FROM: Shripad T. Revankar (STR)
School of Nuclear Engincering,
Purdue-University

West Lafayelte, IN 47906

g Dr. Peter It Dunn,
Assooile Viee President {or Research
Research Integrity Officer
Purdue University
West Lalayelle, IN 47907

DATE: -April 17, 2007
Dear D Donn,

The research activities conducted by Dr. L. H. Tsoukalas (LIT), Dr. T. Jevremovic (1J) and Dr.
M. Bertndano (MB) and the process in the niume ol fact hnding rescarch enquiry conducted by
LHT and Dr, C; Choi (CC) indicate research misconduct as per Purdue University POLICY ON
INTEGRITY IN RESEARCIT (Execulive Memorandum No. C-22, November 6, 1991). The
rescarch msconduct by LHT and CC include fact falsification, and research activitics by LT,

TJ and MB include practices that seriously deviate from those that are comimonly accepled in
rescarch practices. I believe 1tis my responsihility to report research misconduct as there is
substantive evidenee against LHT, TJ, MB and CC. These | have addresses below in detail with
evidence, 1 request for anonymity bechnuse L am a junior faculty in the School of Nuclear

Enginecring (SNE} and some of Lthe persons ugainst whom the allegations ore raised are senior
facully members, .

1 would like to note you thut the attuched documents (DOC-3, DOC-4 and DOC-5) have sceveral
e-mails that are addressed in my name. | request that my name is held anonymous in all these
documents for commumcation,

Fact fulsification by LT and CC

In February 2006 New York Times website

(htip:/fwww nytimes.com/2007/02/1 2science/  3purdtimeline huml) had an article with title
“Tuneline of Purdue Universily's Investigation.” This article is attached as DOC-1. Intius
anticle: “E-Mail From Dr. Tsoukalas wo Dr. Choi™ is referred and this is attmched here as DOC-2,
in this email LHT asks CC to chair a fact finding commillee appointed by LHT on research
activity related to NURETH -11 paper (Ref :1) where LT indicates * Theallegations range
from misconduct to ethical issues™ related 10 this paper. LHT further states that Dr. I, M,
Clikcman (FM}) will serve as onc of the committee member. It should be noted that during this
period LHT, FM, MB, T]J, and other associates submitted a paper 1o the Nuclear Teehnology
journal (Rel 2.). the results of this paper contradict that of the NURETH <11 paper (Rel 1)
referred obove. The paper by LHT et al (Ref 2) was received by NMuclear Technology on.
Pebruary 28, 2006, same week the enquiry committee by LHT was formed. The commmitlet was
formed in violation of the Executive Memorandum No, C-22 procedure which clearly states that:




FThe Following procaedure shnll be followoed in any sitvation related Lo resoorch
tdsconduct. The major phosos of the procedore are tho inguiry, n process o540 formation
gathoring and initial tact finding to determine whether an allegation or apparent instance
of reseavch misconduct warrants on invoestipntion, and Lhe imvestipal ) o, which ix 1the
Formanl examinotion ancd evaluation of all eelevant Mels o des mmhu_ il resenrch
rsconeduet hos occurred. W

1. ' T'heinnal allegmion of Jl..'li-::nt'r'l' miseonduct must be I.':_El:l'l.‘lllE-l.! 1 weritingy Wy the sehodal
sy Cthee Doaan of the Gienduue Sehocol il the alleg: iom involves a pradunte studemy Tha
writien allepgution must be signed but vaqguests Taor ..mnn:.r: Wty will be considered and ol
cleeisions with respeet to such requesis shall l1¢ it e by the sechool Doenn L

