial
safety factors calculated using LRFD approach. Monte Carlo simulation is used to verify the

31
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computation of partial safety factors using the First Order Reliability Method. It isillustrated that
the total safety factor for the presently used design equation is same as that for adesign equation
based on the LRFD format in which the target reliability is equal to the minimum reliability of
the presently used design equation. Thiswork is reported in more detail in Reference 14.

Phase 3 — Addressing Uncertaintiesin the New Risk -Informed Design and Regulation
Process

Any design process involves the requirement to address uncertainties in design models,
analytical methods, material properties and equipment performance. In the past these
uncertainties were addressed by adding margin to the design or adding new design features. Ina
highly risk-informed process, these uncertainties need to be addressed, but in the context of the
PRA. That is, margin, defensein-depth, etc. will be added wlen necessary in developing the
PRA model. These uncertainties would arise only when there are “weaknesses’ in the PRA
model and, therefore, margin and defensein-depth would be added only when justified by the
qguantified PRA work— not just when engineerswish to add margin to address their sometimes
arbitrary judgments. This work is reported in more detail in Reference 16.

3.1.7 Evaluate Regulatory Processes and Develop Recommended | mprovements

Approach

The "RiskInformed Assessment of Regulatory andDesign Requirements for Future Nuclear
Plants" project has as one of its objectives the development of a scientific, risk-informed
approach for identifying and simplifying deterministic Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
requirements for nuclear power reactors that do not contribute significantly to safety. It
envisions a new substantive regulatory framework that uses quantitative risk criteria and
probabilistic safety assessments (PSAS).

Accomplishments

Work under Task 1.7 addressed improvements to tk licensing hearing process and the NRC
review process. Phase | of this task examined the NRC licensing hearing process, and
recommended options for moving toward amore informal hearing process that, in contrast to the
current NRC hearing process for nudear power plant licensing, ismorein line with other federal
agency practice, more consistent with federa case-law in the field of administrative procedure,
and more in keeping with traditiona ways of resolving disputes within the scientific community,
yet complies fully with statutory hearing requirements (Reference 7).

On April 16, 2001, NRC published proposed changes to its rules of practice for the conduct of
hearings that were generally consistent with the Phase | Report. See 66 Fed. Reg. 19610. As of
the drafting of this full Report, these changes were still pending before NRC for final approval,
after consideration of the public comments received in response to the notice of proposed rule
making. Phase Il of the Report complements Phase | by exaining possible changes to NRC's
licensing framework apart from the NRC hearing process, including possible changes to NRC

7]
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regulations (other than 10 CFR Part 2) and to Staff review practices. Among other things, it
suggests: a new approach to resolving sijective programmatic and operational issues prior to
operation under combined construction permits and operating licenses (the problem of
programmeatic inspection, testing, analysis, and acceptance criteria, or "programmatic ITAAC");
anew way to avoid hedng litigation over technical and financial qualifications and management
integrity issues; a new method, consistent with the Atomic Energy Act, whereby the holder of an
early site permit who referenced a certified design could construct a plant withouthaving to
apply for apermit from NRC; an expanded NRC backfit rule to control changesin NRC
positions; a re-examination of NRC Staff's practice of issuing Safety Evaluation Reports and
participating as a full party in contested nuclear power plant heanngs; and a new approach to
developing enforceable legidative time deadlines for NRC licensing. The Phasell investigations
are reported in more detail in Reference 17.

3.1.8 Coordinate With Industry and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Approach

NEI, NRC, and the remainder of the nuclear industry already have underway a substantial
program to develop and apply riskinformed, performancebased regulation to issues that affect
the operation of the existing nuclear plants. Since the research effort for this project is intended
to identify and focus on those issues that relate to the design, regulation and construction of new
nuclear plants, it is essential that this project be coordinated with the aready ongoing effort.
Therefore, the purpose of this subtask is to interface with the NEI, NRC, and the rest of the
nuclear industry. Such coordination offers several benefits. First, it avoids any unnecessary
duplication of efforts between existing plant programs and new plant programs. Second, it
provides access to the information on existing plant activities by the research team for this
project; thus, allowing it to work more efficiently. Third, it assuresthat NRC, NEI, and industry
consider new plant issues, in their planning. Finally, it allows theresults of this proposed
research effort to be used, where appropriate, to supplement activities for the existing plants.

