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DECLARATION OF DR. JAN BEYEA
IN SUPPORT OF MASSACHUSETTS ATTORNEY GENERAL'S
CONTENTION AND PETITION FOR BACKFIT ORDER
I, Jan, Beyea, declare as follows:

1. I am senior scientist at Consulting in the Public Interest, providing scientific
assistance to not-for-profits, universities, government, and injured plaintiffs.
2. In support of the Massachusetts Attorney General's request for hearing, petition to
intervene and backfit petition respect to the license renewal proceeding for the Pilgrim
nuclear power plant, I have prepared a report entitled "report to the Massachusetts
Attorney General on the Potential Consequences of a Spent-Fuel Pool Fire at the Pilgrim
or Vermont Yankee Nuclear Plant (May 25,2006). In preparing my report, I reviewed
the environmental report, the 1972 EIS, the FSAR, and the NRC's 1996 generic
relicensing EIS. In addition, I reviewed technical documents relating to risks of spent
fuel storage at this facility, which are identified in my Report. One of those documents
was the report of Gordon Thompson, Ph.D.
3. The technical factual statements in my report are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, and the technical opinions expressed therein are based on my best
professional judgment.
4. I am an expert regarding the consequences ofhoth real and hypothetical nuclear
accidents, as well as strategies for mitigation. I also have expertise in technical safety
and environmental analysis related to nuclear facilities. My Curriculum Vitae is
provided here as Attachment A.
5. I am a regular member of panels and hoards of the National Research Council of the
National Academy of Sciences and an advisor to the Division of Engineering and
Physical Sciences.
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6. After receiving my Ph.D. in nuclear physics from Columbia University,I taught
environmental studies at Holy Cross College. Next, I did research at Princeton's Center
For Energy and Environmental Studies modeling the consequences of nuclear accidents.
Tthen spent 1S years at the National Audubon Society as Senior Policy Scientist~ and
ultimately as Chief Scientist and Vice President.
7. I am the author of over 100 articles and reports that span a diverse range of topics. I
am a regular peer reviewer ofartic1es for scientific journals. One of my specialties is
geographic exposure modeling oftoxie releases. My reconstruction of exposures
following the TMI accident bas been used in radiation epidemiologic studies. My
reconstructions of historical exposures to traffic pollution are being used in two ongoing
epidemiologic studies of breast cancer. I am a co-author of studies on risks and
consequences of spent-fuel-pool fires. I presented a briefing on 'this work to a committee
of the National Research COlmcil that was studying risks of spent fuel
8. I am prepared to testify as an expert witness on behalf of the Massachusetts Attorney
General with respect to the facts and opinions set forth in my Report.

**** •• *****************.

I declare, under pmalty ofpetjury, that the foregoing facts provided in my Declarution
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief, and that the opinions
expressed herein are based on my b professional judgment.
Executed on 25 May 2006.
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Jan Seyea
(609-397 -2370), jbeyea@cipl.com
EDUCATION:
Ph.D., Columbia University, 1970 (Nuclear Physics).
BA, Amherst College, 1962.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

1968 to
1970 to
1976 to
1980 to
1992 to
1996 to

1970
1976
1980
1991
1995
date

Research Associate, Columbia University Physics Department.
Assistant Professor of Physics, Holy Cross College.
Research Staff, Ctr. for Energy & Env. Studies, Princeton Univ.
Senior Scientist, National Audubon Society, NY. NY.
Chief Scientist & Vice President, National Audubon Society, NY, NY
Senior Scientist, Consulting in the Public Interest, lambertville, NJ

ADVISORY ACTIVITIES & APPOINTMENTS:
Current:
-Member, Committee on Alternatives to Indian Point, National Research Council
-Nat. Academies of Science, Division Advisor (Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences).
-Consultant on human exposure assessment to 1) Columbia U., 2) NCl's Radiation
Division, 3) U Buffalo Dept. of Social & Preventive Med., and 4) UNC Epidemiology Dep't.
-Consultant to law firm of Berger & Montague on dose and health effects reconstruction
from the Hanford and Rocky Flats nuclear weapons complexes.
-Consultant to the National Audubon Society on forest habitat research.
Past:
-Peer reviewer for the American Journal of Public Health, Environmental Health Perspectives,
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, Bioscience, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics,
and various Boards of the National Research Council, including the Board on Radioactive
Waste
-Nat. Research Council (Nat. Academies of Science), Committee on Alternatives for the Release of
Solid Materials from Nuclear Regulatory Commission-licensed Facilities, 2001-2002. Chair of
technical committee.
-Member, Technical Advisory Committee on Forest Health Monitoring, Assessment and Evaluation,
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 2001-2002
- Nat. Research Council, Comm. on DOE'S Fine Particulate Research Program, 1999
- Nat. Research Council, Board on Energy and Environmental Systems, 1993-1998.
- Nat. Research Council, Committee on "linking Sci. & Tech. to SOCiety's Environ. Goals."
- Board Member, Recycling Advisory Council, sponsored by the EPA, 1994-1996
- Composting Committee, Coalition of Northeastern Governors (co-chair) 1994-1996
- Member, Source Reduction Task Force, Coalition of Northeastern Governors 1991-1995
- Secretary of Energy's Advisory Board, Task Force on Economic Modeling, 1991
- National Research Council, Comm. on Alternative Energy R&D Strategies, 1990-1991
- Office ofTechnology Assessment, Advisor to various studies, 1984-1988
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Articles, reports and testimony related to nuclear radiation issues
"Damages from a Major Release of 137Cs into the Atmosphere of the United States, (Beyea,
Lyman, von Hippel), Science and Global Security, 2004: 12:125-136. (Addendum to next paper.)
D

"Reducing the Hazards from Stored Spent Power-Reactor Fuel in the United States: (Alvarez,
Beyea, Janberg, Kang, Lyman, Macfarlane, Thompson, von Hippel), Science and Global Security, 11 :151,2003.
"Response by the Authors to the NRC Review of 'Reducing the Hazards from Stored Spent
Power-Reactor Fuel in the United States,' (Alvarez, Beyea, Janberg, Kang, Lyman, Macfarlane,
Thompson, and von Hippel), Science and Global Security, 2003: 11:213-223,"
"Recent developments in the scientific literature concerning radiation and disease." Report to the
Public Advocate of the Nuclear Claims Tribunal of the Marshall Islands, September, 2003
"The Disposition Dilemma: Controlling the Release of Solid Materials from US NRC-Licensed
Facilities," (With Richard McGee et al.), National Research Council, National Academy Press, 2002.
"The Association Between Radiation and Non-Neoplastic Thyroid Disease: a Brief Review of the
Literature,· Presentation at the Workshop on Targeted Screening for Thyroid and Parathyroid Disease in
a Higher-Risk Population Exposed to lodine-131, Department of Health and Human Services, Advisory
Committee on Energy-Related Epidemiologic Research (ACERER), Columbia, Maryland, June 8, 2000.
"Geographic exposure modeling: A valuable extension of Geographic Information Systems for
use in Environmental Epidemiology,· (Beyea and Hatch), Environmental Health Perspectives 107,
Supplement I: 181-190, 1999
"The importance of specifying the underlying biologic model in estimating the probability of
causation," (Beyea and Greenland), Health Physics 76: 269-274, 1999.
"Animal Burrowing Attributes Affecting Hazardous Waste Management," (Smallwood, Morrison,
Beyea), Environmental Management, 22(6): 931-847, 1998.
"Issues in the Dose-response Analysis of the Mayak Case-Control Study,· Health Physics (letter),
74(6): 726-727,1998.
"Fallout exposures from US weapon tests: Were the doses high enough to cause autoimmune
thyroid diseases?" Statement prepared for the Institute of Medicine's Committee on "Exposure of the
American People to 1-131 from Nevada Atomic-Bomb Tests"
"Monitoring the Dispersal of Contaminants by Wildlife at Nuclear Weapons and Waste Storage
Facilities, USA." (Morrison, Smallwood, Beyea) The Environmentalist, 17: 289-295,1997.
"Fallout Exposures from US Weapon Tests: Health Effects other than Thyroid Cancer," Before
the Appropriations Committee on Labor, Health and Human Services and Education, US Senate, Oct. 1,
1997
"Plutonium distribution in the environs of Rocky Flats." (With Milton Hoenig},Health Physics
(letter) 73(1), 271-272 (1997)
"Comments on 'A Reevaluation of Cancer Incidence near the Three Mile Island Nuclear Plant'
"(with Hatch and Susser), Environ Health Perspectives 105(1}, 12 (1997)
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The Use of Film Badge Data to Estimate Radioactive Releases from Nuclear Facilities (with V.
Harms), TMI Public Health Fund, August 1993.
"Nuclear Energy", (with Valerie Harms), Environment, April 1991.
"Cancer Rates after the Three Mile Island Nuclear Accident and Proximity of Residence to the
Plant", (Hatch, Wallenstein, Beyea, Nieves, Susser), American Journal of Public Health,1..a(6), 719-724
June 1991.
"Cancer Near the Three Mile Island Nuclear Plant: Radiation Emissions", (Hatch, Beyea, Nieves,
Susser), American Journal of Epidemiology, 132(3), 397-412, Sept. 1990.
·Childhood Cancer Near Three Mile Island: Nuclear Plant Emissions and Background Radiation,·
(Hatch, Wallenstein, Beyea, Susser), Columbia University, New York, Sept. 1990.
Re-Estimating the Noble Gas Releases from the Three Mile Island Accident (with J. DeCicco),
TMI Public Health Fund, August 1990.
"Nuclear Power - Only as a Last Resort to Stave Off Global Warming", Forum for Applied
Research and Public Policy," Sept. 1990.
"A Realistic Agenda for Second Generation Nuclear Reactors", before the Subcommittee on
Energy and the Environment of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, May 10, 1990.
"Is There Any Role for Nuclear Power in Preventing Climate Disruption?", Hearing before the
Subcommittee on Energy and Power, House of Representatives,
Serial No. 101-17, March, 1989.
"On Potential Radiation Dosage Consequences of the Accidents that Form the Basis for the NRC
Emergency Planning Rules," on behalf of the Attorney General of Massachusetts in the matter of Public
Service Company of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) [with Steven C. Sholly, Gordon
Thompson, Jennifer Leaning.] September, 1987. Also, "Sheltering at Seabrook", (with Gordon Thompson
and Robert Goble), June 16, 1988.
"Responses to the Chernobyl Accident", before the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources, U. S. Senate, June 19, 1986.
Notes on Long-Range Issues in Nuclear Regulation, in "Regulation and the Nuclear Option,"
Institute for Energy Analyses, Oak Ridge Associated Universities, 1986.
Proceedings of the Workshop on Three Mile Island DOSimetry, Three Mile Island Public Health
Fund, 1622 Locust Street, Phila., Pa., Dec., 1985.
Review of Dose Assessments at Three Mile Island and Recommendations for Future Research,
Report to the Three Mile Island Public Health Fund, August 1984. [See also, "Author Challenges
Review", Health Physics Newsletter, March, 1985, and "TMI--Six Years Later", Nuclear Medicine, 26, p.
1345, 1985.]
"Containment of a Reactor Meltdown", (with Frank von Hippel), Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 38,
p. 52, AugusUSeptember, 1982.
"Second Thoughts (about Nuclear Safety)", in Nuclear ~.emn Sides, W. W. Norton and Co.
(New York, 1982).
"Some Consequences of Catastrophic Accidents at Indian Point and Their Implications for
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Emergency Planning," testimony and cross-examination before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's
Atomic Safety and licensing Board, on behalf of the New York State Attorney General and others, July,

