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Abstract: Nuclear power plants in the United States are increasingly challenged to compete in
wholesale electricity markets due to the low electricity costs and increasingly dynamic grid conditions
from competing generation sources. An alternative market for nuclear power is industrial facilities
that can use the thermal and/or electrical power generated by a nuclear power plant to offset the
economic losses incurred by electricity market challenges. A generic pressurized water reactor (PWR)
simulator was used to show the results of a basic design for a generic thermal power extraction
system and tests were run using a set of procedures to show what happens when a nuclear power
plant transitions from full electrical power dispatch to 15% and 50% thermal power dispatch. This
type of operation leads to losses in turbine performance efficiency due to the deviation from the
design operating point, but because the thermal power is also used by the industry load without
conversion losses, the combined thermal efficiency of the PWR increases. For the 15% case, the
thermal efficiency increased from 32% to 41.9%, while for the 50% case, the efficiency increased up to
60.1%. In addition, for 50% thermal power dispatch, the power dissipated by the condenser decreased
from approximately 2000 to approximately 1300 MW (thermal), indicating a substantially diminished
impact on the environment in terms of releasing heat into the cooling water reservoir.

Keywords: integrated energy systems; pressurized water reactor; operations; hydrogen

1. Introduction

Nuclear power plants (NPPs) in the United States are increasingly challenged to
compete with natural gas combined cycle plants in wholesale electricity markets [1]. Due to
the historically low cost of natural gas, the wholesale price of electricity remains at a level
that is barely sustainable for NPPs, especially single-unit power plants, which have higher
operating costs due to the fact of lower plant capacities. When intermittent renewable
generation, such as wind and solar, are added to the equation, the minute-by-minute
marginal cost of electricity can drop below zero because large-scale producers cannot easily
decrease generation. These extreme prices force NPPs to operate at a loss during portions
of the year.

The integrated energy systems (IES) concept proposes an operating paradigm in
which multiple energy resources, including generators and loads, are coupled together for
integrated operations. The coupling between the energy resources can be purely electrical
or it can include other forms of power transfer such as thermal or chemical. For example,
the thermal power generated by a nuclear reactor may be used to provide steam or heat for
an industrial process instead of being used exclusively for electricity production. There
are at least two key benefits for this type of coupling with nuclear reactors. First, it allows
a portion of the thermal power from the reactor to be used as heat without the losses
inherent in the turbine generator system and, second, the thermal and electric power can
be dynamically shared between multiple users to keep the total thermal power generated
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by the reactor effectively constant for maximum efficiency and minimum cost per unit of
dispatched energy [2]. Applications of the IES concept can vary significantly depending on
the regional industrial demand. Each application requires a unique design and operating
system because the amount of thermal and/or electrical power demand for the process
plant varies for each process.

There are various NPPs worldwide that currently operate as IES plants. These plants,
many of which were designed from the beginning to be IES plants, have a combined
operating experience of over 750 years [3]. The overwhelming majority of operating nuclear
power plants worldwide are either light-water reactors or heavy-water reactors, which
have lower available temperatures than some advanced reactor technologies [4]. Light
water reactors are the most common and typically produce steam in the steam generator
in the range of 275–300 ◦C (527–572 ◦F), which is suitable for water desalination, district
heater, and other low-temperature applications [5]. Higher temperature applications may
be possible using increased heat recuperation combined with electrical topping heat.

An important potential process heat application of commercial nuclear power is the
production of hydrogen, which is a high-value product of interest due to the fact of its
established industrial demand in several markets. The process for nuclear hydrogen
production is such that it could be produced with relatively little disruptions to nuclear
power operations [6]. Hydrogen is currently produced mainly through steam methane
reforming (SMR), requiring the combustion of fossil fuels and resulting in carbon emissions.
The conventional SMR process has multiple sources of carbon emissions [7]. There are
several processes by which hydrogen can be produced outside of SMR, including the
electrochemical splitting of water at high and low temperatures, and in the presence of
other chemicals [8,9].

Low-temperature splitting requires only electricity as an input but is typically more
expensive than SMR at expected capital and operating costs [1]. High-temperature steam
electrolysis (HTSE) uses thermal energy during the preheating and water vaporization
process and electricity during the water splitting process [8]. Not only does HTSE have a
higher conversion efficiency of steam to hydrogen due to the increased temperature, there
are also a large number of balance-of-plant (BOP) operations forming the preheating and
heat recovery steps of the HTSE process. This allows the system to take advantage of the
principle of economies of scale. At the appropriate scales, HTSE is projected to become
competitive with SMR hydrogen production, capable of providing carbon-free hydrogen to
the market [1]. HTSE is a dispatchable industrial process that allows dispatching nuclear
power to the bulk grid according to grid demand. The optimum ratio of thermal power
input to electric power input for HTSE is approximately 1 to 4 [10], such that modifications
to the nuclear facility are not as severe as for other chemical processes. For example,
processes that produce synthetic fuels or high-value chemicals from carbon dioxide and
other low-value feedstocks may require ratios of thermal power input to electric power as
high as unity or even greater. This work focused on coupling a pressurized water reactor
(PWR) to an HTSE process. Other published works have explored coupling light-water
reactors to hybrid thermochemical processes based on magnesium and chloride compounds
and copper and chlorine compounds [11,12].

