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My Lords, unlike the previous speaker, I warmly welcome this stream of partnership and 

position papers, which I believe reflect rather well on our Civil Service and its creative 

resources and energies. 

I shall confine my comments in my five minutes to one point and plea. The worst and silliest 

advice ever given to a Prime Minister throughout this whole saga was to avoid seeking 

fundamental changes in the way the European Union works. That was the advice given by 

officials close to David Cameron and by think tanks such as the Centre for European Reform. 

They all said that deep reform is not on and that it should be avoided. They advised sticking to 

a shopping list of British demands, which is of course what Mr Cameron did, against his earlier 

judgment and inclination, with absolutely disastrous results. Far from avoiding the 

fundamental principles of the European Union, we as a major regional power and networker 

should have opened them up in close alliance with the majority of European peoples who see 

the overwhelming need for new models of European co-operation. That is where all good 

Europeans should be turning their efforts. 

All along, what is happening to the whole European Union has been the real story, which too 

many people have avoided. It faces entirely new challenges from unprecedented migrant 

movements larger than anything in history, from a totally transformed world trade pattern and 

from the new phase of global digitalisation and networking, which is changing the entire 

conditions of international relations and trade. That is the point that so many columnists, and 

the BBC in particular, have completely failed to grasp. 

This brings me to my plea: we need one more position paper to add to all that we have had, 

including the one today. I would like to see this position paper majoring on the following 

points. First, it should address the whole of Europe’s crying need for new immigration 

strategies, of which our own wish for stronger border controls is only one aspect. The 

theoretical principle of free movement of persons, introduced at Maastricht, which is said to 

be so fundamental, has in reality long since collapsed as country after country adopts border 

restrictions and job regulations for immigrants, such as France itself and all of the Visegrad 

countries. 

Secondly, there is the need for the old EU economic model to be replaced with arrangements 

which respond to the powerful decentralising and localising pull of the digital age in all areas, 

as well as the need to bring a new philosophy not just to trade and industry but to security 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Lords&memberId=993


and all aspects of regional co-operation including energy—although, of course, on quite 

different lines to the present bankrupt EU energy policy. 

Thirdly, there is the need for Europe, which is a fast-shrinking part of the global trade order, to 

revise its trading provisions fundamentally in the new globalisation phase, and adopt new 

platforms and blockchain technologies which invalidate the old protectionism and the old 

customs union concept to which our friends opposite, the Labour Party and others, still cling. 

That makes them prisoners of the past, one and all. 

Fourthly, there is the question of how to reverse out of the blind cul-de-sac of the chronically 

sick euro system which demands an unattainable, undesirable and unnecessary degree of 

budgetary tax and political centralisation, and prepare for the fintech age of crypto and virtual 

currencies and the demise of cash which lies just ahead. 

Today there are good Europeans looking forward and vested-interest Europeans clinging to 

the old hierarchy. A weak, outdated and fractious continental Europe has always been of 

immense damage and danger to Britain. We just cannot isolate ourselves from it; that way lies 

disaster. Rather than trying to walk away from what will be a lopsided Europe overdominated 

by a reluctant Germany, we should be committing our considerable intellectual and diplomatic 

resources and our huge experience to the design of a more modern European model and the 

pathway towards it. That would include the deep defence partnership which the latest position 

paper talks about, and very welcome it is. That is one example of many on how closer co-

operation in Europe can be achieved outside the rigid confines of the old EU treaties. 

Long before Brexit, we should have been doing this anyway. We should have been afraid of 

neither treaty change nor allegations that we are somehow heretics challenging the sacred 

European principles. We are neither. We are, or should be, realists who want, and always have 

wanted, our region to be stable and to prosper—and continue to be so—in utterly changed 

conditions. It is a different world from the one in which the EU was conceived 60 years ago. 

We can argue endlessly about exit payments, land borders, citizen status and transition 

times—where, in my view, it seems a no-brainer that there should be an EEA-type holding 

pattern. These can all be resolved in due course, as we move to a sensible customs 

partnership. But the real issue is what is happening in Europe in this age of upheaval and 

disorder, and how we work hand in glove with our partners in the face of the colossal new 

challenges. That is the missing frame to our overall approach and we need now to set it out 

with boldness and foresight. Can we please have another paper on that?  
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 Lord Howell 

Speech September 5th   

My Lords, I very strongly welcome this Statement and in particular the stream of position 

papers that have come out throughout July. We have hardly had time to read all of them, 

the volume has been so great, but they set out extremely clearly—much more clearly 

than has been given credit in this House or elsewhere—the aims and objectives of Her 

Majesty’s Government in reaching constructive agreements with the rest of Europe. 

