
 

INL/RPT-23-71939  

Light Water Reactor Sustainability Program 

Preconceptual Designs of Coupled 
Power Delivery between a 4-Loop 

PWR and 100-500 MWe HTSE Plants 

April 2023 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Office of Nuclear Energy 



 

 

 

DISCLAIMER 

This information was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an 

agency of the U.S. Government. Neither the U.S. Government nor any 

agency thereof, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, expressed 

or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, 

completeness, or usefulness, of any information, apparatus, product, or 

process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately 

owned rights. References herein to any specific commercial product, 

process, or service by trade name, trade mark, manufacturer, or otherwise, 

does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, 

or favoring by the U.S. Government or any agency thereof. The views and 

opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect 

those of the U.S. Government or any agency thereof. 



 

v 

INL/RPT-23-71939 
 

Preconceptual Designs of Coupled Power Delivery 
between a 4-Loop PWR and 100-500 MWe HTSE Plants 

Tyler Westover and Richard Boardman 
Idaho National Laboratory 

 
Hassan Abughofah, Gregory R. Amen, Henry R. Fidlow, Ivo A. Garza, Christian 
Klemp, Pawel Kut, Chris L. Rennels, Matthew M. Ross, Jack Miller, and Alan J. 

Wilson 
Sargent & Lundy 

 
Steven J. Breski, Steven D. Whaley, Louis W. Gaussa, Christen Verbofsky 

Westinghouse 
  

April 2023 

NOTE: 
The body of this report and Appendices A through J are based primarily on report SL-016181, 
Revision 1, “Nuclear Power Plant Pre-Conceptual Design Support for Large-Scale Hydrogen 
Production Facility,” November 2022, Sargent & Lundy report to the LWRS Program. Appendix 
K is based on Report WNA-DS-05327-GEN, Rev. 0, “500 MWe Hydrogen Production Facility 
Control System Implementation for High Temperature Electrolysis for a Pressurized Water 
Reactor”, April 2023, Westinghouse report to the LWRS Program. 

Prepared for the 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Nuclear Energy 



 

vi 

ABSTRACT 

This study develops a preconceptual design for the integration between a large-scale high temperature 

electrolysis facility and a nuclear power plant (NPP). Two hydrogen facility sizes are considered: 100 MWnom and 

500 MWnom, where the subscript “nom” refers to the nominal size of the high temperature electrolysis facility 

(HTEF). Both steam supply designs use cold reheat steam extraction from the turbine system as a heat source. A 

brief comparison is also included for steam supply from main steam. A reboiler inside the protected area of the 

power plant transfers steam heat to the demineralized water supply for the HTEF. After the heat transfer, the 

extracted steam condenses and returns to the condenser while the process steam routes out of the protected area to 

the HTEF. Electrical power is tapped off from the high-voltage side of the generator step-up (GSU) transformer, 

where it is then transported via a 345-kV transmission line to the HTEF. Circuit breakers and disconnects are 

located at both ends of the transmission line. Step-down transformers and miscellaneous switchgear/buses are 

located at the end of the transmission line inside the HTEF boundary. 

Computer modeling was performed for the thermal and electrical designs. The steady-state parameters for 

thermal extraction from the turbine cycle were determined using PEPSE, which is a software program for 

analyzing the steady-state thermal cycle performance of electric generating plants. These parameters were used to 

inform transients and size equipment in combination with Applied Flow Technology (AFT) Arrow and AFT 

Fathom modeling for steam and water piping, respectively. Electrical transients were analyzed using PSCAD 

software. An electrical transient analyzer program (ETAP) model was used to evaluate power flow and short 

circuit, which enabled the sizing of transformers and protective equipment. 

A cost estimate was developed for both integration designs for plant separation distances of 250 m and 500 m. 

From these estimates, the modifications for thermal and electrical interfacing of a first-of-a-kind nuclear-

integrated hydrogen facility are anticipated to cost between $60–250/kWnom. On a thermal power basis, the 

thermal power has an estimated cost of approximately $8/MWhth (megawatt-hours of thermal energy) for a 500 

MWnom HTEF located 500 m away from the NPP. That value decreases to approximately $7.5/MWhth for a 250 m 

separation distance between the HTEF and the NPP. This value is lower than previous estimates of the cost of 

heat extracted from NPPs primarily because in this work the steam is extracted from cold reheat instead of from 

the main steam line, which reduces the cost of the dispatched steam by approximately $3.5/MWhth. 

Nuclear steam extraction can provide a profit avenue for many plants and is not restricted to hydrogen 

production. Ammonia production, oil refining, and paper production, among other industrial processes all require 

thermal energy, which can be provided by NPPs. Future work should look further at the details of thermal 

extraction for a variety of use cases. This can include increased levels of extraction and multiple simultaneous 

users. Additionally, site-specific studies should be performed to develop industry experience and improve cost 

accuracy. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

The United States and countries around the world are seeking to reduce dependence on fossil fuels to achieve 

climate goals and ensure national energy security. Policy and economic incentives to reduce fossil fuel 

consumption has led to a steady build out of intermittent wind and solar energy, resulting in excess clean 

generation during some daily hours and deficits of clean energy during other hours. Additional sources of clean 

energy storage or energy generation flexibility are needed to balance daily, weekly, and monthly supply and 

demand of clean energy. The overlapping impact of the dominant clean generating sources (variable renewables 

and baseload nuclear power) exacerbates this challenge during daily supply and demand cycles. 

Nuclear power has significant near-term potential to change its longstanding operational model by shifting 

generation output away from electrical generation when renewable generation can meet grid demand. During 

these times, nuclear facilities can flexibly produce real-time usable or storable clean energy to assist in 

decarbonizing not only the power grid but also industry and transportation. Specifically, producing hydrogen by 

water electrolysis has the potential to favorably influence all these sectors as a storage medium and energy carrier 

for excess variable carbon-free generation. 

Selection of the Hydrogen Production Technology 

Promising technologies to produce clean hydrogen from water can be divided into electrochemical and 

electrothermal processes. Leading electrochemical processes include alkaline, proton exchange membrane (PEM), 

and solid oxide electrolysis cell (SOEC) systems. Leading thermochemical processes include the sodium-oxygen-

hydrogen (Na-O-H) cycle, copper-chlorine (Cu-Cl) cycle, and sulfur-iodine (S-I) cycle. Thermochemical cycles 

typically have high operating temperatures and require heat input at temperatures well above the operating 

temperature of pressurized water reactors (PWRs), so very high-temperature reactors (VHTRs) with outlet 

temperatures hotter than 650°C are preferred. 

Solid oxide cell electrolysis (SOEC) systems, also known as high-temperature steam electrolysis (HTSE) 

systems, use high temperature rather than precious metal catalysts to split water molecules. HTSE technology is 

less mature than alkaline and PEM technologies; however, multiple companies have announced facilities that can 

produce HTSE systems at scales greater than 500 MWDC/yr (direct current megawatts per year). HTSE systems 

need power in the forms of DC electrical power and heat at approximately 150°C (302°F) to produce saturated 

steam. Using nuclear heat to generate steam for the HTSE process increases the efficiency of the process. The 

specific electric and thermal energy requirements for HTSE have been reported as 36.8 kWhe/kg-H2 and 6.4 

kWhth/kg-H2, respectively, as shown in Table S-1. The projected electric-specific energy consumption is well 

aligned with a value of 37.7 kWh/kg-H2 measured at Idaho National Laboratory (INL) using a 100 kW Bloom 

Energy SOEC system. Similar to PEM systems, HTSE systems show promising capabilities to flex their power 

consumption and hydrogen production over a time scale of seconds to minutes to allow coupled nuclear plants 

flexibility in dispatching power either to the power grid or to hydrogen production. 

In comparing the merits of using PWRs to provide power for leading electrochemical water-splitting 

technologies, it is helpful to compare the power requirements in terms of thermal power. Approximating the 

conversion efficiency of converting nuclear heat to electrical power by a PWR to be 33%, specific thermal energy 

requirements of alkaline, PEM, and HTSE systems are estimated to be 164–230, 158, and 118 kWhth/kg-H2. The 

benefit of integrating HTSE hydrogen production with nuclear power is apparent. Compared to PEM electrolysis, 

HTSE systems using nuclear power can produce 33% more hydrogen for the same nuclear thermal power. The 

final column of Table 1 indicates potential benefits of using heat from high temperature reactors for hydrogen 

production. Additional details can be found in Section 1.2.2. For HTSE, the improvements in hydrogen 

production efficiency are caused exclusively by the higher efficiency of converting nuclear heat to electricity. 
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Table S-1. Efficiencies of leading hydrogen production technologies for the near-term time horizon. 

Hydrogen 

production 

technology 

Electricity input Thermal power input 

PWR input thermal 

power (ηth→e ≈ 0.33) 

VHTR input thermal 

power (ηth→e ≈ 0.46) 

kWhe/kg-H2 kWhth/kg-H2 kWhth/kg-H2 kWhth/kg-H2 

Alkaline 

(near-term) 
54–70 0 164–230 117–165 

PEM (near-term) 52 0 158 113 

HTSE 

(near-term) 
37 6 118 86 

Na-O-H cyclea 20 40 141b 83 

Hybrid S-I cyclea 17 53 Not applicable 91 
a  Future projection for mid-term time horizon. 

b  Assumes advanced high temperature heat pump with coefficient of performance equal to 2 that operates between 290°C 

and ~500°C. 

 

Selection of a Representative Nuclear Power Plant 

As of the end of 2022, 68 of the 92 commercially operable U.S. nuclear power plant (NPP) units were PWRs. 

With such a significant portion of the NPP fleet employing this type of design, it is an appropriate choice for use 

as the representative reference plant for the preconceptual design. Additionally, the use of nonradioactive steam in 

the secondary system of a PWR makes PWRs the logical choice for an initial feasibility study. It is noted that a 

boiling water reactor (BWR) will require additional design considerations due to radioactive steam in the 

secondary system. Therefore, BWRs are not considered in this feasibility study but may be evaluated in future 

work. 

The most common type of PWR in the U.S. is a Westinghouse 4-loop PWR, of which there are 26 units 

operating as of the end of 2022. Westinghouse also designed 2-loop and 3-loop PWRs, of which there are 5 units 

and 15 units operating, respectively, for a total of 46 operating Westinghouse PWRs. Thus, Westinghouse PWRs 

represent 75% of all operating PWRs in the U.S. (46/68 = 75%). The fundamental designs of Westinghouse 

PWRs are sufficiently similar, such that a 4-Loop PWR is representative of 2-loop and 3-loop PWRs if the 

different reactor scales are properly accounted for. Considering that 4-loop Westinghouse PWRs are the most 

common type, this model has been selected for this study. 

Summary of the High-Level Integration Design 

This report is based primarily on a preconceptual design report prepared by Sargent & Lundy (S&L) [19] with 

input from INL. The 4-Loop PWR is assumed to have a generating capacity of approximately 1,200 megawatts 

electric (MWe). Steam is extracted from the PWR using one or more new connections in the crossunder (cold 

reheat) piping between the high-pressure (HP) turbine and the moisture separator reheaters (MSRs). A brief 

comparison is also included for steam supply from main steam. This report considers two large-scale hydrogen 

production facilities, with nominal ratings of 100 MWnom and 500 MWnom, respectively. Detailed information for 

both designs is in the preconceptual design report prepared by S&L [19]. Table S-2 provides the specific 

parameters for both designs. The nominal rating corresponds to the DC power input of the HTEF at full hydrogen 

production. A 100 MWnom high-temperature electrolysis facility (HTEF) is expected to produce as much as 

55-58 tonnes of hydrogen per day, depending upon the configuration. 

The exact amount of heat required by the HTEF to generate steam for hydrogen production depends on heat 

recuperation and other design choices within the plant. For the purposes of this study, typical heat input 

requirements are assumed without performing detailed heat integration designs that depend upon a specific HTEF 

configuration, which is vendor dependent. Steam delivered to the HTEF is required to be at least 150°C (302°F) 

and 50 pounds per square inch gauge (psig). Analyses performed for this study achieved these requirements, as 
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summarized in Table S-2. Hydraulic analyses were performed to size the piping and auxiliary equipment required 

to meet thermal extraction demands for the HTEF. For purposes of the preconceptual design, minor additional 

thermal extraction is needed to cover various thermal losses, inefficiencies, and design margins typically 

associated with the sizing of piping, pumps, heat exchangers, valves, etc. As noted above, the thermal power 

required for hydrogen production in an HTEF is approximately 20% of the nominal power. Based on these 

considerations, the thermal power requirement of the 100 MWnom HTEF is taken to be 25 MTth and that of the 

500 MWnom HTEF is taken to be 105 MWth. Both hydrogen facilities are assumed to be located outside of the 

protected area but inside the owner-controlled area (OCA). Designs are prepared for distances of 250 m and 

500 m between the PWR and both HTEFs. Product hydrogen is transported a safe distance away (e.g., 1+ km) for 

high-pressure compression and storage. 

Within the PWR, piping is installed to route the high-temperature steam from the crossunder piping to a steam 

reboiler that creates steam in a tertiary loop fed from a deionized or demineralized water source. This steam is 

provided to the HTEF for use in the HTE process. Condensed drain flow on the secondary side of the steam 

reboiler is directed to a location within the secondary loop of the plant to minimize thermal losses. 

The revenue meter for the NPP is assumed to be at a high-voltage switchyard, adjacent to the NPP protected 

area. Net metering of the HTEF may be required for cases where the revenue meter is located at the generator 

terminals or in the Turbine Building. Electrical energy, in the form of alternating-current (AC) power, is diverted 

from the output of the main generator to the HTEF, where most of the required power is converted to rectified DC 

power. 

The electrical loads required for hydrogen production were 105 MWe and 500 MWe for the 100 MWnom and 

500 MWnom, respectively. As with thermal power, electrical losses and inefficiencies must be considered to supply 

adequate power to the facility. Additional electrical power needs to be supplied to the hydrogen facility to support 

plant auxiliaries and other ancillary loads. The total apparent electric power rating for these two facilities comes to 

140 megavolts ampere (MVA) and 600 MVA, respectively. 

Table S-2. HTEF parameters by plant size. 

Parameter Unit 

HTEF Size 

100 MWnom 500 MWnom 

Hydrogen Production Capacitya U.S. tons/day 55–58 275–290 

H2 Plant Electric Load MWe MWe 105 500 

H2 Plant Auxiliary Loads + Margin MWe 22 50 

Power Factor  — 0.92 0.92 

Total Electrical Power Requirements  MVA 140 600 

H2 Plant Thermal Load  MWth 20 100 

Plant Thermal Losses + Margin  MWth 5 5 

Total Thermal Power Requirements MWth 25 105 

Steam Input Temperatureb °F >300 (333) >300 (333) 

Steam Input Pressureb psig >50 (59.3) >50 (59.3) 

Separation Distance from PWR m 250 & 500 m 250 & 500 m 
a Conservative production capacities are shown based on 2022 values. Technology improvements over the next few years 

are expected to improve the yields of these plants to approximately 60 and 300 U.S. tons/day, respectively. 

b Parameters in parenthesis indicate actual design values. 
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Summary of the Estimated Integration Costs 

An overview of the direct, indirect, and contingency costs for the 100 MWnom and 500 MWnom facilities are 

provided below in Table S-3. The analysis assumes annual inflation of 2% but neglects financing and tax costs. 

The estimate for the integration of the NPP hydrogen steam supply equipment and associated electrical 

infrastructure for the 100 MWnom design totals close to $246/kWnom, while the 500-MWnom integration 

modifications are estimated to cost $78/kWnom. Based on these estimates, the standardized cost of the 

500 MWnom design is approximately one-third of the 100 MWnom design. This reduction can be explained by 

the consolidation of equipment under the larger design, reducing material and labor costs with respect to 

production capacity. Changing the number of piping trains, power lines, or integration equipment (mechanical and 

electrical) for these designs will alter the capital cost of these modifications accordingly. One potential cost-

reduction strategy is to decrease separation distance between the NPP and HTEF. This adjustment would decrease 

the length of piping and power lines, which would have subsequent benefits, including reduced excavation and 

foundation costs, better efficiency (reduced thermal and electrical losses), and potential utilization of smaller, less 

expensive equipment. Reducing thermal and electrical separation by 50%, from 500 m to 250 m, is assumed to be 

physically feasible for some plants (additional hazard analysis and licensing evaluation is necessary to assess 

overall regulatory compliance but is not considered within this study). Table S-3 shows an approximately 20% 

reduction in integration cost across both designs by reducing plant separation. Additional cost details can be found 

in Table 13 in the body of the report. The contingency budgets listed in Table S-3 are relatively large and 

approximately equal to the direct costs. Large contingency budgets are appropriate for first-of-a-kind installations. 

The contingency funds can likely be decreased by 50% or more for subsequent installations that follow similar 

engineering designs. 

Table S-3. Installation cost summary for integration of nuclear and hydrogen plant (2022 U.S. dollars). 

Parameter 

100 MWnom 500 MWnom 

500 m 

separation 

250 m 

separation 

500 m 

separation 

250 m 

separation 

Total Capital Investment (Direct and Indirect Costs) 

Direct cost ($MM)a 7.42 5.42 13.1 10.2 

Indirect cost ($MM)b 8.98 7.15 13.07 10.22 

Contingency ($MM) 8.20 6.20 13.2 10.2 

Total capital investment ($MM) 24.6 19.0 39.0 30.6 

Operating Costs and Considerations 

NPP power reduction (MWe) 5.3 5.3 22.47 22.47 

Annual cost of NPP power reduction ($MM)c 1.45 1.45 6.16 6.16 

20 Year lifetime operating cost ($MM) 24.1 24.1 102.3 102.3 

Total Costs and Considerations 

20 Year lifetime total cost ($MM) 48.7 43.7 141.3 132.9 

Ratio lifetime capital to operating costs 102% 79% 38% 30% 

Standardized (std.) Costs 

Std. steam cost per unit delivered heat ($/MWhth) 13.9 12.3 8.06 7.58 

Std. steam cost from Ref. [2] ($/MWhth) 11.6 

Std. steam cost per nominal HTEF size ($/kWnom) 204 150 70.0 53.4 

Std. electric cost per nominal HTEF size ($/kWnom) 42.1 37.9 8.62 7.73 

Std. total cost per nominal HTEF size ($/kWnom) 246 190 78.1 61.2 

a  Direct costs include labor, materials, subcontracts, construction equipment, and process equipment. 

b Indirect costs include additional labor, site overheads, other construction costs and project indirects. 

c Assumes an electricity sales price of $30/MWh. 
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It is helpful to compare the cost estimates in Table S-3 with assumptions that have been made in previous 

analyses with estimated costs for hydrogen production, assuming a similar production configuration in which an 

HTEF is coupled to a PWR. In the study by Wendt, Knighton, and Boardman, [2], it was assumed that a 

1,000 MWnom HTEF was coupled to an NPP at a distance of 1 km. The direct capital cost of the steam delivery 

system from the NPP was estimated to be $41.1 million, which is in very good agreement with the estimated cost 

presented in Table S-3, after accounting for differences in scale and assumed steam delivery distance. 

Importantly, however, as shown in Table S-3, operating costs dominate the total costs for HTEFs that are 500 

MWnom and larger. 

The dominating operating cost is the loss of PWR electric power output due to thermal power dispatch to the 

HTEF. As indicated in Table S-3, the PWR electric power output decreases by 5.3 MWe and 22.4 MWe, 

respectively, for the 100-MWnom and 500-MWnom HTEF cases. These values are lower than estimated in the 

previous hydrogen production cost study [2] because extracting steam from cold reheat in the PWR has less 

impact on electric power production than removing steam from the main steam line, as assumed in the previous 

work. The previous work assumed that reduction in electric power production was equal to the thermal power 

delivery to the HTEF divided by the thermal-to-electric conversion efficiency of the PWR, which would have 

corresponded to 8.5 MWe for the 100 MWnom HTEF case and 35.7 MWe for 500 MWnom HTEF case, respectively. 

Importantly, as summarized in Appendix C, a PEPSE analysis was conducted for a case in which steam was 

extracted from the main steam line. As noted in Table C-2, extracting 105 MWth from the main steam line caused 

the generator output to decrease by 37.9 MW. This result indicates extracting steam from the main steam line 

causes an additional loss of 15.4 MW from the generator, compared to extracting the needed steam from cold 

reheat. Extracting steam from the cold reheat reduces the operating costs of the thermal power dispatch 

system by approximately 40%, compared to extracting steam from the main steam line. The lowest 

standardized (Std.) cost of steam supply is associated with the 500 MWnom HTEF case and is 7.58 $/MWhth, 

which exhibits a marked improvement compared with the estimate of 11.6 $/MWhth from [2]. For 

comparison, an abbreviated cost estimate was performed for a case in which steam is provided to the HTEF using 

an electric boiler. Additional details of the electric boiler analysis can be found in Table 14. The estimated 

standardized cost of steam from an electric boiler was estimated to be greater than $25/MWhth. As noted 

above, costs estimated in this study are for a first-of-a-kind installation with large contingency budgets. 

Subsequent installations with similar designs may have substantially lower costs if contingency costs can be 

avoided. 
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ACRONYMS 

10 CFR 50.59 Code of Federal Regulations 

AACE Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering 

AC alternating-current 

AFT applied flow technology 

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers 

AVR automatic voltage regulator 

BES bulk electric system 

BIL bipartisan Infrastructure Law 

BWR boiling water reactor 

CDF Core Damage Frequency 

CM construction management 

CT current-transformers 

DAR Design Attribute Review 

DOE U.S. Department of Energy 

DOWG Design Oversight Working Group 

EPCM engineer, procure, construction management 

ETAP electrical transient analyzer program 

FAC flow-accelerated corrosion 

FCV flow control valve 

FPOG Flexible Plant Operations and Generation 

H3RG  Hydrogen Regulatory Research Review Group 

HTE High-Temperature Steam Electrolysis 

G&A general and administrative 

GSU generator step-up 

HMI human-machine interface 

HP high-pressure 

HSS hydrogen steam supply 

I&C Instrumentation and Controls 

INPO The Institute of Nuclear Power Operations 

LAR License Amendment Request 

LCOE levelized cost of energy 

LCOH levelized cost of hydrogen 

LERF Large Early Release Frequency 
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LP low-pressure 

LTE low-temperature electrolysis 

LWR Light Water Reactor 

LWRS Light Water Reactor Sustainability 

NPP nuclear power plant 

MOD manually operated disconnect 

MSR moisture separator reheaters 

MWhth megawatt-hours of thermal energy 

NERC North American Electric Reliability Corporation 

NPSH net positive suction head 

NSIAC Nuclear Strategic Issues Advisory Committee 

OCA owner-controlled area 

OEM original equipment manufacturers 

OPGW optical ground wire 

P&ID process and instrumentation diagram 

PRA Probabilistic Risk Assessment 

PT potential transformers 

PWR Pressurized Water Reactor 

RO reverse osmosis 

SCWR super critical water reactors 

SDP standard design process 

SPV single-point venerability 

SOEC Solid Oxide Electrolysis Cell 

Std standardized 

STD standard pipe size 

TB Turbine Building 

TNV thermoneutral voltage 

USNRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

UFSAR Updated Final Safety Analysis Report 
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Preconceptual Designs of Coupled Power Delivery 
between a 4-Loop PWR and 100-500 MWe HTSE Plants 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Why Nuclear Generated Hydrogen? 

The United States and countries around the world are seeking to reduce dependence on fossil fuels to 

achieve climate goals and ensure national energy security. Policy and economic incentives to reduce 

fossil fuel consumption has led to a steady build-out of intermittent wind and solar energy, resulting in 

excess clean generation during some daily hours and deficits of clean energy during other hours. 

Additional sources of clean energy storage or energy production flexibility are needed to balance daily, 

weekly, and monthly supply and demand of clean energy. The overlapping impact of the dominant clean 

generating sources (intermittent renewables and baseload nuclear power) exacerbates this challenge 

during daily supply and demand cycles. 

Nuclear power has significant near-term potential to change its longstanding operational model by 

shifting generation output away from electrical generation when renewable generation can meet grid 

demand. During these times, nuclear facilities can flexibly produce real-time usable or storable clean 

energy to assist in decarbonizing not only the power grid but also industry and transportation. 

Specifically, producing hydrogen by water electrolysis has the potential to favorably influence all these 

sectors as a storage medium and energy carrier for excess intermittent carbon-free generation. 

The 2022 Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), officially known as the Infrastructure Investment and 

Jobs Act (IIJA) [1], provides up to $8 billion to help establish Regional Clean Hydrogen Hubs over the 

next 5–6 years. This bill is key to addressing several barriers for many nuclear reactors to implement 

hydrogen production. 

To qualify as clean hydrogen (H2), the life-cycle emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) of the H2 

produced must be less than 2 kg-CO2e per kg-H2 [a]. At least one of these hubs must use nuclear energy 

for some fraction of the hydrogen produced in a given region. The federal cost share of up to 50% of the 

total project costs (up to $1.25 billion) should make it possible to realize a favorable return on investment 

for first-of-a-kind demonstration projects. 

Technical and economic assessments of hydrogen production by nuclear power plants (NPPs) 

indicate that light water reactors (LWRs) will be able to feasibly produce clean hydrogen through water-

splitting electrolysis for an nth-of-a-kind nuclear hydrogen plant. This is based on a hydrogen plant that is 

integrated with an existing NPP when the price of electrolysis units is consistent with an established 

supply chain of materials and fabrication year-over-year. The BIL also intentionally includes $1 billion to 

help raise the technology and commercial-scale manufacturing readiness of electrolysis. The assumption 

is that several large-scale demonstration projects and the required manufacturing industries will make it 

possible to expand the leading projects at nth-of-a-kind economics. 

The technology readiness levels of water-splitting electrolysis systems have dramatically increased in 

recent years [2] as the global interest increases in clean hydrogen production and decarbonization of 

transportation, industry, and other sectors. Electrolyzed hydrogen produced by renewables and 

low-temperature electrolysis (LTE) is already emerging as a near-term clean, stored energy carrier. 

 

a CO2e refers to a unit of greenhouse gas reductions equivalent to the impact of CO2. As a reference, 

the conventional process of producing hydrogen by steam methane reforming emits 7-10 kg CO2 per kg 

H2 produced depending on the process design and accounting for life-cycle emissions associated with NG 

production. 
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1.2 Why Integrate Light Water Reactors with High-Temperature 
Steam Electrolysis (HTSE) Plants? 

Promising technologies to produce clean hydrogen from water can be divided into electrochemical 

and electrothermal processes. Leading electrochemical processes include alkaline, proton exchange 

membrane (PEM) and solid oxide electrolysis, while leading electrochemical processes include the 

sodium-oxygen-hydrogen (Na-O-H) cycle, copper-chlorine (Cu-Cl) cycle, and sulfur-iodine (S-I) cycle. 

1.2.1 Electrochemical Low-Temperature Electrolysis 

Alkaline electrolysis is the most mature water-splitting process technology with multiple 100+ MW 

systems installed and operating. It has a relatively low capital cost but current designs also have relatively 

low efficiency with system-specific energy consumption for hydrogen production in the range of 54–70 

kWh/kg-H2 [3]. PEM electrolysis is a less mature technology but is already available at MW and tens of 

MW scale. PEM electrolysis systems use rare and precious metal catalysts to achieve a system-specific 

energy consumption that is anticipated to reach 52 kWh/kg-H2 by around 2025 [4]. This projected specific 

energy consumption is slightly better than systems today achieve, as reported by a Nel Hydrogen 1.25 

MW PEM system, which recently began producing hydrogen at the Nine Mile Point Nuclear Plant owned 

by Constellation Energy. The scale of electrochemical water-splitting systems is typically reported on a 

DC power input basis. For example, a 1.25 MW PEM system operating under normal conditions 

consumes 1.25 MW of DC power. Constellation Energy reported that the PEM system at the Nine Mile 

Point Nuclear Plant produced 560 kg/hr, corresponding to a specific energy consumption of 53.6 kWh/kg-

H2 [5]. An advantage of PEM electrolysis is that the systems are capable of rapid dynamic operation 

between approximately 20–100% of their rated capacities. 