Existing IES plants typically remove steam from the turbine generator system follow-
ing the high-pressure turbine to maximize power production in the high-pressure turbine
system while still providing the coupled process with steam that is sufficiently hot for
low-temperature applications [13]. Several designs have been employed for extracting
steam from nuclear power plants. For example, a process heat exchanger has been added
as the ultimate heat sink for a single low-pressure turbine to access low-enthalpy steam [4].
Steam has also been extracted between the high-pressure turbine and the moisture separa-
tor reheater [14]. Heat from a low-power research reactor has also been extracted through
a heat exchanger to avoid simply exhausting the heat into the environment [15]. Several
variations on the designs described above have been proposed and evaluated [16].
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Beyond existing light-water reactors, advanced reactors are good candidates for IES
systems due to the fact of their high operating temperatures. Such designs typically include
a dedicated high-temperature heat exchanger connected in series or in parallel with the
power-generating system [17]. The in-series heat exchanger removes the thermal power
for the IES system before it is used in the power generation system. A dedicated heat
exchanger such as this is not appropriate for water reactors due to the use of saturated or
slightly superheated steam in the power-generating cycle. The removal of thermal power
from this steam at any significant amount can greatly affect the quality of steam entering
the high-pressure turbine and is detrimental to the efficiency and the mechanical integrity
of the turbine system [18]. A heat exchanger system in parallel to the power-generating
system is possible for a water reactor if the process temperature demand is higher than
typical low-temperature applications.

The studies cited above have used reduced-order models of NPPs to estimate the
impacts of coupling an NPP to well-established, commercial thermal industrial processes.
Those reduced-order models typically use 50–100 variables to model the NPP [19,20].
However, actual NPPs and full-scope simulators used by NPP operators to understand
plant behavior have 1000 or more variables to capture the physics with much higher fidelity.
There remains a need to study thermal power dispatch from NPPs using high-fidelity,
full-scope NPP simulators. This work addressed that need by modifying a full-scope PWR
simulator to incorporate a thermal power extraction (TPE) system to dispatch between 15%
and 50% of the thermal power generated by the nuclear reactor to a thermal industrial
process. Dispatching 15% of the rated thermal power approximately corresponds to the
maximum expected thermal power demand for hydrogen production via HTSE, while 50%
thermal power extraction corresponds to other processes such as production of synthetic
fuels using hydrogen and carbon dioxide [1]. Simulations using the modified, high-fidelity,
full-scope generic PWR simulator show the impacts of transitioning NPP operations from
traditional electric power generation to a mixed-power generation mode in which some of
the thermal power is extracted for separate use. The amount of thermal power extraction is
defined as the amount of the nominal full power steam that is extracted from the system,
which is slightly different than simply comparing extracted thermal power to the nominal
reactor power or nameplate capacity of the power plant, both of which are in MW. This
work also examined the process of shutting off the thermal power extraction system and
returning the operation of full electric power dispatch to the grid. The proposed design
uses a heat exchanger system that operates in parallel to the turbine generating system.

2. Materials and Methods

This process uses the GPWR simulator (v6.1.0.3302, Columbia, MD, USA) from GSE
Systems, Inc., which is a full-scope, glass-top, real-time simulator of a generic 3-loop
Westinghouse PWR [21]. A TPE system was designed and implemented in the simulator
for extracting steam from the main steam header for use in extraction heat exchangers
(EHXs). The thermal power transfers through the EHXs to a synthetic oil loop, called
the thermal power delivery (TPD) loop, that transfers the thermal power to an industrial
facility located 1 km from the NPP. This intermediate heat transfer loop serves two purposes.
The first is to prevent the need to remove secondary coolant from the power plant. By
placing the extraction heat exchangers at the power plant, the secondary coolant inventory
remains nearby and easily recoverable. Second, the intermediate heat transfer loop acts as
a thermal buffer between the PWR and the hydrogen plant to reduce the effects of HTSE
plant transients on the PWR reactor operation.

The original GPWR simulator was validated by an operating PWR in the United States,
but the modified PWR containing the TPE and the TPD systems has not yet been validated
on an operating system and, consequently, additional simulations were performed using
different software to verify the thermal–hydraulic predictions. The general layout of the
secondary plant of the PWR is shown in Figure 1. This includes the turbine system with
reheaters and the feedwater heating train. The TPE system is represented by a single
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heat exchanger in Figure 1 to highlight where the steam is extracted and where the EHX
condensate is reinserted into the secondary system.
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Figure 1. Generic layout for thermal power extraction from a PWR.

A piping and instrumentation diagram (P&ID) is shown in Figure 2 for the TPE system
running from the main steam header (HDR in Figure 2) on the secondary loop of the
PWR to the main condenser (CND). The steam is extracted from the secondary loop and is
condensed and subcooled in the EHX before returning to the condenser. Because steam
is extracted from the main steam header where its enthalpy is the highest, the percent of
the total steam extracted is equivalent to the thermal power extraction percentage. The
TPD loop that transfers the thermal power to the industrial user is labeled TDL in Figure 2.
The total megawatts thermal (MWth) transferred to the TPD loop (TDL) and ultimately
to the industrial facility may be higher than implied by the initial extraction percentage,
because the industrial facility may use the steam at a lower temperature than the feed water
temperature in the steam generator at the NPP.

The P&ID, shown in Figure 2, contains control and isolation valves for the steam
extracted from the main steam header (HDR). There are two separate heat exchangers in
the EHX system. The first heat exchanger (TPE-EHX-1) condenses the steam, which is then
collected in the hotwell below the heat exchanger. The hotwell level is controlled by a valve
at the entrance to the condenser (CND). This level control ensures that only liquid water is
present in the second heat exchanger (TPE-EXH-2) and that the liquid remains at a high
pressure. This design protects the second heat exchanger from depressurization to possible
vacuum pressure.

