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The following comments have resulted from the preliminary technical review by
CNWRA staff and consultants of the draft technical position paper encitled
"Tectonic Models in the Assessment of Performance of High-level Radioactive Waste
Repositories® (Draft technical position dated 13 June 1989):

COMMENT »1
statement of Concern (Re - See pages specified below under “"Basis® and

“Recommendations”) --- The terminology used throughout th/- technical position
paper for distinguishing between different types of models 13 less than concise,
and definitions provided in the glossary do not adequately clarify this
terminology. Also, it (s not clear what is meant by a "full range" of models or
"thoroughly supported” models. The treatment of terminology contributes greatly
to the lack of verbal clarity in the position paper.

Basis --- The following terms and cumbinations of terms are used in the position
paper in a manner such that the attempted distinction between different types of
models is not always clear: (1) tectonic model(s) --- in the title and
throughout the text on pages 1 - 9, glossary of page 11, ‘2) predictive model(s)
-+ pages 1,2,7, glossary of page 11; (3) alternative tectonic model(s) --- pages
3,6,6,7; (4) alternative conceptual model(s) --- pages 5,7; (5) alternative
conceptual tectonic model(s) --- page 7; (6) thoroughly supported tectonic
model(s) --- page 3; (7) full range of alternative tectonic models --- page &;
(8) full range of tectonic models --- page 8. (9) realistic conceptual tectonie
model(s) --- page 7; conceptual model(s) --- glossary of page 11. Furthermore,
the glossary (pg 11) defines ‘"conceptual model" as a "pictorial or narrative
used to represent.. . ", "predictive model" as a "conceptual model used to
predict, . ."; and "tectonic model” as a "predictive model describing tectonics of
the geologic setting".

By its very nature, a "model" can only be a representation of reality based on
the data available for construction of that model. Consequently, all "models”
discussed {a the position paper could be considered "conceptual®, since, even in
their most refined state, all merely represent the relationships between
components of the tectonic system, (It appears from the definition in the
glossary that a "conceptual model” is at least always descriptive, rather than
mathematical )

Tectonic models are not used only to make predictions about, or assess the
possibility of, future changes in the tectonic environment & certain statements
in the position paper may sometimes imply (e.g. - pg 2, Sect 2.2, para 1, lines
3-4). They can also be used to assist with analyzing and understanding both
present and past changes and conditions, or to {llustrate a representation of the
tectonic environment at some point in time. Consequently, it ~>uld be perceived
that a "predictive model" merely indicates one way in which a tectonic model may
be used.

RBecommerd_iion --- Terminology related to modeling has already evolved to be
relat: ely complex in the high-level radicactive waste program. In order to
s:m, ify the terminology presented in this paper, consider eliminating the term,
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or combinstions of terms built around, "conceptual model® by incorporating the
adjective "conceptual® into the definition of “tectonic model®. This change
wvould remove "conceptual model" from the rank of a restrictive model type in
relationship to tectonic mcdels, and would clarify the concept that most tectonic
models are, in fact, at least partially conceptual in nature. (A purely
conceptual tectonic model could not be rigorously used in a predictive sense.)
This suggested approach addresses the i{dea of specifying the model based on the
"system" to be modeled (e.g. - the "tectonic system" {s analvzed through the use
of tectonic models; the "hydrologic system" (s analyzed through hydrologic
models; etc.), rather than on the function or application of the model. Systenm
performance assesswent models will incorporate elements of several geological
"systen” models in order to address performance of the repository

Going futher with ideas about application of tectonic models, in order to
simplify the terminology even more, consider treating predictive models and
predictive modeling as one application for tectonic models. Tectonic models
could then be breken down in relation to functionality --- { . e. - for analyzing
and predicting potential future changes and c.nditions; for analyzing and
understanding present conditions, features an” processes; and for analyzing and
understanding past changes, conditions, and processes. This breakdown may be a
more concise terminology than that currently presented in the technical position
paper. (The concept that tectonic models may be used to assist in recognition
of existing features or precesses thut had not been detected previously is
already stated (pg 5, para 1, lines 13-16) !n the position paper; as is the
concept that tectonic models may be used to {dentify processes not evidenced in
the Quaternary record, but likely to have been active during the Quaternary [pg
5, para 2, lines 12-13). Both of these concepts involve assessment of present
and past conditions and features rather than direst prediction of future changes,
although the information gained by applying the concepts would be used (n
prediction of future changes. )

It would be helpful to qualify the concepts of a "full range of tectonic models”
(7 based on al) conceivable combinations of structures which define the tectonic
regime, on extreme ranges of input data, or both ?7) and "thoroughly supported
tectonic models™ (? based on a well-defined and refined data base or exactly
equivalent to "full range of" ?) by defining these descriptive phrases. A
descriptive definition can be provided that does not go beyond the bounds of the
position paper, which specifically does not address criteria by which a tectonic
model will be reviewed or evaluated. (Should the position paper have addressed
such criteri{a?)