1.2.2 Electrochemical High-Temperature Electrolysis 

Solid oxide cell electrolysis (SOEC) systems, also known as HTSE systems, use high temperature 

rather than precious metal catalysts to split water molecules. HTSE technology is less mature than 

alkaline and PEM technologies; however, multiple companies have announced facilities that can produce 

HTSE systems at scales greater than 500 MWDC per year [6,7]. HTSE systems need power in three forms: 

(1) DC electrical power, (2) heat at approximately 150°C to produce saturated steam, and (3) heat at 

approximately 800°C for process topping heat. The ratios of the required power inputs depend upon 

specific operating conditions. In a typical operating condition, 75-78% of the input power is needed as 

DC electrical power, 16–19% of the input power is needed to produce steam at approximately 150°C, and 

5–8% of the input power is needed for high-temperature topping heat. Typically, the high-temperature 

topping heat is produced using electrical heaters so that the ratio of the required electric power to thermal 

power is between four and five. This ratio of electric-to-thermal power can be achieved from a PWR by 

extracting slightly less than 10% of the steam from the primary steam supply loop and using heat from 

this steam to provide the heat needed by the HTSE plant through appropriate heat exchangers. Using 

nuclear heat to generate steam for the HTSE process increases the efficiency of the process (Figure 1 and 

Figure 2). The specific electric and thermal energy requirements for HTSE have been reported as 36.8 

kWh/kg-H2 and 6.4 kWhth/kg-H2, respectively [8]. The projected electric-specific energy consumption is 

well aligned with a value of 37.7 kWh/kg-H2, which was measured at Idaho National Laboratory using a 

100 kW Bloom Energy SOEC system [9]. The thermal specific energy consumption of 6.4 kWhth/kg-H2 is 

readily determined from the heat of vaporization of water and by accounting for engineering losses in 

large-scale systems. Similar to PEM systems, HTSE systems show promising capabilities to flex their 

power consumption and hydrogen production over a time scale of seconds to minutes to allow coupled 

nuclear plants flexibility in dispatching power to either the power grid or to hydrogen production. 
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Figure 1. Graphical representation of heat and electricity flowing from a nuclear reactor to an HTEF. 

In comparing the merits of using PWRs to provide power for leading electrochemical water-splitting 

technologies, it is helpful to compare the power requirements in terms of thermal power. Approximating 

the conversion efficiency of converting nuclear heat to electrical power (ηth→e) by a PWR to be 33%, 

specific thermal energy requirements of alkaline, PEM, and HTSE systems are estimated to be 164–230, 

158, and 118 kWhth/kg-H2., as summarized in Table 1. The benefit of integrating HTSE hydrogen 

production with nuclear power is apparent. Compared to PEM electrolysis, each kg of hydrogen can be 

produced using 33% less thermal power (156–118)/118 = 33%. 

Table 1 also includes a column assuming the electricity is provided by a very high-temperature 

reactor (VHTRs) that can achieve a thermal power to electricity conversion efficiency (ηth→e) of 

approximately 46%. It has been noted that heat from VHTRs can be used to increase the efficiency of 

HTSE processes because 5–8% of the input power is needed for high-temperature topping heat. In 

practical applications, however, there are several factors that will likely negate the potential increase in 

efficiency from utilizing high-temperature heat. First, assuming a VHTR can convert thermal power to 

electricity with an efficiency of 46%, the potential increase in efficiency that could be gained by using 

high-temperature heat inside the HTSE facility (HTEF) instead of electrical heaters would be limited to 

1/46% of 5–8% or approximately 3%. Second, transferring high-temperature gas from the VHTR in the 

HTEF and using heat from the gas in the HTEF would have unavoidable thermal losses that would further 

limit the potential increase in system efficiency to less than 1–2%. The reason for the high thermal losses 

is that the high-temperature topping heat is needed locally within the hot boxes that contain the solid  

Table 1. Efficiencies of leading hydrogen production technologies for the near-term time horizon. 

Hydrogen 

production 

technology 

Electricity input 

Thermal power 

input 

PWR input 

thermal power  

(ηth→e ≈ 0.33) 

VHTR input 

thermal power 

(ηth→e ≈ 0.46) 

kWhe/kg-H2 kWhth/kg-H2 kWhth/kg-H2 kWhth/kg-H2 

Alkaline (near-

term) 
54–70 0 164–230 117–165 

PEM (near-term) 52 0 158 113 

HTSE (near-term) 37 6 118 80 

Na-O-H cyclea 20 40 141b 83 

Hybrid S-I cyclea 17 53 Not applicable 91 
a  Future projection for mid-term time horizon. 
b  Assumes advanced high temperature heat pump with coefficient of performance equal to 2 that operates between 290°C and 

~500°C. 
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oxide electrochemical cells. These hot boxes contain between 100 kWDC and 1 MWDC of cells and contain 

heat recuperators, such that in current designs, relatively low-temperature steam and gases enter and exit 

the hot boxes. Using high-temperature gas to provide the topping heat in the hot boxes would require 

additional high-temperature piping to transfer the high-temperature gas into and out of the hot boxes as 

well as additional heat exchangers inside and outside the hot boxes. These additional high-temperature 

pipes and heat exchangers would substantially increase the system complexity, footprint, capital expense, 

and thermal losses. 

Figure 2 shows an example cell voltage and current relationships of low and high-temperature 

electrolysis systems and illustrates an additional factor that limits the practicality of using high-

temperature topping heat from a VHTR to increase the efficiency of an HTEF. HTSE systems operate 

along the solid red line shown in Figure 2, while low-temperature alkaline and PEM electrolysis facilities 

operate along the solid blue line. LTE systems must operate at cell voltages that are greater than the water 

thermoneutral voltage (TNV) because that is the minimum voltage required to split water molecules. 

High-temperature electrolysis systems can operate at either above or below the steam TNV, although 

there are strong motivating factors to operate near the steam TNV. Operating at cell voltages below the 

steam TNV allows thermal power (heat) to replace some of the electrical power in the water-splitting 

reaction; however, electric current and hydrogen production rates decrease as the cell voltage decreases. 

Hydrogen production costs increase as the hydrogen production rate decreases because the specific capital 

equipment cost increases. Operating at cell voltages above the steam TNV produces Ohmic heating that 

offsets the high-temperature topping heat that must be provided to the solid oxide cells during hydrogen 

production. 

 

Figure 2. Cell voltage and current relationship for low and high-temperature electrolysis. 

The point marked “A” in Figure 2, which corresponds to operation at the steam TNV, is the point at 

which 5-8% topping heat is required, as listed in Table 1. At a cell voltage and electric current slightly 

higher than point “A,” the Ohmic heating exactly matches the required topping heat, such that inline 

topping heaters or heat exchangers are not required. This point is marked “B” in Figure 2. As noted 

above, increasing the cell voltage and electric current potentially decreases hydrogen production costs 

even though cell efficiency is slightly lower because the system capital equipment expense decreases. A 

primary objective of HTSE system manufacturers and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is to 
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increase the durability of solid oxide electrolysis cells, so that they can sustain higher current densities 

and hydrogen production rates. Using high-temperature heat from a VHTR to increase the efficiency of an 

HTEF is counter to present-day goals of HTSE system manufacturers and DOE. The HTEF thermal 

power input value for HTSE systems in the final column of Table 1 assumes heat from a VHTR is only 

used to produce electricity and steam at approximately 150°C for the HTSE process (the cycle topping 

heat is provided using electricity). A further point regarding the information in Table 1 is that the 

improved efficiency of the thermal-to-electric power conversion efficiency of the VHTR is not the driving 

parameter for decreasing the cost of hydrogen production. As discussed in the study by Wendt, Knighton, 

and Boardman [2], the cost of hydrogen is affected predominantly by the cost of electricity, so NPPs that 

produce electricity at the lowest cost are favored to produce low-cost hydrogen, regardless of their 

thermal-to-electric power conversion efficiency. 

1.2.3 Thermochemical Cycle Technologies 

As noted, thermochemical processes are also promising options for hydrogen production; although, 

their technological maturity is much lower. Thermochemical cycles typically have operating temperatures 

and require heat input at temperatures well above the operating temperature of PWRs. Therefore, VHTRs 

with outlet temperatures hotter than 650°C are preferred [10]. Of the thermochemical cycles, the Na-O-H 

[11] and Cu-Cl [12,13] cycles have the potential to operate at the lowest temperature—approximately 

500°C—while the S-I cycle operates at approximately 800°C [14,15]. Due to their moderate operating 

temperatures and power requirements, the Na-O-H and Cu-Cl cycles are compatible with receiving heat 

and electricity from super critical water reactors (SCWRs) for hydrogen production. Coupling these 

cycles to PWRs would require a chemical heat pump to upgrade the temperature of the steam, which 

decreases the efficiency of the process [16]. 

For the Na-O-H chemical process, initial studies show that the ideal exergy efficiency of the cycle is 

82%, making it a potential candidate for H2 production [11, 17]. The HTEF thermal power input value for 

the Na-O-H cycle in the final column of Table 1 assumes that high-temperature heat from a VHTR is used 

in the thermochemical Na-O-H cycle, and therefore, the anticipated high-temperature thermal input power 

requirements of HTSE and Na-O-H technologies are approximately equal at 80 kWhth/kg-H2. It must be 

noted, however, that Na-O-H cycle technology is not yet mature, and its projected overall system 

efficiency has relatively high uncertainty. The coupled SCWR Cu-Cl hybrid cycle has been studied 

extensively in Canada and has been shown to have exergy efficiency of 27.8% [12]. The hybrid S-I cycle 

has also been studied extensively and has a reported exergy efficiency of 35% [18,14,15]. 

1.3 Why Select a 4-Loop Westinghouse PWR as a Reference Plant to 
Integrate with HTSE? 

Development of a preconceptual design must begin by establishing a reference plant to describe the 

proposed modifications, analyze the impacts, and approximate assigned costs. Individual sites can then 

compare the attributes of the reference plant to their specific plant to adjust the modifications described or 

scale the associated costs appropriately. 

A Westinghouse 4-loop PWR has been selected for this study. Westinghouse 

PWRs represent 75% of all operating PWRs in the U.S. (46/68 = 75%). A 4-Loop 

PWR is representative of typical Westinghouse PWRs. 
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As of the end of 2022, 68 of the 92 commercially operable U.S. NPP units were PWRs. In a PWR, 

high-pressure (HP) water passes through the reactor core, where it is heated by thermal energy created by 

nuclear fission. This “primary” water flows to a heat exchanger (called a steam generator), where it boils 

feedwater in the “secondary” plant cycle to create steam. This steam then drives a series of turbines, 

which turn a generator to create electricity. This secondary turbine cycle steam is not radioactive due to 

being separated from the reactor coolant within the steam generators. With such a significant portion of 

the NPP fleet employing this type of design, it is an appropriate choice for use as the representative 

reference plant for the preconceptual design. Additionally, the use of nonradioactive steam makes a PWR 

the logical choice for an initial feasibility study. It is noted that a BWR will require additional design 

considerations due to radioactive steam. 

The most common type of PWR is a Westinghouse 4-loop PWR, of which there are 26 units 

operating as of the end of 2022. Westinghouse also designed 2-loop and 3-loop PWRs, of which there are 

5 units and 15 units operating, respectively, for a total of 46 operating Westinghouse PWRs. Thus, 

Westinghouse PWRs represent 75% of all operating PWRs in the U.S. (46/68 = 75%). A 2-loop plant has 

two steam generators and reactor coolant pumps, while 3-loop and 4-loop plants have correspondingly 

increased numbers of steam generators and reactor coolant pumps. Due to the increased numbers of loops, 

3-loop and 4-loop plants have higher thermal outputs than 2-loop plants. The rated thermal outputs of 

2-loop, 3-loop, and 4-loop PWRs are approximately 1800, 2700, and 3500 MWth, respectively. The 

fundamental designs of the plants are sufficiently similar that a 4-loop PWR is representative of 2-loop 

and 3-loop PWRs if the different reactor scales are properly accounted for. Considering that the 4-loop 

Westinghouse PWRs are the most common type and that they are representative of 75% of operating 

PWRs in the U.S., a 4-loop Westinghouse PWR has been selected for this study. 

1.4 High-Level Design Parameters 

The body of this report and Appendices A through J are based primarily on a preconceptual design 

report prepared by S&L with input from INL [19]. Appendix K contains recommendations for the control 

system implementation and is based on a report by Westinghouse [20]. The plant is assumed to have a 

generating capacity of approximately 1200 megawatts electric (MWe), which is also reasonable for this 

design. Steam is extracted from the PWR using one or more new connections in the crossunder (cold 

reheat) piping between the HP turbine and the MSRs, as shown in Figure 3. This report considers two 

large-scale hydrogen production facilities with nominal ratings of 100 MWnom and 500 MWnom, 

respectively. Detailed information for both designs is located in the preconceptual design report prepared 

by S&L [19]. Table 2 provides the specific parameters for both designs. The nominal rating corresponds 

to the DC power input of HTEF at full hydrogen production. A 100 MWnom HTEF is expected to produce 

as much as 55–58 MTs of hydrogen per day, depending upon the configuration. 
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Figure 3. Steam extraction from cold reheat piping downstream of the HP turbine. 

The exact amount of heat required by the HTEF to generate steam for hydrogen production depends 

on heat recuperation and other design choices within the plant. For this study, typical heat input 

requirements are assumed without performing detailed heat integration designs that depend upon the 

specific HTEF configuration, which is vendor dependent. Steam delivered to the HTEF is required at 

temperature of at least 300°F and pressure of at least 50 pounds per square inch gauge (psig). Analyses 

performed for this study achieved these requirements, as summarized in Table 2. The final steam 

conditions supplied to the HTEF are approximately 333°F and 74 pounds per square inch absolute (psia). 

Hydraulic analyses were performed to size the piping and auxiliary equipment required to meet thermal 

extraction demands for the HTEF. For the preconceptual design, minor additional thermal extraction is 

needed to cover various thermal losses, inefficiencies, and design margins typically associated with the 

sizing of piping, pumps, heat exchangers, valves, etc. As noted, the thermal power required for hydrogen 

production in an HTEF is approximately 20% of the nominal power. Based on these considerations, the 

thermal power requirement of the 100 MWnom HTEF is taken to be 25 MTth, and that of the 500 MWnom 

HTEF is taken to be 105 MWth. Both hydrogen facilities are assumed to be located outside of the 

protected area but inside the owner-controlled area (OCA), as indicated in Figure 3. Designs are prepared 

for distances of 250 m and 500 m between the PWR and the HTEFs. Product hydrogen is transported a 

safe distance away, such as 1 km, for high-pressure compression and storage. 
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Table 2. HTEF parameters by plant size. 

Parameter Unit 

HTEF Size 

100 MWnom 500 MWnom 

Hydrogen Production Capacitya  U.S. tons/day 55-58 275-290 

H2 Plant Electric Load MWe MWe 105 500 

H2 Plant Auxiliary Loads + Margin MWe 22 50 

Power Factor  — 0.92 0.92 

Total Electrical Power Requirements  MVA 140 600 

H2 Plant Thermal Load  MWth 20 100 

Plant Thermal Losses + Margin  MWth 5 5 

Total Thermal Power Requirements MWth 25 105 

Steam Input Temperatureb °F >300 (333) >300 (333) 

Steam Input Pressure2 psig >50 (59.3) >50 (59.3) 

Separation Distance from PWR m 250 & 500 m 250 & 500 m 

1  Conservative production capacities are shown based on 2022 values. Technology improvements over the next few years are 

expected to improve the yields of these plants to approximately 60 and 300 U.S. tons/day, respectively. 

2 Parameters in parenthesis indicate actual design values. 

 

Within the PWR, piping is installed to route the high-temperature steam from the crossunder piping to 

a steam reboiler that creates steam in a tertiary loop fed from a deionized or demineralized water source. 

This steam is then provided to the HTEF for use in the HTE process. Condensed drain flow on the 

secondary side of the steam reboiler is directed to a location within the secondary loop of the plant to 

minimize thermal losses. 

The revenue meter for the NPP is assumed to be at a high-voltage switchyard, adjacent to the NPP 

protected area. Net metering of the HTEF may be required for cases where the revenue meter is located at 

the generator terminals or in the Turbine Building. It is also assumed there will not be any safety-related 

or Class I seismic equipment inside the Turbine Building. 

Transmission system voltages vary throughout the country based on utility standard practices, system 

loading, and area geography. Typical interconnection voltages for commercial NPPs range from 

230-500 kV. It is assumed for this report that the transmission system interconnection voltage for the 

reference plant is 345 kV. Electrical energy, in the form of alternating-current (AC) power, is diverted 

from the output of the main generator to the HTEF, where a majority of the required power is converted 

to rectified DC power. 

The DC electrical loads required for hydrogen production were 100 MWe and 500 MWe for the 

100 MWnom and 500 MWnom, respectively. As with thermal power, electrical losses and inefficiencies 

must be considered to supply adequate power to the facility. Additional electrical power needs to be 

supplied to the hydrogen facility to support plant auxiliaries and other ancillary loads. For the 100 MWnom 

facility, a power factor of 0.92 was used in combination with 10% additional power (11 MWe) for 

auxiliary power and 10% additional power (11 MWe) for the margin. The 500 MWnom facility used the 

same power factor and percent auxiliary power, but no margin (margin is covered by the increased 

auxiliary power). The total apparent electric power rating for these two facilities comes to 140 megavolts 

ampere (MVA) and 600 MVA, respectively. 
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2. 100 MWnom HTEF DESIGN AND EQUIPMENT 

2.1 Design 

2.1.1 Description of Modification 

Process steam from the plant’s main steam system is extracted through one or more new connections 

in the crossunder (cold reheat) piping between the HP turbine and the moisture separator reheaters 

(MSRs). This insulated carbon steel steam piping includes manual isolation at the tap location(s) and an 

air-operated flow control valve (FCV) before the piping routes out of the Turbine Building to the 

hydrogen steam supply (HSS) steam reboiler. Station instrument air is used for the actuation of this 

control valve. During a turbine trip, air supply to this valve would stop, causing this valve to close, 

isolating the steam line. The process and instrumentation diagram (P&ID) provided in Appendix A shows 

the arrangement of steam extraction for the cycle. HSS equipment, located in an outdoor area adjacent to 

the TB within the protected area, is comprised of a steam reboiler, steam drum, drain receiver, drain 

cooler, reboiler feed pump, and demineralized water storage tank, reboiler feed level control valve, relief 

valve(s), and isolation valves. A potential layout of the HSS equipment is included in Appendix B. 

Station instrument air is routed from an available header in the TB to supply the control valve. 

A H2 interface control panel, located in the Main Control Room, provides operational control of the 

mechanical and electrical equipment that dispatches steam and power to the HTEF. See Section 2.1.4 for 

details, including the interface with the Main Control Room. The H2 interface control panel also houses 

the protective relay components. On the plant secondary side of the reboiler, stainless steel drain piping is 

routed from the steam reboiler, to the drain receiver, the drain cooler, and finally to the main condenser in 

the TB. An air-operated level control valve is in the piping at the condenser, with tie-ins to the station 

instrument air system and control signal cables, which are routed from the reboiler drain receiver. A 

reverse osmosis (RO) system located within the HTEF boundary is required to generate the supply flow 

of demineralized water to the steam reboiler. High-density polyethylene (HDPE) piping is direct-buried at 

a suitable depth and routed from the RO system at the H2 facility to the demineralized water storage tank 

within the Protected Area of the NPP. Stainless steel piping is routed from the tank to the suction of the 

reboiler feed pump. From the discharge side of the feed pump, stainless steel piping connects to the drain 

cooler, which is followed by the steam drum and then the steam reboiler. The drain cooler serves to 

preheat reboiler feedwater for hydrogen production and cool reboiler drain water headed to the 

condensers. The rate of demineralized water, which is fed to the drain cooler, is operated by a level 

control valve using station instrument air. Control signals are received from the water level transmitter 

within the steam drum. Insulation and heat tracing are added to exposed piping and outdoor equipment as 

needed. 
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Insulated carbon steel process steam piping from the reboiler is provided with a self-contained 

backpressure regulating valve before it is routed through the protected area boundary to the HTEF. Drains 

and steam traps are provided to remove condensed water from the line. Reboiler chemistry is maintained 

through provision of a blowdown connection that can be routed to a station drain. The ability to sample 

the reboiler blowdown enables plant personnel to ensure radioactivity has not inadvertently contaminated 

the flow of steam to the HTEF. The 345-kV transmission line (H2 feeder) for the H2 plant is tapped to the 

line between the NPP’s generator step-up (GSU) transformer high-voltage bushing and the switchyard. 

The transmission line has two manually operated disconnect (MOD) switches and a 345-kV circuit 

breaker at the beginning of the line. The H2 feeder is 0.5 km long, with the revenue meter at the beginning 

of the line. Located at the end of the line, inside of the HTEF boundary, are two 345-kV disconnect 

switches, a 345-kV circuit breaker, and a three-winding step-down transformer to convert the power down 

from 345 kV to 13.8 kV. Medium-voltage power cables are routed from the step-down transformer to two 

medium-voltage switchgears inside the HTEF. These cables and switchgear are to be provided as part of 

the H2 facility design. The transmission line to the HTEF is protected by redundant microprocessor-based 

line-current differential (87L) relays. Each pair of relays communicates via fiber optic cables over the 

transmission line. The NPP’s existing GSU transformer differential relays will cover the new high-

voltage breaker at the H2 feeder within their zone of protection. Interface with the existing plant tripping 

scheme of the existing GSU transformer differential relays is required to be able to trip the high-voltage 

breaker to the HTEF. 

A conceptual site plan showing the thermal and electrical interface between the plants is provided in 

Appendix B. 

2.1.2 Mechanical Design 

2.1.2.1 Selection of NPP Steam Dispatch Location 

The heat balance diagrams included in Appendix B illustrate the expected plant operating conditions 

when considering station operation without thermal extraction and station operation with the thermal 

extraction specified in Table 3. The modeling accounts for 1750 ft (approximately 530 m) of piping, with 

multiple fittings to allow a connection from the NPP to the HTEF. The heat balance model also accounts 

for heat loss through insulated outdoor piping.  

The preferred location of extraction is cold reheat (i.e., downstream of the HP turbine exhaust and 

upstream of the MSRs). This steam extraction location provides sufficient thermal energy to heat up cold 

water to the targeted steam conditions while minimizing the impact to both station efficiency and 

transient operation (i.e., loss of supply steam to the HTEF). Steam extraction at this location also reduces 

the steam supply temperature experienced by the reboiler, limiting necessary design considerations for 

that component. Additional rationale for locating the steam dispatch location at the cold reheat is provided 

in Appendix C. 
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Table 3. Summary of important system parameters for 25-MWth extraction. 

Parameter Unit 

Extraction Level 

Δ 0 MWth 25 MWth 

Reactor Thermal Power MWth 3659 3659 — 

Generator Output MWe 1239.6 1234.3 -5.3 MWe 

Main Steam Flow Mlb/hr 16.28 16.28 0.00% 

Cold Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 12.73 12.72 -0.05% 

25 MWth Thermal Extraction Flow lb/hr 0 85,238 — 

Extracted Steam Fraction of Cold Reheat Flow % 0 0.67 0.67% 

Remaining Steam to MSRs Mlb/hr 12.73 12.64 -0.67% 

Hot Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 11.26 11.17 -0.76% 

Heater Drain Forward Temperature °F 339.7 339.0 -0.7°F 

HP FWH Cascading Drain Flow Mlb/hr 1.39 1.39 -0.23% 

LP FWH Cascading Drain Flow Mlb/hr 2.42 2.41 -0.41% 

Heater Drain Tank Pressure psia 185.5 184.0 -1.5 psi 

NOTE: Cascading drain conditions are averaged. Individual feedwater heater drain lines may have higher variations in 

conditions. Changes from 0 MWth to 25 MWth were calculated in Microsoft Excel. There may be slight differences due 

to truncation of values when entering the values in the table. 

 

2.1.2.2 Selection of NPP Drain Return Location 

The preferred location selected to return the condensed drain flow is at the main condenser. Returning 

to the main condenser allows sufficient energy removal from the cycle steam, while minimizing the 

amount of steam diversion and resulting impact to the NPP. Returning to other locations at higher 

temperatures (e.g., heater drain tank or a location in the feedwater system) would drive up the required 

mass flow of the diverted steam to achieve the required thermal extraction level and would result in 

further impacts to the NPP. 

2.1.2.3 Thermal Analysis 

A PEPSE Heat Balance model of a reference Westinghouse 4-loop PWR NPP was used to determine 

the impact on the station when considering various levels of thermal extraction. As previously discussed, 

the preferred location for steam extraction is cold reheat, and the preferred location for subcooled water 

return is the main condenser. The targeted steam conditions at HTEF are 300°F and 50 psig. Appendix C 

provides heat balance drawings, which shows the impact to the NPP when considering 25-MWth power 

extraction. Table C-1 provides the station impact to significant parameters throughout the power cycle, 

considering 25-MWth power extraction. 

2.1.2.4 Impact on Plant Hazards 

Not included in this report. See Reference [18]. 

2.1.2.5 Evaluation of Plant Transients 

Introduction of the HTEF to the existing NPP could cause operational transients that would need to be 

addressed. Specifically, the startup or shutdown of the HTEF needs to be evaluated to ensure there are no 

adverse effects on the operation of the existing NPP. Plant response to various electrical transients and 

faulted conditions is described below. PEPSE Heat Balance diagrams (shown in Appendix C) are 

developed to evaluate the impact of extracting steam from the nuclear power cycle to supply thermal 

energy to a reboiler unit used to preheat the process steam for H2 production. Table 3 provides a summary 
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of the important parameters for the 25-MWth extraction. Note that only parameters exhibiting some 

degree of change are shown; other values, such as most system temperatures, show virtually no change 

(see Appendix C).  

Table 3 shows the 25-MWth extraction from cold reheat requires 85,238 lb/hr of steam, which 

corresponds to approximately 0.67% of total cold reheat flow. Startup of the HTEF requires opening of 

the steam extraction line from cold reheat to the reboiler unit. This operation diverts a very small portion, 

approximately 0.67%, of the total cold reheat flow and reduces the hot reheat flow to the low-pressure 

turbines by approximately 0.76%. These changes are not expected to cause any significant burden on the 

existing plant operation. Note that the main steam flow conditions remain virtually unchanged, and, 

therefore, the turbine control valve position remains unchanged. The only other important change is the 

slight reduction of the main generator output, approximately 5.3 MWe, but this change represents only 

approximately 0.4% of the total generator output. 

It is also noted that the extraction of steam from the cycles, as described in this report, is operationally 

similar to a low-pressure turbine bypass. Plants are typically designed with approximately 25% or more 

turbine bypass capability, and plant transients are already analyzed with turbine bypass that is much 

greater than the level of steam extraction described. 

Similarly, for the shutdown of the H2 production facility, the changes are insignificant and should not 

cause any significant burden on the existing plant operation. 

2.1.2.6 Impact on Core Reactivity 

The impact on core reactivity associated with extracting steam from the secondary cycle must be 

assessed for any plant-specific modification as described within this report. However, based on the scale 

of thermal power extraction considered for this preconceptual design (<1% of secondary mass flow), it is 

expected that there will be a minimal impact on reactivity for the conditions analyzed within this design 

report. 

2.1.3 Electrical Design 

The HTEF requires 105 MWe power for the electrolysis process and approximately 11 MWe for 

auxiliary loads. Using a power factor of 0.92 for H2 plant processes and a 10% margin, the total power 

required by the HTEF is 140 MVA. Spacing between the electrolyzers and NPP equipment is 

approximately 0.5 km; therefore, power is supplied from the NPP via a 345-kV transmission line 

spanning the plant separation. 

