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Production fluids extracted to ground level could contain natural radionuclides such as 220Rn, 
222Rn, 226 Ra, 228Ra, 234Th, and 238U, when the bedrock in which the hydraulic fracturing well 

and fractures was created, contains these NORMs. For example, the Marcellus hydraulic 

fracturing wastewater contains elevated levels of these NORM (Vengosh et al., 2014; Warner 

et al., 2013a; Warner et al., 2013b; Haluszczak et al., 2013; Rowan et al.,  2011). 

Shale gas extracted to the surface could act as the gas carrier medium, particularly for radon 

and thoron. If the bedrock surrounding the created fractures contains 226Ra and 224Ra, then it 

is likely that radon and thoron will be observed within the extracted shale gas, respectively.  
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CHAPTER 3  RADIONUCLIDE METROLOGY  

Radon (222Rn) was the principal NORM measured within groundwaters of the Karoo Basin. 

Two different measuring techniques were utilised to conduct radon-in-water activity 

concentration measurements: α-spectrometry (section 2.4) utilizing DURRIDGE RAD7 

detectors and γ-spectrometry utilizing a hyper-pure germanium (HPGe) detector. This chapter 

describes the different experimental measurement setups, metrology methodologies, and 

detection optimisation methods of radon-in-water measurements. Additional subsequent 

measurement results were included in this study, namely elemental uranium concentrations 

and radium activity concentration (226Ra and 228Ra). In section 3.8 and 3.9 a brief overview of 

sampling and measurement techniques regarding these additional results is given. 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Radon in water, air, and solids can be measured either by direct or indirect nuclear decay 

mechanisms such as alpha (α), and gamma radiation (γ, see section 2.4.1). The indirect 

method of measuring radon refers to the detection of radon decay progeny (218Po, 214Pb, 214Bi, 
214Po, 210Pb, 210Bi 210Po, and more, see figure 2-6). The direct method of measuring radon 

refers to measuring α particles (Eα = 5.489 MeV). An indirect method of measuring radon-in-

water was also applied during this study.  

 

Due to the relatively short half-life of radon (3.82 days), the minimization of the duration 

between sampling and measurement is important, especially when working with low activity 

samples. In-situ measurement approach is therefore favoured. Measuring radon activity 

concentrations at an off-site laboratory is most favourable, if: 

 

 the detection system has a low, lower level of detection (LLD);  

 unsupported radon-in-water sample; and  

 sample activity is above the LLD during the time of measurement (radioactive decay 

corrections can be applied).  

 

The primary radon detector system utilized in this study was the α-spectrometry using a 

DURRIDGE RAD7 detector (see section 3.2). A γ-spectroscopy high-purity germanium 
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detector (HPGe-detector) at iThemba LABS was utilized to perform radon and radium in-

water activity concentration measurements for this study.  

 

3.2 RAD7 radon and thoron detection system 

 

3.2.1. Introduction 

Several types of commercial continuous radon (CR) detectors are available on the market. 

Almost the entire range relies on α-spectroscopy as the main radiation detection method. It’s 

considerably challenging to maintain both a low background and high sensitivity for mobile β 

and γ CR detectors. The in-situ continuous radon (222Rn) and thoron (220Rn) measurement 

system, the RAD7, has five different measurement modes (see section 3.2.3).  

The RAD7 detector can be combined with a range of additional equipment produced by the 

manufacturer, DURRIDGE. The RAD H2O kit and DRYSTICK ADS-3R were extensively 

used in this study. This is discussed in section 3.2.5 and 3.2.6, respectively. 

 

Figure 3-1: The RAD7 detector: radon and thoron activity concentration detection instrument with 
mobile infrared printer (RAD7, 2015). 
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3.2.2. Overview of the RAD7 detector  

The RAD7’s detection chamber (see figure 3-2) consists of a 0.7 L internal chamber coated 

with an electrical conductor and a solid-state planar silicon detector section. The RAD7 

utilises ion-implantation technology by accelerating charged radon decay progeny onto a 

solid state planar silicon detector. The induced electrical field on the conductor accelerates 

the positively charged radon decay particles: 218Po (T1/2 = 3.05 min, Eα = 6.00 MeV) and 
214Po (T1/2 = 164 µs, Eα = 7.69 MeV) onto a silicon detector unit. A carrier medium of 

ambient air with the relative air humidity (RH) of below 10% is used to transfer radon and 

decay progeny to the silicon detector (see section 3.2.5). The RAD7 detector is required to be 

calibrated every 12 to 15 months. The RAD7 detectors used in this study were all within the 

specified calibration window. A brief overview of the RAD7 detection system manufactured 

by DURRIDGE Company Inc. (RAD7, 2015): 

 

Table 3-1: Metrology specifications of the RAD7 detector  

 

Real-time α-spectrometry measurement 

Passivated ion-implanted planar silicon detector

Radon concentration detection range: 4.0 - 750 000 Bq/m3

Intrinisic background: 0.2 Bq/m3 (or less) 

Measurement accuracy: ± 5% (absolute)

Weight: 4.35 kg

Radon & thoron activity concentration measurements of air, 
water, soil, rock samples.
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Figure 3-2: Inside components of RAD7 detector (side view) with the detection chamber visible in the 
centre. (Tan et al., 2014). 

 

3.2.3. Measurement modes 

The RAD7 detector system has five different measurement modes. The measurement 

duration are referred to as the cycle, the amount of times the cycle is repeated is referred to as 

the recycle. The measuring modes are as follows: 

 Sniff mode: This mode is most applicable, if a rapid response time is required for 

real-time fast changing radon in-air activity concentration measurements; however, it 

in general compromises on statistical accuracy by measuring only the 218Po decays 

(Eα = 6.00 MeV). 

 Normal mode: Both the 218Po (Eα = 6.00 MeV) and 214Po (Eα = 7.69 MeV) decays are 

counted to determine the radon activity concentration with superior statistical 

accuracy and applicable to long-term continuous measurements. This mode can only 

be applied for measurement times larger than three hours, since equilibrium of longer-

lived radon decay progeny is essential. 

 Auto mode: Both the Sniff and Normal mode are utilized with the Auto mode. The 

Auto mode measurement is initiated with the Sniff mode and then the system switch 

to the Normal mode after three hours of continuous measurements. 
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 Wat-40 mode: This mode is designed specifically to measure radon activity 

concentrations in water samples. The Wat-40 mode measurements are performed with 

40 mL vials. The default measuring sequence is discussed in section 3.2.6 and 3.4. 

 Wat-250 mode: This mode is identical to the detection method described above; apart 

from that, a 250 mL and not a 40 mL glass container is used. A customised Wat-250 

mode was mostly utilised for radon-in-water activity concentration measurements 

within this study and is discussed in section 3.2.6 and 3.5. 

 

3.2.4. Data Acquisition and analyses 

Automated data acquisition is controlled by a microprocessor on-board the RAD7. Real-time 

data analyses of results can be viewed on the RAD7 display unit and also on a PC by running 

the Capture software (figure 3-3). The signals generated by the detection of α-decays are 

binned into 200 energy channels based on associated α-energy (RAD7, 2015). The detection 

α-energy (Eα) for the system ranges from 0.00 to 10.00 MeV (Eα = 0.05 MeV per channel). 

The relevant Eα range for detection of radon and also thoron is from 6.00 to 9.00 MeV. The α-

energy ranges are grouped into eight bins, evenly distributed “windows” for analysis (see 

figure 3-5). 

Data analyses can be performed with the software package (Capture) created for the RAD7 

detector (see figure 3-4). The main window consists of sub-windows: main analyses window 

with different measurement recycles (shaded red area), spectrum for selected points (blue 

area) and summary of measurement parameters and results (green area, see figure 3-4.) 

Capture can also be utilised as a multifunctional tool from which the entire detection system 

can be remotely operated (see figure 3-3). 
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Figure 3-3: Setup configuration between computer (Capture Software), RAD7 detector/s and 
DRYSTICK ADS-3R unit (Capture, 2016). 

 

 

Figure 3-4: Data analyses making use of the Capture Software (screenshot). 
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Figure 3-5: Print-out of radon-in-water activity concentration measurement results (four recycles), 
measurement parameters (Relative Humidity (RH), detector chamber temperature and battery voltage 
(B)) and cumulative run spectrum making use of the infrared-printer (see figure 3-1). 

 

The Capture software package is useful to obtain a brief, real-time overview of the 

measurement results and operational parameters. Nonetheless, more comprehensive data 

analyses were performed with a code developed in MATLAB (see Appendix; code 1 and 

code 2) and Microsoft Excel (see section 3.2.6). No radon activity concentration decay 

corrections have been performed within this study. The average duration between sampling 

and a radon measurement was averagely about 5 hours. By making use equation 2-3 and 2-6 

(see section 2.2) to perform a decay correction and using, for instance, the highest observed 

radon-in-water activity concentration of 183 ± 18 Bq/L (see Appendix, table 1, S22) and the 

average decay duration of 5 hours (t). This sample (S22, F1) would have decayed by 7 Bq/L 

during the 5 hours of duration between sampling and measurement. Now taking into 

consideration that radon measurement uncertainty of 18 Bq/L, the decay correction of 7 Bq/L 

is thus not applicable. Thus the general rule was followed that if the radon decay correction 

was larger than the measurement uncertainty then a decay correction was made. Thus for all 

the radon activity concentration measurement, no decay corrections were performed. This is 

one of the advantages of having a mobile radon measurement system and being able to 
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perform measurements as soon as technically possible after sampling. As discussed two 

RAD7 detectors were used to measure an identical sample. The differences in the measured 

radon-in-water from the two detectors were almost always within measurement uncertainty 

(see Appendix, table 4). The representative radon-in-water activity concentration for a sample 

discussed in study was calculated by taking the average (mean) of the two radon-in-water 

measurements.  

3.2.5. Practical aspects of RAD7 measurements 

Purging is a crucial metrology component to ensure accurate and precise radon measurements 

when making use of the RAD7 detector system. The purging technique refers to making use 

of an internal air pump to inject ambient air into the detection system (chamber). Two 

different purging approaches can be followed: a closed-loop approach or an open-loop 

approach. With open-loop purging setup the air outlet (RAD7, see figure 3-1) or exhaust port 

(DRYSTICK, see figure 3-3) flows into the atmosphere. When the air outlet (RAD7, see 

figure 3-1) or exhaust port (DRYSTICK, see figure 3-3) are connected to the system’s inlet 

port, it is referred to as closed-loop purging setup. The two main reasons for purging are 

described below. 

In the scenario when radon measurements were made for samples with a high activity 

concentration (over 40 Bq/L), radon and associated decay progeny (see figure 2-6) will 

remain active within the detection chamber until it decays unless removed (purged) which 

will affect the accuracy of new measurements (RAD7, 2015). Based on section 3.2.3, one has 

to remove 222Rn (T1/2 = 3.82 days, Eα = 5.590 MeV), 218Po (T1/2 = 3.05 min, Eα = 6.00 MeV), 

and 214Po (T1/2 = 164 µs, Eα = 7.69 MeV) isotopes from previous measurements in the 

detection chamber. By making use of open-loop purging, the α-signature background removal 

process will be most efficient. In reality, both decay and open-loop purging are applied after a 

radon measurement is performed. In general, an open-loop purge is performed for a minimum 

of ten minutes before and after measurements. Before each measurement, the efficiency of 

the open-loop purge is verified by real-time analyses of the count rate in window A (218Po) 

and window B (214Po) (see figure 3-4). The intrinsic background of the long-lived radon 

daughter isotopes (210Pb, T1/2 = 22.3 years) should also be taken into consideration. The long-

lived isotope 210Pb (T1/2 = 22.3 years) undergoes β-decay to 210Bi (T1/2 = 5 days) which 

progeny undergoes β-decay to 210Po (T1/2 = 138 days, Eα = 5.30 MeV). The β-decaying radon 
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progeny will have no effect on the radon measurements when making use of the RAD7 

detector system.  

The other functional aspect of purging is to remove the water (air moisture) within the 

measurement system, particularly within the detection chamber (see figure 3-2). Since α-

decay has a localized decay track (around ten µm), the water content in the air can act as an 

attenuation medium during ion-implantation, which will affect the accuracy of measurements. 

Thus it is recommended that the relative humidity (RH) inside the detection chamber be kept 

below 10% during measurement, even though humidity corrections can be applied with 

recent changes to the Capture software (Capture, 2016). The closed-loop purging method is 

highly efficient in reducing the RH of the system; however not for removing the α-

background. The three core components for reducing the RH in the RAD7 system are small 

desiccant drying tubes (figure 3-6 (B)), large laboratory desiccant drying tube (see figure 3-6, 

(A)), and the DRYSTICK (ADS-3R) unit (see figure 3-6, (A)). 

 

Figure 3-6: DURRIDGE manufactured components to reduce RAD7/s relative humidity (RH): 
DRYSTICK ADS-3R (A), large laboratory desiccant drying tube (A) and small desiccant drying tube 
(B). 

The problems with desiccant drying tubes are that with long-term continuous measurements 

and high relative humidity conditions, the drying agent needs to be replenished on a regular 

basis. The DRYSTICK unit’s primary function is to reduce RH by an active moisture 

exchange technology; Nafion ® membrane tubing (see figure 3-7). The DRYSTICK does not 

need to be replaced with regards to a drying agent during measurements even with high-flow 

rates (DRYSTICK, 2015). A secondary advantage of using this unit is the programmable 

Duty Cycle Controller (DCR), on which customised air-flow pumping protocols can be 

created. This programmable pumping protocol is not currently possible on the RAD7’s 

A B 

RAD7 DRYSTICK ADS-3R RAD7 

Large drying tube 

Small drying tube 
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pumping system. It is important to ensure that when the DRYSTICK ADS-3R unit’s air 

pump is used that the RAD7’s internal air pump is switched off. The results from long-term 

(three days), hourly radon in-air activity concentration measurements to illustrate the 

effectiveness of the DRYSTICK ADS-3R are shown in figure 3-8. A RH average of 3.2% 

was obtained during this continuous three-day measurement. A DRYSTICK ADS-3R unit 

was utilised in this study for purging applications. 

