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A long time ago (well 31 years) in a land which no longer exists (the 

USSR) there was a éé.
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And then é.. somebody éé.





ÅReleases of radioactivity over 
10 days

Å116,000 people and 60,000 
cattle evacuated (initially)

ÅCreating the Chernobyl 
Exclusion Zone 3,500 km2



Chernobyl now



Chernobyl now

1993

óRe-wildingô

2013



Chernobyl now ïPripyat Town



Chernobyl now ïvillages



Dose rates now
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What is the debate?



Effects at Chernobyl

vôs

BBC website



Will look at results for different organism 

types



Mammals
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Baker, Chesser, Rodgers, Meeks et al. 

USA

Mostly small mammal work

Important conclusions (our selection):



Baker, Chesser, Rodgers, Meeks et 

al. USA

ÅContaminated sites greater genetic diversity 

(2001), but: mutation or immigration?

ïCanôt say and no significant detrimental effects

ÅGenetic diversity in Ukraine (bank vole) is 

ówidely variableô(2009), but:

ïcontaminated areas no different

ïno support for a óChernobyl effectô

ÅBaker et al. 2009 óhigh levels of genetic 

variationô é. later withdrawn after new analyses



Baker, Chesser, Rodgers, Meeks et 

al. USA

ÅNo reduced small mammal abundance/diversity 
in CEZ

ÅNo aberrant morphological features

ÅNo gross chromosomal re-arrangements

ÅIntroduced ónaiveô bank voles to CEZ (36 mG/d)
ïNo increase in micronucleus frequency

ïNo evidence of development of radioresistance (but 
only 30 d study?)

ÅóBeautiful theories (thereôd be a radiation effect) 
destroyed by ugly factsô [Growing up with 
Chernobyl Chesser & Baker 2006]



Study of mammals, Ukraine

Moller and Mousseau, 2013

161 x 100m snow tracks

c. 16 km total over 1.5 day

Separation of transects of 50-500 m



Mammals

Moller & Mousseau 2013

(p < 0.0001; R2=0.31)

Dose meter measurement at ground level 

(2-3 measurements per transect?)

12 species



Mammals

Moller & Mousseau 2013

Dose meter measurement at ground level 

(2-3 measurements per transect?)

(p < 0.0001; R2=0.31)



ÅAn influential observation added to the data 
in the scatterplot on the left is shown on the 
right.



ÅIs there a relationship- is it statistically 
significant ?



ÅThe regression equation is

Åy = 99.1 + 0.0419 x

ÅThe slope is  0.0419 with a standard 
error of 0.01900    and the p-valueis   
0.032

ÅR-Sq = 9.2%   R-Sq(adj) = 7.3%

ÅSo statistically significant, very little 
variation in y explained (7%), and the 
data were randomly generated with 
no relationship.

Random numbers



ÅThe regression equation is

y= 98.4 + 0.0727 x

ÅThe slope is 0.07271  with se 
0.01641  and p-value  0.000

ÅR-Sq = 28.6%   R-Sq(adj) = 27.1%

ÅSo statistically significant, more 
variation in y explained (27%), 
and the slope has changed from 
0.0419 to 0.0727

BUT?



Mammals

Moller & Mousseau 2013

Red Forest?

Dose meter measurement at ground level 

(2-3 measurements per transect?)

(p < 0.0001; R2=0.31)