2.1.3.1 Selection of NPP Electrical Dispatch Location 

The electrical physical layout diagram in Fig. B-7 illustrates the preferred electrical system tie-in 

point, which is the high-voltage side of the NPP main GSU transformer. The electrical feed to the HTEF 

consists of a high-voltage circuit breaker, two MOD switches, and a 0.5-km high-voltage transmission 

line. For a total apparent power rating of 140 MVA, the current rating of the high-voltage equipment must 

be in the range of approximately 162–350 A when considering a nominal transmission system voltage in 

the range of 230–500 kV. This is well within the typical rating of available high-voltage electrical 

equipment. The short circuit rating of the high-voltage circuit breaker should be selected to match the 

design ratings of the existing electrical switchyard. 
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An alternative option for the electrical system tie-in location is the generator isolated phase (isophase) 

bus. This may be advantageous for NPPs with insufficient space between the GSU transformer and 

transmission line dead-end structure to tap the high-voltage transmission line. The major drawbacks of 

connecting to the isolated phase bus are the relatively high cost of tapping the isophase bus, high short-

circuit levels, and losses associated with transmitting electrical power 0.5 km at the generator voltage 

level. The short circuit levels at the outlet of the NPP isophase bus are typically more than 100 kA, which 

necessitates a specially designed generator circuit breaker for sufficient short circuit protection and 

isolation of the H2 plant feed from the NPP. Further, it is not practical to extend the isophase bus 0.5 km 

to the HTEF. Limiting the available fault current to safe levels for transmission of electrical power via 

overhead lines or underground cable would require current-limiting reactors or a transformer connected 

between the isophase bus and the feeder to the HTEF, which leads to additional capital costs and 

electrical losses. Based on the challenges associated with the electrical tie-in at the isophase bus, this 

option is not investigated further in this report. 

2.1.3.2 Electrical Design and Equipment within NPP Boundary 

The 345-kV transmission line will be tapped to the line between the NPP GSU transformer’s 

high-voltage bushing and the switchyard. The H2 transmission line routes over a transmission tower to a 

345-kV circuit breaker and its two MOD switches for line protection and maintenance. Potential 

transformers will be installed between the MOD switch and the high-voltage breaker for the new line’s 

revenue meters. This equipment will be in the NPP protected area or yard area, depending on available 

space in the protected area. For a plant separation distance of 500 m, the H2 transmission line will be 

routed over six more transmission towers to reach the H2 plant area. The line then terminates at a 345-kV 

circuit breaker and associated disconnect switches and a three-winding, step-down transformer to step the 

power down from 345 kV to 13.8 kV inside the HTEF boundary. These components should be 

incorporated into the HTEF design and are outside the scope of this report. The two non-segregated buses 

or cables that connect the two secondary windings to two medium-voltage switchgears inside the HTEF 

also are part of the H2 plant design and outside the scope of this report. See Fig. B-7 for the H2 

transmission line electrical physical layout. The three-winding step-down transformer is rated for 

345 kV-delta/13.8 kV-wye/13.8 kV-wye, 84/112/140MVA ONAN/ONAF/ONAF, 9.5% nominal 

impedance H-X, H-Y. The 13.8-kV windings are resistance-grounded. Revenue meters are installed in 

different locations depending on the NPP. Some NPPs locate revenue meters inside the Turbine Building, 

outside after the GSU transformer or out in the switchyard. Therefore, the NPP and associated grid 

operators should have discussions early in the process to review their agreement in relation to the location 

of the connecting point of the H2 feeder and the issues that can affect the location of the H2 feed 

connecting point in relation to the meters such as GSU transformer power losses. 

2.1.3.3 Transmission Line Control and Protection 

The control and indication of the H2 power line can be performed locally at the equipment or from the 

Main Control Room for the high-voltage circuit breaker. Also, the control and indication for the reboiler 

pump and control and position indication of the steam admission valve associated with the steam line can 

be performed from the Main Control Room. The two manually operated 345-kV disconnect switches will 

only have indications in the Main Control Room. It is assumed that the revenue meters for the new H2 

transmission line will be located outdoors close to their associated 345-kV breaker. Protective relays 

associated with the new high-voltage circuit breaker to protect the H2 power line will be located in NPP 

Relay Room and utilize plant DC power sources. The transmission line protective relays at the end of the 

line will be located within the HTEF boundary. Coordination between the NPP and HTEF electrical 

equipment will be required. 
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2.1.3.4 Power Requirements for Hydrogen Steam Supply Equipment 

HSS equipment located in the protected area requires 480 VAC and 125 VDC to operate the reboiler 

feed pump and any required auxiliary loads. The power will be supplied from a 480-VAC load center and 

125-VDC distribution panel in the Turbine Building. 

2.1.3.5 Switchyard Arrangement and Offsite Power 

The switchyard breaker alignment is not affected by the addition of the new high-voltage line to the 

H2 plant, as the new line is protected by a new high-voltage circuit breaker downstream of the tap point, 

as shown in electrical single-line diagram (Appendix H). The new H2 power line has no impact on the 

switchyard voltage, breaker alignment, generator automatic voltage regulator (AVR) loading, or the status 

of offsite power voltage regulating devices. The H2 production facility is physically and electrically 

separated from the offsite power circuits. Therefore, there is no impact to offsite power sources or plant 

safety loads, which are normally powered from offsite power sources. 

2.1.3.6 Electrical Short Circuit and Load Flow/Voltage Drop Analysis 

An electrical transient analyzer program (ETAP) electrical power system model was prepared to 

evaluate the power flow and short circuit impacts of the HTEF electrical tie-in (Appendix H). The model 

was developed based on typical electrical parameters for an NPP main power circuit. The ETAP model 

consists of the following components: 

• Thevenin equivalent source representation of the high-voltage transmission system 

• NPP synchronous generator 

• NPP main GSU transformer 

• 0.5-km high-voltage transmission line to the HTEF 

• HTEF step-down transformer 

• Two medium-voltage switchgear buses for the HTEF 

• Lumped loads to represent the loading at the HTEF. 

The step-down transformer supplying the HTEF is specified as a three-winding unit to supply 

105 MWe to the H2 plant plus additional capacity for auxiliary loads. The application of a three-winding 

transformer enables the use of standard 3000A, 15-kV-class switchgear. Note that use of a two-winding 

transformer would be limited to a maximum apparent power supply rating of approximately 70 MVA at 

13.8 kV (3000A*13.8kV*sqrt(3) = 71.7 MVA). A short circuit analysis was performed in ETAP to 

determine estimated equipment short circuit ratings and to aid in sizing the HTEF step-down transformer. 

The H2 plant step-down transformer was modeled as an 84/112/140MVA ONAN/ONAF/OFAF 

three-winding transformer. The high-voltage winding is connected in delta and the medium-voltage 

windings connected in wye. The short circuit analysis model shows that a 9.5% nominal impedance 

between the H-X and H-Y windings (with ±7.5% tolerance) on the 42 MVA self-cooled base of the 

secondary windings allows for the use of 40-kA medium-voltage switchgear at the H2 plant. The ETAP 

model shows that adding the hydrogen plant has a negligible impact on the existing NPP equipment. The 

hydrogen plant loads are primarily rectifiers supplying direct current to the electrolyzers (approximately 

80% of total load). Diode-based rectifiers permit current to flow only in one direction and, therefore, do 

not supply short circuit current back to the power system. The only sources of short circuit current in the 

HTEF are motor loads in the auxiliary system. The amount of short circuit current supplied by the motor 

loads is negligible in comparison with the short circuit current supplied by the high-voltage transmission 

system and NPP generator. The ETAP model shows the HTEF contributes less than 0.1 kA of short 

circuit current at 345 kV when compared to approximately 38 kA from the system and approximately 

7 kA from the NPP. 
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The ETAP model was also used to perform a load flow and voltage drop analysis to evaluate the 

sizing of the electrical equipment, including the HTEF step-down transformer. The load flow analysis 

shows the 140 MVA top rating of the H2 plant step-down transformer is sufficient to carry the full load of 

the HTEF. The thermal load and voltage drop across the 0.5-km high-voltage transmission line is not 

significant. A typical transmission conductor size, such as a 795 kcmil Drake ACSR or higher, based on 

common transmission practices in the area is recommended. 

The voltage drop analysis performed with the ETAP model shows that the hydrogen plant step-down 

transformer does not require an on-load tap changer if the transmission voltage is maintained within 

approximately a ±2.5% bandwidth. Per NUC-001, this applies to NPPs that operate per a voltage schedule 

and to NPPs that require strict voltage regulation for offsite power (assuming the offsite power source is 

supplied from the same location in the transmission system). In this case, a standard de-energized tap 

changer (with taps at ±5%, ±2.5%, and 0%) on the high-voltage winding provides flexibility to adjust the 

high-voltage winding voltage based on the target transmission system operating voltage. An on-load tap 

changer on the HTEF step-down transformer would provide additional flexibility for locations where the 

transmission system operating voltage may vary over a wider range and for locations where the hydrogen 

facility may operate while the NPP is in a refueling outage. 

2.1.3.7 Protective Relaying Design 

The electrical tie-in of the HTEF has a non-negligible impact on the NPP protective relaying scheme. 

The relay protection single-line diagram in Appendix H shows the conceptual protective relaying scheme 

design. In this design, the existing main GSU transformer differential protection scheme is restrained 

from operating for a fault on the high-voltage transmission line by summing a set of bushing current-

transformers (CTs) from the new high-voltage circuit breaker with the existing switchyard CTs. This 

arrangement turns the transmission line to the NPP into a three-terminal line. Note that this requires 

careful evaluation of the existing CTs and relaying scheme to ensure that the new CTs on the high-voltage 

circuit breaker are properly matched (including CT ratio and accuracy class) and the scheme will function 

properly. In some instances, it may be required to upgrade the existing transformer or line protection 

package to a microprocessor-based relaying scheme to mitigate mismatch between the existing and new 

CTs. Additionally, the trip output of the existing line and GSU transformer protection scheme should be 

tied into the trip circuit of the new high-voltage circuit breaker protecting the line to the HTEF. 

The high-voltage transmission line to the HTEF is protected by redundant microprocessor-based line-

current differential (87L) relays. This scheme requires four redundant line-current differential relays, two 

on each end of the transmission line. Each pair of relays communicates via fiber optic over the 

transmission line optical ground wire (OPGW). High-speed protection is required per North American 

Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) protection requirements for bulk electric system (BES) elements 

and to ensure the NPP generator remains stable should a fault occur on the transmission line. To ensure 

the stability of the NPP generator during fault clearing, the total clearing time of the line protection 

package needs to be less than the critical clearing time identified in the transient stability analysis. 

Additionally, breaker failure protection must be implemented so that the switchyard breakers or the 

generator circuit breaker (if the NPP is equipped with a generator circuit breaker) trip in the event of a 

failure of the new high-voltage circuit breaker. 

The step-down transformer to the HTEF is protected by redundant transformer differential relays 

(87T). Overcurrent relays (50/51) are employed on the low-voltage windings for overload protection and 

backup overcurrent fault protection. The redundant transformer differential relays (87T) and the 

overcurrent relays are located inside the HTEF. 
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It is important to note that with this arrangement of the protection scheme, the only additional 

exposure for the NPP generator for a single failure is the very short length of conductor bus from the 

electrical tap point to the new high-voltage breaker. The length of this bus should be as short as practical 

to minimize additional exposure. There is no impact on the reliability of the offsite power circuits. 

Table 4 shows the required trip logic for different fault locations following the electrical tie-in of the 

hydrogen plant. 

Table 4. Electrical fault condition trip logic. 

Fault Location Initial Trip Device 

H2 Breaker Failure Trip 

Device 

Existing high-voltage 

line and line tap to 

new high-voltage 

circuit breaker 

Existing high-voltage switchyard circuit 

breakers 

Generator circuit breaker (if equipped) 

New high-voltage circuit breaker 

None 

New high-voltage line 

to HTEF 

New high-voltage circuit breaker 

New high-voltage step-down transformer 

circuit breaker 

Existing high-voltage 

switchyard circuit breakers 

Generator circuit breaker (if 

equipped) 

HTEF transformer New high-voltage step-down transformer 

circuit breaker inside the HTEF 

New high-voltage circuit 

breaker 

 

2.1.3.8 Electrical Transient Analysis 

An electrical transient analysis was performed to evaluate the impacts of a trip of the hydrogen plant 

load on the existing NPP generator using PSCAD software. The ETAP model is described in 

Section 2.1.3.6 on the electrical short circuit and load flow/voltage drop analysis. The model consists of 

the following components: 

• A representation of the surrounding high-voltage transmission system, including dynamic boundary 

bus source to capture governor response to a loss of large load in the area 

• The NPP synchronous generator, including the AVR and governor control models 

• The NPP main GSU transformer 

• The 0.5-km high-voltage transmission line to the HTEF 

• The HTEF step-down transformer 

• Lumped loads to represent the loading at the HTEF. 

The PSCAD model was used to simulate a trip of the hydrogen plant load under both faulted and 

unfaulted conditions. It is conservatively assumed that during the event, the turbine mechanical power 

will not ramp down in response to the transient but rather remain constant. Therefore, upon the trip of the 

HTEF, the excess power from the NPP generator is injected into the transmission system. The model 

shows that for a 105- MWe electrical load with 10% auxiliary power and margin, the NPP generator 

remains stable for both faulted and unfaulted trips of the HTEF. During an unfaulted trip of the line, the 

generator exhibits a slight increase in mechanical speed (<0.02%), which is followed by damped 

oscillations. The mechanical transient decays within 10 seconds. After the hydrogen facility load is 

tripped, there is a slight increase in grid voltage (<0.5%) due to the loss of load. The generator excitation 

system responds to reduce the field current and return the grid voltage back to the pre-trip value. For a 

faulted trip of the HTEF load, the simulations show that a three-phase fault on the high-voltage 

transmission line must be cleared within 0.2 seconds to ensure the generator remains stable. For a 

three-phase fault on the high-voltage transmission line, cleared in 0.2 seconds, the generator mechanical 
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speed increases by approximately 2% during the fault. After the fault is cleared, there are several 

oscillations in the generator speed, as the mechanical transient decays within 10 seconds. The generator 

excitation system responds by increasing the field current during the fault and subsequent voltage 

recovery. After the voltage recovers, the excitation system restabilizes within several seconds. Note that 

the generator response during a faulted trip of the high-voltage transmission line is comparable to the 

response expected for a fault on any other transmission line connected to the high-voltage switchyard. 

Additional sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the maximum amount of power that could 

be transmitted radially from the NPP to the nearby HTEF without impacting the stability of the NPP 

generator during a loss of load. The additional runs show that the H2 plant load can be increased up to the 

maximum output power rating of the generator without causing the generator to become unstable 

following a trip of the high-voltage transmission line feeding the hydrogen facility, either with or without 

a fault. Note that this model is based on typical plant and transmission system data, which may not be 

representative of the available capacity for all plants. To lessen the impact on the grid during a 

high-voltage line trip for larger loads (near the rating of the generator), the H2 plant loads may be 

accommodated by using redundant transmission lines and step-down transformers to distribute the load 

across multiple circuits. Note that redundant lines should not have a common failure mode such as 

utilizing multi-circuit transmission towers. 

2.1.3.9 Bulk Electric System Regulatory Impacts 

The high-voltage transmission line supplying the HTEF is classified as a BES element because the 

line is connected to a radial system with a generator that has a gross individual nameplate rating greater 

than 25 MVA and a voltage of 100 kV or above. Note that the BES classification includes only the 

high-voltage transmission line and excludes the step-down transformer supplying the HTEF. The BES 

classification subjects the transmission line and connected facilities (e.g., circuit breakers, disconnect 

switches, instrument transformers, and protective relays) to compliance with NERC Reliability Standards. 

Table 5 provides a summary of the applicable reliability standards. Note that the NPP is already subjected 

to the following standards. 
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Table 5. Applicable NERC Reliability Standards. 

Number Title Description 

CIP-014 Physical Security Physical security of the line and switchyard must 

be maintained to mitigate a physical attack that 

could result in instability of the nuclear facility. 

FAC-001 Facility Interconnection 

Requirements 

The reliability impacts of the interconnection of 

the facility must be studied to ensure no negative 

impacts on the generator. 

FAC-008 Facility Ratings The high-voltage transmission facility ratings and 

rating methodology must be documented and 

maintained. 

MOD-032 Data for Power System Modeling 

and Analysis 

Steady-state, dynamic and short-circuit modeling 

data must be maintained and communicated with 

the transmission owner. 

PRC-005 Transmission and Generation 

Protection System Maintenance and 

Testing 

A protection system maintenance and testing 

program shall be maintained. 

PRC-023 Transmission Relay Loadability The protective relay settings shall be reviewed to 

ensure they do not affect line loadability. 

PRC-027 Coordination of Protections Systems 

for Performance During Faults 

The transmission line protection shall be 

coordinated with the generator and transmission 

owner. A baseline short-circuit study shall be 

maintained. 

TPL-001 Transmission System Planning 

Performance Requirements 

The relay protection systems shall be redundant 

such that failure of a single relay system does not 

impact the generator. 

 

2.1.4 Instrumentation and Controls Design 

2.1.4.1 Operator Control Capabilities 

As described in Section 4.1, the NPP supplies two principal components for the HTE process: 

(1) cold reheat steam from the HP turbine exhaust and (2) 345-kV electrical power. NPPs are usually 

loaded to 100% capacity; hence, the steam and electrical supplies to the HTEF are expected to contribute 

to this total. As with any plant system, it will be important for the NPP Control Room operators to have 

indications of the HTEF supply parameters and system conditions. This information is needed to 

effectively evaluate HTEF contributions to overall NPP operation and take any necessary actions. Actions 

that the operators may need to take include the ability to start and stop steam supply and electrical power 

to the HTEF. Additional guidance for the implementation of the control system can be found in 

Appendix K. 
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To facilitate HTEF operation, a dedicated set of operator controls with remote human-machine 

interface (HMI) will be provided. The HMI will allow for control, indication, and alarm of the H2 power 

line and steam supply. These controls will be electrically and functionally isolated from NPP controls, but 

the remote HMI will be collocated in the NPP Main Control Room. Existing plant fiber optic 

infrastructure will be used to communicate between the HMI and equipment associated with H2 power 

line and steam supply. This permits the status of the HTE process parameters to be available to NPP 

Control Room operators to evaluate the impact of HTEF loading on NPP operation. It also allows 

necessary on and off control for operators to enable or isolate the HTEF supply steam and electrical 

power. Additional indication and controls will be provided locally to the HSS equipment. 

The operator should be trained in operating the power and steam supplies from the NPP to the HTEF 

using the new standalone HMI. A special procedure should be prepared for this operation. 

2.1.4.2 Available Process Parameters for Monitoring 

The following process parameters are expected to be available to allow plant personnel to monitor 

performance of the thermal and electrical extraction systems: 

• Electrical power consumption on the plant computer logging system 

• Steam flow diverted from the plant on the plant computer system (for plant performance engineer) 

• HSS equipment trouble alarm in Main Control Room 

• Hydrogen plant trip or fire alarm in Main Control Room. 

2.1.4.3 Response to Faulted Conditions 

An understanding of how the plant and equipment will respond to postulated faulted conditions is 

critical when moving forward with a design change to plant equipment. The following is a summary of 

potential failure modes of the installed thermal and electrical extraction components and a brief 

description of the plant and operations response to ensure that the plant can be maintained in a safe 

condition: 

• Extraction Steam leak to reboiler—Response depends on the severity and location of leak. If possible, 

extraction steam line is isolated through manual or remote closure of the steam admission valve to the 

reboiler. Without extraction steam supply, H2 plant shutdown would occur. If isolation is not possible, 

manual trip of the NPP would occur, similar to the response to an unisolable MS line leak. 

• Process Steam leak to HTEF—Leak can be isolated through manual closure of process steam supply 

valve leaving the reboiler. H2 plant shutdown would occur. The NPP turbine generator would pick up 

load, and the grid would absorb the additional load. 

• Reboiler drain valve fails closed—This should not occur since the valve is set to fail open. However, 

if this event were to occur, reboiler drain level would rise in the reboiler. Either the extraction steam 

supply valve would close on high-high level or an emergency dump valve would open to the lower 

level. 

• Reboiler Drain valve fails open—Level in the reboiler would drop and potentially steam would be 

passed to the condenser. A level-to-valve position automatic comparison could be implemented to 

close the steam admission valve. 

• Extraction Steam supply valve fails open—This should not occur since the valve is set to fail closed. 

However, if this event were to occur, the design pressure of both sides of the reboiler are equal to or 

greater than the steam conditions. The amount of condensation would be controlled by the demand 

from the HTEF. The condensate level would be controlled by the condensate drain valves. With 

normal operation of the reboiler feed supply, the plant would continue to operate normally. 
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• Extraction steam supply valve fails closed—The reboiler level would fall; the condensate drain line 

would control the level by closing down. Process steam to the HTEF would cease flowing, and the H2 

plant would shut down. The closure of the steam line would divert the steam flow to the turbine. The 

turbine steam admission valve would either slightly close or the generator would produce more 

power, which would be absorbed by the grid. 

• Rapid trip of HTEF—Steam demand from the NPP to the HTEF would cease, the level on the 

hydrogen-side of the reboiler would increase, and the supply water admission valve would close in 

response. This would remove cooling from the plant-side of the reboiler and steam condensation 

would decrease. The condensate drain valve would close down to maintain the level until it 

completely closed. The steam that would have gone to the reboiler would be available to the 

low-pressure turbines. Either the turbine admission valve would throttle down or more power would 

be supplied to the grid. 

• Short in high-voltage line—Overcurrent protection, as discussed in this report, would trip the 

hydrogen plant, and the balance of the transient would be like the rapid trip of the hydrogen plant. 

• Open in high-voltage line—An open in the high-voltage line would trip the HTEF, and the NPP 

would respond in the same manner as a rapid trip of the HTEF. 

2.1.4.4 Design Attribute Review 

A strategic plan called “Delivering the Nuclear Promise: Advancing Safety, Reliability and Economic 

Performance,” was developed to ensure the financial viability of the commercial nuclear power industry 

through a partnership of U.S. nuclear utilities. The Nuclear Strategic Issues Advisory Committee 

(NSIAC) created a series of initiatives related to the Delivering the Nuclear Promise plan. One of the 

initiatives was the development of a standard process to streamline design changes for plants through 

adopting a standardized process, applying a graded approach to modifications, and alleviating some of the 

administrative burden associated with the existing processes. 

The Design Oversight Working Group (DOWG) developed industry procedure IP-ENG-001, 

“Standard Design Process” [21], which was subsequently adopted by the industry because of this 

initiative. Consistent with its stated goals, the procedure provides a graded approach for selecting from 

multiple types of engineering changes (e.g., commercial, equivalent, and design change), which 

streamlines the modification process. When performing an engineering change in accordance with IP-

ENG-001, the responsible engineer completes the Design Attribute Review (DAR), which is a series of 

questions that aids in the identification of impacted disciplines, stakeholders, and programs. As part of the 

preconceptual design, a sample DAR has been completed [Appendix J]. While this effort must be 

performed on a plant and design-specific basis when performing a similar modification, the information is 

provided as an example to guide the process. Key design attributes to consider are discussed below. 
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2.1.4.5 Electrical 

This conceptual design covers the installation of 0.5 km of 345-kV transmission line between the 

GSU transformer and the HTEF. A 345-kV high-voltage circuit breaker and two associated disconnect 

switches, potential transformers (PTs), and transmission line tower will be installed in the plant protected 

area or the yard area, depending on available space around the GSU transformer. Step-down transformer 

345-13.8 kV with two disconnect switches will be installed at the end of the transmission line in the 

HTEF. 

• The control/indications of the 345-kV circuit breaker and indication only for the breaker-associated 

disconnect switches for the H2 transmission line are from the Main Control Room. All the required 

protective relays for the H2 power line are located in the plant Relay Room. The local control and 

monitoring for the electrical equipment associated with the H2 steam line, such as a water pump, are 

from the Main Control Room. A standalone HMI for control and indications of the H2 power line and 

steam supply is available in the Main Control Room, using existing fiber optic infrastructure in the 

plant to communicate between the HMI and equipment associated with H2 power line/steam line. 

• CTs at the H2 feeder high-voltage circuit breaker will be brought back into the existing GSU 

transformer differential relays to cover the new high-voltage breaker within their zone of protection. 

Interface with the existing plant tripping scheme of the existing GSU transformer differential relays is 

required. 

• Low-voltage AC power (480 VAC) is supplied from the plant AC auxiliary power system to HSS 

equipment for the reboiler feed pump. Also, 125 VDC is supplied from the plant for the high-voltage 

breaker control and protective relay circuits. 

• The installation of a new power line to supply power to the HTEF has no effect on the switchyard 

voltage, breaker alignment, generator AVR loading, or status of offsite power voltage regulating 

devices. 

• All added electrical equipment and the towers for the transmission line are connected to the station’s 

grounding. 

• The added power cables (480 VAC and 125 VDC) and CT cables in the TB should meet plant design 

and materials requirements. The added cables require evaluation against the plant’s fire requirements 

or raceway capacity. 

• The load flow analysis demonstrates the change in the switchyard voltage due to the addition of the 

105-MWe electrical load plus auxiliaries is negligible. As such, there is no impact to generator 

volt-amps reactive (VAR) loading, which is controlled based on switchyard voltage. 

• The switchyard breaker alignment is not impacted by the addition of the new high-voltage line to the 

hydrogen plant as the new high-voltage line is protected by a new high-voltage circuit breaker 

downstream of the tap point. The only additional exposure for the NPP generator and switchyard 

breakers to trip for a single failure is for a fault on the very short length of the conductor bus from the 

electrical tap point to the new high-voltage breaker. The length of this bus work is designed as short 

as practical to minimize the additional exposure. 

• Generator electrical characteristics are a function of the synchronous machine design and construction 

and are not impacted by the addition of the hydrogen production facility. The impact is comparable to 

the addition of a new line or load fed directly from the transmission switchyard. 
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• The hydrogen production facility is physically and electrically separated from the offsite power feed. 

Therefore, there is no impact to offsite power loading for the post-trip scenario. 

• The load flow analysis demonstrates the change in the switchyard voltage from the addition of the 

105-MWe electrical load plus auxiliaries is negligible. Therefore, the status of offsite power voltage 

regulating devices is not impacted. 

2.1.4.6 Instrumentation and Controls (I&C) 

The use of digital controls is an integral component of the proposed coupling of an HTEF to an NPP. 

Standard Design Process (SDP) IP-ENG-001 directs that any NPP modification that involves digital 

equipment must assign a digital engineer in accordance with Nuclear Industry Standard Process 

NISP-EN-04, Standard Digital Engineering Process. This procedure supplements the SDP by addressing 

additional engineering activities applicable to modifications involving programmable electronic 

equipment. 

• A goal of the proposed design is to minimize the modification of existing digital controls, or the 

addition of new digital components, to the NPP. This is accomplished through use of a dedicated set 

of operator controls and remote HMI. The DAR process will identify and document the appropriate 

design inputs and bounding technical requirements. A determination must be made to classify the 

digital controls components to determine whether the requirements of NISP-EN-04 apply. 

• For digital controls subject to meeting these requirements, additional engineering activities are needed 

to demonstrate compliance. These additional activities are described and explained in Electric Power 

Research Institute (EPRI) 3002011816, Digital Engineering Guide. 

• Adopting nuclear cybersecurity rules for those components installed at the HTEF may impose 

additional costly and unnecessary requirements. Commercial cybersecurity may be used in lieu of 

nuclear cybersecurity depending on component locations, digitalization of vendor-procured 

instrumentation and controls (I&C), and impacts on plant safety, among other considerations. 

Site-specific reviews should be conducted to determine whether hydrogen projects demand nuclear 

cybersecurity requirements. 

2.1.4.7 Mechanical 

This modification includes a range of new mechanical components that will be added to the plant, 

including manual valves, check and relief valves, control valves, a heat exchanger (reboiler), a pump, a 

tank, and steam traps. Inclusion of these components involves hydraulic considerations such as pump 

sizing, available net positive suction head (NPSH), fluid velocity, pressure drop, American Society of 

Mechanical Engineers (ASME) code requirements, and system design conditions (temperature and 

pressure). 

