Should we tiptoe back to nuclear energy?
The devastation of parts of the Ukraine by the Chernobyl nuclear explosion in 1986 marked the end of nuclear expansion, at least in the UK.  In fact, the unravelling of the nuclear industry was already happening as a result of Mrs Thatcher’s abortive attempt to privatise it.  It was clear that, in fact, nuclear energy was not viable without huge government subsidy, insurance under-writing and backing for nuclear waste disposal and storage.

But a skilful PR campaign by the nuclear industry in recent years, putting it forward as part of the solution to global warming – and backed by some high-profile environmentalists – has seen the nuclear industry revive itself.  It is now the government’s intention to build 15 plants to replace the elderly nuclear plants now active.

Yes, we should…

The nuclear industry is proven in most of the developed world, and is urgently needed to fill the energy gap as we cut out fossil fuels, in order to minimise global warming.  Modern, off-the-peg technology means that we can avoid the decade-long delays in the 1970s for nuclear plans to be designed, approved and built.  No other technology, however we might long for wind, wave or solar energy, can quite fill the gap, which means that nuclear is the only alternative to black-out.

No, we shouldn’t…

Nuclear is a centralised 20th century technology that will siphon off research funds for renewables, as it has done for the past generation, allowing other countries to develop the technology.  We need every building to be self-sufficient in energy, not build more wasteful centralised plants that lose a third of their energy just in transmission.  There is no solution for high-grade nuclear waste, which stays dangerous for 10,000 years, and nuclear plants – and the trade in plutonium that supply them – are dangerous terrorist targets.
Questions to think about

1. Is it possible to insulate nuclear plants from terrorists?  Won’t doing so require them to be even more expensive than they already are?

2. How will we supply the missing 20 per cent of energy without either fossil fuels or nuclear?

3. How energy intensive are nuclear plants and uranium extraction?  Will new nuclear plants generate enough energy to replace all the energy they have taken to build and fuel?

4. How do you fund the insurance against a Chernobyl style nuclear accident?
5. Sweden went non-nuclear by putting their cities in charge of producing energy?  Could we ever do the same?

