Date: 24 June 2025

From: David M. Wood, Ph.D (physics)

To:  Westminster City Council

Re:  Remarks on proposed signage on Woman Creek Parcel

Dear Council members,
According to the mini-packet now available,

On April 21, 2025, City Council provided direction to Staff to not pursue improvements to the
existing social trail on the Woman Creek parcel, and provided direction to establish signage
near the adjacent Indiana Street bridge, which is currently being installed. Staff has engaged
stakeholders on draft alternatives, who have provided helpful information, context, preferences,
and guidance. Staff is working to get signage language refined and in production as soon as
possible so it can be installed in a timely manner.

I am enclosing my remarks to become part of the public record about Westminster's handling of Rocky
Flats matters. There will come a time when lack of adherence to “best available science” mandates will

have an impact on Westminster and this document will become part of the paper trail.

Most of the alternatives and proposed signage would be an embarrassment to Westminster.

As a prelude: here are recently made maps comparing radioactivity from soil plutonium with that from
natural radioisotopes.
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Alternative 1:

Visiting Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge May Expose You to Radioactive Materials

This statement is factually incorrect. Visiting any outdoor space (or remaining indoors) WILL expose
you to radioactive materials—radon and background radiation from cosmic rays and soil radionuclides.
If this were amended from “radioactive materials” to plutonium it would at least not be wrong.



(Plutonium contributes roughly 0.8% of total soil radioactivity around Rocky Flats.)
Alternative 2:

Plutonium particles are invisible and odorless, and they can cling to shoes, tires, or pets.

There is no such thing as a “plutonium particle”. What is meant? An atom? A microscopic clump of
plutonium dioxide, a “hot particle”? Most Pu in Rocky Flats soil is fairly uniformly distributed in the
top few inches of the soil downwind of the former Pad 903. Hot particles are comparatively rare
according to Ketterer measurements.

This statement is true for any alpha particle emitters (not just plutonium). Plutonium accounts for
about 0.6% of total soil alpha particle activity, which means that more than 99% of alpha particles in
inhaled dust are natural in origin.

* Clean soil off shoes and pets before leaving

This is idiotic, given the remarks above.

Alternative 3: Not unreasonable

Plutonium cannot be seen or smelled. Alpha radiation it emits is not harmful outside the body — but
inhaling or ingesting particles could increase long-term cancer risk. Dust may cling to shoes, tires, or
pets. It is recommended that users stay on designated trails.

The above is infantilizing of Refuge users, already a relatively sophisticated group. I recommend:

“Plutonium (and other soil alpha particle emitters) are in the form of particles too small to be seen. Soil
radiation has been measured extensively over Rocky Flats by chemical and other means. Alpha
radiation is not harmful outside the body — but inhaling or ingesting particles could increase long-term
cancer risk. Dust may cling to shoes, tires, or pets. It is recommended that users stay on designated
trails.”

Attachment 1:
Childish fearmongering and shamefully biased.

Personnel is misspelled.
Alpha radiation IS detectable by an appropriate Geiger counter:




See video at top of https://rockyflatsneighbors.org/radiation-in-your-basement/. The screen grab above
shows that alpha particles are stopped by a sheet of paper, demonstrated with a Geiger counter with
mica window.

However, according to many scientists and health professionals, there is no safe level of human
exposure to plutonium.

Simply not true. Amending plutonium to radiation would make it at least not wrong. Either name
sources or omit.

The working assumption in radiation safety is that risk (cancer or other outcomes) is linearly
proportional to radiation dose; a tiny dose implies a tiny risk. For doses from Pu around Rocky Flats,
the risks are simply undetectable (by, for example, actual epidemiology)--they are in the ballpark of
1000 times to small for current epidemiology.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services has written in its Toxicological Profile for
Plutonium, “Breathing plutonium-contaminated air is the most dangerous way to be exposed to
plutonium. If you know or suspect that plutonium has been released to the air, you should leave the
area immediately.”

Ah, right from Randy Stafford's website. Grossly out of context. “The dose makes the poison.” Tiny
exposures imply tiny risks.

Attachment 2: Signage in current use. Adequate.

Attachment 3 (proposed for Boulder County): Also adequate, but not as satisfactory in terms of details
as Attachment 2.

Final remarks: you will detect in information from anti-Refuge spokesmen (“stakeholders”?) the
following:

1. Belief that there is no safe amount of exposure to plutonium, in violation of the basic principle
of epidemiology, “The dose makes the poison”. Rejecting this principle is analogous to
rejecting germ theory for infectious diseases.

Truthful: The risk of (say) cancer is described as linearly proportional to the dose. A teeny-tiny
dose produces a teeny-tiny risk (unobservable if small enough).

Factual but not truthful (from radiophobic groups): There is no safe dose of radiation.

2. Zero grasp of natural sources of radiation exposure: background (soil and altitude), inhaled
radon. These provide natural dose scales; there is no evidence that ordinary background levels
pose any threat, so doses well below background can't either. This is why I always compare
plutonium exposures to natural exposures.

3. ““Anecdotes from others like me are more meaningful than what scientists report.” This is
science denial dressed up as solidarity. Read up on anecdata.

People who feel this way about Rocky Flats have in common (check radiophobia beliefs with Al like
chatGPT)

* Grave historical suspicions of the Department of Energy, the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment and a love/hate relationship with the EPA, which sets radiation
exposure standards.

* Not even superficial understanding of radioactivity or radiation dose, physical science, math, or
epidemiology.


https://rockyflatsneighbors.org/radiation-in-your-basement/

* No familiarity with the oceans of measurements or epidemiological studies for the Rocky Flats
area.

I hope this note will help Westminster avoid further blunders concerning Rocky Flats safety.

David M. Wood, Candelas



