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UNITED STATES PANEL PRESENTATIONS

William H. Young

I am very pleased to have the opportunity to participate in this conference, and I would
like to commend the MIT Program for Advanced Nuclear Power Studies for hosting it. I would
like to start with a bit of perspective that I think should be said, but which I do not need to
remind this group of, and that is that the U.S. nuclear industry has an unprecedented safety
record. Since the first nuclear power plants began operation thirty-three years ago, they have
recorded more than 1425 reactor-years of safe operation. Even the 1979 Three Mile Island acci-
dent caused no harm to the public, a fact again ecently confirmed. The nation's utilities have
made quantifiable advances based on lessons learned from the TMI accident in self-regulation
through the Institute for Nuclear Power Operations, through plant and personnel performance,
training and qualification, emergency response, maintenance, and radiation protection.

Nonetheless, there has not been a new nuclear plant ordered in the United States since
1978. For many years, little baseload generating capacity of any kind has been ordered by OUT

utilities as Dr. Wolfe just indicated. But the need for such orders is growing rapidly, and the
time to again consider new nuclear plant capacity is fast approaching. It appears that the
nation will need over 250 gigawatts of new electrical generating capacity in the next twenty
years, most of that between 1995 and 2010, even with greater conservation, if we are going to
support economic growth projections and national economic health. About 85% of this capacity
must be baseload generation. Nuclear, along with coal generating capacity will be required,
because most renewable energy sources, while they will and should be used to the maximum
extent they canare not used for baseload generation. Those that can be used for baseload genera-
tion are limited by site availability in a few regions of the country. For nuclear to play a sub-
stantial role in the next twenty years, orders would have to commence by the mid 1990s, and to
have a first new plant, most likely an advanced light water plant, operating by the year 200.

With that introduction, let me address the specific topic of my remarks today, that is,
what I see the public and utilities requiring to be willing to support new nuclear power plants,
and what the Department of Energy is doing to meet the requirements we perceive. First and
foremost, I think it is clear that a continuing record of safe operation of our existing nuclear
power plants will be essential for the acceptance of new plants. Beyond that, the Electric
Power Research Institute has established industry criteria for new reactor designs in its Utility
Requirements Documents. The utilities want plants designed to be even safer than current
plants, incorporating features that ensure a simpler, more robust and forgiving design. They
want the possibility of a severe accident reduced by a factor of ten over current designs, and
these plants to utilize natural safety features which minimize the need for operator actions
and sources of external emergency power. They want ALWRs to be competitive with other
alternatives like clean coal technology and the cost of power to be in the range of 65 mills per
kilowatt-hour. They want plant construction times to parallel their planning horizon needs,
about five to six years. They want standardized designs, and they want new pants to
incorporate lessons from operational plants, made easier to operate and maintain, and designed
for simplicity and modularization.

Utilities will also require significant progress in several institutional issues. They want
assurance of reasonable stability during the licensing process, assurance that a plant can oper-
ate without undue delay when ready for operation, and final resolution of safety issues before
large outlays for plant construction are required. They want legislation passed which will
codify the NRC licensing rule, limiting the potential for an unbounded pre-operational hearing
and assuring that emergency planning issues are resolved prior to plant construction. They want
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successful demonstration of the practicality of licensing process, including NRC certification of
advanced reactor designs and sites. Utilities Will equire a easonable Tate of return on
prudently-built plants, either a return to the traditional compact between utilities and regula-
tors to provide a fair rate of return upon investments, or the establishment of new competitive
arrangements, under which IPPs could build plants and earn a return commensurate with their
success.

Utilities will require significant progress in characterizing the Yucca Mountain repository
site and the selection of an monitored retrievable storage site to allow interim waste storage by
1998.

Let me now turn to public requirements. A 1989 poll, very similar to the one Dr. Kadak
cited, found that 81% of Americans thought that nuclear power should play a somewhat, or
very important role in the future. This view was confirmed by DOE's public hearing process for
the National Energy Strategy and is reflected in our interim report. That report contains pub-
licly identified goals for future nuclear power plants. The public wants exacting safety stan-
dards to be maintained in the design and operation of nuclear power plants and related fuel
cycle facilities. They want the technical capability to package, tansport, and dispose of spent
fuel and high level radioactive waste to be demonstrated in a timely, safe, and environmen-
tally acceptable manner. They want to be sure that compliance with safety equirements is
assured in any changes to the licensing process. And they want efficient and cost-effective
operation of nuclear power plants.

