
Could the pro-nuclear panellists explain why they consistently misdescribe nuclear as low carbon? 

(considering full nuclear fuel production chain - uranium mining, milling, transport, enrichment, fuel 

fab, reactor construction etc.) 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

We do not shy away from the fact that building a nuclear power plant and producing fuel are not carbon 

neutral, although significant steps can be taken to reduce, or offset emissions associated with bringing a 

new power station into operation.  However, once built the plant will typically operate for around 60 

years whilst producing almost zero carbon.  As a result, there are many studies that suggest that new 

nuclear has a similar carbon footprint to offshore wind, and a much lower footprint than solar power. 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity: 

Look at the evidence http://energyforhumanity.org/briefings/carbon-emissions/lifecycle-carbon-

emissions-of-electricity-generation-sources/  

 

 

How do you aim to spread awareness and educate the public to get support towards nuclear? 

Without this awareness and backing of the public no politician is willing to stick their neck out to 

support nuclear and will push the decision to the next government. 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

We absolutely recognise this challenge and are working with the Nuclear Industry Association and others 

to develop campaigns that will bolster public support.  Having said that, polling in the UK generally shows 

that the public is supportive of nuclear power, particularly when it is explained that it provides low 

carbon and highly reliable electricity. 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity: 

EFH is working across multiple platforms - online, in print and - wherever possible - in person, with other 

NGOs in Europe and throughout the world, and across industry, academia, finance and national and 

international organisations, including the NNWI, and governments to make the humanitarian and 

environmental case for nuclear energy. There are lots of examples of these efforts on the EFH website. 

Here is a civil society declaration we published in March, signed by 35 civil society leaders from nine 

countries http://energyforhumanity.org/news-events/news/news/press-release-global-civil-society-

call-high-profile-nuclear-presence-cop26/ and a letter published in the Financial Times in December. The 

53 signatories of this open letter include world famous climate scientists; academics, political leaders; 

regulators; climate NGOs; authors; artists; and investors. http://energyforhumanity.org/news-

events/news/news/ft-open-letter-eu-sustainable-finance-nuclear-energy-climate/  

 
Ian McCarlie, Pinsent Masons LLP: 

You need to convince the public it is safe etc (still some public perceptions here)  and secondly that it is 

cost effective – that doesn’t mean it’s the cheapest. 

 

 

How would you suggest the government support the set-up of transport networks in a low carbon 

world? Electricity is widely available but there are still many types of plug. Hydrogen fuel cells are 

similar but with a smaller network or refuelling options. 
 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity:  

Clean synthetic fuels that are comparable in cost and performance to fossil fuels will be needed for a rapid 

clean switch in hard to decarbonise transport sectors such as aviation and shipping. Our consulting firm, 

LucidCatalyst will shortly be publishing a new report on Hydrogen enabled synthetic fuels. In the 

meantime, check out our article on why We need more of our climate solutions to be Impossible Burgers 
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and why We can’t rely on behaviour change to stop climate change http://energyforhumanity.org/top-

ten-facts/we-need-more-of-our-climate-solutions-to-be-impossible-burgers/ leading to this feature 

article to be published in WIRED magazine’s Climate Issue (April 2020) 

https://www.wired.com/story/climate-change-change-your-mind-about-alternative-meat/  

 

Ian McCarlie, Pinsent Masons LLP: 

There needs to be a massive investment in new charging infrastructure and standardisation - economies 

of scale needed to get costs down -  consumer behaviours to be driven by tax breaks and concessions. EV 

needs to be as easy/ quick as filling up at petrol stations - primary support needs to be fiscal. 

 

 

 

How helpful do the panel think a UK-wide energy policy around nuclear would be in achieving net 

zero alongside renewables? Is it beyond your imaginations to envisage a new nuclear energy project 

in Scotland within the next 10 years? 
 

Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

This is a matter for the Scottish Government and voters in Scotland.  The immediate priority is for the 

widely anticipated Energy White Paper from the Westminster Government to pave the way for the new 

nuclear power stations that will be needed if the UK is to achieve net zero climate change gas emissions 

by 2050. 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity:  

Scotland should come to its own conclusions, and hopefully will participate more in future. There are 

plenty of opportunities in England and Wales to create jobs and socio-economic and environmental 

benefits from nuclear energy in the meantime. 

 

Ian McCarlie, Pinsent Masons LLP: 

This won’t happen for so long as SNP in power. 