Accomplishments
Year 1

Westinghouse represented this project at two NRC workshops on riskinforming the current
regulations for current plants (September 1999 and February 2000). The purpose of the
presentation at the first workshop was to introduce our project, state its purpose of developing
new methods for design and regulation of future plants, and state the importance of cooriahating
our project with other industry and NRC initiatives. At the second workshop, our draft regulatory
framework document was summarized, with emphasis on differences (not conflicts) with the
current NRC program for operating reactors.

At the Regulatory Information Conference in March 2000, Westinghuose met with
representatives of NRC Research to summarize the status of our project. NE! Risk-Informed
Working Group: Westinghouse attended two meetings of this working group. This project’s
plans weresummarized, including the intent to closely coordinate activities with the ongoing
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NRC effort viaNEI. 1AEA Consultancy GroupWestinghouse represented this project at two
meetings of thisworking group. The purpose was to draft areport on optimizing vet-cooled
reactor technology. This draft was accomplished and it is consistent with and supportive of
DOE s NERI program, specifically including this Risk-Informed Assessment project and its two
related NERI projects for “Smart” Equipment and Improved Dsign and Construction methods.

Year 2:

Year 2 coordination activities included presentations to and participation in (1) the IAEA
technical coordination consultancy task force and (2) the ACRS and at the Nuclear Research
Safety Conference. We aso supported NEI's new Task Force on the development of a generic
regulatory framework for new plant designs. A slide presentation was made to the ACRS on
June 2, 2001 (Reference 8). That presentation addressed the new risk-informed approach for
future designs, indicating the generic portions applicable to both gas reactor and light water
reactor types. It aso summarized the means of expressing uncertainties in the context of
probabilistic risk analyses. A paper (Reference 9) covering the same material was witten and
presented at the Nuclear Research Safety Conference in Washington, DC, in October 2001.
We also supported NEI in their development of a white paper, sample regulations, and issues
with proposed resolutions.

Year 3:
Year 3 coordination activities included support of the Nuclear Energy Institute's publication of

their report on arisk-informed, performancebased regulatory process (Reference 21) and
presentations at various conferences (see the last four papers listed in Section 5).
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3.2 Task 2 Strengthening the Reliability Database

321 Task 2.1 - Current Sourcesof Reliability Data for SSCs

Approach

Current databases or published sources of reliability datathat can support the development and
simplification of new reactor plant designs need to beidentified. The objective of thistask isto
identify these sources by surveying the traditional sources of data used for evaluating nuclear
power plant performance and examining potential new sources of data that have not been applied
to previous plantwide risk assessments. Sources of reliability datawill be identified that can be
applied to new advanced technologies which will likely be utilized in new nuclear plant designs.

Each source of datawill be reviewed and annotated with respect tats applicability to the current
effort. Initiadly this effort will consist of identifying the years of experience, specific types of
reliability data collected (raw data versus estimated reliability parameters), characteristics of the
reliability data (failure mode, environment, quality level, unavailability versus reliability
information, etc.), and applicability of datato meet NERI needs.

Accomplishments
Work for Task 2.1 is documented in Reference 18 and is summarized below.

Reliability Data Sources: Searches on reliability data associated with equipment have identified
the traditional U.S. nuclear reactor failure rate databases as well severa foreign
database/publications. Sources of nornuclear data have also been identified although data
sources pertaining to the non-nuclear commercial sector appear to be limited. Keyword searches
of the chemical and petroleum industries have turned up little information on equipment
reliability databases. Searches have been performed to specifically identify digital equipment
(software/hardware) reliability data. Several publications were identified that contained digital
& C reliability information, however, software reliability data appearsto be very sparse. (Many
references can be found that discuss mehods for evaluating software reliability but there seems
to be little data.)