The public has an opportunity to participate in various safety licensing processes appIica-
ble to the design, siting, and construction of nuclear power plants. Ultimately, the support of
the public must be sought and obtained fr new nuclear power plants at the local level, where
such plants would operate. A major determinant in their decision will be the perception of
their locality's needs for new power sources. Energy has been low on the public agenda. This is
starting to change, and will change even more rapidly for electricity during the 1990S.

Also in the 1989 poll, when asked whether they would favor, oppose, or reserve judgement
on building a nuclear plant in their area, 59% of the respondents said they would reserve
judgement. 16% were in favor, 23% opposed, but 59% said they would reserve judgement. Thus, I
think that the vast central majority of our people have an open mind and will make decisions
based on progress made in achieving the programs and goals I have just mentioned and on
consideration of the alternatives available at the time new capacity is needed, with a strong
emphasis on environmental protection and an effective dialogue with those who must provide
such capacity.

The Department of Energy is supporting a number of programs directed at improving
nuclear power's ability to compete by the mid 1990s in providing some of what will be urgently
needed new baseload capacity, and at meeting both utility requirements and public goals. More
specifically, we are co-funding demonstration by 1993 of the process for life extension of current
nuclear plants. We are supporting the development of new ALWR designs which rely more on
methods such as natural circulation, gravity, reduced power density, or the characteristics of
materials, rather than engineered systems to provide safety. These designs will meet the
criteria set forth in EPRI's Utility Requirements Documents. We have established a cost-
sharing program to demonstrate the success of the nuclear plant standardization and licensing
process by obtaining NRC certification by 1992 or 1993 of two evolutionary 130OMWe ALWR
designs. We are also cost-sharing a program to certify by 1995 passively safe 60OMWe ALWRs
employing more natural safety features and modular construction. These programs will involve
a rule-making hearing process. We are supporting the development and possible certification
early in the next century of modular high temperature gas reactor and advanced liquid metal
reactor plant designs. We are planning to demonstrate the early site approval licensing process
through a cost-sharing arrangement with the private sector by 1995.
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In developing the National Energy Strategy, we are examining the issue of a fully
satisfactory regulatory process, including the possibility of legislation codifying 10 CFR Part
52, limiting the possible delays associated with a potential second hearing and dealing with
emergency planning issues before start of construction. We recently announced a restructured
plan to develop a permanent waste repository by 2010. By 1995 we expect to have made
significant progress in evaluating the suitability of Yucca Mountain. We expect to have
selected a monitored retrievable storage site and submitted a license application to the NRC,
pointing toward first operation of an MRS facility in 1998. Also on the waste front, we are
beginning to study recycling of actinides in spent nuclear fuel to possibly benefit future long-term
nuclear waste anagement. We will encourage and support an effective dialogue with the
public on the benefits and risks of nuclear power relative to other alternatives.

In sum, our overall views on nuclear power will be provided in the National Energy
Strategy, which will be approved by President Bush. Let me clear up the concern about the
word "options.' I think in Washington, it happens to be the style that you present options to
your president or to your leader, for him to choose and make decisions regarding which way to
go. The final National Energy Strategy, after it has been detern-dned by President Bush, will
definitely have endorsements and decisions on various technologies, but options will be
presented to him for his decisions.

Let me conclude by saying that, if we can achieve all the things I have just been describing
I am confident that the nuclear option can be restored to viability before the end of this decade.
My personal objective is to have the first nuclear plant operational by the year 200. believe
that challenge can be met if the institutions involved do their jobs and communicate effectively
with the public.
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NUCLEAR POWER PUBLIC AND UTILITY ACCEPTANCE ISSUES

IN THE UNITED STATES

DISCUSSION

The opening cussion of this session focused on the subject of risk and how it is viewed by
corporations in general. It was noted by one of the participants that we are seeing a change in
attitude on the part of arge corporations as a result of several accidents in which it was
recognized that a severe accident can place at risk the investment of the entire company, not
merely that of the affected power plant. Consequently, we see companies saying they will not
buy a new nuclear power plant unless it can be proven safe to them. They are defining what
constitutes an acceptable level of engineering and safety, going beyond the standards of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or state regulatory groups. They are now thinking
about what the finance officer says is an acceptable risk and the chances of the members of the
boarxi of directors being sued.

