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Predicting Nuclear Power Plant Accidents in Korea'

Heejoong Yang*

Abstract

We develop a statistical model to describe nuclear power piant accidents and predict time to

next accident of various levels. We adopt Bayesian approach to obtain posterior and predictive dis-

tributions for the time to next accident. We also derive an approximation method to solve many di-

mensional numerical integration problems that we often encounter in a Bayesian approach. We in-

troduce Influence Diagrams in modeling, and parameter updating, thereby the dependency or inde-

pendency among model parameters are clearly shown. Also Separable Updating Theorem is

utilized to easily obtain the posterior distributions.
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