The TDL is filled with a synthetic oil to carry the heat from the PWR to the industrial
facility. There are advantages and disadvantages to using a synthetic oil as the heat delivery
medium as opposed to steam. The advantages include liquid-only operation and low
operating pressure. This eliminates the need for a backup condenser at the HTSE plant
that would otherwise be needed if steam was the heat transfer medium. This condenser
would most notably be required in the event of an operational transient at the HTSE plant
requiring the plant to go offline. An added advantage of liquid-only operation is the
simplification of the heat transfer systems at both the PWR and the HTSE plants, requiring
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single-phase to two-phase heat transfer as opposed to two-phase to two-phase heat transfer.
A lower operating pressure reduces some of the hazards associated with a break in the heat
delivery loop. The disadvantage of using oil is the high mass flow rate required to transfer
the amount of thermal power extracted. This results in increased capital and operating costs
associated with the pipeline and pump system as well as the cost of the fluid inventory to
fill the system. Therefore, the oil needs to be liquid at or near atmospheric pressure and
beyond the operating temperature of the TPD system.
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industrial facility.

The TPD system in the modified simulator consists of a pump, 1 km outgoing and
1 km return pipelines, and heat exchangers at both ends. For simplicity, the heat exchangers
at the industrial facility are represented by a mass sink that absorbs the oil at the end of
the TPD loop and also a mass source that injects the same oil mass back into the TPD
loop at the same location but at a lower temperature. Therefore, the only element missing
from Figure 2 for accurate representation of the TPD loop in the modified simulator is
the pump. A custom oil based on the properties of Therminol 66® (Eastman Chemical
Company, Kingsport, TX, USA) was included as the operating fluid in the TPD system
of the modified simulator. Therminol 66® has a normal boiling point of 359 ◦C (678 ◦F),
making it a good candidate for this system given the operating temperatures shown in
Table 1 and the desired oil characteristics for the system [22].

Table 1. Design operating parameters for the TPE and TPD system heat exchangers.

Parameter Value Units

TPE Steam Pressure 6.956 (1009) MPa (psia)
TPE Steam Flow Rate 813.3 (1793.0) kg/s (lb/s)

TPE Steam Saturated Temperature 285.4 (545.8) ◦C (◦F)
EHX-1 Outlet Quality 0.0

EHX-2 Water Inlet Temperature 284.5 (544.1) ◦C (◦F)
EHX-2 Water Outlet Temperature 193.3 (380.0) ◦C (◦F)

TPD Oil Flow Rate 9979.0 (22,000.0) kg/s (lb/s)
EHX-2 Oil Inlet Temperature 176.6 (350.0) ◦C (◦F)

EHX-2 Oil Outlet Temperature 197.5 (387.6) ◦C (◦F)
EHX-1 Oil Outlet Temperature 263.5 (506.3) ◦C (◦F)
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The heat exchangers were designed to achieve the operating parameters specified in
Table 1. The process was driven by the temperature of the heat sink at the industrial facility.
For this application, it was assumed that the industrial process requires feed water at a
vaporization temperature of 160.0 ◦C (320.0 ◦F), which is consistent with high-temperature
electrolysis requirements. Each heat exchanger set was designed to have a minimum
approach temperature of 16.7 ◦C (30.0 ◦F), such that the temperature of the oil that is
re-injected back into the TPD loop was 176.7 ◦C (350.0 ◦F). Calculations of thermal losses
indicate that the temperature of the oil drops less than 0.05 ◦C as it travels in each leg of
the TPD loop (assuming that the diameter of the TPD loop piping is 36 inches (91.4 cm)
and it is surrounded by 2 inches (5.08 cm) of urethane foam). This design indicates that the
temperature of the subcooled PWR coolant is 193.3 ◦C (380.0 ◦F) as it exits TPE-EXH-2. As
specified before, the maximum design steam flow rate in the TPE system was 813.3 kg/s
(1793.0 lb/s) or 50% of the maximum steam total flow rate of the main steam header. The
design of the TPE and TPD systems in the modified simulator were based on the results of
a RELAP5-3D model of the system [23].

The secondary system of the power plant was represented in the simulator using
a two-phase flow mass and energy modeling software called JTopmeret (JADE Build
5.1.1.11274, GSE Systems, Inc., Columbia, MD, USA). This includes all the secondary
system units besides the steam generators and the main condenser zones, which were
separately modeled in the simulator code [21]. The modifications required to implement
the thermal power extraction system were contained mainly within JTopmeret including
the steam extraction line from the main steam header and the heat transfer of the steam to
the oil loop. Since the condenser zones were modeled separately, the mass flow and energy
flow of the condensate return were manually added to the condenser zone to maintain
the balance, otherwise the incomplete balance causes the condenser hotwell level to drop,
resulting in a turbine and reactor trip.

3. Proposed Thermal Power Extraction System Operation

The proposed operation is a transition from conventional operation with 100% of
thermal power being used to generate electricity to a mixed-mode operation with either
15% or 50% of thermal power being dispatched to an industrial user. It was intended that
this transition take place over a time period of approximately 30 min. The percentage of
thermal power extraction was not measured by the MWth transferred through the TPE
and TPD systems but the mass flow rate of steam directed to the TPE system compared to
the total steam flow rate in the main steam header. The total steam flow rate in the main
steam header at full power is approximately 1632.9 kg/s (3600.0 lb/s); thus, the maximum
target flow rate of steam in the TPE system is approximately 813.3 kg/s (1793.0 lb/s) (50%
of 1632.9 kg/s).