• Detailed design of the discharge piping for the reboiler feed pump should consider the potential for 

vibration. Use of industry best practices, such as short vent/drain cantilevers and 2-1 socket weld 

profiles, should limit the potential for piping vibration susceptibility. Post-modification testing will 

validate the adequacy of the design. 

• Steam piping and drain piping installed by this modification requires analysis to evaluate expected 

primary and secondary pipe stress. Provisions for thermal flexibility (expansion loops) will be 

required in the steam piping routed to the HTEF. Nozzle reaction loads require evaluation to 

vendor-supplied nozzle allowables. 

• Pipe support design will be informed by pipe reaction loads output from stress analyses. 

• Depending on the local climate, freeze protection may be required for demineralized water piping 

when above ground and for the demineralized water storage. 
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• Piping installed by this modification includes saturated steam and saturated water and, therefore, 

should be evaluated for inclusion in the plant flow-accelerated corrosion (FAC) program. Portions of 

the drains piping from the reboiler to the condenser could include two-phase flow and should be 

evaluated for potential erosion concerns. 

• The reboiler will require pressure relief. Considerations include relieving pressure setpoint, relieving 

capacity, and code requirements. 

• Air-operated valves included in this modification are expected to use the plant instrument air system. 

This impact requires evaluation to ensure that the system maintains adequate positive operating 

margin. 

• Based on site-specific analysis results, impacts on reactivity will require assessment due to potential 

changes in final feedwater temperature and expected transient associated with a fault at the H2 facility 

or control failure of the steam/drains piping flow. No significant impacts are anticipated based on the 

thermal analysis and transient discussions previously provided. 

• Water/steam hammer effects should be considered for system transients and for system startup (e.g., 

introducing steam into a cold pipe). It is noted that adequate steam pipe drainage is critical with such 

a long run of outdoor steam pipe. Several drain pots may be needed along the pipe route and at low 

points to avoid water slug accumulation that could cause water/steam hammer. 

• Provision for venting and draining piping and equipment will be required. 

• The design should include the ability to sample the dispatched steam (or at a minimum the reboiler 

blowdown) to ensure that the steam flowing to the HTEF does not include radiological contamination. 

• A new condenser connection will be added with this modification. Protection of condenser internals 

(e.g., tube impingement) should be considered when choosing the connection location, baffle, or 

sparger design, etc. Impacts to nozzle loading on the condenser walls need to be evaluated. 

2.1.4.8 Structural 

• Pipe supports are required for steam and drain piping, including pipe supports to route steam piping 

0.5 km to the HTEF. 

• Foundation designs are required for HSS equipment, transformers, disconnect switches, circuit 

breakers, etc. 

• The addition of the demineralized water tank should be evaluated as a potential flood source. 

2.1.4.9 Programs 

• The piping added to the MS and Secondary Drains system will need to be evaluated against FAC 

program criteria. 

• The fire protection program should consider the impact of new cables and conduits on combustible 

loading. Additionally, the location of the HSS equipment will require review for accessibility by the 

fire brigade. 

• The heat exchanger (steam reboiler), relief valves, check valves, and air-operated valves will need to 

be added to the FAC and fire brigade program criteria. 

• The welding required by the modification should be reviewed by the material compatibility and 

welding programs. 

• The NERC program should review the impacts of the modification. The protective relays of the H2 

transmission line will interface with the plant existing generator and GSU transformer differential 

relays to cover the new high-voltage breaker within their zone of protection. 
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2.1.4.10 Stakeholders 

• Since the PRA model is affected by the modification, PRA is required as a stakeholder 

• System Engineering, Operations, Training, and Maintenance groups are required as stakeholders due 

to the new equipment added to the plant 

• The high-voltage aspects of the modification require Industrial Safety and Transmission as 

stakeholders 

• Site-specific design may include transmitting information to the plant computer 

• Security will be required as a stakeholder for the modification due to the installation of HSS 

equipment within the protected area. These items affect line-of-sight and lighting in the area. 

It should be noted that routing the 12-in. steam piping from within the station protected area to the 

HTEF does not meet the definition of a three-dimensional pathway as defined in NEI 09-05 [21] and, 

therefore, does not require a physical barrier or intrusion detection. Site-specific security input will be 

used in the design of pipe routing through protected area fencing. 

Site security may also take actions to accommodate the additional personnel and vehicles needed 

onsite if the HTEF happens to be located within the OCA. 

The DAR provided in Appendix J and summarized above has not identified any concerns or obstacles 

beyond what would be expected for a typical nuclear modification of this magnitude. One key area of 

note, however, is the consideration of impacts on Security as a stakeholder routing electrical and 

mechanical commodities across the protected area boundary is not typical of general plant modifications. 

2.1.4.11 Considerations of Alternate Designs 

Not included in this report. See Ref. [19]. 

2.1.5 Additional Design Options and Considerations 

2.1.5.1 Additional Circuit Breaker 

An alternative option for H2 line protection and the minimization of a single-point venerability (SPV) 

is the installation of two 345-kV circuit breakers in series to protect the hydrogen power line. This design 

prevents a generator trip; if one of the 345-kV breakers fails to trip and clears the line fault, the second 

breaker can trip before the generator protection trips. This option depends on the protection philosophy of 

the NPP and available land. 

2.1.5.2 Shell and Tube Reboiler Option 

The design presented in this section uses a welded plate and frame heat exchanger as the extraction 

steam reboiler. Other heat exchangers may also be used at the discretion of the plant. Discussions with 

different heat exchanger vendors have revealed that a kettle-style shell and tube reboiler may provide an 

alternate design solution. The kettle-style design simplifies the HSS arrangement by removing the need 

for an external steam drum, at the expense of a larger physical footprint when compared to the welded 

plate and frame heat exchanger with a steam drum. The cost of this option is comparable to the welded 

plate and frame design; therefore, the option should be considered during detailed design. 

In Section 3.1.5.2, a kettle-style shell and tube reboiler is used to illustrate the feasibility of the design 

implemented within the 500-MWnom preconceptual design. The contrasting complexity and size of these 

designs are illustrated through the respective P&IDs and physical reboiler arrangements (Appendix A). 

2.1.5.3 Chrome-Moly or Stainless Steel Steam Piping to H2 Facility 

In this section, carbon steel piping is used to provide reboiler steam to the HTEF (refer to 

Section 2.2.2). Extended use of carbon steel under expected conditions may increase refurbishment or 
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replacement frequency and could require the installation of a filter before the SOECs to avoid rust 

contamination. To reduce contaminants, alternative piping materials may be used. Both chrome-moly and 

stainless-steel piping are reasonable choices, which would reduce corrosive wear at the expense of higher 

material and labor costs. All piping selections in the plant protected area should follow nuclear piping 

codes and standards. 

2.1.5.4 Net Metering in Place of 100-MWnom Electrical Dispatch 

Net metering uses several revenue meters in the power plant to measure power delivered in different 

areas and on separate transmission lines. An NPP can use net metering to supply energy to the HTEF 

behind the meter, avoiding the restrictions of a poorly placed revenue meter that would require power is 

supplied to the grid before it reaches the HTEF. 

NPP revenue meters are installed in different locations depending on the plant. They can be located 

inside TBs, on the high-voltage side of the GSU transformer, or out in the switchyard. The power line for 

the hydrogen facility supply should be tied in behind the NPP’s revenue meters. If a plant’s revenue 

meters are located inside the TB or immediately after the GSU transformer, net metering should be 

considered. 

The NPP and associated grid operators should have discussions early in the process to reach 

agreement regarding the tie-in location of the connecting point of the H2 feeder. NPPs should consider net 

metering if they have limitations connecting the hydrogen feeder before the plant existing revenue meter. 

2.1.5.5 Decreased Separation Between NPP and HTEF 

The 500-m separation selected for this design was based on a generic PRA, assuming a large 

hydrogen detonation from a production facility approximately five times larger than this 100-MWnom 

design (see Ref [19] Section 3.3.2). There is a strong likelihood that relocating the 100-MWnom HTEF 

adjacent to the NPP would be safe and would adhere to regulatory requirements, with the further addition 

of barriers or protective measures as needed. Decreasing the separation between the NPP and HTEF 

provides one cost-saving strategy since thermal piping and electrical transmission costs are reduced. 

Based on expected spacing of components within the protected area boundary and the HTEF boundary, 

the minimum separation distance is anticipated to be approximately 250 m. 

Section 4.3 illustrates the cost difference between this reduced separation option and the original 

500-m spacing. Note, the location of the HTEF is highly dependent on available land and on the location 

of plant equipment, including the switchyard. Section 5.3 discusses siting limitations for the hydrogen 

production facility. 

Detailed cost breakdowns for the integrating a PWR with a 100 MWnom HTEF with standoff distances 

of 250 m and 500 m can be found [19; Attachment L]. Appendix I provides a detailed cost breakdown for 

500 MWnom HTEF option located 500 m from the NPP. Appendix B illustrates potential site arrangements 

for these options. 

2.2 Major Equipment Required for Preconceptual Design 

Equipment sizing is presented in the following sections based on the thermal and electrical analyses 

discussed in Section 2.1.2 and Section 2.1.3, along with analyses included in Appendices C through G. As 

a site-specific project moves into the detailed design phase, the considerations for final pipe sizing and 

location of major equipment would be evaluated with a focus on constructability and overall integration 

cost. 
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Further design optimization related to the delivered temperature and pressure of the steam extracted 

from the NPP can be performed based on the site-specific requirements to enable the least cost of the NPP 

auxiliary equipment and connection commodities. Additionally, site-specific research into the location of 

the hydrogen plant with respect to the NPP may provide avenues for cost optimization through the 

reduction of electrical transmission, steam piping, and demineralized water commodities. Continued 

optimization of this preconceptual design could drive further cost reductions. 

2.2.1 Reboiler Sizing 

Performance parameters for the steam reboiler are determined using the PEPSE analysis provided in 

Appendix C. Sizing information for input to reboiler vendors is provided considering 25-MWth thermal 

power extraction in Table 6. Note that the parameters in Table 6 are at the connections to/from the 

reboiler. 

Table 6. Reboiler sizing parameters for 25-MWth power extraction. 

Connection Location Mass Flow Rate Temperature Pressure 

Steam Supply from Cold Reheat 85,238 lbm/hr 364 °F 161 psia 

Drain to Main Condenser 85,238 lbm/hr 120 °F by Vendor 

Demineralized Water Supply 73,777 lbm/hr 60 °F 140 psia 

Steam Supply to H2 Production 

Facility 
73,777 lbm/hr 350 °F 120 psia 

 

2.2.2 Piping and Reboiler Feed Pump Sizing Summary 

Adding the hydrogen production facility to the existing NPP requires sizing of the various pipelines, 

which is performed based on the 25-MWth thermal extraction. Steam pipe sizes are determined in 

Appendix D and Appendix E. Water pipe sizes are determined in Appendix F and Appendix G. 

Additionally, the reboiler feed pump is sized, and the reboiler drain control valve conditions are 

determined. 

The results of pipe sizing are summarized as follows: 

• Extraction steam piping to the H2 plant steam reboiler (Appendix D) 

Pipe size of 10-in., standard thickness (STD) schedule carbon steel, 240-ft long was modeled, 

resulting in a maximum steam velocity of ~120 ft per second (ft/sec). Design pressure of 250 psig and 

design temperature of 400°F were selected to envelop the steam conditions. 

• Process steam piping to the HTEF (Appendix E) 

Pipe size of 12-in., STD schedule carbon steel, 1750-ft long was modeled from the steam boiler to the 

H2 plant, resulting in a maximum steam velocity of ~130 ft/sec. Design pressure of 150 psig and 

design temperature of 400°F were selected to envelop the steam conditions. 

• Reboiler feed water pump and piping (Appendix F) 

For the pump discharge, a pipe size of 2.5-in., STD schedule carbon steel, 240-ft long was modeled, 

resulting in a maximum water velocity of approximately 10 ft/sec. In the actual design, stainless steel 

was used. Later refinement of this design reduced this pipe length to ~50 ft (refer to Ref. [19, 

Attachment K]). Design pressure of 250 psig and design temperature of 150°F were selected to 

envelop the water conditions, including an additional 50% in pump head rise to shutoff conditions. 
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For the pump suction, a 3-in. pipe size (one size larger than the discharge to lower suction velocity 

was selected), STD schedule carbon steel, 40-ft long was modeled, and it resulted in a maximum 

water velocity of approximately 6.4 ft/sec. Stainless steel was used in the actual design. Design 

pressure of 50 psig and design temperature of 150°F were selected to envelop the water conditions. 

• Pump size 

The pump sizing is based on the nominal flow rate of 147.5 gallons per minute (gpm) and the nominal 

carbon steel pipe characteristics, resulting in a required pump total developed head of approximately 

379 ft, requiring approximately 18 horsepower (hp). 

• Drain piping from the reboiler to the main condenser (Appendix G) 

The drain pipe size of 3.5-in., STD schedule carbon steel, 220-ft long was modeled, resulting in a 

maximum water velocity of approximately 5.6 ft/sec. In the actual design, stainless steel was used. 

Design pressure of 200 psig and design temperature of 400°F were selected to envelop the drain 

conditions. 

• Drain control valve size 

The drain control valve sizing results in the following requirements: 

- Drain flow:  85,238 lbm/hr (~172 gpm) 

- Valve differential pressure: ~155.7 psid 

- Valve inlet pressure: ~158 psia 

Note that due to a very high valve differential pressure, there is a high potential for valve flashing and 

cavitation; therefore, a severe duty drain control valve should be considered for this application and 

for an internal baffle plate to protect condenser internals. 

2.2.3 Demineralized Water Storage Requirement 

Onsite storage of demineralized water provides reserve capacity for periods when supply flow from 

the H2 facility RO system is unavailable. The appropriate onsite capacity of stored demineralized water is 

at the discretion of plant engineering and management to ensure continued operation during maintenance 

evolutions, for example. This decision would likely consider the amount of time that the HTEF is 

expected to be in use, the expected availability of the RO water supply, and upfront costs associated with 

installation of a large storage tank. The size (and therefore capacity) of the tank may also be limited by 

the available space near the H2 steam reboiler, where a tank could be located. For this preconceptual 

design, a reserve capacity of 110,000 gallons was chosen. Appendix C shows that a demineralized water 

flowrate of approximately 150 gpm is required to generate the desired steam flow to the HTEF. 

Therefore, a storage tank of 110,000 gallons would provide reserve capacity for approximately 8–12 

hours of continuous operation. A tank of this size could be approximately 25 ft in diameter and 30-ft tall. 

2.2.4 Major Equipment List 

The major equipment required to implement the preconceptual modification as described in this 

report is summarized in Table 7. This listing is not intended to be all-inclusive but to provide a high-level 

understanding of the major equipment needed in the design. Depending on site-specific design and 

configuration additional commodities, such as tubing, small-bore piping, cable, and conduit, must also be 

considered. Materials needed for piping supports, transmission towers, among others are also excluded 

from this equipment list but are included in the cost estimate in Appendix I. 
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Table 7. Major equipment needed for 100 MWnom integration design. 

No. Item Quantity Description/Notes 

1 Steam Reboiler 1 Refer to Section 4.3.1 for sizing 

information 2 Drain Cooler 1 

3 Steam Drum Tank 1 Approximately 4 ft diameter 

4 Drain Receiver 1 Approximately 2 ft diameter 

5 Demineralized Water Storage Tank 1 10,000-gallon capacity 

6 Reboiler Feed Dump 1 150 gpm at 380 ft TDH ( 18 hp) 

7 8 in. Steam Dispatch Air-Operated FCV 1 — 

8 10 in. Non-Return Valve 1 — 

9 10 in. Steam Manual Isolation Valves 3 Double isolation from crossunder 

pipe and isolation at reboiler 

10 3.5 in. Air-Operated Level Control Valve 1 Refer to Section 2.2.2 for design 

conditions 

11 2.5 in. Air-Operated Level Control Valve 1 Refer to Section 2.2.2 for design 

conditions 

12 10 in. Self-Contained Backpressure 

Regulating Valve 

1 — 

13 12 in. Steam Manual Isolation Valves 3 Isolation at reboiler and 

upstream/downstream 

14 10 in. Carbon Steel Piping with Fittings ~240 ft. Schedule STD 

15 12 in. Carbon Steel Piping with Fittings ~1800 ft. Schedule STD 

16 2.5 in. Stainless Steel Piping with Fittings ~50 ft. Schedule STD 

17 3 in. Stainless Steel Piping with Fittings ~40 ft. Schedule STD 

18 3.5 in. Stainless Steel Piping with Fittings ~220 ft. Schedule STD 

19 3 in. HDPE Piping with Fittings ~1800 ft, Schedule 40 

Electrical 

1 345 kV Manually Operated Disconnect 

Switch 

2 45 kA short circuit 

2 345 kV high-Voltage Circuit Breaker 1 45 kA short circuit 

3 Transmission Towers for 345-kV Line 6 — 

4 Coupling Capacitor Voltage Transformer 3 345 kV/120V 

5 Protective Relay 50BF 1 — 

6 Breaker Failure Lockout relay 86BF 1 — 

7 Line Differential Protection Relay 411L/87 2 — 

8 Line Differential Protection Relay 311L/87 2 — 

9 Line Differential Lockout Relay 86 1 — 

10 Revenue Meter 3 — 

11 795 kcmil Drake ACSR with OPGW Shield 

Wire 

1600 m — 
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3. 500 MWnom HTEF DESIGN AND EQUIPMENT 

Note: Text that is substantially different from the 100 MWnom HTEF Design 

and Equipment (Section 2) is marked with italics. 

3.1 Design 

3.1.1 Description of Modification 

Similar to the 100-MWnom preconceptual design, process steam from the crossunder (cold reheat) 

piping of the MS system will be extracted for the 500-MWnom design. Given the larger volume of steam 

needed, extraction is taken from two crossunder lines, one on each side of the HP turbine, to avoid 

turbine imbalances. Manual isolation is provided for both carbon steel lines at the tap location before the 

lines combine into a common header inside the TB. After routing out of the building, the header branches 

into two lines to supply the steam to the HTEF in two independent, identical reboiler loops. Each line is 

equipped with a station instrument air controlled FCV before passing into the respective steam reboiler. 

During a turbine trip, air supply to the FCVs would stop, causing the valves to close and isolate the lines. 

The P&ID provided in Appendix A shows the arrangement of steam extraction for this 500-MWnom 

design. The two independent loops help to improve gradual startup of the system, reduce pipe sizing, and 

enable partial hydrogen production during system maintenance. Using a single reboiler loop would 

require larger, more expensive equipment while increasing the potential for operating issues associated 

with startup and shutdown transients of the NPP and HTEF. 

The layout of the HSS equipment is the same as for the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

The 345-kV transmission line (H2 feeder) and other electrical equipment for the HTEF is identical to 

that of the 100 MWnom HTEF design. A conceptual site plan showing the interfaces between the HTEF 

and the NPP is provided in Ref. [19, Attachment U]. 

3.1.2 Mechanical Design 

3.1.2.1 Selection of NPP Steam Dispatch Location 

The heat balance diagrams included in Appendix C illustrate the expected plant operating conditions 

when considering station operation without thermal extraction and station operation with 105-MWth 

extraction to the HTEF. As previously noted, it is expected that only approximately 100 MWth is required 

by the HTEF while the remaining 5 MWth is extracted to account for thermal losses and potential 

inefficiencies in the HSS system. 

The design conditions for the 105 MWth extraction system are the same as for the 25 MWth dispatch 

design, except as noted below. 

3.1.2.2 Selection of NPP Drain Return Location 

The preferred location selected to return the condensed drain flow is at the main condenser. The 

rationale is the same as for the 25 MWth dispatch design. 

3.1.2.3 Thermal Analysis 

A PEPSE Heat Balance model of a reference 4-loop Westinghouse PWR NPP was used to determine 

the impact on the plant considering various levels of thermal extraction. The analysis methodology and 

approach are the same as for the 25 MWth dispatch design. Appendix C provides heat balance drawings 

showing the impact to the NPP considering 105-MWth power extraction levels. Table C.2 in Appendix C 

provides the station impact to significant parameters throughout the power cycle, considering 105-MWth 

power extraction. 
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3.1.2.4 Impact on Plant Hazards 

Same as for the 25 MWth dispatch design. 

3.1.2.5 Evaluation of Plant Transients 

The methodology and approach for the evaluation of plants transients are the same as for the 

105 MWth dispatch design. PEPSE Heat Balance diagrams (shown in Appendix C) are developed to 

evaluate the impact of extracting steam from the nuclear power cycle to supply thermal energy to a 

reboiler unit used to preheat the process steam for H2 production. Table 8 provides a summary of the 

important parameters for the 105-MWth extraction. Note that only parameters exhibiting some degree of 

change are shown. Other values, such as most system temperatures, show virtually no change. Additional 

details are presented in Appendix C. 

Table 8. Summary of important system parameters for 105-MWth extraction. 

Parameter Unit 

Extraction Level Total Δ for 2 

Trains 0 MWth 105 MWth 

Reactor thermal Power MWth 3659 3659 — 

Generator Output MWe 1239.6 1217.2 -22.47 MWe 

Main Stream Flow Mlb/hr 16.28 16.28 0.00% 

Cold Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 12.73 12.70 -0.20% 

105 MWth Thermal Extraction Flow lb/hr 0 355,193 — 

Extracted Steam Fraction of Cold Reheat 

Flow 
% 0 2.80 2.80% 

Remaining Steam to MSRs Mlb/hr 12.73 12.35 -2.99% 

Hot Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 11.26 10.90 -3.18% 

Heater Drain Forward Temperature °F 339.7 337.0 -2.7°F 

HP FWH Cascading Drain Flow Mlb/hr 1.39 1.38 -0.92% 

LP FWH Cascading Drain Flow Mlb/hr 2.42 2.37 -1.72% 

Heater Drain Tank Pressure psia 185.5 179.5 -6.0psi 

NOTE: Cascading drain conditions are averaged. Individual feedwater heater drain lines may have higher variations in 

conditions. Changes from 0 MWth to 105 MWth are calculated in Microsoft Excel. There may be slight differences due 

to truncation of values when entering the values in the table. 

 

As displayed in Table 8, the 105-MWth extraction from cold reheat requires 355,193 lb/hr 

(~177,597 lb/hr per train) of steam; this corresponds to approximately 2.80% (1.4% per train) of total 

cold reheat flow. Normal startup of the HTEF involves startup of one reboiler train at a time, which 

requires opening of the steam extraction line from cold reheat to the reboiler unit. This operation diverts 

a small portion, approximately 1.4% (for one train), of the total cold reheat flow and reduces the hot 

reheat flow to the low-pressure (LP) turbines by approximately 1.6% (for one train). These changes result 

in a 22.4-MWe (11.2 MWe per train) reduction in main generator output, which represents approximately 

1.8% of the total generator output. 
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It is also noted that the extraction of steam from the cycles, as described in this report, is 

operationally similar to a LP turbine bypass. Plants are typically designed with approximately 25% or 

more turbine bypass capability and plant transients are already analyzed with turbine bypass much 

greater than the level of steam extraction described. Similarly, for normal shutdown (shutting one 

reboiler train at a time) of the H2 plant, the changes are relatively small and should not cause a 

significant burden on the existing plant operation. Only during an unexpected event, such as loss of total 

power to the HTEF, a transient involving the shutdown of two reboiler trains at the same time could be 

expected. 

3.1.2.6 Impact on Core Reactivity 

The impact on core reactivity associated with extracting steam from the secondary cycle must be 

assessed for any plant-specific modification as described within this report. Based on 2.8% of secondary 

mass flow extraction, reactivity impacts are not anticipated to be insignificant. However, even sudden 

perturbations resulting from events at the HTEF should not exceed the capabilities of the normal NPP 

controls system response. From a mechanical design perspective, the largest impact to the NPP would 

come from an event in the HSS. An event that suddenly halts the HSS would impact the NPP in a similar 

manner as a load rejection event. That is, a loss of HTEF steam demand would result in a similar plant 

controls systems response as that which occurs when there is a loss of generator load. In the case of a 

~3% load rejection, the NPP rod control system should provide ample control capability to prevent the 

need for any protective functions to actuate or the need for any immediate operator actions. Operators 

would follow their indications to take actions appropriately using alarm response or other plant 

operating procedures. In the case of a steam line break in the HSS piping, there is no discernible 

difference from a break in other areas of steam piping in the NPP. If a break occurs, the automated and 

operator responses will be the same as they would be for another steam break somewhere in the NPP 

steam systems. The HTEF steam piping will be equipped with isolation valves that will enable isolation of 

the HSS system and continued operation of the NPP. Similar to a loss of HTEF steam demand, operators 

would follow their indications to take actions appropriately using an alarm response or other plant 

operating procedures. 

3.1.3 Electrical Design 

The HTEF requires 500 MWe power for the electrolysis process and approximately 50 MWe for 

auxiliary loads. Using a power factor of 0.92 for HTEF processes, the total power required for by the 

HTEF is 600 MVA. Spacing between the electrolyzers and NPP equipment is approximately 0.5 km; 

therefore, power is supplied from the NPP via a 345-kV transmission line spanning the plant separation. 

3.1.3.1 Selection of NPP Electrical Dispatch Location 

The methodology and approach for the evaluation of plants transients is the same as for the 100 

MWnom HTEF, except as noted below. The electrical physical layout diagram in Appendix B illustrates 

the preferred electrical system tie-in point, which is the high-voltage side of the NPP’s main GSU 

transformer, for the 500 MWnom HTEF. 

3.1.3.2 Electrical Design and Equipment within NPP Boundary 

The design and equipment for the 500 MWnom HTEF is identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF, except as 

noted below. 

The 345-kV transmission line will be tapped to the line between the NPP GSU transformer’s 

high-voltage bushing and the switchyard. The H2 transmission line routes over a transmission tower to a 

345-kV circuit breaker and its two MOD switches for line protection/maintenance. PTs will be installed 

between the MOD switch and the high-voltage breaker for new line’s revenue meters. This equipment is 

in the NPP protected area or yard area, depending on available space in the protected area. For a plant 
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separation distance of 500 m, the H2 transmission line will be routed over six more transmission towers to 

reach the HTEF area. 

At the HTEF, there are two two-winding step-down transformers rated for 345 kV-delta/ 

34.5 kV-wye, 190/253/306MVA ONAN/ONAF/ONAF, 9% nominal impedance H-X. The 34.5-kV 

windings are resistance-grounded. Within the H2 plant are nine two-winding step-down transformers rated 

for 34.5 kV-delta/13.8 kV-wye, 42/56/70 MVA ONAN/ONAF/ONAF, 7.5% nominal impedance 

H-X 34.5kV/13.8 kV to supply power at the 13.8-kV level to the H2 electrolyzers. The equipment at the 

HTEF is part of the HTEF design and is outside the scope of this report. See Ref. [19, Attachment V] for 

the H2 transmission line electrical physical layout. 

3.1.3.3 Transmission Line Control and Protection 

Identical to that the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.3.4 Power Requirements for Hydrogen Steam Supply Equipment 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.3.5 Switchyard Arrangement and Offsite Power 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.3.6 Electrical Short Circuit and Load Flow/Voltage Drop Analysis 

The design and analysis for the 500 MWnom HTEF design is identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF 

design, except as noted below. The step-down transformer supplying the HTEF is specified as a 

two-winding unit to supply 500 MWe to the HTEF plus 10% additional capacity for auxiliary loads. 

A short circuit analysis was performed in ETAP to determine estimated equipment short circuit 

ratings and aid in sizing the HTEF step-down transformer. The HTEF step-down transformers were 

modeled as 190/253/306MVA ONAN/ONAF/ONAF two-winding transformers. The high-voltage winding 

is connected in delta and the medium-voltage winding is connected in wye. The short circuit analysis 

model shows that a 9% nominal impedance between the H-X windings (with ±7.5% tolerance) on the 190 

MVA self-cooled base of the secondary windings allows for the use of 40-kA 34.5-kV circuit breaker and 

40-kA 13.8-kV medium-voltage switchgear at the HTEF. 