1982.
"Future Prospects for Commercial Nuclear Power in the United States", before the Subcommittee
on Oversight and Investigations, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U. S. House of
Representatives, October 23,1981.
"Stockpiling of Potassium Iodide for the General Public as a Condition for Restart of TMI Unit No.
1", testimony and cross-examination before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board on behalf of the
Anti-Nuclear Group Representing York, April, 1981.
"Emergency Planning for Reactor Accidents", Bulletin Qf ~ Scientists, 36, p. 40, December,
1980. (An earlier version of the article appeared in German as Chapter 3 in 1m Ernstfall Hilflos, E. R.
Koch, Fritz Vahrenholt, editors, Keipenheuer & Witsch, Cologne, 1980.)
Some Long-Term Consequences of Hypothetical Major Releases of Radioactivity to the
Atmosphere from Three Mile Island, Report to the President's Council on Environmental Quality,
December, 1980.
Decontamination of Krypton 85 from Three Mile Island Nuclear Plant, (with Kendall et al), Report
of the Union of Concerned Scientists to the Governor of Pennsylvania, May 15, 1980.
Some Comments on Consequences of Hypothetical Reactor Accidents at the Philippines Nuclear
Power Plant (with Gordon Thompson), Audubon EPAD Report #3, April, 1980.
Nuclear Reactor Accidents: The Value of Improved Containment, (with Frank von Hippel), Center
for Energy and Environmental Studies Report Pu/CEES 94, Princeton University, January, 1980.
"Dispute at Indian Point", Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 36, p. 63, May, 1980.
"Nuclear Reactors: How Safe Are They?", panel discussion sponsored by the Academy Forum of
the National Academy of Sciences, Wash., D.C., May 5, 1980.
"Advice and Recommendations Concerning Changes in Reactor Design and Safety Analysis
which should be Required in Light of the Accident at Three Mile Island", statement to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission concerning the proposed rulemaking hearing on degraded cores, December 29,

1980.
"The Crisis of Nuclear Energy", Subject No. 367 on William Buckley's Firing Line, P.B.S.
Television. Transcript printed by Southern Education Communications Assoc., 928 Woodrow Street, P.
O. Box 5966, Columbia, S.C., 1979.
The Effects of Releases to the Atmosphere of Radioactivity from Hypothetical Large-Scale
Accidents at the Proposed Gorleben Waste Treatment Facility, report to the Government of lower Saxony,
Federal Republic of Germany, as part of the Gorleben International Review. February, 1979.
"Alternatives to the Indian Point Nuclear Reactors", statement before the Environmental
Protection Committee of the New York City Council, December 14,1979. Also before the Committee,
"The Impact on New York City of Reactor Accidents at Indian Point", June 11,1979. Also
"Consequences of a Catastrophic Reactor Accident", statement to the New York City Board of Health,
August 12, 1976 (with Frank von Hippel).
Reactor Safety Research at the Large Consequence End of the Risk Spectrum, presented to the
Experts' Meeting on Reactor Safety Research in the Federal Republic of Germany, Bonn, September 1,
4

1978.
"Emergency Planning for a Catastrophic Reactor Accident", testimony before the California
Energy Resources and Development Commission, Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans
Hearings, p. 171, November 4, 1978.
A Study of Some of the Consequences of Hypothetical Reactor Accidents at Barseback, report to
the Swedish Energy Comm., Stockholm, OS 11978:5,1978.
"Consequences of Catastrophic Accidents at Jamesport", testimony before the N.Y. State Board
on Electric Generation Siting and the Environment in the Matter of Long Island Lighting Co. (Jamesport
Nuclear Power Station), May, 1977.
"Short-Term Effects of Catastrophic Accidents on Communities Surrounding the Sundesert
Nuclear Installation", testimony before the California Energy Resources and Development Commission,
December 3, 1976.
"Comments on WASH-1400," Statement to the Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment,
Oversight Hearings on Reactor Safety, June 11, 1976, Serial No. 94-61, p. 210.
"Upper Limit Calculations of Deaths from Nuclear Reactors," Bulletin of American Physics
Society. 21, III 1976.

Presentations and articles related to non-radioactive pollutants

"Validation And Calibration Of A Model Used To Reconstruct Historical Exposure To Polycyclic
Aromatic Hydrocarbons For Use In Epidemiologic Studies." (Beyea, Hatch et al.), Environ Health
Perspect 114:0003000 (2006). doi: 10.12B9/ehp.B659 available via http://dx.doi.org/ [Online 13 March
2006]
"Traffic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs), Genetic Susceptibility and Risk of Breast
Cancer." (Nie, Beyea, Bonner, Han, Vena, Rogerson, Vito, Muti, Trevisan, Shields, and Freudenheim).
3rd International Congress of Developmental Origins of Health and Disease, November 16-19,2005,
Toronto.
"Residential environmental exposures and other characteristics associated with detectable PAHDNA adducts in peripheral mononuclear cells in a population-based sample of adult females."
Shantakumar S, et aI., J Expo Anal Environ Epidemiol advance online publication, 27 April 2005;
doi: 10.1 03 B/sj.jea. 7500426.
"Emissions of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons from US gasoline-powered vehicles from 1960 to
1995 for use in epidemiologic stUdies." (Beyea, Hatch, Stellman, Gammon). Submitted.
"Environmental exposure to traffic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and risk of breast
cancer." (Nie,. Beyea, Bonner, Han, Vena, Rogerson, Freudenheim, et al.) American Association for
Cancer Research Annual Meeting. Anaheim, April 18, 2005.
'Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH)-DNA adducts and breast cancer: a pooled analysis,"
(Gammon MD, Sagiv SK, et al.), Archives of Environmental Health, 2004; December, in press.
"Development of a traffic model for predicting airborne PAH exposures since 1960 on Long
Island, New York,· Beyea, Hatch et aI., Report to the National Cancer Institute and the National Institute
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of Environmental Health Sciences for work completed under USPHS Grant U01-CNES-66572.