Tha sppoainted cammittee member FM hod eng pftfat of intorsat na he was suthos of the poper (Ref
2) that exnetly contradicted the NURIETH =TT paper (Rol' 1) he wos issigned ta engaire about.
) ment an cmail to ST on Fobrua Y21, 2006 snying that the hoad of the school (LHT) has
fonnad o committee nnd the purpest of the committee (8 a fact Finding miskion in that the
Cummities I requested 1o uujuln‘ aboun the clrcuimstimces surmrounding data reported, method ol
analyaiin and actual mu'lmulup el conelusions stated regarding the NURETH <011 paper (IRefl 1)
This letcr cid not al:l.l.l.': -l"l-‘lt"-"[h s vt Illll...j.ll:tlJ TUhae allegotions range Trom miscorndougl to
ethicn! isnued™ i e LITT e H.jl (IOC-2) 1o CC Thiv is o deliberate Falsificotion of the 1vission
of the commines which was formed agoinst e C-22 procedure. The allegations of misconduct

roepgarding The NURKETH=1 1 paper (Ref 13 were never l:unl.u._hr o the attention of STIR hy i. L
l‘.l}f LT, The evidence of emml cormmunication Between the OO and STR are in the 1300

d_.l-'

Keseterel proactices et seviovsdy devlate firom those Lhat are commpnly aecepted in rexoarah
preaetleees iy P AU T eevaeld AT

Whe rescarch data voportad in o paper by LILT b al publishad in Nuclear Technolopy (Ral’, 2)
contning dutn on the sona-tfuston research, 1'ne existing evidence supgast that the data ol this
[ETsNRL=TE l:”.l:‘tr |.:I wiag clincursod e vern! Linwes in FEAETNEE 'T“""”"i”HH sl s ] Cconmrimeatee at i I::.-' 1.1 1°L®,
AL omdd T aundd was nssumed 1o be problematic datn at lenst untl] Oulober 2004, The fucts on the
pone-fusion work nre given below and in chronolopical eedor o I3OC -4 supparied by el pnd
other support documends In DOC=5, show the evidence 1o this effect thut LT, TJ and M B usecd
reseurch practice thu acriously devioted Tvom thoase that are commonly accopied i rescwch
practices,

Sono-fusion experiments were planned since June 2002, Initiol group members ineladed LT,
T4, MBI, AB, JW, EFM, and STR., SER stnrted 1o work as support Mculty member s STR wis
asked by LITT to cantribate to the sonoflusion work, 5 TR gave odviee to JW and AD in eooling
system of the cxperidmont (rom June 2002-April Z003. Eveu though J'W was officially STR
grdovile student, 8TR did snot superasiog JW in sonolusion rescarch work, JW eported directly
to 1 M3, M, aned LT, ST attended gomoe mestings of the gonolusion Drans June 2002-Dec
2004, STR wis copied maost of the emails thal were sent to the SN sonolusion group. 512 vole
plter April 2003 was very minimum just attending moetings.



From June 2002- Qctober 2003, MB acted as key person for the sonofusion project. MB
communicated with RPL and with RT at ORNIL. Once the experiments with cavitation started in
Auvgust 2003, TJ was assigned by LHT to supervise JW and AB in experiments even though TJ
did not know much about cx periments than MB.

Though the sonofusion experiments were started in August 2002, the experiment did not work
untal JW and AB visited ORNL and returned after some training at ORNL in June 2003, 4+
appeared Lo STR that none of the group members understood all the experimental issues in the
sonofusion experiments. During this time several times MB and LHT consulied RT and people at
RPI. MB constantly sought help from RPI until data were obtained. When the data were counted
everybody relied on FM to interpret the data. The counting on PCM was carried out by FM, JW,
AB, EM. LHT did nol participate in any experimental or data analysis. LHT provided SNE
budget and cncouragement. STR-thought LHT had no technical contribution to the sono-fusion
work.

The sono-fusion experimental data were taken during September ~December 2003. However the
tritium counting was donc repeatedly with the same samples as late as six months after the
irradiation experiments were completed. The tritium if produced in sono-fusion is in gascous
state and can diffusive out of the liquid sample and this was known to LHT, MB and TJ.
However, the same samples were used 1o count tritium at measured at different times. The
irradiation tests samples were given identification on the day experiments were conducted. The
data of October 27, 2003 were counted for tritium conscewtively from 27 October 1003 to
October 31, 2003 cach once a day. The data was sent to all by MB who ¢learly cxpicssed that the
counts per minutes decreased systematically and was not random. ( pleasc see attachment DOC-
3). Soit was clear to LHT, TJ and MB that the count rates decreased with time. The counting
performed by FM, JW, AB, EM was never reproduced.  Each counting carried out pave different
dpm number. The dpm counts done for run 10/27/03 D-acetlone test done at di [ferent time
decreased systiematically from 1.65--0.97 to 0.174-0.67. Similar problems persisted with all
PCM data. M sent out several version of the summary of data and cach time dilTerent
aggregate dpm count was shown,

