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About Bright New World 

Bright New World is an environmental non-governmental organisation registered in Australia 
and based in Adelaide. Bright New World has a base of members and supporters from 
around the world. Bright New World is governed by an independent board of directors with an 
independent Chairperson. Bright New World is not a corporate lobby group; our constitution 
forbids membership by bodies corporate. 
 
Our objectives, as stated in our constitution, are:  
 

1. to contribute to the stabilisation and rapid reduction in greenhouse gas emissions so as to 
achieve the lowest practicable level of atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gas, thereby 
contributing to the stability of Earth’s climate; 

2. to further the urgent needs of human development and welfare worldwide through the elimination 
of poverty and the promotion of international cooperation; 

3. to create a planet that is richer in natural resources and biodiversity through: 

a. the progressive decoupling of human development and welfare from activities that place 
pressure upon, consume the resources of, and degrade the quality of the natural 
environment; and 

b. the application of rigorous research and human ingenuity to the restoration, 
conservation and protection of the natural environment 

4. to promote pathways to the provision of plentiful, globally scalable energy that is free of 
greenhouse gas emissions and minimizes all impacts on the natural world for the purposes of 
meeting clauses 1, 2 and 3 , including a non-exclusive focus on the beneficial uses of nuclear 
fission technologies; 

5. to provide an inclusive, a-political and intellectually rigorous destination for like-minded 
individuals and organisations to explore and collectively act upon clauses 1, 2, 3 and 4; 

6. to provide a source of credible resources for government, media, educational institutions and 
private enterprise in issues related to clauses 1, 2, 3 and 4; and  

7. to operate a fund that will accept donations of money or property in compliance with the Tax Act.  

Bright New World makes this submission in support of the above-stated objectives. 
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Introduction and summary conclusion 

We welcome the opportunity to provide input regarding the Asian Infrastructure Investment 

Bank (‘the Bank’) Energy Sector Strategy Discussion Report draft (‘the draft’)[1]. This 

submission will focus specifically on the current position regarding financing for nuclear plants 

by the Bank in paragraph 38: 

“Financing of nuclear plants will not be considered by the bank.” 

We discuss this position in reference to the proposed position in relation to financing coal and 

oil power generation (paragraph 36):  

 “Supported fossil fuel based generation facilities would be expected to use 

commercially available least-carbon technology. In many countries, gas-fired power 

generation would form part of such transition. Carbon efficient oil and coal-fired power 

plants would be considered if they replace existing less efficient capacity or are 

essential to the reliability and integrity of the system, or if no viable or affordable 

alternative exists in specific cases, particularly in low income countries”.  

In summary, the proposed position of declining to finance nuclear plants while supporting the 

finance of coal and oil plants is unsupportable on the basis of evidence relating to the 

interrelated challenges of climate change, human development, human health and air 

pollution, and the preservation of biodiversity.  

The evidence demonstrates that this proposed position by the Bank would work in direct 

opposition to the stated goals of the Bank, and that the deployment of nuclear technologies is 

in full-alignment with the stated goals of the bank. 

We urge the Bank to uphold its own principles by affording modern nuclear energy the 

support it requires to compete on an even playing field of investment. This is essential if we 

are to make the global future energy mix clean and reliable, at an affordable price, and in a 

timeframe that reflects the continuing urgency of poverty alleviation and human development. 
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The proposed exclusion has no basis in evidence or 

argument 

In documentation relating to the Bank’s purpose, there appears to be no principle underlying 

the exclusion of nuclear energy from financing. 

 

1. The Environmental and Social Framework 

The Banks’s Vision supports sustainable development in Asia [2], with principles including an 

emphasis on climate action and low-carbon technologies. There is no provision for exclusion 

of specific low-carbon technology in the Vision. There is no provision for the exclusion of 

nuclear technologies within the Environmental and Social Exclusion List. Indeed the recent 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change publication on energy and climate 

change, specifically referenced by the draft, includes nuclear energy as a key opportunity for 

energy sector emissions reductions [3]. 