Similar to the 100-MWnom HTEF, ETAP model shows that the addition of the HTEF has a negligible 

impact on the existing NPP equipment. The analysis and results for the 500 MWnom HTEF design is 

identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design, except as noted below. 

The load flow analysis shows the 316 MVA top rating of the HTEF step-down transformers is 

sufficient to carrying the full load of the HTEF. The voltage drop across the 0.5-km high-voltage 

transmission line is not significant. For the 500-MWnom HTEF, a two-conductor bundle, such as a 

2-1113 kcmil Bluejay ACSR or higher based on common transmission practices in the area, is 

recommended based on the line thermal loading. 

The voltage drop analysis performed with the ETAP model shows that the hydrogen plant step-down 

transformer does not require an on-load tap changer if the transmission voltage is maintained within 

approximately a ±2.5% bandwidth. Per NUC-001, this applies to NPPs that operate per a voltage schedule 

and to NPPs that require strict voltage regulation for offsite power (assuming the offsite power source is 

supplied from the same location in the transmission system). 

3.1.3.7 Protective Relaying Design 

Nearly identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. Table 9 shows the required trip logic for different 

fault locations following electrical tie-in of the hydrogen plant. 
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Table 9. Electrical fault condition trip logic. 

Fault Location Initial Trip Device 

H2 Breaker Failure Trip 

Device 

Existing high-voltage 

line and line tap to 

new high-voltage 

circuit breaker 

Existing high-voltage switchyard circuit 

breakers 

Generator circuit breaker (if equipped) 

New high-voltage circuit breaker 

None 

New high-voltage line 

to HTEF 

New high-voltage circuit breaker 

New high-voltage step-down transformer 

circuit breaker 

Existing high-voltage 

switchyard circuit breakers 

Generator circuit breaker 

(if equipped) 

HTEF transformer New high-voltage step-down transformer 

circuit breaker inside the H2 island 

34.5 kV circuit breakers in the HTEF 

13.8 kV breakers in the HTEF 

New high-voltage circuit 

breaker 

NOTE: Same as Table 4 for 100 MWnom HTEF design, except for the addition of the last two lines. 

 

3.1.3.8 Electrical Transient Analysis 

Sensitivity analysis shows that the HTEF load can be increased up to the maximum output power 

rating of the generator without causing the generator to become unstable following a trip of the 

high-voltage transmission line feeding the HTEF, either with or without a fault. This bonds the design 

being considered for the 500-MWnom HTEF. Note that this model is based on typical plant and 

transmission system data, which may not be representative of the available capacity for all plants. 

3.1.3.9 Bulk Electric System Regulatory Impacts 

Similar to the 100-MWnom design, the high-voltage transmission line supplying the HTEF is classified 

as a BES element because the line is connected to a radial system with a generator that has a gross 

individual nameplate rating of greater than 25 MVA and a voltage of 100 kV or above. The BES 

classification subjects the transmission line and connected facilities (e.g., circuit breakers, disconnect 

switches, instrument transformers, and protective relays) to compliance with NERC Reliability Standards. 

Table 4 provides a summary of the applicable NERC Reliability Standards. Note that the NPP is already 

subjected to the following standards. 

3.1.4 Instrumentation and Controls Design 

3.1.4.1 Operator Control Capabilities 

The operator control capabilities for this 500-MWnom design are identical to those capabilities 

described in the design for the 100 MWnom HTEF. Given the duplication of HSS equipment (e.g., 

reboilers, pumps, and tanks), equipment-specific controls will need to be duplicated in this area based on 

the new equipment. A single HMI can still be used in the Main Control Room for indication and control 

of steam supply and electrical transmission equipment. 

3.1.4.2 Available Process Parameters for Monitoring 

Available processing parameters for monitoring are identical to the 100-MWnom design. 
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3.1.4.3 Response to Faulted Conditions 

Overall response to faulted conditions is similar to the 100-MWnom design, with differences as noted 

below. 

Extraction Steam leak to reboiler—Response depends on the severity and location of the leak. With 

two trains of reboilers, the leak could be isolated to the affected train, allowing the second train to 

operate. HTEF steam supply would be halved. If the leak is located so that both trains must be isolated, 

then H2 plant shutdown would occur. If isolation is not possible, a manual trip of the plant NPP would 

occur, which is similar to the response to an unisolable MS line leak. The addition of a remote manual 

(motor- or air-operated valve) at the extraction point would allow for the online construction of parts of 

the steam extraction line and would facilitate positive isolation in the event of a steam leak in the steam 

extraction line. Steam isolation transients are described in this report. 

• Process steam leak to HTEF—With two separate trains of process steam, it may be possible to isolate 

the affected train. The leak could be isolated to the affected train, allowing the second train to operate. 

HTEF steam supply would be halved. This transient is described in the transient section of this report. 

The generator would pick up load from the affected train and the grid would absorb the additional 

load. 

• Reboiler drain valve fails closed—This should not occur since the valve is set to fail open. However, 

if this event were to occur, the level would rise in the affected reboiler. Either the extraction steam 

supply valve for the affected train would close on high-high level or an emergency dump valve would 

open to the lower level. It is recommended to have a drain bypass valve open on high level and the 

steam line isolated on high-high level. The affected train could be isolated, allowing the second train 

to operate. HTEF steam supply would be halved. 

• Reboiler drain valve fails open—The level in the affected reboiler would drop and steam could be 

passed to the condenser. A low-level switch should be implemented to close the steam admission 

valve on low-level and drain valve open position. The affected train could be isolated, allowing the 

second train to operate. HTEF steam supply would be halved. 

• Extraction steam supply valve fails open—This should not occur since the valve is set to fail closed. 

However, if this event were to occur, the design pressure of both sides of the reboiler are equal to or 

greater than the steam conditions. The amount of condensation would be controlled by the demand 

from the HTEF. The condensate level would be controlled by the condensate drain valves. With 

normal operation of the reboiler feed supply, the plant would continue to operate normally. 

- Extraction steam supply valve fails closed—With two trains of extraction steam supply and 

reboilers, a closed valve will only affect one train. The level in the affected reboiler level would 

fall; the condensate drain line would control level by closing. One train of process steam to the H2 

plant would cease to flow. Steam flow to the LP turbines would increase by ~1.7%. The closure 

of the steam line may start to increase the level in the steam generator. The feedwater control 

system would reduce feedwater flow to match the reduced steam demand and stabilize the level. 

The transient to the grid is described below. In the longer term, the generator output could be 

reduced to match the grid demand. 

- Rapid trip of HTEF—Steam demand would cease, the process feed level on the hydrogen-side of 

the reboiler would increase, and the supply water admission valve would close in response. This 

would remove cooling from the plant-side of the reboiler, and steam condensation would 

decrease. The condensate drain valve would close to maintain level and the HSS going to the 

reboiler would be rerouted to the LP turbines. Steam flow to the LP turbines would increase by 

3.3%. The closure of the steam line would immediately start to increase the level of the steam 

generator. The feedwater control system would reduce feedwater flow to match the reduced steam 
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demand and stabilize level. The transient to the grid is described below. In the longer term, the 

generator output could be reduced to match grid demand. 

- Short in high-voltage line—Overcurrent protection, as discussed in this report, would trip the 

HTEF, and the balance of the transient would be like the rapid trip of the HTEF. 

- Open in high-voltage line—An open in the high-voltage line would trip the HTEF and the NPP 

would respond in the same manner as a rapid trip of the HTEF. 

3.1.4.4 Design Attribute Review 

When performing an engineering change in accordance with IP-ENG-001, the responsible engineer 

completes the DAR, which is a series of questions that aids in identifying impacted disciplines, 

stakeholders, and programs. As part of the preconceptual design, a sample DAR has been completed and 

provided as Appendix J. While this effort must be performed on a plant-/design-specific basis when 

performing a similar modification, the information is provided as an example to guide the process. 

The following design attributes are unique to the 500-MWnom design. 

3.1.4.5 Electrical 

• This conceptual design covers the installation of 0.5 km of 345-kV transmission line between the 

GSU transformer and H2 plant. A 345-kV high-voltage circuit breaker and two associated disconnect 

switches, PTs, and transmission line tower will be installed in the plant’s protected area or the yard 

area, depending on the available space around the GSU transformer. End of the line, inside the HTEF 

will have two step-down transformers, step the power down from 345 kV to 34.5 kV. Each 

transformer will have one 345-kV circuit breaker and two 345-kV disconnect switches. Also, two 

outdoor 34.5-kV buses with nine 34.5-kV breakers, each connected to step-down transformer, will 

step the power down from 34.5 kV to 13.8 kV switchgears. 

- The load flow analysis demonstrates the change in the switchyard voltage due to the addition of 

the 500-MWe electrical load plus auxiliaries is negligible. As such, there is no impact to generator 

VAR loading, which is controlled based on switchyard voltage. 

- The load flow analysis demonstrates the change in the switchyard voltage due to the addition of 

the 500-MWe electrical load plus auxiliaries is negligible. Therefore, the status of offsite power 

voltage regulating devices is not impacted. 

3.1.4.6 Mechanical 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.4.7 Instrumentation and Controls (I&C) 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.4.8 Structural 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.4.9 Programs 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.1.4.10 Stakeholders 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 
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3.1.5 Additional Design Options and Considerations 

3.1.5.1 Additional Circuit Breaker 

Developing site-specific design criteria may include alternatives to the design proposed within this 

report. Options for an additional circuit breaker, different piping materials, onsite RO, and net metering 

are all discussed in reference to the 100 MWnom HTEF design and are equally relevant for the 500 MWnom 

design. Further alternate design options are described below. 

3.1.5.2 Plate and Frame Reboiler Option 

The preconceptual design put forth in this section uses a 3.1.5.2-style shell and tube heat exchanger 

as the extraction steam reboiler. Other heat exchangers may also be used at the discretion of the plant. 

Discussions with other vendors have revealed that a plate and frame reboiler may provide an alternate 

design solution. The plate and frame design is more compact compared to the kettle-style reboiler, but it 

is at the expense of a more complex arrangement required through the addition of an external steam 

drum. The cost of this option is comparable to the kettle-style shell and tube heat exchanger and should 

be considered during detailed design for a similar modification. 

In Section 2, a plate and frame reboiler was provided for the 100-MWnom preconceptual design to 

show its feasibility. The contrasting complexity and size of these designs is illustrated through the 

respective P&IDs and physical reboiler arrangements in Appendix A. 

3.1.5.3 Main Steam Extraction 

Section 5.4 discusses in detail the limitations of cold reheat extraction. Of notable importance is the 

potential for imbalances and stresses on the turbines with large volumes of extraction and available 

space within the TB for the routing of two 14-in. steam lines. Main steam extraction is a viable alternative 

to the location used for this report. Table 10 highlights the benefits and drawbacks of both locations. The 

improved efficiency of cold reheat is expected to make this option financially preferable at this scale, but 

other factors, such as spatial availability and turbine loading, should be considered in detail to determine 

which extraction location is best for a given plant. Turbine manufacturers should be consulted to validate 

conclusions of the site. Appendix C provides detailed thermal analysis of both extraction locations. 

Table 10. Pros and cons of different extraction locations for 500-MWnom design. 

 Pros Cons 

Cold Reheat 

Extraction 

Greatest plant efficiency 

(+15.5 MWe vs. main steam 

extraction) 

Lower-temperature extraction 

than Main Steam can lower 

material and maintenance costs 

Larger piping is more expensive and harder to route 

through the Turbine Building 

Reduced mass flow to LP turbines can cause wear 

on the turbines and may reduce the life span of 

equipment 

Main Steam 

Extraction 

Smaller piping is less expensive 

and easier to route through the 

Turbine Building 

No turbine imbalances 

Lower plant efficiency than cold reheat extraction 

HELB analysis will be required due to steam 

conditions 

Higher temperature extraction requires more 

resilient materials for piping and greater HSS 

equipment costs 

High-pressure turbine operating pressure may drop 

below minimum-pressure limit due to lower mass 

flow 
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Main steam and cold reheat are the best locations for steam extraction based on the steam properties. 

Extracting steam too far upstream will result in plant efficiency losses by removing high-quality steam 

from the NPP power cycle. Extractions too far downstream provides low quality, low energy steam for 

the HTEF, decreasing electrolyzer efficiency. It is anticipated that cold reheat will be the preferable 

location at low extraction levels (3% of mass flow). 

3.1.5.4 Decreased Separation Between NPP and HTEF 

Identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.2 Major Equipment Required for Preconceptual Design 

The approach and methodology are identical to the 100 MWnom HTEF design. 

3.2.1 Reboiler Sizing 

Performance parameters for the steam reboiler are determined using the PEPSE analysis provided in 

Appendix C. Sizing information for input to reboiler vendors is provided considering 105-MWth thermal 

power extraction in Table 11. Note that the parameters in Table 11 are at the connections to/from the 

reboiler. 

Table 11. Reboiler sizing parameters for 105-MWth power extraction. 

Connection Location Mass Flow Rate Temperature Pressure 

Steam Supply from Cold Reheat 355,193 lbm/hr ~360 °F ~154 psia 

Drain to Main Condenser 355,193 lbm/hr 120 °F by Vendor 

Demineralized Water Supply 306,980 lbm/hr 60 °F 140 psia 

Steam Supply to HTEF 306,980 lbm/hr 350 °F 120 psia 

 

3.2.2 Piping and Reboiler Feed Pump Sizing Summary 

Adding the hydrogen production facility to the existing NPP requires sizing the various pipelines, 

which is performed based on the 105-MWth thermal extraction. Steam pipe sizes are determined in Ref. 

[19, Attachment B] and Ref. [19, Attachment C]. Water pipe sizes are determined in Ref. 

[19, Attachment D] and Ref. [19, Attachment E]. In addition, the reboiler feed pump is sized and reboiler 

drain control valve conditions are determined. 

The results of pipe sizing are summarized as follows: 

• Extraction steam piping to the H2 plant steam reboiler Ref. [19, Attachment N]. 

Two 14-in. pipes were connected to the cold reheat pipes on either side of the HP turbine for 

extraction. Each of these lines was STD (standard pipe size) schedule carbon steel and 40-ft long. 

These lines joined to a 20-in., STD schedule carbon steel header that was 200-ft long. After routing 

out of the TB, the header once again split into two 14-in., STD schedule carbon steel lines that 

spanned 20 ft each until reaching their respective steam reboilers. Maximum steam velocity was ~153 

ft/sec. Design pressure of 250 psig and design temperature of 400°F were selected to envelop the 

steam conditions. 

• Process steam piping to the HTEF Ref. [19, Attachment O]. 

Pipe size of 18-in., STD schedule carbon steel and 1750-ft long was modeled from the steam boiler to 

the HTEF, resulting in a maximum steam velocity of ~130 ft/sec. Design pressure of 150 psig and 

design temperature of 400°F were selected to envelop the steam conditions. 
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• Reboiler feed water pump and piping Ref. [19, Attachment D]. 

For the pump discharge, a pipe size of 3.5-in., STD schedule carbon steel and 240-ft long was 

modeled, resulting in a maximum water velocity of approximately 10 ft/sec. Stainless steel piping 

was used for the actual design, resulting in a conservative pump sizing. Design pressure of 250 psig 

and design temperature of 150°F were selected to envelop the water conditions, including an 

additional 50% in pump head rise to shutoff conditions. 

For the pump suction, a 4-in. pipe size (one size larger than the discharge to lower suction velocity 

was selected) of STD schedule carbon steel and 40-ft long was modeled, and it resulted in a 

maximum water velocity of approximately 7.7 ft/sec. Stainless steel was used in the actual design, 

resulting in a conservative pump sizing. Design pressure of 50 psig and design temperature of 150°F 

were selected to envelop the water conditions. 

• Pump size 

The pump sizing is based on the nominal flow rate of 306.8 gallons per minute (gpm) and the 

nominal carbon steel pipe characteristics, resulting in a required pump total developed head of 

approximately 367 ft, requiring approximately 36 horsepower (hp). 

• Drain piping from the reboiler to the main condenser Ref. [19, Attachment E]. 

The drain pipe size of 5-in., STD schedule carbon steel and 220-ft long was modeled, resulting in a 

maximum water velocity of approximately 6 ft/sec. In the actual design, stainless steel was used. 

Design pressure of 200 psig and design temperature of 400°F were selected to envelop the drain 

conditions. 

• Drain control valve size 

The drain control valve sizing results in the following requirements: 

- Drain flow:  177,597 lbm/hr (~358.8 gpm) 

- Valve differential pressure: ~1552.0 psid 

- Valve inlet pressure: ~154.1 psia 

Note that due to a very high valve differential pressure, there is a high potential for valve 

flashing/cavitation. Therefore, a severe duty drain control valve should be considered for this 

application and an internal baffle plate to protect condenser internals. 

3.2.3 Demineralized Water Storage Requirement 

Design considerations are similar to those for the 100 MWnom HTEF design. For the purposes of this 

preconceptual design, a reserve capacity of 110,000 gallons was chosen. Ref. [19, Attachment A] shows 

that a demineralized water flowrate of approximately 310 gpm per loop is required to generate the desired 

steam flow to the HTEF. Therefore, a storage tank of 110,000 gallons would provide reserve capacity for 

approximately 4–6 hours of continuous operation. A tank of this size is expected to be approximately 

25 ft in diameter and 30 ft tall. 

3.2.4 Major Equipment List 

The approach and considerations are similar to those for the 100 MWnom HTEF design. The major 

equipment required to implement the preconceptual modification as described in this report is 

summarized in Table 12. 
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Table 12. Major equipment needed for 500 MWnom integration design. 

No. Item Quantity Description/Notes 

1 Steam Reboiler 2 Refer to Section 3.2.1 for sizing 

information 2 Drain Cooler 2 

3 Drain Receiver 2 Approximately 3 ft diameter 

4 Demineralized Water Storage Tank 2 10,000-gallon capacity 

5 Reboiler Feed Dump 2 
310 gpm at 367 ft TDH 

(approximately 36 hp) 

6 
12 in. Steam Dispatch Air-Operated 

FCV 
2 — 

7 14 in. Non-Return Valve 2 — 

8 14 in. Steam Manual Isolation Valves 10 

Double isolation at both crossunder 

tie-ins, double isolation after header 

branches, and isolation to reboiler 

9 
5 in. Air-Operated Level Control 

Valve 
2 

Refer to Section 3.2.2 for design 

conditions 

10 
3.5 in. Air-Operated Level Control 

Valve 
2 

Refer to Section 3.2.2 for design 

conditions 

11 
14 in. Self-Contained Backpressure 

Regulating Valve 
2 — 

12 18 in. Steam Manual Isolation Valves 6 
Isolation at reboiler and 

upstream/downstream isolation PCV 

13 
14 in. Carbon Steel Piping with 

Fittings 
~120 ft. Schedule 30 

14 
18 in. Carbon Steel Piping with 

Fittings 
~3500 ft. Schedule STD 

15 
20 in. Carbon Steel Piping with 

Fittings 
~200 ft. Schedule 20 

16 
3.5 in. Stainless Steel Piping with 

Fittings 
~480 ft. Schedule STD 

17 
4 in. Stainless Steel Piping with 

Fittings 
~80 ft. Schedule STD 

18 
5 in. Stainless Steel Piping with 

Fittings 
~440 ft. Schedule STD 

19 3.5 in. HDPE Piping with Fittings ~3600 ft, Schedule 40 

Electrical 

1 
345 kV, 300AManually Operated 

Disconnect Switch 
2 50 kA short circuit 

2 
345 kV, 300A High-Voltage Circuit 

Breaker 
1 50 kA short circuit 

3 Steel Poles for 345 kV line 6 Transmission line tower 
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No. Item Quantity Description/Notes 

4 
Coupling Capacitor Voltage 

Transformer (CCVT) 
3 345 kV/120V 

5 Protective Relay 50BF 1 — 

6 

Communication System: 

Cabinet NEMA 4X with meters and 

Aux. telecommunication for revenue 

meters 

1 — 

7 

A standalone HMI for control and 

indications of the H2 power line and 

steam supply, in the Main Control 

Room 

1 — 

8 Breaker Failure relay (50BF) 1 — 

9 Breaker Failure Lockout relay (86BF) 1 — 

10 
Line Differential Protection Relay 

411L/87 
3 — 

11 
Line Differential Protection Relay 

311L/87 
3 — 

12 Line Differential Lockout Relay 86 1 — 

13 Revenue Meter 3 — 

14 
1113 knmil Bluejay ACSR with 

OPGW Shield Wire 
3200 m Transmission line cable outdoor 
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4. PLANT INTEGRATION COST ESTIMATING 

The development of an accurate cost estimate for a nuclear-integrated hydrogen production facility 

requires a detailed understanding of plant specifications, vendor price estimates, and indirect costs 

associated with the project construction and development. For each of these general preconceptual 

designs, a cost estimate is developed for the integration activities within the scope of the NPP only; costs 

associated with design and construction of the equipment inside the HTEF boundary are excluded from 

these estimates. The Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) has developed a 

classification system for assessing the expected accuracy of cost estimates (see Reference 21). Based on 

the maturity level of project definition deliverables and the use of this report as a preconceptual guide, 

these cost estimates fall into Class 5. Following the methodology described by this class, the accuracy of 

these estimates is expected to vary between -50% and +100%. The actual value depends on the risk and 

suitability of assumptions associated with each cost item. Plant-specific studies are required to improve 

these assumptions and increase estimated accuracy. Vendor estimates should be included on a plant-

specific basis. The purpose of these estimates is to allow plant owners to understand the magnitude of 

capital costs required for the NPP-associated modifications with pursuing a 100-MWnom and 500-MWnom 

HTEF addition. This study provides a quantifiable reference for engineering, installation, and 

turnover/procurement costs for a project of a similar magnitude. This study can be used to inform plant-

specific feasibility studies and assess the capital necessary to pursue nuclear-integrated hydrogen at the 

scale investigated. 

4.1 Scope of Included Costs 

These estimates aim to consider all costs associated with NPP modifications included in Table 7 and 

Table 12. A cost analysis breakdown was performed for each of the following activities: 

• HSS 

• Civil work (e.g., excavation, disposal, backfill, and caisson) 

• Concrete work (e.g., foundation, embedment, formwork, and reinforcing) 

• Mechanical equipment (e.g., reboiler and demineralized water storage tank) 

• Piping (e.g., above ground, buried, supports, valves, and insulation) 

• Electrical equipment (e.g., heat tracing, control panel, and transformer) 

• I&C 

• Steel supports 

• Electrical and Transmission Line 

• Civil work (e.g., excavation, disposal, backfill, and caisson) 

• Concrete work (e.g., foundation, embedment, formwork, and reinforcing) 

• Switchyard (e.g., transmission tower pole and hardware, breakers and disconnects, transformers, 

and wiring) 

• Electrical equipment (e.g., revenue meter, grounding, and control panels) 

• Cables and conduits 

• HMI 

• Steel supports. 



 

59 

4.1.1 Methodology 

Estimates are based on an engineer, procure, construction management (EPCM) multiple contract 

approach. This approach has one main contractor, typically an architect/engineer (A/E) firm to produce 

the design, assist in the procurement of goods and services, and provide construction management 

services during construction. The EPCM contractor generally acts as an agent for the owner when 

purchasing such goods and services, meaning contracts and purchase orders are written on the owner’s 

letterhead. 

These cost estimates are developed using a mix of semi-detailed unit costs with assembly-level line 

items and detailed unit costs with forced detailed take-off (i.e., detailed takeoff quantities generated from 

preliminary drawings and incomplete design information). As such, these estimates are generated using a 

deterministic estimating method with many unit cost line items. These estimates were developed with a 

factored approach using previous HTEF costs estimates and other relevant cost estimates as a basis. 

Quantity development is dependent on the method used to create the line-item estimate. Item 

quantities are identified based on the major equipment identified in Table 7 and Table 12, which was 

determined through thermal and electrical analyses (see Sections 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 3.1.2, and 3.1.3). 

Capacity-factored or equipment-factored cost estimates do not use quantities of materials for cost 

estimation. 

4.1.2 Cost Items 

To further break down project costs, items were categorized into direct, indirect, and contingency 

costs; escalation costs were not included. Direct costs are those expenses directly tied to the construction 

of HSS and electrical and transmission line equipment identified in Section 3.1.3. To support project 

construction and labor efforts, indirect costs were also considered. A buffer for unanticipated issues is 

covered through contingency costs. Each of these categories is described in greater detail below. 

4.1.3 Direct Costs 

The cost associated with the addition of new permanent equipment is broken down into five 

subcategories: labor, materials, subcontract, construction equipment, and process equipment costs. The 

cost of each item is made up of one or more of each of these costs. 

4.1.3.1 Labor 

Construction labor cost considers wage rates, installation hours, labor productivity, labor availability, 

and construction indirect costs. Installation hours represent the labor/hours to install an item and 

collectively all craft hours to install the entire scope of facilities. Labor productivity is evaluated based on 

factors such as jobsite location, job position, and site congestion. A regional nuclear power labor 

productivity multiplier of 1.6 is included to account for the additional effort, oversight, and requirements 

associated with work performed within an NPP in a congested area without radiation protection and a 

portion of the work performed during an outage. This productivity factor has been developed based on 

historical data and is dependent upon several factors, such as congestion, outage or non-outage activities, 

and the level of radiation protection. Installation hours are increased proportional to this productivity 

factor. The labor wage rate was selected using the prevailing wage in Bloomington, IL. This data was 

obtained from “RS Means Labor Rates for the Construction Industry,” 2022 edition. Costs have been 

added to cover social security, worker’s compensation, and unemployment insurance. 

4.1.3.2 Material 

The pricing for permanently installed materials are based on S&L in-house data, vendor catalogs, 

industry publications, and other related projects. Major material quantities are described in Table 7 and 

Table 12. 
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4.1.3.3 Subcontract 

Subcontract costs as defined within this estimate are all-inclusive costs. This means there are no 

additional markups, such as general conditions, overheads, or other construction indirect costs associated 

with the line item. 

4.1.3.4 Construction Equipment 

Construction equipment cost is included on each line item as needed based on the type of activity and 

construction equipment requirements to perform the work. This includes costs for rental of all 

construction equipment, fuel, oil, and maintenance. Equipment operators are included in direct labor 

costs. 

4.1.3.5 Process Equipment 

Pricing for permanently installed equipment is based on S&L in-house data, vendor catalogs, industry 

publications, and other related projects. Equipment pricing was reviewed to ensure that the following 

criteria were addressed and taken into consideration where necessary. 

4.1.3.6 Indirect Costs 

All accompanying costs that do not result from the direct installation of NPP equipment to support 

hydrogen production are considered indirect costs. These costs are categorized into additional labor costs, 

site overheads, other construction indirects, and project indirects. 

4.1.3.7 Additional Labor Costs 

To support the labor associated with the construction and implementation of equipment, there are 

several ancillary labor costs to consider. These include the additional pay of labor supervisors beyond the 

prevailing wage rate, show-up time, and overtime. The cost of overtime pay and extended hours caused 

by worker inefficiency are included based on a 50-hour work week (5–10-hour days). Further overtime 

and per diem costs are not considered in this estimate. 

4.1.3.8 Site Overheads 

To ensure the smooth execution of the project, the following overheads are considered: construction 

management, field office expenses, material and quality control, material handling, safety program 

administration and personnel, temporary facilities, indirect craft labor, mobilization/demobilization, and 

legal expenses. 

4.1.3.9 Other Construction Indirects 

Additional construction costs required include small tools and consumables, scaffolding, general 

liability insurance, construction equipment mobilization/demobilization, material freight, contractor 

general and administrative (G&A) expenses, and contractor profit. The freight on process equipment and 

sales tax are not considered in this section. 

