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Additional Guidance on Reviewing Chapter 7 of the Final EAs, the Decision
Alding Methodology Document, and the Recommendation Document

1.0 INTRODUCTION .

This revision to the Final EA Review Plan gives additional guidance on reviewing the
following three items:

1. Chapter 7 of the Final EA

2. "A Mult{-attribute Utility Analysis of Sites Nominated For
Characterization For The First Radioactive-Waste Repository - A
Decision=Aiding Methodology" (referred to here as the Decision-Aiding
Methodology Document)

3. "Recommendation by the Secretary of Energy of Candidate S{tes for
S{te Characterization for the First Radioactive-Waste Repository"
(referred to here as the Recommendation Document). .

This guidance expands upon objectives 4 and 5 in settion. 3.0 of the Final EA
Review Plan,

The Department of Energy (DOE) released nine Draft Environmental Assessments
(DEAs) on December 20, 1984. Chapter 7 of these Environmental Assessments
contained a varfety of comparative evaluations of the five sites under
consideration for characterization. ODOE revised Chapter 7 to contain only a
descriptive comparative evaluation of the five sites for each guideline. DOE
also decided to treat the Decisfon Aiding Methodology and fts application of
site data in a separate document. Furthermore, the Recommendation Document
presents the rational for the three sites recommended for characterization.

Chapter 7 will be reviewed for identifying major concerns regarding
inconsistencies in use of data and fnformation (including assumptions and
uncertainties) between Chapter 7 and Chapters 1-6. The review does not include
the comparisons of sites where, for example, 1t {s concluded that one site {s
found superior to the others for a particular guideline.

NRC plans a limited review of the Decision Aiding Methodology Document focusing
on the adequacy of the technical portions of the document and its consistency
with the rest of the final EAs. The major portion of the review will be
conducted by the Repository Projects Branch (RP) with technical assistance from
Sandia and with consultation and fnput from lead persons in Engineering and the
Geotechnical branches. The Commission has stated that as an agency our
involvement in site selection is through concurrence in the siting guidelines
and review of Site Characterization Plans. Therefore, our review comments will
focus only on whether the Decision Aiding Methodology Document is consistent
with the guidelines and whether in implementing the methodology DOE has
considered the technical data/information and inherent uncertainties.

The Recommendation Document will be reviewed by the Requlations/Enyironmental
Section of WMRP and OGC. The review will focus on whether the Recommendation
Docu?ent fs consistent with the guidelines (Objective 5 of the FEA Review
Plan).



The following {nformation gives further guidance on how the review will be
conducted,

The topics addressed are:

Objectives
Scope/Level of Detafl
Responsibilities
Product Description
Review Activities
Schedule

Resource Commitment

2.0 OBJECTIVES
2.1 CHAPTER 7

1. ldentify major concerns regarding inconsistencies in use of the data
and information (including assumptions and uncertainties) between
Chapter 7 and Chaper 1-6. The review does not fnclude the
comparisons of sites where, for example, it {s concluded that one -
site {s found superior to the others for a particular guideline
(RP,GT, EG). .

2. ldentify any inconsistencies between Chapter 7 and the siting
guidelines as concurred on by the Commission (RP,0GC).

2.2 DECISION-AIDING METHODOLOGY DOCUMENT

1. Identify any inconsistencies between the Decision Aiding Methodology
Document and the siting guidelines as concurred on by the Commission
(RP,0GC).

2, Ildentify major concerns regarding inconsistencies in use of the
data and information (including assumptions and uncertainties)
?etween t?c Decision Aiding Methodology Document and final EAs

RP,GT,EG).

3, Identify major concerns with any new technical data or technical
analysis in the document that {s not included in tha final EAs
(RP,EG,GT).

4. Identify .jor concerns with post closure scenarios including
significan: ornissions or inconsistencies with the final EAs

~ (EG,GT,RP).

5. ldentify maio~ concerns with technical judgments including :
inconsistenc:=s with the final EAs and that the total analysis is not
biased in one constant/consistent direction (EG,GT,RP,SNL).

6. Review value judgments, scaling factors and sensitivity analysis to
understand how these varfous factors affect the analysis (RP,SNL).