http://www.cipi.com/pdf/beyea200Strafficpahmodel.pdf
"The Long Island Breast Cancer Study Project: Description of a mUlti-institutional collaboration to
identify environmental risk factors for breast cancer,· (Gammon et al.), Breast Cancer Res Treat, 2002:
74:235-254
"Historical reconstruction of exposure to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and model validation:
examples from the Long Island Breast Cancer Study Project." (Beyea, Hatch, Stellman, Gammon et al.)
Invited paper to be presented at the Joint Conference of the International Society of Exposure Analysis
and the International Society for Environmenial Epidemiology, Vancouver, August 2002.
"Validation of airborne PAH exposure opportunity estimates for a large-scale epidemiologic study
using soil samples collected at subjects' homes.' (Stellman, Beyea, Hatch et al.) Meeting of the
International Society of Exposure Analysis, poster, Charleston, 2001.
"Spatial distribution of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in 500 residential soils samples collection
on Long Island, NY in relation to traffic patterns." (Beyea, Stellman, Hatch et al.) 22 nd Annual Meeting of
the Society for Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, poster, Baltimore, Nov. 12-15,2001.
"Potential Toxic and Carcinogenic Chemical Contaminants in Source-Separated Municipal Solid
Waste Composts: Review of Available Data and Recommendations," (with Jim Cook), Toxicological and
Environmental Chemistry, 67:27-69,1998.
Articles and reports related to urban and community design
Audubon House: Building the Environmentally Responsible, Energy-Efficient Office, John Wiley &
Sons, NY, 1994 (with Shaw, Baumgarten, Lee, Croxton, Childs)
"Audubon House,· Nat. Inst. of Standards and Technology Special Publication 863, Proceedings
of the U.S. Green Building Conference, 1994.
"The Minnesota Source-Separated Composting Project,· Interim Report (with rest of project
team), July 1995.
"A Vision for Composting,· in Proceedings of the 6th Annual Waste Reduction, Prevention,
Recycling, and Composting Symposium, Solid Waste Association of North America, Feb. 27- March 1,
1995.
"The Santa Barbara County Pilot Waste Collection Project,· (with rest of project team), April 1994.
"Wet Bag Composting Trial Yields Promising Results", (with Lauren DeChant, Margaret Conditt,
and Bruce Jones), Biocycle, April 1993.
"Composting Plus Recycling Equals 70 Percent Diversion", (with Lauren DeChant, Bruce Jones,
Margaret Conditt), Biocycle, May 1992.
The Power of Composting, The Power of Partnership (with W. Greggs), Proceedings of the Solid
Waste Association of North America, August 1993.
Wet Bag Composting Report (with M. Conditt, et al), Audubon and Procter & Gamble Report,
September 1993.
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"The Power of Composting, The Power of Partnership", speeches for the National Recycling
Confernece, Oct. 1993, GMNFMI environmental conference, March 1993, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, April 1993, and the Biocycle conference, May 1993.
"Paper Versus Plastic" in The Plastic Waste Primer, The League of Women Voters/Handbook for
Citizens, Lyons & Burford, Oct. 1992.
The Audubon Proposal for Solid Waste Management in Jefferson County and the City of
Louisville, Kentucky, Dec. 1991. Also Review of Proposed Resource Recovery Agreement Between the
City of Louisville and Louisville Energy and Environment.
Solid Solutions for Solid Waste, NAS Guidebook for the Community Solid Waste Management
Program, (Beyea, Bolze, Lee, Lathan, Hansell), (draft).
"The Great Paper Versus Plastic Debate", Audubon Activist, p. 5, March/April, 1989.
Plastics vs. Paper: Some Environmental Considerations, Audubon Report, 1989.
"Indoor Air Pollution", Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 37, p. 63, Feb., 1981.
Articles and reports related to energy efficiency
"Green Grocers Mean Energy-Efficient grocers,· Store Equipment & Design (with Alys
Campaign), April 1995.
"Global Warming", (with Eric Fischer), before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Jan.
13,1992.
Energy Policy and Global Warming", in Global Climate Change mlQ Life 2n Earth, Chapman &
Hall, New York, 1991.
"The C02 Diet for a Greenhouse Planet: Assessing Individual Actions for Slowing Global
Warming: In Energy Efficiency and the Environment: Forging the Link. American Council for an EnergyEfficient Economy; Washington, DC. (Also: "The C02 Diet for a Greenhouse Planet: A Citizen's Guide for
Slowing Global Warming: National Audubon Society Report). 1991; and "The Audubon Activist Carbon
Dioxide Diet", Audubon Activist. p. 8-9, January/February, 1990.) (All with with DeCicco, Cook, and
Bolze.)
Confronting Climate Change: Strategies for Energy Research and Development, (Morrison,
Beyea, et al), National Research Council, National Academy Press, Washington D.C., Oct. 1990.
"U.S. Appliance Efficiency Standards", (Rollin and Beyea),

~

Policy, 13, p. 425, 1985.

The Audubon Energy Plan, (Beyea et al), 2nd Ed., July 1984 (1st Ed., 1981) [See also, Intro. to
Special Issue on Legal Issues Arising From The Audubon Energy Plan 1984, Columbia Journal of
Environmental Law, 11, p. 251, 1986].
"Dealing with Uncertainties in Projections of Electricity Consumption", before the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources, U. S. Senate, July 25,1985.
"Computer Modeling for Energy Policy Analysis", (Medsker, Beyea, and Lyons), Proceedings of
the 15th Annual Modeling and Simulation Conference, Pittsburgh, PA, 15, part 3, p. 1111, 1984.
"Comments on Energy Forecasting", material submitted for the record at Hearings before the
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Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations of the House Committee on Science and Technology;
Committee Print No. 14, June 1-2,1981.
"Locating and Eliminating Obscure but Major Energy Losses in Residential Housing", (Harrje,
Dutt, and Beyea), ASHRAE Transactions, 85, Part 11,1979. (Winner of ASHRAE outstanding paper
award.)
"Attic Heat Loss and Conservation Policy", (Dutt, Beyea, and Sinden). ASME Technology and
Society Division Paper 78-TS-5, Houston, Texas, 1978.
"Critical Significance of Attics and Basements in the Energy Balance of Twin Rivers
Townhouses", (Beyea et al), ~ and Buildings, Vol. 1(1977), p. 261. Also Chapter 3 of Saving
Energy in the Home, Ballinger, 1978.
"The Two-Resistance Model for Attic Heat Flow: Implications for Conservation Policy", (Woteki,
Dutt, Beyea), Energy--The .!n1!.. Journal, 3, 657, 1978.
"Comments on the Proposed FTC Trade Regulation Rule on Labeling and Advertising of Thermal
Insulation", (Beyea and Dutt), before the Federal Trade Commission, 1978.

Articles, reports and speeches related to watershed and river protection
"Long-Term Threats to Canada's James Bay from Hydroelectric Development", Information North,
Arctic Institute of North America, Alberta, Canada, Sept. 1990.
Long-Term Threats to Canada's James Bay From Human Development, (Rosenthal and Beyea),
Audubon EPAD Report #29, July, 1989.
"The New York Connection to Hydro-Quebec's James Bay Project", speech given for the NYC
Bar Associationrrhe Americas Society Debate, January 1992.
National Audubon Society's Direct Testimony Before the Vermont Public Service Board on the
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Contract with Hydro-Quebec on Vermont Wildlife, (with Susan
Drennan), December, 1989.
"The Citizens' Acid Rain Monitoring Network", (Bolze and Beyea), Environmental Science ~
Technology, 23(6), June, 1989.
"Citizens' Acid Rain Monitoring Network", (Baize, Martyr, and Beyea), presented at a National
Workshop on "The Role of Citizen Volunteers in Environmental Monitoring", held at the University of
Rhode Island, May, 1988.
Threats to Wildlife and the Platte River, (Safina, Rosenbluth, Pustmueller, Strom, Klataske, Lee,
and Beyea), Audubon EPAD Report #33, March, 1989.

Articles and reports on resolving scientific uncertainties through partnership

"Guidelines to Sustain Biodiversity in Northeastern Pennsylvania Forests", (with T.S.
Fredericksen, W. Hoffman, B.N. Johnson, and M.B. Lester), A Partnership Project with the Procter &
Gamble Co., Poster at Mid-Atlantic Highlands Assessment Conference, Davis, WVA. October, 1995.
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"The Power of Composting; The Power of Partnership,· in Proceedings of the International
Symposium on "The Science of Composting." 30 May - 2 June, 1995, Bologna, Italy.
~On the Importance of Thinking Like an Ecosystem: in Almanac for the Environment,
GrosseVPutnam, NY, 1994.

"Beyond the Politics of Blame", EPRI Journal, July/August 1993 (reprinted in Agricultural
Engineering).
Bringing Environmental Damage Costs into the Electricity Marketplace: Gains to be Expected and
Pitfalls to be Avoided, presented at the National Conference on Environmental Externalities, Wyoming,
Oct. 1990.
"Linking Energy Consumption with GNP", Review of Beyond Qll. Chemical ~ Engineering News,
64, p. 25-26, Dec. 1,1986.
Articles and reports related to biomass and forest research:
Managing White-tailed Deer in Forest Habitat From an Ecosystem Perspective: Pennsylvania
Case Study. (Latham, Beyea, Benner, Dunn, Fajvan, Freed, Grund, Horsley, Rhoads and Shissler)
Report by the Deer Management Forum for Audubon Pennsylvania and Pennsylvania Habitat Alliance,
Harrisburg. xix + 340 pp., 2005 (Accessible at http://pa.audubon.org/deerforumreportmain.htm)
"Use of meta-analysis to assign bird species to assemblages indicative of responsiveness to
logging intensity in northeastern, hardwood forests." (Beyea, Hartley, Burger), 10th Annual Conference of
the Wildlife Society. Burlington, 2003.
"Bird Relationships to Habitat Characteristics Created by Timber Harvesting in Pennsylvania,· B.
Ross, M. Morrison, W. Hoffman, T.S. Fredericksen, R.J. Sawicki, E. Ross, M.B. Lester, J. Beyea, B.N.
Johnson, Journal of the Pennsylvania Academy of Sciences, 74: 71-84, 2001
"The Impact of Logging on Wildlife: A Study in Northeastern Pennsylvania,· TS Fredericksen, BD
Ross, W Hoffman, E. Ross, M.L. Morrison, J. Beyea, MB Lester, BN Johnson, Journal of Forestry, 98(4}:
4-10,2000.
"Bioenergy in the United States: Progress and Possibilities,· (with J Cook), Biomass and
Bioenergy, 18. 2000.
"Relative Abundance and Species Richness of Herpetofauna in Forest Stands in Pennsylvania,·
{with BD Ross, T Fredericksen, E Ross, W Hoffman, ML. Morrison, MB Lester, BN Johnson, NJ
Fredericksen}, Forest Science, 46: 139-146, 2000.
"Using the Best Scientific Data for Endangered Species Conservation,· (Smallwood, Beyea,
Morrison), Environmental Management 24(4):421-435. 1999.
"Short-term understory plant community responses to timber harvesting on non-industrial private
forestlands in Pennsylvania,· (with TS Fredericksen, BD Ross, W Hoffman, ML. Morrison, BN Johnson,
MB Lester, E Ross), Forest Ecology and Management, 116:129-139, 1999.
"Adequacy of Natural Hardwood Regeneration on Forestlands in Northeastern Pennsylvania,"
(with T.S. Fredericksen, B. Ross, W. Hoffman, M. Lester, M. Morrison, B.N. Johnson), Northern Journal of
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Applied Forestry, 15(3}:130-134,1998.
"Ecology of Agricultural Monocultures: Some Consequences for Biodiversity in Biomass Energy
Farms,· (with W. Hoffman and J. Cook), Proceedings of the 2nd Biomass Conference of the Americas,
1995, pp.1618-1627.
"National Biofuels Roundtable: Principles and Guidelines for the Development of Biomass
Energy Systems,· Biomass and Bioenergy (Overend et aI., to be published).
"Economic and Environmental Opportunities Through Biomass Deve!opment: Report of the
CONEG Governors' Biomass Policy Roundtable,· August 1995.
"Biomass Power: The Challenge and the Opportunity,· Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the
Utility Biomass Energy Commercialization Association, 1994.
Avian Species Diversity and Policy Issues in Large-Scale Short-Rotation Wood Energy Crops:
Annual Reports to the Department of Energy (with Hoffman and Cook). 1992-1994
·Some Ecological Guidelines for Large-scale Biomass Plantations,· Proceedings of the First
Biomass Conference of the Americas, August 3~-September 2, 1993. National Renewable Energy
Laboratory. Pp.33-41. (with Hoffman and Cook)
The Habitat Value of Short-Rotation Poplar Plantations: Avian Population Studies and
Management Alternatives (with W. Hoffman, J. Cook), 1993.
Toward Ecological Guidelines for Large-Scale Biomass Energy Development, based on an
Audubon/Princeton University Biomass Workshop, 1992.
"Biotechnological Advances in Biomass Energy and Chemical Production: Impacts on Wildlife
and Habitat", (with K. Keeler), Critical Reviews In Biotechnology, CRC Press, Florida, February 1991.
"Potential Impacts of Biomass Production in the U.S. on Biological Diversity", (with Jim Cook and
Kathleen Keeler), Annual Review of Energy. Calif., 1991. An adaptation appears in Biologue, Sept. 1991.
"Preserving Biodiversity in the Face of Large Scale Demand for Biofuels", (with K.Keeler and
J.Cook), Institute for Gas and Technology, Proceedings of Conference on Energy From Biomass Wastes
XV (3/25-29/91) , Wash.D.C., 1991.
"Biofuels: Answer to Global Warming or Growing Threat to Biodiversity?" In Forestry and
EnvironmenLEngineering Solutions - from a conference held June 5-6, 1991. American Society of
Agricultural Engineers; S1. Joseph, MI. (with Cook and Keeler)
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Report To The Massachusetts Attorney General On The Potential Consequences Of A SpentFuel-Pool Fire At The Pilgrim Or Vermont Yankee Nuclear Plant.

