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Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen.   

Once again, I must express my thanks to the organisers of this conference for 

allowing me to take part and to say a few words at this opening session. 

The Copenhagen Conference last December failed to put in place effective 

measures to achieve the global objective of energy policy – that of achieving a 

reduction in carbon dioxide emissions sufficient to prevent an increase in 

temperature of 2°C above pre-industrial levels.  Nor, indeed, did it make any 

effective contribution to the two other accepted objectives of energy policy: security 

of supply and low cost.  The low carbon strategy was, however, the main casualty of 

this elaborate exercise in international co-operation. 

I would like to explain to you how I see the reasons for this failure. 

Can I ask you for a moment to imagine that you are looking at a television screen? 

Can I also ask you to imagine that instead of seeing me you are looking at your 

national political leader?  There is about to follow an important energy policy 

announcement.   

“Fellow citizens, along with all my colleagues in the European Union I have accepted 

that by 2050 there must be a reduction of 80% in carbon dioxide emissions 

compared with 1990 levels.  Together, we have also decided that in order to achieve 

this an essential part of our energy policy must be that all electricity shall be 

produced by nuclear power by that date.” 

I wonder what your reactions would be if you heard such a statement. 

Your reaction might well be enthusiastic.   

  

Yes, nuclear power provides for a secure electricity supply. 
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Yes, it is low carbon. 

Yes, it is the cheapest electricity source which combines security of supply and low 

carbon content. 

Yes, given that CO2 from electricity is a substantial and growing percentage of total 

emissions, it makes sense to target this source. 

Yes, with transport likely to move towards electrically or hydrogen powered cars 

there is likely to be a big increase in electricity demand in the years ahead. 

Yes, given the uncertainties of the technology and cost of carbon capture which will 

be needed for coal, oil and gas fired power stations. 

Yes, given that new reactors produce much less spent fuel. 

Yes, given that fast reactors and even small scale reactors are being developed 

which are likely to reduce the cost of electricity even further. 

Yes, because we are confident in the safety of reactors and in our ability to handle 

spent fuel. 

We could note that globally, pre Kyoto, the annual increase in carbon dioxide 

emissions was of the order of 1.6%.  Post Kyoto that has risen to something just 

under 3%, although it is likely that in the years 2008 and 2009 there will be a 

reduction because of the economic recession.   

Nuclear is the only non-carbon technology with a proven track record that can make 

a significant contribution on the scale that will be required.  It also has the potential to 

produce carbon free heat, and a further potential to produce hydrogen for the 

transport sector and possibly also for de-salination projects.  Nuclear energy also 

helps to reduce the serious health effects resulting from fossil fuel combustion which 

particularly affects women. 

I could go on.  But at some point you will come down to earth and say “such a policy 

is quite unrealistic”.  It is simply not feasible to expect all our electricity to be 

produced by nuclear power.  There must be a role for renewable energy systems 

and for carbon capture.  This is, I submit, the realistic response.  

 But, and it is a big BUT. 

There has just been a meeting in Madrid in April of the Tenth Inter Parliamentary 

Meeting on Renewable Energy Sources (EUFORES), which was attended by 

Parliamentarians from 18 EU member states and the European Parliament.  The 

political declaration was that by 2050 there should be an energy mix of 100% 

renewable energy sources.  That was the political objective: all power, heat and 

electricity to come from renewables by 2050. 
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 The instrument for achieving this objective is the European Union Renewable 

Energy Directive, and the first milestone is the target set for 2020.  In the meantime, 

the preparation of scenarios for 2030, 2040 and 2050 will be promoted.   

According to the renewable energy enthusiasts the world in 2050 will not need 

nuclear energy, nor will it need carbon capture.  A blissful energy Utopia awaits 

those of you who will be alive on 1st January 2050. 

I am sure all of you believe that this policy is also totally unrealistic. 

What I find particularly depressing about this declaration is that it assumes that all 

renewable energy sources are low carbon and, of course, the term is deliberately 

used to exclude the lowest source which is nuclear power.  It is also depressing in 

that it fails to take into account the practicalities of putting in place all the generation 

and the distribution equipment which would be required.   

 I bring this to your attention to demonstrate the huge political battle that will be 

waged in the European Union and in the European Parliament over the next 5 years 

and beyond.  Those who believe in the case for an energy sector based entirely on 

“renewable energies” are involved in what can only be described as a religious war. 

