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Important article update April 22, 2011 Japanese translation of the
update is available

In its press release of April 20, TEPCO has retracted the CI-38 radioactivity
concentration measurement (1.6 MBg/mL) for the seawater used to cool reactor
#1that it had issued on March 25, saying that it was "below minimum detectable
density". Based on this original measurement, we had determined that the value
was too high to be explained without invoking the possibility of inadvertent,
transient criticalities. We are pleased that TEPCO has retracted this result and
has set out to improve its analysis protocol as described in the same press
release. But we would appreciate further explanation of why previous results
were simply retracted with inadequate categorization and explanation of the
errors, as in the TEPCO press release. (The CI-38 reading was changed on April
20th from 1.6MBq to a value "below detection limit" with the following
explanation: "ldentification and determination of radioactivity density were
conducted based on main peaks.") For example, the main gamma lines of CI-38
are at 1.64 MeV and 2.16 MeV. What lines did these interfere with that required a
downscaling of 6 orders of magnitude? If the count rate could not be attributed to
Cl-38 what isotope had a count rate equivalent to 1.6 MBg/mL?

While appreciating the steps that TEPCO has taken since the April 4th NISA
reprimand, we recommend further rigor in isotopic measurement protocol and
timely reporting of results. Otherwise, public trust in the important measurements
that TEPCO is making will further erode. We therefore recommend that TEPCO
take the following steps:

1) Release full spectra data (not just a number)
2) Release the time/date sample was taken

3) Release the time/date sample was measured including counting time and
dead time

4) Repeat measurements at different times of the day

5) Please measure other isotopes of interest (such as Te-129, which was
retracted by TEPCO on April 20th as well), even if they are below the detection
limit

6) If retractions are necessary due to an honest mistake, please provide full
explanation of the mistake


http://www.tepco.co.jp/en/press/corp-com/release/11042008-e.html

7) If third-party, independent analyses are done, please state the name of the
analyst/lab that has cross-checked TEPCO's interpretation of the results

TEPCO/NISA and the Japanese government have a monumental task ahead of
them and important decisions will be based on measurement results. Therefore,
it is important that rigorous protocol be followed both in analysis and in
communicating the results. F. Dalnoki-Veress