With regard to software reliability, several potential sources of reliability data may exist in either
Canadian reactors (CANDU) or British reactors (Sizewell B). There appear to be probabilistic
safety assessments performed and documented on these designs. Sizewell B uses a 100,000 line
computer code to automate the primary protection system, while some CANDU designs
(Darlington) use software that is roughly 20 times smaller in length than the Sizewell B source
code.

Reliability Database: In order to provide an efficient mechanism for usersto access and perform
statistical analyses using the reliability information identified, a electronic database is necessary.
Some years ago the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission sponsored reliability data database
development effort called the Nuclear Computerized Library for Assessing Reactor Reiability
(NUCLARR). Originaly, NUCLARR was developed using the Moduld | programming
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language. Currently, the NUCLARR database is being converted into Microsoft Access format
and anew user interface is being developed specifically for the NERI program application. The
converted NUCLARR database contains the information (hardware and humaarror data) found
in the original database (see NUREG/CR-4639). The NUCLARR package provides a tool that,
with some modifications, will provide an analytical capability (both query capability, data
aggregation, and Bayesian updating) to assess the dataaccording to various reliability attributes.

3.2.2 Task 2.2 -Data Input Specification, Numeric Data Attributes

Approach

The database being developed (NuclearApplication Reliability Information System- NARIS) is
acollection of component and system reliability data, together with tools to select applicable
data sets and generate estimates for usein risk assessment models. The database providesfailure
rates and probabilities of failure on demand, with associated uncertainty bounds.

Accomplishments
Work on Task 2.2 is documented in Reference 11 and is summarized below.

At itsroot, NARIS consists of a set of data attribute sets, each with one or more observations,
and a set of methods. In subsections below, each of these setsis enumerated. THhas, the
possible combinations of useful numeric attributes that could be entered are listed, and the
methods are listed. A third subsection provides a mapping the two, identifying which types of
data are amenable to each of the methods. The data set d&nitions provide the information
needed to accept data into the database.

The data set definitions will be given in terms of the quantitative information provided by the
data sources. Various combinations of applicable information may be provided. Aappendix
gives protocols, or rules, for computing missing attributes and for resolving possible conflictsin
the resulting data.

The agorithms for filling in the blanks specify how to calculate certain parameters from other
parameters. For example, if the data source provides a median and an error factor, and the
distribution is log-normal, then a mean value can be calculated. When an attribute is provided
from a data source, that attribute will be stored in the database in preference to any attribug
calculated from the others. If the attribute is not present, but can be inferred from the others
using the specified protocol, then the inferred value will be stored in the database. The database
will aso contain information for each such field aboutwhether it was inferred from the others
(i.e., caculated) or was given in the data source.

A second category of protocols builds on the first. It applies to overspecification of data. If a
data source provides more than the minimum number of attributeneeded to define the other
attributes of interest, the input computation algorithms will be used for data quality assurance.
For example, as a check on the input mean from the data source, the calculated mean will be
compared with the source specified mean during the input processing. If the differencein these
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values exceeds 50%, the user will be notified and the datawill berejected. The user will have an
opportunity to override this check if, after examining the data, the user believes that the speified
mean isvalid (for example, perhaps the datais very different from lognormal). The second set
of protocols provides details on how these checks are to be carried out. At the time that a
method is being applied, the user will be given a choice: b use the inferred values in addition to
the source-provided values for the attributes required by the method, or to use only the
source-provided values.

3.23 Task 2.3 —Improvementsin the Reliability Databases

Approach

The approach for this task waso summarize current issues and propose potential improvements.
Accomplishments

The work for Task 2.3 is documented in Reference 20 and is summarized below.

