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Changes in FY21

• We became an official referee in PRC system
• Much easier to organize (for us and PRC)
• Allows credit to be given to Jun and Balraj
• Now provided with authors responses 



Still well received by the community

From referees :
I have read through the report of the Nuclear Data team and also the
response from the authors. I appreciate the efforts of both groups to
ensure there is reliable data in the literature and thank the authors
for performing a new analysis.

I have read the response of the authors to my comments and to the data
consistency check report by the NNDC. (I welcome this new addition to
the review process.)

Thank you very much for reviewing our manuscript for data consistency
by NNDC. We re-checked our data, so it took some time. We attach the
revised version of the manuscript with corrected/added fragments in
red.



Can be a lot of work …
… but results in an improvement to published data and chance to 
interact with authors

Recently – Balraj submitted report with >20 comments. 
Resulted in response of more than 20 pages.   



Center Papers Datasets
BNL 218 356

McMaster 49 196
MSU 50 93
TUNL 36 41

XUNDL FY21 statistics
Compiled 686 datasets from 353 papers

(FY21 was 483 datasets from 286 papers)

Full database is 9628 datasets for 2783 nuclides

*Additionally 15 papers on masses compiled by McMaster 



Catching up
• Transition from post-to pre publication resulted in 

some papers missing in database

• With help from Jun and Shaofei we have been 
closing the gap

• Jun cross referenced XUNDL and NSR; generated 
list of missing papers  



ENSDF



ENSDF FY21 statistics

Center Nuclides Adopted Levels Adopted Gammas Mass
Chains

ANL 13 493 616 1
BNL 90 501 525 5

LBNL 20 734 1136 2
UCB 4.5 187 337 0.5

McMaster 87.5 1824 2861 2
MSU 20 1528 2468 1.5

ORNL 8 258 409 1
TAMU 17 1082 1704 1
TUNL 3

Evaluated 263 nuclides, 14 mass chains
(FY20 was 144 nuclides, 11 mass chains)

Full database is 19526 datasets for 3408 nuclides
(no contributions from centers outside of USNDP)

A few to note:

A=167 by Balraj and Jun – one of the 20+ year old evaluations

Odd-A superheavies completed by Chris



ENSDF Outside the DOE

• Iris Dillman (NDAC committee member) arranged for talk at IUPAP W-9 Meeting

• D. Brown (letter to W-9) and E.A. McCutchan (presentation)

• Few slides follow



ENSDF Status and Trends

In 2019 : Evaluated 187 nuclides, 13 from international centers – 7% contribution

In 2020 : Evaluated 144 nuclides, 0 from international centers

Average age of ENSDF
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• Decline in database currency is disturbing

• Continuing risk of losing more international 
centers due to retirements

• Will eventually lose relevance to 
• Current/coming online RIB facilities
• Novel medical isotopes
• New reactor designs
• Forensics 
• ….



A return to the 1970's era of ENSDF ?

• ENSDF has grown into definitive source for Nuclear Structure and Decay data

• Tools for accessing database, print and web, likewise have evolved

• In process of completely modernizing format and tools

BUT …. we need help

• Return to the original model of ENSDF with broad international contributions

• Dedicated funding at the level of 50% or more

• Long term commitments to learning and maintaining ENSDF evaluation expertise



GitLab for ENSDF tracking
• Directory for each A chain

• Recent submissions have 
been uploaded



GitLab for ENSDF Storage

• Can upload as much (versions, reviewer comments, etc) or as 
little as you like



GitLab for ENSDF tracking

• An issue is generated for each mass chain
• Can be assigned 1 of 4 labels
• As much – or as little – information can be associated with each issue



Learning Gitlab not a requirement

Issues list can be exported as .csv
Excel spreadsheet with status of mass chains will be emailed monthly 
(if needed)



Reviewing time is improving
• Under Review is large now because 

of FY end

• Even larger is the number of “Post 
Review” evaluations

• Finalizing evaluations is becoming 
the new bottleneck