4.1.3.10 Project Indirects 

Project indirect costs are required to ensure the project is carried out in a timely and high-quality 

manner. Professional engineering and construction management (CM) services are required to monitor 

project schedules, costs, quality, safety, and scope. Startup and commissioning services provided the 

procedures and testing necessary to ensure proper function of the systems prior to plant operation. Startup 

spare parts are also included in this section. Excess liability insurance, indirect sales tax, owner’s cost, 

and engineering/procurement/contractor firm (EPC) fees are not included in this estimate. 
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4.1.4 Contingency Costs 

Based on project definitions, contingency costs are treated as separate line items and are described as 

a percentage of costs as described below. A 50% contingency was used to account for a first-of-a-kind 

project type (all calculated at 50% of costs): 

• Labor Contingency Costs 

• Material Contingency Costs 

• Subcontract Contingency Costs 

• Construction Equipment Contingency Costs 

• Process Equipment Contingency Costs 

• Project Indirect Contingency Costs. 

4.2 Excluded Items 

These estimates represent only the costs contained above; the estimate does not include allowances 

for any other costs not listed and incurred by the owner. Additionally, the cost of the hydrogen facility 

(and all equipment within the HTEF boundary) is not included. 

There may be additional costs that the owner should consider. The following are some considerations: 

• Lost electricity generation revenue due to extraction steam beyond those covered in Table 14. 

• Financing 

• Licensing 

• Insurance 

• Owner staff and facility support 

• Safety incentives 

• Power consumption due to temporary grid connection 

• Per diem/travel expenses 

• Spare parts 

• Applicable taxes 

• Permitting 

• Plant staff training 

• Legal/accounting fees 

• Schedule acceleration or delay costs. 

4.3 Nuclear-Hydrogen Integration Cost Estimate Summary 

A complete overview of the methodology and breakdown of cost estimating for the 100-MWnom and 

500-MWnom integration designs is provided in Appendix I, which also includes a detailed breakdown of 

the costs of the 500-MWnom integration for a distance of 500 m between the HTEF and the NPP. Detailed 

cost breakdowns for the other cases can be found in [19]. This section briefly summarizes key results. An 

overview of the direct, indirect, and contingency costs for the 100-MWnom and 500-MWnom facilities are 

provided below in Table 13. The estimate for the integration of the NPP HSS equipment and associated 

electrical infrastructure for the 100-MWnom design totals approximately $246/kWnom, while the 500-

MWnom integration modifications are estimated to cost $78/kWnom. Based on these estimates, the 
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standardized cost of the 500-MWnom design is approximately one-third of the 100-MWnom design. This 

reduction can be explained by the consolidation of equipment under the larger design and reducing 

material and labor costs with respect to production capacity. Changing the number of piping trains, power 

lines, or integration equipment (mechanical and electrical) for these designs will alter the capital cost of 

these modifications accordingly. One potential cost-reduction strategy is to decrease the separation 

distance between the NPP and HTEF. This adjustment would decrease the length of piping and power 

lines, which would have subsequent benefits, including reduced excavation and foundation costs, better 

efficiency (reduced thermal and electrical losses), and the potential utilization of smaller, less expensive 

equipment. Reducing thermal and electrical separation by 50%, from 500 m to 250 m, is assumed to be 

physically feasible for some plants (additional hazard analysis and licensing evaluation is necessary to 

assess overall regulatory compliance but is not considered within this study). Table 13 shows an 

approximately 20% reduction in integration cost across both designs by reducing plant separation. 

Another important point regarding Table 13 is that the funds set aside for contingencies are relatively 

large, roughly equal to the direct costs. Large contingency budgets are appropriate for first-of-a-kind 

installations. The contingency funds can likely be decreased by 50% or more for subsequent installations 

that follow similar engineering designs. 

Table 13. Installation cost summary for integration of nuclear and hydrogen plants (2022 USD). 

Parameter 

100 MWnom 500 MWnom 

500 m separation 250 m separation 500 m separation 250 m separation 

Direct Costs 

Steam direct cost ($MM) 6.12 4.28 11.7 8.95 

Electric direct cost ($MM) 1.31 1.14 1.40 1.21 

Total direct cost ($MM) 7.42 5.42 13.1 10.2 

Indirect Costs 

Steam indirect cost ($MM) 7.49 5.78 11.6 8.84 

Electric indirect cost ($MM) 1.49 1.37 1.49 1.37 

Total indirect cost ($MM) 8.98 7.15 13.07 10.22 

Contingency 

Steam contingency ($MM) 6.78 4.92 11.73 8.92 

Electric contingency ($MM) 1.42 1.28 1.42 1.28 

Total contingency ($MM) 8.20 6.20 13.2 10.2 

Total Costs 

Total steam cost ($MM) 20.4 15.0 35.0 26.7 

Total electric cost ($MM) 4.21 3.79 4.31 3.86 

Total cost ($MM) 24.6 19.0 39.0 30.6 

Standardized (std.) Costs 

Std. steam cost ($/kWnom) 204 150 70.0 53.4 

Std. electric cost ($/kWnom) 42.1 37.9 8.62 7.73 

Std. total cost ($/kWnom) 246 190 78.1 61.2 

Notes: Direct costs include labor, materials, subcontracts, construction equipment, and process 

equipment. Indirect costs include additional labor, site overheads, other construction costs and project 

indirects. Contingencies are included for all categories. 

 

It is helpful to compare the cost estimates in Table 13 with assumptions that have been made in 

previous analyses that have estimated the costs of hydrogen production, assuming a similar production 
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configuration in which a HTEF is coupled to a PWR. In a study by Wendt, Knighton, and Boardman [2], 

it was assumed that a 1,000 MWnom HTEF was coupled to a NPP at a distance of 1 km. The direct capital 

cost of the steam delivery system from the NPP was estimated to be $41.1 million, which is in good 

agreement with the estimated cost presented in Table 13, after accounting for differences in scale and 

assumed steam delivery distance. Importantly, however, as shown in the simplified cost summary in 

Table 14, operating costs dominate the total costs for HTEFs that are 500 MWnom and larger. 

The simplified analysis includes direct capital costs and annual inflation of 2% but neglects financing 

and tax costs. The dominating operating cost is the loss of PWR electric power output due to thermal 

power dispatch to the HTEF. As indicated in Table 3 and Table 8, the PWR electric power output 

decreases by 5.3 MWe and 22.4 MWe, respectively, for the 100-MWnom and 500-MWnom HTEF cases. 

These values are lower than estimated in the previous hydrogen production cost study [2] because 

extracting steam from cold reheat in the PWR has less impact on electric power production than removing 

steam from the main steam line, as assumed in the previous work. The previous work assumed that the 

reduction in electric power production was equal to the thermal power delivery to the HTEF divided by 

the thermal-to-electric conversion efficiency of the PWR, which would have corresponded to 8.5 MWe 

for the 100 MWnom HTEF case and 35.7 MWe for 500 MWnom HTEF case, respectively. Extracting 

steam from the cold reheat reduces the operating costs of the thermal power dispatch system by 

approximately 37% in each case, compared to extracting steam from the main steam line. The 

lowest standardized (Std.) cost of steam supply is associated with the 500 MWnom HTEF case and is 

7.56 $/MWhth, which exhibits a marked improvement compared to the estimate of 11.6 $/MWhth 

from [2]. As noted, costs estimated in this study are for a first-of-a-kind installation with high 

contingency budgets. Subsequent installations with similar designs may have substantially lower 

costs if contingency costs can be avoided. 

Table 14. Simplified total cost summary for integration of nuclear and hydrogen plants (2022 U.S. 

dollars). 

Parameter 

100-MWnom 500-MWnom 

500 m 

separation 

250 m 

separation 

500 m 

separation 

250 m 

separation 

Nuclear Thermal Power Input Cases 

NPP power reduction (MWe) 5.3 5.3 22.47 22.47 

Annual cost of NPP power reduction ($MM)a 1.45 1.45 6.16 6.16 

20 Year lifetime operating cost ($MM) 24.1 24.1 102.3 102.3 

20 Year lifetime total cost ($MM) 48.7 43.7 141.3 132.9 

Ratio lifetime capital to operating costs 102% 79% 38% 30% 

Std. steam cost per unit of delivered heat ($/MWhth) 13.9 12.3 8.04 7.56 

Std. steam cost from [2] ($/MWhth) 11.6 

Electric Boiler Case 

Annual operating costs w/ 100% electricity ($MM) 5.26 5.26 26.30 26.30 

Direct capital cost of electric boiler ($MM) 1.00 1.00 3.00 3.00 

20 Year lifetime total cost ($MM) 88.4 88.4 440 440 

Std. cost per unit of delivered heat ($/MWhth) 25.2 25.2 25.1 25.1 

a Assumes an electricity sales price of $30/MWhe. 
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4.3.1 HTE via Electrical Only with Electric Steam Boiler 

For the purposes reducing costs and modifications to the NPP, an additional case was considered 

where only electrical power is delivered from the NPP to the HTEF. The steam extraction and delivery 

system is replaced by an electrical boiler that converts deionized or demineralized water to 

high-temperature steam for use in the HTE process and provides the electrical power required for 

electrolysis. The initial costs associated with implementing this option are expected to be significantly 

lower due to the amount of mechanical equipment that will not be required. Additionally, the equipment 

listed in Table 14 would either move from the NPP to the HTEF or be removed from the design as 

described below. 

For the 100-MWnom scale, this option was found to incur a much lower initial capital cost because the 

HSS equipment used to supply thermal energy from the NPP was not needed for this electric-only option. 

However, lower efficiency for the electric-only option would result in considerably higher operating 

costs, which more than offsets the reduced capital costs. This same behavior is observed for a 500-MWnom 

design. 

Table 15 also shows simplified costs associated with replacing the thermal power extraction and 

delivery system with an electric boiler located at the HTEF. The simplified analysis includes direct capital 

costs and annual inflation of 2% but neglects financing and tax costs. The operating costs of the electric 

boiler are much higher than the capital cost, which means the standardized cost is approximately $25 per 

MWhth for all cases, regardless of separation distance or HTEF nominal size. The standardized cost of 

operating the electric boiler could be reduced by approximately 10% by regenerative cooling of the 

product stream to preheated to feedwater entering the electric boiler to 250°F. For an exact comparison, 

sites will need to conduct a formal evaluation of the relative performance between an electric reboiler and 

a steam reboiler. 

Table 15. Equipment changes for electrical integration only. 

Equipment Required Description 

Reboiler Yes The lack of steam input from the plant through the use of an 

electric reboiler allows reboiler siting within the HTEF boundary. 

This allows for regenerative drain cooling. The electric reboiler 

is expected to be more expensive than its steam reboiler 

counterpart and will require more maintenance for long-term 

operation. 

Demineralized Water 

Tank 

No The demineralized water tank is intended to enable continued 

hydrogen production in the event the RO system is down for 

maintenance. For this reason, it is recommended that a tank be 

included and located within the HTEF boundary. Depending on 

the expected frequency of RO maintenance, it may be desirable 

to remove the tank. 

Interface piping 

between NPP and 

HTEF 

No In the absence of plant steam extraction, piping can be routed 

within the HTEF, from the RO system to the electric reboiler and 

subsequently the electrolyzers. This additionally reduces heat and 

pressure losses caused by pipe routing between the NPP and 

HTEF. 

Flow and Level 

Control Valves 

No No thermal energy transfer will occur between the NPP and 

HTEF, removing any process control interface between the NPP 

and HTEF. 
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4.4 Total Project Cost 

According to the study by Wendt, Knighton, and Boardman [2], expected costs for the construction 

cost of large-scale HTE facilities are discussed. Adjusted for inflation (2022 U.S. dollars), the baseline 

hydrogen facility balance of plant equipment was expected to cost approximately $650/kWe DC ($1/kWe 

DC is approximately equal to $1/kWnom for both designs considered in this report), with cost-reduction 

strategies enabling facility costs as low as $350/kWe DC. Slight increases in standardized cost were 

projected for facilities smaller than 250 MWe DC; hence, it is expected that the 100-MWnom design HTEF 

balance of plant equipment would be more expensive than the 500-MWnom balance of plant equipment. 

Total facility capital costs were projected to be between $750–1,250/kWe DC for a 1,000 MWe DC 

hydrogen plant. Scaling these costs to the 100-MWnom and 500-MWnom designs, the total project costs are 

expected to be at the medium-to-high ends of that range. As with the balance of plant costs, the 

standardized total project cost of the 100-MWnom design is expected to be greater than the total project 

cost of the 500-MWnom design. This is further supported by the larger standardized integration costs for 

the 100-MWnom design (see Table 13). 

Based on the estimates of Section 4.3, integration costs are expected to comprise approximately 5–

20% of the total project cost for a 100-MWnom facility and 500-MWnom facility, although these values can 

change considerably with different integration designs and site-specific conditions. Based on these 

estimates and the conclusions of Bloom Energy [6] it is expected that the addition of a 500-MWnom HTEF 

to an NPP similar to the reference plant used in this study will have a lower dollar-per-kilowatt-nominal 

cost than the addition of a 100-MWnom hydrogen plant to a similar NPP. 
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5. HYDROGEN PLANT CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1 Maximum Achievable Electrical Diversion from Power Plant 

An additional sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the maximum power that can be 

transmitted radially from the NPP to a nearby HTEF without impacting the stability of the NPP generator 

during a loss of load. The additional runs show that the HTEF load can be increased up to the maximum 

output power rating of the generator without causing the generator to become unstable following a trip of 

the high-voltage transmission line feeding the H2 plant, either with or without a fault. Note that this model 

is based on typical plant and transmission system data, which may not be representative of the available 

capacity for all plants. 

5.2 Minimum Power Requirements for Hydrogen Facility 

To protect solid oxide cells in the HTEF and prolong their lifespans, a hot standby state should be 

used when electricity is diverted from the HTEF to the grid. During hot standby, the electrolyzers 

maintain steady-state temperature but electrolysis temporarily halts. Sustaining hot standby requires a 

small but non-negligible portion of the thermal and electrical power used for electrolysis. This 

requirement depends on the specifications of the HTEF vendor. Alternatively, the solid oxide cells may 

be allowed to cool; however, a small amount of electrical power and steam are consumed during the cool-

down process. Additionally, if freezing conditions exist, the HTEF components must be thoroughly dried 

or maintained at a temperature above freezing. 

The NPP is expected to supply these minimum demands during normal plant operation while also 

handling the transients associated with flexible operation of the HTEF. However, in the event of a faulted 

condition, a loss of offsite power or reactor shutdown (e.g., planned outage), a safe HTEF shutdown may 

be required. During unplanned events, one or more sources of emergency power (thermal and electrical) 

will be needed to ensure the electrolyzers are cooled without damage. The hydrogen vendor should work 

with the NPP to ensure the necessary emergency power is provided to the HTEF in the event of a loss of 

thermal or electrical power. 

5.3 Hydrogen Facility Siting 

From a project cost perspective, minimizing the spacing between the NPP and HTEF is ideal, as 

shown in Section 4.3. Nevertheless, there are several limitations to the adjacent siting of the TB and the 

HTEF. The primary limitation is the explosion risk an HTEF presents to the safety-related systems, 

structures, and components of the NPP. Depending on the size of the HTEF and the extent of its 

protective measures, minimum separation requirements between the HTEF and NPP can be determined 

by performing a hazard assessment. The size of the HTEF itself also poses limitations on siting. An HTEF 

is anticipated to require an area on the order of half an acre per megawatt-nominal. As a result, it is 

unlikely there will be sufficient space within the NPP’s protected area for siting of the facility. Existing 

pathways, plant structures, and topographic features inside of the OCA (but outside of the protected area) 

may further restrict the siting of the HTEF and increase the separation between plants. 
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5.4 Thermal Power Extraction 

While cold reheat is preferable for this preconceptual design since it maximizes plant efficiency, there 

are several limitations. The first is pipe routing. Plants will need to find the space available to route new 

extraction piping through the TB and structural modifications may be needed to support these additions. 

Of similar or greater importance are the effects of extraction on the main turbines. For the 500-MWnom 

design, a 6-psi pressure reduction is observed at the discharge of the HP turbine relative to no thermal 

extraction. This reduction in mass flow downstream of the HP turbine is expected to be within the design 

margins of the equipment. However, with large degrees of cold reheat extraction, there is a potential for 

turbines to operate outside of their intended design capabilities; plants should work with original 

equipment manufacturers (OEMs) to ensure the turbines can perform in accordance with their design 

specifications. Turbines should be evaluated for shaft imbalance, blade loading, and thrust verification. 

Additional modifications can be implemented to ensure turbines operate within their intended design 

capabilities. One such modification would be the installation of a control valve downstream of extraction 

to maintain upstream pressures (at the HP turbine discharge). Alternatively, some plants already perform 

cold reheat extraction for equipment such as feedwater heaters. If the turbines are unable to handle 

extraction for HTE, other extraction flows can be reduced or taken out of service to reduce turbine 

imbalances. These changes would reduce plant efficiency but may still be the optimal solution for safe 

operation from cost and efficiency standpoints. To eliminate turbine stability concerns, extraction steam 

could be drawn from main steam; Section 3.1.5.3 discusses the benefits and drawbacks of extraction from 

main steam as opposed to cold reheat. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

This study develops a preconceptual design for the integration between a large-scale high-temperature 

electrolysis facility and a NPP. Two hydrogen facility sizes are considered: 100 MWnom and 500 MWnom. 

Both steam supply designs use cold reheat steam extraction as a heat source. A reboiler inside the 

protected area of the power plant transfers steam heat to the demineralized water supply for the hydrogen 

plant. After the heat transfer, the extracted steam condenses and returns to the condenser while the 

process steam routes out of the protected area to the electrolyzers. Electrical power is tapped off from the 

high-voltage side of the GSU transformer, where it is then transported via a 345-kV transmission line to 

the hydrogen facility. Circuit breakers and disconnects are located at both ends of the transmission line. 

Step-down transformers and miscellaneous switchgear/buses are located at the end of the transmission 

line inside the HTEF boundary. Control capabilities for the steam interfacing equipment and electrical 

dispatch are accessible from the Main Control Room, and protective relays for the transmission line are 

located inside the Relay Room. 

Computer modeling was performed for the thermal and electrical designs. PEPSE analysis provided 

the steady-state parameters for thermal extraction from the turbine cycle. These parameters were used to 

inform transients and size equipment in combination with Applied Flow Technology (AFT) Arrow and 

AFT Fathom modeling for steam and water piping, respectively. Electrical transients were analyzed using 

PSCAD. An ETAP model was used to evaluate power flow and short circuit, which enabled the sizing of 

transformers and protective equipment. 

A cost estimate was developed for both integration designs when considering plant separation 

distances of 250 m and 500 m. From these estimates, the modifications for thermal and electrical 

interfacing of a first-of-a-kind nuclear-integrated hydrogen facility are anticipated to cost between $60–

250/kWnom. With a total project cost in the range of $750–1,250/kWnom [7], integration costs account for 

up to 20% of the total project cost. The standardized cost of heat supplied from the nuclear power plant 

was found to range from approximately $7.5/MWhth to $14/MWhth. Standardized integration costs were 

shown to decrease with larger hydrogen facilities and reduced separation distances. 

Nuclear steam extraction can provide a profit avenue for many plants and is not restricted to hydrogen 

production. Ammonia production, oil refining, and paper production, among other industrial processes all 

require thermal energy, which can be provided by NPPs. Future work should look further at the details of 

thermal extraction for a variety of use cases. This can include increased levels of extraction and multiple 

simultaneous users. Additionally, site-specific studies should be performed to develop industry 

experience and improve cost accuracy. 
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Appendix A: Process and Instrumentation Diagrams 

 

Figure A-1. 100 MWnom P&ID. 
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Figure A-2. 500 MWnom P&ID. 
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Appendix B: Preconceptual Design Layouts 

 

Figure B-1. Layout of preconceptual design with 100 MWnom HTEF located 500 m from the PWR. 
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Figure B-2. Layout of preconceptual design with 100 MWnom HTEF located 250 m from the PWR. 
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Figure B-3. Layout of preconceptual design with 500 MWnom HTEF located 500 m from the PWR. 



 

77 

 
Figure B-4. Layout of preconceptual design with 500 MWnom HTEF located 250 m from the PWR. 
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Figure B-5. 100 MWnom Steam Reboiler Arrangement Drawing. 
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Figure B-6. 500 MWnom Steam Reboiler Arrangement Drawing 
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Figure B-7. 100 MWnom HTEF Feeder Electrical Physical Layout. 
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Figure B-8. 500 MWnom HTEF Feeder Electrical Physical Layout 
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Appendix C: PEPSE Modeling 

C-1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this section is to evaluate the impact of extracting steam from the nuclear power cycle 

to supply thermal energy to a reboiler unit for hydrogen production. The steam is condensed in the 

reboiler unit and returned to the nuclear power cycle. The thermal energy used by the reboiler unit is used 

to boil water to steam, which is then directly supplied to the hydrogen production facility. This appendix 

evaluates ~25 MWth and ~105 MWth extraction of thermal energy from the main power cycle. 

C-2. METHODOLOGY 
A generic station PEPSE model is used as the beginning point of this evaluation. The generic station 

is a representative 4-loop Westinghouse PWR with a targeted generator output of ~1250 MWe. Various 

extraction locations are considered, including the following locations: (1) main steam, (2) cold reheat, and 

(3) feedwater. PEPSE case results and diagrams for the preferred extraction (cold reheat) and preferred 

return (main condenser) location are developed and documented here. 

The generic PEPSE model is modified by adding splitters, mixers, and stream components to allow 

diversion of steam from the preferred extraction location and to return to the main condenser. Pressure 

and temperature losses to the environment (determined from Arrow models in the Appendices for the case 

of ~25 MWth thermal extraction to the HTEF). Similar Arrow models are available in Ref [18] for the 

case of ~105 MWth thermal extraction to the HTEF. Note that the pressure and temperature losses are 

developed in Arrow to size the associated piping and components. 

A heat exchanger component is used to model the steam reboiler thermal performance. The extracted 

steam is condensed and subcooled before it is returned to the main power cycle. 

A pump component is used to model system pressure increase from a demineralized water supply 

tank supplying water to the reboiler, which boils this water to steam and is then supplied to the hydrogen 

production facility. The amount of thermal energy extracted is calculated within PEPSE using operational 

variables. The amount of thermal energy extracted is controlled by changing the flow fraction out of the 

splitter supplying the reboiler. 

C-3. INPUTS (ARROW MODELING) 
C3.1 Steam piping pressure and temperature losses are taken from the Arrow modeling of these piping 

systems (see Appendices D and E and Ref. [18]). The Arrow models consider the best estimate of 

pipe lengths, fittings, and components (including modulating valves) when determining expected 

pressure conditions through the piping network. The Arrow model also considers insulated piping 

with extreme cold outdoor temperatures for worst case thermal losses through the piping network 

from the nuclear power station to the HTEF. 

 

100 MWnom HTEF receiving ~25 MWth thermal extraction 

The following lists the parameters taken from the Arrow modeling: 

• The pressure in the plant steam supply piping at the steam boiler inlet is 161.3 psia at 367.3°F 

with a pressure drop of 27.3 psid and estimated heat loss of 18,350 Btu/hr. 

• The pressure in the steam supply piping to the hydrogen production facility at the reboiler outlet 

is 120 psia at 350.1°F. 

 

500 MWnom HTEF receiving ~105 MWth thermal extraction 

The following lists the parameters taken from the Arrow modeling: 

• The pressure in the plant steam supply piping at the steam boiler inlet is 153.5 psia at 364.2°F 

with a pressure drop of 30.6 psid and estimated heat loss of 33,000 Btu/hr. The same pressure 

drop and heat losses are assumed for the extraction from the main steam. 
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• The pressure in the steam supply piping to the HTEF at the reboiler outlet is 120 psia at 350.0°F. 

• The pressure in the steam supply piping at the hydrogen production facility is 92.5 psia at 

335.7°F with a pressure drop of 27.5 psid and estimated heat loss of 623,000 Btu/hr. 

 

C-4. ASSUMPTIONS 
C4.1 The required steam conditions at the hydrogen production facility are assumed at 300°F and 50 

psig based on agreement with INL. 

C4.2 Temperature of the condensed and subcooled extraction steam is assumed to be 120°F before it is 

returned to condenser. 

C4.3 Only for the case of 500 MWnom HTEF receiving ~105 MWth thermal extraction: 

The PEPSE case with extraction from main steam maintains the same pressure and temperature 

losses as the case with extraction from cold reheat. This is reasonable since the steam pipes are 

sized to limit the steam velocity from exceeding 150 feet/sec. This velocity criteria would be 

maintained for both cold reheat and main steam extraction. Additionally, the pipe lengths, 

fittings, and insulation thickness are assumed the same between the cold reheat and main steam 

extraction cases. Therefore, using the same pressure and temperature losses is a reasonable 

approximation inlet. 

C-5. REFERENCES 
C5.1 PEPSE V84 Computer software, (S&L program # 03.7.551‐84.0). 

 

C-6. RESULTS 
To determine the preferred location for thermal extraction and return, various factors were 

considered. As discussed in the purpose, extraction from the main steam lines was considered. This 

location was not considered a preferred location due to the following reasons: 

1. Main steam temperature approaches 500–550°F for typical nuclear power stations. However, the 

steam conditions required by the hydrogen production facility are only around 300°F. Therefore, 

the temperature differential between the heating steam (i.e., main steam) and the steam supply to 

the hydrogen production facility is ~200°F. This high differential temperature is not necessary 

and may cause additional design requirements for the reboiler to sustain these high temperatures. 

2. Extraction from the main steam piping will impact turbine throttle valve operation. 

3. Potential transient operation (i.e., loss of supply steam to the hydrogen production facility) would 

be more severe at this location since it would directly impact the operation of the turbine throttle 

valve. 

4. Last, there is a significant reduction in electrical power production (15.5 MWe) from the nuclear 

station considering extraction from main steam compared to cold reheat. 

Thermal extraction within the feedwater system was also considered. However, the low enthalpy and 

associated thermal energy available from feedwater required significantly higher flow rates to accomplish 

the targeted thermal power extraction levels. Therefore, the impact on the nuclear power station is more 

severe and was disregarded as a potential extraction location. 

The preferred extraction location was determined to be at cold reheat (i.e., between the HP turbine 

outlet and the MSRs. This location provides sufficient supply temperature (~375°F) and associated 

differential temperature to the required steam condition at the targeted thermal extraction levels. With 

sufficient reboiler sizing, the returning fluid temperature can be reduced to near the condenser operating 

temperature to minimize thermal inefficiencies in the nuclear power station, making the main condenser 

the preferred return location. 

With the preferred extraction and return locations determined, the base PEPSE model is modified as 

discussed in Section C.2 to allow the targeted thermal extraction level to be achieved. The following 

PEPSE diagrams show the results considering (1) no thermal power extraction (i.e., no hydrogen 
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production) and (2) thermal extraction of 25 MWth and (3) thermal extraction of 105 MWth. Additionally, 

Table C-1, Table C-2, and Table C-3 compare important operating parameters within the nuclear power 

cycle to determine possible significant impact to station equipment. 

Table C-1. Summary of important system parameters for 25 MWth extraction. 

Parameter Unit 

Extraction Level 

Δ 0 MWth 25 MWth 

Reactor Thermal Power MWt 3659 3659 — 

Generator Output MWe 1239.6 1234.3 -5.3 MWe 

Main Steam Flow Mlb/hr 16.28 16.28 0.00% 

Cold Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 12.73 12.72 -0.05% 

Extracted Steam Portion % 0 0.67 0.67% 

Remaining Steam to MSRs Mlb/hr 12.73 12.64 -0.67% 

Hot Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 11.26 11.17 -0.76% 

Hot Reheat Temperature °F 502.4 502.4 0.0°F 

Condensate Hotwell Flow Mlb/hr 11.28 11.28 -0.01% 

Condensate Hotwell Temperature °F 121.6 121.6 0.0°F 

Heater Drain Forward Flow Mlb/hr 5.00 5.00 0.01% 

Heater Drain Forward Temperature °F 339.7 339.0 -0.7°F 

HP FWH Cascading Drain Flow Mlb/hr 5.00 5.00 -0.23% 

HP FWH Cascading Drain Temperature °F 339.7 339.0 -0.1°F 

LP FWH Cascading Drain Flow Mlb/hr 2.42 2.41 -0.41% 

LP FWH Cascading Drain Temperature °F 131.6 131.6 -0.41% 

Heater Drain Tank Pressure psia 185.5 184.0 -1.5 psi 

Final Feedwater Temperature °F 447.6 447.6 0.0°F 
NOTE 1: Cascading drain conditions are averaged. Individual feedwater heater (FWH) drain lines may have higher variations 

in conditions. 