2.3 RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT

1. ldantify any inconsistencies between the Recommendation Document
and the siting gquidelines as concurred on by the Commission (RP,0GC).

3.0 SCOPE LEVEL OF DETAIL FOR REVIEW OF DECISION ATDING METHODOLOGY DOCUMENT

The focus in reviewing the Decision-Aiding Methodology Document, as indicated
by the objectives, will be on identifying major concerns. The following
paragraphs provide more detafled guidance to reviewers,

RP will prepare any major comments following the format provided in the FEA
Review Plan (pp 7-9). The comments will be based on RP's review and input
received from EG,GT,0GC, and SNL. Verbal {nput, mark-ups, bullats, or
handwritten comments are acceptable forms of input to RP,

In {ts review of the Decision-Aiding Mcthodolo?y Documeant, the NRC staff must
be careful to limit 1ts evaluations to the qua 1ty/consistency of the technical
information contained in the document and to the conclusion or judgments which
the DOE has drawn directly from the available technical information concerning
the repository sites, The NRC staff evaluation should not consider the site
rankings themselves or the methodoiogies/procedures and non-technical Judgments
used by DOE to obtain the rankings: .

As a further guide to the distinction deicribed above it may be helpful to
consider several general questions which could be formulated from the
objectives of the review and within the scope of the review:

la. [Is the data and information contained in the document consistent
- with that presented in the final EAs?

1b. Are technical judgments consistent with and supported by data and
information contained in the EAs and related documents?

2a. Have staff technical comments on data or information 1n the final
EAs imposed limits, qualifications upon, or otherwise brought into
question data or information contained in the methodology document?

2b. Similarly, have technical judgments in the methodology document been
brought into question by virtue of comments or fnformation
contained in the final EAs?

- Ttems which would not be within the scope of the review relate to:
1. The ranking methodology 1tself;

2. The effects of erroneous or questionable technical judgments upon
the scoring or ranking of sites;

3. Non-technical Judgments;



' 4.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

Lead technical reviewers are responsible only for the materfal that relates to
their respective sites,

Review Objectives Participants Responsibility

Chapter 7:

Objective 1 PA,GT,EG Guidelines for
which technical
reviewers are
rasponsible as
fdentified in FEA
Review Plan

Objective 2 RE,0GC All
Decision-Aiding Methodology Document:
Objective 1 RE,0GC Chapter 2
: 3.1, 3.2
G.S
" Objectives 2-5 (See Table'of Contents markup,
Enciosure 1)
Objective 6 PA and SNL A1l Parts

Recommendation Document:
Objective 1 RE,0GC All

5.0 PRODUCT DESCRIPTION
Any major comments written will follow the guidance in the FEA Review Plan.

6.0 REVIEW ACTIVITIES FOR CHAPTER 7 AND DECISION-AIDING METHODOLOGY DOCUMENT
REVIEW AND PROOUCT DEVELOPMENT

ACTIVITY , : RESPONSIBILITY
Rapid "reading/scanning"of document RP(PA,RE),0GC,SNL
Brief SLs and Proj. Teams on review RP(PA)

Issue review guidarce as a revision to RP(PA)

FEA review plan

Technical Review (time requirement EG,GT,PA
- varfable up to five days depending on .
section(s) assigned) Discussion on
early comments in team meetings

Development of comments and verbal ' RP(PA)EG,GT,SNL
concurrence on comments

. et e e g ML
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7.0 SCHEDULE

A five day period has been allocated for conducting this review (See Time-Line
enclosure 2).

8.0 RESOURCE COMMITMENT

The performance assessment section will be responsible for the major portion of
this review. OGC and the Regulations Environment Section of RP will provide
input on objectives 1 related to the guidelines. The lead technical reviewers
on the project teams will be asked to provide comment on several very focused
areas of the documents as defined above. Actual review time most likely will
vary depending on the discipline and site and might be as brief as one day or

long as the complete five days. See Time-Line, Enclosure 2 for how this review
fits into the rest of the FEA review.



¥ ol

Enclosure !