 

Figure 3-7: DRYSTICK ADS-3R instrument (A) and associated internal pump airflow structure (B) 
which was utilized in this study (DRYSTICK, 2015). 

 

 

Figure 3-8: Radon detector chamber’s relative humidity (RH) results for a three-day, hourly temporal 
resolution measurement making use of the DRYSTICK ADS-3R. 

 

A B 
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3.2.6. Radon-in-water measurement set-up 

The radon-in-water measurements in this study were performed with three RAD7 detectors. 

On each of these field trips (F1 to F3), two RAD7 detectors were utilised at a given time (see 

figure 3-10). The experimental set-up utilised to do these measurements is illustrated in 

figures 3-9 and 3-10. 

As mentioned above, the carrier medium for radon from samples (air/water/soil) to the RAD7 

detection system is ambient air. The process of extracting the dissolved radon within a liquid 

sample such as water to the carrier medium is referred to as the aeration (see figure 3-9 (B)). 

The aerator assembly (B) has an adjustable glass frit height (RAD H2O, 2016) = a mm: 250 

mL vial setup (a = 115 mm) and 40 mL vial setup (a = 40 mm). The aeration process takes 

place in the aerator assembly where the air is pumped through a glass frit (see figure 3-9 (B)). 

The turbulent air flow (bubbles) created by the frit (see figure 3-10) extracts the radon from 

the water into the air, from which it flows to the RAD7 detector for detection. By making use 

of the closed-loop radon extraction process (see figure 3-9 (A)), extraction efficiencies of 

(RAD7 air-pumping system) for a duration five minutes of aeration of 99% for the 40 mL 

vials and 94% for a 250 mL vials can be achieved (RAD H2O, 2016). 

 

Figure 3-9: Conventional setup (A) utilized to conduct the radon-in-water activity concentration 
measurements (RAD H2O, 2016).  

 

A B 
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Figure 3-10: Experimental setup (A) to conduct the radon-in-water activity concentration 
measurements as illustrated in figure 3-9. Aeration process (B) in progress to extract the radon from 
the water to the air (carrier medium) for a 250 mL vial (RAD H2O, 2016). 

 

The three RAD7 detectors which were used in the study: 

 Det. A: RAD7 detector A (iThemba LABS equipment) 

 Det. B: RAD7 detector B (University of the Western Cape equipment) 

 Det. C: RAD7 detector C (Stellenbosch University equipment) 

 

3.3 Measurement Uncertainties 

Radioactive decay conforms to Poisson statistics, where the standard deviation (1 σ) is the 

square root of the total count. Poisson statistics underestimates the measurement uncertainty 

at low count rates (RAD7, 2015). To avoid this underestimate the calculation of the radon 

activity concentration’s uncertainty are calculated with the RAD7 as follow: 

ߪ = 1 +  √ܰ + 1, where N is the number of counts (RAD7, 2015). A large measurement 

uncertainty with the RAD7 is the result of trying to measure low radon activity concentration 

within a short measurement duration (cycle).  

Based on the relatively small data sets in this study the uncertainty in the arithmetic mean 

(average or mean) was calculated as follow: 

A B 
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 Mean (ݔ௔௩௚):         ݔ௔௩௚ = ଵ
ே
∑ ௜ேݔ
௜ୀଵ ,     where     i = 1,2,…,N 

 Range (R):                 ܴ = ௠௔௫ݔ  −  ௠௜௡ݔ 

 Uncertainty in the mean (∆ݔ௔௩௚):        ∆ݔ௔௩௚ = ோ
ଶ√ே

. 

3.4 Sampling procedure 

Water sampling for radon-in-water measurements is not a complicated task; nonetheless, if 

non-systematic and incorrect techniques are applied, it can affect the results by up to ± 20% 

(RAD H2O, 2016). The following order and systematic sampling procedure is recommended 

for taking multiple samples from the same source. This procedure was applied during the 

three measurements series (F1 to F3): 

I. ensure the water source is as “fresh” as possible by adequate “bleeding” of the system 

to remove stagnant water. A standard approach utilized in the field of hydrology is to 

perform continuous electrical conductivity (EC) measurements (see figure 3-11) until 

a non-fluctuating reading is obtained and then proceed with sampling. 

II. create a tubing system from the source (ex. borehole outlet) to produce and sustain a 

laminar flow. 

III. flush the container and sampling vials with the water from the source to remove 

potential water from previous sampling sessions and also to ensure that all flushing 

water is drained. 

IV. fill a container (see figure 3-12 (A)) with water using a laminar flow from the source 

and minimise the formation of bubbles i.e. reduce aeration. 

V. immediately after the container has been filled, submerge the vials’ top piece to just 

below the water surface level (tilted) in the container and fill the vials without 

creating bubbles. When the vials are filled to the top, submerge them completely 

underneath the water and seal adequately beneath the water surface (see figure 3-12, 

B). 
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Figure 3-11: In-situ electrical (EC) conductivity measurement of water sample during pre-sampling 
stages by making use of the JENCO 6350 detection system and meteorological Kestrel 1000 detection 
system to measure air temperature. 

 

 

Figure 3-12: Sampling setup on-site (A) with the large black container filled which was used to fill the 
250 mL glass vials (B), for radon-in-water activity concentration measurements. 

 

A minimum of two 250 mL glass vials were filled per specific source or sampling location. 

The 250 mL vials were filled at the same time from the same container (source). The option 

is available to perform sampling also with the 40 mL glass vials. However larger sample sizes 

(250 mL vials) will produce a greater number of counts during measurement and 

consequently improve counting statistics (see section 3.7.1). The benefit of sampling in larger 

glass vials such as the 250 mL ones becomes important when a low radon activity 

concentration sample is measured (RAD H2O, 2016). 

EC-meter 

Kestrel 1000, Pocket weather 

Plastic Container 

EC measurement setup 

Pumping setup 

250 mL glass vials within plastic 
container 

A B 
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3.5 Measurement Protocol and Setup (F1) 

As mentioned in section 3.2.3, the predominant mode utilised for the radon-in-water activity 

concentration measurements was the WAT-250 protocol. The WAT-250 protocol is a 

standard measurement sequence applied for the first measurement series (F1): 

1. Pre-measurement purging: closed and open-loop between five and 15 minutes (added 

to the WAT-250 protocol) 

2. Aeration for five minutes of the 250 mL glass vials during which a radon-in-water 

extraction efficiency of 94% can be delivered (see section 3.2.6) 

3. An idling time for five minutes to achieve equilibrium between radon concentration in 

the water in the glass vial and air in the detection system 

4. An idling time for five minutes to achieve equilibrium between 218Pb and 222Rn 

5. Four runs (recycles) where five minutes of measurements (cycles) are performed 

6. Post-measurement purging: open-loop between five and 15 minutes (added to the 

WAT-250 protocol) 

The duration of a measurement (cycle) can be increased which will consequently improve the 

counting statistics. For the first field trip for measurement series (F1) a considerable number 

of sites (42) were sampled in a short time frame. The shortest technical measurement duration 

was consequently thus chosen. The complete radon-in-water measurement duration for a 

single sample is between 55 and 65 minutes.  

3.6 Measurement protocol and set-up (F2) 

During the second measurement series (F2) fewer samples per day had to be measured for 

radon. Thus, more time was available to increase the measurement duration (cycle) which 

improved the counting statistics. The following customised WAT-250 protocol was used for 

the second field trip (F2): 

 

1. Pre-measurement purging: closed and open-loop between five and 15 minutes (added 

to the WAT-250 protocol) 

2. Aeration for a duration of five minutes for the 250 mL glass vials 

3. An idling time for five minutes to achieve equilibrium between radon in the water 

within the glass vial and the air in the detection system. 
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4. An idling time for five minutes to achieve equilibrium between 218Pb and 222Rn 

5. Four cycles of 10 minute measurements  

6. Post-measurement purging: open-loop between five and 15 minutes (added to the 

WAT-250 protocol) 

 

3.7  Measurement protocol and set-up (F3) 

The same customised measurement protocol (WAT-250) from the second field trip (see 

section 3.6) was used during the third field trip (F3) also with the increased 10 minute 

measurement duration (cycle). 

3.8 Radon-in-water metrology optimisation 

Radon-in-water measurements using the RAD7 detection system can be optimised by 

applying the following aspects: 

3.8.1. Volume of sampling vials  

The volume of the sampling vial is a parameter which affects the radon-in-water 

measurements. When the vial volume is very small (< 40 mL), less radon activity would be 

available for detection compared when for instance a larger volume vial size is sampled. With 

a scenario of a low radon activity sample (± 0.4 Bq/L) and a small volume vial (40 mL), the 

radon activity concentration could be below the lower level of detection (sensitivity) for the 

RAD7 (0.4 Bq/L). If the vial volume, however, becomes too large (above 2.5 L), then you 

have to be particularly careful to ensure that the aeration assembly can extract the radon from 

the water into the air (see figure 3-9). 

A simple experiment was conducted using the standardized measurement protocol mentioned 

in section 3.4 (Wat-250 protocol) to analyse the effect of the vial size volume on the radon 

metrology. Water was sampled (source) from a tourist hot springs resort near Montagu (South 

Africa) which is known to contain elevated average radon-in-water activity concentration of 

205 ± 6 Bq/L (Botha et al., 2016). The radon “rich” hot spring water was sampled at the same 

time in both 250 mL and 40 mL vials. Radon-in-water activity concentration measurements 

were performed at different times of the radioactive decay. The aim was to get an indication 
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how the different vial sizes affect the radon-in-water measurements at activity ranges (see 

figure 3-13). 

 

Figure 3-13: Results of the radon-in-water activity concentration measurements from the hot spring 
measured with 40 mL and 250 mL vial sizes which were measured at different stages of the decay 
process and the theoretically predicted activities making use of the decay equation (see equation 2-3). 

 

Figure 3-14: Results indicating the absolute difference between the theoretically predicted radon-in-
water activity concentrations and the measured values for the 40 mL and 250 mL vial containers at the 
different stages of radioactive decay (see figure 3-13). 
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The absolute relative radon-in-water activity concentration fluctuations from the predicted 

exponential decay are much larger for the 40 ml vials than for the 250 ml vials (see figure 3-

14). Based on the results of this experiment (see figure 3-13 and 3-14), it can be concluded 

that the measurement results with the 250 mL vials were more precise compared to those of 

the 40 mL vials. Both 40 mL and 250 mL vials are supplied in the H2O Kit manufactured by 

DURRIDGE Company Inc. 

3.8.2. Minimization of the relative humidity 

As mentioned in section 3.2.5 (purging applications), if quality radon measurements on to be 

achieved, then it is of important to keep RH as low as possible (below 10%). One of the key 

instruments that helped to achieve such favourable detection conditions was the DRYSTICK 

ADS-3R unit (see figure 3-8). 

3.8.3. Increased measurement duration 

In general, if the measurement duration is increased from the standard protocol (see section 

3.4), then the quality of counting statistics (sensitivity) would also increase (decreased 

measurement uncertainty, see section 3.3). It is not always practically achievable, for instance 

when a large number of samples needs to be measured with a limited number of available 

detectors over a short period. By doubling the measurement duration (cycle), the counting 

statistics will be improved by a factor of √2 (RAD H2O, 2016). 

Table 3-2: Measurement results performed by DURRIDGE Company Inc. as a quality control test by 
looking at different: detection methods, vial sizes and measurement durations taken from RAD H2O, 
2016. 
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Thus it is recommended to make the measurement duration (cycle) of the RAD7 detection 

system as long as practically achievable. Therefore, the measurement uncertainty will be 

minimised (see table 3-1). Practical aspects should, nonetheless, also be taken into 

consideration. 

3.8.4. Measurement Quality Assurance 

A variety of aspects has been introduced to ensure the quality of the radon activity 

concentration measurements: 

 quality assurance tests before, during and after the measurement series were 

conducted. These tests include blank measurements (with hyper pure water), 

intercomparison measurements between the RAD7 detector (α-spectroscopy) and low 

background HPGe-detector (γ-spectroscopy). 

 two independent measurements (split) for the same sample with two RAD7 detection 

systems for every measurement series (see Appendix table 4). 

 general detection parameters optimization (see section 3.8). 

 only measurement results obtained from calibrated RAD7 detectors were utilized in 

this study.  

3.9 Uranium metrology 

The elemental uranium in-water sampling and concentration measurements were performed 

by the hydrochemistry research team (Kelly, 2016). The acidified groundwater samples were 

measured for trace elements by making use of inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry 

(ICP-MS) and atomic emission spectroscopy (AES). The ICP-MS/AES analytical elemental 

measurements were conducted with an Agilent 7700 (ICP-MS/AES) detection system at 

Stellenbosch University’s Central Analytical Facilities (CAF). 