Would she agree in particular that the concept of customs partnership, which is 

developed in one of the recent papers, is really a vast improvement on being tied to the 

outdated customs union, which is a design of the 20th century and hardly fits into the 

modern pattern of trade at all—but which the Opposition have suddenly decided to cling 

to, for reasons which I cannot fully understand, although perhaps they can be explained? 

I know some more position papers are coming, but I would ask for one more in particular 

which concentrates on the thoughts and contribution that Britain might make to the 

overall fundamental reform of European co-operation and the modernisation of the 

whole EU model, which is so obviously needed as the European continent as a whole 

faces colossal new challenges—notably, migration and refugees but many others as well. 

We need an entirely new pattern of co-operation to meet the 20th century in Europe, and 

through our deep and special relationship we can make that contribution. Could we have 

that set out as well as the other ideas that have already been presented to us? 
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 Share this contribution  

My noble friend, as ever, speaks from great experience in these matters. I am very 

interested in his proposal about a paper looking at further EU reform and the new pattern 

of co-operation. I recall in our years in opposition together listening to him examining, in 

a very intellectual way, how we could change the way that the EU worked for the better of 

all. I am very interested and will certainly take that idea back. 

I agree with my noble friend that a customs partnership is better than a customs union 

because a customs union means that one is not in a position to carry out trade deals. The 

Department for International Trade is ready, willing and very able to carry out those deals. 

Earlier on, the noble Baroness, Lady Hayter, seemed to think that it lacked capacity. 

However, since its formation, DIT has increased to a global workforce of more than 3,200. 

The trade policy group has quadrupled in size, and in June 2017 the department 

appointed a new chief trade negotiations adviser with over 25 years of experience. I was a 

little bit cheeky there, because what I really wanted to do is add to the record my thanks 

to my noble friend Lord Price. It has been an absolute joy to be able to work with him 

over the last year and a quarter. I was very keen on his appointment because before that, 

for one month only, I am pleased to say, I was Trade Minister while also doing the work at 

the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. He was super 
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 Speech on July 17th on Electricity Markets.  

My Lords, I declare an interest as chairman of Windsor Energy Group, as an adviser to 

Crystol Energy and Mitsubishi Electric and as a former president of the British Institute of 

Energy Economics. As the other non-member of the committee in this debate, I have no 

hesitation in dubbing it an excellent report, a first-class production. I strongly 

congratulate the noble Lord, Lord Hollick, both on his report and on his speech 

presenting it, and other noble Lords, particularly my noble friend Lord Forsyth and the 

noble Lord, Lord Darling. This is the kind of report of which, frankly, we need many more 

if we are to successfully unravel the absolutely disastrous energy policies of the last two 
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decades that have caused so much suffering and difficulty, and set back this country 

decisively in international competition. 

I will focus purely and simply on Hinkley Point C, which other noble Lords spoke about in 

detail as well. In a way, it is symptomatic and emblematic of the whole hideous mess into 

which our energy policy has fallen. The National Audit Office did a very telling and highly 

critical review which the noble Lord, Lord Hollick, mentioned. I gave evidence to that 

inquiry. Of course, much has been said about that this evening but I can bring a few more 

new items to the debate. 

I was always worried about the Hinkley project, long before it had final approval here—

indeed, I wrote a whole book about it a year or two ago—for the reasons we have heard 

this evening. I am even more worried now that it has been approved and is under way. I 

was worried before, as we have heard repeated again and again, because the design does 

not work and is unproven, the delays have been colossal, Flamanville is full of difficulties, 

there are vast cost overruns, Areva—the supplier of equipment to EDF—went bankrupt 

and had to be taken over, and much of the equipment is questioned. As we have heard, 

even since this report appeared and since the main concrete has begun to be poured, the 

budget estimates have started rising again by enormous sums. The delay projections 

have continued and of course will continue. Above all that, there is the eye-watering cost 

to consumers for decades ahead. We heard all about the grandchild of my noble friend 

Lord Forsyth. My grandchildren are in the same position. Of course, in 10, 15 or 20 years’ 

time, this cost will be well above what is likely to be the cost from renewables, even 

offshore renewables and without storage. If storage technologies develop at the pace 

they are now, the cost of renewables offshore and onshore for wind and solar will come 

down vastly. This £92.50 or maybe £89.50 strike price for Hinkley Point will be miles 

above that of electricity from renewables, let alone from conventional sources. 