The potential for emission reductions in the energy sector is greater than in any other 

sector (Höhne et al, 2013). There are several key opportunities for reducing 

emissions in the sector, namely promoting carbon-free energy sources such as 

increasing renewable energy and nuclear power, enhancing energy efficiency at 

all stages of energy production, distribution and consumption, deployment of carbon 

capture, use and storage (CCUS) and developing other innovative technologies 

(Edenhofer et al, 2014).  

United Nations Climate Change Secretariat [3] 

2. The Draft emphasises low carbon investment and technology 

The draft itself provides no basis for the specific exclusion of the consideration of nuclear 

energy. In referencing global initiatives and investment requirements from sources including 

the 2015 World Energy Outlook from the International Energy Agency, the draft offers 

evidence for the inclusion of nuclear technologies. These sources specify the need for 

sustained investment in nuclear energy capacity by 2030 in order to limit global atmospheric 

carbon dioxide to 450 parts per million, and average warming to 2°C[4].  

Under a 2 °C path (represented here by the 450 Scenario), cumulative energy sector 

investment is only a little higher (around 6%), but the composition of this investment 
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is significantly different. Investment in fossil-fuel supply is lower than in the INDC 

Scenario (the extent varies across the fuels), even though it is still a major part of 

overall energy sector investment. Capital allocation in the power sector increases 

and moves towards low-carbon options, i.e. renewables, CCS and nuclear 

(collectively $2.2 trillion higher).  

International Energy Agency [4, page 41] 

Supporting this increase in nuclear energy capacity would be consistent with Sustainable 

Development Goal 7, as emphasised in the draft, which calls for ensuring reliable energy 

supply. Nuclear energy is unique in its supply profile, characterised by nearly always-available 

supply (ideal for emerging industrial requirements) while also being low-carbon and 

technically deployable in any suitable location. While certain renewable energy technologies 

are certainly deployable and deserve investment support for their fossil fuel abatement 

potential, the draft acknowledges that they are intermittent rather than reliable. 

In summary, there is no reason given for the proposed exclusion of nuclear technology from 

project financing. Based on the stated purpose of the Bank and several of the scenarios 

referenced by the draft, the role of nuclear technologies is strongly reinforced. This evidence 

supports the provision of project financing for nuclear technologies by the Bank. 

Nuclear energy as a climate mitigation tool 

As introduced above, the role of nuclear energy as a climate change mitigation tool is 

inarguable. Nuclear technology has been a quiet global leader in dependable, low carbon 

supply for over five decades, with over seventeen thousand reactor years of operation [5]. 

Nuclear technologies currently meet about 10% of world electricity demand, without 

greenhouse emissions or air pollution, and the sector remains progressive and innovative[6]. 

Nuclear energy is used in 31 countries worldwide, with an excellent operational track record 

over more than half a century. Various reputable agencies have verified its low-carbon 

credentials, including the US National Renewable Energy Agency which concluded its 

average lifetime emissions to be equal or lower than renewable energy technologies [7]. Under 

the Sectoral Approach the draft states: 

The Bank’s process for selecting projects will focus on projects that, among others: 

improve country and regional connectivity; promote efficiency along the supply chain; 
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and use proven, transformational, low carbon-intensity technologies that are 

economically and financially viable. 

Nuclear energy represents the proven low carbon technology that has actually delivered 

transformational energy sector outcomes in countries like Sweden, France Switzerland and 

the large Canadian province of Ontario. These nations and regions enjoy high 

industrialization, electrification and living standards, while having been responsible for 

extremely low electricity consumption-related emissions [8]. Nuclear power has been deployed 

at rates commensurate with an urgent response to climate change [9] with many examples of 

cost-control and reductions [10, 11] and as a family of technologies it is expected to perform well 

under carbon pricing scenarios [12]. 

The available evidence unequivocally supports the Bank providing financing for nuclear power 

developments in the name of climate mitigation. 

Nuclear energy as a clean air tool.  

The draft cites the importance of reducing air pollution. The draft suggests the Bank will not 

provide financing for nuclear energy projects, while considering support for coal- and oil-

fuelled power plants under circumstances of improved efficiency and supply reliability 

requirements. 