It was recommended that the nuclear power industry should look at the chemical industry
for relevant trends, especially concerning how decisions are made concerning active versus
passive safety features in light of the issue of liability. On the other hand, it was pointed out
that it will be difficult to anticipate how the utilities will handle financial risks, considering
that no plants have been sold in the last decade.

One of the Japanese participants related that there is little incentive in Japan for
developing advanced reactors based upon concepts different from LWRs, as their current,
conventionally-designed WRs enjoy very good operational records. Nevertheless, he went on
to state that he and his company deem it important to develop a simpler, sen-d-passively safe
LWR for the future. The current good operational and safety records of LWRs are the result of
maintaining high quality with well-tTained operators and maintenance engineers, and of
insisting on good quality assurance. They find it desirable to have as an option an economical
reactor system in which safety and reliability are maintained without as much reliance upon
the plant staff as is now typical, due to the fact that the staff can be expected to be under con-
siderable stress in an accident environment.

Two additional reasons cited for the development of a simpler, safer reactor were the
benefits to worldwide environmental protection and the possibility of opening the door for
underdeveloped countries to utilize nuclear power for electricity generation. He noted that his
company is currently conducting developmental research on a semi-passively safe BWR and
PWR in conjunction with United States reactor manufacturers. The project is focusing on reactors
in the 60OMWe neighborhood, but it is anticipated that some of their findings would also be
applicable to larger reactors using semi-passive safety systems.

One participant addressed the concept of demonstrating the safety of new reactors by test,
pointing out that the United States has an operating reactor, the Experimental Breeder Reactor
11 (EBR-11), based on the same design as the current DOE design for a liquid metal-cooled
reactor (LMR). The EBR-11 was put through two of the potentially most damaging accident
scenarios, the loss of coolant flow and the loss of reactor heat sink. In both cases the reactor
came to a stable state safely without operator intervention. It was asked of Dr. Beyea if that
were the type of test he would require in order to prove the safety of future reactors. His
response was that tests like that are indeed what is needed to answer questions about whether
the reactor's safety systems really work. One should start with a small reactor and then push
it toward failure in refining its dsign. One could perform a series of tests to be presented on
television or with a great deal of public attention to demonstrate the safety of advanced
reactors to the nuclear power industry, the skeptics, and the general public.
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This session was devoted to issues concerning the public acceptance of nuclear power, and a
great deal of the discussion centered around acceptance of nuclear power by the American
public. Vastly differing quotes were offered concerning the percentage of the population of the
United States in favor of the use of nuclear power. As one participant noted, certainty in the
wording of the polls used to produce these figures is paramount to an understanding of their
significance. In particular, the question was raised whether the source cited by Dr. Kadak and
Mr. Young in their papers had stated that approximately 80% of those polled responded that
nuclear power should or would play an important part in the future United States energy
strategy. Dr. Kadak clarified the matter by quoting from a July 1989 survey by Telemation
Market Facts, Inc., which stated that 81% said nuclear power should play an important part in
the national energy strategy, with 50% saying it should play a very important part. The
participant then concluded that one can not have a fully successful technology, particularly a
very resource-intensive technology, such as nuclear power, in the United States if even as few as
30% of the population are strongly opposed to it.

Dr. Beyea concurred, quoting figures of 20-30% fairly strongly in favor of nuclear power and
20-30% very much against it, with 40-60% in the middle. He pointed out that to build a plant
it must be sited somewhere, and to do that with even 10% of the people being implacably
opposed, the poject will prove to be virtually impossible to complete. He referred to the
current situation with waste incinerators, where public opposition is creating great difficulty in
siting them.

The hetorical question was asked that if 80% of the population is in favor of nuclear
power, why can we not get politicians to like it, people like Governors Dukakis and Cuomo, and
Senator Gore? Mr. Young replied there are many politicians who have spoken in favor of
nuclear power and were still elected, but we have not yet seen a need to make definitive
decisions concerning the use of nuclear power. He pointed out, however, that we are starting to
see support in the Congress for an expansion of nuclear power as a result of the recognition of the
impending need for new electrical power generating capacity, and of concerns for the economic
health of the nation and fr the protection of the environment as a result of global wan-ning In
addition, Dr. Kadak quoted Senator Simpson of Wyoming as describing the passage of the
Clean Air Act as the most pro-nuclear legislation since the Atomic Energy Act of 1954.