3.10 Radium metrology 

During the second measurement series (F2), radium (226Ra and 228Ra) in-water sampling and 

activity concentration measurements were conducted by the team of the Division of Earth and 

Ocean Sciences (Nicholas School of Environment) at Duke University (WRC, 2015). At a 
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particular site two 25 L containers were filled with the groundwater. The 50 L groundwater 

was then processed by letting it flow through a radium isotopes trapping device (see figure 3-

15). Mn-oxide coated fibres act as a radium-isotopes trap. It is placed within two columns 

through which the water flows at a rate of < 1 L per minute (Vinson et al., 2008). The radium 

(226Ra) in-water activity concentrations were measured with a DURRIDGE RAD7 detector 

(α-spectroscopy) after incubation of the MnO fibres for 20 days within a sealed glass column. 

The radium in-water activity concentrations (228Ra) were measured with a Canberra HpGE 

detector (γ-spectroscopy) from a weighted count average associated with the 338 keV and 

911 keV peaks of 228Ac. 

 

Figure 3-15: Radium isotopes filtering device making use of a gravity feed system and Mn-oxide 
coated fibbers.  
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CHAPTER 4 RADIONUCLIDE STUDY AREA                   

In this chapter the study area will be discussed (see table 4-1). Groundwater sampling was 

performed at 53 different locations spanning three provinces in the Karoo Basin (South 

Africa). The measurement locations spanned across a large area; some sites were 630 km 

apart from each other.  The classification of the groundwater types was grouped into three 

different categories by the collaborating geochemistry research team (Kelley, 2016). The 

conventional perspective of defining aquifers according to the depth it originates from below 

the surface is not applicable. The hydrology parameters utilized to define the aquifer type 

were water temperature, ion chemistry (standard Stiff diagram), and radiocarbon content 

(Kelley, 2016). These parameters were used to define the shallow, mixed and deep aquifers. 

The mixed aquifers are defined as a combination of shallow and deep groundwater. Most 

aquifers sampled were classified as either a deep, mixed or shallow source; nonetheless, there 

were a limited number of aquifers not defined. The groundwater classification will be 

referred to as source or aquifer classification (deep, mixed, and shallow) in this study. 

Studying the potential connectivity of the deep and shallow sources connectivity is of 

importance and was consequently one of the main research aims of the geochemistry research 

collaborators. If hydraulic fracturing contamination occurs within deep aquifers then it will 

be likely to observe the contamination within the shallow sources if a connection between 

them exists. The mixed groundwater can be defined as an aquifer with connection between 

the deep and shallow sources. The sampling sites were labelled by site number and site name. 

The site number is specifically applicable to this study. However the site names are referring 

to the sites linked to the WRC report (Kelley, 2016; WRC, 2015). 

It should be noted that the third measurement series (F3) coincides with the time when the 

area was experiencing extreme droughts. The South African Weather Service announced that 

2015 was the driest year on record since meteorological measurements was started in 1904. 

This extreme drought is primarily due to a strong El Nino weather pattern, and the effects are 

persisting into 2016 (Bluden et al., 2015). 
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4.1 Introduction 

The measurement series field trips for this study are summarised as follows: 

Table 4-1: Schedule overview of three measurement series  

 

4.2 Study region description  
 

4.2.1 Study Area Overview 

Groundwater sampling (see figure 4-2) was performed at a total of 53 locations in eight 

different regions (see figure 4-1) in the Karoo Basin during three different measurement 

series. These sampling locations were chosen strategically based on source classification and 

regions earmarked for shale-gas development (see figure 1-4).   

 

Figure 4-1: Map of South Africa and associated surrounding geological groups of the eight major 
sampling regions (Shapefiles provided by Council of Geoscience South Africa, Kelley, 2016). 

First field trip (F1): summer 2014 (03-03-2014 to 13-03-2014) and 42 sampling sites 

Second field trip (F2): winter 2014 (26-06-2014 to 09-06-2014) and 29 sampling sites (6 new sites)

Third field trip (F3): winter 2016 (01-06-2016 to 07-06-2016) and 15 sampling sites (3 new sites)  
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Figure 4-2: Images of sampling sites (see table 4.1 to 4.3) at which sampling was performed.  

 

4.2.1.1 Merwewille 

Merwewille is a small town situated in the Beaufort geological group of the Western Cape 

Province. This region is within the Karoo Uranium Province (see figure 1-6) with rich 

uranium deposits (IAEA, 2009). Work at the sampling sites (S) in this region was performed 

on a large, arid, privately owned farm (see figure 4-3) near Merwewille: S41 (MWB1), S42 

(MWB2), S51, S52 and S53. The sampling sites are boreholes used for drinking water. 

Groundwater (shallow) sampling was performed during all three of the measurement series 

(F1 to F3) at this location. 
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Figure 4-3: Satellite map of the Merweville sampling sites showing the arid environment (Google 
Earth, Imagery Date: 22-08-2013). 

 

4.2.1.2 Leeu Gamka 

Established in 1879, Leeu Gamka is a small town situated in the Beaufort geological group of 

the Western Cape Province (Central Karoo). This region is also situated in the Karoo 

Uranium Province (see figure 1-6). The sampling sites (S) within this region (see figure 4-4) 

were on two privately owned olive farms and a road construction camp: S2 (WP507), S3 

(WP506), S4 (WP508), S5 (WP497), S6 (WP496), S7 (WP502) and S8 (WP505). 

 

Figure 4-4: Satellite map of the Leeu Gamka sampling sites showing the surrounding agricultural 
activities (Google Earth, Imagery Date: 25-02-2016). 

 

4.2.1.3 Fort Beaufort 

Fort Beaufort is a town in the Beaufort geological group of the Eastern Cape Province (see 

figure 4-1). The sampling sites (S) in this region (see figure 4-5) were on privately owned 



Page 55  
 
 

citrus farms: S15 (BFB1), and S16 (BFB2). Artesian groundwater is utilised predominantly 

for agricultural purposes. Site S15 (BFB1) is a deep source approximately 30 m from the 

source (eye) and 4.5 km away a mixed source S16 site (BFB2) with an approximately 100 m 

deep borehole. Sampling was performed at these sites only during the first measurement 

series (F1). 

 

Figure 4-5: Satellite map of the Fort Beaufort sampling sites showing the surrounding agricultural 
activities (Google Earth, Imagery Date: 10-02-2016). 

 

4.2.1.4 Cradock 

Cradock is a town in the Beaufort geological group of the Eastern Cape Province (see figure 

4-1) in the upper valley of the Great Fish River, established in 1816. The sampling sites (S) in 

this region (see figure 4-6) were on privately owned farms, a natural stream, and a hot spring 

resort: S9 (CRS1), S10 (DRB2), S11 (DRB3), S12 (DRB1), S13, and S14 (DRB4).  

Sampling was performed at a hot spring resort with an outdoor pool (S9, CRS1). These are 

not ideal sampling conditions (outdoor pool) for radon-in-water measurements because the 

inlet of the pool is beneath the water surface and mixing between the fresh recharge and pool 

water occurs. The shallow source boreholes S10 (DRB2), S11 (DRB3), and S12 (DRB1) are 

used for agricultural purposes. A natural stream (S13) was in the past (1999) used as a 

drinking source for the water-scarce Cradock area for approximately three years. 
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Figure 4-6: Satellite map of the Cradock sampling sites showing the surrounding agricultural activities 
(Google Earth, Imagery Date: 08-04-2016). 

 

4.2.1.5 Aliwal North 

Aliwal North is a town in the Stormberg geological group of the Eastern Cape Province on 

the Orange River established in 1849 (see figure 4-1). The sampling sites (S) in this region 

(see figure 4-7) included a hot spring resort (closed to the public) and privately owned farms: 

S18 (ANS1) – S20, S21 (ANBH1), and S50. Aliwal North was once famous for its hot spring 

resort that later became dilapidated and was finally closed off from the public in 2010. The 

thermal water is pumped from the source also known as the eye (S20) to different pools in the 

facility. Once again, these indoor (S18, ANS1) and outdoor pools (S17, ANS2) are not ideal 

for radon-in-water sampling, since the pool inlet is beneath the water surface. The deep 

groundwater site, S21 (ANBH1) on a privately owned farm outside Aliwal North, was used 

mainly for drinking water. 
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Figure 4-7: Satellite map of the Aliwal North sampling sites (Google Earth, Imagery Date: 31-03-
2016). 

 

4.2.1.6 Venterstad 

Established in 1875, Venterstad is a town in the Beaufort geological group of the Karoo 

Basin within a close proximity to the Gariep Dam. The nine sampling sites (S) in this region 

(see figure 4-8) are on four privately owned farms: S22 (WVB3), S23 (DB11a), S24 

(WVB1), S25 (RWB5), S26 (RWB1C), S28 (VBB1), S30 (LRB1), and S31 (LRB2). The 

deep, mixed, and shallow sources where sampling was performed are used for drinking water 

or agricultural purposes. 

 

Figure 4-8: Satellite map of the Venterstad sampling sites around the Gariep Dam (Google Earth, 
Imagery Date: 20-02-2016). 
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4.2.1.7 Trompsburg 

Established in 1891, Trompsburg is a town in the Beaufort geological group (see figure 4-1) 

of the Karoo Basin in the Free State Province. The two sampling sites (S) in this region (see 

figure 4-9) are on a large, privately owned Merino sheep farm: S32 (VFB1), S33 (VFB2), 

S34 (VFB3), and S35 (VFB4). The natural hot spring (S32, VFB1) is a deep aquifer, while 

the others (S33 to S35) are shallow aquifers. The water from these boreholes is utilised for 

drinking (S35) and (S32 to S34) for agricultural purposes. 

 

Figure 4-9: Satellite map of the Trompsburg sampling sites showing the surrounding agricultural 
activities (Google Earth, Imagery Date: 2-10-2015). 

 

4.2.1.8 Florisbad 

Florisbad is a health resort (hot spring) approximately 45 kilometres northwest of 

Bloemfontein in the Ecca geological group of the Karoo Basin. Florisbad is also a popular 

archaeological and palaeontological site with an active research centre. The four sampling 

sites (S) in this region (see figure 4-10) are the Florisbad Spa (hot spring), Florisbad Resort, a 

privately owned farm, and salt pans: S37 (FLS1-37), S38 (FLS1-38), S39 (FLS1-39), S43 

and S40 (FLB4). The water from the natural hot spring was in the past used for thermal pools 

that are no longer open to the public. The indoor hot spring pool (S37) inlet was beneath the 

surface of the water, making it less than ideal, as mentioned before, for radon-in-water 

measurement sampling. Water sampling (S39) was performed above the hot spring’s 

eye/source, approximately six centimetres below the water surface. Thermal water from the 

indoor pool (S37) flows into an outdoor pool (S38) from which sampling was also performed. 
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Sampling was also performed on heavy saline water at a salt pan. It was not, however, 

measured for radon-in-water activity concentration given the high salinity (density) that is 

unfavourable for aeration with the RAD7. The sites from Florisbad are classified as deep 

sources. All water sampling within pools were performed at a depth of at least 6 cm below 

the water surface.  

 

Figure 4-10: Satellite map of the Florisbad sampling sites showing the surrounding archaeological 

activities (Google Earth, Imagery Date: 07-06-2015). 

 

4.2.2 First Measurements Series Study Area 

The 41 deep, mixed, and shallow groundwater sampling sites chosen for the first 

measurement series (see figure 4-11) were strategically located within eight distinct regions 

(see figure 4-11) in the Karoo Basin based on the regions earmarked for potential 

unconventional shale gas development.  
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Table 4-2: Groundwater sampling sites and aquifer source classification for the first measurement 
series (F1, summer 2014). 

Site 
number, [S] Site name Region Sampling site specifics Aquifer type 

1 - Prins Albert Borehole (wind pump) - 
2 WP 507 Leeu Gamka Borehole (in-situ pump) Shallow 
3 WP 506 Leeu Gamka Borehole (in-situ pump) Shallow 

4 WP 508 Leeu Gamka Borehole (in-situ pump), 
fast flow rate Mixed 

5 WP 497 Leeu Gamka Borehole with fixed 
pump Shallow 

6 WP 496 Leeu Gamka Borehole Shallow 
7 WP 502 Leeu Gamka Borehole Shallow 
8 WP 505 Leeu Gamka Borehole Mixed 

9 CRS1 Cradock Spa outdoor pool           
(hot spring) Deep 

10 DRB2 Cradock Borehole (wind pump) Shallow 
11 DRB3 Cradock Artesian - 
12 DRB1 Cradock Artesian Shallow 

13 - Cradock Stream, previous water 
supply for Cradock Shallow 

14 DRB4 Cradock Borehole Shallow 
15 BFB1 Fort Beaufort Artesian (hot spring) Deep 
16 BFB2 Fort Beaufort Artesian Mixed 
17 ANS2 Aliwal North Spa outdoor pool Deep 

18 ANS1 Aliwal North Spa indoor pool              
(hot spring) Deep 

19 - Aliwal North Spa outdoor Olympic 
pool (far) Deep 

20 - Aliwal North Spa source                     
(eye, hot spring) Deep 

21 ANBH1 Aliwal North Borehole Deep 
22 WVB3 Venterstad Borehole (wind pump) Shallow 
23 DB11a Venterstad Borehole (wind pump) Shallow 
24 WVB1 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 
25 RWB5 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 

26 RWB1c Venterstad Borehole                        
(hot spring) Mixed 

27 RWB1c Venterstad Borehole Mixed 
28 VBB1 Venterstad Borehole Mixed 
29 VBB2 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 
30 LRB1 Venterstad Borehole Deep 
31 LRB2 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 

32 VFB1 Trompsburg Artesian                            
(hot spring) Deep 

33 VFB2 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 
34 VFB3 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 
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35 VFB4 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 

37 FLS1-37 Florisbad Spa indoor pool           
(eye, hot spring) Deep 

38 FLS1-38 Florisbad Spa outdoor pool Deep 
39 FLS1-39 Florisbad Indoor pool (surface) Deep 
40 FLB4 Florisbad Borehole Deep 
41 MWB1 Merweville Borehole Shallow 
42 MWB2 Merweville Borehole Shallow 

 

 

Figure 4-11: Satellite map of South Africa and the locations of the sampled sites from the first field 
trip (F1, summer). 