YX did counting using BCM using the same test samples given by FM, JW, EM and AB. There
were differences between two counting methods. FM did not trust BCM data ¢ ven though 'M
was showed/given raw and processed data, and the efficiency vs. H# calibration curve. STR did
check BCM raw data to dpm conversion, STR never checked raw data to dpm conversion from
PCM. The data examination processes was discussed by STR in separatc meetings on five
occasions with YX and two occasions with FM, STR kept the copy of the datasheet from BCM
and showed to FM during separale meetings. During these two meeting FM declared that BCM
data were inferior andd told that the calibration of BCM was wrong.

Duning July 2004 LHT seemed to seck compromise between two data counting methods and
-asked STR to help. LHUT told STR that LHT does not trust PCM data. In a email to RT, LHT
wrote: “Not an expert in the machines, but I know about measurements, and just by Jooking at
uncertaintics and signs, had a lot more confidence al the Beckman machine than the Packard

from the beginning. Also, it appears thal the Beckman machine is belter calibrated at the low
cpm measurement end.”



By October 2004 LITT had reversed his position. LHT along with TM, MB, TT, IW. EM and AR
had separate plans and were writing a separate paper unknown to STR knowledge at that lime.

The experiments with cavitation were started in August 2003 and the radiation counting was
done with PCM. The BCM arrived in mid December 2003. YX started counting the test samples
prepared by FM, JW, EM, AB, YX had processed some data and FM was aware of these data,
STRat that time (December 2003) did not know anything about the nature of these YX produced
BCM data. By January 2004 TJ wrote a draft paper claiming positive tritium count in the PCM

measured data. Now there arose a dispute on how BCM data were processed and the disputc was
initiated by FM.

T the first week of February LHT asked STR who had almest no active participation in
sonofusion since April 2003 as an independent reviewer of the BCM raw data conversion. STR
had two meeting with Y X and checked BCM data on 13th and 14th Feb 2004.

LHT asked STR to meet and discuss with FM about the dispute in data processing with two
machines PCM and BCM. STR met 'M and discussed YX's BCM processed data on March 9,
2004. Though FM agreed with actual BCM data converted from raw to processed data FM
disagreed on the calibration process used in BCM. There were two o three times FM sent
summary of PCM data and every time dpm count rate decreased. In DOC-5 these data
surmmaries are altached in chronological order.

By May 2004, LHT was worried about changing PCM data summaries and the fact that FM did
not agree with R'T method of calibration. LHT told TR that LHT trusted- Y X processed BCM
data and PCM data would be ignored in the reporting paper. STR told LHT that STR did not
prefer one data versus other and gave opinion that both PCM and BCM data should be
considered. The dispute with FM remained. Other than these meetings with LHT, FM, YX, STR
was not doing much on sonofusion research,

In July MI3 submitted an abstract to NURETH-11 conference with authors in order: AB, JW, YX,
1, MB, FM, EM, STR, LIUT. The abstract indicated emphasis on YX processed BCM data and
claimed positive tritium count in the sonofusion experiments. In October 2004, the situation on
the dispute had taken a new turn, In December 2004 draft paper for the NURETH-11 was

writlen initially by JW and then by TJ. Now the theme of the paper was exactly reversed and that
PCM data were used for the paper and no BCM data were used. MB, FM, TJ, AB, JW, MB, LHT
all were together in this new paper and STR did not agree to go along with this version of the
paper as il did not contain BCM data along with PCM data. Then in an email communication
LHT stated to STR that BCM data will be included in the paper. However the abstract was
withdrawn suddenly in carly January 2005 by LHT and no reason was given to STR

Then LHT et al published the Nuclear Technology paper (Ref 2.) in August 2006 which contains
the same data for which once STR was co-author. STR was not even acknowledged for the help
given to the experiments when they were started in June 2002.
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