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Thank you, High Commissioner. 
 
It is a great privilege for me to be kicking off the Energy session of the 
Canada-Europe Roundtable. 
 
Only a few years ago, very few people would have guessed that nuclear 
energy would become such a central issue in the strategic relationship 
between Europe and Canada.  Or course, both areas have been technological 
leaders in nuclear energy for decades.  But the great excitement in the 
energy field was elsewhere: in the development of the incredible wealth of 
the Canadian oilsands, the strong growth of renewable energy, the growing 
infrastructure for natural gas and in the development of new, cleaner coal 
technologies.  In front of these developments, nuclear seemed to be an old 
technology with little surprises to offer.  Sometimes, it was even seen as an 
unwelcome competitor to the oil & gas industry. 
 
The situation has dramatically changed today.  Not because the alternatives 
to nuclear have lost their interest.  Quite the contrary: oilsands, renewables, 
natural gas pipelines and LNG terminals,  clean coal, are even hotter today 
than they were five years ago.  They have made significant technical 
progress and have proven their marketability beyond any doubt. 
 
But one important thing has changed.  It is now more and more obvious that 
nuclear energy is a competitive and clean part of the energy mix – whose 
development will actually support, not hamper, the development of the oil 
and gas industry.  I predict that in the next decade, nuclear energy and fossil 
energy will cease to be seen as competitors, and that we will together 
develop significant synergies between the two industries. 
 
This is, in a way, a return to tradition.  In the past, oil companies have been 
instrumental in the development of nuclear energy.  In the 1970s, Exxon 
used to own what is today AREVA’s nuclear fuel manufacturing plant in 
Richland, USA.  Less than 20 years ago, Total was an active player in 
uranium mining. 
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These investments were, at the time, motivated by the hope that nuclear 
would be used to mass-produce hydrogen for the needs of upgrading and 
refining capacities.  This idea was then abandoned when methane reforming 
was proven to be a more competitive way to produce hydrogen. 
 
This economic calculation, of course, would deserve a new look in our time.  
Not only has natural gas become more expensive in relative terms, but we all 
know that we must take into account the cost of CO2 emissions for the 
environment.  However, the synergies between nuclear and oil & gas go far 
beyond hydrogen generation. 
 
First of all, it is more and more obvious that we have entered a long period 
of high prices for oil, and to a lesser extent for natural gas too.  This means 
that it will make more economic sense for oil and gas producers to sell as 
much of their production as they can, instead of using it for their own 
purposes. 
 
This is obvious in Alberta, which produces most of the natural gas exported 
to the United States.  American demand for natural gas is growing while US 
domestic production has already peaked.  There is therefore a growing 
demand for Canadian gas and the price prospects for it look very good 
indeed. 
 
But at the same time, oil extraction and upgrading continue to use gas-
generated electricity, which consume a significant part of that valuable asset 
that the Americans are eager to purchase.  It would therefore only make 
sense to gradually replace some of this electricity with nuclear power.  
Nuclear power is not only competitive – AREVA’s third-generation plants 
allow us to generate power at a cost of about $55 / kWh – it also has an 
extremely predictable cost structure.  Amortization of initial investment, 
takes up about 55% of the cost of power, while the price of uranium takes up 
less than 10% and manufacturing processes account for most of the rest.  
There is therefore a strong case for increasing the place of nuclear power as 
a competitive, reliable and predictable cost in the business model of the oil 
& gas industry, while at the same time increasing revenues from the sale of 
natural gas. 
 
The second reason why synergies between our two industries will be 
growing is the need to limit greenhouse gas emissions.  On both sides of the 
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Atlantic, governments are taking ambitious measures to ensure that our 
economies produce energy in a more environmentally responsible way.  
European countries are committed to Kyoto targets, while Canada 
announced last May its own policy of industrial targets, carbon trading and 
offsets mechanisms.  It doesn’t matter if we use different tools – as long as 
we are pursuing the same goal. 
 
Alliances between nuclear and fossil energy producers offer a significant 
way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Nuclear power is CO2-free.  It can 
be used to answer the needs of the oil & gas industry for electricity, for 
hydrogen, and even for steam.  By purchasing these sources of energy from 
nuclear operators, oil & gas players will at the same time procure a reliable 
source of power; enjoy the benefits of nuclear cost-competitiveness; make 
future costs significantly more predictable; and reduce their overall 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  This is too good a deal not to lead to 
significant investment in the next decade. 
 