General operating procedures were created for the operator to execute the transition
from full electrical power generation to mixed-mode electric power generation with thermal
power extraction. The wording and steps of these procedures were based on the operating
procedures included in the GPWR simulator and were reviewed by operations personnel
for representativeness. A general overview of the process is included herein to provide a
background for operations and an understanding of the results in the following Section 4.
Full power operation has a turbine control system set point of 936 MW in the control room.
This corresponds to a governor valve position for a net electrical power output close to
936 Megawatt electric (MWe). The actual net electricity at 100% power is approximately
916 MWe. The total thermal power of the reactor is 2900 MWth, yielding an expected net
thermal efficiency of 31.6%, according to Equation (1):

ηth =
Enet

Qin
(1)

where ηth is the thermal efficiency, Enet is the net electrical output, and Qin is the thermal
power input to the system.
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Prior to transitioning from full electrical power operation, the TPE and TPD systems
need to be pressurized and warmed up to decrease the transition time. This requires a
small amount of steam to be extracted from the secondary system of the PWR such that the
appropriate turbine control system set point is 926 MW, an approximately 1% decrease in
turbine load. This same amount of steam extraction is expected to keep the TPE and TPD
systems in a hot standby mode even when the industrial user is not using thermal power
from the nuclear plant. The advantage of maintaining the TPE and TPD systems in hot
standby mode, even when they are not in active use, is that thermal power from the nuclear
plant can be dispatched rapidly to the industrial partner upon demand. A disadvantage is
that the full electric power dispatch of the NPP is reduced by approximately 1% when the
TPE and TPD systems are maintained in hot standby.

The hot standby operating conditions allow an NPP coupled to an industrial facility
to transition from full electrical power to TPE in a relatively short amount of time, since
both the TPE and TPD systems are pressurized and at temperature. This is ideal if the
integrated energy system is intended to maximize profits by transitioning to TPE during
off-peak times or intervals of low electricity prices. The following overview of what
the procedural transition looks like for the operating system gives insight into potential
transients and operator interactions required to perform the transitions between hot standby
and TPE operation.

In a PWR, the turbine load demand must be decreased by the operator to decrease
the amount of steam supplied to the turbine system. This allows the excess steam to be
extracted to the TPE system. If done correctly, this transition can occur while maintaining
the reactor and primary system at 100% thermal power and the corresponding operating
conditions. The turbine load is decreased by closing the turbine governor valves to throttle
the steam flow into the turbine. This causes the pressure in the main steam header to
increase. This increase in main steam pressure initiates a temperature feedback loop to
the reactor that would cause the reactor power to decrease due to the change in the steam
generator thermal balance. This feedback is avoided in this transition by opening the
control valve to the TPE system at a similar rate as the governor valves are closed. This
prevents the main steam pressure from increasing by providing an alternate path for the
steam, and the reactor maintains full thermal power. If the TPE control valve is opened
quicker than the governor valves, it throttles the flow to the turbine, and it will result in a
condition similar to a steam line leak, depending on the amount of flow provided to the
TPE system. This causes the pressure in the main steam header to decrease, causing the
temperature feedback to the reactor to increase the reactor power. This is a scenario that
can be avoided by the design of the TPE system and the design of its control system.

The transition back to hot standby from the TPE is essentially the reverse operation,
where the TPE control valve must be closed at the same rate as the turbine governor valves
are reopening. Ideally, this process is automated through the turbine (now steam) control
system and balanced appropriately. An additional point of interest in this operation is the
Tref–Tavg relationship that defines the balance of primary and secondary system loads.
The existing Tref program accounts only for the turbine system as a main steam load in
the power plant. In order for the desired transition in power to occur with the reactor
at 100% power, the control rods, which are automatically controlled by the Tref program,
must not move during the transition. Therefore, the Tref program needs to account for the
alternate TPE load by adding a bias to the Tref calculation. A simple bias is inserted in the
modified simulator to analyze the mismatch between Tref and Tavg. With the control rods
in automatic control, a mismatch of 1.5 ◦F (0.83 ◦C) or higher will cause the control rods to
move in the modified simulator.

As noted above, this overview does not include heating and pressurizing the TPE
and TPD systems or cooling them down and depressurization. Those procedures are
performed slowly as a house load over a relatively long time. The flows in the systems in
that procedure are small and pose much lower risk to the plant in terms of causing any
type of disruption or safety event, and so they are not discussed here.
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4. Results

The results of this process are presented in a series of transient plots for several
important parameters of NPP operation. These are intended to show that the reactor power
was maintained at or slightly below 100% thermal power during the entire transient and
that all important systems were maintained at their full power levels. This simulation
started by establishing steady state at hot standby, continued with the transition from full
electrical power generation to steady-state, mixed-mode operation, and it ended with the
transition back to steady-state full electrical power generation. The steps were performed
manually during this operation, resulting in multiple steps in the TPE control valve position
and was not as smooth as it would be in the case of an automatic control system. Several
figures are included that show trends in important PWR parameters for the TPE operation
and the reactor operation during these transitions. The axis scale of each parameter is
important to note in each of the figures and, in many cases, it was enhanced to show
the detail.