From my perspective there is no doubt that the anti-nuclear alliance makes most of 

the running.  Promotion of renewable energies in all the media outlets, by endless 

conferences and seminars, has been, and is, relentless.  By contrast, the nuclear 

case has been largely introspective and directed at “government” rather than the 

general public.  I should say that Vincent de Rivaz, Chief Executive of EDF, is the 

only leading nuclear figure that I have seen quoted at length in the non-technical 

press in the UK. 

The challenge for the nuclear industry is to broaden its presentational activities so 

that its views are more widely heard.  Apart from the security of supply and low 

carbon aspects, the other two main issues are without doubt cost and waste 

disposal.  Too often nuclear power is dismissed as either “it is too expensive” or 

“there is no solution to the waste problem”.  Both these contentions have to be 

challenged at the same frequency, if not more so, at which they are made, and 

challenged in simple, direct statements, not long-winded arguments. 

The challenge for the nuclear industry is nothing less than to change the whole 

nature of the energy debate. 
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One example gives a clue.  Every time I read of a proposal to build a new wind farm, 

whatever the size, the bland assertion is made that it will provide electricity for a 

certain number of houses.  These calculations are, of course, made on the basis of 

100% output of the rated capacity and the assumption that the wind is blowing all the 

time.  But on any given day I never hear how many houses are supplied by electricity 

from every working reactor in the European Union.   

All the most recent studies that I have seen show that beyond doubt nuclear power is 

the cheapest source of electricity.  It is also much cheaper in terms of reducing 

carbon dioxide emissions than are renewable sources.  Figures that have been 

calculated for the UK, for instance, show that the cost of saving 1 tonne of CO2 in the 

renewable sector is £430, compared with a cost for nuclear power of only £8 per 

tonne.   

One hears little about the costs of wind powered electricity or, indeed, of the other 

sources of supply.  Nor is much mentioned of the state aids that are allowed for 

renewable energy installations and without which most of the installations would not 

be built in the European Union.  There is an appalling lack of transparency in relation 

to the production costs of electricity.  Financial incentives for renewables are creating 

a vast range of vested interests. Greater information is needed for the individual 

consumer as to how the costs are made up, especially the amount of state subsidy 

that is involved.  

The challenge to the nuclear industry comes in another form.  In that the world’s 

population is increasing and there is little likelihood that for the foreseeable future 

total global energy consumption can possibly be reduced.  This is not to deny the 

importance of pursuing the efficiency production and use of all energy sources, but 

there does need to be a more realistic assessment of what is possible.  Otherwise 

the notion that we can do without nuclear power will gain increasing momentum.  

This is, of course, linked to the idea which is dear to the heart of Greenpeace that all 

the energy requirements and problems can be solved by a mix of energy efficiency 

and renewables.  It is simplistic nonsense. 

With regard to disposal issues, a greater effort is needed to explain to the public just 

what measures are currently used and how simple it is to provide protection from 

radioactive material.  The programme in Finland will provide hard evidence of how 

high level material can be handled.  There is a compelling case for international 

control of this material, as has been proposed by the IAEA.  International monitoring 

of the low and intermediate nuclear material should also be strengthened by making 

the monitoring process and findings more open to the public.  
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There must be a greater level of support and publicity for the work promoted by the 

world’s nuclear associations for the international standardisation of reactor design, 

and for the harmonisation of regulatory requirements.  Manufacturers, operators and 

regulators have to be working together in a global context in order to produce even 

higher levels of safety and lower production costs. 

The nuclear industry also has an opportunity which could be of huge political 

importance as the supply of Europe’s primary energy develops in the years ahead.  It 

may well be unrealistic to say that all electricity should be from nuclear power.  But 

what is not unrealistic is to say, as President Sarkozy did in March, that nuclear 

energy on a wide scale and in new countries is essential for economic progress.  I 

take his comment to mean that the aim must be to have as high a percentage of 

nuclear powered electricity as is commercially possible. 

When I look at the reports from the World Nuclear Association it seems to me quite 

apparent that the main developments at the moment are outside the European 

Union.   That can only mean that in the years ahead there will be ever greater 

difficulties for industry in the European Union to be competitive in the global market 

place. 

I hope that the industry as a whole will respond to these challenges and that we will 

not allow the subsidised renewable sector to make the political running.  There is an 

over whelming case for nuclear power – it is the cheapest source of electricity which 

ensures security of supply and makes possible the global targets for  the reduction of 

carbon dioxide emissions.  It alone can ensure that the world will get the more 

energy it will need in the years ahead but with reduced carbon dioxide emissions. 

Thank you for your attention. 

 

 

 

 


