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'LUHFWRUDWH�*HQHUDO�IRU�(QHUJ\�DQG�7UDQVSRUW
(XURSHDQ�&RPPLVVLRQ�

7KH�&RPPLVVLRQ¶V�*UHHQ�3DSHU

(QHUJ\�6HFXULW\

The Commission’s Green Paper on security of supply was published in November
2000. Since that date it has been the subject of a debate around a number of essential
questions. A number of them are worth briefly repeating to set the scene in Europe.

• The European Union is consuming more and more energy and importing more and
more energy products. External dependence for energy is constantly increasing.

• If no measures are taken, in the next 20 to 30 years 70% of the Union's energy
requirements will be covered by imports. At present 45% of oil imports come
from the Middle East and 40% of natural gas from Russia

• The European Union now has to face new challenges. These include:

• Enlargement - to perhaps 30 Member States with different energy structures

• Liberalisation of the sector. The competition introduced in the electricity
sector by the internal market is changing the conditions of competitiveness

• Environmental�concerns, which are nowadays shared by the majority of the
public and which include damage caused by the energy supply system.

On the specific issue of the environment, the struggle against climate changes is a
major challenge. The commitments made in the Kyoto Protocol are only a first step.
Greenhouse gas emissions are on the rise in the Union as in the rest of the world.

The energy debate “should take into account that current energy demand is covered
by 41% oil, 22% gas, 16% coal (hard coal, lignite and peat), 15% nuclear and 6%
renewables.  If nothing is done, the total energy picture in 2030 will continue to be
dominated by fossil fuels:  38% oil, 29% gas, 19% solid fuels, 8% renewables and
barely 6% nuclear.”

Of the eight Member States of the European Union now operating nuclear power
plants, five (Sweden, Spain, the Netherlands, Germany and Belgium) have adopted or
announced a moratorium. Italy renounced nuclear power after a referendum in 1987.
This leaves three Member States – Finland, France and the United Kingdom – who

                                                
1 The views expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect those

of the European Commission or its Services
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have not taken a negative decision. Needless to say, all eyes are fixed on Helsinki for
tomorrow’s decision by the Parliament.

Personally I have doubts that the importance of nuclear will decline to such an extent.
However, I have no special insights as to its possible future. We have done
calculations that would indicate that during the next two decades, we might need
between 200 and 300 GWe of new generating capacity. Replacement of the existing
park could almost double this amount. Even if these predictions turn out to be far
wide of the mark, it is still clear that there will be a substantial market for new
capacity. I should point out now that this is the only bit of “crystal ball gazing” that I
will do during this talk. I will not speculate on nuclear’s possible share of this market-
only some of the other factors that could influence its future as an energy source.

However, before discussing our view of the future of the nuclear option, I would like
to highlight for you our political priority in the energy sector – new and renewable
sources of energy.

1HZ�DQG�UHQHZDEOH�VRXUFHV�RI�HQHUJ\

)LUVW�WKH�JRRG�QHZV«

• Renewable energy sources have the potential to play a much larger role than they
presently do.

• There has been significant progress in renewable energy technology in recent
years. For example, wind energy is now widely recognised as a viable option.

• There are really no supply problems (except for sun in Belgium!).

• Over last 15 or so years, there has been a steady increase in energy production
from renewables (around 30%). In the wind energy sector the recent increase has
been nothing short of spectacular (2000% in 10 years).

• Most renewables produce little or no greenhouse gases so do not contribute to
climate change.

8QIRUWXQDWHO\«

• Targets for steadily increasing the share of renewables have not been achieved.

• The 30% increase in energy production over 15 years is insignificant in absolute
terms

• The development of new sites, in particular for hydroelectricity, often meets with
strong local resistance.

• There are obstacles of a structural nature – especially for the generation of
electricity.

• Most importantly, many renewable sources are more expensive than conventional
fuels.
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,Q�FRQFOXVLRQ

• New and renewable energy sources are a political priority in the Union - for
increasing security of supply and combating climate change.

• The Commission has set a target of doubling the share of renewables in global
energy consumption from 6% in 1997 to 12% in 2010.