As with the other conference sessions, there was a great deal of discussion of the actions of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and how it has affected people's perception of the
industry. One participant addressed the statement in Dr. Beyea's paper concerning the
perception that the NRC is not an independent agency in its regulation of the nuclear power
industry. The participant stated that there is continuing and deep oversight by the NRC
regarding nuclear power plant design and operations. The NRC has five appointed
Commissioners and rules it operates by, acting in the public as requiring that governmental
activities be conducted in public and through legislation such as the Freedom of Information
Act. In addition, the NRC is overseen by nearly twenty committees and sub-committees in the
United States Senate and House of Representatives (which, this participant asserted, may be
part of the problem). He compared this situation to that of to the Federal Aviation
Administration, which has a single administrator, where most of its actions are not taken in
public due to proprietary reasons, and which has the responsibility of promoting air travel as
well as maintaining safety. In view of all this, the participant asked what actions the nuclear
power industry might take to change public perception about its independence in nuclear safety
regulation.

The response was that one must trace the situation to its roots in order to find out what it
was that led the public to its current negative perception. As an example, it was pointed out
that any effort on the part of the NRC to advance the issue of one-step licensing will look bad
in the public's view because the public wants to see the regulatory commission making life
difficult for the utilities.
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In response to a question concerning anticipated public attitude toward one-step licensing,
Mr. Young clarified that in his paper he was referring to the public's observations on the
overall change to 10 CFR Part 52, and what ight be done subsequent to that. He cited three
aspects of the regulatory process that must be addressed in conjunction with movement toward a
one-step licensing process: (1) codifying into law an existing practice of more efficient licensing
which does not change, 2) addressing emergency planning issues more effectively, and 3)
planning for some types of public hearing at completion of construction, prior to issuance of an
operating license, but in a way not allowing for an effective veto of operation for political
reasons. If one-step licensing were put into legislation, the public's interest would have to be
protected by the rigor and integrity of the inspection and acceptance criteria. The process must
be structured such that any actions taken during construction could be seen clearly to be correct
and anticipated; this aspect of the process must be very carefully explained to the public. It
must be capable of being shown that any limitations that might be placed upon additional
license challenges on a one-step hearing would be intended to avoid having long delays in
licensing arising fr procedural reasons, not for safety and substantive reasons.

On an interesting note, D Kadak described a poll taken by Yankee Atomic Power
Company in conjunction with a 1988 referendum in Massachusetts in which there was a vote
over whether to shut down both the Pilgrim and Yankee nuclear power plants. The survey
results showed the credibility of the NRC to be 60-70%, possibly higher. (it would have been
most interesting and informative to have polled the same people prior to the issue of possible
shutdown of the power plants.) Dr. Kadak went on the say that his impression is that the
public generally thinks the NRC is doing a good job, despite the view of the Conference
participants, and that the Conference participants ae equally as prone to n-dsperceptions about
the public as the public is about the NRC. He pointed out that the public esponds to such
things as newspaper articles reading, 'The Pilgrim plant is shut down and will not be allowed
to start up until.... Dr. Kadak concluded with the question, 'Are we going to do what is right
and defend it, or are we going to do what looks good?'

The discussion can best be summarized in the following three viewpoints:

Dr. Wolfe: "From my various personal contacts with the public on the issue of nuclear
power, I have observed that you can talk to the public and describe nuclear power technology,
tell them the pros and cons, and most people will be reassured by this. However, they continue
to feel that we do not need it now, so they can ignore the question of whether it should be ued.
The key to the public debate is that you can frighten people about anything until they perceive
a need. To the present, there has been no basic need for an increase in electricity production
capacity since 1973. We will see that change soon. As we do, the public will have to make
decisions on whether they want coal, nuclear, imported oil, dim lights, or what. I think that
we will find the public in favor of nuclear power when they perceive the need. And if I read
the power growth trends correctly, the time when that will happen is not too many years
away."

