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Britt,

The distribution is well formed except for the first point. We should use 19 points with the first two being:

0.0, 0.0
0.1, 0.084

This should work if the code will round down the "number of cans failed" in the range [0., 0.5} to 0.

thanks,

ron j

Brittain Hill wrote:

The parameter for the number of waste packages disrupted during an
intrusive igneous event needed to be updated in the TPA.INP file, to
reflect the TSPA"LA design. This is because the old EDA-II or TSPA-SR
design used single drifts spanning the width of the repository block
(i.e., 1-km-long), whereas the LA design has multiple panels of width
500-700 m. Thus, the number of drifts intersected by an intrusive event
depends on the event length, location, and extent of intersection in the
appropriate panels.

I have developed a simplified methodology to use random event locations
within the area encompassing the LA repository footprint, with uniform
sampling of dike lengths of 1-10 km. Based on 10,000 realizations, I've
developed a CDF for this parameter, which has some step functions in it
due to natural limits in the number of WP that can be disrupted in a
given panel. Details in Scientific notebook E88, as usual. On average,
an intrusive event fails -3400 WP. The probability of the intrusive
event is 1.8x the volcanic probability, for this event location
scenario.

Note that this is essentially a 1-D calculation, as I did not develop a
tractable method to incorporate dike angles into the simulation. Thus,
this distribution does not capture the entire range of dike
intersection, only N-trending dikes originating in a 9.7 km2 area
encompassing the 5.5km2 LA footprint. Evaluating the full >25km2 area
around the footprint for dikes trending to 30 degrees from north is a
much more involved computation, which I can't readily do in a
spreadsheet. Nevertheless, this is a marked improvement over the
previous PDF, which was a simple empiricism for 1-12 drifts intersected
by a 1-km-long dike.

Thus, need to change TPA.INP for 4.1j from current
loguniform



NumberOfMagmalnducedMechanicalFailuresRemaininglnDrift[]
1.0, 1402.0

to (if I've descritized the CDF in the right format):

usersuppliedpwisecdf
NumberOfMagmaInducedMechanicalFailuresRemainingInDrift[]
18
0 0.084
200 0.094
600 0.117
1000 0.141
1400 0.175
1800 0.213
2110 0.257
2111 0.475
2827 0.562
3147 0.588
3148 0.712
5000 0.781
6300 0.813
7800 0.843
9122 0.881
9123 0.967
9444 0.969
9445 1.000

I've attached the CDF for reference; is this the right approach to
define the large steps seen at 2111 and 3147?

In addition, I understand that you have started the correction in
VOLCANO so that this distribution is sampled in all igneous
realizations, regardless of VolcanoModel(l=Geometric,2=Distribution)
being selected. VolcanoModel should only refer to the
NumberOfWPsEntrainedByEjecta[], and not the
NumberOfMagmaInducedMechanicalFailuresRemainingInDrift[] parameter.

Thanks-
Britt

Dr. Brittain E. Hill, P.G. bhill@swri.org
Senior Research Scientist www.swri.org
CNWRA-Southwest Research Institute Ph:(210) 522-6087
6220 Culebra Rd. FAX: 210-522-5155
San Antonio, TX, USA 78238-5166 In Magma Veritas
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