The list of definiticns in the glossary should also include "alternative tectonic
model(s)", which can perhaps be equated w.th the well-established concept of
multiple working hypotheses and defined in light of the descriptions for "full
range of" and "thoroughly supported" models. The definition should at least
clarify the relationship between "alternate tectonic models”, a "set of models
supported by a representative data base", a "full range of tectonic models", and
a "thoroughly supported tectonic model”. Perhaps an alternative tectonic model
could be viewed as a model which presents a different interpretation of the
factual data.

References --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers
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COMMENT »2

sStatement of Concern (Re - pg 1, Sect 1.1, title) --- As currently written, this

section addresses %Yoth purpose and objectives, whereas the ti.le of the
gsubsection indicates only "Purpose®.

Basls --- Section s inaccurately titled.

0 -++ Considering re-tit.ing this section as “Purpose and
Objectives”.

Beferences - None cited by CNWRA reviewvers

COMMENT #3
ssatement of concern (Re - pg 1, Sect 1.1, para 1, lines 4-6) --- This sentence

repeats essentially the same {dea as that stated in the preceding sentence of
this paragraph.

Easls --- Sentence repeats same idea as the preceding sentence.

Recommendation --- Consider deleting the sentence, &nd incorporating the
statement about "the need for the technical position® {n the first sentence of
this paragraph.

References - None cited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT #4

statement of Concern (Re - pg 1, Sect 1.3) «-- The points outlining the structure
of the technical position indicate three things that are to be addressed in this

document, but leave out other things which are addressed that may be deemed just
as important. It {s also noted that there is not a one-to-one correspondence
between these three points and the three objectives stated under Section 1.1,

Basis --- It is not clear wvhy the three points mentioned, which do not correlate
directly with the stated objectives of the position paper, are selected for
delineation as the "main® specific points to be addressed in the paper. As
written, the list appears incomplete.

-=« If this section i{s to remain, consider summarizing all
inclided points which are deemed to be pertinent. The list of points could well
include those which parallel the three objectives stated in Section 1.1,

References --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers



COMMENT #5
Statement of Concern (Re - pg 2, Sect 1.4, ti*le) +-- The title of this section,

"Alternatives”, seems inappropriate for the content as written, The section
actually defines what a technical position s and {s not.

Sasla --- The title of this section may be confused with the concept of
"alternative models"™ at a quick glance, and seems inappropriate for the section
because it actually defines what a technical position paper i{s and is not.

Recommendation --- Consider re-titling this section to indicate that {t provides
the general rationcle for development of technical position papers.

References --- None cited by CNWRA revievers

COMMENT w»é
statement of Concern (Re - pg 2, Sect 1.4) --- As written, part of the rationale

for cdevelopment of technical pesiticn papers may be considered !o be missing.
R. Browning has commented that position papers are done to provide a mechanism
for resolving specific open technical issues outlined in the SCP and to assist
with early identification of potential problems.

Basli --- This section may he viewed as lacking a statement about part of the
rationale for development of technicali position papers, as explaine’ above.

Recoumendation --- Con lder adding a statement to capture the rationale menti...ed
above for developuent of “-~hnicul position papers.

References --- R. Browning, 16 August 19.0, Personal Communicaticn.

COMMENT #»7

Strtement of Concern ---(Re - pg 2, Sect 2.2, both para) --- While parts of this
w . be re-written if the i{deas under COMMioT #] are implemented, the statement

about prediction of future conditions and changes in the geologic setting (para
1) may be too strong considering that what is apparently meant i{s "assessing
[potential] future behavior" (as the first sentence of para 2 lmplies).

Bagia --- The concept of prediction of future conditions ar< changes vs
assessment of [potential]| future behavior gives the feeling that "a..essment” may
be a better way to state what will be done with tectonic models. This wording
way he better. in light of the uncertainties which will exist no matter how many
data are coliected. The “"assessment” includes iterative evaluation of potential
etiects of these future changes and condit.ons on Lhe repository, since cthe goal
is tu understand repositery performance. Likewise, cata gaps and resultant data
needs may be specified (Objective 3 or pg 1) during the iterative analysis of
tectonic models and alternative tectonic models. (It should also he remembered
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that tectonic models can be used in the analyses of future, present, and past
changes, conditions, features. and processes as discussed under COMMENT w].)

Recommendation --- Consider changing the wording to stress the concept of
ussessment of future changes and conditions in the geologic setting (rather than
"prediction®), and to link the assessment with evaluation of these future changes
and conditions as they bear on repository performance. It could also be stated
that {terative analyses using alternative tectonic models will help specify data
gaps and assist with addressing Objective 3 as stated on page | of the technical
position paper,

References -+ None cited by CNWR' ' » ' wers

COMMENT »8
statement of Concern (Re - pg 3, para l, lines 3 4) --- The phrase "set of models

supported by a representative data base" may need clarification.

Basis --- It 1s not clear whether a "set of models" actually refers to
"alternative models developed and used in an {terative manner”. It is also not
clear exactly how a data base would be rigorously determined to be
"representative”, even though the definition provided in the glossary (pg 11)
indicates that this means "sufficient to establish the range of conditions". It
may be more accurate to state the definition as "s fficlent to represent the
presumed range of conditions", in order to capture the concept that even the
range of conditions being used {s partially an interpretation.