Jan Beyea, Ph.D.
May 25, 2006
Consulting in the Public Interest
53 Clinton Street
Lambertville, NJ 08530
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Personal Background. I am a nuclear physicist who has studied the consequences of both real and
hypothetical nuclear accidents, as well as strategies for mitigation. I am a regular member of panels
and boards of the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences and an advisor to
the Division of Engineering and Physical Sciences. After receiving my Ph.D. in nuclear physics from
Columbia University, I taught environmental studies at Holy Cross College. Next, I did research at
Princeton's Center For Energy and Environmental Studies modeling the consequences of nuclear
accidents. I then spent 15 years at the National Audubon Society as Senior Policy Scientist, and
ultimately as Chief Scientist and Vice President. Currently, I am senior scientist at Consulting in the
Public Interest, providing scientific assistance to not-for-profits, universities, government, and injured
plaintiffs.
I am the author of over 100 articles and reports that span a diverse range of topics. I am a
regular peer reviewer of articles for scientific journals. One of my specialties is geographic exposure
modeling of toxic releases (Beyea and Hatch 1999). My reconstruction of exposures following the
TMI accident has been used in radiation epidemiologic studies (Hatch et al. 1990; Hatch et al. 1991).
My reconstructions of historical exposures to traffic pollution (Beyea et al.; Beyea et al. 2005) are
being used in two ongoing epidemiologic studies of breast cancer (Gammon et al. 2002), (Nie et al.
2005). I am a co-author of studies on risks and consequences of spent-fuel-pool fires (Alvarez et al.
2003a), (Beyea et al. 2004a), (Beyea 1979). I presented a briefing on this work to a committee of the
National Research Council that was studying risks of spent fuel.
Introduction I have been asked by the Office of the Attorney General, Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, to consider the consequences of releases of radioactivity from spent-fuel-pool fires at
the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee nuclear plants, as part ofa relicensing proceeding. In my report I
consider important new information on the consequences of releases of radioactivity, in general, and
spent-fuel-pool fires, in particular, that was not available to the analysts who prepared earlier
documents that are relevant to these proceedings. For example, this new information, which deals with
damage costs and radiation risks, was not available prior to the publication of the Environmental
Reports for Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee; it was not available prior to the publication of the generic
relicensing environmental impact statement (NUREG 1996); and, some of it was not available prior to
the filing of Entergy's license renewal application. Consequently, these earlier documents are
incomplete from the scientific perspective.
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I have addressed the consequences of releases from spent-fuel pools prior to these proceedings
(Alvarez et al. 2003a), (Beyea et al. 2004a), (Beyea 1979), in some cases in collaboration with Gordon
Thompson, Ph.D., who is filing a separate report in these proceedings. The work we have done has led
to a study of the National Research Council! and has generated considerable debate and commentary
(Alvarez et al. 2003b; Alvarez et al. 2003c; Beyea et al. 2004b)). We have revised our calculations to
account for criticisms we thought were valid and easily addressable. In particular, Edwin Lyman,
Frank von Hippel and I, in our most recent published work (Beyea et al. 2004a), which forms the
backbone of this report on Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee, have specifically responded to criticisms by
NRC staff concerning the use of constant population densities around nuclear plants (Alvarez et al.
2003c). In this report, I have addressed additional limitations that raised concerns about our earlier
work in some circles. Although critiques of our independent work indicate that there are differences
among analysts on the quantity of radioactivity that might be released in a spent-fuel-pool fire and the
probability of such releases, there is a consensus among the technical community that this problem
needs to be addressed. 2• 3
For my report, I have considered releases of 10% and 100% of the pool inventory, using
methodologies outlined in (Alvarez et al. 2003a) and (Beyea et al. 2004a). I have also provided
1 For a discussion of the relationship between our study and the National Research Council's report (NatRC 2005), see
remarks of Kevin Crowley before the Council on Foreign Relations (Crowley 2005).
2 Allan Benjamin, lead author of the original 1979 spent-fuel paper from Sandia Laboratory, was a reviewer of our 2003
paper in SG&S. He provided a public commentary on it, in which he stated, "In summary, the authors are to be commended
for identifying a problem that needs to be addressed, and for scoping the boundaries of that problem. However, they fall
short of demonstrating that their proposed solution is cost effective or that it is optimal." (Benjamin 2003). Whether or not
we "fell short" in demonstrating cost effectiveness or optimality is not the issue at this stage in the relicensing proceedings.
3 It was in 2005, after the relicensing GElS was completed, that the National Research Council (NatRC) released its study
on risks of spent-fuel-pool fires.
"The committee judges that successful terrorist attacks on spent fuel pools, though difficult, are possible .
... Ifan attack leads to a propagating zirconium cladding fire, it could result in the release oflarge amounts of
radioactive material.
... Additional analyses are needed to understand more fully the vulnerabilities and consequences of events that
could lead to propagating zirconium cladding fires .
... it appears to be feasible to reduce the likelihood of a zirconium cladding fire by rearranging spent fuel
assemblies in the pool and making provision for water-spray systems that would be able to cool the fuel, even it
the pool or overlying building were severely damaged .
... Dry cask storage has inherent security advantages over spent fuel pool storage, but it can only be used to store
older spent fuel.
The committee judges, however, that further engineering analyses and cost-benefit studies would be needed before
decisions on this and other mitigative measures are taken." (NatRC 2005)
I note that such engineering analyses and cost-benefit studies have not been published by the applicants.
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additional calculations that a) fill iri some gaps left in earlier work, and b) take into account new
information that has recently become available. 10% and 100% are the release fractions recommended
for consideration by Gordon Thompson in his report. I have read his report and find it consistent with
my knowledge ofthis field. These release fractions match earlier published work by Thompson,
myself, and co-authors (Alvarez et a1. 2003a), (Beyea et a1. 2004a). They also are consistent in order of
magnitude with values considered appropriate by the analyst who did the original work on releases
from spent-fuel pools.4 In addition to a 10% and 100% release fraction, I have also considered (briefly)
a smaller release. I have presented general formulas that can be used to estimate consequences for a
wide range of releases, other than 10% or 100%.
Thompson finds the inventory ofCesium-137 to be somewhat higher at Pilgrim and Vermont
Yankee than the default inventory for a generic reactor considered in (Alvarez et al. 2003a). The
differences are not major. I have reviewed Thompson's analysis and find his values reasonable for me
to use.
Thompson has estimated the heat rate of a spent-fuel-pool fire to be higher at Pilgrim and
Vermont Yankee than estimated for a generic spent-fuel pool in (Alvarez et a1. 2003a). The difference
in resulting plume rise is within one standard deviation for plume rise, using standard formulas, so it
has not been necessary for me to modify my calculations with respect to plume rise.
Before submitting a report on consequences of a 10% and 100% release, I have made an
independent assessment to assure myself that such releases are probable enough to be more than a
mathematical exercise. I have already noted that many analysts have found that the generic, spent-fuelpool problem needs to be addressed. In addition, I have reviewed the treatment of release probabilities
in the companion report of Gordon Thompson, Ph.D. I find his analysis reasonable and conservative. I
am certainly comfortable relying on his plant-specific probability numbers for this proceeding. I note
that his estimate of the probability of a release caused by a malicious act increases his total probability
estimate by only a factor of 6. A factor of 6 increase is modest, given the ingenuity that terrorists have
shown in the past. Thompson's plant-specific numbers are consistent with generic probability analyses
that were part of a scoping cost-benefit analysis that my colleagues and I made in 2003 (Alvarez et al.
Allan Benjamin, lead author of the original 1979 paper from Sandia Laboratory, was a reviewer of our 2003 paper in
SG&S. He provided a public commentary on it, in which he stated,. "Although there is clear evidence that some of the fuel
would melt in such a situation, we don't know how much. Since we don't, it is conservative and appropriate to assume that
a large fraction of the fission product inventory could become released to the environment. Whether that fraction is 0.20 or
1.00 doesn't change the fact that the release would be unacceptable." (Benjamin 2003)
4
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2003a). Our analysis suggests that even using older probability numbers, and without considering
threats of terrorism or new data on radiation risks to be discussed later, moving older fuel to dry cask
storage is nearly cost-effective.5 The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's response to the issues raised
by the report of the National Research Council (NatRC 2005) and our paper in Science and Global
Security (SG&S)(Alvarez et at. 2003a) is discussed in (Dorman 2005). The NRC does not appear to be
addressing the scenarios of most concern to me, such as those addressed by Thompson in his report for
Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee. The Commission essentially sees the spent-fuel pool problem as a nonissue that is diverting resources from more important areas. However, the basis for the Commission's
overall judgment is secret, presenting a challenge in relicensing proceedings to independent scientists
like myself, who are not allowed to review the secret analysis. Should I simply accept the
Commission's judgment without review and remain silent to avoid any chance of providing useful
information to terrorists? The problem with such a stance is that I do not believe the Commission (or
any government agency) can best protect the public against terrorism in the absence of vigorous
pressure from, and critical analysis by, a range of stakeholders. It would be irresponsible to say
nothing, but equally irresponsible to say too much. I hope the balance I have struck in this report is the
right one. I certainly conclude from all of the analysis carried out, both by me, Thompson, and others,
and the lack of response by the NRC to date, that computing the consequences of large releases of
Cesium-137 in regulatory proceedings is responsible and in the public interest.
Another reason that I find it important to make consequence calculations in these proceedings is
that the NRC's own Inspector General has observed that the NRC appears to have informally
established an unreasonably high burden of requiring absolute proof of a safety problem (IG 2003).
Considerable evidence is available that a correspondingly high barrier has been set for alternatives to
pool storage at reactors, based on comments by NRC staff on our 2003 paper and by my reading of
(Dorman 2005). Thus, independent analysts may be the only vehicle for computing state-of-the-art
consequences, if the NRC is reluctant to commission such calculations or require applicants to make
them.

