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Dear Dr. Jackson:

At your roquent I attended the subject mooting. As members
of your statt woro also in attendance, I will cnly give you my
impressions of the mooting. Overall, the mooting was well
organized and run gotting the EPHI study of f to a good start. I
want to underlino my f avorable impression becauso most of the
comments that follow are negativo and I do not want thoso few
negative comments to mako it appear that I was not favorably
impressed by the moeting.

Attachment 1 gives EPRI's objectivos for the mooting.
Overall, I feel that they achieved most of their objectivos.
However, I f eel that they f ailed to completely fulfill neveral
objectives. The primary reason for this failure was, in my
opinion, because a number of the members of the Tactonic-

Evaluation Teams were not familiar with probabilistic seismic
j hazard analysis methodology and how their input will be used in a

seismic hazard analysis. Thus, the discussion sometimes lacked
focus. To this and I thought that some of the presentations on,

>

the various tectonic models suffered because of this lack of
; understanding and focus by the presentors.

Another consequence of this lack of understanding was, in my; opinion, that different Team Members wanted to look at all,of the;

|
data on a very fine scale. I do not know exactly how much time
each Team Member can devote to the Project but I am sure that

| they will have to limit their effort-in order to complete their'

I
work on schedule and within budget.

t
g

t fl{{Q W C>f)j
,

M/$A$h(EFhfff [4$4%8(IpWMg(d(d kFFb4 * PC As Ptilw*ve C4% .4 #so e r epyv,us4;; I00 * N e 94 * #)190CUL W#t!
f

.- .e _



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

. _. . _ _ .. ... ..._ _ _... ._ .. . .. .. .

% *
.

Dr. R. E. Jc kczn Fcbrucry 17, 1984'

EG-04-011
j Page 2
4

1 I personally have a hard timo undoratanding EPHI's tectonic<

modol/ tectonic framework concepts which appears to be a key
distinction. I wonder how many other peoplo also have this,

j problom?

I thought that the Facilitators stopped out of their rolo too
j otton. For this mooting,on data noods, I do not view it as a,

problem becauso it was easy to got hung-up on relatively'

unimportant details. However, in future mootings this could

f prosent a problem and result in biasing the results. Along thono
name linos, I had the porception that cortain stong-
willod/ dominant personality typon to some extend dominated the
discussions and conclusions reached. At this mooting, I do not'

view it as a problem but ac future mootings it could pronont.

1 major problems and result in bianos being introduced. This may
have boon a somewhat falne porception on my part but it scoms
important to montion - particularly if others had the samo
porcoption. ..

,

In summary, I want to roitorato that overall I thought that
the mooting was well organized and run - particularly considering
the largo size of tho mooting. There wore a number of unoful
discussions and I was ploaned to suo that the intoraction betwoon
members of the Toctonic Evaluation Toamn and other consultants
did not appear to bo inhibited by the size of the mooting. I
think that EPHI's project is off to a good start.

If thoro is any added information I can supply to you, planco
lot me know.

Sincoroly,'

###
_ ,#

( D. L. Bornrouter
Principal Investigator
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O. Gieso-Kock, NHH/DB
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' L. Reiter, NHH/DC
I J. 'avy, LLNLJ
I P. D. Umith, LLNL

|

| I

|
...



"n..,. . . - . . . . . . - . . . - . . . . - , . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . .. . . . . . _ .

!: ... *
...

c
.. -

*

*
i

';
,

ATTACHIISIf? 1
; ,

) Statement of Purpose and Objectives .

; of the Data Neede Workshop

'
The purpose of the Data Neede Workshop is to review the Data

,

Management Plan and to determine the scope of the additional data '

to be acquired by the Tectonic Evaluation Contractors for Phase I '
,

i _ cf the Tectonic Evaluation Project. t

i o.3..ti... |.

1. To develop a complete and eshaustive inventory of tectonie i'

i models (hypotheses) that may cause moderate and large ;
'

i earthquakes in the eastern United States. ;

2. To assess the tectonic models with regard to. observational !
'

'data.
'{

3. To consider the implications of these models with regard to
validation by observational data. *

i

4. To define data needed to aggregate the tectonic models into a
,

tectonic framework and alternative seismic source sones. r
+

S. To define data needed to evaluate seismicity parameters for |'

each alternative source and to assess uncertainty. |
t

6. To define the spectiis scope of data compilations.,

7. To prioritise data needed. i

,

8. To review and iinalise the Data Nanagement Plan.
t
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