
Jack Hicks
Letter to Nunatsiaq news
April 18, 2008
Nuclear opponents don’t resort to lies

I wasn't surprised to read in the April 11 article "Mining delegates bask in glow of uranium," 
that participants in this year's Nunavut Mining Symposium "listened to a nuclear-industry 
consultant who assured the crowd that mining uranium is safe, environmentally-friendly, and 
that nuclear opponents often resort to ‘lies.'"

The nuclear industry employs an army of consultants and spin doctors who seek to convince 
people that there is nothing to fear from uranium mining and nuclear power. They must love 
visiting Nunavut, because here neither the politicians nor the doctors ask them many tough 
questions.

At the risk of living up to the industry's stereotype, may I mention a few "lies?"

Last November the 6,800 physicians who make up the Colorado Medical Society came out 
against uranium mining in that state because they felt that the risks to human health are simply 
not acceptable.

This past February, Ottawa City Council voted 18 to one to urge Ontario Premier Dalton 
McGuinty to temporarily ban uranium prospecting, exploration and mining in eastern Ontario 
and the Ottawa River watershed to protect the city's aquifers. The city's Chief Medical Officer of 
Health advised them to do so.

Six weeks ago the House of Representatives in the state of Virginia refused to lift a ban on 
uranium mining that was put in place there in 1982.

And just this week, all three parties in the Nova Scotia legislature agreed to extend the ban on 
uranium mining that was put in place in that province in 1982 as well. The NDP, Liberals and 
Conservatives made it clear that they were not against mining in Nova Scotia, but they cannot 
support uranium mining in Nova Scotia.

Similar bans have been put in place in Greenland, the state of Virginia and the Navajo Nation in 
the US, and most recently in Nunatsiavut.

There is element of environmental racism in all this. There is no way that a uranium mine would 
be allowed as close to Ottawa or Toronto as the Kiggavik ore body is to Baker Lake.

Much better to work in a remote region, one of the last places on the planet where a politician 
can argue that there should be a nuclear reactor in every community - and not be publicly 
ridiculed.



One of the saddest things I've heard in recent years was a Nunavut politician suggesting that 
allowing uranium mining would be Nunavut's contribution to fighting climate change. In the 
face of growing opposition to the health risks posed by uranium mining, nuclear power plants 
and the storage of high-level nuclear waste, the nuclear industry has launched a massive public 
relations exercise to sell a new lie: that nuclear power is a good way to fight global warming. 
Some people actually believe it.

In considering the environmental impact of any given type of fuel source we need to openly and 
honestly assess all of the energy inputs required by - and all of the emissions generated by - the 
obtaining of the fuel, the use of the fuel to produce power, and the disposing of all waste 
products from that fuel.

In the case of nuclear power that means the overall "nuclear cycle" - which includes uranium 
mining, milling, enrichment (which requires a huge amount of energy), fuel fabrication, 
construction of the nuclear reactors, operation of the nuclear reactors, decommissioning and 
dismantling of the nuclear reactors, and finally the clean-up, disposal and long-term storage of 
high-level waste for up to 240,000 years. All of these processes except the actual operation of 
the reactor require very large amounts of energy that emit greenhouse gases.

One of the most-cited studies into the environmental impacts of the nuclear fuel cycle is 
"Nuclear power - the energy balance," by physicists Jan Willem Storm van Leeuwen and Philip 
Smith. Their reports are available at their website www.stormsmith.nl.

To quote the final conclusion of their lengthy analysis, "The use of nuclear power causes, at the 
end of the road and under the most favourable conditions, approximately one-third as much 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emission as gas-fired electricity production. The rich uranium ores 
required to achieve this reduction are, however, so limited that if the entire present world 
electricity demand were to be provided by nuclear power, these ores would be exhausted 
within nine years. Use of the remaining poorer ores in nuclear reactors would produce more 
CO2 emission than burning fossil fuels directly."

You read that correctly - once the earth's richest uranium deposits have been used up, nuclear 
power will result in more greenhouse gas emission, not less.

People who support public investment in renewable energy sources over continued massive 
subsidies to the nuclear industry don't need to resort to "lies" - the facts speak for themselves.


