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A Study on the Quantification of Organizational Factors
in Periodic Safety Review
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Abstract
Recently IAEA has issued a safety guidance entitled "Periodic Safety Review (PSR)” to assess the
safety of operating nuclear power plants. Based on this guideline, the PSR execution procedures have
been developed in Korea. In this paper, the quantification methodology of organizational factors in PSR
is suggested. It might contribute to assessing the organizational factor, which is an item of PSR,

quantitatively at Kori unit 1.
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