 

 

Zero carbon industrial clusters seem to be built around firm power supply - present pilot stage 

meaning undesirable emitting biomass plant. Will such clusters need to be built around nuclear 

plant sites? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

We certainly think there is a case for such clusters to be developed around nuclear plants, if this is 

considered beneficial by the industry and welcomed by local communities.  For example, in some places 

there may be an argument for building SMRs in future alongside larger nuclear plants, and to produce 

hydrogen for transport utilising energy from a nuclear power station.  However, our focus is on building 

new nuclear power stations rather than on clusters that may follow on from them. 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity:  

It would make sense to broaden the value proposition for local communities and industrial clusters. For 

example, beyond clean, reliable, affordable power, to supply heat for district heating or industrial 

applications, as well as the production of clean hydrogen and synthetic fuels for power generation, gas 

networks and a wide range of other market applications. 
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How will we arrive at an overall energy network that is stable, reliable, and affordable? How can 

the market deliver this? If this is the primary question, we could move the public debate away from 

technology A vs B vs C. 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

We agree that a debate about the most desirable outcome – a stable, reliable and affordable energy 

system – would be welcome, and we hope that this will be the focus of the forthcoming UK Energy White 

Paper and wider discussions about future energy policy. 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity:  

The whole system perspective is key. Recent net zero energy systems modelling by the Energy Systems 

Catapult demonstrates the importance of a portfolio of technologies to improve the overall performance 

of the system to achieve flexible, reliable, clean and low cost power supply, whilst decarbonising the rest 

of the energy system including transport, industry and heat. Trying to do this without nuclear will be 

more expensive, more difficult, and more likely to fail. 

 

 

Does not the presence on the electricity grid of varying generation from wind and solar reduce the 

financial viability or benefit of nuclear generators feeding the same grid? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

No; in fact, the variability of renewables makes the deployment of more reliable nuclear power even more 

essential for reasons of grid stability and continuity of supply.  As the Committee on Climate Change has 

made clear, the optimal balance for the future energy system is around 60% variable power (renewables) 

and 40% firm power (nuclear and CCUS). 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity: 

LucidCatalyst will publish a report shortly on the role of Flexible Nuclear in future energy systems with 

high penetrations of renewables. The headline findings are that advanced reactors will enable high 

penetrations of renewables into future energy systems, whilst lowering the overall cost of the system and 

enabling deep carbon reductions compared to gas turbines in the same scenario. You can see early 

findings here: http://energyforhumanity.org/news-events/news/campaigns/clean-energy-ministerial-

flexible-nuclear-campaign-nuclear-renewables-integration/  

 

 

How do the industry experts rate the ability of nuclear to ramp its output? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

Our experience from China demonstrates that a fully-engaged and active nuclear industry can build a fleet 

of new reactors at scale and at the same time benefit from lower costs as the supply chain develops its 

capability and experience. 

 

 

With no utility taking on SMRs at present, any thoughts on overcoming this challenge? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

There are other experts better placed to comment, but given that SMRs are an emerging technology it 

would be beneficial for the supply chain to be engaged in a much-needed programme of building larger 

nuclear power stations now, utilising proven technologies, so that they are ‘match fit’ to build other 

designs later.  In order to achieve carbon net zero by 2050 we are going to need all of these technologies. 
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In a world of insular thinking how do we attract the funds necessary for nuclear whilst we develop 

the UK skill/technology base? Given low oil prices and rising renewables - could the HMT bailout be 

extended? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

This is primarily a matter for the Government.  A number of proposed funding and financing models for 

nuclear power have been proposed, including the Contract for Difference, Regulated Asset Base and direct 

public investment.  CGN is in a position to consider all of these options. 

 

 

How well do we understand the cited excess cost of ->100% renewables vs a mixed clean grid in 

the UK/European context? If well, how much? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

There are many economists and policymakers who have commented on this, such as the UK Committee 

on Climate Change which made clear that the optimal balance was around 60% variable power 

(renewables) and 40% firm power (nuclear and CCUS). 

 

 

 

Do you think is realistic to have RES and nuclear power mix to 2030 in Europe? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

Yes.  Please see other responses. 

 

Kirsty Gogan, Energy for Humanity: 

I very much hope so, but all low carbon technologies need consistent access to finance and other market-

based support. 

 

 

Will Labour explicitly include nuclear in its Green New Deal? 

 
Alan Raymant, CGN UK: 

This is a matter for the Labour Party. 

 

 

For Kirsty Gogan:  

 

Some say that Fukushima is ugly, expensive, and risky - Do you think there is a smarter way to 

engage with people outside the nuclear industry about waste management, that does not focus on 

safety? 

 
Here is an exemplar https://www.covra.nl/en/. The art of preservation 

https://www.covra.nl/en/radioactive-waste/the-art-of-preservation/. 
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For Alan Raymant: 

 

You mention renewables intermittency but ignore four month long planned nuclear outages and 

many unplanned outages. Why? 

 
It is true to say that nuclear power stations are not online continuously throughout their 60-year 

lifespans.  However, there is a world of difference between planned outages and turbines that have to deal 

with winds that can vary from one moment to the next.  Most experts agree that nuclear is the most 

reliable of low carbon energy sources, which is why the UK Committee on Climate Change has made clear 

that the optimal balance is around 60% variable power (renewables) and 40% firm power (nuclear and 

CCUS). 

 

Are you aware that the French fleet effect was the more nuclear units they build, the worse the 

negative learning curve became? So, in fact, the latter reactors were less efficient than the earlier 

ones. 
 

Our experience from China demonstrates that a fully-engaged and active nuclear industry can build a fleet 

of new reactors at scale and at the same time benefit from lower costs as the supply chain develops its 

capability and experience.  We are bringing this experience to UK. 

 

 