 

4.2.3 Second Measurements Series Study Area 

The second measurement series (F2) was conducted in the winter of 2014. Sampling was 

performed at 29 sites of which 6 of them were new sites (see table 4-2). From these 29 sites, 

eight were shallow sources, five were mixed sources, nine were deep sources and the rest 

were not classified according to source type.  
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Table 4-3: Groundwater sampling sites and aquifer source classification for the second measurement 
series (F2, winter 2014). 

Site 
number, [S] Site name Region Sampling site 

specifics 
Aquifer 

type 
1 - Prins Albert Borehole  - 

4 WP508 Leeu Gamka Borehole  Mixed 

7 WP502 Leeu Gamka Borehole Shallow 
8 WP505 Leeu Gamka Borehole Mixed 

9 CRS1 Cradock Spa outdoor pool           
(hot spring) Deep 

14 DRB4 Cradock Borehole Shallow 
15 BFB1 Trompsburg Artesian Deep 
16 BFB2 Trompsburg Artesian Mixed 

18 ANS1 Aliwal North Spa indoor pool           
(hot spring) Deep 

21 ANBH1 Aliwal North Borehole Deep 
25 RWB5 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 

26 RWB1C Venterstad Borehole             
(hot spring) Mixed 

28 VBB1 Venterstad Borehole Mixed 
30 LRB1 Venterstad Borehole Deep 
31 LRB2 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 

32 VFB1 Trompsburg Artesian               
(hot spring) Deep 

33 VFB2 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 
35 VFB4 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 

37 FLS1-37 Florisbad Spa indoor pool            
(eye, hot spring) Deep 

38 FLS1-38 Florisbad Spa outdoor pool Deep 

39 FLS1-39 Florisbad Indoor pool 
(surface) Deep 

42 MWB2 Merweville Borehole Shallow 

43 New Soutpan 
(Bloemfontein) Tap Water - 

44 New Soutpan Borehole - 
45 New Soutpan Borehole - 
46 New Soutpan Borehole - 
47 New Soutpan Borehole - 
48 New, FLB5 Soutpan Borehole - 
49 RRB1(New) Cradock - Shallow 
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4.2.4 Third Measurements Series Study Area 

The third measurement series (F3) was conducted in the winter of 2016. Sampling was 

performed at 15 sites of which 3 were new sites (see table 4-3). Of these 15 sites, five were 

shallow sources, one was a mixed source, two were deep sources and seven were not 

classified according to the source type. 

 

Table 4-4: Groundwater sampling sites and aquifer source classification for the third measurement 
series (F3, summer 2016). 

Site 
number, [S] 

Site 
name Region Sampling site 

specifics 
Aquifer 

type 

44 - Soutpan-1 
(Bloemfontein) Borehole - 

45 - Soutpan Borehole - 
46 - Soutpan Borehole - 
48 - Soutpan Borehole - 

32 VFB1 Trompsburg Artesian        
(hot spring) Deep 

33 VFB2 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 
35 VFB4 Trompsburg Borehole Shallow 
50 New Aliwal North Borehole Deep 
25 RWB5 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 
31 LRB2 Venterstad Borehole Shallow 
28 VBB1 Venterstad Borehole Mixed 
14 DRB4 Cradock Borehole Shallow 
51 New Merweville Borehole - 
52 New Merweville Borehole - 
53 New Merweville Tap Water - 
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CHAPTER 5 Results and discussion 

In this chapter, the results of the Karoo Basin NORM groundwater baseline characterisation, 

with a focus on radon and additional radionuclides (226Ra, 228Ra, and 238U), will be discussed. 

The groundwater sampling sites include boreholes, streams, hot springs (artesian), drinking 

taps, wind pumps, and solar pumps. The research work performed in this thesis was done in 

collaboration with a research team (Department of Earth Science, Stellenbosch University; 

Groundwater Africa; and the South African Water Research Commission) that focused on 

applying hydrochemistry and residence time constraints to distinguish groundwater systems 

in the Karoo Basin prior to shale-gas exploration (Kelley, 2016; WRC, 2015). The results of 

each of the measurement series’ (F1 to F3) be discussed individually in the following sections 

(see section 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3) and collectively (see section 5.4).  

5.1  First measurement series results  

The first measurement series (F1) took place during summer of 2014 (see Appendix table 1). 

The radon-in-water activity concentration results on which groundwater classification has 

been performed are given in figure 5-1. In general radon-in-water activity concentrations for 

shallow sources are higher compared that of mixed and deep sources (see figure 5-1). The 

radon-in-water activity concentrations for deep groundwater sources were systematically the 

lowest (see figure 5-1). The mixed sources are an indication of a potential link (mixing) 

between the deep and shallow sources. Lower radon-in-water activity concentrations (< 30 

Bq/L) are more frequent compared to higher levels during F1 (see figure 5-3). The mean 

radon-in-water activity concentration for the aquifers which were classified was 31.8 Bq/L 

(see figure 5-1). Interestingly the one deep source, S21 a borehole in Aliwal North had a 

significantly higher radon-in-water activity concentration of 56 ± 6 Bq/L compared to most 

deep sources (see figure 5-1). Similarly, the one mixed source, S28 a borehole in Venterstad 

had an unexpected higher radon-in-water activity concentration of 49 ± 9 Bq/L which is in 

the activity range of the deep sources.  
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Figure 5-1: The results of the radon-in-water activity concentration grouped according to the aquifer 
classification (F1). 

 

The shallow groundwater sources are associated with lower water temperatures (see figure 5-

2). The radon-in-water activity concentration within groundwater of the Karoo Basin tends to 

decrease as the temperature increases (see figure 5-2). However, studies performed on radon 

in hot springs from around the world (see table 5-1) had mostly elevated (> 50 Bq/L) radon-

in-water activity concentration (Botha et al., 2016; Vogiannis et al., 2004; Song et al., 2011). 

The hot springs in this study were all deep sources as expected. The hot springs radon-in-

water activity concentration results for this study in the first measurement series are presented 

in (see table 5-5): 

As mentioned in section 4.2, some sampling was performed from inlets allocated at the 

bottom of filled pools, making it challenging to sample a “fresh” sample without mixing with 

the stagnant pool water. Note that sampling circumstances at sites with underwater inlets will 

be referred to as unfavourable sampling conditions. The possibility exists that the radon-in-

water activity concertation in reality is higher with unfavourable sampling conditions. The 

Karoo Basin hot springs (good sampling conditions) sites (S15, S20, S26 and S32) have a 
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significantly lower mean radon-in-water activity concentration of 6 ± 3 Bq/L compared to 

most hot springs from other countries (see table 5-1). For groundwater to be hot (> 22 °C), it 

most likely flowed from deep below the surface. It implies the water possibly flowed for a 

relatively long time underground which could explain the low radon levels since considerable 

time was available to undergo decay (see figure 5-11). A possible scenario why the hot 

springs radon-in-water levels in the Karoo Basin is low compared to what have been 

observed (see table 5-1) is due to a long flow duration from deep beneath the surface. 

 

Figure 5-2: The results of the radon-in-water activity concentration according to the aquifer’s water 
temperature (F1). 
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Table 5-1: Studies of radon-in-water activity concentrations within hot spring waters for various 
countries between 1993 and 2013 (Botha et al., 2016). 

Location of hot spring 
222Rn water activity 

concentration measured, 
[Bq/L] 

Measurement 
technique 

Taiwan 0.6-5.6 Liquid scintillation 
counting 

Jordan   (Irbid Basin) 3.2-5.5 Passive 

Greece (Lesvos Island, Polichnitos) 126-202 Alpha 
spectroscopy 

Greece  (Lesvos Island, Eftalou) 113–304 Alpha 
spectroscopy 

Greece (Lesvos Island, Lisvori) 12–17 Alpha 
spectroscopy 

Greece (Lesvos Island, Loutra 
Thermis) 13–22 Alpha 

spectroscopy 

Poland (Marta) 104-326 Liquid scintillation 
counting 

Lebanon 0.91-49.6 Passive 

China (Guangdong) 66-206 Alpha  
spectroscopy 

South Africa (Montagu) 188-223 
Alpha 

spectroscopy and 
passive 

 

 

Figure 5-3: Histogram (10 bins) of radon-in-water activity concentration from the 42 sites (F1). 
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The groundwater sampled during the first measurement series had a pH range between 6.9 

and 9.9 (see figure 5-4). Oddly, no radon-in-water activity concentration measurement events 

were observed for water with a pH between 8.5 to 9.5 (see figure 5-4). The highest radon-in-

water activity concentrations were associated with the lower pH, 7 to 8.  

 

Figure 5-4: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to the groundwater’s pH (F1). 

 

In most cases, there is an inverse proportionality (see section 2.4.3.4) between uranium, 

radium, and radon-in-water activity concentrations due to geochemical conditions (Vinson et 

al., 2009). The NORM inverse proportionality is also observed between elemental uranium 

and radon-in-water activity concentration (see figure 5-5).   

The uranium in-water concentrations are systematically higher for shallow sources compared 

to the mixed and deep sources (figure 5-6). The baseline elemental uranium in-water 

concentration observed (F1) can be characterised as follows: range of 0.003 µg/L (S12, 

shallow source) to 21.9 µg/L (S14, shallow source) and mean of 4.5 ± 0.9 µg/L. 
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Figure 5-5: Results of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the elemental uranium 
concentration for all aquifers (F1). 

 

 

Figure 5-6: Results of uranium in-water concentration according to the aquifers classification (F1). 

 

The number of radon-in-water activity concentration measurement points (events) is less as 

the EC increases (see figure 5-7). Also oddly, no radon-in-water activity concentration 



Page 70  
 
 

measurement events were observed for water with an EC between 250 to 350 µS/cm (see 

figure 5-7). 

 

Figure 5-7: Results of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the groundwater’s electrical 
conductivity (F1). 

 

The baseline radon-in-water activity concentration in the Karoo Basin can be characterised by 

a mean of 32 ± 5 Bq/L for the first measurement series (F1). The highest to the lowest mean 

radon-in-water activity concentration for the different aquifer classifications were shallow 

groundwater sources (51 ± 11 Bq/L), mixed sources (14 ± 6 Bq/L), and deep sources (10 ± 3 

Bq/L), respectively. The site-specific radon-in-water activity concentration characterisation1 

ranges from the lowest for the deep groundwater source S32 (VFB1: 1.6 ± 1.2 Bq/L) to the 

highest for the shallow source S22 (WVB3: 183 ± 18 Bq/L). 

Table 5-2: Statistical results: radon-in-water activity concentration for different groundwater’s source 
classification (F1). 

Aquifer type Mean radon-in-water 
activity, [Bq/L] 

All types 32 ± 5 
Shallow 51 ± 11 
Mixed 14 ± 6 
Deep 10 ± 3 

 
                                                             
1 Results with unfavourable sampling conditions (mixing and aeration) and non-source classification data were not included. 
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5.2  Second Measurements Series Results  

The second measurement series was conducted in the winter of 2014. The temporal inter-

annual and seasonal effects will be discussed in this section (see Appendix table 2). A total of 

20 sites from the first measurement series (summer, F1) were measured again for radon-in-

water during the second measurement series (F2). Six new locations were added in the 

second measurements series. The site-specific radon-in-water activity concentration 

characterisation (see figure 5-8) for the second measurement series yields: a minimum of S1 

(1.1 ± 0.7 Bq/L) to a maximum of S42 (MWB2: 165 ± 8 Bq/L). Note figure 5-8 represents 

both classified and sources which were not classified, thus it is an overview of all the radon-

in-water activity concentration results for F2, independent of source classification.  

 

Figure 5-8: Radon-in-water activity concentrations results for the sampled sites (F2). 
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Figure 5-9: Histogram (10 bins) of radon-in-water activity concentration for the 29 sites during the 
second measurement series (F2). 

 

Similar to the first measurement series (summer), the results from the second measurement 

series (winter) demonstrated higher radon-in-water activity concentration for shallow sources 

(see table 5-3) compared to mixed and deep sources (see figure 5-10). The deep source S30 

(LRB1) had an elevated radon-in-water activity concentration of 82.4 ± 5.3 Bq/L. This is not 

a typically observed radon-in-water activity concentration for deep groundwater sources in 

the Karoo Basin (see table 5-2 and 5-3). 

Shallow groundwater sources again have a systematically lower associated water temperature 

(see figure 5-2) as was observed for the first measurement series (see figure 5-11). The 

shallow aquifers have the highest radon-in-water activity concentration in the Karoo Basin. 

When reviewing only the shallow source’s radon-in-water activity concentration results (blue 

data points, see figure 5-11), counterintuitively, one can see that the highest level (165 ± 7.5 

Bq/L) is associated with the highest water temperature (21.5 °C). Results similarly (F1) 

indicate that radon-in-water activity concentration decreases as the water temperature 

increases (see figure 5-11) for the 2014 winter measurement series. 
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Figure 5-10: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to source classification for 29 
sites measured during the second measurement series (F2, winter). 