Where new NPPs use SSCs similar to what is already used in current NPPs, the existing data
could be collected in amanner similar to what has been done before (WASH1400). Thiswould
entail gathering relevant data then generating probability density functions that represent the
range in possible values. Representing the range of possible valuess the preferred approach
rather than focusing on mean values since each situation is expected to be somewhat unique in
application and environment. Without detailed knowledge that a particular future application is
effectively identical to some current application, it is impossible to predict which data set is the
most appropriate to use; hence, the motivation for preserving rangeinformation, rather than just
the expected values. However, there are anumber of issues that cannot easily be addressed using
existing data. These include the following:

?? Human Reliability Analyses

?? Physical Phenomena

?? Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) SSCs

?? Digita Systems.

Human Réliability Anaysis

Lack of data has been a weakness of every human reliability analysis (HRA) ever@he. This
will likely not change when HRAs are performed on new NPP designs. Nevertheless, some data
does exist from actual operating experience, training exercises, and simulator experiments
(Gertman and Blackman, 1994). At issuethen, ishow to utiliz the available data for application
to new NPPs. One approach to provide consistency and transportability of HRA data and
analyses is the Segregated PSF Taxonomy (Appendix A of Reference 20).

Physical Phenomena

Many of the new NPP designs rely upon passre systems and processes. Often these take the
form of natura circulation for decay heat remova and gravity feed to makeup to the primary
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coolant system. Some of the plants in the current fleet of NPPs do incorporation passive
systems. Pressurized Water Reactor (PWR) designs include safety injection accumulators that
operate passively. Some of the older Boiling Water Reactor (BWR) designs incorporate
isolation condensers that operate using natura circulation. Neither of these systemsis assumed
to be 100% reliable. The ICONE-11 conference of April 20-23, 2003 included a number of
papers that discuss the operation of passive systems and processes. How much confidence
should be placed in passive systems and phenomena? At present, thereis no quariétive dataon
which to base an estimate. Experiments have been conducted around the world to validate the
reliance on passive phenomenafor safety functions in advanced NPPs . However, there
undoubtedly exist certain situations in which passive system walld not function as designed.
Therefore, is such situations are envisioned for specific designs, new data or assumptions and
uncertainty analysis will be needed.

The first step in assessing the failure probability of passive systemsis to collect any available
information on actua operation of such systems. This would include both currently operating
systems and experimental results. This could be used to construct bounds on the conditions that
would alow passive systems to operate (and not operate) Thermal-Hydraulic code runs could
also be performed to investigate various physical conditions. The aggregate of this information
could be used aone to generate probability distributions, or could be used as input to an expert
elicitation process.

Commercial -Off-The-Shelf Equipment

The current energy crisis has fueled renewed interest in the possibility of building new
commercial NPPs. However, this interest continues to be tempered by concerns about the
economic competitiveness of any proposed newNPP. Thisis as expected since the mgor barrier
to expansion of the commercia nuclear power industry has always been the cost of generating
electricity using a nuclear reactor compared to other means of generating electricity. The
obvious truth is no dility will build a new NPP in the U.S. until they are convinced it will be
economically competitive in generating electricity. The two primary concernsin thisregard are
the costs associated with U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licensing and
construction (or capital) costs. One contributor to the capital cost issue is the cost associated
with using nuclear qualified equipment versus commerciaoff-the-shelf (COTS) equipment.

Some estimate the cost of qualifying equipment as safety-grade at aten-fold increase over
commercid off -the-shelf (COTS) equipment. Typically, the hardware itself is identical; the cost
increase is due to the qualification tests and the documentation to certify the hardware as safety
grade. Theissueiswhether or notthis extra cost results in an actual improvement in reliability
and areduction in risk. To date, no reliability comparisons between “safetygrade” and COTS
equipment have been made.

The NRC is actively engaged in an effort to riskinform the current laws and regulations that
govern thelicensing and operation of NPPs. The philosophy being employed in this endeavor is
that the NRC should regulate only those aspects that provide a riskbenefit to the public. The
secondary objective of this approach isfor the NRC to minimize the cost burden on the licensees
for complying with laws and regulations that do not have a demonstrable riskenefit. Toward
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this end, an effort could be made to determine if the increased cost associated with the use of
nuclear-qualified equipment is justified in terms of risk-benefit.