Figure 3 shows the steam flow rates, including those in the main steam header, the
TPE system, and the turbine generator (NPP secondary system) for both procedures to
start and stop steam flow into the TPE system. Simulations with 15% and 50% thermal
power extraction are shown for comparison. Although not intuitive, during the transition
from pure electrical power generation to mixed-mode operation, the main steam flow
decreases as the TPE valve is opened. The decrease in the main steam flow was matched by
a decrease in the steam generator feed water inlet temperature (shown in Figure 4) such
that thermal power balance was maintained in the steam generator. Some heat for the
feed water heaters came from steam that was diverted from the turbine generator system;
thus, it seems that decreasing the flow of steam in the turbine generator system to provide
steam for thermal power extraction also reduced the heat that was provided to the feed
water heaters, resulting in the decrease in the feed water inlet temperature as shown in
Figure 4. The steps taken by the operator in manually opening the TPE valve can be seen in
the TPE system and main steam flows in Figure 3, because both of these flows were directly
impacted by the TPE valve position. In contrast, the change in the turbine steam flow was
relatively smooth. Figure 4 also shows that the turbine power output exactly mimicked the
shape of the turbine steam flow in Figure 3 as expected.
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Figure 4. The steam generator feed water temperature and turbine power during the transitions
between pure electric power generation and mixed-mode power generation. Results are shown for
15% TPE (a) and 50% TPE (b).

The most surprising feature of Figure 4 was the large drop in the turbine power
during mixed-mode operations. At 50% thermal power extraction, the power generation
of the turbine dropped to 280 MW or approximately 30% of the full power capacity. This
result indicates that extracting steam flow from the main steam header and returning the
condensate from the TPE heat exchangers substantially derates the performance of the
turbine generator system. At 15% thermal power extraction, the power generation of the
turbine dropped to 773 MW or approximately 84% of the full power capacity.

The addition of a new main steam load in the system necessitated a change in the
calculation of the overall thermal efficiency of the modified system. This can be expressed
according to Equation (2):

ηtot =
Enet + ηQtpe

Qin
(2)

The added variables to change Equation (1) into Equation (2) were η, which is the
efficiency of thermal power dispatch, assumed to be 95% due to the losses in the heat
transport system, and Qtpe, which is the thermal power transferred to the thermal power
dispatch system. The new plant efficiency (ηtot) was the overall thermal efficiency of the
system including electrical and thermal power dispatch. Table 2 shows the overall thermal
efficiencies based on the thermal and electrical power outputs at the different amounts of
thermal power dispatch of interest to this work. The total thermal power input from the
reactor was a constant 2900 MWth in each case.

Table 2. Electrical and thermal power dispatch amounts and overall thermal efficiency at varying
amounts of thermal power dispatch.

% Thermal Power
Dispatch

Net Electricity
(MWe)

Heat Dispatch
(MWth)

Overall Thermal
Efficiency

0 916 0 31.6
15 773 464 41.9
50 280 1539 60.1

Assuming the steam in the thermal power extraction system can be used with 95%
efficiency, the combined power output of the nuclear plant increased during 15% thermal
power extraction, resulting in an overall thermal efficiency of 41.9% as shown in Table 2.
Similarly, the combined power output of the nuclear plant during 50% thermal power
extraction also increased, yielding an overall thermal efficiency of 60.1%, even though the
net electrical output decreased to 30% of the full power output when 50% of the steam was
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extracted. These approximated results are summarized in Figure 5, with the overall thermal
efficiencies shown in Table 2. Figure 5 also shows that for 50% thermal power dispatch, the
power dissipated by the condenser decreased from close to 2000 MWth to approximately
1100 MWth, indicating a substantially diminished impact on the environment in terms of
heating of the cooling water reservoir. A further point is that by optimizing the return of
the condensate from the TPE line to the feed water heaters rather than to the condenser, the
loss of main steam flow during thermal power extraction (observed in Figure 3) could be
mitigated and the power factor could be increased above the values indicated in Figures 3–5.
This hypothesis will be explored in future research.
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Figure 5. Summary of thermal power destination for pure electric power dispatch and mixed-mode
operations with 15% and 50% thermal power dispatch.

There are two additional interesting items to note in Figure 4. First, the response of
the steam generator feedwater temperature in Figure 4 appeared to lag the decrease in
the turbine power as steam was diverted to the TPE system. However, when the TPE
valve was closed to restore pure electrical power generation, the increase in the turbine
power led the change in the steam generator feedwater temperature. A second interesting
item was the ratio of the drop of the main steam flow (which corresponded to the drop in
feedwater inlet temperature) to the drop in turbine power output. Figure 5 shows that this
ratio was substantially lower for 15% thermal power extraction than it was for 50% thermal
power extraction. The relatively lower performance of the turbine generator system at 50%
thermal power extraction was likely a consequence of the operating conditions, which were
far from its intended operating point where it achieves the design efficiency.