Consequences ofa release. The first realistic study of the economic and land use consequences of
The approach I took for our 2003 report, when it came to dealing with terrorism, was to think of scenarios that a terrorist
group might come up with using the technical means I thought would be reasonably available to them. Since at least one of
those generic scenarios I came up with seemed plausible, I considered at the time, and still do, that we need to understand
the consequences of spent-fuel-pool fires.
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releases of long-lived radioactivity that tried to go beyond bounding calculations was published in 1996
(Chanin and Murfin 1996). This work appeared in the same year of publication of the relicensing GElS
(NUREG 1996), so would not likely have been considered in the GElS. More recently, in 2003 and
2004, estimates of the long-term health consequences of releases from spent-fuel fires were published
by our group of independent analysts, as noted above. Some NRC Commissioners have referred to
staff analyses refuting our published results, but such analyses have never been made public, as far as I
am aware. If the new staff analysis does exist, it was also prepared after the GElS and so should be
incorporated into the EIS for Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee. The staff analysis that has been published
is sobering and only applies specifically to decommissioning (Collins and Hubbard 2001).
For this report, components of damage costs not previously considered at other sites have been
included. For instance, new damage cost and latent cancer calculations have been made to extend the
work by Beyea, Lyman, and von Hippel to areas contaminated by resuspension. Results from "wedge
model" calculations (discussed below) have been used for this purpose. Loss of property value outside
remediated areas have also been considered, again with reliance on the wedge model. Approximate
correction has been made for wind-rose effects, something that was not done in (Beyea et al. 2004a).
In addition, I have made cost and latent cancer estimates, assuming that the latest radiation mortality
studies are used in the calculations. As for the standard components of damage calculations, I have
scaled, interpolated or extrapolated from values computed for other sites as reported in (Beyea et al.
2004a). Since the MACCS2 model was run in the paper by Beyea, Lyman, and von Hippel, with the
parameter values listed there, the results in this report on Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee are based on the
MACCS2 model.
The models included in the MACCS2 code are based largely on methodologies originally
developed for the 1975 Reactor Safety Study (NUREG 1975), as refined in the CRAC2 code (Kocher
et al. 1987; Ritchie et al. 1984). See (Young and Chanin 1996). A simpler approach to consequence
analysis (wedge model) was developed by an American Physical Society group that reviewed the
Reactor Safety Study (APS 1975). The wedge-model provides quick estimates of consequences that
usually gives similar results to more detailed models, such as MACCS2, provided one uses appropriate
effective parameters. The wedge model may underestimate acute consequences in situations where
changing weather classes dominates health effects, but that is not a major issue for releases of cesium137, where the risk is from long-term exposure.
Details of the calculations made for this report are given in Appendix I. Tables with
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quantitative results appear in a subsequent section. Reliance on output from the MACCS2 computer
code or the wedge model to estimate consequences from releases ofCesium-137 in this report does not
necessarily imply endorsement of the use of these methodologies in other contexts, nor endorsements
of the parameter sets that applicants or others may use with them. All models have strengths and
weaknesses that must not be forgotten by modelers. MACCS2 does not appear to have undergone
extensive field validation (Young and Chanin 1997), but sensitivity studies have been undertaken
(Helton et al. 1995; McKay and Beckman 1994), (Neymotin 1994) and a large number of expert
elicitations have been carried out that provide uncertainty distribution for input parameters (Goossens
et al. 1997; Harper et al. 1993; Little et al. 1997; USNRC 1995). The model has been used in a limited
number of peer-reviewed publications. Edwin Lyman, who ran the MACCS2 code for (Beyea et al.
2004a) has probably the greatest number of peer-reviewed papers using MACCS2.
For late health effects, which are of interest in this report, the deposition velocity has been
found to be a major parameter affecting MACCS results (Helton et al. 1995). Because the uncertainty
distribution for deposition velocity is quite broad (US NRC 1995), the variance in the MACCS2
predictions for cancers (and damage costs) could be large. When possible, I prefer to rely on exposure
models that have been tested against field data, such as those I have developed in recent years (Beyea
et al.). However, by relying on results from MACCS2 in these proceedings with respect to
consequences from releases ofCesium-137, I hope to avoid distracting debate over models.
In the next section, I present results of consequence calculations using standard cancer risk
coefficients. In subsequent sections, I discuss major new studies on cancer risks from radiation that
suggest the risk coefficients used in most versions ofMACCS2 are way too low. I then present
consequence calculations using higher cancer coefficients and discuss some of the implications for cost
benefit analyses. Finally, I discuss some new developments in dispersion modeling at coastal sites. I
suggest that the applicant at Pilgrim should undertake sensitivity studies using appropriate computer
codes to see if this new knowledge of meteorology modifies cost-benefit computations.

Quantitative damage estimates for releases from Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee, assuming
standard cancer risk coefficients:
This section presents a subset of consequence estimates for hypothetical releases ofCesium-137
from spent-fuel pools at Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee. Estimates are presented for economic costs and
latent cancers. Variance in the estimates are not considered for the contention phase. Details of the
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estimates are given in the Table footnotes and in Appendix I. Political, psychological, and social
impacts of hypothetical releases are not considered, although they could obviously be significant. For
instance, there appears to exist a "radiation syndrome" that affects a subset of exposed populations,
causing debilitating psychiatric symptoms (Vyner 1983). Psychological effects of radiation disasters
are expected to be most serious for children (CEH 2003).
Releases of 10% and -100% of the radiocesium in the spent-fuel pools at both Pilgrim and
Vermont Yankee are considered. Results are presented in this section using the standard risk
coefficients assumed in (Beyea et al. 2004a). Releases lower than 10% of the Cesium-137 inventory,
even releases too low to justify remediation, could have costs associated with loss in property value in
the range of 10 to 100 billion dollars.
The damage estimates shown in the Tables are much less than the GDP of the US, which is
about 12 trillion per year. However, some ofthe numbers exceed the annual payment on the national
debt, which is about 350 billion dollars per year, indicating that government borrowing to cover the
damage payments from a spent-fuel-pool fire could represent a major perturbation on the economy.
Thus, significant macroeconomic effects could be expected depending on the state of the economy at
the time of any hypothetical release. The regional impacts would be expected to be the most serious.
Estimating such effects are beyond the scope of this report.
The Tables include numbers in some cells to 3-significant figures. This does not imply any
comparable level of accuracy.
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Table 1. Cost estimatesfor a release of10% ofspent-fuel pool inventory ofradioactive Cesium-137!
assuming no change in cancer risk coefficient (billions of dollars)
I
Category
Direct

costsa)

Pilgrim

Vermont Yankee
49

39

Indirect administrative
costsb)

49

39

Loss in property values
adjacent to treated
areas c)

7-74

9-87

??

??

> 105-171

> 87-165

Costs associated with
cleanup or demolition of
downtown business and
commercial districts,
heavy industrial areas,
or high-rise apartment
buildings.d )

Total

Comment

Particularly important
for Pilgrim, with its
proximity to Boston

a) As estimated from computations with MACCS2 at comparable sites with the parameters given in
(Beyea et aI. 2004a). Reduction by 1I3rd to account for wind rose effects.
b) Based on Chanin and Murfin. "We believe ... that it might be reasonable to double the cost
estimates provided [here] in order to account for indirect costs." (Chanin and Murfin 1996), p. 6-3.
The factor might not be as great in the current case, however, because of economies of scale. We
assume that litigation costs offset any economies of scale.
c) Assumes 5% loss in property value for an area surrounding the plume that includes 1 to 10 times as
many persons as are in the (0.24 radian) plume extending out to 250 miles (see Appendix I). A
similar 5% loss in property value is assumed in the plume from 250-1000 miles. $132,000 in property
value assumed per capita (Beyea et aI. 2004a). Although not included in this total for the contention
phase, loss in property value upon sale by government ofremediated property should be included
here. MACCS2 assumes no such loss.
d) We have not attempted an estimate for this category in the contention phase.
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Table 2. Cost estimates for a release of -1 00% ofspent-fuel pool inventory of Cs-137 assuming no I
increase in cancer risk coefficient (billions of dollars)
I
I

Category

Pilgrim

t

;

Vennont Yankee

i

Direct costsa)

163

Indirect administrative
costsb )

163

Loss in property values
adjacent to treated
areas c)

16-162

17-172

??