• However, their development calls for:

• major efforts in terms of research and technological development

• investment aid and

• operational aid.

7KH�UROH�RI�QXFOHDU

In the Green Paper, nuclear is grouped together with coal, oil, gas and renewables as
“ OHVV�WKDQ�SHUIHFW” energy options.

Together with coal it is classed as an “XQGHVLUDEOH” and referred to as a “VRXUFH�RI
HQHUJ\� LQ� GRXEW” which is� ³WDLQWHG� E\� WKH� RULJLQDO� VLQ� RI� GXDO� XVDJH� �FLYLO� DQG
PLOLWDU\��LQ�WKH�IXHO�F\FOH”.

The Green Paper concludes that the future of nuclear energy in Europe is uncertain. It
depends on several factors beyond energy demand. These include:

• a solution to the problems of managing nuclear waste,

• the economic viability of the new generation of power stations

• the safety of reactors in Eastern Europe, in particular applicant countries

• policies to combat global warming.

7KH�TXHVWLRQ

According to the Green Paper, the “essential question” for nuclear is:

+RZ�FDQ�WKH�&RPPXQLW\�

• GHYHORS�IXVLRQ�WHFKQRORJ\�DQG�UHDFWRUV�IRU�WKH�IXWXUH�

• UHLQIRUFH�QXFOHDU�VDIHW\���DQG

• ILQG�D�VROXWLRQ�WR�WKH�SUREOHP�RI�QXFOHDU�ZDVWH"

7KH�PDLQ�LVVXHV�LQ�QXFOHDU�IXWXUH

None of the topics raised in the question are new. In fact the Community has been
working on all of them for over 20 years – and in some cases even longer. Millions of
Euros – in fact, in some instances, ELOOLRQV�RI�(XURV – have been spent tackling them.
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)XVLRQ�WHFKQRORJ\

By far the largest Community financial contribution into research in the nuclear area
is into fusion technology. Collaboration started in 1978. It has enabled Europe to
assume a leading position world-wide in the development of fusion. Close to 800 M¼
was allocated to this work under the Fifth Framework Programme and a similar
amount has been proposed under the Sixth Programme.

7KLV� LV� QRW� D� VKRUW�WHUP� VROXWLRQ�� If everything goes to plan, the next research
reactor2 could be working by 2020 – but a first decision has yet to be made
concerning its site. After that, if all goes well, it is hoped that an electricity-producing
reactor could be operating by 2050. Full commercial operation would likely take
somewhat longer. It is clear that these activities could – if successful - only influence
European energy production in the longer term.

5HVHDUFK�LQWR�ILVVLRQ�UHDFWRUV

The Community’s Framework Programme directs some research into new reactor
systems. However, the funding on this research is around two orders of magnitude
less than on fusion.

This should not, of course, be taken as a lack of interest by the Commission in this
area of new reactor technology. It is a realisation that the development of new reactors
can – and should - be left to the industry.

As you probably know better than Commission officials, there are already a number of
advanced reactors that have been developed – some of which are already in operation
or ready to be built. In Europe, designs are in the process of being developed to meet
the very detailed European Utility Requirements (EUR).

For the medium-term future, the Commission is involved in the US-led Generation IV
activity.

So it appears to me that when new nuclear plants will be required, there will be
several attractive designs on the market. These are expected to have a number of
advantages over the present generation of plants:

• better economics (with lower investment costs and construction times),

• simpler designs,

• modular units and,

• more passive safety features.

5HLQIRUFLQJ�QXFOHDU�VDIHW\

When the authors of the European Atomic Energy Community drafted the

                                                
2  The International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER)
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EURATOM Treaty, thoughts of nuclear installation safety and radioactive waste were
not uppermost in their minds. For several years there was no Community activity
directly dealing with nuclear installation safety.  It was not until 1975 that the
Community woke up to the seriousness of the issue. By then, nuclear power
programmes in its then Member States had progressed and diverged along very
different routes. Moreover, not only were many of the installations very different, but
the national systems regulating them were also different.