As noted above, a further important consideration is ensuring that the reactor power
remained below 100% for the full duration of the transitions between pure electric power
generation and mixed-mode operation. Figure 6 shows that the reactor power oscillated
near 99.0% power as intended. As the operator manually opened the TPE valve, the
turbine power decreased to the new set point to balance the overall steam flow rate through
the steam generator causing the conditions surrounding the steam generator to remain
relatively constant. During the transition to 50% thermal power extraction, the reactor
power briefly spiked to nearly 100%, indicating that the process still requires refinement
to ensure the reactor power does not exceed 100% due to the fact of foreseeable human
error. A potential solution is to employ a smaller valve in parallel that can be more finely
tuned to stop flow in the TPE line with more finesse. Figure 6 also shows the cold leg
temperature of the RCS during both transitions. The temperature axis was deliberately
inverted so that increasing temperature is shown as a downward transition to highlight the
tight correspondence between the cold-leg temperature of the RCS and the reactor power.
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This correspondence is expected because the cold leg temperature has a direct influence on
reactor power. Figure 7 shows the hot leg and average coolant temperatures in the RCS
during the transitions. The oscillations in the hot and cold leg temperatures were primarily
less than 1 ◦F (0.55 ◦C), while the oscillations in the average coolant temperature were less
than 0.2 ◦F (0.1 ◦C).
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Figure 6. Reactor power in percentage and cold leg temperature during the transitions between pure
electric power generation and mixed-mode power generation. Results are shown for 15% TPE (a)
and 50% TPE (b).
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Figure 7. The hot leg and average coolant temperatures in the RCS during the transitions between
pure electric power generation and mixed-mode power generation. Results are shown for 15% TPE
(a) and 50% TPE (b). Note that the temperature axis is inverted to match the configuration of Figure 6.

Figure 8 shows the pressurizer pressure and level for each of the changes in operation.
As can be seen in these figures, the pressure did not fluctuate much, neither did the level in
the pressurizer. The fluctuation that was seen was consistent with the fluctuation in the
primary system temperature, which affected the vapor pressure in the pressurizer. The
deviations in these values were not significant enough to be a concern during operation,
and the level and pressure recovered once the transition finished.
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Figure 8. Pressurizer pressure and level during the transitions between pure electric power generation
and mixed-mode power generation. Results are shown for 15% TPE (a) and 50% TPE (b).

The final items for consideration are Tavg and Tref, which are important for the control
rod control system. Tref is a good representation of the power in the secondary loop and
is derived from the first stage impulse pressure of the high-pressure turbine. Tavg is a
good representation of the power level of the primary loop, as it represents the average
primary coolant temperature. As part of the modifications made to the simulator, the Tref
program was adjusted to include the TPE steam flow as an additional secondary system
load by calculating a fraction of the TPE flow rate as an addition to the Tref calculation
based on the impulse pressure. The results for Tavg and the adjusted Tref are shown in
Figure 9. The value of Tref held fairly constant until approximately 3300 s for the simulation
with 50% thermal power extraction, and then it began to drop rapidly, indicating that the
adjustment to Tref will require additional calibration. Without additional calibration of the
Tref program, the control rods would move at approximately 30% power extraction, if left
in the automatic control mode. This result indicates that further adjustments are required
to the Tref program at higher amounts of thermal power extraction (approximately over
30%), so that this transition can occur in automatic control rod control without triggering
any undesired control rod movement.
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In a PWR, the Tref to Tavg mismatch is an important control parameter that relates the
power levels of the primary and the secondary system for determining control rod position
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and movement. The Tref program takes the impulse pressure from the high-pressure turbine
to calculate a reference temperature for the secondary system power. The inclusion of a
TPE system on the steam system adds an additional house load that must also be accounted
for when determining the power level of the secondary system. A bias can be used in the
Tref program to adjust the reference temperature calculation to include both the load of the
turbine, denoted by the impulse pressure, and the load of the TPE system, denoted in this
case by a fraction of the steam flow to the TPE system. For low levels of TPE, the current
bias calculation functions well as shown in Figure 9. The Tref value remained relatively
constant throughout the first portion of the transition, with some oscillation between the
new value and the maximum value. But as the flow of steam in the TPE systems increased,
the adjustment to Tref failed, and the mismatch between the temperatures increased. This
amount of mismatch would cause movement in the control rods that would affect the
reactor power level and many of the important process parameters presented in Section 4.
For the purposes of this study, the control rods were placed in manual mode to prevent
any movement and allow for the effectiveness of the Tref bias to be seen, which is not
representative of intended real-world operation. A further adjustment is needed in the
Tref program so that the control rods can remain motionless in the automatic mode during
transitions between pure electric power generation and mixed-mode power dispatch. The
results for the transition from TPE back to hot standby provided a similar story as the
forward operation and further highlights the need to improve the design.

In addition to the mismatch between Tref and Tavg, there are other concerns that must
be studied to fully understand thermal power dispatch from NPPs. This work has focused
exclusively on thermal power extraction; however, the thermal and electrical systems are
closely coupled so future work should include simulation of the electrical power dispatch
to the industrial user as well. For example, greater than 80% of the power required by an
HTSE plant is electrical. Production of hydrogen from purely zero-carbon nuclear power
could require uncoupling the HTSE plant from the bulk electric grid. The HTSE plant could
perform the function of a dispatchable electric and thermal power load for the NPP to
allow the NPP to rapidly flex the amount of power that it dispatches to the grid to meet
grid needs. However, dynamically dispatching electric power between the HTSE plant and
the bulk electric grid may introduce new potential risks that must be mitigated, especially
with the additional thermal power demand of the HTSE plant. For example, a failure at the
HTSE plant could result in a sudden loss of load with severe consequences to an NPP that
is operating at full power while uncoupled from the power grid. Future work will simulate
the electrical power dispatch and also the thermal and electrical power coupling with the
industrial partner to examine the full range of potential risks in greater detail and to ensure
that adequate mitigations are installed.

