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cc: info@crednb.ca 
 
 

From: Christopher Corey 
 
I recommend the Point Lepreau Nuclear facility license should  be renewed for one year or 
less. That would give it time to make a decommissioning plan, and plan to build safe secure 
power such as solar power, wind power, geothermal power, hybrid and electric cars.  
 
 

Solar power, wind power, geothermal power, hybrid and electric cars, and aggressive 

energy efficiency are climate solutions that are safer, cheaper, faster, more secure, and less 

wasteful than nuclear power. Our country needs a massive influx of investment in these 

solutions if we are to avoid the worst consequences of climate change, enjoy energy 

security, jump-start our economy, create jobs, and work to lead the world in development of 

clean energy. 

Currently there are 444 nuclear fission power plants in 30 countries worldwide, with another 

63 plants potentially under construction. All nuclear power should not be decommissioned 

for the following reasons: 

 

 

Thirteen Strikes Against Point Lepreau Nuclear Energy 

1. War 

           Russia has shown a complete disregard for human life. They will bomb anything 
including nuclear facilities. We share a border with Russia. All nuclear facilities around the 
world are at risk. Russia is not the only problem, there are a variety of desperate, unreliable 
leaders in a number of countries.  
 

2. Nuclear waste: 

The waste generated by nuclear reactors remains radioactive for tens to hundreds of 

thousands of years (1). Currently, there are no long-term storage solutions for radioactive 

waste, and most is stored in temporary, above-ground facilities. These facilities are running 

out of storage space, so the nuclear industry is turning to other types of storage that are 

more costly and potentially less safe (2). 
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3. Nuclear proliferation: 

There is great concern that the development of nuclear energy programs increases the 

likelihood of proliferation of nuclear weapons. As nuclear fuel and technologies become 

globally available, the risk of these falling into the wrong hands is increasingly present. To 

avoid weapons proliferation, it is important that countries with high levels of corruption and 

instability be discouraged from creating nuclear programs, and Canada should be a leader 

in nonproliferation by not pushing for more nuclear power at home (3). 

 

4. National security 

Nuclear power plants are a potential target for terrorist operations. An attack could cause 

major explosions, putting population centers at risk, as well as ejecting dangerous 

radioactive material into the atmosphere and surrounding region. Nuclear research facilities, 

uranium enrichment plants, and uranium mines are also potentially at risk for attacks that 

could cause widespread contamination with radioactive material (9). 

 

5. Accidents 

In addition to the risks posed by terrorist attacks, human error and natural disasters can 

lead to dangerous and costly accidents. The 1986 Chernobyl disaster in Ukraine led to the 

deaths of 30 employees in the initial explosion and has has had a variety of negative health 

effects on thousands across Russia and Eastern Europe. A massive tsunami bypassed the 

safety mechanisms of several power plants in 2011, causing three nuclear meltdowns at a 

power plant in Fukushima, Japan, resulting in the release of radioactive materials into the 

surrounding area. In both disasters, hundreds of thousands were relocated, millions of 

dollars spent, and the radiation-related deaths are being evaluated to this day. Cancer rates 

among populations living in proximity to Chernobyl and Fukushima, especially among 

children, rose significantly in the years after the accidents (4)(5). 

 

6. Cancer risk 

In addition to the significant risk of cancer associated with fallout from nuclear disasters, 

studies also show increased risk for those who reside near a nuclear power plant, especially 



for childhood cancers such as leukemia (6)(7)(8). Workers in the nuclear industry are also 

exposed to higher than normal levels of radiation, and as a result are at a higher risk of 

death from cancer (10). 

 

7. Energy production 

The 444 nuclear power plants currently in existence provide about 11% of the world’s 

energy (11). Studies show that in order to meet current and future energy needs, the 

nuclear sector would have to scale up to around 14,500 plants. Uranium, the fuel for nuclear 

reactors, is energy-intensive to mine, and deposits discovered in the future are likely to be 

harder to get to. As a result, much of the net energy created would be offset by the energy 

input required to build and decommission plants and to mine and process uranium ore. The 

same is true for any reduction in greenhouse gas emissions brought about by switching 

from coal to nuclear (12). 

 

8. Not enough sites 

Scaling up to 14,500 nuclear plants isn’t possible simply due to the limitation of feasible 

sites. Nuclear plants need to be located near a source of water for cooling, and there aren’t 

enough locations in the world that are safe from droughts, flooding, hurricanes, 

earthquakes, or other potential disasters that could trigger a nuclear accident. The increase 

in extreme weather events predicted by climate models only compounds this risk. 

 

9. Cost 

Unlike renewables, which are now the cheapest energy sources, nuclear costs are on the 

rise, and many plants are being shut down or in danger of being shut down for economic 

reasons. Initial capital costs, fuel, and maintenance costs are much higher for nuclear plants 

than wind and solar, and nuclear projects tend to suffer cost overruns and construction 

delays. The price of renewable energy has fallen significantly over the past decade, and it 

projected to continue to fall (14). 

 

10. Competition with renewables 



Investment in nuclear plants, security, mining infrastructure, etc. draws funding away from 

investment in cleaner sources such as wind, solar, and geothermal. Financing for 

renewable energy is already scarce, and increasing nuclear capacity will only add to the 

competition for funding. 

 

11. Energy dependence of poor countries 

Going down the nuclear route would mean that poor countries, that don't have the financial 

resources to invest in and develop nuclear power, would become reliant on rich, 

technologically advanced nations. Alternatively, poor nations without experience in the 

building and maintaining of nuclear plants may decide to build them anyway. Countries with 

a history of nuclear power use have learned the importance of regulation, oversight, and 

investment in safety when it comes to nuclear. Dr. Peter Bradford of Vermont Law, a former 

member of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission, writes, "A world more reliant on nuclear 

power would involve many plants in countries that have little experience with nuclear 

energy, no regulatory background in the field and some questionable records on quality 

control, safety and corruption." (15). The U.S. should lead by example and encourage poor 

countries to invest in safe energy technology. 

 

12. In the event of an accident most of the public is not prepared.  

Most of the public is not knowledgable of plans necessary in the event of an accident. The 

public is not aware of evacuation plans or where to obtain potassium iodide pills or even the 

need for potassium iodide.  

 

13.The danger of an earthquake is higher than planned. 
The danger of an earthquake at Point Lepreau was underestimated when designed. The chance 
of a severe accident with a large release of radiation   (1 in 25,000 yrs) is 4x more likely than the 
regulator believed at the time of licensing  
(1 in 100,000 yrs). Pt Lepreau is now one of the most dangerous reactors in North America. (16) 
(17) 
 

Because of these reasons I recommend the Point Lepreau Nuclear facility license should 

only be renewed for one year.That would give it time to make a decommissioning plan, and 

plan to build safe secure power such as Solar power, wind power, geothermal power, hybrid 

and electric cars. 
 



Solar power, wind power, geothermal power, hybrid and electric cars, and aggressive 

energy efficiency are climate solutions that are safer, cheaper, faster, more secure, and less 

wasteful than nuclear power. Our country needs a massive influx of investment in these 

solutions if we are to avoid the worst consequences of climate change, enjoy energy 

security, jump-start our economy, create jobs, and work to lead the world in development of 

clean energy. 
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Please also see the piece Nuclear Energy is not a Climate Solution 
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