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First of all I want to thank you for the invitation not only to attend this conference, but 
also to speak at this session. 
 
It is 10 years since I first visited Kozloduy nuclear power station.  I saw for myself a 
management and workforce dedicated to the safe operation of the 6 reactors.  
Modifications were ongoing to improve not only the efficiency of the reactors, but 
also the safety levels of their operation.  I was able to appreciate the pride of the 
company and the high regard with which the whole operation was viewed by the 
Bulgarian people as a whole.  It was also clear that the plant made an important 
contribution to the supply of electricity not only within Bulgaria, but to surrounding 
countries. 
 
I was aware, of course, as a member of the Energy Committee in the European 
Parliament, that nuclear power had its opponents.  What I did not know at the time of 
that visit, but which became clear soon afterwards, was that the anti-nuclear 
movement was going to use the enlargement process of the European Union to do 
all it could to throttle the progress of the industry.  The opponents of nuclear power 
targeted 8 reactors in particular: 4 at Kozloduy, 2 in Lithuania and 2 in Slovakia, for 
closure.  Specific closure dates were demanded as a condition of membership of the 
European Union.  As an inducement it was agreed that a financial contribution would 
be made towards the closure costs.  It was a deliberate attempt at political and 
economic blackmail; and it succeeded. 
 
I can understand the political imperatives which obliged the Governments of the 
countries concerned to go along with those demands, even though there was no 
legal basis for them in the European treaties, and even though they directly 
contradicted the principle of the independence of national regulators.  It must also be 
noted that no proper provision was made for alternative electricity generation. 
 
The most damning condemnation of this episode is that there was no correlation 
whatsoever between the operational safety of the reactors which were singled out for 
closure and the date of closure.  One would have thought that the reactors would 
have been subjected to an individual assessment and a closure date based on that.  
This did not happen.  The whole episode was a sorry business.  The European 
Council, Commission and Parliament did not emerge with any credit. 
 
 



The anti-nuclear forces were hugely successful in influencing public opinion.  No 
opportunity was lost to challenge the operational safety of nuclear reactors.  The 
possibility of a nuclear disaster was highlighted on every possible occasion, and the 
phrase ‘Chernobyl type reactor’ was a description applied indiscriminately to any 
reactor with a Russian link.  The disposal of used and spent fuel was highlighted as 
an unsolved problem and linked to the threat of a long-lived radioactive menace.  
The security of the transport of nuclear material –in my judgement the safest part of 
the nuclear cycle- whether by road, rail or sea was disputed at every opportunity.  It 
was claimed that the costs of nuclear power were prohibitively high.  The threat of 
nuclear proliferation was linked in every possible way to the industry’s operation, 
irrespective of the science involved.  That is my assessment of the political 
background in the period after that visit 10 years ago. 
 
Since those days there have been two major political developments.  Firstly, the 
enlargement of the European Union has become fact and this in turn has led to a 
more realistic appreciation within the European Parliament of the need for nuclear 
power.  Secondly, the concerns regarding the emissions of carbon dioxide and the 
acceptance of its impact on the climate have resulted in the reduction of emissions of 
carbon dioxide becoming a major political objective on a global scale. 
 
One would have thought that faced with this huge challenge that the use of nuclear 
power to generate electricity with little or no carbon dioxide emissions would have 
been widely accepted and, indeed, become a major aspect of policy.  To some 
extent this has happened.  But it is by no means clear that the battle has been won.  
Those who were anti-nuclear before by and large, with one or two notable 
exceptions, are still violently against. 
 
 The opponents of nuclear power, led by Greenpeace and those who accept their 
philosophy, claim that global energy demand can be met by a mixture of renewable 
energies and increased energy efficiency.  The pure Greenpeace position, as put 
forward by their book called ‘(R)evolution’, denies the need not only for nuclear 
power, but also for carbon capture and sequestration.  They say that the world can 
manage without nuclear power and without fossil fuels in any guise.   
 