Another limitation of this work was the exclusive reliance on high-fidelity simulations
without experimental validation. Virtual simulations do not capture all physical effects and
limitations, such that simulations can predict physically unrealistic operations. For example,
during the simulations, valve positions could be read, adjusted, and maintained with any
desired level of precision (within the numerical round-off error of the computations).
Valves in a physical plant cannot be controlled with such a high level of precision, and it is
necessary to verify that the simulation does not employ unrealistic controls via human-in-
the-loop testing with operations personnel.

Despite the limitations of the full-scope modified NPP simulations, the results showed
that it was possible to transition a PWR from full electrical power generation to 50%
TPE in less than one hour with the correct system design. Higher amounts of thermal
power extraction appear possible; however, impacts to the NPP and especially to the
turbine generator system operations increased nonlinearly as the amount of thermal power
extraction increased. The results presented here indicate that the modifications made to
a PWR to extract thermal power must be carefully tailored to the desired thermal power
extraction and the rate at which the transitions must be made.
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An important factor that was not discussed in this work is the additional feedback
mechanism introduced by the industrial process plant. In the case of thermal power
extraction, an industrial process plant has the potential to affect reactor power through
feedback in the steam and oil heat transfer systems. This feedback is not a concern during
normal electric power operation, since the large scale of the electric grid is capable of
handling power fluctuations, which can essentially be invisible to the nuclear power plant.
However, including a direct heat sink, such as an industrial process facility, provides
opportunities for undesired feedback to the nuclear reactor from the industrial process.
Potential safety impacts, including risks associated with a sudden loss of power at the
industrial plant, were investigated in a workshop in which retired licensed reactor operators
tested the modified simulator through a range of scenarios using mock procedures [23].
The operation of the modified system was analyzed by comparing the reactor system and
operator responses with and without the thermal power extraction system in operation.
Scenarios included a steam generator tube rupture, a main steam line break, and loss of
thermal load. The results from these studies showed that the system can influence existing
emergency operating procedures [24]. Prior to implementing this concept in a nuclear
power plant, these issues would need to be addressed in a license amendment request (LAR)
per 10 CFR 50.90, “Application for amendment of license, construction permit, or early
site permit”, or a plant modification per a 10 CFR 50.59, “Changes, tests, and experiments”
evaluation. Future work will address the detailed engineering design and process control
features that will be needed to implement this system in an existing nuclear power plant
including a rigorous 10 CFR 50.59 analysis.

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study showed that thermal power can be extracted from a PWR while maintaining
the reactor near its full thermal power level and that the basic concept is relatively simple
from engineering and operating standpoints. Furthermore, thermal power extraction up
to 50% highlights the capability of this type of system to be applied to several types of
industrial facilities with varying thermal-to-electric-power-requirement ratios. However,
minor adjustments are still needed to ensure smooth transitions without allowing the
reactor power to exceed 100% or inducing undesired control rod movement. It is possible
to perform this transition to 50% steam extraction in approximately 30 min. Several
important operational parameters were analyzed and presented in Section 4 to show how
the transition affects the system. The results section highlights a few shortcomings of
the current design and improvements that are needed for the simulation and the final
design of the system. For example, for the thermal power extraction design studied in
this work, the main steam flow, feedwater heater temperature, and turbine power output
all decreased nonlinearly with increasing thermal power extraction. The decrease in the
feedwater heater temperature can likely be avoided by returning the heated condensate
from the TPE heat exchangers to the feedwater heaters instead of the main condenser,
such that the heated condensate can help raise the temperature of the feedwater in the
early stages of the feedwater heating system. That modification would also improve the
efficiency of the nuclear power plant by avoiding the loss of the heat in the condensate
exiting the TPE heat exchangers. This improved design will be studied in future work.

The design discussed here is specific to a large PWR with the operating parameters
corresponding to the GPWR simulator. However, the design and design theory are intended
to be generic and could be applied to different reactor types, including boiling water reactors
(BWRs), small modular reactors using light-water or other reactor types at large and small
scales, that use a steam turbine system to generate electricity. It is important to note that
the feedback and control mechanisms discussed herein are specific to PWR operation, and
modifications would be necessary to address the different reactor types.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization and methodology, S.H. and T.W.; software and validation,
S.H.; data curation, writing, review and editing, S.H. and T.W. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.



Energies 2022, 15, 1151 15 of 15

Funding: This research was performed at the Idaho National Laboratory under the US Department
of Energy contract: DE-AC07-05ID14517.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Thomas Ulrich, Torrey Mortensen, Heather Medema, and Jooy-
oung Park for providing mock operator procedures for the IES operations. The authors also thank David
Ziebell, Christopher Weigand, and Christopher Kerr at the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) for
reviewing the proposed design and operations and providing important constructive feedback.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Boardman, R.; Rabiti, C.; Hancock, S.; Wendt, D.; Frick, K.; Bragg-Sitton, S.; Hu, H.; Weber, R.; Holladay, J.; Kim, J.; et al. Evaluation

of Non-Electric Market Options for a Light-Water Reactor in the Midwest. Light Water Reactor Sustainability Program; Idaho National
Laboratory: Idaho Falls, ID, USA, 2019. [CrossRef]

2. Kozier, K.S. Nuclear Energy and Process Heating. 1999. Available online: https://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:
31030427 (accessed on 16 November 2020).

3. International Atomic Energy Agency. Industrial Applications of Nuclear Energy; Nuclear Energy Series International Atomic Energy
Agency: Vienna, Austira, 2017; Volume NP-T-4.3.