??

> 342-488

> 364-518

Costs associated with
cleanup or demolition of
downtown business and
commercial districts,
heavy industrial areas,
or high-rise apartment
buildings. d)

Total

I

I

!

173
173

:

I

iComment

I

I
I
I

Particularly important
for Pilgrim, with its
proximity to Boston

a) As estimated from computations with MACCS2 at comparable sites with the parameters given in
(Beyea et at. 2004a). Figures reduced by 1I3rd to account for wind rose effects.
b) Based on Chanin and Murfin. "We believe ... that it might be reasonable to double the cost
estimates provided [here] in order to account for indirect costs." (Chanin and Murfin 1996), p. 6-3.
The factor might not be as great in the current case, however, because of economies of scale. We
assume that litigation costs offset the economies of scale.
c) Assumes 5% loss in property value for an area including 1 to 10 times as many persons as are in a
0.24 radian plume extending out to 700 miles (see text). A similar 5% loss in property value is
assumed in the plume from 700-1000 miles. $132,000 in property value assumed per capita (Beyea et
al. 2004a). Although not included in this total for the contention phase, loss in property value upon
sale by government ofremediated property should be included here. MACCS2 assumes no such loss.
d) We have not attempted an estimate for this category in the contention phase.
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Note that the latent cancer estimates in Table 3, below, are lower limits, because they only
include the cancers from Cesium-137. This approximation ignores shorter isotopes in the fresh fuel in
the pool, especially Cesium-134 (Benjamin 2003).

Table 3. Estimatesfor latent cancers following releasesfrom the spent-jUel pools at either Pilgrim
or Vermont Yankee (assuming no increase in cancer risk number)
Category

10% release

-100% release

Latent cancers in main plume
path from residual
contaminationa)

1300

4000

Latent cancers from deposited
resuspensionb)

1300

4000

Total

2,700

8,000

a) Based on typical numbers for plants analyzed in (Beyea et al. 2004a). Figures reduced by 1I3rd to
account for wind rose effects. Cancers in the direct plume are reduced by more than a factor often
from decontamination and deconstruction.
b) Assumes 10% resuspension and redistribution of deposited Cesium-137 resulting from a) wind
removal in the first few weeks, and b) remediation/demolition efforts over successive years. It is
possible that even the resuspended Cesium would produce concentrations high enough to justify
remediation, with a corresponding reduction in projected cancers. However, clean-up costs would be
increased.

I have not been able to incorporate new understanding of the flow of air over and around the
New England Coastline that has been achieved in recent years. Still, this new knowledge should be
taken into account in EISs for coastal facilities. Releases from Pilgrim headed initially out to sea will
remain tightly concentrated due to reduced turbulence until winds blow the puffs back over land (Zagar
et al.), (Angevine et al. 2006). This can lead to hot spots of radioactivity in unexpected locations
(Angevine et al. 2004). Dismissing radioactivity blowing out to sea is inappropriate. Reduction of
turbulence on transport from Pilgrim across the water to Boston should also be studied. Although
incorporating such meteorological understanding into a PSA or equivalent at Pilgrim would not be
likely to make more that a factor of two difference in risk, the change could bring more SAMAs into
play and would be significant in an absolute sense, when combined with the increase arising from
incorporation of new values of radiation dose conversion coefficients (discussed below). The program
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CALPUFF (Scire et al. 2000) has the capability to account for reduced turbulence over ocean water and
could be used in sensitivity studies to see how important the phenomenon is at Pilgrim.

New cancer risk coefficients There have been increases in the value of the cancer risk assigned to low
doses of radiation that should be taken into account in EISs. These increases have been steady since
1972,6 which makes the original EISs out of date. In addition, there has been a marked increase in the
value of the cancer mortality risk per unit of radiation at low doses (2-to-3 rem average) as a result of
recent studies published on a) radiation workers (Cardis et al. 2005) and b) the Techa River cohort
(Krestinina et al. 2005). Both studies give similar values for low dose, protracted exposure, namely
about 1 cancer death per Sievert (100 rem).

Worker study: The average dose for the workers was 2-rem. The authors of this large, international
study of radiation workers included major figures in the field of radiation studies. The authors state,
"On the basis of these estimates, 1-2% of deaths from cancer among workers in this cohort may be
attributable to radiation." Although it can be misleading to interpret epidemiologic data in this way
(Beyea and Greenland 1999), because it implies to non-experts a single-cause model of cancer, there is
no doubt that a 1-2% increase in cancer mortality for a worker population is unusually high.

Techa River Cohort: The results for the Techa River cohort are equally striking, showing a strong
linear effect down to a few rads. The average dose was 3 rads. The authors, who once again include
major figures in the field of radiation studies, state: "It is estimated that about 2.5% of the solid cancer
deaths ... are associated with the radiation exposure." As in the worker population, an increase in solid
cancer deaths of2.5% from a dose of3 rads is extraordinarily high compared to past estimates.

Such high risk coefficients imply that background radiation itself must increase cancer mortality
by 3_5%.7 (It has long been known that background radon concentrations may well increase lung
cancer rates by 10% or more (Lubin et al. 1995), (Darby et al. 2005).) Critics of studies like those by
For instance, there was a large increase in the risk coefficients estimated between the 1980 BEIR III report and the 1990
BEIR V report. See Table 4-4 of (National Research Council 1990), where the lifetime risk estimates increased by a
factor of 4.6-19, depending on the risk model.
7 Assuming 0.1 rem per year background, which ignores the "equivalent" dose to the lung from radon. It is more difficult
to compare rates of lung cancer, because the interaction of smoking and radiation has been found to lie between a linear
and relative model. Therefore, such interactions must be taken into account, before drawing conclusions about areawide differences, or lack of differences, in lung cancer rates.
6
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Cardis et al. and by Krestinina et al. argue that such big effects, if they were real, should show up in
cancer statistics in places like Colorado, where background radiation is high, when compared to areas
of the country where background radiation is lower. However, crude statistical analysis that does not
adjust for covariates at an individual level is unlikely to be very reliable (Lubin 1998). Also, there is an
issue of the confounding effect of hypoxia (Weinberg et al. 1987). Hypoxia also varies with altitude.
Because the average dose in these two new studies is so low and so close to background
radiation dose, there is no way to escape the linear non-threshold model. Even were a hypothetical
hormesis effect to lead to a minimum risk at background levels (5 rem lifetime dose), the risk has to
rise again after another 2-3 rem dose, based on the studies by Cardis et al. and Krestinina et al.
Could the increased risk numbers be due to a systematic underestimate or underreporting of
doses? Random errors in doses would tend, in most cases, to reduce the strength of associations
(Carroll et al. 1998), (Thomas et al. 1993). On the other hand, if dose errors were not random, but were
proportionately underestimated or proportionately underreported in the worker studies and the Techa
River cohort, then the risk coefficients could be inflated. For this to happen in both studies would be a
coincidence. And in the radiation worker study, the results for Hanford do not support the missingdose hypothesis, even though we know the neutron doses were likely underreported at Hanford
(CohenAssociates 2005). In fact, the cancer risk numbers at Hanford were lower than average, not
higher (Cardis et al. 2005). Finally, should the Techa River cohort dose estimates be too low that
would mean that modem dose reconstruction techniques are underestimating doses, suggesting that
other modem dose estimation techniques, such as those used in MACCS2 (Chanin and Young 1997),
the standard NRC consequence code, could well be too low. In that case, an upward adjustment of
doses would be required, if the risk coefficients were kept the same. Certainly, from a public health
point of view, the arguments are strong for making use of the new risk coefficients, one way or another,
with programs like MACCS2 and other consequence codes.
Recent press reports around the anniversary of the Chemobyl accident seemed to suggest that
effects ofradiation doses were lower than expected. Not at all. The "new" estimates of 4,000
projected fatalities were merely a re-interpretation of a study from the 1990s. No longer were 5,000
projected cancers outside the most highly contaminated regions counted. Also, another 7,000 cancers
projected to occur in Europe were not noted by the press (Cardis et al. 2006). A summary of all ofthese
estimates can be found in (Cardis et al. 2006). Were the new risk coefficients discussed earlier applied
to the popUlation dose estimates, the projected numbers of fatalities from the Chemobyl releases would
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climb much higher.
The confusion over the Chernobyl numbers appears to be traceable to a typo in a highly
publicized IAEA report (Forum 2005) that relied on a WHO report for its cancer numbers (WHO
2005). The WHO report stated that the "Expert Group" concluded that there may be up to 4 000
additional cancer deaths among the three highest exposed groups over their lifetime (emphasis added).
This was translated in the IAEA report to, "The total number of people that could have died or could
die in the future due to Chornobyl originated exposure over the lifetime of emergency workers and
residents of most contaminated areas is estimated to be around 4000." (Emphasis added.) In fact, in
my view, the last clause should have referred to "residents of the most contaminated areas ... "s
Impact of new cancer risks. As a result of these two radiation studies, all probabilistic safety analyses
prepared prior to them need to be revisited. These new studies should change the threshold for
adoption of severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMA). For instance, the current Environmental Report
for Pilgrim assigns a value of $2,000 per person rem in deciding whether a proposed SAMA is cost
effective. According to the results of the study by Cardis et al., $2,000 per rem implies a valuation of
$200,000 per cancer death before discounting, which is way to low. 9 The same low valuation of life
would arise from use of the risk numbers derived from the Techa River cohort (Krestinina et al. 2005).
As a result, the SAMA analyses prepared for the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee facilities need to be redone, even
without inclusion of spent-fuel-pool fires as a risk to be addressed. Presumably, a number of additional SAMAs
that were previously rejected by the applicant's methodology will now become cost effective. In addition to
affecting the existing SAMA calculations, the new cancer risk coefficients make the consideration in an
EIS of mitigation measures for spent-fuel-pool fires especially important.
In addition to providing motivation for a reanalysis of past PSAs and SAMA thresholds, the
results of these new epidemiologic studies throw into doubt the entire basis of the NRC culture, which
maintains that the linear non-threshold theory (LNT) is conservative, providing a margin of safety.
Although it has always been known that the dose-response at doses below the 25-rad average dose of
the Atomic Bomb survivors could be supralinear, as opposed to sublinear, the possibility has not been