NOTE 2: Changes from 0 MWth to 25 MWth are calculated in Microsoft Excel. There may be slight differences due to 

truncation of values when entering the values in Table C-1. 

 

Table C-2. Summary of important system parameters for 105 MWth extraction. 

Parameter Unit 

Extraction Level 

Δ 

  

0 

MWth 

105 

MWth 

105 

MWth 

Δ 

Extraction Location 

- - 

Cold 

Reheat 

Cold 

Reheat 

Main 

Steam 

Main 

Steam 

Reactor Thermal Power MWt 3659 3659 - 3659 - 

Generator Output MWe 1239.6 1217.2 -22.47MWe 1201.7 -37.9MWe 

Main Steam Flow Mlb/hr 16.28 16.28 0.00% 16.23 -0.35% 

Flow to HP turbine Mlb/hr 15.61 15.63 0.15% 15.22 -2.46% 

HP Exhuast Pressure psia 192.1 185.9 -6.2psi 187.3 -4.8psi 

Cold Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 12.73 12.70 -0.20% 12.39 -2.65% 

Extracted Steam Portion lb/hr 0 355,193 355,193 324,396 324,396 

Extracted Steam Portion % 0 2.80 2.80% 2.00 2.00% 
Remaining Steam to MSRs Mlb/hr 12.73 12.35 -2.997% 12.39 -2.65% 

Hot Reheat Flow Mlb/hr 11.26 10.90 -3.18% 10.98 -2.50% 

Hot Reheat Temperature °F 502.4 502.4 0.0°F 502.4 0.0°F 

Condensate Hotwell Flow Mlb/hr 11.28 11.28 -0.03% 11.33 0.38% 

Condensate Hotwell 

Temperature °F 121.6 121.6 0.0°F 
121.6 0.0°F 
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Parameter Unit 

Extraction Level 

Δ 

  

0 

MWth 

105 

MWth 

105 

MWth 

Δ 

Heater Drain Forward Flow Mlb/hr 5.00 5.00 0.04% 4.90 1.99% 
Heater Drain Forward 

Temperature °F 339.7 337.0 -2.7°F 
337.5 -2.2°F 

HP FWH Cascading Drain 

Flow Mlb/hr 1.39 1.38 -0.92% 
1.38 -0.79% 

HP FWH Cascading Drain 

Temperature °F 423.0 422.5 -0.5°F 
420.7 -2.3°F 

LP FWH Cascading Drain 

Flow Mlb/hr 2.42 2.37 -1.72% 
2.39 -1.02% 

LP FWH Cascading Drain 

Temperature °F 131.6 131.6 0.0°F 
131.6 0.0°F 

Heater Drain Tank Pressure psia 185.5 179.5 -6.0 psi 180.8 -4.7psi 
Final Feedwater Temperature °F 447.6 447.6 0.0°F 445.2 -2.4°F 

NOTE 1: Cascading drain conditions are averaged. Individual feedwater heater (FWH) drain lines may have higher variations 

in conditions. 

NOTE 2: Changes from 0 MWth to 105 MWth are calculated in Microsoft Excel. There may be slight differences due to 

truncation of values when entering the values in Table C-2. 

NOTE 3: Main Steam Flow is the flow rate taken from the steam generator. Flow to the HP turbine is the steam into the HP 

 turbine and does not include hot reheat steam flow to the MSRs. 

 

From the above comparison, it is expected that there will be no significant impact to station 

components when considering 25 MWth or 105 MWth thermal extraction. Important considerations are 

noted below for each case. 

100 MWnom HTEF receiving ~25 MWth thermal extraction 

Aside from the cold reheat flow and MSRs, which are directly impacted, the only parameter that is 

moderately impacted is the heater drain tank pressure, which is slightly reduced. This will slightly reduce 

the NPSH margin on the heater drain pumps. Therefore, if existing NPSH margin is low on station heater 

drain pumps, margins will be further reduced and will require further investigation. 

500 MWnom HTEF receiving ~105 MWth thermal extraction 

The turbine vendor should be consulted to ensure the reduced HP turbine exhaust pressure for 

extraction from either cold reheat or main steam is acceptable. The cold reheat case is selected as the 

primary option since it has virtually no impact on the steam flow to the HP turbine and final feedwater 

temperature plus it saves 15.5 MWe of generator output. Therefore, the follow‐on discussions are 

presented for the cold reheat case only. 

The cold reheat flow and MSRs are directly impacted (~3% lower flow), the other parameter that is 

moderately impacted is the heater drain tank pressure, which is slightly reduced (6 psi lower). This will 

slightly reduce the NPSH margin on the heater drain pumps. Therefore, if existing NPSH margin is low 

on station heater drain pumps, margins will be further reduced and will require further investigation. 

Additionally, the HP turbine exhaust pressure is lower by ~6 psi. The turbine vendor should be 

consulted to ensure turbine operation is acceptable with the reduced HP turbine exhaust pressure at 

essentially the same steam flow rate through the turbine. 

Table C-3 summarizes the important system parameters for sizing the reboiler for a duty of 25 MWth 

thermal power extraction for use at the hydrogen production facility. Note that the parameters defined in 

Table C-1 are at the connections to/from the reboiler. 
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Table C-3. Summary of parameters for reboiler sizing for 25 MWth thermal power extraction. 

 Mass Flow Rate Temperature Pressure 

Steam Supply from Cold Reheat 85,238 lbm/hr 364 °F 161 psia 

Drain to Main Condenser 85,238 lbm/hr 120 °F by Vendor 

Demineralized Water Supply 73,777 lbm/hr 60 °F 140 psia 

Steam Supply to H2 Production 73,777 lbm/hr 350 °F 120 psia 

 

Table C-4 summarizes the important system parameters for sizing the reboiler for a duty of 105 MWth 

thermal power extraction (from cold reheat) for use at the hydrogen production facility. Note that the 

parameters defined in Table C-4 are at the connections to/from the reboiler. 

Table C-4. Summary of parameters for reboiler sizing for 105 MWth thermal power extraction. 

 Mass Flow Rate Temperature Pressure 

Steam Supply from Cold Reheat 355,193 lbm/hr 360 °F 154 psia 

Drain to Main Condenser 355,193 lbm/hr 120 °F by Vendor 

Demineralized Water Supply 306,980 lbm/hr 60 °F 140 psia 

Steam Supply to H2 Production 306,980 lbm/hr 350 °F 120 psia 
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Figure C-1. Process diagram of the PWR Secondary System with connection to a HTEF. The steam extraction valve is closed. 
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Figure C-2. Process diagram of the PWR Secondary System with connection to a 100 MWnom HTEF operating at full capacity. 
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Figure C-3. Process diagram of the PWR Secondary System with connection to a 500 MWnom HTEF operating at full capacity. 
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Appendix D: 100 MWnom Extraction Steam Pipe Sizing 

D-1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this section is to size the extraction steam piping to the HTEF steam generator based 

on the 25 MW thermal extraction. This extraction steam is to be taken from the HP turbine exhaust and 

routed to the new heat exchanger (HTEF steam generator/boiler). The pipe is sized to deliver the required 

steam flow based on the PEPSE Heat balance [Ref. D5.1] with the steam velocity below 150 ft/sec [Ref. 

D5.3]. 

D-2. METHODOLOGY 
The simplified model is developed in the Arrow computer software [Ref. D5.2] to size the extraction 

steam piping with the steam velocities below 150 ft/sec [Ref. D5.3]. Steam inlet conditions are based on 

the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. D5.1]. The process steam pipe length, valves, and fittings are based on 

Assumption D4.1. The piping is assumed to be insulated by 4.5 inches of calcium silicate based on 

Assumption D4.2. The Turbine Building temperature and air velocity are based on Assumption D4.3. 

D-3. INPUTS 
Steam inlet conditions are based on the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. D5.1]. Steam conditions are 

conservatively chosen to ensure margin to the required steam conditions at the HTEF of 300°F and 50 

psig per Assumption D4.5: 

• Flow: 85,238 lbm/hr 

• Pressure: 188.6 psia 

• Temperature: 376.9°F. 

D-4. ASSUMPTIONS 
D4.1 Extraction piping length, valves, and fittings are assumed based on the diagram shown below: 

 
• Pipes: P1, P2, P3 and P5 are each 10 ft long with 2 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.2 [Ref. 

D5.4]) 

• Pipe: P4 is 200 ft long with 10 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.2 [Ref. D5.4]) 

• Valves: J2 and J5 are gate valves (K: 0.11 [Ref. D5.4]) 

• Flow Control Valve: J3 is assumed to have a constant pressure drop of 20 psid 

• Check Valve: J4 is a stop check 90 deg. globe valve (K: 5.6 [Ref. D5.4]). 

D4.2 Pipe insulation is assumed to be calcium silicate, 4.5 inches in thickness. Insulation properties are 

based on the Arrow built‐in properties [Ref. D5.2]. Insulation is reduced in cost estimate. 

D4.3 Outside air temperature is assumed to be ‐ 10 deg. F and air velocity assumed to be 5 ft/sec. 

These conditions are reasonable for the typical winter in cold climate. 
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D4.4 All piping elevations are assumed to be at same elevation of 0 ft, this is reasonable since for the 

steam systems the piping elevations have negligible impact on the system design. 

D4.5 The required steam conditions at the HTEF are assumed at 300°F and 50 psig based on agreement 

with INL. 

 

D-5. REFERENCES 
D5.1 PEPSE Heat Balances as shown in Appendix C 

D5.2 Arrow Computer software version 7, (S&L program # 03.7.722‐7.0‐08/06/2018) 

D5.3 S&L Standard MES 2.11, “Recommended Allowable Velocities in Piping Systems” 

D5.4 Crane Technical Paper 410, 2012 Edition. 

 

D-6. RESULTS 
The Arrow model for the extraction steam to the HTEF steam generator was developed and iteratively 

changed until the final pipe sizes were determined. 

A final pipe size of 10 inch, STD schedule, 240 ft in length was modeled and it resulted in a 

maximum steam velocity of ~120 ft/sec. Design pressure of 250 psig and design temperature of 400°F 

would envelop the conditions shown. Detailed results are shown on the diagram below: 
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Appendix E: 100 MWnom Process Steam Pipe Sizing 

E-1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this section is to size the process steam piping to the HTEF based on the 25 MW 

thermal extraction. This process steam is to be taken from the Process Steam Generator/Boiler and routed 

to the HTEF (~500 meters away). The pipe is sized to deliver the required steam flow based on PEPSE 

Heat balance [Ref. E5.1] with the steam velocity below 150 ft/sec [Ref. E5.3]. 

E-2. METHODOLOGY 
The simplified model is developed in the Arrow computer software [Ref. E5.2] to size the extraction 

steam piping with the steam velocities below 150 ft/sec [Ref. E5.3]. Steam inlet conditions are based on 

the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. E5.1]. The process steam pipe length, valves, and fittings are based on 

Assumption E4.1. The piping is assumed to be insulated by 4.5 inches of calcium silicate based on 

Assumption E4.2. The Turbine Building temperature and air velocity are based on Assumption E4.3. 

E-3. INPUTS 
Steam inlet conditions are based on the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. E5.1]. Steam conditions are 

conservatively chosen to ensure margin to the required steam conditions at the HTEF of 300°F and 50 

psig per Assumption D4.5: 

• Flow: 73,777 lbm/hr 

• Pressure: 120.0 psia 

• Temperature: 350.1°F. 

E-4. ASSUMPTIONS 
E4.1 Extraction piping length, valves, and fittings are assumed based on the diagram shown below: 

 
• Pipes: P10, P11, P12, P13, and P15 are each 10 ft long with 2 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 

0.2 [Ref. E5.4]) 

• Pipe: P14 is 1700 ft long with 20 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.2 [Ref. E5.4]) 

• Valves: J11, J12, J14, and J15 are gate valves (K: 0.10 [Ref. E5.4]) 

• Pressure Control Valve: J13 is assumed with constant pressure drop of 20 psid. 

E4.2 Pipe insulation is assumed to be calcium silicate, 4.5 inches in thickness. Insulation properties are 

based on the Arrow built‐in properties [Ref. E5.2]. Insulation is reduced in cost estimate. 

E4.3 Outside air temperature is assumed to be ‐ 10 deg. F and air velocity assumed to be 5 ft/sec. 

These conditions are reasonable for the typical winter in cold climate. 

E4.4 All piping elevations are assumed to be at same elevation of 0 ft, this is reasonable since for the 

steam systems the piping elevations have negligible impact on the system design. 
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E4.5 The required steam conditions at the HTEF are assumed at 300°F and 50 psig based on agreement 

with INL. 

 

E-5. REFERENCES 
E5.1 PEPSE Heat Balances as shown in Appendix C 

E5.2 Arrow Computer software version 7, (S&L program # 03.7.722‐7.0‐08/06/2018) 

E5.3 S&L Standard MES 2.11, “Recommended Allowable Velocities in Piping Systems” 

E5.4 Crane Technical Paper 410, 2012 Edition. 

 

E-6. RESULTS 
The Arrow model for the extraction steam to the HTEF was developed and iteratively changed until 

the final pipe sizes were determined. 

 

Boiler to HTEF 

A final pipe size of 12 inch, STD schedule, 1,750 ft in length was modeled from the steam boiler to 

the HTEF and it resulted in a maximum steam velocity of ~130 ft/sec. Design pressure of 150 psig and 

design temperature of 400°F would envelop the conditions shown. Detailed results are shown on the 

diagram below: 
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Appendix F: 100 MWnom Reboiler Feed Pipe Sizing 

F-1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this section is to size the reboiler feed water pump and piping to the HTEF steam 

generator (reboiler) based on the 25 MW thermal extraction. This water is to be taken from the new 

demineralized water storage tank and routed to the new pump which will deliver the water to the new heat 

exchanger (HTEF steam generator/boiler). The pipe is sized to deliver the required water flow based on 

PEPSE Heat balance [Ref. F5.1] with the water velocity below 10 ft/sec based on general service piping 

recommendation [Ref. F5.3]. 

F-2. METHODOLOGY 
The simplified model is developed in the Fathom computer software [Ref. F5.2] to size the reboiler 

feed water piping with the water velocities below 10 ft/sec [Ref. F5.3]. The required water flow rate is 

taken from the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. F5.1]. Water storage tank inlet conditions are based on 

Assumption F4.2. The pipe length, valves, and fittings are based on Assumption F4.1. For this analysis no 

heat transfer is modeled from the water piping. 

F-3. INPUTS 
F3.1 The required water flow rate is based on the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. F5.1]. 

• Flow: 73,777 lbm/hr (~147.5 gpm) 

 

F-4. ASSUMPTIONS 
F4.1 The reboiler feed water piping length, valves, and fittings are assumed based on the diagram 

below: 

 
 

• Pipes: P1 and P2 are each 20 ft long with 2 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.25 [Ref. F5.4]), note that 

the pump suction piping was selected one size larger than the discharge to lower suction velocity 

• Pipes: P3 and P4 are each 10 ft long with no fittings 

• Pipe: P5 is 200 ft long with 10 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.25 [Ref. F5.4]) 

• Pipes: P6 and P7 are each 10 ft long with 2 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.25 [Ref. F5.4]) 

• Valves: J2, J5, and J7 are gate valves (K: 0.14 [Ref. F5.4]) 

• Level Control Valve: J6 is assumed with constant pressure drop of 20 psid, this value should enable 

reasonable controllability of the control valve. 

• Check Valve: J4 is a swing check with 90 deg. seat (K: 0.9 [Ref. F5.4]) 

F4.2 Demineralized Storage Tank conditions are assumed as follows: 

• Tank Water Level: 5 ft 
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• Water Temperature: 60°F 

• Tank Surface Pressure: 0 psig. 

Note that for the detailed design purposes an additional case needs to be developed with the expected 

maximum water temperature to determine the pump Net Positive Suction Head available (NPSHa). 

F4.3 The reboiler pressure is set at 140 psia to allow for the assumed pressure change 20 psid. This is 

consistent with the PEPSE Heat Balance diagram (Appendix C) and the sizing of the steam 

supply piping to the HTEF (Appendix E). 

F4.4 All piping elevations are assumed to be at same elevation of 0 ft, this is reasonable since for the it 

is expected that new equipment will be at similar elevation. During the detailed design phase, 

actual piping routing and elevations need to be utilized. 

F4.5 The pump efficiency is assumed at 80%. 

 

F-5. REFERENCES 
F5.1 PEPSE Heat Balances as shown in Appendix C 

F5.2 AFT Fathom Computer software version 11, (S&L program # 03.7.721‐11‐06/18/2020) 

F5.3 S&L Standard MES 2.11, “Recommended Allowable Velocities in Piping Systems” 

F5.4 Crane Technical Paper 410, 2012 Edition. 

 

F-6. RESULTS 
The Fathom model for the demineralized water to the HTEF steam generator (reboiler) was 

developed and iteratively changed until the final pipe sizes are determined. 

F6.1 Pipe Size: 

For the pump discharge a pipe size of 2.5 inch, STD schedule, Carbon Steel (for conservatism), 240 ft 

in length was modeled and it resulted in a maximum water velocity of ~10 ft/sec. Design pressure of 250 

psig and design temperature of 150°F would envelop the conditions shown including up additional 50% 

in pump head rise to shutoff conditions. 

For the pump suction a pipe size (was selected one size larger than the discharge to lower suction 

velocity) 3 inch, STD schedule, Carbon Steel (for conservatism), 40 ft in length was modeled and it 

resulted in a maximum water velocity of ~6.4 ft/sec. Design pressure of 50 psig and design temperature of 

150°F would envelop the conditions shown. 

F6.2 Pump Size: 

The initial pump sizing is based on the nominal flowrate of 147.5 gpm along with the nominal carbon 

steel pipe characteristics resulted in a required pump total developed head of ~379 ft, with horsepower 

requirement of ~18 hp. Note that the final pump sizing needs to consider appropriate design margin and 

NPSH requirements. 

Detailed results are shown on the diagram below: 
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Appendix G: 100 MWnom Reboiler Drain Pipe Sizing 

G-1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this section is to size the reboiler drain piping from the HTEF steam generator 

(reboiler) to the main condenser based on the 25 MW thermal extraction. Additionally, the required 

differential pressure across the level control valve is determined. The pipe is sized to deliver the required 

water flow based on PEPSE Heat balance [Ref. G5.1] with the water velocity below 7 ft/sec based on 

heater drain piping recommendation [Ref. G5.3]. 

G-2. METHODOLOGY 
The simplified model is developed in the Fathom computer software [Ref. G5.2] to size the reboiler 

drain water piping with the water velocities below 7 ft/sec [Ref. G5.3]. The required water flow rate is 

taken from the PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. G5.1]. Drain inlet and condenser conditions are taken from the 

PEPSE Heat Balance [Ref. G5.1]. The pipe length, valves, and fittings are based on Assumption G4.1. 

For the purpose of this analysis no heat transfer is modeled from the water piping. 

G-3. INPUTS 
G3.1 The required water flow rate and boundary conditions are based on the PEPSE Heat Balance 

[Ref. G5.1]. 

• Drain Flow: 85,238 lbm/hr (~172 gpm) 

• Drain Inlet Pressure: 161.3 psia (to maximize the DP, boiler shell inlet pressure is used) 

• Drain Inlet Temperature: 120°F 

• Condenser Pressure: 1.7 psia (3.5 in HgA) 

 

G-4. ASSUMPTIONS 
G4.1 The reboiler feed water piping length, valves, and fittings are assumed based on the diagram 

shown below: 

 
 

• Pipes: P10 and P12 are each 10 ft long with 2 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.24 [Ref. G5.4]) 

• Pipe: P11 is 200 ft long with 10 ‐ 90 deg (1.5 r/D) elbows (K: 0.24 [Ref. G5.4]) 

• Valve: J11 is a gate valve (K: 0.14 [Ref. G5.4]) 

• Drain Control Valve: J12 modeled to control the required drain flow. 
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G4.2 All piping elevations are assumed to be at same elevation of 0 ft, this is reasonable since for the it 

is expected that new equipment will be at similar elevation. During the detailed design phase, 

actual piping routing and elevations need to be utilized. 

 

G-5. REFERENCES 
G5.1 PEPSE Heat Balances as shown in Appendix C 

G5.2 AFT Fathom Computer software version 11, (S&L program # 03.7.721‐11‐06/18/2020) 

G5.3 S&L Standard MES 2.11, “Recommended Allowable Velocities in Piping Systems” 

G5.4 Crane Technical Paper 410, 2012 Edition. 

 

G-6. RESULTS 
The Fathom model for the condensate return from the reboiler to the main condenser was developed 

and iteratively changed until the final pipe sizes are determined. 

G6.1 Pipe Size: 

The final drain pipe size of 3.5 inch, STD schedule, Carbon Steel (for conservatism), 220 ft in length 

was modeled and it resulted in a maximum water velocity of ~5.6 ft/sec. Design pressure of 200 psig and 

design temperature of 400°F would envelop the conditions shown. 

 

G6.2 Drain Control Valve Size: 

The drain control valve sizing results in the following requirements: 

• Drain Flow: 85,238 lbm/hr (~172 gpm) 

• Valve DP: ~155.7 psid 

• Valve inlet Pressure: ~158 psia 

Note that due to a very high valve dp, there is a high potential for valve cavitation, this needs to be 

considered when specifying the drain control valve. 

Detailed results are shown on the diagram below: 
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Appendix H: 100 MWnom HTEF Feeder Electrical Single Line Diagram and 
ETAP Model 

 
Figure D-1. 100 MWnom HTEF Single Line Electrical Diagram showing typical switchyard ring arrangement. 
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Figure D-2. 100 MWnom HTEF One-line diagram OLV1 short circuit analysis. 
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Figure D-3. 100 MWnom HTEF One-line diagram OLV1 load flow analysis
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Appendix I: Basis of Estimate 

I-1. INTRODUCTION 
This document describes and identifies the basis upon which the cost estimate(s) mentioned herein 

has been developed by documenting the purpose, scope, methods, parameters, cost estimating 

methodology, strategy, assumptions, source information and exclusions. 

The purpose of the estimate(s) is to provide capital cost information for either project planning, 

screening/feasibility, budgeting, or project alternative evaluations. It is expected that the estimate be used 

in a manner where the end usage takes into consideration the Estimate’s Classification and accuracy of 

the represented costs. 

This cost estimate was developed utilizing engineering scope information. It is based largely on 

experience on similar projects, conceptual design layout and configuration, equipment and system 

component sizing, and material take-offs. Detailed engineering has not been performed to firm up the 

project details, and specific site characteristics have not been fully analyzed. We have attempted to assign 

allowances where necessary to cover issues that are likely to arise but are not clearly quantified at this 

time. 

I-2. GENERAL INFORMATION 
• Estimate Number(s): 35995A, 36103A, 36104A, 36105A 

• Facility Location: - Not identified 

• Facility Type: - Nuclear 

• Capacity Rating: - Not required 

• New or Existing Facility: - Existing site 

• Unit of Measurement: - U.S. Imperial. 

• Currency: - U.S. Dollar. 

I-3. ESTIMATE SCOPE DESCRIPTION 
Listed below is a summary level scope (not all inclusive) of facilities included in the estimate. See 

cost estimate(s) for a detailed listing of the work breakdown structure and scope. 

• Civil work 

• Structural work 

• Concrete work 

• Mechanical work 

• Electrical work 

• Instrumentation and controls. 

I-4. METHODOLOGY 
This cost estimate is developed using a mix of semi-detailed unit costs with assembly-level line items 

and detailed unit cost with forced detailed take off (i.e. detailed takeoff quantities generated from 

preliminary drawings and incomplete design information). As such, it can be said that this estimate is 

generated using a deterministic estimating method with many unit cost line items. 

In general, the estimate plan and execution process involve: 

1. Preliminary engineering and project definition 
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2. Prepare estimate 

3. Review. 

 

I-5. ESTIMATE CLASSIFICATION 
Based on the maturity level of the project definition deliverables and the estimating methods used, 

this estimate can be categorized as a Class 5 Estimate and assigned a probable accuracy range -50% to 

+100%. Accuracy range is calculated on the total cost estimate after the application of appropriate 

contingency. 

The AACE International has established a classification system for cost estimates listed in the 

following table. 

 

This table illustrates typical ranges of accuracy ranges that are associated with the process industries. 

The +/- value represents typical percentage variation at an 80% confidence interval of actual costs from 

the cost estimate after application of contingency (typically to achieve a 50% probability of project 

overrun versus underrun) for given scope. Depending on the technical and project deliverables (and other 

variables) and risks associated with each estimate, the accuracy range for any estimate is expected to fall 

into the ranges identified (although extreme risks can lead to wider ranges). 

The purpose of the estimate(s) is to provide capital cost information for either project planning, 

screening/feasibility, budgeting, project alternative evaluations. It is expected that the estimate be used in 

a manner where the end usage takes into consideration the Estimate’s Classification and accuracy of the 

represented costs. 

I-6. QUANTITY DEVELOPMENT 
Quantity development is dependent on the estimating method used to create the estimate. Capacity 

factored or equipment-factored cost estimates do not use quantities of materials for cost estimation. 

Conceptual/preliminary designs and layouts were developed as needed to establish a basis to quantify 

the equipment and bulk materials to cost estimate the defined scope of facilities. 

The quantities and scope of facilities to be cost estimated were based on input from engineering 

consistent with the level of project definition required by the estimate plan. Input was received by the 

following disciplines: 

• Mechanical engineering 
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• Electrical engineering 

• Project management 

Detailed engineering for any of the disciplines has not been performed to firm up the project details, 

and specific site characteristics have not been fully analyzed. Allowances have been assigned where 

necessary to cover issues that are likely to arise but are not clearly quantified at this time. 

I-7. STRUCTURE AND CODING OF THE ESTIMATE 
Based Standard coding and structure within the estimating system have been used in preparing the 

estimate. The structure of the estimate follows a predefined format whereas the cost information is 

organized and presented by grouping costs with similar attributes. The basic presentation of the overall 

estimate hierarchy follows: 

• Direct Costs 

• General Conditions Costs 

• Project Indirect Costs 

• Contingency 

• Escalation. 

Within the direct cost group, the costs are segregated into 5 categories of costs in columnar format in 

the estimate. The direct cost line items may further be grouped by areas or sub-areas and is evident on the 

summary page if this formatting structure is used. 

1. Subcontract Cost 

2. Material Cost 

3. Equipment Cost 

4. Labor Cost 

5. Construction Equipment Cost. 

A standard coding structure has been used to categorize each direct cost line item within the estimate. 

A sample of the commonly used codes in the standard coding structure of the estimating system at its 

highest level of the hierarchy follows. (Any estimate may contain one or more of these codes) 
11.00.00 DEMOLITION 

21.00.00 CIVIL WORK 

22.00.00 CONCRETE 

23.00.00 STEEL 

24.00.00 ARCHITECTURAL 

27.00.00 PAINTING AND COATING 

31.00.00 MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 

35.00.00 PIPING 

36.00.00 INSULATION 

41.00.00 ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 

42.00.00 RACEWAY, CABLE TRAY & CONDUIT 

43.00.00 CABLE 

44.00.00 CONTROL & INSTRUMENTATION. 

 

I-8. DIRECT COSTS 
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Direct field costs represent the permanently installed facilities and include subcontract costs, material 

costs, process equipment costs, labor costs and construction equipment costs. Each line item in the 

estimate may have any combination of these cost categories. 

I-8.1 Process Equipment Cost Category 
Pricing for permanently installed equipment are based on S&L in-house data, vendor catalogs, 

industry publications and other related projects, with exception of the following items for which a 

budgetary vendor quote was received. Vendor quotes are furnish-only unless otherwise noted. 