: TABLE OF CONTENTS

’ 2age
FO!EuORD e o @ & 8 o o & 0 2 s s s s e s & 0 s s o e 8 6 8 o & ¢ @ 111
t BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION . o & « o o & C s e s e e s eae e s 1-1
1,1 BaCk[tound tnformation e o @& 8 o /0 ¢ 0 8 0 6 5 9+ e s 0o s l’;
1.1.1 The geologic repository coficept . « « ¢ « ¢ o o « o & 1-2
1.1.2 The Suclear waste Polipf Act of 1982 . . . . . . & . . -1
1.2 Summary of overall siting process .« . . + ¢« ¢ o v ¢ 4 o v 1-5
1.2.1 Site ’Crecﬂiﬂ‘ 1)< T S T R TR Y S T S T I T T S IR BT R ) 1-5
1.2.2 Sllt ’1:83 . » 5 o & 6 & & & 0 2 o 8 & ¢ & 0 o & o+ o l‘b

l.2.2.1 § domes in the Gulf Coast salt-dome
Basin of Mississippi and Louisiana . . . . . 1-7
1.2.2 Bedded salt in the Paradox Basin . . . . . . 1-8
1.2%2.1 Bedded salt in the Permian Basgin ., . . . , . {-9
1.2.3 ,Sf:e: in basalec and tuff .. & & 4 4 4 4 e e s e e .. Ll=lO
~1.2.3.1 Basalt in the Pasco Basin, wWashington . . . . 1-10
1.2.3.2 Tuff in the Southern Great Basin, Nevada . . 1l-l1

/ffz.b Nomination and recommendation of sites for

Ch‘t‘ct’ril“lOn e % 8 & & 0 & 6 & 4 & 8 6 o & o s e @ 1-13

1.3 Organization of the report . ... . . s o s o o o o =15
Seferences for Chapter I ... . . . ¢« . & « o . .

e & o s
LI Y I I

THE FORMAL DECISION-21JING METHODOLCGY: CVERVIEW Aﬂﬁ

PN
X
o
&

o]

RELATIONSHIP TO THE -ITING GUIDELINES '+ & & ¢ ¢ v 4 ¢ o o o o o & 2-r
el 2,1 Background and introduction . +» 4 4 o o v 4 v 0 e e e e e. . 2=
2.2 Cvarview of the analysis « o o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o s o & -2
2.1 Application process and participants . . . . ¢ v ¢ s o 4 v . 28
2.4 Relationship between the anaiysis and the
siting guidelines + « v 4 ¢ o v ¢ o « ¢ v o e e s 4 4 o s 2-9
leefence‘ Eor Chlpt‘t 2 s 8 6 e 4 6 & 8 & & & & & & 8 e ¥ . 8 6 . s » 2‘15

S——

r‘i POSTCLOSCRE ANALYSIS OF THE NOMINATED SITES . .+ + 4+ 4 o ¢ o ¢ o o 13-l

J.l The objectives hierarchy . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o« « 3=l
J.2 Performance measur®s . « o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ 4 0 o 4 e e 4 e a4 0 o s 3k
el 3,2.1 Methods used i{n the development of performance

MEASUTES .+ « + o o o o 5 o o o s s o v+ s o o o o o 3-4

3.2.2 Performance measuras selected for the analysis . . . -6

T 3.] SCENATIOB + 4+ 4 4 4 6 4t e e et e e et e e e e e e a7

g;: (5 3.3.1 Method used for identifylng scenarfos . . . . . . .+ 3=7
2 =) 3.3.2 As . -ent of probabilities to scenarios . . . . . . . 3-9
- 3.4 _Site scor. e L (o)

J.4,1 Meth.: of obtaining assessments of releases . . .. . . 3-12

J.b,2 Performance-measure SCOCEE « « « « ¢ & « o s o o o o « 3I=15

1.5 Multiattribute utility funetisn & o v ¢ o & ¢ 4+ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 3-18

3.5.1 Assessment of single-at:cibute utility funceions . . . 3-18

KPeeR) O DT
* s & ¢ 4 o & 3‘27

‘3.6 Results and sensitivity analysis « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ o o« 3=27

L 3.7 Conclusions from the postclogure analysis . . . . . . . .. . 3=41
References f0r Chapler 3 v ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o s o s o o s 3=b4

0000'001-17.'