8 Note that the IAEA stands by its original wording, not accepting it as a typo. Personal Communication, 2006, D.
Kinley, IAEA public information, Vienna.
9 $50,000 net present value for a cancer death occurring 20 years from now, based on the 7% per year discount rate
assumed in rhe Pilgrim Environmental Report, which leads to a factor of 4 reduction in present value for a cancer
induced 20 years from now.
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given much attention in the radiation protection community until now. lO This is not the time for pro

forma treatment of licensing applications. Whereas it would be unreasonable to require an applicant to
redo analysis after every new paper is published in the scientific literature, the increase at low doses is
very dramatic in this case. It represents a 5-fold increase over the risk estimated in BEIR VII (NRC
2005). Based on information in (Little 1998), it appears to represent a factor of 10 over the standard
value used in the MACCS2 computer code, which is the code on which the applicants' analyses are
based. With such a high reported increase, public health considerations have to take precedence over
applicant convenience. The paper by Cardis et aI., at the very minimum, demands that a thorough
analysis be made of mitigation and alternatives to spent-fuel pool storage.
For example, application of the new risk coefficients would drive the risk of spent-fuel-pool
accidents during decommissioning (without even considering terrorist threats) above the NRC's safety
goal. See Figures ES-l, ES-2 of (Collins and Hubbard 2001).

Quantitative damage estimates for releases from Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee, assuming cancer
risk coefficients are increased to accommodate the new epidemiologic studies:
This section presents a subset of consequence estimates for hypothetical releases of Cesium-137
from spent-fuel pools at Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee, assuming a 3-fold increase in cancer risk
coefficients to conservatively account for the latest studies on radiation risk at low dose. To account
for some weighting of other studies, I have chosen a value lower than the factor of 5-to-l 0 increase that
is suggested by the study of (Card is et al. 2005).11
As with earlier Tables, estimates are presented for economic costs and latent cancers. Variance
in the estimates are not considered for the contention phase. See the Table footnotes and Appendix I
for details. Political, psychological, and social impacts of hypothetical releases are not considered,
although they could obviously be significant. As stated earlier, there appears to exist a "radiation
syndrome" that affects a subset of exposed populations, causing debilitating psychiatric symptoms
(Vyner 1983). Psychological effects of radiation disasters are expected to be most serious for children
(CEH 2003).

There has been some discussion, however, that the A-Bomb survivor data produces low risk coefficients due to a healthy
survivor effect (Stewart and Kneale 1993; Stewart and Kneale 1999). In addition, I have always wondered about the
lowest dose data in Pierce, which seems to show a supralinear effect below 5 rem (Pierce et al. 1996), page 9.
11 Part of the factor of 5 comes from the use of a dose and dose rate effectiveness factor, which is commonly used with the
MACCS2 code, as in (Beyea et al. 2004a).
10
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Once again, releases lower than 10% of the Cesium-137 inventory, even releases too low to
justify remediation, could have costs associated with loss in property value in the range of 10 to 100
billion dollars.
The damage estimates shown in the Tables are much less than the GDP of the US, which is
about 12 trillion per year. However, some of the numbers are considerably larger than the annual
payment on the national debt, which is about 350 billion dollars per year, indicating that government
borrowing to cover the damage payments from a spent-fuel-pool fire could represent a major
perturbation on the economy. Thus, once again, significant macroeconomic effects could be expected
depending on the state of the economy at the time of any hypothetical release. The regional impacts
would be expected to be the most serious. Estimating such effects are beyond the scope of this report.
The Tables include numbers in some cells to 3-significant figures. This does not imply any
comparable level of accuracy.

16

Table 4. Cost estimatesfor a release of10% ofspent-fuel-pool inventory ofCs-137 assuming 3-fold
increase in cancer risk coefficient (billions of dollars)
Category

Ii Vermont Yankee

Pilgrim

Direct costsa)

89

79

Indirect administrative
costsb)

89

79

Loss in property values
adjacent to treated
areasc)

> 7-74

> 9-87

??

??

> 186-253

> 167-245

Costs associated with
cleanup or demolition of
downtown business and
commercial districts,
heavy industrial areas,
or high-rise apartment
buildings.d)

Total

IComment

I

Particularly important
for Pilgrim, with its
proximity to Boston

a) As estimated from computations with MACCS2 at comparable sites with the parameters given in
(Beyea et al. 2004a). An increase in the cancer risk numbers is mathematically equivalent to an
increase in release magnitude, which is how the numbers in the Table were computed. Figures
reduced by 1I3rd to account for wind rose effects.
b) Based on Chanin and Murfin. "We believe ... that it might be reasonable to double the cost
estimates provided [here] in order to account for indirect costs." (Chanin and Murfin 1996), p. 6-3.
The factor might not be as great in the current case, however, because of economies of scale. We
assume that litigation costs offset the economies of scale.
c) Assumed to be at least as great as the figures calculated in Table 1, where the cancer risk coefficient
was left unchanged. Although not included in this total for the contention phase, loss in property
value upon sale by government of remediated property should be included here. MACCS2 assumes
no such loss.
d) We have not attempted an estimate for this category in the contention phase.
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Table 5. Cost estimatesfor a release of -100% ofspent:fuel-pool inventory ofCs-137 assuming a
.
. cancer ns
. k coeiffi·
11 ~
In
czent (bill"wns 0ifdoars
t h ree--fi0 ld Increase
Category
Direct

costsa)

Pilgrim

Vennont Yankee
283

353

Indirect administrative
costs b)

283

353

Loss in property values
adjacent to treated
areas c)

16-162

17-172

Costs associated with
cleanup or demolition of
downtown business and
commercial districts,
heavy industrial areas,
or high-rise apartment
buildingsd)

??

??

Costs due to delays in
implementing
remediation and
deconstruction d)

??

???

> 582-728

> 723-878

Total

Comment

Particularly important
for Pilgrim, with its
proximity to Boston

a) As estimated from computations with MACCS2 at comparable sites with the parameters given in
(Beyea et aI. 2004a). An increase in the cancer risk numbers is mathematically equivalent to an
increase in release magnitude, which is how the numbers in the Table were computed. Figures
reduced by 1I3rd to account for wind rose effects.
b) Based on Chanin and Murfin. "We believe ... that it might be reasonable to double the cost
estimates provided [here] in order to account for indirect costs." (Chanin and Murfin 1996), p. 6-3.
The factor might not be as great in the current case, however, because of economies of scale. We
assume that litigation costs offset the economies of scale.
c) Assumed to be at least as great as the figures calculated in Table 2, where the cancer risk coefficient
was left unchanged. Although not included in this total for the contention phase, loss in property
value upon sale by government of remediated property should be included here. MACCS2 assumes
no such loss.
d) We have not attempted an estimate for this category in the contention phase.
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Note that the latent cancer estimates in Table 6, below, are lower limits, because they only
include the cancers from Cesium-137. This approximation ignores shorter isotopes in the fresh fuel in
the pool, especially Cesium-134 (Benjamin 2003).

Table 6. Estimatesfor latent cancersfollowing releases from the spent-fuel pools at either Pilgrim
or Vermont Yankee (assuming a 3-fold increase in cancer risk number)
Category

10% release

-100% release

Latent cancers in main plume
path from residual
contaminationa)

4,000

12,000

Latent cancers from deposited
resuspensionb)

4,000

12,000

Total

8,000

24,000

a) Based on typical numbers for plants analyzed in (Beyea et al. 2004a) multiplied by a factor of 3.
Figures reduced by 1/3rd to account for wind rose effects. Cancers in the direct plume are reduced by
more than a factor of ten from decontamination and deconstruction.
b) Assumes 10% resuspension and redistribution of deposited Cesium-137 resulting from a) wind
removal in the first few weeks, and b) remediation/deconstruction efforts over successive years. It is
possible that even the resuspended Cesium would produce concentrations high enough to justify
remediation, with a corresponding reduction in projected cancers. However, clean-up costs would be
increased.

Regulatory implications. The results in Tables 1-6, along with the discussion in the text suggest that:
The applicant should withdraw and revise its Environmental Reports for Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee.
The NRC should prepare supplements to the August 1979 Generic Environmental Impact Statement on
handling and storage of spent fuel (NUREG-0575), and the May 1996 GElS on license renewal
(NUREG-1437). The revised documents should consider the new cancer risk coefficients published by
Cardis et al. and Kristinina et al. For both reactor accidents and spent-fuel-pool fires, when relevant,
the documents should consider loss of property value outside remediated areas. They should consider
wind-driven resuspension, especially from remediation activities, that carries radioactivity to new areas
in the immediate weeks and years following the release. Although MACCS2 does not directly account
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for such refinements, it may be possible to mimic their effects in the program. 12 In their economic
calculations, the revised documents should include administrative and litigation costs associated with
clean up and demolition. The ER for Pilgrim should consider the reduced turbulence over ocean water,
including transport directly over water to the Boston area. The NUREG supplements should consider
the impacts of coastal meteorology for reactors on the East and West Coasts. The program CALPUFF
can be used to deal with dispersion over coastal waters.

12 This might be done by adding on extra plume segments to the end of a standard run, with varying delay times, and a total
added release equal to the assumed resuspension fraction times the initial release. This will tend to produce the
mathematical equivalent of resuspended material being carried in directions different from the main plume.
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Appendix 1.
Variance in estimates are not considered in this report for the contention phase.

