                             The Hon. Gary Lunn, Minister  

Right Hon. Stephen Harper

Hon. Ed Stelmach:


We, the undersigned citizens, wish to express our deep concern re the proposed construction of nuclear
reactors in Alberta.


It may be too early to conclude that nuclear power is the answer to greenhouse gas emissions. Some
experts are very sceptical of the nuclear industry's claims. They speak of the gases emitted by the mining, milling, and transportation of nuclear fuel.  More gases are formed by the uranium enrichment process.

Jan Willem Storm van Leeuwen, a consultant in chemistry and energy systems, has written about the
tons of fluorine gas produced. He writes, "Fluorine gas is dangerous and very reactive combining with many other chemical materials. It is therefore conceivable that very potent greenhouse gases are formed by fluorine reactions with organic solvents and that these gases are released as a by-product of uranium
enrichment to the atmosphere." (J.W. Storm van Leeuwen, "Nuclear Power-the Energy Balance, Some
Details of the Front End of the Nuclear Process Chain," November 18, 2005). Later he wrote, "The nuclear industry should commit itself to publish a thorough analysis of the emissions of carbon dioxide
and all other greenhouse gases in all processes of the fuel chain, before claiming that nuclear energy is
carbon free or greenhouse gas free." (J.W. Storm van Leeuwen "Uranium and Greenhouse Gases," August 12, 2005). 

The question of whether nuclear power is environmentally friendly can not be answered completely before we see the thorough analysis suggested above. What we can say is that production of radioactive
waste without a plan for safe disposal is decidedly unfriendly to the environment and to future generations. We have read about 'routine radiation' found near uranium mines and milling facilities and nuclear power plants. The sources are listed in Helen Caldicott's excellent book "Nuclear Power is Not the Answer". 'Routine radiation' alone is enough to make us think that we would all be better off if the uranium were never mined. We must also consider the risk of non routine releases. Just to make things interesting, the EAC proposal is for a site atop what Calgary geologist Jack Century terms "the tectonically active Peace River Arch". 

To weigh the industry's claims that nuclear power is a cheap way to make electricity we must find a way to account for the cost of storing waste that remains dangerously radioactive for thousands of years. We
must find a way to count the cost of the health effects of radiation, both 'routine' and 'non
routine'. We can expect the industry to request subsidies and/or handouts. Caldicott writes "Despite the fact that most developed countries are rhetorically wedded to principles of the "free market", their governments remain inexplicably enthusiastic about a form of energy that cannot be sustained without huge government subsidies and handouts. This socialization of nuclear electricity within a capitalist society has never been called into question. We submit that to construct reactors before these
concerns have been adequately addressed would be unfair to future generations.

Yours sincerely,