Dr. Beyea: 'I read it that there are about 20% to 30% of the population fairly strongly in
support of nuclear power, 20 to 30% strongly opposed to it, with 40% to 60% in the middle.
However, to build a plant you have to site it somewhere. In the United States, if you have
even 10% of the people intensely opposed to the facility, it will be very difficult to site it. You
can see this with incinerators. We are now going to be moving mostly away from the use of
incinerators because of public oncern. I think people will accept siting natural gas fueled power
plants. The argument against this will be that we will get ourselves into a financial bind with
them, and that ultimately we will pay more for electric energy. Coming from the nuclear
industry, arguments about what is going to be cheaper just will not sell. If we do see increased
electricaldemandoverthe nextdecadelseeitbeingmetbynaturalgasconsumpfion.Also,ldo
not think the past projections of demand growth by the DOE and the electrical industry have
been very accurate."
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One participant addressing the possibility of changing public perception through
demonstration of safety by test: "Dr. Beyea had good points regarding trust and credibility.
Performing a demonstration of safety leading to public acceptance is much easier said than
done. It i far easier to demonstrate managerial incompetence and risk in this arena than to
demonstrate safety. Any single adverse event can obliterate trust and confidence and
credibility. To repair such a loss could take hundreds or thousands of beneficial events, if they
were even noticed by the public. To operate a plant safely for a day is a non-event that will not
draw public notice. There is something fundamental in the world that works to reduce trust
unless we have very strong countervailing forces. It is interesting to look at the casks designed
to hold high level nuclear waste in transport. You can demonstrate their safety by running one
at high speed into a wall, but such tests have done little to change rninds among the public
about the safety of transporting high level waste. Any failure in any reactor anywhere in all
the world counts against all nuclear power activities. Even failure in high tech systems that
have nothing to do with nuclear power, such as Bhopal or the Challenger, affect nuclear power
in that they are seen as failure of high tech managers to manage high tech systems safely."
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RAPPORTEUR SUMMARY

At the end of Session 3 Prof. Neil E. Todreas, serving as the Conference Rapporteur, made
his first summary of the themes of the meeting to that point:

"In the discussion between Prof. Golay and Mr. Sholly, Mr. Sholly put up a list of criteria,
saying if these criteria were met, he would be ready to start to accept more nuclear power use.
When pressed to clarify the criteria, to amplify them, to agree to abide by them, he was tenta-
tive. He admitted the need to evaluate and tighten the criteria and to have a dialogue. I
noted that the first criterion was based on Probabilistic Safety Analysis SA), which is in
some variance with what other nuclear power critics were saying might ultimately be accept-
able. For them, acceptance criteria ae for use at the public level, whereas PSA is for use among
technologists for evaluating isk which may be acceptable. Later, a utility participant broad-
ened this list by including a demand for a reactor design that does not require evacuation. That
demand tightens the list technically; it also has major technical implications relative to the
public.

"Then a senior observer of the nuclear scene moved us away from the technical list to a
more complete list and into the big picture by involving the nuclear critics in a dialogue concern-
ing items needing to be considered and inevitably resolved before nuclear power would enjoy a
resurgence. Three points emerged. here has been much discussion concerning public credibility
in the NRC. I found the negative sense of the public perception of the NRC to be surprising. Dr.
Kadak quoted polls showing 60% approval of the NRC, and other discussion tok that value

down as low as 10%. There appears to be a major disagreement here. Two sub-points were made

in this part of the discussion. It was pointed out that the NRC Safety Goal statement does not

have to go fther than the NRC statutory limits beyond what the Commission thinks is

adequate for the health and safety of the public. Perhaps the Safety Goals will be adequate

for gaining public acceptance, but in any case a utility may desire to build a much safer plant.

But it is not the NRC's responsibility to go beyond their mandate. That was stated.

"Another point was raised on how firm are the regulations over the lifetime of this next

generation of reactors. This discussion brought out the real need for a full design review, which

seems to call for much more design being performed initially by the reactor vendors than has

been typical. The need was also noted for more openness initially in the safety review process

as these designs are made public. This situation creates a strong press on the NRC staff to make

a thorough review, reaching sound conclusions to present to the NRC Commissioners.

"The second point under this broadened list of requirements is that for demonstration of

safety by tests. The question was raised of what is going to constitute a sufficient series of tests?

Will the tests be econon-dcally and technically possible to perform, for what size of reactor, and

for what range of tests? A large set of technical questions was identified which remain

unanswered.

"Concerning public acceptance of nuclear power, I would like to substitute the word

consensus" for "acceptance." Acceptance implies asking the public to accept something without

considering the alternatives or consequences. Dr. Kadak's discussion of a national energy plan

brings up the concept of alternatives and tradeoffs. In this context we can really engage in

debate and understanding of the public and its mood, as the public, along with us, is forced to

consider energy and nuclear in terms of the alternatives, and in terms of 'if not A, then what is

BT We know that all choices carry risk, so there will have to be a consensus.