 

 

Figure 5-11: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to the groundwater’s 
temperature and source classification (F2). 
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Uranium in-water concentrations are consistently higher for shallow groundwater sources 

compared to the mixed and deep sources (figure 5-12). The baseline uranium in-water 

concentration observed in the Karoo Basin for winter 2014 can be characterised as follows: a 

minimum of 0.001 µg/L (S15, deep source), a maximum of 40.9 µg/L (S25, shallow source), 

and a mean of 4.5 ± 0.9 µg/L. A possible inverse proportionality between elemental uranium 

and radon-in-water activity concentration is furthermore observed for the winter 2014 

measurement series (see figure 5-13). The higher radon-in-water concentrations are generally 

associated with the lower uranium in-water concentrations (see figure 5-13). 

 

Figure 5-12: Uranium in-water concentration results at the different sites (F2). 
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Figure 5-13: Results of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the elemental uranium 
concentration for all aquifers (F2). 

 

The waters have a pH between 7.1 and 10.0 (see figure 5-14), thus can be considered to be 

alkaline (F2). There appears to be an inverse proportionality between the pH of the water and 

the radon-in-water activity concentration. Note that no radon-in-water activity concentration 

was measured for groundwater with a pH level between 8.5 to 9.5 (see figure 5-14); this was 

similarly observed during the previous measurement series (see figure 5-4). 

 

Figure 5-14: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to the groundwater’s pH. 
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The waters sampled for radon-in-water activity concentrations have an electrical conductivity 

(EC) between 21 µS/m and 362 µS/m for the second measurement series (see figure 5-15). 

 

Figure 5-15: Results of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the groundwater’s electrical 
conductivity (F2). 

 

A key focus of the second measurement series was to study the temporal inter-annual effect 

on the radon-in-water in the Karoo Basin throughout 2014. The NORM in-water observations 

from the first and the second measurement series were generally almost indistinguishable. A 

period of about three months elapsed between F1 and F2 and with a change of seasons from 

summer to winter. The groundwater source with the smallest radon-in-water activity 

concentration fluctuations from F1 to F2 was expected to be the deep sources (see figure 5-

16). Nonetheless, a substantial increase (76 Bq/L) of radon-in-water activity concentration for 

the deep source S30 (LRB1) was observed. The groundwater sources with the largest radon-

in-water activity concentration fluctuations were the shallow aquifers (see figure 5-16, B). 

The largest site-specific radon-in-water activity concentration increase (118 Bq/L) from F1 to 

F2 is associated with the shallow aquifer S42 (MWB2) near Merweville. 
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Figure 5-16: Inter-annual baseline characterization results (A) of radon-in-water activity concentration 
according to source classification (shallow/mixed/deep) and associated temporal differences (B) 
between F1 and F2. 

 

The mean radon-in-water activity concentration increased from 32 ± 5 Bq/L to 44 ± 8 Bq/L 

from F1 (summer 2014) to F2 (winter 2014). The mean radon-in-water activity concentration 

(see table 5-3) characterisation during F2 is as follows: shallow sources (61 ± 22 Bq/L), deep 

sources (19 ± 6 Bq/L), and mixed sources (16 ± 8 Bq/L). The site-specific (see figure 5-8) 

radon-in-water characterisation 2  (F2) ranges from the lowest for the mixed groundwater 

source S8 (WP505: 1.5 ± 0.8 Bq/L) to the highest for the shallow source S42 (MWB2: 165 ± 

8 Bq/L). 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
2 Results with unfavourable sampling conditions (mixing and aeration) and non-source classification data were not included. 
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Table 5-3: Results for radon-in-water activity concentration according to the groundwater’s 
classification type for the 29 sites (F2). 

Aquifer type Mean radon-in-water 
activity, [Bq/L] 

All types 44 ± 8 
Shallow 61 ± 22 
Mixed 16 ± 8 
Deep 19 ± 6 

 

5.3 Third Measurements Series Results  

In 2015, South Africa (Karoo Basin) experienced its worst drought in 112 years (Bluden et 

al., 2015) based on the average annual land rainfall according to the South African Weather 

Services. Studying the effects of the temporal changes and possible influence of droughts 

(Bluden et al., 2015) on the Karoo Basin radiological baseline were a particular focus in this 

section (see Appendix table 3). The radon-in-water activity concentration for F3 can be 

characterised by a minimum of 1.8 ± 0.8 Bq/L for the deep hot spring (S32, VFB1), 

maximum of 132 ± 7 Bq/L at the new site (S48), and a mean of 61 ± 16 Bq/L (see figure 5-

17). The radon-in-water activity concentration histogram profile for the F3 (see figure 5-18) 

has a higher mid activity frequency range compared to the lower section predominance in the 

previous two measurements series (see figure 5-3 and figure 5-9). 

 

Figure 5-17: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to the sampled sites (F3). 
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Figure 5-18: Histogram (10 bins) of radon-in-water activity concentration (F3). 

 

Similar to F1 and F2 (see figure 5-1 and figure 5-10), the results from F3 (winter) indicate 

that radon-in-water activity concentration for shallow groundwater sources is systematically 

higher (see table 5-3) than for mixed and deep sources (see figure 5-10). The collective (F1 to 

F3) results of the baseline radon-in-water characterisation are discussed in section 5.4. 

 

Figure 5-19: Results of radon-in-water activity concentration according to aquifer classification (F3). 
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The groundwater’s EC ranges from 41 µS/m to 238 µS/m (F3). The majority of the measured 

radon events are associated with an EC between 100 µS/m and 150 µS/m (see figure 5-20). 

The groundwater’s pH ranges from 4.7 to 11.3 (F3). The vast majority of the measured radon 

results have an associated pH between 4.7 and 6.3 (see figure 5-21). 

 

Figure 5-20: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to the groundwater’s electrical 
conductivity (EC). 

 

Figure 5-21: Radon-in-water activity concentration results according to the groundwater’s pH. 

The results of radon-in-water activity concentration plotted as a function of the groundwater 

source classification and temperature is illustrated in figure 5-22 (F3). The radon-in-water 
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activity concentrations for the shallow sources with lower water temperatures are 

systematically higher compared to those of the mixed and deep sources with higher 

associated water temperatures. 

 

Figure 5-22: Results (F3) of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the groundwater’s 
temperature and classification type (shallow/mixed/deep). 

 

The baseline radon-in-water activity concentration from the 15 groundwater sites can be 

characterised by a mean of 61 ± 16 Bq/L for F3 during winter of 2016. The mean radon-in-

water activity concentrations (see table 5-4) observed during the third measurement series 

were 58 ± 29 Bq/L for shallow sources and 12 ± 9 Bq/L deep sources with. Only one mixed 

source measurement was performed during F3 and was thus not included in the statistical 

analyses (see table 5-4). No uranium in-water concentration measurements were performed 

during F3. The site-specific (see figure 5-17) radon-in-water activity concentration 

characterisation3 (F3) ranges from the lowest for the deep artesian hot spring source S32 

(VFB1: 1.8 ± 0.8 Bq/L) to the highest for the presumed shallow source S48 (132 ± 6.7 Bq/L). 

 

 

 

                                                             
3 Results with unfavourable sampling conditions (mixing and aeration) and non-source classification data were not included. 
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Table 5-4: Results (statistical) of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the groundwater’s 
source classification for the 15 sites (F3). 

Aquifer type 
Mean radon-in-
water activity, 

[Bq/L] 
All types 61 ± 16 
Shallow 58 ± 29 

Mixed (one data point) 61 ± 5 
Deep 12 ± 9 

 

5.4  Collective overview and associated baseline system 

The groundwater baseline NORM model for the Karoo Basin includes the results from the 

first measurement series (F1) to the third measurement series (F3). This baseline data will be 

discussed in this section to give a comprehensive overview of the radiological nature of 

aquifers in the Karoo Basin.  

The general characterisation of the elemental uranium in-water concentration of the Karoo 

Basin for this study ranged from below detection level to 40.9 µg/L (see figure 5-23, A). The 

site with the highest elemental uranium in-water concentration (40.9 µg/L) was recorded 

during F2 at S25 (RWB5) which is situated about 16 kilometres from the Gariep Dam 

(Eastern Cape Province). This groundwater source (S25, RWB5) is utilized for drinking 

purposes, which is of concern since the recommended guidelines for uranium concentration 

in drinking water should not exceed 30.0 µg/L (WHO, 2011). The uranium in-water 

concentration was the highest for shallow sources compared to mixed and deep sources (see 

figure 5-23). An increase of up to 4.6 µg/L for elemental uranium in-water concentration was 

observed from F1 to F2 for the shallow sources (see figure 5-23, B). No or small increases 

were observed for the uranium in-water concentration in mixed and deep sources from F1 to 

F2 (see figure 5-23).  

A possible inverse proportionality (disequilibrium) between radon-in-water activity and 

uranium in-water concentration (see figure 5-24) was observed, similar to other studies for 

example by Vinson et al., 2009.  
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Figure 5-23: Characterization results (A) of uranium in-water concentration according to the 
groundwater’s source classification and associated inter-annual temporal differences (B) between F1 
and F2. 

 

Figure 5-24: Collective (F1 & F2) characterization of the radon-in-water activity concentration and 
uranium in-water concentration. 
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The shallow aquifers have an overall higher radon-in-water activity concentration compared 

to mixed and deep aquifers (see figure 5-25 and table 5-7). The mean radon-in-water activity 

concentration (see table 5-7) for the shallow aquifers (55 ± 10 Bq/L) was two to three times 

higher than that of the mixed (20 ± 6 Bq/L) and deep aquifers (14 ± 3 Bq/L). The mean 

radon-in-water activity concentration characterisation for mixed (20 ± 6 Bq/L) and deep (14 

± 3 Bq/L) groundwater sources was almost identical within measurement uncertainty (see 

table 5-7). The European Union (EU) proposed a radon referenced action level for radon in 

drinking water of 100 Bq/L (EU, 2011). Seven sites had radon-in-water activity 

concentrations above the EU referenced level, S22, S35, S42, S46, S47, S48 and S51(See 

Appendix table 1,2 and 3).  

 

Figure 5-25: Collective results of radon-in-water activity concentration according to the 
groundwater’s source classification (F1 to F3). 

 

For the three measurement series, shallow aquifers are associated with relatively lower water 

temperatures of below 23 °C (see figure 5-26), which as mentioned, are higher in radon 

activity concentrations. The deep aquifers have a higher relative water temperature of above 
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23 °C (see figure 5-26), which is associated with lower radon-in-water activity 

concentrations. As stated before (see section 5.1), this observation is counterintuitive, as 

previous studies have shown that warmer groundwater, such as hot springs, have elevated 

radon-in-water activity concentrations (Vogiannis et al., 2004; Song et al., 2011; Botha et al., 

2016).  

 
 

Figure 5-26: Collective results of radon-in-water activity concentration as a function of the 
groundwater’s temperature and source classification (F1 to F3). 

 

The highest radon-in-water activity concentration measured from a hot spring (see table 5-5) 

during this study was 26 ± 3 Bq/L (S26, F2) compared to a higher mean (long-term) of 205 ± 

6 Bq/L measured at another study in Montagu (Botha et al., 2016). For the hot spring S32, 

(VFB1, deep source) radon-in-water activity concentrations remained constant to within 

measurement uncertainty during all three of the measurement series (see table 5-5). The hot 

spring S37 (FLS1, mixed), however, showed a decrease in the radon-in-water activity 

concentration from the F1 to F2. 
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Table 5-5: Collective hot springs radon-in-water activity concentration results for the Karoo Basin. 

Sites 
classification 

Sampling 
quality 

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration, F1, 
[Bq/L] 

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
F2, [Bq/L] 

Radon-in-
water activity 
concentration, 

F3, [Bq/L] 

S9 (CRS1), Deep 
Source Not good 3 ± 2 2 ± 1 - 

S15 (BFB1), 
Deep Source Good 3 ± 2 4 ± 1 - 

S18 (ANS1), 
Deep Source Not good 1 ± 1 1 ± 1 - 

S20, Deep Source Good 2 ± 1 - - 

S26 (RWB1c), 
Mixed Source Good 8 ± 2 26 ± 3 - 

S32 (VFB1), 
Deep Source Good 2 ± 1 2 ± 1 2 ± 1 

S37 (FLS1), Deep 
Source Not good 16 ± 3 9 ± 2 - 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5-27: Collective histogram (20 bins) of radon-in-water activity concentration. 
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The baseline radon-in-water activity concentration for the Karoo basin can be characterised 

by a minimum 0.6 ± 0.9 Bq/L, maximum 183 ± 18 Bq/L, and mean 41 ± 5 Bq/L based on 86 

measurements (see table 5-6). 

Table 5-6: Collective baseline radon-in-water activity concentration results from F1 to F3. 

Description Radon-in-water 
activity, [Bq/L] 

Minimum 0.6 ± 0.9 
Maximum 183 ± 18 

Mean 41 ± 5 
Median 28 

Data points 86 
 

Table 5-7: Collective radon-in-water activity concentration statistical results according to the 
groundwater’s source classification from F1 to F3. 

Aquifer 
type 

Minimum 
radon-in-

water 
activity, 
[Bq/L] 

Maximum 
radon-in-

water 
activity, 
[Bq/L] 

Mean 
radon-in-

water 
activity, 
[Bq/L] 

Median 
radon-in-

water 
activity, 
[Bq/L] 

Data 
points 

Shallow 2 ± 1 183 ± 18 55 ± 10 47 32 
Mixed 2  ± 1 61 ± 5 20 ± 6 7 11 
Deep 1 ± 1 82 ± 5 14 ± 3 5 23 

 

South Africa as a whole experienced a record drought from 2015 to 2016 (Bluden et al., 

2015), and this should be taken into consideration as a factor which changed from F2 to F3. 