L.7 Conclus
R&ferences for ch

TABLE CF CONTENTS (Continued)

objectives . . o 4 00 o s s s e e e e s e .
ions ‘rom the preclosure analysis . . . . . .
‘pt“ - O 6 e & 8 4 & 2 & 6 & 2 s & » e o @

» & e e o B © & & o e

* & o o o o s @

RPCPAY  PRECLOSURE ANALYSIS OF THE NOMINATED SITES . . . . . . . .
4,1 Objectives hierarchy « v ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ v 4 o v ¢ o &
i& - L,2 PerfOrmance MEASUTES .« & « o o o o s o o o o o o o o
nViron 4,2,1 Performance measures for health and safety . .
-S50Ci12~ Sk 4.2.3- Soclioeconomics performance measure . . . . . .
E7 apsum, 2 4,2,6 Cost performance Measures . « . o o o o« o o o
7T, 4,3 Descriptions of possible site impacts . . . . . . . .
faay %,3.1 Health-and-safety {mpacts .« « ¢ & ¢ & ¢ « o &
L,3.1.1 Repository . « ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 ¢ o o o o 4 o
L,3.1.2 Transportation « ¢ ¢ o o 4 ¢ ¢ o« o o
o 4,3,2 Environmental impacts .« ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 . o ¢ ¢ o o
¥4,3,1 Socioeconomics impacts . . . . . . . o . 4 .
L,3.4 Economic impacls « ¢« ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 6 s e @ o s
L,&4 Multiattribute utiliey funetion o & & v o & ¢ o 4 o &
4,5 Evaluation of the nominated sites . . . . . « « . + &
4.,5,1 Bage-case analysis + « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o
L,6 Sensicivity analyses . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« o o o
L.6.1 Sensitivity analyses involving impacts . . . .
g .2 4,6,1:1" Sociceconomic impacfs . . .. . . . .
a L.6.1.2 Low transportation impacts . . . . .
¥ %.8.1.3 Repository costs . . . « s ¢« 4 o o o
L.,6.1.4 Ranges of other noncost performance
me“ure’ L] . L] . . L ] L] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] * [ ]
4,6.2 Sensitivity analyses involving value judgments
L,6.2.1 Value tradeocffs among statistical
fatalicies . . . . . .. . . Lt .
4,6.2.2 Value tradeoffs between statist.cal
fatalities - and costs . . . . . . .
¥ 4,86.2.) Value tradeoffs between gocioceconomic
impacts and cost8 . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 .
4,6,2.4 Sensitivicy to risk atticudes about
facalities . . . . . o o ¢ ¢ ¢ v o
4.6.1 Sensitivity analysis of the form of the
utility function o « ¢ ¢ v v e e b e e e e e e
L,6.4 Other sensitivicty analyses of the set of

5 COMPOSITE ANALYSIS « « o v o o e e e e e o .

R?(?B 5.1 Formal

results . . .
5.2 1Initial order :: zreference for sites fsr recommendation

. for cha
GLOSSARY . . . .

Appendix A Parti
of th

aggregat:on of postclosurc and prnclosure

. e . LI ] . o . L ) LI T I . .

e & e o o » & e e @

® & 2 o o e I

!AC:Q!::;:&OH e & & e s e & & 8 ¢ s 0 3 2 & s s s

e . e . L] e & 8 @& & ©° & & 2 & 9 o s o . 3 *s o e

cipants in the Development and Application

e Decision~Aiding Methodology « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v o« 4o &

® & & 2 ® o o

L-28
L4-31
L-31
L-3]
L=-3L
=35
L-18

5-1

5-1

$-13

A-1



Rp, 6T
EG

Hydvo.
(ae_oChcm

RPCPR)

[E3

Appendix B

INFLUéNCE DIACRAM AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES

* FOR THE POSTCLOSURE OBJECTIVES

¥.1

8.2

INTRODUCTION

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

S
REFERENCES « o ¢« o ¢ o o &

INFLUENCE DIAGRAM . +» ¢ ¢ o « ¢ o

B.3.,1 Background Information . . .
3.3.2 Performance-Measure Scales .,
B.3.3 Example Applications of the Pct!ormanco Measures

.

