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My comments are more a series of questions to which I would like answers. I assume the environmental 

assessment will do just that. 

 

Since CNSC is supposed to be our sane assessor of all things nuclear, I trust that CNSC will concentrate 

on doing just that. I have heard some negative things about CNSC, that it is there more for the 

proponents than the environment. This will be a chance for me to form an opinion on that, I guess. 

 

1. I note that enriched uranium is to be the fuel source. Isn't that used in bombs? Wouldn't that be 

horrific in terms of terrorism, etc. in Canada? Furthermore, would companies from afar be building 

these things? Do we want foreign corporations dealing with such dangerous substances? 

2. Even though the reactors are smaller, wouldn't they still be producing radioactive waste? As far as I 

know, that problem has not been solved yet even though brilliant scientists have worked on it for many 

years. Is that still the case? What sort of waste would be generated? It seems to me that if Canada builds 

several micro reactors the waste will be equivalent to what few reactors operating in Canada are 

producing. And that isn't a good thing. 

3. However you cut it, the mining of uranium will have to continue in order to provide fuel. Those who 

say that nuclear power is clean are certainly wrong as uranium mining is anything but clean, the wastes 

are anything but clean and the environment will suffer for hundreds of thousands of years. How could 

this be allowed, environmentally? 

4. From what I hear, the technology for these reactors, although being touted as foolproof almost, has 

never been tested. It's all experimental. Correct? 

5. Ultra Safe Nuclear Limited (an oxymoron if I ever heard one) appears to be a new kid on the block. Do 

they have any notion of what is needed to build these things? Shouldn't a company be involved that has 

a good reputation? (another oxymoron considering the business) 

6. What are the chances for true public participation? Given the timelines for comments it appears that 

CNSC is hardly giving people an opportunity to do much research to find out what they want. Shouldn't 

CNSC want a sincere public response? Shouldn't CNSC encourage opinions, upon which they can base 

their decisions? 

7. Shouldn't the Environmental Impact Statement include economics, i.e., how can there ever be enough 

money to build, decommission  and deal with nuclear waste? I certainly don't want my taxes or those of 

my descendants going to fund such lunacy. Make no mistake, several generations will be on the hook for 

what we do now. We owe it to them to make the right decisions. 

 

mailto:cnsc.ea-ee.ccsn@canada.ca


Sincerely, 

Linda Murphy 

Saskatoon 

Saskatchewan 

 