My message to you today is a simple one.  If we are to provide sufficient energy in 
the future, and especially electricity, then the battle for nuclear power has got to be 
won and won quickly. 
 
We are told that if the global temperature increase is not to exceed 2oC the peak of 
carbon dioxide emissions has to be achieved somewhere between 2015, which is 
only 5 years away, and 2020; it depends whom you believe.  But these are the dates 
given. On a daily basis there are reports that this bit of ice or that bit of ice is melting 
faster than was thought.  There is an underlying attempt to make out that the world is 
in an imminently dangerous situation.  That is one aspect of demand.   
 
 
 
 
 



Another aspect is the demand that arises from our own needs.  At the present time, 
to make the figures simple, there are around 6 billion people in the world.  About 2 
billion of those do not have access to a commercial energy source.  So the vast bulk 
of energy is being consumed by about 4 billion people.  By 2050, or thereabouts, it is 
said that the world population will reach 9 billion.  If that 9 billion have the average 
consumption of the current 4 billion then in 2050 there will be a need for more than 
twice as much energy as there is now.  It is a daunting thought. 
 
We are told that we must have energy security.  We are told that there must be as 
little environmental impact as possible and particularly the lowest emissions of 
carbon dioxide.  This means the lowest possible carbon intensity.  We want energy 
as cheaply as possible and to use it efficiently. This means the lowest possible 
energy intensity.  Now in these three principle objectives of policy - security, carbon 
intensity and cost – nuclear power if not at the head of the field, is certainly not at the 
bottom.  I would argue that  in terms of security, in terms of carbon intensity and in 
terms of cost, that nuclear power fits all these requirements.  And I would add that it 
is those countries which make the most whole-hearted efforts to base their electricity 
supply on nuclear power that will, in the future, have the most thriving economies.  
Where will the European Union be in the future if we listen to the anti-nuclear 
brigade? 
 
Let me add another factor to the argument.  That is the contention that is made by 
some people that one way in which we can solve our energy equations is by 
changing life styles and thereby use less energy.  I wonder.  If you look at the pattern 
over the last 200 years, look at the increase in population, at the increase in 
electricity consumption, at the increase in GDP per capita, you will see that the 
increases in GDP and electricity have been much greater than the increase in 
population, as you would expect.  But if you look at mobility, the way in which people 
move around, the factor of increase is huge.  Do we really think that this is going to 
stop, that the extra 3 billion people that we will have in the world will stop at home?  
The mobility question is also linked to the use of electricity for transport purposes. 
This is almost certain to increase the demand for electricity as would the 
development of a hydrogen economy. Planning for future electricity generating 
capacity should assume a much greater demand than current estimates. 
 
The battle for nuclear power in the European Union is not yet won.  We have not 
only to win the battle in terms of security, carbon intensity and cost, but we must also 
make sure that the obstacles to planning are removed, that there is a level playing 
field regarding subsidies, and that international agreements on storage and disposal 
of used and spent fuel are reinforced.  I do not believe that there are any technical 
problems which are insurmountable.  I do not believe that there are any issues which 
cannot be contained within the competitive costs scenario.  But we have to ensure 
that when we are producing electricity we look at the cost per unit of output at the 
point of delivery, we look at the carbon intensity, and we say these are the factors 
which must dominate the decision-making processes.   
 
 
 
 
 



I firmly believe that those countries which make a major effort to use nuclear power 
to produce electricity in the future will be able to develop economically and have a 
higher standard of living than those countries which see it all in terms of windmills 
and other types of renewable.  Renewables will have their place.  Energy efficiency 
will always be an aim, but the history of the world is that we succeed by moving 
forward, by developing our technologies, by understanding the science of our 
existence, and by engineering a future which, in the simplest of terms, gives a better 
life for more and more people.  That has to be the objective.  And the message that 
has to come out of this conference, and any other conference that is related to 
energy, is that we will not succeed unless we make use of the power of nature which 
is provided for us in the form of nuclear power. 
 
 