The lower annual rainfall could have an effect on the NORM levels within aquifers of the 

Karoo Basin. The mean radon-in-water activity concentration for all types of aquifers did 

undoubtedly increase during the period of the drought (see table 5-8). Nonetheless, it cannot 

conclusively be stated that radon-in-water in the Karoo Basin increased due to the intense 

droughts.  

In total there were six aquifers on which measurements were performed for all of the 

measurement series (see figure 5-28). A particular challenge was that certain boreholes 

became unavailable from one measurement series to another. This is also why some new 

aquifers were measured for successive fieldtrips. Some boreholes got internally blocked, and 

one particular very deep borehole at Merweville depends on natural pressure for pumping 
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which is not always available. For these six aquifers the largest radon-in-water activity 

concentration change was observed for the shallow aquifer S35 (VFB4), namely 22 Bq/L (see 

figure 5-28, A). The radon-in-water activity concentrations for the shallow and mixed 

aquifers fluctuate over time (see figure 5-28, B). However, the radon-in-water activity 

concentrations for this deep aquifer, S32 did not change during the time the study was 

conducted (see figure 5-28, B).  

  

Figure 5-28: Collective (F1 to F3) comparison results of radon-in-water activity concentration 
according to the groundwater’s source classification.  

 

A consistent mean increase of about 12 Bq/L from F1 to F2 and furthermore 15 Bq/L from 

F2 to F3 was observed for the collective aquifers’ radon-in-water activity concentration (see 

table 5-8). The mean radon-in-water activity concentrations for all the aquifers increased 

seasonally from the summer measurement series (F1) to the winter measurement series (F2) 

in 2014 (see table 5-8). Comparing the mean radon-in-water activity concentration from the 

B 

A 
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winter of 2014 (F2) to the winter of 2016 (F3); one can see a clear increase in the collective 

results, no change within measurement uncertainties for the shallow sources, and a decrease 

for the deep sources (see table 5-8). The seasonal effects (rain fall) are a contributing natural 

factor which could influence the radon-in-water levels in the groundwater of the Karoo Basin. 

Table 5-8: Collective mean radon-in-water activity concentration statistical results according to the 
groundwater’s classification (shallow/mixed/deep). 

Mean radon-in-water activity for the different 
measurement series, [Bq/L] 

Aquifer type F1 F2 F3 
All types 32 ± 5 44 ± 8 61 ± 16 
Shallow 51 ± 11 61 ± 22 58 ± 29 
Mixed 14 ± 6 16 ± 8 - 
Deep 10 ± 3 19 ± 6 12 ± 9 

 

Radium (226Ra and 228Ra) in-water activity concentration measurements were performed 

during the second measurement series (see section 3.10). The 228Ra/226Ra in-water activity 

concentration ratio is a radionuclide signature to identify water contamination caused by 

unconventional shale-gas wastewater (Vengosh et al., 2014; Warner et al., 2014). The 

geologically specific 228Ra/226Ra ratios typically range from 0.15 to 4.25 for fractured 

crystalline rock (Vinson et al., 2008). Typical 228Ra/226Ra ratios (see figure 5-29) observed 

from unconventional shale-gas wastewater in the Marcellus formation are of the order of 0.1 

to 0.3 (Warner et al., 2014). Due to low radium in-water activity concentrations only six of 

the 29 locations had detectable levels. For these six aquifers the radium (226Ra) in-water 

activity concentration in the Karoo Basin had a minimum of 0.002 Bq/L, mean of 0.005 ± 

0.001 Bq/L and a maximum of 0.008 Bq/L (see table 5-9). The baseline radium (228Ra) in-

water activity concentration in the Karoo Basin had a minimum of 0.004 Bq/L, mean of 0.010 

± 0.002  Bq/L and maximum of 0.015 Bq/L (see table 5-9). The 228Ra/226Ra ratio in the Karoo 

Basin can be characterised (see table 5-9) with a minimum of 0.93, a mean of 3.26 ± 1.33, 

and a maximum of 6.49 (WRC, 2015). 
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Figure 5-29: The 228Ra/226Ra ratio from Marcellus brines (unconventional shale gas) and other oil and 
gas (conventional) produced waters (Warner et al., 2014). 

 

The disequilibrium between certain NORMs (226Ra, 222Rn and 238U) has been discussed and 

becomes evident again. The disequilibrium between 222Rn and 226Ra in the aquifers of the 

Karoo Basin is evident based on the very low activity concentrations of the 226Ra compared 

to 222Rn (see table 5-9).   

The mean 228Ra/226Ra ratios (see table 5-9) interestingly was also the highest for the shallow 

aquifers (4.8 ± 1.3) compared to the mixed and shallow aquifers (2.1 ± 0.4). Similarly, the 

higher radon-in-water activity concentration and elemental uranium concentration are from 

the shallow aquifers. Due to the unique geology of the Karoo Basin (see figure 1-3), the 
228Ra/226Ra ratio should likewise be unique. Interestingly, the mean 228Ra/226Ra ratio for the 

six aquifers of the Karoo Basin was 3.3 ± 1.2 which is higher than that observed at other 

aquifers in the Marcellus Basin (Warner et al., 2014).  

 

 

 

 

 



Page 91  
 
 

Table 5-9: Radium (226Ra and 228Ra) in-water activity concentration results and associated radon-in-
water activity concentration from the second measurement series (WRC, 2015). 

Sites 
number and 
classification 

Ra-226 in-
water activity 
concentration,  

[Bq/L] 

Ra-228 in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[Bq/L] 

Ra-228/Ra-226 

Radon-in-
water activity 
concentration, 

[Bq/L] 

S15 (BFB1), 
Deep Source 0.002 0.004 2.63 3.8 

S18 (ANS1), 
Deep Source 0.008 0.012 1.62 1.3 

S28 (VBB1), 
Mixed 
Source 

0.007 0.006 0.93 53.7 

S7 (WP 502), 
Shallow 
Source 

0.002 0.012 6.94 14.2 

S33 (VFB2), 
Shallow 
Source 

0.002 0.01 5.05 48.6 

S42 
(MWB2), 
Shallow 
Source 

0.006 0.015 2.39 165 
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CHAPTER 6  GENERAL CONCLUSION 

6.1 Introduction  

The main objective of this study was to develop a radon in-groundwater baseline reference 

database (see table 6-1) for the Karoo Basin prior to unconventional shale-gas developments 

and to characterise it. The legacy of hydraulic fracturing on the environment and human 

health are not very well studied over the last two decades since it has been implemented on 

an industrial scale. Baseline radon characterisation within aquifers of the Karoo Basin could 

further aid research on radiological health risks related to chronic TENORM or NORM 

exposure, as well as a radioisotope tracer (Hydrology). This study is a pioneering NORM 

(radon) in-groundwater characterisation of the semi-arid Karoo Basin. 

 

Radon is the second leading cause of lung cancer after smoking (WHO, 2009; IAEA, 2014). 

Inhalation of radon can present up to an order of magnitude larger ionising radiation dose 

compared to ingestion (USNRC, 1999). Chronic ingestion of water with elevated radon levels 

poses associated health risks for humans (IAEA, 2014) consequently, 100 Bq/L was 

recommended as the maximum level for public drinking water (EU, 2001; WHO, 2011). A 

guideline was made by the WHO that uranium concentration in- public drinking water should 

not exceed 30.0 µg/L (WHO, 2011). 

 

Hydraulic fracturing is conducted at various depths below the surface; however, most are 

performed at a depth of 2500 m (Jackson et al., 2015). Monitoring deep aquifer resources are 

thus of particular importance for strategic NORM monitoring. If water contamination occurs 

due to hydraulic fracturing, deep groundwater sources will most likely be affected the most 

severely (see figure 1-1). Emphasis was placed in this section on the results of the deep 

aquifers nonetheless based on that shallow, mixed and deep aquifers could potentially be 

connected, it will also be discussed.  A key focus of the collaborative research (see section 4-

1) is to study the potential linkage between deep and shallow sources (WRC, 2015; Kelley, 

2016).  
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A brief overview of the study: 

 
Table 6-1: An overview of the radiological survey for the groundwaters from the Karoo Basin 

performed in this study. 

  

The baseline radon-in-water activity concentration characterisation in this study (see table 5-

6) yields: a minimum of 0.6 ± 0.9 Bq/L, a maximum of 183 ± 18 Bq/L, and a mean of 41 ± 5 

Bq/L. The majority of the aquifers (see figure 5-27) had relatively low radon-in-water activity 

concentration (< 30 Bq/L). The shallow aquifers (see table 5-7) systematically had the highest 

mean radon-in-water activity concentration (55 ± 10 Bq/L) compared to mixed (20 ± 6 Bq/L) 

and deep aquifers (14 ± 3 Bq/L). The measurement of radon-in-water activity concentration 

presents a way to indicate the type of aquifer within the Karoo Basin (see figure 5-26). 

Consequently, less ionizing radiation exposure will occur to individuals drinking water from 

deep aquifers compared to consumption from mixed and especially shallow aquifers within 

the Karoo Basin. In total seven aquifers had radon-in-water activity concentrations above (see 

figure 5-4 and figure 5-8) the recommended WHO level for public drinking water of 100 

Bq/L (WHO, 2011). Three of them are known for certain to be shallow aquifers (S22, S35 

and S42) while the others (S46, S47, S48 and S51) have not been classified but are most 

likely to be shallow saline aquifers.  

It is imperative to study the temporal nature of radon-in-water. A change in NORM activity 

concentration over time within aquifers in the Karoo Basin could be caused by natural and/or 

anthropogenic factors. During the time frame of this study no hydraulic fracturing activities 

were conducted, creating an ideal opportunity for a baseline conditions. Fluctuations in the 

Conducted from 2014 to 2016 with three measurement series (F1, F2 and F3)

86 measurements of radon in-water

Supplemantary 238U, 226Ra, and 228Ra measurements (F1 and F2) 

53 different aquifers sampled from in the Karoo Basin

Studied 14 deep aquifers, 6 mixed aquifers, 21 shallow aquifers, 6 hot springs 
and other aquifers which were unclassifed
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NORM results from this study cannot be contributed due to local industrial processes. 

However, climate change cannot be entirely disregarded as having no indirect effect 

(rainfall). Fluctuations of radon-in-water activity concentrations during the time frame of this 

study for deep aquifers were undetectable to very small (see table 5-8, figure 5-25 and figure 

5-28). However, considerable fluctuations of radon-in-water can be confirmed for mixed and 

shallow aquifers (see table 5-8, figure 5-25 and figure 5-28). The radon-in-water fluctuating 

nature (shallow aquifers) was observed seasonally (see figure 5-16) and annually (see table 5-

8 and figure 5-28) bases. A noticeable increase in the collective mean radon-in-water activity 

concentration from the first (32 ± 5 Bq/L), second (44 ± 8 Bq/L) to third (61 ± 16 Bq/L) 

measurement series was observed (see table 5-8). The increase in the collective mean radon-

in-water activity concentration could be due to the record nationwide drought in 2015 

(Bluden et al., 2015).  

The elemental uranium levels within aquifers of the Karoo Basin can characterised by a 

minimum of below detection limit, a maximum of 41 µg/L, and a collective mean of 5.1 ± 0.8 

µg/L. One location (S15) had a uranium in-water concentration above the recommended 

drinking water guideline of 30.0 µg/L (WHO, 2011). Similar for the radon-in-water results, 

shallow groundwater sources systematically had the highest uranium in-water concentrations 

when compared to mixed and deep sources (see figure 5-23). An inverse relationship exists 

between the radon-in-water activity concentration and uranium in-water concentration (see 

figure 5-24). 

The baseline 228Ra/226Ra ratio for the Karoo Basin can be characterized by a minimum of 

0.93, a mean of 3.26 ± 1.33, and a maximum of 6.49 (WRC, 2015). These 228Ra/226Ra ratios 

can be used as an analytical isotopic method to indicate whether contamination occurred due 

to unconventional shale-gas wastewater (Vengosh et al., 2014; Warner et al., 2014). The 

radium (228Ra and 226Ra) in-water activity concentrations were very low with a maximum of 

0.015 Bq/L for 228Ra, (see table 5-9). Studying baseline radon-in-water characterization 

according to spatial, temporal and aquifer classification offered a perspective on the 

radiological nature of groundwater within the Karoo Basin. 
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6.2 Recommended future work  

Further investigation and continuing radiological characterisation of groundwaters will 

enhance our understanding of potential radiological contamination due to unconventional 

shale-gas development in the Karoo Basin. Future work could include the following: 

 

 expand radiological baseline database with additional strategic measurement 

locations, 

 develop and improve ultra-low radium (228Ra and 226Ra) in-water activity 

concentration measurement capabilities, 

 develop an advanced underwater source (inlet) radon sampling system, 

 expand study to perform an in-depth demographics study of chronic NORM exposure 

associated with health risks due to consumption of elevated levels of NORM, 

 utilize the results from this study to extend the measurement of radon-in-water 

activity concentration within hot springs to most areas in South Africa. 
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Appendix  

Table 1: Summary table of measurements results obtained during the first measurement series (F1) 
which were referred to in this thesis.  