L]

B-1it

e o & o

*» e ® @



RP(PR)
S 6T, EC

C.2

C.3

(9]
[ ]
o~

C.5

C.6

APpenaix ¢

DEVELOPMENT AND DESCRIPTION SF POSTCLOSURE SCENARIOS

INTRODUCT‘ON . L] [ . . [ L) L] . e ] » . L] L] . L]

L] L] L] [ ] (] []

APPROACH TO THE SCREENING ANﬁ DEVELOPMENT OF SCENARIOS . .

NOMINAL CASE (EXPECTED CONDITIONS) . .

C.3.1 Introduction

L] L . . [ ] L . . » ] . . »

» & o e & -
«- & o » o @
® o o o o
*« o o o e o

C.3.2 Expected Behavior
C.3.3 Expected Behavior
C.J.4 Expected Climatic
UNEXPECTED FEATURES . . . .
c.u.1 Intraduction . . .
C.4.2 Salt Formactions . .
C.4.3 Basalt Formations .
C.b.4 Tuff Formations . . .
C.4.5 Other Unknown Fea:gres
DISRUPTIVE PROCESSES AND EVENTS . « . .
CQSOl

s:d Events

o

.1 Introduction
.2 Scenario 1:
.3 Scenario 2:
.4 Scenario 3:

Scenario 4

C.6.5

C.6.6 <cenari{o §:
« Controlled

C.6.7 Scenario 6:
: Repository

C.6.8 Scenario 7:
Controlled

C.6.9 Scenario 8:
Repository

C.6.10 Scenario 9:
Controlled

C.6.11 Scenario 10:
C.6.12 Scenario il

of the Host Rock

[deqtification of Poténtially

of Waste Packages . . .
of Shaft and Repository
Changes . . « « « ¢« « &

¢ & 2 & &5 2 s & o s ¢« o

C.5.2 Processes and Events of Negligible Likelihood or
Imp‘c: L] . » . * . L] * . . » . . . *

3 Dissolution . . . . .
4 Tectonic Activity . .
§  Human Interference .
6
7

Nominal Case (Expected Conditions)
Unexpected Features

Prematuyre Fallure of Waste Packages . .
Incomplete Sealing of the Shafts and the Rep

o« e o =
o

o« e e o
r—-
"

.
-« s & e

e & » e &
e & & e o &
® & o e & =
e o e e & &
*» & & = &
* o 8 o ° o

. & o & .
.

Disruptive Processes

¢ » e s o o
L] L] L]
. . .
. . o
. L] .
L] L] L]
epos

s o & o

.« s & =

* o » .

Repository-Induced Dissolution

. [ L] L] . . . . . .

Advance of a Dissolution Front . . . .
on a Large Fault Inside the
Outside the Repository . . .
on a Large Fault Within the
on.a Small Fault Inside the
Qutside the Repository . . .
on a Small Fault Within the

Movement
Area But
Movement
Movement
Area 3ut
Movement

[ ] [ [ [ ]

Movement

on a Large Fault Outside the
ACCR ¢« o o« ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o °'s &
Extrusive Magmatic Event
Intrusive Magmatic Event

C-iil

[} [ ] L) . L) L]
.
o & o & o

s ® ® e e &

o 2 s &



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Contirued)

Page

RP(PF)\ C.6.13 Scenario 12: Large-Scale Exploratory Drilling . . . . C-28

} C.6.,14 Scenario 131 Small-Scale Exploratory Drilling . . . . C-29
#e'\"rj EG | c.6.15 Scenario 14: Incomplete Sealing of the Shafts and

“the Repolltbty 8 5 6 & 5 & 2 8 & 4 s o o o s e s . ‘C-29

REFERENCES ¢ & 5 4 4 s B 0 0 s B & & 4 % 8 8 6 B 8 e & e s 8 s e & C'JO
. v 1 Cre €
-)t‘ EC'{'.‘ Cal ey e ures Qlxe VCS,PJ""-"I‘-'( Oy fov ba -~
fozr 23l Qres

C-iv



RPCpa
N-EC,GT

* Té.an /gaals rgs};oAS-Elc "[DY'

SITE RATINGS ON

D.l INTRODUCTION . .
D.2 DAVIS CANYON SITE
D.3 DEAF SMITH SITE .
D.4 RICHTON DOME SITE
D.5 HANFORD SITE . .

