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John J. Linehan, Section Leader
Salt Section
Repository Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management, MS 623-SS
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
Dear Mr. Linehan:
SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF DOE-SRPO REVIEW OF ONWI DRAFT REPORT
As discussed in the telephone conversation on May 24, 1984 between Tilak
Verma and John Trapp of NRC and Gordon Appel of SRPO, please find attached for
your information SRPO's review of the draft report, "Seismic Reflection,
Gravity, and Aeromagnetic Studies of Geologic Structure in the Gibson Dome

Area, Southwestern Paradox Basin," by C.A. Kitcho, Woodward-Clyde Consultants.

Sincerely,

” :L4(-%Z;{2/Z1V7l«v

Jo Ann Sherwin

Chief

Site Evaluation

Salt Repository Project Office

SRP0:GJA:26388B
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As Stated

cc: L. Casey, SRPO
J. Trapp, NRC
T. Verma, NRC
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Department of Energy
Chicago Operations Office
Salt Repository Project Office
505 King Avenue
Columbus, Ohio 43201-2693
April 6, 1984

Stanley Goldsmith

Manager

Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation
505 King Avenue

Columbus, Chio 43201

Dear Mr. Goldsmith:

SUBJECT: SRPO TECHNICAL REVIEW (QAP 7.1) OF DRAFT REPORT (ONWI-1121): SEISMIC
REFLECTION, GRAVITY, AND AEROMAGNETIC STUDIES OF GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE
IN THE GIBSON DOME AREA, SOUTEWESTERN PARADOX BASIN, BY C.A. KITCHO,
VIOODWARD-CLYDE CONSULTANTS

This letter transmits SRPO Site Evaluation's review of the subject report
(Attached Memo: G. Appel to File 1.3.8.4; including QAP 7.1, Attachments A
and B). The review provides both general and specific comments which require
your response, according to SRPO QA Procedure 7.1l. SRPO requests that OITWI
provide respcnses to the comments by April 30, 1984. This due date can be
extended by contacting G. Appel of my staff at (614) 424-5916.

In addition, the following recommendations are made with regard to the future
disposition of the contents of the subject report.

1) The report should be substantially revised to present only the
interpretation of the geophysical data, on an appropriate series of
maps. A map should be provided for each horizon currently shown on
the schematic seismic sections. Each map shculd show the location of
structures which affect a particular surface, their attitude, the
amount of interpreted vertical displacenent, and the location of the
seismic lines. The discussion should be limited to the content of
the text currently presented in sections 1.0 througqh 4.0. _

2) It is further recormended that OMWI and Woodward-Clyde Consultants
seriously consider the need to publish even an akbreviated version of
this document, as a forral ONWI report. This information could be
included as an appendix to a report of kroader scope or subnitted as
a letter report to document the examinaton and interpretation of the
proprietary information.



Stanley Goldsnith
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Your proposal regarding the future disposition of the report should be
provided with the responses to the attached review comments. Questions
concerning the contents of this letter or the review comments should ke
addressed to G. Appel of my staff.

Sincerely,

C;Z>1ﬂ=¢éhv1// Por T,

Jo Ann Sherwin

Chief

Site Evaluation

Sait Repository Project Cfiice

SRPO:GJA:ksw

Enclosure:
Subject memo to file

cc: G. Appel, SREO - with enclosure
R. Lahoti, SRPO - without enclosure
G. Eein, OMII - "
W. Newcomb, OMWI - with enclosure
S. lMelson, OIWI - "



Department of Energy
Chicago Operations Office
Salt Repository Project Office
505 King Avenue

Columbus, Ohio 43201-2693

TO

April 6, 1984

: File - QA - 1.3.8.4
FROM: Gordon Appel W /%‘”/

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DRAFT OWWI REPORT (CYCLE NO. 0-1121) "SEISHIC REFLECTICHN,

GRAVITY, AND AEROMAGHETIC STUDIES OF CEOLGGIC STRUCTURE IM THE GIBSOK
DCIME AREA, SCUTHWESTERN PARADOX BASIH", BY C.A. KITCHO,
WOODLARD~CLYDE COMSULTAHTS

My review of the subject report under SRFO CA Procedure 7.1 is provided
below. Attachments A and B to SEFC (AP 7.1 are appendea tc this memo.

