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Overview Greenpeace monitoring project 2011-2012
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Iitate 22 march 2011

● Doserate around 10µSv/h @1m in village centre
● No evacuation order, ~4600 still living on 22 March
● Evacuation order only 6 weeks later
● Only case where Greenpeace called for immediate 

evacuation, given high impact of evacuation
● Delayed evacuation caused highest dose   

● NGO: cautious in 
crisis, do not disrupt 
government action

● Propose only what is 
feasible within crisis

● NGO cannot replace 
government

● Watchdog, 
independent survey, 
break govt monopoly



Tamura, March 2011: reassure population where possible

● Reassuring population where 
radiation levels are lower

● Many people lost 
confidence in 
government leading 
to excessive 
concerns in some 
cases

● An independent 
voice can be 
reassuring



 2013-14: Evacuation and return policy



Fukushima city: 69uSv/h @ 10cm (March 2012)



Fukushima city: 69uSv/h @ 10cm (March 2012)

● Sub-optimal allocation of 
decontamination efforts: priority to 
evacuated zones instead of (highly) 
populated areas

● 2011: decontamination of schools done 
by volunteers without training or 
protection

● “back to normal” was still the driving 
principle in the runup to the Olympics 
Tokyo 2020



 House Mr. Anzai (Iitate)

Forest behind house 
decontaminated for 
only 20m

Around house: 
decontaminated + 
new top soil as 
shielding

Small decon. field 
but surrounded by 
contaminated forest



 Methodology: typical “zoning” around a house

Typically:
● Between 6-14 “zones” / house
● Between 200-400p. / zone
● At least 100p. / zone
● Total: 2,000 - 5,000 points

“Zoning” is Greenpeace 
method: based on listening 
to former resident: 
“how did you live here 
before 3/11?”

Objectives:
● Compare evolution of 

contamination in 
statistical sound way

● Data relevant for 
former resident



 Mapping

High-precision GPS 
Precision: < 1m 
Position every second 

High-sensitive NaI scintilator
Georadis RT-30
(2000 cps/μSv/h)
1 measurement / second
@ 1m high
Systematic grid pattern



 



 

Some limited 
decontamination 
was done 
between 2015-16 
in these two 
zones

Follows approx. 
the theoretical 
decay path

House A:
● Located in Iitate 

centre village
● Flat area, no 

forests
● Small risk for 

recontamination



 

In a stable, less complex 
context: doserate
Follows approx. the 
theoretical decay path.
This confirms our methodology

In a complex context: doserate 
can evolve in more chaotic way, 
showing increase in some 
zone’s, at least temporarily.
This suggests recontamination

 Comparing House Mr. Anzai with House A (Iitate)



 

Radiation
Drone mapping



 
Drone development: school
Survey at 100m altitude



 Obori (Namie Area 3) radiation scanning @ 1m

Highest 
hotspot along 
road in Obori: 
151µSv/h at 
10cm

Picture is taken at other location in Obori



 Drone development: Obori (exclusion zone Namie):
high contaminated: lower doses to team members



Key problem 1: decision on transition

speed to lower limits should be 
defined by Optimisation

ICRP-111
Needed update:
ICRP 146 (2020)



Problem 2: Limitation + Optimisation 
should be applied !

A limit / reference 
level is never a 
“license” 
to expose people 
to that level



UN Human Rights Council (1)
UN Special Rapporteur (Sep 2018): 
● Decontamination programme could violate basic human 

rights
● Evacuees are Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs)
● “Deeply concerned” about lifting the evacuation order



UN Human Rights Council (2)

Germany: restoring 1mSv/y limit and continue 
support to evacuees and residents (2018)

Special rapporteur: violations of the rights of 
decontamination workers (2018) 



 Conclusions:

● From the start of a crisis: authorities need to be 
trustworthy

● A political agenda (“back to normal” and “re-start 
nuclear power plants in Japan”) can undermine 
trustworthy communication

● Once trust is lost, it disrupts future management of 
the crisis

● Both underestimating risks and overestimating risks 
can have a negative impact on the health and safety 
of the population

● NGOs can play a significant role, need to take the 
crisis situation into account



 

Thank you,
jputte@greenpeace.org
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