Recent analysis asserts that already-planned coal-fired capacity additions will statistically lead 

to up to 69,660 additional air pollution-related deaths per year by 2030 in Southeast Asia and 

China[13]. Coal plants emit these health-impacting gaseous and particulate by-products as a 

matter of course in normal operations. A nuclear plant stores its by-products on-site as solid, 

insoluble material encased in multiple layers of robust shielding, isolated from the 

environment. Thanks to both a very high level of operational safety, but more so due to lack of 

air-pollution, nuclear technology is among the very cleanest energy technologies available 

today. Its use in preference to fossil fuels directly contributes to cleaner air and greater 

population-wide health [14, 15]. Nuclear technologies are receiving strong, emergent support 

from the climate and conservation science community for their role in climate stabilization and 

habitat preservations [16-18]. The direct choice and substitution between coal and nuclear 

power is evidenced today, directly, in the policies of Japan, Vietnam and Taiwan. In Vietnam, 

new coal capacity will take the place of the meticulously planned nuclear power sector in that 
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country [19-22]. The consequences of these decisions is well-reflected in scientific literature that 

finds across Asia, nuclear technology is essential for delivering the lowest possible 

environmental impacts from the energy sector [23-26] 

The evidence-based conclusion is that preferential financing of coal development over 

nuclear development will be a contributor to processes responsible for tens of 

thousands of premature deaths between now and 2030, an increase in greenhouse gas 

emissions and detrimental impacts to biodiversity. 

The available evidence comprehensively supports nuclear technology as a reliable energy 

source with among the lowest greenhouse emissions, the lowest levels of air-pollution with 

the largest potential for the economy wide displacement of coal generation and the greatest 

potential to spare land for nature. The deployment of nuclear technology will lead to 

subsequent improvements in human and environmental health and enhanced conditions for 

the maintenance of biodiverse ecosystems. Thus the proposed exclusion of nuclear 

technology from financing, while including coal and other fossil fuels plants, is directly in 

conflict with the stated goals and aspirations of the Bank. 

Evidence of the impacts of the Fukushima accident 

The draft contains a paragraph that may allude to justification of the withholding of financing 

for nuclear power stations: 

“Energy insecurity and environmental concerns…Concerns about the environment 

and the impact of climate change also loom large. The effects of the Deepwater 

Horizon oil spill and the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear accident have added to public 

anxiety and awareness about environmental and security risks… The second incident 

has moderated the enthusiasm about the “nuclear renaissance”. A number of 

countries subsequently tempered their nuclear development ambitions significantly 

and some are considering phasing out this technology. The extremely high pollution 

in many of Asia’s large cities has heightened concerns about environmental risks and 

their impacts on the health and wellbeing of the population. Asian countries, 

especially the most populous ones, are already experiencing floods, devastating 

storms and drought and they will face higher risks if climate threats are not mitigated.” 
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We are gravely concerned that this single, tangential mention of a high-profile accident may 

trigger a blanket exclusion of an entire family of technology from the potential for financing.  

It is similarly concerning that the vastly greater impacts of air pollution and climate change are 

openly acknowledged by the Bank in same paragraph, yet arguably the most powerful 

technological tool for addressing both these matters is excluded from financing in the draft. 

We call on the Bank to weigh the actual evidence pertaining to the global performance of the 

nuclear power sector today, and what can be expected in the near- and medium-term 

technologies. 

The United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation has expert 

information available now by which a clear understanding of the limited environmental and 

human health impacts of the Fukushima nuclear accident can be determined [27]. If concerns 

relating to the outcomes of the Fukushima accident persist, then evidence of the standard 

referenced below must feature in any decision regarding financing for that decision to be 

considered credible. This report states the following: 

 

The Committee had found that health risks resulting from the FDNPS accident were 

expected to be far lower than those for the Chernobyl accident, owing to the 

substantially lower doses received by the public and workers. No deterministic 

effects from radiation exposure had been observed among the public and none had 

been expected. No increase in spontaneous abortions, miscarriages, perinatal 

mortality, birth defects or cognitive impairment had been expected from 

exposures during pregnancy. Nor had a “discernible increase in heritable disease 

among the descendants of those exposed from the accident” (paragraph 224 of [U3]) 

been expected. No discernible radiation-related increases in rates of leukaemia 

or breast cancer (two of the most radiogenic cancer types), nor in other types of 

solid cancer besides possibly thyroid cancer, had been expected. A large excess of 

thyroid cancer due to radiation exposure, such as occurred after the Chernobyl 

accident, could be discounted, because the estimated thyroid doses due to the 

FDNPS accident were substantially lower than those sustained around Chernobyl… 

The Committee concluded in the first white paper that its findings in this area of the 
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2013 report remained valid and were largely unaffected by new information that 

had since been published. 

