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John: 

I also believe it is the job of our technical experts to listen to and weigh any new evidence. In particular 
they have to look for the technical merit of any new evidence. I am not qualified to judge the technical 
merits of LLNL vs. EPRI, but I do believe this assessment of seismic hazard is a very complex (and 
uncertain) issue, and I'm prepared to accept that both were good faith attempts by appropriate experts to 
come up with estimates. The only work that I know of that has been done in this area recently was the 
SSHAC work, sponsored by NRC, DOE, and EPRI. If anything came out of this that would shed light on 
the issues I would tend to accept it, since the people involved were world class experts. I am sceptical 
that NEI has any new technical information; certainly their writing suggests a more intuitive response (such 
big earthquakes just can't happen) than a scientific reasoning. But I'll try to go in with an open mind! 

Gareth 

>>> John Hannon 08/17 1:05 PM >>> 
Gareth, I am not yet persuaded that we have to use the LLNL data. As I understand it, NEI has some 
serious reservations about the way they modeled the tails of the curve. To the extent that they can make 
a compelling case and we are in a listening mode at the meeting on August 23, it seems to me that a 
basis may exist for us to adopt the EPRI data as best estimate for our risk analysis purposes. As you point 
out, we don't have any justification now to discount either of the models. I trust that our technical experts 
are willing to listen to the arguments and factor new insights into the decisionmaking process.

George Hubbard, Richard Barrett, Timothy Collins
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