Based on the report of Gordon Thompson, the inventories at Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee are
somewhat higher than the 35 MCi considered in (Beyea et al. 2004a). For Pilgrim, Dr. Thompson
estimates 44 MCi; for Vermont Yankee, 39 MCL
Thompson has also estimated a hotter heat rate for releases at Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee than
was assumed in the calculations in (Beyea et al. 2004a). 106-128 MW vs 40 MW. Plume rise varies as
the 1I3rd power of the heat rate in the standard "Briggs" formula for plume rise (Parks 1997), which
implies a 50% greater rise than would have been calculated in the MACCS2 program that was used in
the paper by Beyea, Lyman and von Hippel. For the contention phase of these proceedings, this
difference has been ignored, since a 50% increase in plume rise is within I-standard deviation of the
value predicted by the formula (Irwin and Hanna 2004).
Rather than make new MACCS2 calculations for the contention phase of these proceedings, the
azimuthally-averaged radial population distributions for both Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee have been
compared as a function of distance with those for which economic and latent cancer consequences have
been calculated in (Beyea et al. 2004a). It is the radial population numbers that drive the economic
damage costs and cancer numbers. Figures 1 and 2 show the azimuthally-averaged radial population
distributions for Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee for two different maximum distances. The Census CD
computer program (Geolytics 2002) was used to generate these population distributions. The same
program was used in (Beyea et al. 2004a) for the five reactors, Catawba, Indian Point, LaSalle, Palo
Verde, and TMI.
The effect of variation in wind direction at Pilgrim is to reduce the average damages and latent
fatalities. Wind rose data taken from the Pilgrim FSAR shown in Figure 5 for the 300 foot tower
suggest a reduction factor of 0.666 for that facility. See caption for Figure 5. I did not find similar
data for a high tower in the FSAR for Vermont Yankee, so I have used the 0.666 factor determined for
Pilgrim. Wind flows at the surface given in the Vermont Yankee FSAR are not particularly relevant to
a hot release during a fire, since the plume will be elevated. The variance with angle appears to be
quite large, because the population figures change with release angle, as shown in Figures 3 and 4.
For economic damages from the 10% releases, we are interested in populations out to 250 miles
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(based on wedge model calculations). For the -100% releases, the corresponding distance is 700 miles.
The Pilgrim population figures best match Catawba out to 250 miles. For Vermont Yankee the
population figures best match Lasalle out to 250 miles. Out to 700 miles, both Pilgrim and Vermont
Yankee are most similar to Lasalle, although I discount the Lasalle cost figures to account for the lower
population values of Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee.
Table 7, shows the relevant costs extracted from Table 3 of (Beyea et a1. 2004a) and adjusted as
indicated in the Table footnotes. These numbers were then fit to a power law function of release
magnitude. The corresponding functions were used to generate costs estimates for the Pilgrim and
Vermont Yankee releases estimated by Thompson, which differ somewhat from the releases assumed
for a spent-fuel fire in (Beyea et a1. 2004a).

Table 7. Assigning damage cost estimates in billions ofdollars based on Table 3 of(Beyea et aL
2004a)
Release magnitude
3.5 MCi

Pilgrim
71 a)

Vermont Yankee
54b )

35MCi

219c)

243 d)

a) Cost figure for Catawba for a 3.5 MCi release.
b) Cost figure for Lasalle for a 3.5 MCi release.
c) Cost figure for Lasalle for a 35 MCi release reduced by 20%
d) Cost figure for Lasalle for a 35 MCi release reduced by 10%

Extrapolated and interpolated direct damage costs for Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee were computed
from the following formulas:

Pilgrim:

Damages = 0.66* 35* (release in Mci)O.5

Vermont Yankee: Damages = 0.66 * 24 * (release in MCi)o.65

The factor of 0.66 comes from wind-rose effects.

Administrative costs are taken equal to direct costs, following the suggestion of (Chanin and Murfin
1996). Property loss estimates are discussed below.
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Estimates oflosses in property value. It is assumed that an area exists around the "main portion" of the
plume, where potential property buyers would be concerned about residual risk. (The main portion of
the plume is defined as the area where remediation or demolition takes place.) Outside the main
plume, contamination would still be measurable. Lack of trust in statements by government would
translate into loss in property values. All things being equal, persons would wish to live as far away
from contaminated areas as possible.
Note that radioactive deposition would extend into these non-remediated areas, both from the
immediate release and from resuspension in the weeks and years after the release and from subsequent
demolition and remediation efforts. People would be accumulating long-term radiation doses, which
government sources would say are too trivial to worry about. Expert opinion would differ on the
seriousness of the long-term exposures. Confidence in government would likely drop over time based
on revelations of government failings. Ifpast patterns are followed, government leaders would early
on feel compelled to downplay the true situation to prevent panic. Although it is hard to see how they
could act otherwise, it is also hard to see how citizens enthusiasm for purchasing property in the
vicinity of the main plume would not be weakened.
How much would property values decline? Based on expert reports filed in litigation
concerning the Rocky Flats nuclear weapons facility, and the jury decision favorable to plaintiffs in that
litigation (2006), I assume a 5% loss in property value for property lying within measurable contours of
contamination. This is quite conservative, since the jury accepted Plaintiffs' expert assessment that
residential values dropped by 7%,13 vacant land by 30%, and commercial land by 53%. For the
calculations in this report, I define the main, remediated plume as a 0.24 wedge extending out to 250
miles for the 10% release and 700 miles for the -100% release.
Areas where property damage loss is assumed to take place extends outward from the plume to
1000 miles, which is where the damage calculations stop in (Beyea et at. 2004a). In addition, property
in areas to the side of the plume are also expected to suffer a 5% loss in value. Because I have no firm
basis for determining the distance to which property loss would extend, I have picked a ten-fold range.
At the low end, as many people outside the main plume are assume to be affected as live in the main
plume. At the high end, I pick ten times as many persons.
13 The "residential" figure appears to be some sort of compromise. It's within a range reported by expert Radke's year-byyear multiple regressions for 1988-95, but it's less than the 10% that expert Hunsperger ultimately estimated. Personal
commuication, 2006, Peter Nordberg, Berger and Montague.
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MACCS2 accounts for inhalation of resuspended material at the location where radioactivity is
deposited (Chanin et al. 2004), Section 2, page 6-14. However, MACCS2 does not allow for
redistribution of resuspended material to new locations. Yet, 10% of radioactivity deposited on
vegetation may be blown off in the first few weeks,14 with additional resuspension over decades,15
increased dramatically by anthropogenic activity during clean up and remediation (Schershakov 1997).
I adopt a net resuspension factor for Cesium-137 of 10% over the long term, which should be a
conservative choice in this context. 16 To account for the latent cancers that would be caused by this
redistribution of radioactivity, I have made the approximation that no such re-deposited material would
be high enough to generate remediation. (If this

assumptio~

is violated, the number oflatent cancers

from redistributed radioactivity would go down, but it would then be necessary to increase clean-up
costs.)
Based on wedge model calculations, I know that remediation reduces latent cancers by a factor
of 10 or more. Thus, the contribution from redistributed radiation to total cancers, under the
assumptions I have made, should be more than the direct contribution from the remediated plume (10%
X 10 = 100%). A more precise calculation could be obtained by running MACCS2 in a special way,
even though MACCS2 does not directly handle redistributed radioactivity. (MACCS2 only allows
straight-line plume segments and does not allow wind trajectories (Chanin et al. 2004), Section 5, page
1-4.) However, MACCS,2 does allow multiple straight-line segments with different starting times
(Chanin et al. 2004), Section 2, page 6-14. IfMACCS2 was run with extra plume segments added on
to the end of a standard release sequence, with varying delay times, and a total added release equal to
14 (NUREG 1975), Appendix VI. Radioiodine after weapons fallout shows very rapid decline over periods of days, some of
which must be due to wind action (NCI 1997), Table 4.8. The half-life for small particles is longer, about 14 days (Prohl et
al. 1995). ResuspensionJactors in the early days after the Chernobyl accident have shown very high values, including 2.4
E-04 m· 1 at one day after deposition (Schershakov 1997). Such a high rate could not be maintained without completely
exhausting the surface concentration in a very short time. The resuspension factor has been estimated to drop as an inverse
power of time in days, with an exponent of0.5-to-1.67 (Schershakov 1997). At issue is the size of the resuspended
material, because some radioactivity might deposit on relatively large particles on vegetation that are easily removed by
wind.
15 Resuspension rates measured for Chernobyl radiocesium are also high (IE-08 S·I ) (Schershakov 1997). When such a
high uplift rate is totaled for periods of years, a 10% net loss is quite reasonable, although resuspension rates were measured
to decrease by an order of magnitude over time (Schershakov 1997). Studies by my colleagues and I have indicated that
underground material is brought to the surface by animal burrowing (Morrison et al. 1997; Smallwood et al. 1998), where it
is subject to wind resuspension. Thus, movement into the soil of radio cesium does not keep it away from the surface
forever. Smallwood has estimated from his measurements in California and Colorado that about 0.5 % of underground
radioactivity should be brought to the surface each year by animal burrowing, including ant burrowing (Smallwood,
rcersonal communication, 1998). How relevant this number is to the East Coast is not known.
6 Because of lack of data on particle sizes, analysts may differ as to how much resuspended material would be in particle
sizes large enough to travel outside the main plume before remediation. However, most land area would not be remediated.
In any case, it will be important for the field of contamination consequence analysis to have debates on this subject.
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the assumed resuspension fraction times the initial release, then MACCS2 will produce as output the
mathematical equivalent of resuspended material being carried in directions different from the main
plume.
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Figure 3. Calculated with the SECPOP 2000 computer code (Bixler et al. 2003).
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Figure 4. Calculated with the SECPOP 2000 computer code (Bixler et al. 2003).
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Figure 5: In the wind rose below for Pilgrim, an excess frequency beyond the 4% circle is shown for
winds coming from the Southwest, which would blowout over the ocean. Ignoring return flows, such
excess flows would not contribute to damage. The excess beyond the 4% circles is about 33% of the
total year. Removing this excess leaves a roughly axially-symmetric flow, which matches the
assumptions used in the paper by Beyea, Lyman, and von Hippel.
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