In recent years, extensive amounts of equipment reliability data have been collected. For the
current generation of NNPs, the NRC has sponsored a program at the INEEL to collect and
analyze reliability datafor risk-important safety systems (i.e., nuclear-grade equipment). The
results of these analyses have been published in a series of NUREG/CR reports. In addition,
Appendix B lists reliability information from avariety of sources both nuclearand nornuclear.
Thework proposed here would use the various equipment reliability datafrom both NPP sources
and nonnuclear sources (i.e., nuclear-grade equipment and COTS equipment), and perform
comparisons to identify any correlation between the reliability performance and grade of the
equipment. In thisway it could be shown whether or not the nucleagrade designation (and its
associated cost) do in fact provide a risk-benefit.

Digital Systems

The reliability of digital systems is a question mark, not only for new NPP designs, but aso for
existing NPPs that have undergone, and continue to undergo replacement of the old analog,
electro -mechanical systems. Numerous studies have been done that have generated many
methods for evaluating thereliability of digital systems (Pham and Pham, 1991). However, very
little data is available on the reliability of digital systems (Galyean, 1994).

It appears any single method for estimating failure rates for software suffers from some
drawbacks. There will alvays be questions about applicability (of generic data), completeness
(of aV&V), or coverage (of testing). Operational data has typicaly been the preferred source
for estimating failure rates. However, in the case of softwarein asafety critical application, even
this premise must be questioned. The time when the software is most needed is during some
kind of abnormal upset condition of the process being controlled. Given software's deterministic
nature (i.e., for identical inputs, software will awgs return the same output), how appropriateis
it to use operational performance during normal routine conditions as an indicator of reliability.

The use of Bayes theorem simply represents one method of combining these different data sets;
there are other possibilities. For example, using the four estimates described above, the highest
estimate could be used to represent some arbitrary upper bound, the lowest could be used to
represent a lower bound, and the two middle estimates could be combined to genete a mean
vaue. These points could then be fit with some distribution to yield a probability density
function. The approach proposed here minimizes the shortcomings of any individual method for
estimating a software failure rate. By utilizing four different methods of estimating failure rates,
and not relying on any single method, the chance that some aspect of software's performance will
be mis-represented, is greatly reduced.
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4.0 List of Deliverables and Publications

Task

Deliverableor Publication

11

“Task 1.1- Identify All Applicable Current Regulatory Requirements and Industry
Standards,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RISK -
G-006-2001, October 2001.

12

“Task 1.2- Identify Systems, Structures, and Components §SCs) and Their Associated
Costsfor a Typica Plant,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Am. 001,
Report Rl SK-G-007-2001, October 2001.

13

“Task 1.3— Framework for RiskBased Regulation and Design for Future Nuclear Power
Plants [Draft],” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report

RI SK-G-004-2000, March 2000.

“Task 1.3— Framework for RiskBased Regulation and Design for Future Nuclear Power
Plants,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-
013-2002, December 2002.

14

“Task 1.4- Develop Methodology for Simplifying SSCs. Risk-Based Design and
Performance Evaluation of Systems, Structures, and Components,” DOE Cooperéative
Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RISK -G-011-2001, October 2001.
B.C. Beer, . d, “ Feasibility Investigations for Risk-Based Nuclear Safety Regulation,” ,
Thesis, MIT-NSP-TR-003, February 2000.

15-
16

“Task 1.6— Thermal-Hydraulic Analyses in Support of Application of RIA Methodology
to a Sample SSC, DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report
RISK-G-009-2001, October 2001.

“Task 1.6— Probabilistic Analyses in Support of Application of RIA Methodology to a
Sample SSC,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report
RISK-G-010-2001, October 2001.

“Task 1.6— Thermal-Hydraulic Analysesin Support of Application of the New Risk
Informed Methodology to a Sample Problem,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFCO3-
99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-008-2002, December 2002.

“Task 1.6— Probabilistic Analysesin Support of the Application of Risklnformed
Methodology to a Sample Problem,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902,
Am. M004, Report RI SK-G-007 -2002, December 2002.