Because of these different historical backgrounds, legal frameworks, type and number
of reactors and different approaches to regulation (of a greater or lesser prescriptive
nature) there have been no significant attempts in the past to establish common rules to
be applied across the Community.

However, as a result of co-operation between the main actors in the EU since the
1970s, there is a “QRQ�ELQGLQJ� DFTXLV” that is built on fundamental common
principles. These form the basis of all the EU national nuclear safety regulations.

This slow  route to harmonisation of regulations and practices appeared acceptable to
most players until enlargement became an issue in the 1990s. As a result a number of
Soviet-designed nuclear reactors could soon be located in the Community. This
brought calls for the Candidate Countries to meet Western safety standards.

For the first time in its history, the European Union started the process of carrying out
an evaluation of nuclear safety in an independent State. In fact, in all the candidate
countries.  The Council’s report is being used in the negotiations on enlargement.
Monitoring activities are also being undertaken. However, this can not be the end of
the process as far as nuclear safety is concerned.

The debate on nuclear safety in the context of enlargement raised vital questions about
what are Western standards for nuclear safety.

In this context the declaration on the subject of nuclear safety by the Laeken Summit
is very important.

³7KH�(XURSHDQ�&RXQFLO�XQGHUWDNHV�WR�PDLQWDLQ�D�KLJK�OHYHO�RI�QXFOHDU�VDIHW\�LQ�WKH
8QLRQ���,W�VWUHVVHV�WKH�QHHG�WR�PRQLWRU�WKH�VHFXULW\�DQG�VDIHW\�RI�QXFOHDU�SRZHU
VWDWLRQV���,W�FDOOV�IRU�UHJXODU�UHSRUWV�IURP�0HPEHU�6WDWHV
�DWRPLF�HQHUJ\�H[SHUWV�
ZKR�ZLOO�PDLQWDLQ�FORVH�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�

One month ago, my Commissioner, Vice President De Palacio, appeared before a
Parliamentary committee and addresses this very issue. As she said, she does not
understand how we – in the European Union – can adopt detailed standards for the
quality of water in rivers and lakes but not have a common approach to nuclear safety.
She made it very clear that she wished to propose a Community approach to nuclear
safety in the form of common standards and European mechanisms of control that
would guarantee the application of the same methods and criteria throughout an
enlarged Europe. The objective is to ensure that all States would have equivalent
levels of nuclear safety.

Of course, this is not to imply that we think there should be a change to the existing
responsibilities. Far from it. The operator must retain the primary responsibility for
nuclear safety – under the control of the national regulatory bodies. This is a system
that works well and should – must – continue to work well into the future. The
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standards of nuclear safety in the Union are high and must remain high if nuclear
energy is to have a future.

The first framework proposal paving the way for establishing more detailed European
nuclear safety standards might then be expected sooner rather than later. We hope that
the nuclear industry – and the nuclear regulators – will work closely with us in
advancing this vitally important activity.

$�VROXWLRQ�WR�WKH�SUREOHP�RI�QXFOHDU�ZDVWH

A Public Opinion survey conducted in October 2001 – within weeks of the events of
11 September - shows that the majority of people in the European Union would
support the nuclear energy option LI�WKH�ZDVWH�FDQ�EH�VDIHO\�PDQDJHG. In response to
the statement ³LI� DOO� WKH� ZDVWH� LV�PDQDJHG� VDIHO\�� QXFOHDU� SRZHU� VKRXOG� UHPDLQ� DQ
RSWLRQ� IRU� HOHFWULFLW\� JHQHUDWLRQ� LQ� WKH� (XURSHDQ� 8QLRQ´� there are two people in
agreement for every one against� In only one Member State, Austria, do those people
who disagree outnumber those who agree. This for us highlights the important need to
address this issue.

Undoubtedly the biggest issue concerning radioactive waste management is that of
high level waste. All other aspects have already reached the industrial stage and a large
majority of the waste has already been disposed of.

There is a very broad consensus on the concept of geological disposal. The necessary
technologies to do it have all been tried and tested. Research and development will
continue to refine data, models, and concepts. In fact research on the management of
radioactive waste will be the key element in the Community’s Sixth Framework
Programme.

