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A Study on the Optimization of Test Interval for Check Valves
of Ulchin Unit 3 Using the Risk-informed In-Service Testing Approach
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Abstract

We optimized the test interval for check valves of Ulchin Unit 3 using the risk-informed in-service
testing (IST) approach. First, we categorized the IST check valves for Ulchin Unit 3 according to their
contributions to the safety of Ulchin Unit 3. Next, we performed the risk analysis on the relaxation of
test interval for check valves identified as relatively low important to the safety of Ulchin Unit 3 to
identify the maximum increasable test interval of them. Finally, we estimated the number of tests of
IST check valves to be performed due to the changes of test interval. These study results are as
follows:

® The categorization of IST check valve importance; the number of the HSSCs is 24(11.48%),
the ISSCs is 40 (19.14%), and the LSSCs is 462(69.38%)

® The maximum increasable test interval;, 6 times of current test interval of ISSCs2 and 40
times of that of LSSCs

® The number of tests of IST check valves to be performed during 6 refueling time can be
reduced from 7692 to 1333 ( 82.7%).
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