B3} 2zt shEerukrsls|x| TUNNEL & UNDERGROUND SPACE, Vol. 13, No. 4, 2003, pp. 270-278
21]1_3{4 A4, 2003 84, pp. 270~278 Journal of Korean Society for Rock Mechanics

FEAS Z2 R JIUE SO YANEIS HET B8 M5
BIKTSPA) £ S| mgt o4

1) 7}§§1)

Building Transparency on the Total System Performance Assessment of
Radioactive Repository through the Development of the FEAS Program

Eun-Jin Seo, Yong-Sco Hwang and Chul-Hyung Kang

Abstract Transparency on the Total System Performance Assessment (TSPA) is the key issue to enhance the public
acceptance for a permanent high level radioactive repository. Traditionally, the study on features, events, and
processes (FEPs) and associated scenarios has been regarded as the starting point to open the communicative
discussion on TSPA such as what to evaluate, how fo evaluate and how to translate outcomes into more friendly
language that many stakeholders can easily understand and react with. However, in most cases, it has been limited
to one way communication, because it is difficult for stakeholders outside the performance assessment field to assess
the details on the story of the safety assessment, scenario and technical background of it. Fortunately, the advent
of the internet era opens up the possibility of two way communication from the beginning of the performance
assessment so that every stakeholder can exchange their keen opinions on the safety issues. To achieve it, KAERI
develops the systematic approach from the FEPs to Assessment methods flow chart. All information is integrated
into the web based program named FEAS (FEp to Assessment through Scenario development) under development
in KAERI. In parallel, two independent systems are also under development, the web based QA(Quality Assurance)
system and the PA(Performance Assessment) input database. It is ideal to integrate the input data base with the
QA system so that every data point in the system can be checked whenever necessary. Throughout the next phase
R&D starting from the year 2003, these three systems will be consolidated into one unified system.
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Fig. 7. RES-to Scenario Mapping (Erosion of Canister Scenario).
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