+RZHYHU�� WKH� H[SHUWV�KDYH� YHU\� OLWWOH�� LI� DQ\� GRXEW� WKDW�ZH� FRXOG� GLVSRVH� VDIHO\� RI
ZDVWHV�WRGD\��7KHUH�DUH�QRZ�QR�WHFKQLFDO�UHDVRQV�WR�GHOD\�GHFLVLRQV�RQ�GLVSRVDO�

The delays in identifying sites for geological repositories must be a cause for concern.

Because of this, the Commission is preparing a proposal for a framework Directive on
the management of spent nuclear fuel and radioactive waste. This would require
Member States to prepare a detailed strategy or work programme for radioactive waste
and report on this to the Commission at regular intervals. It would also seek to impose
a relatively strict timetable on progress towards siting and developing geological and
other repositories. In this way we hope that the Community will advance more rapidly
towards an acceptable – and fully transparent – solution to the issue of its wastes.

Before leaving this issue, I would just like to mention briefly the issue of funding
radioactive waste management in the longer term. It is clear that much of the waste –
especially the high-level and long-lived waste – will not have been disposed of when
the reactors producing it have closed. It is clear that the companies producing these
waste will need to make the funds available to assure the long term safety of this
waste. This is also true for any spent nuclear fuel that has not been reprocessed or will
not be reprocessed. We will address this very important topic in a new Directive
concerning the creation and management of funds to cover these liabilities and all
others relating to the decommissioning of nuclear facilities.
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&RQFOXVLRQV

There are a number of very important factors that will influence the future of nuclear
energy inside the European Union. Some of these have not been discussed here as they
are self-evident. The first and foremost of these is the continuing safe operation of the
existing nuclear facilities. The second is the demand for energy, in particular
electricity. The third is the nuclear sector’s ability to meet a share of this demand in a
competitive way.

If the demand materialises, there are likely to be reactors available that can further
improve nuclear competitiveness while maintaining its recent excellent safety record.
It will be the market that should determine which, if any, of the technologies and
designs will succeed – and which will not.

If new plants are to be built, greater Public acceptance might be realised if they meet
the same high level of safety standards throughout the Union. Here the Commission
has a very important role to play together with the nuclear regulators and the industry.
We will make proposals about EU nuclear safety standards in the near future.

The safe disposal of high level waste does not, on the other hand, have the advantage
of having been shown to be feasible. However, the experts are convinced that it is. To
ensure that it is done, the Commission will soon be proposing European legislation
covering the preparation and publication of plans for radioactive waste management in
all States of the Union and proposing a timetable for setting up disposal sites. It will
also bring forward proposals concerning the creation and management of funds for
waste management and other liabilities that remain after the end of a nuclear facility’s
economic life.

Public concerns about nuclear need to be addressed clearly and openly. Better
information should be available. The whole nuclear sector has a very important role to
play here. However, it must be able to expect strong support and clear decisions from
governments. Otherwise our inability to act will pass on a dangerous legacy to our
children – and nuclear will be left with a future that never was.

Greater transparency, better communication and more involvement by the Public in
the decision making process – coupled with political will to address, rather than avoid,
the issues – will create the basis for the future of nuclear energy in Europe and
elsewhere in the world. The Commission will strongly promote such an approach.

Vice-President De Palacio has gone very clearly on record insisting that the nuclear
option must remain open if we are to have any chance of meeting our Kyoto targets.
The Directorate General for Energy and Transport is committed to work to keep the
option open. It is clear that RXU�WDVN�LV�QRW�QRZ�WR�VSHFLILFDOO\�SURPRWH�WKH�XVH�RI�DQ\
VSHFLILF�QXFOHDU�WHFKQRORJ\�EXW�WR�FUHDWH�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�LQ�ZKLFK�QXFOHDU�HQHUJ\
FDQ� EH� XVHG� VDIHO\� LQ� WKRVH� 6WDWHV� ZLVKLQJ� WR� GR� VR. The Commission will do
everything it can to promote – with full openness and transparency - the conditions
necessary for the nuclear option to remain open safely.

%UXVVHOV�����0D\�����


