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Fig. 1. A GoldSim model for biosphere assessment
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Table 1. Comparison of exposre rate

9% Np-237 Se-79 Cs-135 Tc-99
zq KAERI | JAEA | KAERI| JAEA | KAERI | JAEA | KAER| JAEA
= 1.456E| 1.299E | 2.470E | 2.683E | 1.342E | 1.142E| 1.206 | 1.220E
FEYEG
=11 =il =13 =18 ~13 =13 E-14 =14
7.825E| 7.612E | 2.617E | 2.615E | 3.365E | 2.886E | 2.240 | 2.229E
g
-12| -12 -14 -14 -14 -14 E-15 -15
1.532E| 1.501E | 2.799E | 2.796E | 3.583E | 3.527E | 2.539 | 2.538E
sgoisie

-13] -13 -14 -14 -16 -16 | E-16 -16

Table 2. Maximum release rate of Cs-135 from each
compartment- [g/yr]

Az KAERI JAEA

inflow (River to Marine_water) 2.35E-08 2.35E-08
Bed load 9.74E-14 8.87E-14
Sedimentation(Marine_water to

1.40E-12 1.40E-12
LocalMarineSed)
Resuspersion(LocalMarineSed

8.37E-13 8.33E-13
to Marine_water) 5
inflow (River to Marine_water) 2.35E-08 2.35E-08
Net sedimentation 6.54E-13 6.51E-13
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Fig. 2. Exposure dose rate to Farming exposure
group (left: KAERI, right: JAEA)
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Fig. 3. Exposure dose rate to Freshwater exposure

group (left: KAERI, right: JAEA)
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Fig. 4. Exposure dose rate to Marine water exposure

group (left: KAERI, right: JAEA)
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