4. Werner, S. District heating and cooling in Sweden. Energy 2017, 126, 419–429. [CrossRef]
5. Kupitz, J.; Podest, M. Nuclear Heat Applications: World Review; IAEA Bulletin: Vienna, Austria, 1984; p. 26. Available online:

https://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:16039118 (accessed on 18 September 2020).
6. IEA. The Future of Hydrogen. 2019. Available online: https://www.iea.org/reports/the-future-of-hydrogen (accessed on

18 August 2020).
7. Liu, K.; Song, C.; Subramani, V. (Eds.) Hydrogen and Syngas Production and Purification Technologies; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.:

Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2009. [CrossRef]
8. Khan, S.U. Using next generation nuclear power reactors for development of a techno-economic model for hydrogen production.

Int. J. Energy Res. 2019, 43, 6827–6839. [CrossRef]
9. Naterer, G.F.; Dincer, I.; Zamfirescu, C. Hydrogen Production from Nuclear Energy; Springer: London, UK, 2013.
10. Kim, J.S.; Bragg-Sitton, S.M.; Boardman, R.D. Status Report on the High-Temperature Steam Electrolysis Plant Model Developed in the

Modelica Framework (FY17); Idaho National Laboratory: Idaho Falls, ID, USA, 2017. [CrossRef]
11. Ozcan, H.; Dincer, I. Thermodynamic modeling of a nuclear energy based integrated system for hydrogen production and

liquefaction. Comput. Chem. Eng. 2016, 90, 234–246. [CrossRef]
12. Al-Zareer, M.; Dincer, I.; Rosen, M.A. Development and assessment of a novel integrated nuclear plant for electricity and

hydrogen production. Energy Convers. Manag. 2017, 134, 221–234. [CrossRef]
13. International Atomic Energy Agency. Opportunities for Cogeneration with Nuclear Energy; IAEA Nuclear Energy Series; International

Atomic Energy Agency: Vienna, Austria, 2017; Volume NP-T-4.1.
14. AXPO. Nuclear Power Plant Beznau: Reliable, Environmentally Compatible Electricity Production; AXPO: Döttingen, Switzerland, 2020.
15. International Atomic Energy Agency. Guidance on Nuclear Energy Cogeneration; IAEA Nuclear Energy Series; International Atomic

Energy Agency: Vienna, Austria, 2019; Volume NP-T-1.7.
16. Lipka, M.; Rajewski, A. Regress in nuclear district heating. The need for rethinking cogeneration. Prog. Nucl. Energy 2020,

130, 103518. [CrossRef]
17. International Atomic Energy Agency. Advances in Nuclear Power Process Heat Applications; IAEA-TECDOC-1682; International

Atomic Energy Agency: Vienna, Austria, 2012.
18. Hesketh, J.A.; Walker, P.J. Effects of wetness in steam turbines. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. Part C J. Mech. Eng. Sci. 2005, 219, 1301–1314.

[CrossRef]
19. Ibrahim, S.; Ibrahim, M.; Attia, S. The Impact of Climate Changes on the Thermal Performance of a Proposed Pressurized Water

Reactor: Nuclear-Power Plant. Int. J. Nucl. Energy 2014, 2014, 793908. [CrossRef]
20. Poudel, B.; Joshi, K.; Gokaraju, R. A Dynamic Model of Small Modular Reactor Based Nuclear Plant for Power System Studies.

IEEE Trans. Energy Convers. 2020, 35, 977–985. [CrossRef]
21. GPWR Simulator v6.1.0.3302 (Software), GPWR (6.1.0.3302); GSE Systems Inc.: Columbia, MD, USA, 2020.
22. Eastman. Technical Data Sheet: Therminol®66 Heat Transfer Fluid. 2021. Available online: https://productcatalog.eastman.

com/tds/ProdDatasheet.aspx?product=71093438#_ga=2.114033607.1989912482.1632506842-656770643.1632506842 (accessed on
15 May 2020).

23. Hancock, S.; Shigrekar, A.; Westover, T. Incorporation of Thermal Hydraulic Models for Thermal Power Dispatch into a PWR Power Plant
Simulator; Idaho National Laboratory INL/EXT-20-58766: Idaho Falls, ID, USA, 2020.

24. Ulrich, T.; Lew, R.; Hancock, S.; Westover, T.; Hall, A.; Boring, R.; Thomas, K.; Medema, H.; Werner, S.; Terry, L.; et al. Dynamic
Human-in-the-Loop Simulated Nuclear Power Plant Thermal Power Dispatch System Demonstration and Evaluation Study; Idaho National
Laboratory INL/EXT-21-64329: Idaho Falls, ID, USA, 2021.

http://doi.org/10.2172/1559965
https://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:31030427
https://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:31030427
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.03.052
https://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:16039118
https://www.iea.org/reports/the-future-of-hydrogen
http://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561256
http://doi.org/10.1002/er.4683
http://doi.org/10.2172/1408745
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compchemeng.2016.04.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2016.12.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pnucene.2020.103518
http://doi.org/10.1243/095440605X32110
http://doi.org/10.1155/2014/793908
http://doi.org/10.1109/TEC.2019.2956707
https://productcatalog.eastman.com/tds/ProdDatasheet.aspx?product=71093438#_ga=2.114033607.1989912482.1632506842-656770643.1632506842
https://productcatalog.eastman.com/tds/ProdDatasheet.aspx?product=71093438#_ga=2.114033607.1989912482.1632506842-656770643.1632506842