“Task 1.6- Reliability-Based Load and Resistance Factor Design for Piping: An
Exploratory Case Study,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFCO03-99SF21902, Am. M004,
Report RISK-G-010-2002, December 2002.

“Task 1.6— Probabilistic Accident Analysis of the Pebble Bed Modular Reactor for Use

. With Risk-Informed Design and Regulation] DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FCO03-

99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-009-2002, November 2002.

“Task 1.6- Treatment of Uncertainties in a Risk-Informed Design Process,” DOE
Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-006-2002,
December 2002.

17

“Task 1.7 - Probabilistic Safety Assessment and the Regulatory Process: Analysis of
Necessary Changes,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001,
Report RISK-G-008-2001, October 2001.

“Task 1.7 - Phase |1 - Probabilistic Risk Assessment and the Regulatory Process: Analysis
of Necessary Changes,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. M004,
Report RISK-G-006-2002, December 2002.

18

No separate deliverables — this subtask was accomplished through presentation of papersikted
in this table and attendance at various meetings throughout the project (as reported in the
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annual and final reports).

21

7

“Task 2.1 - Reliability Databases and Reports,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFCO03-
99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RISK -G-010-2000,D ecember 2000.

2.2

7

“Task 2.2 - Database Wesknesses - Data | nput Specification, Numeric Data Attributes,”
DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RISK -G-005-2001,
October 2001.

2.3

“Task 2.3— Strengthening the Reliability Database,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-
FCO03-99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-012, December 2002.

Annua
Reports

Year 1 Annua Report, DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Risk -G-007 -
2000, August 2000.

Annua Summary Report for Project Year 2, DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FCO03-
99SF21902, Am. 001, Risk -G-012-2001, October 2001.

Final Technical Report, DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Am. M004,
Risk-G-001-2003, January 2003.

Papers

“ An Overview of the Cooperative Program for the Risk nformed Assessment of
Regulatory and Design Requirements for Future Nuclear Power Plants, presented at the
Korea Atomic Industrial Forum conference, Westinghouse/Ritterbusch, April 2000.

“ Risk-Informed Assessment of Regulatory and Design Requirements for Future Nuclea
Power Plants, presented at the Pacific Basin Nuclear Conference, October 2000.

“ A Framework for Regulatory Requirements and Industry Standards for New Nuclear
Power Plants,” Sandia National Laboratories/Duran, presented at the PSAM5 Conference,
Osaka, Bpan, November 2000.

“Methods for Formulation of Design Basis Accidents Within a Risk-Informed Approach to
Safety Regulation of New Nuclear Power Plants,” Massachusetts I nstitute of
Technology/Golay, presented at the PSAM-5 Conference, Osaka, Japan, Novenber 2000.

“ A Completely New Design And Regulatory Process— A Risk-Based Approach For New
Nuclear Power Plants,” Westinghouse/Ritterbusch, presented at the IAEA Technology
Optimization Conference, Vienna, Austria, December 2000.

“ A New Design and Regulatory Process,” NERI Project on Risk -Informed Regulation,”
dide presentation at the ACRS Workshop on Regulatory Challenges for Future Nuclear
Power Plants, MIT/Golay, June 5, 2001.

“ A New Risk-Informed Design and Regulatory Process,” presented at the NRC's Nuclear
Research Safety Conference, Washington, DC, Massachusetts I nstitute of
Technology/Golay, October 22 — 24, 2001.

“ Risk-Informed Licensing for Advanced Reactors,” Sandia National Laboratories/Duran,
presented at the PSAM-6 Conference, Puerto Rico, 2002 .

“Verification of Methods for Seismic Analysis of Coupled Primary-Secondary Systems
With Non-Classica and Composite Modal Damping,” North Carolina State University,
ASME, 2002.

“ Risk-Informed Assessment of Methodology Development and Application,” preseted at
the | CONE-10 conference, Westinghouse/Jacob, Arlington, VA, April 2002.

“ Risk-Informed Design of a Pebble Bed Gas Reactor,” to be presented at the Korea Atomic
Industrial Forum conference, Westinghouse/Ritterbusch, April 2003.