D.&6 YUCCA MOUNTAIN SITE

bonms

REFERENCES . . . . . . .

Appendix D

POSTCLOSURE REPOSITORY PERFORMANCE

0-iif



RPLPA)

ES

RPCRE)

£.3

E.b

N - 0 [« VN WV RN S

Appendix E

INFLUENCE DIAGRAMS AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance
Performance
Performance
Performance
Performance
Performance
Performance
Performance

FOR PRECLOSURE OBJECTIVES

Objective
Objective
Objective
Objective
Objective
Objective
Objective
Objective

AND SAFETY
1 L[] L] .
2 L] L] L] [ ]
3 [ 2 T N )
L& ...
5 . [ L ] .
6 * 0 0 @&
7 L] L] L] L]
8 L] e L] L]

ONMENTAL IMPACTS + &« ¢ & & 4 o o o o«
Environmental Performance Objective 1
Environmental Performance Objective 2
Environmental Performance Objective 3

® & ® & o e & o =

e o & & & o e ¢ o

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS « o « ¢ v v o o o o o &

ECONOMIC ' IMPACTS

E.b4.l

U
¢ o o o o o L] ® 2 s e &

Cost Performance Objective 1 . . . .
E.4.2 Cost Performance Objective 2 . . . .

E-iil

......

] |mmr'nm
1

mMmmmmMm

]
r~~ e e r— ]
O~~~ Oowmo PN

E-28

E-30
E-30
£-32



RPCPA

Appendix F

S{TE RATINGS ‘ON PRECLOSURE OBJECTIVES

HEALTH-AND-SAFETY OBJECTIVES + v 4 ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 o o o w0

F.1.6
F.l.7

F.l.s

Radiological Fatalities in Repository Workers . .
Radiological Fatalities Incurred by the Public
from the ReposSitory " o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o &

Nonradiological Fatalities in Repository Workers . . . . . .

Nonradiological Fatalities Incurred by the Public
From the Repository .« « ¢« o ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢« « o o o o &
Radiological Fatalities Incurred by the Public
From Waste Transportation . . . « ¢ &« o & o o &
Radiological Fatalities in Waste~Transportation
”ork.r' o 6 6 & 8 & & ¢ B 8 6 & 6 B P B ° ¢ o o
Nonradiological Fatali{ties i{n Waste-Transportation
uorktt!....-............--.
Nonradiological Fatalities Incurred by the Public
From Waste Transportation . . « ¢« o & ¢ o o o &

EWLRON“ENtAL IHPAC:TS PP . .o ¢ o o o " & ¢ & o o o o o

F.z'l
£.2.2
F.2.3

Aestheti: [mpacts . . . e e e e e e e e e
Archaeo.ogical, Historfcal, and Cultural Impacts .
Impacts on Biological Resources . . . . . . . . .

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS « ¢ o o v o o o o o o o o o o o o «

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Flh.l
Fob.2

Total Repository COoBB8 ¢ « ¢ & v ¢ o ¢ o o o o o« &

Transportation COBES & ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o o s o o o o &

.—REFERENCESO0.0000000.'000.0000‘0ooa.c'

F-1ii

e« & & & e 3 ® & e s » s @ . . . . ® 8 e o & e .



RPCPR)

KFipm)

RP(RE)

G.1

G.2

G.J

[ o

Appendix G

TRE MULTIATTRIBUTE UTILITY FUNCTION
FOR EVALUATING NOMINATED SITES

FOUNDATIONS OP TRE APPROACB e o 80 o 2 & o & o o o

G.l.é

ASSESSMENT OF THE MULTIATTRIBUTE UTILITY FUNCTION . .

02!
02'
2.

OO0
(=0 - N

Utility TReOLY « o ¢ s o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o o
Independence Assumptions . ¢« « ¢« o &+ ¢« 4+ 4 &
Forms of the Multiattribute Utility Function
Quantifying Risk Attitudes « « + « &« o ¢+ & &
Procedures for Assessing Utility Functions .
G.1.5.1 Verifying Independence Conditions .

G.1.5.2 Assessing the Individual Functions

G.1.5.3 Assessing the Scaling Constants . .
Checking for Consistency « + o « o o o o o o

Perspective for the Agsessment . . . « « « o+ &
Procedure Used to Assess the Utility Function
Verification of Independence Conditions

G.2.3.1 Preferential Independence . .
+2.3.2 Utilicy [ndependence . . . .

