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To the Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001,

ATTN: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff.

from Mrs. Eleanor I. Gavin, PO Box 215, East Charleston, Vermont, 05833

RE: the June 23, 2006 petition, filed with the Commission by Sally Shaw,
docketed by the NRC on November 1,2006, and assigned Docket No. PRM-51-11.

Dear Sir, Madam,

As I understand, the petitioner, Sally Shaw, requested that "the NRC prepare a rulemaking
that will require that the NRC reconcile its generic environmental impact statement (GELS)
for nuclear power plant operating license renewal applications with-the National Academy
of Science's Health Risks From Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation: Biological
Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR) VII Phase 2 Report which was released in 2005, and
with other recent scientific findings."

I write in the support of this petition.

I have learned that the current GElS used by the NRC is based upon the findings of a
National Academy of Science Report, BEIR V, which came out 16 years agqo. The new
BEIR VII reports quite alarming realities based on epidemiological and experimental
research. This information should become the new standard set by the NRC as to what
level of ionization is a tolerable emission from a nuclear reactor. It had been established
quite some time ago that very low level radiation over a period of time and ingested
radioactive materials cause cancer at higher and higher rates, especially in women and
children. So the present allowable levels of ionization and radionuclides cannot, by any
stretch of the imagination, be tolerated. These levels were based on the "standard male", a
healthy white man at his prime. The rest of the population: the woman, the
infant/toddler/child, the elderly, and in general people of chronic poor health are not
considered, yet they are the very ones that are most vulnerable to the havoc caused in
their cells by ionizing radiation. Though not proven in humans, even the fetus of mice can
be given the potential for cancer by the ionized parent(s).

I have also learned that the strontium 90 isotope is beginning to build up in baby teeth sent
to www.radiation.or . Since there is no more above ground nuclear testing, this points to
nuclear reactor releases. I am disturbed that Entergy was given the go-ahead by the NRC
to apply to the Vermont legislature for re-licensing for 20 or even, recently, there was
mention of 40 years! This would mean a reactor designed to run 40 years would run 80.

Where there is chaos inside the cell, caused by radiation or other poisons, there is the
beginning of disease, and the unruly production of immature cells, which leads to
cancerous tumors. I really feel there is an analogy between the quintessential apple in the
Garden of Eden and the splitting of the atom by neutrons. The delicate balance in nature
can so easily be turned into chaos by too much ionization. If the immature cells cannot be
completely removed, there tumor will start up again and metastases can set in. There may
be recovery but not without great cost. In the meantime a person suffers, the family
suffers, the community suffers.



The only course of action it seems is to spend what it takes to confine all the radioactive
isotopes to the reactor core, or the coolant within the containment, or within the spent fuel
assemblies stored in the cooling pools, or within the dry cask storage. There must not be
releases at all, no level is safe.. but, failing that, at least no releases above the new
standards set by the NAS BEIR VII.

In other words, the NRC must prevent the exposure of all people from all types of excess
nuclear power radiation, during the whole fuel cycle. This means the gamma, alpha, beta,
neutron, particulate, fission products, noble gases, etc. must all be contained and isolated
from the environment outside the containment. All forms and pathways should be
measured and monitored. It is not just the gamma radiation at the boundary fence that is a
concern. The radiation limits should include not only accidental releases, but also
planned emissions. If all of this cannot be reliably attained, with redundant and up-to-date
monitoring techniques, the NRC would then have the plant shut down for extensive
reparations or decommissioned.

Please uphold Ms. Shaw's reconciliation request as laid out in the first sentence of her
petition . The NRC is there to prevent nuclear reactors from inflicting harm to the
environment of which we are all a part. That is its most important mission. Thank you for
your attention to this letter and the work ahead of you to bring the nuclear reactor era to a
safe and honorable conclusion, while alternative energy sources friendly to the biosphere
as a whole take over.

Sincerely,

Eleanor I. Gavin
RN, retired
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