41




Fina Technical Report DOE/SF21902
Januay 2003 RISK-G-001-2003

50 References

1

10.

11

13.

14.

15.

16.

“Task 1.1 - Identify All Applicable Current Regulatory Requirements and Industry
Standards,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RISK -G-
006-2001, October 2001.

“Task 1.2- ldentify Systems, Structures, and Components (SSCs) and ThelAssociated
Costs for a Typica Plant,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFCO03-99SF21902, Am. 001,
Report RISK-G-007-2001, October 2001.

“Task 1.3— Framework for RiskBased Regulation and Design for Future Nuclear Power
Plants” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-
013-2002, December 2002 .

“Task 1.4 - Develop Methodology for Simplifying SSCs: Risk-Based Design and
Performance Evauation of Systems, Structures, and Components,” DOE Cooperative
Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RI SK-G-011-2001, October 2001.
“Methods for Formulation of Design Basis Accidents Within a Risk-Informed Approach to
Safety Regulation of New Nuclear Power Plants,” Massachusetts I nstitute of Technology,
thesis report MIT-NSP-TR-003 by B. C. Beer and Prof. M. Golay, February 2000 [2001] .
Not Used.

“Task 1.7 - Probabilistic Safety Assessment and the Regulatory Process. Analysis of
Necessary Changes,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report
RI SK-G-008-2001, October 2001.

MS Powerpoint presentation “NERI Project on Risk-Informed Regulation,” presented at the
ACRS Workshop on Regulatory Challenges for Future Nuclear Power Plants, June 5, 2001.
“A New Risk-Informed Design and Regulatory Process,” paper presented at the NRC's
Nuclear Research Safety Conference, Washington, DC, October 22 — 24, 2001.
“Risk-Informed Assessment Methodology — Development and Implementation,” |CONE10
Conference, Arlington, VA, April 1418 2002

“Task 2.2 - Database Weaknesses - Data | nput Specification, Nurreric Data Attributes,”
DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. 001, Report RISK -G-005-2001,
October 2001.

. “Task 1.6— Thermal-Hydraulic Analyses in Support of Application of the New Risk

Informed Methodology to a Sample Problem,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FCO3-
99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-008-2002, December 2002.

“Task 1.6— Probabilistic Analyses in Support of the Application of Risklnformed
Methodology to a Sample Problem,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902,
Am. M004, Report Rl SK-G-007-2002, December 2002.

“Task 1.6- Reliability-Based Load and Resistance Factor Design for Piping: An Exploratory
Case Study,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -
G-010-2002, December 2002.

“Task 1.6— Probabilistic Accident Analysis of the Pebble Bed Modular Reactor for Use With
Risk-Informed Design and Regulation,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-995-21902,
Am. M004, Report RI SK-G-009-2002, November 2002.

“Task 1.6 - Treatment of Uncertainties in a Risk-Informed Design Process,” DOE
Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-006-2002,
December 2002.



Fina Technical Report DOE/SF21902
Januay 2003 RISK-G-001-2003

17. “Task 1.7— Phase |- Probabilistic Risk Assessment and the Regulatory Process. Analysis of
Necessary Changes,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FC03-99SF21902, Am. MO04,
Report RISK-G-006-2002, December 2002.

18. “Annua Report,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-99SF21902, Report RISK -G-007 -
2000, August 2000.

19. “Annua summary Report for Project Year 2,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DEFC03-
99SF21902, Am. 00 1, October 2001.

20. “Strengthening the Reliability Database,” DOE Cooperative Agreement DE-FCO3-
99SF21902, Am. M004, Report RISK -G-012-2002, December 2002.

21. “A Risk-Informed, Performance Based Regulatory Framework for Power Reactors,” Nudear
Energy Institute, Report NEI 02-02, May 2002.



Fina Technical Report DOE/SF21902
Januay 2003 RISK-G-001-2003

Appendix A: Cost and Milestone Completion Summary

Appendix A removed for this distribution.