"Concerning safety and economics, speakers who were referring to Prof. Golay's discussion

on safety and economics were at the phase of considering evolutionary plants (namely large

60OMWe passive designs), in which they are striving to achieve economic performance that is
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currently provided by large (i.e., 120OMWe) WRs. They believe they are achieving safety
and at somewhat higher levels than existing plants. So the designers think that they are
handling both sets of goals equally well, without conflict. Perhaps they are right. The test of
this will come as one goes down to smaller plants where a large economic burden is embraced in
order to gain the safety of passive beat dissipation. Why go down to smaller sizes? If we
engage in a debate of criteria, then we take criteria imposed consistently by the critical elite,
and try to meet them as technologists, we can be driven to seriously consider reactor concepts
smaller in power than 60OMWe, depending on what the criteria are. Thus, we have the gas and
liquid metal-cooled concept at 15OMWe.

"The question was raised as to whether the passively safe approach is really the right
direction for technology development. This is a discussion that needs to be pursued. Notably,
active systems are already being applied extensively to non-nuclear technologies that are
widely accepted. So, there appears to be no unusual debate between the acceptability of active
and passive technologies. I think in all of our designs, that we will eventually use a n-dx of
approaches. Dr. Wolfe suggested a technological progression focused upon large evolutionary
plants with later incorporation of passive safety features. Concerning plants using passive
safety features, some new thinking will occur, if not from the standpoint of public health and
safety, at least focused upon utility investment protection, asking whether selective use of
active systems might not be valuable.

"Concerning discussion of modularization and standardization, the salient point is that
the economics depend a lot on where you are on the modular learning curve. To have significant
benefits, one requires production rates between 6 and 10 units per year. However, it is more
likely that we will not be close to this goal in construction of actual plants. I doubt that we will
build as few as one module per year, but we will not be likely to be producing many more. We
must keep such prospects in n-dnd when we consider the economics of future plants.

"An important aspect of this morning's discussion is that we are opening a dialogue. The
written positions of different interest groups look very harsh and inflexible. Now with
dialogue developing, the potentially acceptable positions look more flexible. Openness in this
process is the key to success."
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INTRODUCTION

Session 4 - Nuclear Power Public and Utility Acceptance in Some Other
Countries

The purpose of this session is to present a set of contrasting views of the nuclear power
situation of other countries. This is done in order to broaden the understanding of how different
societies will treat similar issues, and to provide a context in which to consider the treatment of
nuclear power in the United States.

The session consisted of a panel discussion, with presentations by the panelists and a
subsequent general discussion. he panelists were:

• Mr. Junnosuke Kishida, of the Japan Research Institute, Ltd. Mr. Kishida is a former
Senior Editor of Asahi Shimbun, the largest circulation newspaper of Japan, and has
written extensively concerning nuclear power issues in the Japanese context.

• Dr. Chang Saeng Rim, President of the Second Korea Atomic Energy Research Institute.
Dr. Rim is an important leader of the nuclear power enterprise of Korea and has
extensive experience concerning nuclear power plant technology in both Korea and the
United States.

• Dr. Giampiero Santarossa, Director of Advanced Reactor System Evaluation in ENEA,
the Commission for Nuclear and Alternative Energy Sources in Italy. In this role his
work is important in judging the acceptability of advanced nuclear power concepts
which may be advanced by the Italian nuclear energy industry as it aempts to respond
to the judgments of referenda which have shut-down all of the Italian nuclear power
plants.

• Dr. Anselm Schaefer, with responsibilities for advanced reactor safety in the
GeselIschaft ffir Reaktorsicherheit of Germany. In this work he is responsible for
evaluation of the safety of advanced reactor concepts which may be introduced within
Germany.

The presentations of the panelists differed substantially, reflecting the differing
situations of their countries. In the paper concerning Korea the theme was one of vigorously
growing use of nuclear power technology - keeping pace with growth of the Korean economy,
with a plan for new efforts being mounted to develop an indigenous advanced reactor concept.
The paper concerning Japan reflected a situation of heavy reliance upon nuclear power plants,
but with unease. The papers addressing both the Italian and German situations described
impasses, where public anxiety concerning nuclear technology has been sufficiently strong to
stop further expansion. In Italy it has caused a retreat to a nuclear-free eergy economy.

The subsequent discussion tended to focus upon the situation of the United States, but in
light of the international pesentations.
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