Why am I even more worried now than I was when it was being discussed and proposed, 

after the decision last summer that it should go ahead? There are two primary reasons. 

First, any failure, setback or major faltering would now threaten thousands of jobs and 

careers which have all been committed to this. There are enormous developments in 

West Somerset, with hundreds of new schools and houses being built. A vast new social 

project has come up and thousands of people have committed their lives to this going 

forward. That is the danger when you get into a project like this. It becomes almost 

impossible to see how you will escape from it if it goes wrong. 

Secondly, we have heard this evening all sorts of reasons why there might be a failure at 

Hinkley Point C. The Government in their reply even have a section on a contingency—it 

is in an annexe—so they are presumably aware of the dangers as well. Any failure would 

do huge damage to UK-China relations. Our relationship for trade, business and security 



with China over the next 20 or 30 years is absolutely vital and has been built up very 

successfully. That would be damaged if this goes wrong and there would be, rightfully, 

feelings among both the 25,000 in West Somerset and our Chinese allies that they had 

been betrayed. Those are two worries that we cannot just brush aside. In particular, the 

Chinese have seen their one-third investment in Hinkley Point C as the way to further 

investment and development of their nuclear building capacities in Europe. Of course, 

they have fixed their eyes on building, with the Hualong technology, a nuclear power 

station at Bradwell in Essex. 

So what do we do? I think there are two options. One is to stand here and all shake our 

heads and wring our hands, but I am afraid the milk has been spilled; the thing is 

committed and we now have to think of how we can move out of the very dangerous and 

immensely damaging situation into which policy-makers have allowed us to drift. Of 

course, the answer is that there has to be a plan B at Hinkley Point: something else has to 

be built there. I suggested this some months ago, amid some cries of dismay, but that is 

what I believe is going to happen. That is better than just wringing our hands. 

Fortunately, the plan B that I think is beginning to take shape is being led by the Chinese 

themselves, who appear to recognise the sorts of difficulties we have discussed this 

evening. I think they see shrewdly that this cannot continue on the present path because 

it will lead to disaster. Incidentally, they have not paid their contribution yet to the 

project. The cheque has not yet been written—probably quite cannily. 

What is the way forward? I think it lies in the direction of what the Chinese authorities are 

now calling the “nimble dragon” technology. This is the very rapid development—much 

more rapid than over here or in America—of small, modular reactors, which the noble 

Lords, Lord Darling and Lord Hollick, mentioned. The Chinese have installed a working 

one, I think, on the island of Hainan, and are developing this whole concept very rapidly 

indeed. This is the Linglong technology, as opposed to the Hualong technology, which 

they were talking about for Bradwell. They are also developing, as are other countries, 

technologies for using the molten salt methods, which provide much more passive 

cooling and much less radioactive and much safer forms of nuclear energy generation. 

They are safer and quicker and they may be, although this is yet to be proven, cheaper. 

What we are talking about are rows of smaller, 300 megawatt plants—so you would need 

six, seven, eight, nine or even 10 of those to match the gigantic 3.2 gigawatt plant that 

was planned for Hinkley. But I would not be surprised if the Chinese begin to see these 

smaller, modular reactors as an alternative to the whole EDF Hinkley project, in which 

obviously they have declining confidence. As I say, there would need to be a series of 

them. They can be built in the factory. A learning curve takes place but this is now well 

within reach, and certainly within reach in the timescale of between now and 2027. 



That is the new point which I thought I would add to our discussion: we may yet be saved 

by the farsightedness and perception of the Chinese, whom we must not let down and 

we must work with to develop an alternative to the Hinkley dinosaur. Nuclear power, 

which I have always been very supportive of, offers two prizes: security of supply and low-

carbon electricity, which is good; as well as, of course, the supply of non-intermittent 

electricity. The question is: how much should we pay for it? At Hinkley the question was 

never properly asked and has certainly never been answered. It should be, rather quickly. 

 

 