Summary cf Review

The value of publishing tiis report in its present form is preblematical.
It is understood that the direct interpretaticns of tiie geoprysical data
presented in the report should be used in HCC's assessment of the
structure and configuration cf the Faradex basin. However, the
restrictions on the presentation of the actual data do not allow the
reader to assess the validity of indiviaual interpretations. It is ny
opinicn that it is not appropriate to publish a report, the express
purpose of which is to present indivicual interpretaticns, without
affording the reader with the means to assess their foundaticn. The use
of such data and tie resulting interpretation in a report of brcader scope
(i.e., OMMI-48E or an SCF) whicn identifies certain data and/or
interpretations as being derived from proprietary scurces secems
justifiable. In its present form, mucih of the report appears superfluous,
because it consists of interpretaticns presentea without illustrating
their basis. The most cbvious examples of tiis are the schematic seismic
sections in Appendix A. Thev do not illustrate the basis for the
interpretations, and the interpreted structures cculca pe more efficiently
shown on maps (e.g. Figure 4-1).

General Conirents

1) Tie usefuiness of the schematic seismic Tines included in Appendix A
is not apparent. The figures provicde no data and do not provide any
informaticn tnat could not be portrayed much nore effectively and
succinctly on a series of maps such as Figure 4-2.



Page 2

2)

Is there a reason why the gravity and aeromacnetic data are not
previded, at lTeast in tine form of contoured maps? Without presenting
the gravity data in a ccntoured format, it is difficult to support
the statement made on page 38 concerning your knowledce of the
"signature” of the dissoluticn basin. Also, since the fit cf
caiculated gravity to observed gravity data is so poor, why is it
presented at al1? Is it a prchblem with the gravity survey data that
vas used? Tie explanation of this discrepancy provided on page 30 is
not entirely understancable.

Was tihe information provided in the follecwing USGS Open File Repecrt
used in the studies?

OF 83-035¢. Regional wiagnetic and gravity features of the
Gibson Come area anc surrounding region, Paracox Basin, UTAh:
A preliminary report, by T.G. Hildenbranc and R.P. Kucks, 35 p.

If it was not used, previde an explanation.

For the purposes of SRPC review of tnis cocument previde verification
of the follciuing.

a) CA teciinical review of the subject repert;

b) CA teciinical review of the seisiiic line selection guidelines;

c) GA technical review of Seismic and CGravity subcontractor's werk
plans; and,

d) QA certification of VCC's Gecgraphic Information System and CA
technicail review of the process to input data intc the system.

Copies of the apprepriate CA sicn-of7 sheets for each of the above
iterms will De acceptable as a response.

In the text, the amount of stratigraphic ceparation acrecss faults is
referred to as "cisplacement". However, on figures and in tables
this parameter is specified as "throw", ("The vertical component of
net slip.", AGI Glossary of Geoloay). Is “"throw" the appropriate
term to apply, or is the parameier iistec cn the figures and in the
tables more accurately descriced as the vertical stratigraphic
separation in tihe plane of the cross section? Also, a mcre precise
terin than displaceiment should be used in the text.
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Specific Comments

1)

3)

£)

5)

6)

7)

Page 3 - Clarify whether the data restrictions apply to the gravity
and aeromagnetic data as vwell as the seimsic data.

Page G, paragrapn 2 - Wnat percentage of available data were
considered suitable for tiis study?

Page 14, paragraph 2 - In the last sentence of this paragraph ard on
Table 4-1 it is stated that "all faults are normal faults”.

Tie following Tist identifies faults that are shown as reverse faults
in the report's illustrations.

Fault Figure
1) W A-2
2) v A-2
3) 0 A-2To
4) 7 h-32
£) R A=33
6) D A-3E
7) FFF A-38
) E A-4i

Obviousiy, there is a contradicticn here. Provide an explanation
and/cr rectify the errors.

Page 17, paragraph 3 - In the text, Tault FF on seismic line 2€ is
jidentified as having a displacement of 5C feet. On figure A-3% the
"threw" on this fauit is shown as 1EC feet. PResolve this discrepancy.

-~

Page 1€, paragraph Z - The secend senterce does not rake sense.

Page 16, paragraph 2 - The sentence stating that, “"Gibson Dome marks
the 1imits of folding caused by flcwsce..." needs to be qualified.
Interpretation of 3 seismic data with a resoclution of 5C feet cannot
undeyuivocaily demonstrate this conjecture.

Page 29, paragraph 3 - It is unclear from this paracraph vhat the
relevance of the faults on Flat Iron iesa is with regard to
interpretations recarding Shay Graben.
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8) Page 30, paragraph 3 - If tne fit betvieen the computed and cbserved
gravity curves is pocr (and for an identifiable reason), uhy are ve
presenting the information?

9) Page 38/29 - Explain what "recicnal ccmpression and/or a "syrcline"
in the units under the evapcrites have to do with tre formation of
Gibson Come.

10) Figure G-1 - Lockhart is misspelled.

11) Figures 4-1 through 4-4 - The direction and amount cf dip should he
shown for each fault. If at all pcssible this should be shown unere
each seismic line crosses a fault.

SRPO:CJIA: sy
CS# 412-04