United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation[27] 

We call on the Bank to note the absence of radiologically-related health impacts from the 

most significant accident in the nuclear sector in 25 years, and to contrast this with the openly 

acknowledged, population-scale harm resulting from coal fired power generation when in 

perfectly normal working, harm that causes environmental pollution and human health 

impacts several orders of magnitude greater than the existing nuclear sector [14].  

Should the Bank refuse financing to nuclear technologies on grounds of concern relating to 

the Fukushima accident, this will reinforce the process of nuclear power losing ground in the 

global energy mix. Coal will continue to provide the largest share of reliable electricity 

generation; nuclear power will appear unaffordable by comparison; greenhouse gas 

emissions and harmful particulate pollution will continue to increase. 

We call on the Bank to operate from a position of evidence in matters of the human and 

environmental impact of our available energy choices. Such evidence supports nuclear 

technology not only for mere inclusion, but arguably for preference in the energy plans of 

developing economies. Millions of lives depend on this. 

Nuclear power vendors must provide a compelling economic value proposition to developing 

nations. However it is certain is that nuclear technology will struggle to provide a compelling 

financial proposition if it is subject to arbitrary discrimination in project financing.  

Technology of today and tomorrow   

Nuclear technology is subject to both evolutionary and revolutionary technological 

development[6]. The arbitrary exclusion of financing in the draft will not somehow apply 

retroactively to 1960s-era technologies in operation today, but to the modern designs and 

practices of today and the future. 

For example, there are developments in the High Temperature Gas-cooled Reactor, which is 

based on proven “meltdown-free” technology [28]. China is preparing to export this design to 

countries like Indonesia[29].  Indeed, the reactor units will be ideal as drop-in replacements for 

coal-fired boilers in thermal power plants[30], while the high temperature output is intended for 
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industrial heat purposes – currently the monopoly of fossil fuels. There are scores of modern 

nuclear reactor designs now becoming available or being designed which comprehensively 

address the design concerns most recently prompted by the Fukushima nuclear accident[6]. 

These are the technologies that will be impacted by the Bank’s financing decisions. 

In another example, the United Arab Emirates is currently completing a build out of 5.6 GWe 

of nuclear generation capacity for an overnight capital cost of approximately US$20 billion. 

The build is proceeding on time and on budget with the first plant commissioning expected in 

2017. Projects of precisely this type should be eligible for finance. Projects of this type can 

underpin the efforts of developing nations to secure a clean and reliable energy supply at a 

scale sufficient to the needs of long-term economic development and poverty alleviation, 

without locking in new sources of greenhouse and particulate pollution. 

Conclusion 

Bright New World urges the Bank to consider the evidence relating to nuclear power 

technology. This technology must be considered for its potential benefits across the Asian 

energy sector and beyond. 

The eligibility of nuclear technologies for financing is not only in keeping with the Bank’s 

Vision and its broader Environmental and Social Framework, it is an irreplaceable part of 

meeting these goals. 

If accepted as it is currently drafted, the AIIB Energy Sector Strategy would exclude an entire 

form of energy proven to benefit human health, climate change mitigation and environmental 

preservation. Under the current draft, the support deserved by modern nuclear energy is 

instead afforded to modern coal and oil generation; technologies which, even in their modern 

form, constantly emit pollutants and greenhouse gas as a fact of normal operations. 

With the mounting threat of climate change and the immediate and serious problems of 

poverty and energy-related pollution, a direct substitute for new coal needs the greatest level 

of support.  

Modern nuclear energy is that direct substitute. It has the support of Bright New World. We 

urge the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank to amend the AIIB Energy Sector Strategy to 

reflect the overwhelming body of evidence and support the financing new nuclear energy 

investment.  
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FINAL PREPARED AND APPROVED BY 
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