 

Site 
number, 

[S] 

Sampling and 
measurement 

date 

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[Bq/L]  

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration 
uncertainty, 

[Bq/L]  

Electrical 
conductivity, 

[µS/m] 

Uranium in-
water 

concentration, 
[µg/L] 

Sample 
temperature, 

[°C] 

Sample 
pH 

1 04-03-2014 25.7 4.2 604 -   - 

2 04-03-2014 2.5 1.5 557 1.323 22.6 7.78 

3 04-03-2014 20.4 3.8 538 3.660 23 7.34 

5 04-03-2014 16.4 3.4 556 0.534 24.2 7.21 

6 04-03-2014 29.6 4.6 552 18.425 22.5 6.92 

7 04-03-2014 27.7 4.4 558 18.392 22.1 7.45 

8 04-03-2014 3.7 1.9 554 2.400 25.2 8.00 

9 05-03-2014 3.3 1.7 893 0.432 29 9.55 

10 05-03-2014 20 3.7 911 0.037 - 8.16 

11 05-03-2014 31.3 4.7 894 0.017 21.9 9.6 

12 05-03-2014 65.2 6.8 883 - 22.4 9.8 

14 06-03-2014 35.4 4.9 729 0.003 21.1 7.66 

15 06-03-2014 3.3 1.7 380 21.967 25.8 9.87 

16 06-03-2014 4.9 2 419 0.006 24.3 7.34 

17 07-03-2014 0.9 1 1393 1.248 33.6 9.16 

18 07-03-2014 0.6 0.9 1383 - 33.4 9.1 

19 07-03-2015 1.5 1 1393 0.001 - - 

20 07-03-2016 14.5 3.1 1393 - 33.6 9.1 

21 07-03-2014 55.6 6.2 1350 - 21.6 8.32 

22 08-03-2014 182.6 18.1 1283 0.001 21.7 7.46 

23 08-03-2014 49.9 5.9 1119 6.757 20.5 7.56 

24 08-03-2014 81.4 7.6 1308 6.985 19.8 7.36 

25 08-03-2014 44.3 5.6 1317 10.134 18.4 7.2 

26 08-03-2014 7.5 2.4 1314 35.497 28.1 7.87 

28 09-03-2014 48.6 5.8 1269 0.019 19.9 8.05 

29 09-03-2014 86.9 7.9 1318 0.026 20.1 7.1 

30 09-03-2014 6.3 2.3 1326 2.678 20.5 7.2 

31 09-03-2014 65.1 6.5 1305 4.127 20.8 7.3 

32 10-03-2014 1.6 1.2 1361 2.601 30.8 9.04 

33 10-03-2014 43 5.3 1368 0.000 19.6 7.5 

34 10-03-2014 61.4 6.5 1347 2.596 20.7 7.5 

35 10-03-2014 80.8 7.6 1354 3.031 19.6 7.11 

37 11-03-2014 15.5 3.3 1288 10.066 28.7 9.48 

38 11-03-2014 6.4 6.2 1288 0.002 - - 
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39 11-03-2014 11.9 3 1288 0.002 28.7 9.48 

40 11-03-2014 4.8 2 1320 0.002 24.5 9.51 

41 13-03-2014 1.5 1.2 736 - 23.5 7.57 

42 13-03-2014 46.8 5.7 771 2.283 22.3 7.24 

Note: Electrical conductivity, uranium in-water concentration, sample temperature, and pH 

have been measured by a research team from the Department of Earth Science, Stellenbosch 

University (Kelley, 2016; WRC 2015). 

 

Table 2: Summary table of measurement results obtained during the second measurement series (F2) 
referred to in this thesis.  

Site 
number, 

[S] 

Sampling and 
measurement 

date 

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[Bq/L]  

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration 
uncertainty, 

[Bq/L] 

Electrical 
conductivity, 

[µS/m] 

Uranium in-
water 

concentration, 
[µg/L] 

Sample 
temperature, 

[°C] 

Sample 
pH 

1 2014/07/07 1 1 - - - - 
4 2014/07/08 2 1 93 0.664 26.5 8.1 
7 2014/07/07 14 2 53 4.118 20.3 7.9 
8 2014/07/08 2 1 133 0.544 23.5 8.2 
9 2014/07/06 2 1 21 0.048 29.4 9.8 
14 2014/07/06 37 3 162 26.558 16.2 7.8 
15 2014/07/04 4 1 82 0.001 23.5 10.0 
16 2014/07/04 6 1 200 1.310 21.2 7.4 
18 2014/06/30 1 1 201 0.004 30.0 9.1 
21 2014/06/30 58 4 190 0.003 21.6 7.5 
25 2014/07/01 39 4 85 40.851 18.1 7.4 
26 2014/07/01 21 3 49 0.023 25.7 8.0 
28 2014/07/02 54 4 54 0.040 18.2 8.4 
30 2014/07/02 82 5 - - - - 
31 2014/07/02 46 4 58 3.141 17.3 7.5 
32 2014/06/29 2 1 102 0.002 29.5 9.2 
33 2014/06/29 49 4 50 3.594 18.2 7.7 
35 2014/06/28 103 6 362 0.004 28.7 9.4 
37 2014/06/28 9 2 - - - - 
38 2014/06/28 5 1 - - - - 
39 2014/06/28 8 2 - - - - 
42 2014/07/09 165 8 107 15.07 21.5 7.1 
44 2014/06/26 89 6 - - - - 
43 2014/06/27 2 1 - - - - 
45 2014/06/27 80 5 - - - - 
46 2014/06/27 106 6 - - - - 
47 2014/06/27 114 7 - - - - 
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48 2014/06/27 152 8 138 2.536 19.2 7.7 
49 2014/07/04 39 4 - 11.784 - - 

Note: Electrical Conductivity, Uranium in-water concentration, sample temperature and pH 

has been measured research team of the Department of Earth Science, Stellenbosch (Kelley, 

2016; WRC 2015). 

 

Table 3: Summary table of measurements results obtained during the third measurement series (F3) 
which were referred to in this thesis.  

Site 
Number, 

[S] 

Sampling and 
Measurement 

Date 

Radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[Bq/L] 

Radon-in-water 
activity concentration 

uncertainty, [Bq/L]  

Electric 
Conductivity, 

[µS/m] 

Sample 
Temperature, 

[°C] 

Sample 
pH 

44 01/06/2016 53 4 111 14.4 5.2 

45 01/06/2016 72 5 101 23 5.2 

46 01/06/2016 100 6 101 23 5.8 

48 01/06/2016 132 7 95 19.9 5.5 

32 02/06/2016 2 1 226 25.6 11 

33 02/06/2016 48 4 41 17.1 6.3 

35 02/06/2016 78 5 109 17.6 5.2 

50 03/06/2016 24 3 238 17.1 11.3 

25 04/06/2016 48 4 144 16.1 4.7 

31 05/06/2016 60 4 109 16.6 5.2 

28 06/06/2016 61 5 126 17 4.9 

14 07/06/2016 38 4 127 23.2 5.8 

51 07/06/2016 121 6 115 22.4 5.1 

52 07/06/2016 45 3 134 22.1 4.8 

53 07/06/2016 30 8 - - - 
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Table 4: Summary table of unprocessed measurements results obtained during the third measurement 
series (F3) which were referred to in this thesis. 

Date  Site 
Number Detector 

Four 
measurement 

cycles of 
radon-in-water 

activity 
concentration, 

[ Bq/L] 

Associated 
radon-in-

water activity 
concentration 
uncertainty, [ 

Bq/L] 

Mean radon-
in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[Bq/L] 

Representative 
mean radon-in-
water activity 
concentration , 

[Bq/L] 

Median radon-
in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[Bq/L] 

Mean 
uncertainty 

radon-in-water 
activity 

concentration, 
[ Bq/L] 

Representative 
radon-in-water 

activity 
concentration 
Uncertainty, 

[Bq/L] 

01/06/2016 

44 

C 

49 4 

51 

53 

51 4 

4 

51 4 

53 4 

52 4 

01/06/2016 B 

53 4 

55 55 4 
58 4 

58 4 

53 4 

01/06/2016 

45 

C 

68 5 

68 

72 

68 5 

5 

73 5 

63 5 

68 5 

01/06/2016 B 

76 5 

76 76 5 
78 5 

75 5 

77 5 

01/06/2016 

46 

C 

92 6 

97 

99 

98 6 

6 

100 6 

100 6 

96 6 

01/06/2016 B 

98 6 

102 102 6 
105 6 

103 6 

101 6 

01/06/2016 

48 

C 

129 7 

127 

132 

127 7 

7 

127 7 

126 6 

127 6 

01/06/2016 B 

132 7 

137 138 7 
140 7 

139 7 

136 7 

02/06/2016 32 C 

3 1 

2 2 2 1 1 2 1 

2 1 
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2 1 

02/06/2016 B 

2 1 

1 1 1 
1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

02/06/2016 

33 

C 

45 4 

46 

48 

45 4 

4 

45 4 

47 4 

45 4 

02/06/2016 B 

50 4 

50 50 4 
50 4 

49 4 

50 4 

02/06/2016 

35 

C 

76 5 

75 

78 

75 5 

5 

74 5 

73 5 

76 5 

02/06/2016 B 

76 5 

81 82 5 
85 5 

78 5 

85 5 

03/06/2016 

50 

C 

23 3 

24 

24 

24 3 

3 

25 3 

23 3 

25 3 

03/06/2016 B 

21 3 

23 24 3 
23 3 

24 3 

24 3 

04/06/2016 

25 

C 

47 4 

47 

48 

47 4 

4 

45 4 

48 4 

47 4 

04/06/2016 B 

50 4 

50 50 4 
49 4 

53 4 

48 4 

05/06/2016 
31 

C 

57 4 

60 
60 

60 4 
4 

60 4 

59 4 

64 4 

05/06/2016 B 58 4 60 59 5 
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62 5 

59 5 

59 4 

06/06/2016 

28 

C 

54 4 

57 

61 

57 4 

5 

60 4 

57 4 

57 4 

06/06/2016 B 

60 5 

65 67 5 
68 5 

65 5 

68 5 

07/06/2016 

14 

C 

34 3 

36 

38 

35 3 

4 

35 3 

39 3 

35 3 

07/06/2016 B 

38 4 

40 40 4 
40 4 

40 4 

40 4 

07/06/2016 

51 

C 

111 6 

113 

121 

113 6 

6 

113 6 

113 6 

114 6 

07/06/2016 B 

123 6 

130 131 6 
131 6 

133 6 

131 6 

07/06/2016 

52 

C 

46 3 

43 

45 

43 3 

3 

43 3 

41 3 

42 3 

07/06/2016 B 

43 3 

46 46 3 
50 3 

48 3 

44 3 

07/06/2016 

51 

C 

96 6 

101 

104 

102 6 

6 

102 6 

103 6 

101 6 

07/06/2016 B 

99 6 

107 107 6 105 6 

113 6 
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109 6 

07/06/2016 

53 

C 

23 8 

28 

30 

29 7 

8 

30 7 

30 7 

28 7 

07/06/2016 B 

28 7 

32 33 8 
31 8 

35 8 

35 8 

 

Code 1: Matlab script which was utilized to perform collective data analyses and plotting.  

% Ryno Botha 
% KRBM project (F1, F2, F3) 
% Revised on 2016-08-01 
% Version 1.006 
% Activity measurements (RAD-7),KBRM (P1) 
% DSA: Deep Shallow Analyses 
  
clear all 
close all 
clc 
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% [A]Import Section  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
load('clean_F1.mat') 
load('clean_F2.mat') 
load('clean_F3.mat') 
load('Inter.mat') 
load('radium') 
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% [B]Calculation 
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
% DSA Master 
  
DSA_Rn_C = 
[Rn_c_F1_shallow(1:20);Rn_c_F1_mixed(1:5);Rn_c_F1_deep(1:12);Rn_c_F2_shallo
w;Rn_c_F2_mixed;Rn_c_F2_deep;Rn_c_F3_shallow;Rn_c_F3_mixed;Rn_c_F3_deep]; 
DSA_mean = mean(DSA_Rn_C); 
  
xxx = linspace(1,50,50);  
DSA_mean_line = ones([1,50]).*DSA_mean; 
  
% All data 
  
Rn_C_MASTER = [Rn_c_F1_1(1:38);Rn_c_F1_2(2:35);Rn_c_F1_3]; 
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master_mean = mean(Rn_C_MASTER); 
master_min = min(Rn_C_MASTER); 
master_max = max(Rn_C_MASTER); 
master_stdev = std(Rn_C_MASTER); 
master_median = median(Rn_C_MASTER); 
  
% Inter check (F1 and F2), Radon 
  
INT_diff_shallow = INT_Rn_C_F1_shallow - INT_Rn_C_F2_shallow; 
INT_diff_mixed = INT_Rn_C_F1_mixed - INT_Rn_C_F2_mixed; 
INT_diff_deep = INT_Rn_C_F1_deep - INT_Rn_C_F2_deep; 
  
% Inter check (F3 and F2/F1), Radon 
  
INT_Rn_C_F1_shallow; 
INT_Rn_C_F2_shallow; 
%INT_Rn_C_F3_shallow; 
  
% Shallow Statistics, Radon 
  
Rn_C_master_shallow = 
[Rn_c_F1_shallow(1:20);Rn_c_F2_shallow;Rn_c_F3_shallow]; 
Rn_C_master_shallow_mean = mean(Rn_C_master_shallow); 
Rn_C_master_shallow_min = min(Rn_C_master_shallow); 
Rn_C_master_shallow_max = max(Rn_C_master_shallow); 
Rn_C_master_shallow_stdev = std(Rn_C_master_shallow); 
Rn_C_master_shallow_median = median(Rn_C_master_shallow); 
Rn_C_master_shallow_data_points = size(Rn_C_master_shallow); 
  