+2.3.4 Additive Independence . . . .

G
G.2.3.] Weak-Difference Independence
G
G

.2.3.5 «Form of the Multiattribute Utili

1

Component Ltility Functions . . . . . .
Value Tradeoffs . . v ¢« ¢ o o o ¢ o & &
Consistency Checks . « « o o o & ¢ ¢ ¢ o

.
t

THE MULTIATTRIBUTE UTILITY FUNCTION . . + . . . &

APPROPRIATENESS OF THE UTILITY FUNCTION

The Base-Case Preclosure Utility Function

y Fun

e » o

Preclosure and Postclosuie Utility Functions
Implications of the Multiattribute Utility Function . .
Variations of the Multiattribute Utility

for Sensitivity Analysis . . . . .

The Set of Objectives . . . . . .
The Set of Performance Mesasures .
The Additive Utility Function . .
Linear Component .Utility Functions

e e o ®» & ® o » @

L * s e &
e o o N e o s e & s

(a4

® & & fpMee o » o 8 s o
o
po |

e o o = .

Function Useful

Value Tradeoffs Arong Different Ptcclo sure
LiVes e ° & & o 8 B & s 8 8 8 s & 6 & »
Value Tcadeoffs Between Costs and Preclosure
LIVES ¢« ¢ o & o o o o & o 5 o o ¢ ¢ 6 o a o & a2 s o o
Value Tradeoffs Between Costs «ud Environmental and Socio-
Economic IMPACES « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o ¢ o
Value Tradeoffs Between Preclosure and Poltclouuro
stltiltic.l Lives s '8 8 6 6 8 8 8 8 & @ & e & & & e e @

G-144

o e o o o

tati
Sta

stical

tistical

G-u7

G-L9

G-50



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
K?(?‘L\j G.S CONSISTENCY OF THE UTILITY FUNCTION WITH THE SITING
QGC GUID:LINES.‘ocooo-ooooooo.-o.o.-oa--Coo G-S0
G-54

REFEREN.CES . L] . [ ] L] L) . [ ] [ [ ] [ ] .l . . . LEN [ ] [ ] L] L] > . L] L[] [ [ 4 L . [ ] [ ] .

C-iv



LNLLUDLRE <

FEn KEVIEW SCHEDULE FUR HANFORG ANC YL.CCA MOUNTAIN FEA'S

Technical Review (Step 1)

Scer/Prad : June 23-30
Review and prepare conments Jdune 25-July 14
Infore’ diecvssions TR, SL, PM June 25-July i4

¥ Feview of Chapter 7 and Decision Aiding Me‘hodology Document July 15-21

Guality Review/Resolution (Steps 2 and 2)

Section/Technical Quaiity Review:/Resolution July 22-August 4
Project Peview/Kesolution July 2z-August 4
Merge comments and edit . . August 5-13 ~
+Branch Chief Review/Resciution : . ' August 14-Z0 -
Decisinn Suppeet Systen keview/Resolution « August 21-27
[ivision/OfTice Director teview/Resolution August 28-Sep 3

Cercurrerce/Reproductior. Sep 4-5



e ENCLOSURE T

FEn kEVIEW SCHEDULZ FOR HANFGRG AKC “LCCA MOUNTAIN FEA'S

Technical Review (Step 1)

Scar/Read June 23-30
Review and prepare conments June 25-July 14
infoima’ ciecrssions TR, SL, PM June Z8-Jduly i«

¥ Eeview of Chapter 7 and Decision Aidirg Methodology Document July 15-z1

Guality ReviewsResolutior (Steps 2 and 3)

Section/Technicdl Guaiisy Feview/Resolution July 22-Augqust 4
Prcject Peviewskesolution July 2z-August 4
Merge comments and edis . August 5-13
+8ranch Chief Peview/Resciution : . August 14-2¢° -
Decisior Suppcrt Sysien heview/Resolution «  August 21-27
(iviston/OTtice Uirector -eview/Resolution August 28-Sep 3

Cerecerrerca/Reproductior Sep 4-5



