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NOTE T0: Jim Knight, Acting Director, DE

FR0fi: Leon Reiter, Acting Chief, GSB, DE

SUBJECT: NRR/EPRI COORDINATION OF COMPARATIVE STUDIES ON SEISMIC HAZARD

I received a call from Carl Stepp with reference to the attached letter. Carl
believes that my comments do not accurately reflect what went on and that I
modified what happened to reflect subsequent thoughts on my part. I maintained
that they do indeed reflect my understanding of what went on and that the
difference between our views reflects the framework within which we view the
comparative studies and their coordination. A part of the misunderstanding
concerns how one describes what the USGS will be doing. For example, Carl
claims that the projected USGS/NRC conference on Seismic Hazard was not part
of the " schedule" and that there was no discussion as to a USGS presentation
at the September meeting. I was to determine what the scope of the USGS
effort was. I suggested that Carl write me a letter outlining his specific
differences of opinion and that I would respond or that we meet at the SSA
meeting next week. He rejected these ideas indicating that he would call for
another meeting with the presence of management.

I believe there are some major differences between our perspectives. I
indicated to Carl that my coments on the matter reflected my view that the
purpose of the meetings was and will be to coordinate and discuss our comparative
studies and perhaps modify them. My concern with the minutes was that they
implied that the meetings would plan and control them.

Clearly there exists some basic misunderstanding here as to the comparative
studies, EPRI-NRC interaction, and expectations as to what the final product
will be. This may stem from different interpretations of our meeting with the
ED0 on November 7,1984.

I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this with you as soon as I get
back (April 18) from the SSA since I assume some communication to NRC from
EPRI will be forthcoming.

.

Leon Reiter, Acting Chief, GSB, DE
~
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UNITED STATES

*! NUCf. EAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONg
D j WASHINGTON. D. C. 20555
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****
APR 0 31985

Dr. J. Carl Stepp
Electric Power Research Institute
3412 Hillview Avenue
P. O. Box 10412 r
Palo Alto, CA 94303 ,

'

Dear Carl:

In response to your March 18, 1985 request for coments on your minutes
of our February 27, 1985 meeting, I am enclosing an annotated version of
your minutes which reflects my understandir.g of that meeting. I believe
that the meeting was worthwhile and that subsequent meetings and the
LLNL, EPRI and USGS studies will be very useful in helping the NRC make
decisions in this highly complex area.

I recently participated in the first meeting of a National Academy of
Science / National Research Council panel on Seismic Hazard Analysis. The
panel Chairman indicated great interest in the LLNL and EPRI studies and
I " volunteered" LLNL and EPRI sending copies of the results and comparative
reports to the 15 panel members. The panel was also very interested in
attending the proposed NRC sponsored, USGS coordinated,
workshop / conference on Seismic Hazard Analysis which we are planning to
. hold in November 1985. If there is any problem with EPRI sending their
fiay 1985 and subsequent reports, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Leon Reiter, Acting Chief
Geosciences Branch, DE

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: w/ enclosure
D. Bernreuter, LLNL
J. Savy, LLNL
J. King, EPRI
J. J. Taylor, EPRI
W. Loewenstein, EPRI -

I. B. Wall, EPRI
J. Knight
R. Bosnak -
P. Sobel
S. Smith, Jr.
R. A. Thomas '
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Minutes
and :

- Meeting with NRC/LLNL '

4
February 27, 1985~ T

Westin St. Francis
:

San Francisco, CA

The meeting was begun at 9:00 AM.

Present

Leon Reiter (NRC) Carl Stepp (EPRI)
Jean Savy (LLNL) Jerry King (EPRI)
Donald Bernreuter (LLNL)
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The USGS has done some parametric analyses based on alterna-e
tive tectonic models (perhaps other considerations (?)). Leon.
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Preliminary Parametric Analysis Proposed by LLML

1. Test lower bound' magnitude cut-off.

-- EPRI ground motion model will be used for this comparison.

2. Test impact of different earthquake catalogs used by EPRI and
LLNL.

-- Determine differences in catalogs.

-- Perform computations to test impact on final hazard
estimates. .

3. Perform independent calculations of seismicity model para-
meters a and b using a statistical model to be developed by.
LLNL. Both EPRI catalog and LLNL catalog, will be used.

4. Use EPRI's seismicity parameter evaluation method to estimate '

a and b values for LLNL source zones /w asses 3 n,. i [lic.%rus of N Ml
oppnack e sehWe h=2. r.t esh.wafc;

5. Perform sensitivity on site corrections.
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85 Perform sensitivity on source zone uncertainties.
b&

77 Perform sensitivity on distance and magnitude parameters.g
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Preliminary Parametric Analysis Proposed by EPRI
1

1. Comparisons to test essential differences between the 1+ar e ektse.reTC
.

s
s m __e approach (EPRI) and the L. u ..%.. . . . . . ; . . . . a co mb u o u.1
approach (LLNL).

Specific isolation of sources.--

Specific isolation of seismicity parameters.--

2. Comparisons to test details of the methodologies.

Method for truncating upper bound magnitude.--

Methods for determining seismicity parameters, a and b.--

Methods for determining activity rates and establishing--

appropriate constraints.

-- Impact of site-specific versus general regional
interpretations.

Upper bound magnitude.--

-- Different seismicity models.

3. Specific evaluations to assess key elements of the EPRI
methodology.

Scientific uncertainty matrix.--

Data uncertainty matrix.--

The final methodology should be site independent. The NRC feels
that this sho.uld include interpretation of source zones, y The_

scoce of comparative evaluations will be firalisco at :ne May 23

|
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The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 AM.
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