Equipment pricing was reviewed to ensure that the following criteria were addressed and taken into 

consideration where deemed necessary: 

• Allowance for attendance by vendor representatives for technical field assistance 

• Freight 

• Spare parts 

• Start-up spares 

I-8.2 Material Cost Category 
Pricing for permanently installed materials are based on S&L in-house data, vendor catalogs, industry 

publications and other related projects, with exception of the following items for which a budgetary 

vendor quote was received. 

• No quotes solicited for this estimate. 

I-8.3 Labor Cost Category 
Development of construction labor cost takes into account the quantity, wage rates, installation hours, 

labor productivity, labor availability and construction indirect costs. A more detailed description and 

methodology follows. 

Installation Hours 

Installation hours represent the labor/man-hours to install an item and collectively all craft hours to 

install the entire scope of facilities. These include the time of all craft personnel, supervisors and include 

time spent in inductions, training, toolbox meetings, clean-ups and bus drivers. Sargent and Lundy 

maintains a database of standard unit installation hours. The database represents standard installation rates 

for U.S. Gulf Coast Region. Standard unit installation rates were applied to the quantities and equipment 

in the estimate. The resultant hours were further adjusted for local productivity (described below). Man-

hours associated with subcontract labor cost are not represented in the estimate. 

Equipment setting labor/man-hours were developed using a combination of several techniques. 

Installation was developed using equipment weights, equipment size and fabrication completeness upon 

delivery. 

Both bulk material and equipment installation labor/man-hours may also be based on anyone of the 

many public domain resources readily available and at our disposal. 

Labor Productivity 

In evaluating productivity, factors such as jobsite location, type of work and site congestion were 

considered. A labor productivity multiplier of 1.6 is included for work performed at a nuclear facility. 

Productivity multiplier does not include weather-related delays. Effectively, this factor increases the 

installation hours (or decreases productivity) in proportion to the factor. 

Labor Wage Rates 

Labor profile: Prevailing wages for Bloomington, Illinois. 
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Craft labor rates were developed in part from the publication “RS Means Labor Rates for the 

Construction Industry”, 2022 edition. These prevailing rates are representative of union or non-union 

rates, whichever is prevailing in the area. Costs have been added to cover social security, workmen’s 

compensation, federal and state unemployment insurance. A composite of one or more burdened craft 

rates are combined based on their participation to form a crew suitable for the task being performed. 

Composite crew rates are used in the estimate, not the individual craft rates. Construction indirect and 

general conditions costs allowances are not included in the crew rates. These cost allowances are itemized 

separately. 

I-8.4 Construction Equipment Cost Category 
Construction equipment cost is included on each line item as needed based on the type of activity and 

construction equipment requirements to perform the work. Includes costs for rental of all construction 

equipment, fuel, oil and maintenance. Equipment operators are included with direct labor costs. 

Depending on the nature of the work, additional cost for construction equipment and operators such 

as heavy lifting cranes may be required to perform the work activity which would then be included as a 

separate line item and included in the subcontract cost category. For this project, a supplemental 

construction equipment cost is not necessary. 

I-8.5 Subcontract Cost Category 
Subcontract costs as defined within this estimate are all inclusive costs. It has nothing to do with the 

contracting strategy or subcontractors. A subcontract cost simply does not include any additional markups 

such as “General Conditions”, “Overheads” or “Other Construction Indirect Costs”. Subcontract costs; 

however, are subject to and included in the contingency and escalation calculations if applicable. 

Subcontract costs may or may not have a labor component and as such do not identify associated 

installation labor/man-hours. 

I-9. Construction Direct/Indirect Costs and General Conditions 
The estimate is constructed in such a manner where most of the direct construction costs are 

determined directly and several direct construction cost accounts are allowances and determined 

indirectly by taking a percentage of the directly determined costs. These percentages are based on our 

experience with similar type and size projects. Listed below are the additional costs included unless noted 

as not included. 

I-9.1 Additional Labor Costs 
• Labor Supervision (additional pay over that of a journeyman) 

• Show-up time 

• Cost of overtime pay and inefficiency due to extended hours is included, on the basis of working a 

50-hour work week (5 – 10 hour days.) 

• Per diem is not included or deemed required. 

No additional incentives such as bonuses have been included to attract labor. The estimate is based an 

adequate supply of qualified craft personnel being available to staff this project. 

I-9.2 Site Overheads 
• CM (Includes project manager, superintendents, project controls, site clerical) 

• Field Office Expenses (trailer rental, furniture, office equipment, computers, site communication, 

office supplies) 

• Material and Quality Control (inspectors, quality assurance personnel) 
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• Material Handling (Labor cost to receive, unload and properly store material and equipment delivered 

to the site. Includes materials management. Labor to retrieve materials and equipment from storage 

and deliver to the worksite) 

• Safety program administration and personnel. (Includes safety manager, personal protective 

equipment, drug testing kits including lab fees, jobsite orientation materials and materials required to 

maintain a safe jobsite) 

• Temporary Facilities (Includes any temporary structures or utilities required at the job site such as 

temporary warehouse, change trailers, site security, temporary electric grid, water consumed during 

construction, trash hauling fees, sanitary facilities) 

• Indirect Craft Labor (Includes tool control, training, welder certification, fire watch, site cleanup, dust 

control) 

• Mobilization/Demobilization to the jobsite 

• Legal Expenses/Claims. 

I-9.3 Other Construction Indirects 
• Small Tools and Consumables 

• Scaffolding (includes rental, erection and removal) 

• General Liability Insurance (covers premiums likely to be incurred) Construction Equipment 

• Mobilization/Demobilization 

• Freight on Material 

• Freight on Process Equipment 

• Sales Tax – not included 

• Contractors General &Administration (G&A) Expense 

• Contractors Profit 

Contractors G&A and Profit is the markup that contractors will apply to materials and labor services 

provided under their respective contracts regardless of the contracting approach for the overall project. 

 

I-10. Project Indirect Costs 
Listed below are additional project indirect costs included unless noted as not included. Regardless of 

the contracting approach or which organization provides them (owner or non-owner), professional 

services are required and itemized to show transparency and the incremental cost value associated with 

each. 

• Professional Engineering Services 

• Professional CM Services (Includes management of the project schedule, cost, quality, safety, scope 

and function) 

• Professional Start-up and Commissioning support services (Includes the development and 

implementation of the procedures and testing to energize plant systems and turnover a fully 

operational facility to the owner) 

• Start-Up Spare Parts 

• Owner’s cost – not included 

• EPC Fee – not included 
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• Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) - not included. 

I-11. Contingency 
Based on project definition, contingency costs are included in the estimate as separate line items as 

• Material Contingency Cost.......................................Calculated @ 50% of cost 

• Process Equipment Contingency Cost......................Calculated @ 50% of cost 

• Labor Contingency Cost............................................Calculated @ 50% of cost 

• Construction Equipment Contingency Cost.............Calculated @ 50% of cost 

• Subcontract Contingency Costs.................................Calculated @ 50% of cost 

• Indirect Contingency Costs.......................................Calculated @ 50% of cost. 

The rates relate to pricing and quantity variation in the specific scope estimated. The contingency 

does not cover new scope or exclusions outside of what has been estimated, only the variation in the 

defined scope. The rates do not represent the high range of all costs, nor is it expected that the project will 

experience all actual costs at the maximum value of their range of variation. The addition of contingency 

improves the probability of not having a cost overrun. Even with the inclusion of contingency, the 

estimate is still subject to cost a cost overrun in accordance with the accuracy range previously defined. 

I-12. Escalation 
Escalation is not included. 

I-13. Contracting Approach 
The estimates(s) are based on an Engineer – Procure – Construction Manage (EPCM) multiple 

contract approach. This approach basically has one main contractor, typically an A/E firm to produce the 

design, assist in the procurement of goods and services and provide CM services during construction. The 

EPCM contractor generally acts as an agent for the owner when purchasing said goods and services, 

meaning contracts and purchase orders are written on the owner’s letterhead. 

There may be several purchase orders to purchase the necessary engineered equipment and 

engineered bulks for the project. These items would be handed to the installation contractors to install. 

There are no markups by the EPCM contractor on any of the purchase orders or construction contracts. 

Installation is achieved through using multiple subcontractors. Contractors are responsible for 

purchasing non-engineered bulk materials. Contractors will apply a markup on the value of 

non-engineered bulk materials for overhead and profit. 

The estimate(s) are based on warranties being provided by the equipment manufacturers. 

Additionally, the EPCM contract does not include plant performance, pricing or schedule guarantees. 

I-14. Items Excluded 
All known or conceptual scope of required physical facilities as provided by the project team to 

encompass a complete project has been included in the estimate. Any known intentional omissions are 

documented in the “Notes/Assumptions/Clarifications” section. 

The cost estimate represents only the costs listed in the estimate. The estimate does not include 

allowances for any other costs not listed and incurred by the owner. Excluded costs are any that are not 

listed in the estimate. 

There may be additional costs that the Owner should consider such as (the list below is not all-

inclusive): 
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• Owner's Staff - Project management, engineering support, procurement services, IT support, clerical 

staff 

• Site Facilities for Owner's Personnel, CM, and Start‐Up and Commissioning (offices/trailers, guard 

houses, furniture, signage, staff parking, vehicles, access control, computer network/servers, safety 

equipment, etc.) 

• Site Services for Owner's Personnel, CM, and Start‐Up and Commissioning (Telephone, electricity, 

natural gas, potable water, sewage, sanitary, garbage collection, recycled materials/metals collection 

(may also be collected from contractors, depending on Owner's policy), snow removal, dust control, 

janitorial services, internet, cable services, reprographics, etc.) 

• Land acquisition/Rights of Way Costs 

• Project Development Costs 

• Safety Incentives (any Owner's safety incentive, over and above contractor's programs) 

• Lock‐out/Tag‐Out Program (personnel, procedures, and hardware) 

• Power consumption costs from temporary power grid connection, if any. 

• First Fills 

• Spare Parts 

• Furnishings for new Office, Warehouse and Laboratory 

• Plant Staff Training (time for personnel being trained) is Owner's cost. Also includes Owner's 

• time for preparation and/or modification of plant operating procedures.) 

• Legal and accounting fees 

• Per diem/Travel expenses for Owner's Personnel assigned to site 

• Applicable taxes 

• Independent inspection company to perform code required testing and inspection 

• Permitting 

• Insurance 

• Owner’s bond fees 

• Owner’s contingency 

• Project financing, Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) 

• Community Relations (if applicable, costs associated with any special provisions or facilities required 

by the local community, such as support for schools, fire department, police due to increased 

temporary population, etc.) 

• Schedule acceleration costs 

• Schedule delays and associated costs caused by 

- Unexpected site conditions 

- Unidentified ground conditions 

- Labor disputes 

- Lack of labor resources 

- Weather related conditions 
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- Force majeure 

- Permit applications. 

 

I-15. Notes/Assumptions/Clarifications 
15.1. None 
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Table I-1. Detailed cost breakdown for integrating a PWR with a 500 

MWnom HTEF with 500 m standoff distance. Detailed costs for other 

designs are in [19]. 
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Appendix J: IP - ENG-001 Design Attribute Review 
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Appendix K: Control System Implementation 

K-1. HIGH-LEVEL DESIGN BASIS 

K-1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this document is to identify and document the high-level control system requirements 

associated with the 500 MWnom HTEF. This design basis is limited to the cold reheat steam extraction 

only and the associated controls for the hydrogen production steam extraction. The use of HP steam 

would require additional control system modifications to the nuclear plant which are more involved and 

could be addressed in a separate report. 

The intent of the below design basis is the following: 

1. Identify the control system considerations to be implemented in the plant so end users can determine 

whether to use existing instrumentation and controls (I&C) or employ a digital control system. 

2. Identify operational considerations for how operators shall enable the dispatch of steam to the 

hydrogen generation “island”. 

3. Provide the control system design basis of the system which allows more detailed functional 

requirements to be developed. 

K-1.2 Design Basis 
K-1.2.1 Operating Controls and Monitoring 

a. The nuclear plant operator shall manually initiate the activation of the steam extraction 

portion of the HTEF (warmup and normal operation). 

b. The nuclear plant operator shall have the capability to monitor and control the steam 

extraction portion of the HTEF and the associated field equipment (i.e., pumps and valves). 

c. The nuclear plant operator shall be alerted to abnormal operating conditions within the steam 

extraction portion of the HTEF. 

d. The nuclear plant operator controls shall be easily accessible to the operator and provide for 

automatic and manual operation. 

e. The operator controls may be either dedicated controls per controlled component or graphic 

soft controls which are a part of a digital control system. 

f. The nuclear plant operator shall have the capability of initiating a warmup cycle for the steam 

extraction portion of the HTEF. 

K-1.2.2 Warm-up 
a. A means to initiate and control the warming of the steam extraction portion of the HTEF may 

be performed via a small warmup line or by modulating the steam extraction valve. 

b. For automatic warm-up controls within a digital control system, a warm-up rate and target 

temperature shall be employed with the warm-up initiation implemented by the nuclear plant 

operator. 

c. Following a system warm-up or shutdown, the system shall have the capability to maintain 

standby conditions with the components in the warmed condition and ready state. 

K-1.2.3 Drains 
a. The control of the system piping drains within the steam extraction portion of the HTEF shall 

be either manual (local), manual (control room), or a part of the control system. 



 

127 

K-1.2.4 Permissive Interlocks 
a. A permissive interlock shall be part of the controls to permit the opening of the steam 

admission valve for the HTEF portion of the steam extraction. 

b. The interlock shall be a function of nuclear power such as nuclear instrumentation system 

power or the reactor coolant system delta temperature power. 

c. The permissive interlock shall be maintained and if the plant conditions are no longer met the 

steam extraction valve associated with the HTEF shall rapidly close. 

d. A separate permissive interlock may exist for system warm-up and standby operations. 

K-1.2.5 Operator Graphics 
a. An operator visual representation shall be available to the operator which presents process 

measurements and depicts the control elements associated with the system (e.g., fluid lines, 

pumps, and valves). 

b. The visual representation may be either a computer graphic or a control board mimic. 

c. Computer graphics shall use the “Systems Engineering Human-System Interface Display 

Implementation Guidelines” provided in WNA-DS-04213-GEN, (Reference 4) for the 

development of graphic displays. 

K-1.2.6 Design Basis Transients 
a. The controls associated with the steam extraction portion of the HTEF shall not negatively 

impact the nuclear steam supply system design basis transients identified in the plant USAR. 

K-1.2.7 Chapter 15 USAR Impacts 
a. The controls associated with the steam extraction portion of the HTEF shall not negatively 

impact the transient analysis events analyzed in the plant USAR (typically Chapter 15 

analysis). 

K-1.2.8 Existing Plant Controls 
a. The nuclear plant existing control systems shall not be negatively impacted nor require an 

upgrade for the steam extraction portion of the HTEF. 

b. The nuclear plant existing control systems may require some control system tuning to 

accommodate the conditions associated with the steam extraction portion of the HTEF. 

K-2. CONTROL SYSTEM CONSIDERATIONS 

K-2.1 Considerations for Control System Implementation 
Careful consideration should be given to the control system when implementing the steam extraction 

and reboiler controls. If the plant has an older analog control system, it could be possible to implement the 

design, but it can present some limitations and challenges. Incorporating the controls into the existing 

analog system would require significant space on the main control board to implement a hard-wired 

Human-System Interface (HSI). Whereas a digital system can incorporate all necessary controls into a 

single touchscreen display, which would require much less main control board real estate. Implementing 

Boolean logic within analog control systems typically requires the use of relay logic circuits that require 

significant cabinet space. The digital control system can perform the same logic with a greatly reduced 

footprint. The digital control system also provides the flexibility to easily make modifications without 

requiring physical wiring changes. If the plant has an existing digital control system, the design could be 

implemented on that system, or a new dedicated digital system could be used.  

The control system chosen for implementation will need to interact with the following components: 

— Steam Extraction Flow Control Valve 

• Steam Extraction Flow Control Valve Interlock Solenoid 
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• Steam Extraction Flow Transmitter 

• Reboiler Level Control Valve 

• Reboiler Level Control Valve Interlock Solenoid 

• Reboiler Level Transmitter 

• Drain Receiver Level Control Valve 

• Drain Receiver Level Control Valve Interlock Solenoid 

• Drain Receiver Level Transmitter 

• Reboiler Outlet Pressure Transmitter 

• Reboiler Feed Pump Breaker 

• HTEF Breaker 

• HTEF Power Meter 

The below component descriptions are for one reboiler loop. The details should be considered for two 

reboiler loops. 

K-2.1.1 Steam Extraction Flow Control Valve, Interlock Solenoid and Flow Transmitter 

This control is manual only. In an analog control system, it will require a manual loader 

(potentiometer) to throttle the valve and an analog meter to display steam flow to the reboiler to be added 

to the main control board. The manual loader and steam flow indications can be implemented on graphics 

in a digital control system. 

A new stem flow transmitter and associated analog input will need to be added to the control system. 

A turbine trip status from the nuclear plant will need to be wired into the steam extraction flow 

control valve interlock solenoid to immediately close the valve on a turbine trip. 

Reboiler Level Control Valve, Interlock Solenoid and Level Transmitter 

This control is manual or automatic closed loop level control. In an analog control system, it will 

require a manual/automatic station and an analog meter to display reboiler level to be added to the main 

control board. The manual/automatic station and reboiler level indications can be implemented on 

graphics in a digital control system. 

A new reboiler-level transmitter and associated analog input will need to be added to the control 

system. 

A digital output from the control system will need to be wired into the reboiler-level control valve 

interlock solenoid to immediately close the valve on a reboiler high-level condition.  

A high-level alarm and low-level alarm will need to be added to the plant alarm system. The alarms 

can be presented graphically in a digital control system. 

K-2.1.2 Reboiler Feedpump 

This control is manual on/off control of the reboiler feedpump. In an analog control system, it will 

require start and stop buttons and running and stopped indications for the pump. These controls can be 

implemented on graphics in a digital control system. 

A digital output from the control system will need to be wired into the reboiler feed pump controls to 

immediately stop the pump on a reboiler high-level condition.  

A pump trip alarm will need to be added to the plant alarm system. The alarm can be presented 

graphically in a digital control system. 



 

129 

K-2.1.3 Drain Receiver Level Control Valve, Interlock Solenoid and Level Transmitter 

This control is manual or automatic closed-loop level control. In an analog control system, it will 

require a manual/automatic station and an analog meter to display drain receiver level be added to the 

main control board. The manual/automatic station and reboiler level indications can be implemented on 

graphics in a digital control system. 

A new drain receiver level transmitter and associated analog input will need to be added to the control 

system. 

A digital output from the control system will need to be wired into the drain receiver level control 

valve interlock solenoid to immediately open the valve on a drain receiver high-level condition.  

A low-level alarm will need to be added to the plant alarm system. The alarm can be presented 

graphically in a digital control system. 

K-2.1.4 Miscellaneous Indications 

A new reboiler outlet pressure transmitter and associated analog input will need to be added to the 

control system. In an analog control system, it will require an analog meter to display reboiler outlet 

pressure to be added to the main control board. The pressure indication can be implemented on graphics 

in a digital control system. 

A new HTEF Power consumption transmitter and associated analog input will need to be added to the 

control system. In an analog control system, it will require an analog meter to display HTEF Power 

consumption be added to the main control board. 

K-2.1.5 Common Component Descriptions 

The below component descriptions are common across the two reboiler loops. 

K-2.1.6 HTE Electrical Dispatch 

This control is manual on/off control of the HTEF Electrical dispatch breaker. In an analog control 

system, it will require close and open buttons and closed and open indications for the breaker. These 

controls can be implemented on graphics in a digital control system. 

A breaker trip alarm will need to be added to the plant alarm system. 

K-2.1.7  Miscellaneous Alarms 

A new HTE plant trip or fire input will need to be added to the analog control system  A HTE General 

alarm will need to be added to the plant alarm system. 

Implementation using a new or existing digital control system will require significantly less impact. 

The required control board space can be greatly reduced by implementing the controls on graphics on a 

single HSI.  

K-3. Functional Requirements 
The purpose of the thermal power extraction control system is to maintain a steady supply of steam to 

the HTEF. The thermal power extraction control system will extract cold reheat steam from the cross-

under piping between the high-pressure turbine and moisture separator reheaters. To provide isolation 

between the HTEF and the nuclear power plant, the steam extracted from the nuclear power plant will be 

supplied to two reboiler loops to provide high-quality steam to the HTEF. Each reboiler loop will have a 

reboiler feed pump and a demineralized water storage tank. The control system will control all 

components required to provide the steam extraction from the nuclear power plant and the steam supply 

to the HTEF. 



 

130 

K-3.1 Functional Description 
K-3.1.1 Control System Functions 

The control system provides the means to start or stop thermal dispatch from the nuclear plant by 

opening or closing the flow control valves from the cold reheat piping to the two reboiler loops.  

The control system provides the interface for starting and stopping the reboiler feed pumps.  

The control system provides the capability for energizing and de-energizing power supplied to the 

HTEF. 

The control system provides process values used to evaluate the performance of the thermal and 

electrical extraction systems. 

The control system provides alerts and alarms of the HTEF. 

The control system provides two-level control loops in each reboiler loop. One for the reboiler level 

and one for the drain receiver level. 

Nuclear Plant Steam Extraction 

The nuclear plant steam extraction is controlled by one flow control valve in each reboiler loop. The 

valve can be opened to any position to account for the necessary steam supply to the reboiler. A turbine 

trip interlock shall cause the valve to close, isolating the steam extraction. 

Reboiler Feed Pump Control 

The reboiler feed pumps can be manually started or stopped by the nuclear plant operator. The pump 

will trip when the level in the reboiler exceeds a high-level trip setpoint. 

Reboiler Level Control 

The purpose of the reboiler level regulator is to maintain the reboiler level at its setpoint. There are 

two reboiler loops. The requirements listed here are for one loop. The other loop is identical. 

[Requirement K-3.1.1-2: There shall be an algorithm for the following required proportional integral (PI) 

transfer function: 
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where 

15.K   is the controller proportional gain 

15.   is the controller integral time constant. 

 

Drain Receiver Level Control 

The purpose of the drain receiver level regulator is to maintain the drain receiver level at its setpoint. 

Each reboiler loop has its own drain receiver. The requirements listed here are for one loop. The other 

loop is identical. 

[Requirement K-3.1.1-2: There shall be an algorithm for the following required PI transfer function: 
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where 

18.K   is the controller proportional gain 

1.8     is the controller integral time constant. 
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K-3.2 INTERLOCKS AND PERMISSIVES 
 

K-3.2.1 Turbine Trip Interlock 

[Requirement K-3.2.1-1: A turbine trip shall generate an interlock causing the nuclear plant steam 

dispatch flow control valves to go closed.] 

K-3.2.2 Reactor Power Interlock 

[Requirement K-3.2.1-2: power below a specified level shall generate an interlock causing the nuclear 

plant steam dispatch flow control valves to go closed. Reactor power can be measured from the nuclear 

instrumentation or the reactor coolant system average temperature.] 

K-3.2.3 Reboiler High Level Interlock 

[Requirement K-3.2.1-3: When the level in the reboiler exceeds the high-level interlock, the reboiler 

feedpump shall trip and the reboiler level control valve shall close.] 

K-3.2.4 Drain Receiver High-Level Interlock 

[Requirement K-3.2.1-4: When the level in the drain receiver exceeds the high-level interlock, the drain 

receiver level control valve shall open.] 

K-3.3 I/O Interfaces 

Signal Name Signal Type Number of Signals 

Reboiler Level Analog Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Drain Receiver Level Analog Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Reboiler Outlet Pressure Analog Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Steam Extraction Flow Analog Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

HTEF Electrical Power Consumption Analog Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Reactor Power Analog Input 1 

Reboiler Level Control Demand Analog Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Drain Receiver Level Control Demand Analog Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Steam Extraction Flow Control Demand Analog Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Reboiler Feed Pump Running  Digital Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Reboiler Feed Pump Stopped  Digital Input 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

HTEF Breaker Closed Digital Input 1 

HTEF Breaker Open Digital Input 1 

HTEF Trip or Fire Digital Input 1 

Reboiler Level Control Valve Interlock Digital Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Drain Receiver Level Control Valve 

Interlock 

Digital Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Reboiler Feed Pump Start  Digital Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

Reboiler Feed Pump Stop  Digital Output 2 (1 per reboiler loop) 

HTEF Breaker Open Digital Output 1 

HTEF Breaker Close Digital Output 1 

HTEF Alarm Digital Output 1 

 

K-3.3.1 Ranges 

Signal Range 

Reboiler Level 0-100% 

Drain Receiver Level 0-100% 
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Reactor Power 0-100% 

Reboiler Outlet Pressure TBD PSI 

Steam Extraction Flow TBD lbm/hr 

HTE Electrical Power Consumption TBD MW 

 

K-3.4 Control Interfaces 
 

K-3.4.1 Manual/Auto (M/A) Interface 
Steam Extraction Flow Control M/A Station 

[Requirement K-3.4.1-1: Capability to manually control the steam extraction flow shall be provided.] 

[Requirement K-3.4.1-2: The following features shall be provided: 

• Manual valve control 

• Indication of valve position demand.] 

Reboiler Level M/A Station 

[Requirement K-3.4.1-3: Capability to manually control the reboiler level shall be provided.] 

[Requirement K-3.2.1-4: The following features shall be provided: 

• Ability to switch between automatic and manual 

• Indication of valve position demand (automatic and manual) 

• Indication of reboiler level 

• Ability to change the level setpoint 

• Indication of setpoint.] 

Drain Receiver M/A Station 

[Requirement K-3.4.1-5: Capability to manually control the drain receiver level shall be provided.] 

[Requirement K-3.4.1-6: The following features shall be provided: 

• Ability to switch between automatic and manual 

• Indication of valve position demand (automatic and manual) 

• Indication of drain receiver level 

• Ability to change the level setpoint 

• Indication of setpoint.] 

K-3.4.2 On/Off Controls 
HTE Power Feed Control 

[Requirement K-3.4.2-1: Capability to control the power feed shall be provided.] 

[Requirement K-3.4.2-2: The following features shall be provided: 

• Ability to energize/de-energize power supplied to the HTEF. 

• Indication of HTE breaker status (Open and Closed).] 

Reboiler Feedpump Control 

[Requirement K-3.4.2-3: Capability to control the reboiler feedpump shall be provided.] 

[Requirement K-3.4.2-4: The following features shall be provided: 

• Ability to start/stop the reboiler feedpump. 

Indication of reboiler feedpump status (running and stopped).] 

 

K-3.5 Indications 
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K-3.5.1 Steam Extraction Flow 
[Requirement K-3.5.1-1: There shall be indication of steam extraction flow in the MCR.] 

 

K-3.5.2 Reboiler Outlet Pressure 
[Requirement K-3.5.2-1: There shall be indication of reboiler outlet pressure in the MCR.] 

 

K-3.5.3 HTE Power Consumption 
[Requirement K-3.5.3-1: There shall be indication of HTEF Power consumption in the MCR.] 

 

K-3.6 Alarms and Annunciators 
 

K-3.6.1 Reboiler Feed Pumps 
[Requirement K-3.6.1-1: The following conditions shall actuate an alarm: 

Pump trip 

• Reboiler feedpump tripped due to level greater than reboiler level trip setpoint. 

• Pump trip due to motor overload.] 

 

K-3.6.2 Reboiler 
[Requirement K-3.6.2-1: The following conditions shall actuate an alarm: 

High Level 

• Reboiler level greater than the high alarm setpoint 

Low-Level 

• Reboiler level less than the low alarm setpoint.] 

 

K-3.6.3 Drain Receiver 
[Requirement K-3.6.3-1: The following conditions shall actuate an alarm: 

High Level 

• Reboiler level greater than the high alarm setpoint 

Low-Level 

• Drain receiver level less than the low alarm setpoint.] 

K-3.6.4 HTEF Alarm 
[Requirement K-3.6.4-1: The following conditions shall actuate an alarm: 

• HTEF trip or fire 

• HTEF Breaker Trip 

• HTEF Equipment trouble.] 
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