I therefore believe that we will soon see the emergence of combined 
industrial projects, where nuclear plants will sit next to hydrogen 
manufacturing plants, while immediate dispatching systems will allow the 
operator to switch all or part of the power generated by the plant, as needed, 
either to the general grid or to the hydrolysis operation.  I believe that this 
model will attract interest among oil & gas investors.  And there is a strong 
likelihood that Canada will be the first country to develop such a project. 
 
I want to reflect, however, on how the industry will need to adapt to face a 
strongly growing demand.  The competitiveness, reliability and 
environmental benefits of nuclear power are not only becoming evident to 
the oil & gas industry, but to many other players as well.  They are driving a 
steep worldwide increase in demand for nuclear – so steep that the industry 
faces the risk of missing huge opportunities if it doesn’t adapt its 
organization, its skills base, and even its whole business model.  
 
We will need to mobilize an enormous amount of new skills, which will 
require significant training.  AREVA is taking the lead, and recruited no less 
than 8,000 new employees worldwide in 2006. 
 
We will need, furthermore, to train and qualify new subcontractors in new 
markets.  We will need to keep an eye on rare assets in the subcontracting 
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world – such as available slots for large forgings – and make sure that we 
secure them to answer worldwide demand. 
 
All this, however, is not enough.  With potential new customers crowding 
the door for new builds, the market will not be able to afford too many 
different technologies.  When demand is high, standardization becomes 
inevitable in order to improve delivery times.  Only through greater 
standardization will we speed up the delivery of components and the 
building of new plants. 
 
Standardization will probably also affect safety standards.  Safety authorities 
are already exchanging information at a quickly accelerating pace.  The US 
NRC, for instance, recently contracted out to the Finnish safety authority the 
calculations related to measuring the resistance of a nuclear plant to the fall 
of a commercial aircraft. 
 
Striving for the safest nuclear plants that we can have is a global effort, in 
which all major safety authorities are taking part.  Therefore, the natural 
tendency should be to see safety standards across the globe getting closer 
and closer.  This is only natural. The market would never be comfortable if it 
felt that one jurisdiction applies looser standards than the others.  
Furthermore, safety authorities will be under pressure to reach their 
decisions quickly.  This will give a strong advantage to technologies that 
have already been approved on other markets. 
 
Utilities, too, will understand that the quickest way to have a new model 
approved and to enjoy the benefits of a strong supply chain is to go for 
technologies with a global experience and industrial base.  I therefore predict 
that the global market for new nuclear builds will eventually be organized 
around a very limited number of models – probably no more than 5 or 6. 
 
The bright side of this standardization, of course, is that subcontractors in 
the nuclear industry will have increased opportunities to export their skills 
on the global scale.  A global supply chain is the only reasonable way to 
manufacture a global product for a global demand.  Tomorrow’s nuclear 
plants will be multinational in their very bones, with different parts coming 
from specialized locations all around the globe to be assembled locally.  
Indeed, this has already begun:  it is for instance a Canadian subcontractor, 
L3-Mapps, which designs and builds the simulator for AREVA’s first 
Generation 3 nuclear plant currently built in Finland. 
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I can see that I have strayed out of the topic assigned to me.  You asked me 
to talk about the transatlantic context, but I am already talking about global 
organization rather than merely transatlantic partnerships. 
 
This, of course, reflects the increasingly global nature of the industry.  
However, I believe that there is a special place for transatlantic co-operation 
– and especially for co-operation between Canada and Europe – in the 
middle of this globalizing trend. 
 
Canada is incredibly rich in natural resources and in engineering talent; it 
offers one of the best business environments on the planet, marked by 
political stability and the rule of law.  Indeed, Canada’s only weakness – a 
weakness that most other countries in the world would love to have – is that 
its capacity for new energy developments seems to be constantly far greater 
than what the available resources will allow. 
 
Europe, of course, has fewer natural resources – but it does have a large 
array of first-rate energy companies, a wide choice of environmentally-
friendly solutions, and a big population of engineers with an experience of 
working abroad or eager to gain this experience. 
 
In order to allow Canada to go even further than the already astounding rate 
of development that its energy industry is experiencing now, partnerships 
between Canadian and European firms can be a significant asset. 
 
These partnerships will be made stronger by the common cultures and the 
common history that your country shares with our continent.  We should 
build on this common past that makes us natural allies.   
 
Such partnerships can either bring together companies from the same 
industry, or create synergies between separate industries such as the 
synergies between nuclear and oil that I have just described. 
 
We should go on and strengthen our co-operation.  This will allow both 
sides to gain in a mutual exchange of best practices.  It will help transform 
Canada into the energy superpower that it should be, and will provide 
European firms with the unique experience of taking part in one of the most 
varied and active energy markets in the world. 