% Mixed Statistics, Radon  
  
Rn_C_master_mixed = [Rn_c_F1_mixed(1:5);Rn_c_F2_mixed;Rn_c_F3_mixed]; 
Rn_C_master_mixed_mean = mean(Rn_C_master_mixed); 
Rn_C_master_mixed_min = min(Rn_C_master_mixed); 
Rn_C_master_mixed_max = max(Rn_C_master_mixed); 
Rn_C_master_mixed_stdev = std(Rn_C_master_mixed); 
Rn_C_master_mixed_median = median(Rn_C_master_mixed); 
Rn_C_master_mixed_data_points = size(Rn_C_master_mixed); 
  
% Deep Statistics, Radon  
  
Rn_C_master_deep = [Rn_c_F1_deep(1:12);Rn_c_F2_deep;Rn_c_F3_deep]; 
Rn_C_master_deep_mean = mean(Rn_C_master_deep); 
Rn_C_master_deep_min = min(Rn_C_master_deep); 
Rn_C_master_deep_max = max(Rn_C_master_deep); 
Rn_C_master_deep_stdev = std(Rn_C_master_deep); 
Rn_C_master_deep_median = median(Rn_C_master_deep); 
Rn_C_master_deep_data_points = size(Rn_C_master_deep); 
  
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%  Uranium Statistics  
  
% Master mean calculation  
  
uranium_master = [U_F1_shallow; U_F1_mixed; U_F1_deep; U_F2_shallow; 
U_F2_mixed; U_F2_deep];  
uranium_master_mean = mean(uranium_master); 



Page 115  
 
 

xx_uranium_master = linspace(0,45,100); 
vector_uranium_mean = uranium_master_mean*ones(1,100); 
  
% Inter check, Uranium  (Manual determination)  
  
INT_U_shallow_Diff = [-1.718 -4.59 -0.54 -0.998 -4.3]; 
INT_U_shallow_Diff_sites = [7 14 31 33 42]; 
  
INT_U_mixed_Diff = [-0.114 -0.004 -0.014]; 
INT_U_mixed_Diff_sites = [8 26 28]; 
  
INT_U_deep_Diff = [0.004 0.002 -0.002]; 
INT_U_deep_Diff_sites = [15 21 37]; 
  
RATIO = [2.63 1.62 0.93 6.94 5.05 2.39]'; % Ra228/Ra-226 Ratio 
SPRINGS = [3.3 14 7.5 1.6]'; 
RA226 = [0.002 0.008 0.007 0.002 0.002 0.006]'; 
RA228 = [0]'; 
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% Uncertainty in the mean analysis 
  
Matrix = Rn_C_master_deep; 
WWW1 = size(Matrix);  
N = WWW1(1:1); 
Range = max(Matrix)- min(Matrix); 
MEAN_MASTER = mean(Matrix) 
UNCERTAINTY = MEAN_MASTER/sqrt(N) 
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% [C]Plot 
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
  
figure % DSA  
errorbar(sites_F1_shallow, Rn_c_F1_shallow, 
Rn_c_F1_U_shallow,'*b','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F1_mixed, Rn_c_F1_mixed, 
Rn_c_F1_U_mixed,'*g','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F1_deep, Rn_c_F1_deep, 
Rn_c_F1_U_deep,'*r','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F2_shallow, Rn_c_F2_shallow, 
Rn_c_F2_U_shallow,'bs','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F2_mixed, Rn_c_F2_mixed, 
Rn_c_F2_U_mixed,'gs','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F2_deep, Rn_c_F2_deep, 
Rn_c_F2_U_deep,'rs','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F3_shallow, Rn_c_F3_shallow, 
Rn_c_F3_U_shallow,'bd','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(sites_F3_mixed, Rn_c_F3_mixed, 
Rn_c_F3_U_mixed,'gd','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
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errorbar(sites_F3_deep, Rn_c_F3_deep, 
Rn_c_F3_U_deep,'rd','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
plot(xxx, DSA_mean_line,'-m','LineWidth',2); 
  
grid minor 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration Karoo Basin baseline (F1 to 
F3)','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
xlim([0 51]); 
legend('Shallow Source, F1', 'Mixed Source, F1', 'Deep Source, F1','Shallow 
Source, F2', 'Mixed Source, F2', 'Deep Source, F2','Shallow Source, F3', 
'Mixed Source, F3', 'Deep Source, F3','Mean'); 
  
  
  
figure %DSA - water temp, radon  
errorbar(watertemp_shallow, Rn_c_F1_shallow, 
Rn_c_F1_U_shallow,'*b','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_mixed, Rn_c_F1_mixed, 
Rn_c_F1_U_mixed,'*g','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_deep, Rn_c_F1_deep, 
Rn_c_F1_U_deep,'*r','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F2_shallow, Rn_c_F2_shallow, 
Rn_c_F2_U_shallow,'bs','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F2_mixed, Rn_c_F2_mixed, 
Rn_c_F2_U_mixed,'gs','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F2_deep, Rn_c_F2_deep, 
Rn_c_F2_U_deep,'rs','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F3_shallow, Rn_c_F3_shallow, 
Rn_c_F3_U_shallow,'bd','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F3_mixed, Rn_c_F3_mixed, 
Rn_c_F3_U_mixed,'gd','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F3_deep, Rn_c_F3_deep, 
Rn_c_F3_U_deep,'rd','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
  
grid minor 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration vs water temperature: Karoo 
Basin baseline (F1 to F3)','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Water temperature [^{o}C] ','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
xlim([15 36]); 
legend('Shallow Source, F1', 'Mixed Source, F1', 'Deep Source, F1','Shallow 
Source, F2', 'Mixed Source, F2', 'Deep Source, F2','Shallow Source, F3', 
'Mixed Source, F3', 'Deep Source, F3'); 
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figure 
hist(Rn_C_MASTER,20) 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration histogram: Karoo Basin 
baseline (F1 to F3)','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Frequency','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L]','FontSize',18); 
grid minor 
  
  
  
% Intercomparison between different field trips check 
  
figure  
subplot(2,1,1); 
errorbar(INT_sites__shallow, INT_Rn_C_F1_shallow, 
INT_Rn_C_U_F1_shallow,'*b','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(INT_sites__mixed, INT_Rn_C_F1_mixed, 
INT_Rn_C_U_F1_mixed,'*g','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(INT_sites__deep, INT_Rn_C_F1_deep, 
INT_Rn_C_U_F1_deep,'*r','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
errorbar(INT_sites__shallow, INT_Rn_C_F2_shallow, 
INT_Rn_C_U_F2_shallow,'bv','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(INT_sites__mixed, INT_Rn_C_F2_mixed, 
INT_Rn_C_U_F2_mixed,'gv','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
errorbar(INT_sites__deep, INT_Rn_C_F2_deep, 
INT_Rn_C_U_F2_deep,'rv','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
  
grid minor 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration comparison between F1 and 
F2','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
legend('Shallow Source, F1', 'Mixed Source, F1', 'Deep Source, F1','Shallow 
Source, F2', 'Mixed Source, F2', 'Deep Source, F2','Shallow Source, F3'); 
  
subplot(2,1,2); 
plot(INT_sites__shallow, 
INT_diff_shallow,'ob','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(INT_sites__mixed, INT_diff_mixed,'og','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(INT_sites__deep, INT_diff_deep,'or','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
ylabel('Activity Difference (F1-F2) [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
legend('Shallow Source difference, F1-F2', 'Mixed Source difference, F1-
F2', 'Deep Source difference, F1-F2'); 
ylim([-130 30]); 
grid minor 
  
 % Uranium DSA and Inter (F1-F2) 
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figure 
subplot(2,1,1); 
plot(sites_F1_shallow_U, U_F1_shallow,'*b','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(sites_F1_mixed_U, U_F1_mixed,'*g','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(sites_F1_deep_U, U_F1_deep,'*r','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on 
plot(sites_F2_shallow_U, U_F2_shallow,'bv','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(sites_F2_mixed_U, U_F2_mixed,'gv','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(sites_F2_deep_U, U_F2_deep,'rv','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(xx_uranium_master,vector_uranium_mean,'-m','LineWidth',2); 
  
grid minor 
title(' Collective uranium in-water concentration in the Karoo 
Basin','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Uranium [ug/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
ylim([-2 45]); 
legend('Shallow Source, F1', 'Mixed Source, F1', 'Deep Source, F1','Shallow 
Source, F2', 'Mixed Source, F2', 'Deep Source, F2','Mean'); 
  
subplot(2,1,2); 
plot(INT_U_shallow_Diff_sites, 
INT_U_shallow_Diff,'ob','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(INT_U_mixed_Diff_sites, 
INT_U_mixed_Diff,'og','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(INT_U_deep_Diff_sites, 
INT_U_deep_Diff,'or','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
ylabel('Difference (F1-F2) [uq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
legend('Shallow Source difference, F1-F2', 'Mixed Source difference, F1-
F2', 'Deep Source difference, F1-F2'); 
grid minor 
xlim([0 45]); 
ylim([-5 1]); 
  
% Uranium and Radon correlation (F1, F2) 
  
figure 
plot(U, Rn_c_F1_3,'*r','LineWidth',2); 
hold on  
plot(U_F2, Rn_C_F2_U238,'*b','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration vs ^{238}U 
concentration','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Radon activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Uranium concentration [µg/L]  ','FontSize',18); 
legend('F1 Data', 'F2 Data '); 
xlim([-1 45]); 
ylim([-1 185]); 
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radium_sites = [15 18 28 7 33 42];   % Order is crucial to match vectors: 
Deep then Mixed then Shallow 
  
figure 
subplot(2,1,2); 
plot(INT_U_shallow_Diff_sites, 
INT_U_shallow_Diff,'ob','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(INT_U_mixed_Diff_sites, 
INT_U_mixed_Diff,'og','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
hold on  
plot(INT_U_deep_Diff_sites, 
INT_U_deep_Diff,'or','LineWidth',2,'MarkerSize',8); 
ylabel('Difference (F1-F2) [uq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
legend('Shallow Source difference, F1-F2', 'Mixed Source difference, F1-
F2', 'Deep Source difference, F1-F2'); 
grid minor 
xlim([0 45]); 
ylim([-5 1]); 
  
 
Code 2: The Matlab script which was utilized to perform data analyses and plotting for the 

third measurement series (F3). The coding structure utilized to perform data analyses and 

plotting for the first and second measurement series is generic to code 2.  

% Ryno Botha 
% KRBM project (P1, F3) 
% Revised on 2016-08-01 
% Version 1.0002 
% Activity measurements (RAD7),KBRM 
% Note: Data was extracted from Cleaned (Final), F3  
  
clear all 
close all 
clc 
whitebg('w'); 
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% [A]Import Section  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% Import 1 Data Matrix 
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
load('clean_F3.mat'); 
  
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% [B]Calculations 
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
% DSA statistical analyses  
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mean_Rn_F3 = mean(Rn_c_F3_1); 
mean_Rn_F3_shallow = mean(Rn_c_F3_shallow); 
mean_Rn_F3_mixed = mean(Rn_c_F3_mixed); 
mean_Rn_F3_deep = mean(Rn_c_F3_deep); 
  
std_Rn_F3 = std(Rn_c_F3_1); 
std_Rn_F3_shallow = std(Rn_c_F3_shallow); 
std_Rn_F3_mixed = std(Rn_c_F3_mixed); 
std_Rn_F3_deep = std(Rn_c_F3_deep); 
  
xxx = linspace(1,50,50); 
mean_line = ones([1,50]).*mean_Rn_F3; 
  
  
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
% [C] Plot 
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% 
  
errorbar(sites_F3_1, Rn_c_F3_1, Rn_c_F3_U_1,'*b','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
  
figure 
hist(Rn_c_F3_1,10) 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Frequency','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L]','FontSize',18); 
grid on 
  
  
figure  
errorbar(ec_F3, Rn_c_F3_2,Rn_c_F3_U_2,'*b','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Water EC [µS/m] ','FontSize',18); 
  
figure  
errorbar(ph_F3, Rn_c_F3_2,Rn_c_F3_U_2,'*b','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Water pH ','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
  
  
figure % DSA 
errorbar(sites_F3_shallow, Rn_c_F3_shallow, 
Rn_c_F3_U_shallow,'*b','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
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ylim([0 210]); 
hold on  
errorbar(sites_F3_mixed, Rn_c_F3_mixed, 
Rn_c_F3_U_mixed,'*g','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
hold on  
errorbar(sites_F3_deep, Rn_c_F3_deep, Rn_c_F3_U_deep,'*r','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Site Number','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 100]); 
xlim([20 51]); 
hold on  
plot(xxx, mean_line,'-*r','LineWidth',2); 
legend('Shallow Source', 'Mixed Source', 'Deep Source','Mean'); 
  
figure %DSA - water temp 
errorbar(watertemp_F3_shallow, Rn_c_F3_shallow, 
Rn_c_F3_U_shallow,'*b','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Water temperature [^{o}C] ','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 210]); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F3_mixed, Rn_c_F3_mixed, 
Rn_c_F3_U_mixed,'*g','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Water temperature [^{o}C] ','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 100]); 
hold on  
errorbar(watertemp_F3_deep, Rn_c_F3_deep, 
Rn_c_F3_U_deep,'*r','LineWidth',2); 
grid on 
title('^{222}Rn in-water activity concentration, F3','FontSize',18); 
ylabel('Activity Concentration [Bq/L] ','FontSize',18); 
xlabel('Water temperature [^{o}C] ','FontSize',18); 
ylim([0 100]); 
legend('Shallow Source', 'Mixed Source', 'Deep Source'); 
 

 

 


