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Nuclear Power—Where Do You Stand?
by Cathy MacDonald

Are you a stiff-neck, capi­
talist backer of man’s greatest 
technological “feat”, or a 
paranoid, red-tainted reac­
tionary. or are you a some­
where- in- the- middle- open- 
minded person who wants to 
believe in “our scientists’’.

lighly skilled technologists.
Alternative energy sources, 

/vind, wood and solar, are 
renewable. The solar industry 
is established. Solar provides 
a decentralized option with a 
high percent of jobs for money 
invested.

Solar is not yet economical 
on a wide scale. Pro-solar 
forces push for a fraction of 
the billions spent on nuclear 
energy to be siphoned off to 
solar interests, to make it 
viable.

Nuclear energy is an ex­
ample of concentrating capital 
and power at the top. Three- 
Mile-lsland. is an economic 
disaster. It underlines the low 
economic reliability of nuclear 
energy.

NUKES make electricity 
which comprises only 12% of 
our energy needs. NUKES 
come in big packages, a 
minimum size of 600 mega­
watts. enough to supply twice 
Nova Scotia's peak demand.

Does nuclear technology 
offer anything to solve Can­
ada's energy problem? Is it 
“sound business’’ to invest in 
such a huge vulnerable source ^ 
when NUKES only apply to 
12% of our energy demands?

Nuclear energy has un­
solved safety hazards. Indica­
tions are we are investing 
billions into an economically 
unstable white elephant, a 
technological joke.

actor is only now being 
determined. U.S. Health Re­
searcher Dr. Thomas Man- 
cuso, reported on his study in 
1976. “Our findings are that 
the levels of radiation in the 
so-called “safe” area defin­
itely cause cancer. . .[and] 
should be reduced tenfold."

ferred to earthquake safety in 
the design. This brings the 
situation close to home. The 
site of'the Point Lepreau 
reactor is on a geologically 
active zone. Earthquakes oc­
curred there in 1976 and April 
20. 1979.

Officials pooh-pooh the idea 
of nuclear accidents. The 
NUKE record however, is not 
too good.

In 1952, Canada had an 
accident at the Chalk River, 
Ontario, reactor, that entered 
the first stages of melt-down, 
the worst type of accident. 
Among several “minor” ac­
cidents at the Douglas Point 
reactor on the Bruce Penin­
sula, Ontario, were severe 
leakages of radioactive water 
in 1970, to the extent of a 
year's quota in one day, into 
the lake.

Pickering, Ontario, Can­
ada’s largest electricity pro­
ducing reactor site, has ex­
perienced many leakages 
necessitating costly shut­
downs which have taken as 
long as 101/2 months for 
repairs. The cost of a lengthly 
shutdown and major repairs at 
Lepreau could cripple the 
poorer New Brunswick 
economy.

The actual health hazard 
from low levels of radiation 
routinely emitted from a re­

But the whole thing is so damn 
huge and complex that who 
the hell BUT a scientist can 
make sense of it! Then this 
article is for you.

Nuclear development began 
optimistically during World 
War II. No-one asked ques­
tions about its impact. Now 
with its application in the 
energy field, the safety, so­
cial, economic and environ­
mental issues are discussed 
heatedly throughout the 
country. In the Maritimes, 
discussion focuses on the 
Point Lepreau reactor, in New 
Brunswick, due to begin op­
eration 1981.

The disaster at Three-Mile- 
Island, in Pennsylvania, has 
focused the question “How 
safe are NUKES?" Atomic 
Energy of Canada Ltd., as­
serts that CANDU reactors are 
much safer in design than 
their American counterparts. 
However, they offer no 
evidence and the question 
“How safe?" remains.

Plutonium, one of the most 
toxic of radioactive wastes, 
takes 250,000 years to stabi­
lize. Officials admit that no

GET IT
ON YOUR CHEST fool-proof methods of storage 

has yet been found. They are 
pleased to point out the small 
amount of plutonium waste 
compared to waste from using 
coal for electricity. Another 
statistic states that one pound 
plutonium can cause 9 billion 
cancer cases. Each of the four 
Pickering reactors produce 
550 lbs. plutonium per year. 
An actual hazard today is the 
huge amounts of radio-active 
minetailings which remain 
toxic for thousands of years, 
and are polluting their sur­
roundings.

The nuclear issue plays into 
social
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Ramzi Ferahian, an en­
gineer who resigned from 
Canaton Limited for ethical 

said, “I was not

economic concerns. 
Yes, the economy is ailing and 
unemployment soars. There’s 
the looming threat of energy 
crisis. Is nuclear the only 
option for our increasing 
energy demands?

Officials estimated costs for 
Lepreau have risen from $450 
to over $895 million. The job it 
will provide will go to a few
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GOLDEN SILK SCREENING

7156 Chebucto Rd., Hfx.
Tel: 454-8441

reasons
happy building reactors with a 
margin of safety which I did 
not feel was adequate in 
accounting for their social and 
environmental costs."

In particular, Ferahian re­
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LOOK! HE TOLD US TEQUILA 

SAUZA! AND WE BETTER GET IT 
RIGHT THIS TIME! AS HE LETT HIS 
OFFICE HE PRACTICALLY YELLED: 

"TEQUILA SAUZA IS NUMERO UNO 
IN THE WHOLE COUNTRY! GET IT?

NUMBER ONE-JUST IN CASE 
k YOU DON'T UNDERSTAND!"
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They Shrink. o r\
Howick pants are pure cotton. 
They'll shrink a little in the 
wash. But when you put them 
back on, the seat will stretch 
back into shape. Your shape. 
Howicks mould to the curves of 
your body.

Some larger companies use 
polyester, a plastio-based fibre 
that costs less than cotton.

Saving pennies a pair with 
polyester does a lot for their 
annual reports.

Howick, on the other hand, is 
a Canadian-owned company 
still small enough to care about 
fit. And we're a success. We 
learned long ago that we do 
more for our bottom line by 
doing more for yours.
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0 HOWICK
The fitting choice in jeans and cords

NUMERO UNO IN MEXICO AND IN CANADA *
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