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I wish I could say that I agree with everything that D. Beyea says, but I cannot. Let me
address my comments to the other segment of the market, the utilities which are going to be the
purchasers of the technology that is being developed. I think it is very clear from the utility
perspective that most utilities do not really worry about whether it is coal, oil, nuclear, hydro,
solar technology that they use, or anything like that. All they are interested in is having a
generating plant that can produce electricity economically and safely. From this perspective,
what we are looking for as an industry is something that is simple, easy to build, easy to
maintain, and easy to operate; obviously, if you do all of those things, the plant will be
economic. Safety is obviously presumed.

Dr. Beyea makes a good point when he talks about "inherently safe" and "passive," and
all these words which, I would say, stretch credibility. From the public perception sense, I
would rather see words like "improved design,' which people can understand. The position
that I think the utility industry is taking was expressed earlier; that is, if you make too many
changes in terms of basic designs, digress too far from areas of utility experience, you will
probably have a reluctant customer, because of the past bad experiences that they have had
with novel technologies. The Yankee plant was fortunate when it started because the design
was very conservative, very robust, and we have been able to operate well with that design. I
think you are asking a lot for a utility that perhaps has had a nuclear program to say, "Here,
try this design, it is going to be better.' I also agree that prior to having a new plant major sale,
or an expansion of nuclear power, you are going to have to demonstrate the success of the
technology to the point where the utilities are comfortable with it, or as vendors, to take a
much greater share of the cost of the first plant.

I think, as a priority before we can move forward with new plants, from a public percep-
tion standpoint, we are going to have to do something credible about wastes. I am very opti-
mistic now that the National Research Council has said that the existing waste disposal
criteria and standards are not credible, that they are unattainable because technically we
cannot prove that a technical scheme will continue to work far into the future. It is time for us
to get back and figure out what we can demonstrate to be true in order to show people that the
repository siting process we are about to go through is, in fact Cedible. I think no new reactor
design is going to be purchased unless the safety regulatory system is changed. I am not talking
about design standardization here. I am talking about a basic review of all the rules and
regulations in order to determine whether they are doing anything productive. The current set
of rules and regulations is immense. Many of them are no longer relevant or current. That has to
be changed rather dramatically. I think we are only treating the symptoms of our problems if
we think that standardization, or one-step licensing, will solve them. The rules also apply
after the plant starts up as well, and that is where those of us who operate nuclear power
plants are now suffering.

Clearly, one of the things that is obvious for the future of nuclear power is that we must
maintain good operations. I think if you were to take a realistic look, in the next five or ten
years, you would probably see more of an evolutionary design than a revolutionary design being
used in actual practice. My sense is that if we continue to operate our plants well, public support
will be there. Clearly we do not need any more Three Mile Islands to occur in this country.

I think that the other major issue which we have to face as an industry concerns the
management of nuclear power plants. Right now we have a rather amorphous system of
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management. Some utilities have single nuclear units, while others have multi-units.
Different utilities operate their plants, from a managerial standpoint, quite differently. I
hate to always go back to the old Yankee experiences for my examples, but Dr. Weinberg has
spoken on this in the past and I think we have proven that it is true: nuclear power requires a
dedicated organization whose only focus is the operation of those plants. This is not common
yet in this country, although many utilities are moving in that direction. I think the
technology is important enough to dedicate essentially single-focus organizations to its
operation. When the Yankee plant was built thirty years ago, the utilities who wanted to
participate in the process decided they did not know very much about it, and they wanted to
create a separate organization t design, build, and operate this plant. That scheme works
very well. Many of the Yankee nuclear power plant companies in New England are operated in
very much the same way today.

Relative to certification of design, I think that is important, but I am not sure I would jump
to the requirement of a completed design before a decision is made to commit to buy a particular
product. It would be nice if that approach would work, but I think it is unrealistic to expect
that to happen. The challenge for the designers is to go back to the basics in terms of our goals
in using nuclear power to produce electricity. If you do that, I think your design will be obtained
as a rational result I would not be prone to throw away current technology which has proven to
be successful. I do not think you will be able to get away from engineered safeguard systems.
Even if you can demonstrate beyond the shadow of a doubt, that a particular design does not
need a containment, chances are you will have a containment anyhow. I also believe you will
probably need some kind of emergency core cooling system even if everything is passive and you
do not have to touch it for three days as it shuts itself down. I think the facts of life,
credibility, and good engineering will dictate that you will need some emergency systems that
are active, in addition to whatever passive systems you might conceive.

One thing I would like to point out concerns this issue of public support that has been raised
several times. Many, many surveys have been made. The most recent one I have is from July
1990. 1 will read the question so there will not be any confusion: How important do you think
nuclear energy plants will be in meeting this nation's electricity needs in the years ahead? -
very important or somewhat important. Roughly 78% of the public feel that nuclear power is
going to be an important contributor to our future electricity supply. Now whether you want one
built in your area or not is quite a different question. There was an article in Financial Times
last week that said even if you overcome all the public hurdles about the dangers of nuclear
power, the question remains, "Where would you put it?" And I think that is the challenge that
we are still going to have to face.

Relative to some of the changes that need to come about for nuclear power to grow, I think
that the foundation for changes is a National Energy Strategy which includes as a key element
the importance of nuclear energy for our nation. If it does not have the importance of nuclear
power very strongly articulated, and if instead nuclear power appears only as an option, those
of us in the utility industry say, "Ho-hum, what else is available as new capacity?' And I do
not think that people should take this statement as a threat, I think it is simply a fact of life.
The foundation in the National Energy Strategy of the need for nuclear power is going to be im-
portant in order to change the federal safety regulatory process, the public perception about the
need for nuclear power, and the financial community's faith in the technology, without which
you will never build.We talked earlier about why would anyone want to take any risk whatso-
ever; the only time that people take a risk is because of need. The National Energy Strategy, if
properly articulated, will demonstrate that need and develop from it the basis of satisfying
environmental and other national economic interests. That is an important stepping stone from
which we, as a nation, should go forward, particularly as we develop new technologies.
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