
TABLE 1. STABILITYOF COMMERCIAL Tc-99m(Sn) GLUCOHEPTONATE

Product1
A 99.6 99.7 99.3 97.9 99.0 97.6 95.8 97.0 95.0
B 99.2 99.9 98.0 95J 98.9 97.5 97.8 96.5 93.0

Product2
A 98.6 98.0 97.2 95J 94.9 96.6 96.4 96.2 96.6
B 98.6 98.0 97.2 957 94.9 96.6 96.0 96.0 96.5

A. Acetone, Normal-saline. B. MEK, Normal-saline.

â€¢)@total label after standing time (hr)

.25 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

A/A0 against t, a method now in danger of being forgotten
with the proliferation of inexpensive pocket calculators.

JAMES S. ROBERTSON
Mayo Clinic
Rochester,Minnesota

Elecfrolytic Complexing of Glucoheptonate

and Technetium-99m
Recently Chi, Hoag, and Yanchick (1) reported in the

Journal on the â€˜ElectrolyticComplexing of Glucoheptonate
and Technetium-99m.â€•We would like to point out a typo
graphical error and make several comments regarding the
authors' conclusions.

The typographical error occurred with the listing of a
commercial glucoheptonate kit containing 200 g of gluco
heptonate. It should have read 200 mg of glucoheptonate.

The apparent advantage that Chi et al. (1 ) propose for
their electrolytic glucoheptonate relies on its reported
greater stability over the commercially available kits. We
have been using commercially available glucoheptonate for
more than 2 years, during which time we have prepared
approximately 500 vials, and we have not had a vial produce
a tag below 95% . In an attempt to determine the reason
for the conflict in results, we compared the chromatogra
phy systems used by Chi et al. (1 ) with the systems used
in our laboratory. We use1TLC-SG in acetoneto determine
the Tc+7 state and ITLC-SG in normal-saline to deter
mine the unbound Tc+4 state. Two commercially available
glucoheptonate kits were reconstituted according to manu
facturers' instructions, and the initial chromatographic anal
ysis was performed within 15 mm. Further analyses were
performed each hour thereafter for 8 hours after reconsti
tution.

Chromatographic analysis was accomplished by spotting
.@three ITLC-SG strips per vial at each time period. Each

strip was N2 dried before it was placed into either acetone,
MEK, or normal saline. Upon completion of development,
the strips were allowed to dry and were then counted on a
NaI(Tl) well counter adapted with a radiochromatogram
well-adapter designed by Gutowski (2). Determination of
the percent label was identical to the method discussed by
Chi et al. (1 ). The experiment was conducted twice and
Table 1 shows the average of the two runs.

Table I indicates that neither commercial glucoheptonate
kit exhibited any significant breakdown in the eight-hr
period whether the solvent system was MEK or acetone.
We cannot explain why Chi et al. (1) should have found

such low labeling yields. Our data in this experiment and
our past experienceshowthat commerciallyavailablegluco
heptonate kits are very stable. We therefore dispute the
assertion made by Clii. et al. (1) that a time-consuming
electrolytic production of glucoheptonate offers any advan
tage over the commercially available system now in use.

CHARLESW. GUNTHER
LARRYR. ANDREATIA
JAMES L. BAUER
JOHN M. ELLIS
Nuclear Pharmacyof California, Inc.
San Diego, California
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Reply
We are indebted to Gunther et al. for pointing out the

typographical error concerning the quantity of glucohepto
nate contained in the commercial kitâ€”200 mg, not 200 g.

The data reported in their letter, however, are in direct
conflict with the results found in our study (1 ). We, too,
cannot explain this difference. Our results were reported
exactly as determined, and we did indeed find both a lower
labeling yield and reduced stability with commercial stan
nous glucoheptonate when compared to the electrolysis
product. Perhaps the differences reflect kit variability.

Whateverthe reason,the differencesin resultsfurther dem
onstrate the need for accurate quality control procedures
for all radiopharmaceuticals.

STEPHENG. HOAG
North Dakota State University
Forgo, North Dakota
SHIOW-LING CHI
VICTOR A. YANCHICK
Unversity of Texas

REFERENCE

1. Cm SL, HOAG5G. YANCHICKVA: Electrolytic com
plexing of glucoheptonate and technetium-99m. I Nuci Med
19: 520â€”524,1978

Volume 19, Number 11 1271