«++- Consider replacing "set of models"™ with a phrase like
"alternative tectonic models". As suggested above under Comment #l, "alternative
tectonic model(s)" should be defined in the glossary so that this expression {s
clearly understood.

Since the concept of "representative data" is a key issue, consider defining the
term "representative data base" to mean "sufficient to represent the presumed
rangas of conditions, with relevant parameters commonly comprised by a range of
data rather than single values". It could also be pointed out that use of upper
and lower values for specific parameters makes it possible to assess effects of
ranges in data even during initial evaluations.

References --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT #9

statement of Copcern (Re - pg 3, para 1, 6-10) --- This sentence stresses the

thought that, unless real data are integrated into the tectonic model, the model
may misrepresent "undetected" features and result in an inaccurate assessment of
future behavior of the natural system relative to those features.



Bagis --- The statement referenced above may be deemeu ir
integration of real data into the tectonic model aids assessment
and undetected features, conditions, and nrocesses relative to

natural system. Tectonic models also assist with analysis of j

15

future conditions and changes as discussed under COMMENT w»)

Recommendation - Consid ! ng th integration
tectonic ) should bt ione | rati ly to analvyze bo
features, cond . ! oce relative ¢t

system and

References --- Non ited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT #10
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Recommendation --- Consider qualifying the concept of "beunding conditions” and
how they &re established, as discussed above

Refurences --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers

IMMENT #12

statement of Concexrn (Re pg & 2, lines 1-: lhe statement is made
that tectonic models have a key ro 1 "determining the processes and events
that are sufficiently l'kely to ocou .

Baglsg -+ The statement may be viewed as incomplete, aince there are other re
in which tectonic models play a key part as well Possibly as {mportant as the
determination of the processes and events themselves is the concept that tectonic
models may also help define the struccural features which

the processes and events Definition of controll

another important aspec f tectonic models

\
LES

"y

control or "localize"
ing structural boundaries seens

Recommendatian Congider adding the concept that tectonic models may

assist {n defining the structural features which control the processes and
events

QaiL80

References --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers

JOMMENT #13

statement of Concern (1 PR ¢ & d The statement calls for
demonistration that "t | ]
identified"

models has been

range of
in Cooment #1, the i(dea
of demonstrating that this full range of alternative tectonic
{dentified presents another issue How the i{dentification of

Basisg --- While the concept of definitlion of the expression
alternative tectonic models" has already been addressed

models has been
a "full range of
alternative tectonic models"™ (once the expression {s adequately defined) would
be demonstrated {s not clear. Would this involve an assessment of the likelihood
that these models could be operative based on the Quaternary record? The
concept of demonstraticn {s an issue separate from determination of

criteria by
which a tectonic model would be reviewed and evaluated

.
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Recommendation --- Consider qualifying how one would demonstrate that a
A

i
range of models” had been identified, possibly by relating the models
cor:ept of whether or not they were operative in the Quaternary

Al

References - None cited by CNWRA reviewers




COMMENT #14

Statement of Concern (Re - pg &, para 5, line 3) --- A reference i{s made to
. "ranges of relevant paremeters", without specifying how this relates to the

concept of a "representative deta base", the expression which is coined on page
}, defined in the glossary on page 11 of the technical position paper, and
discussed in this review under Comm at »8

L Basis It is unclear whether the expression "ranges of relevant parameters”
is equivalent to "representative data base”, or whether these two expressions
discriminate between two distinctive types of data The definition in the

I‘ glossary suggests that the expressions may be equivalent, {f "conditions" are

interpreted to inc¢clude data Therefore, it may be deemed logical to define the
expression "representative data base" in the manner suggested under Comment #8

‘ to {llustrate how "ranges of relevant parameters”™ are considered to be a part of
a representative data base

.

co io “ o onsider re-phrasing this expression by replacing *
parameters at a particular site" with the phrace " parameters presumed to be
representative of the site" "Representative data base" should be defined as

I : discussed under Comment #8

. Referenceg --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT #»15

Statement of Concern (Re PR 5, para 1, lines 11-13 - The statement {s made
: _ that tectonic models "describe relationships among structural features and
: tectonic processes”

\ Basis --- As stated, the utility of tectonic models seems underrated Tectonic
models certainly "describe" geometric, mechanical, and kinematic relationships
among structural features and past, present, and future tectonic processes. The
models may be considered to do more than just "describe™, however. They also can

1

link the specified relationships and structural features with past, present, or
future tectonic processes in a fashion that goes beyond pure description. This
point addressing the possibpility of linking relationships and features with
tectonic processes would seem to be an important one for both the preclosure and
postclosure periods

3 Recommendation --- Consider adding words to embellish upon the utility of
tectonic models to link relationships and f
describad above.

eatures with tectonic processes as

re

References --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers




COMMENT #» 16
Statement of Concern (Re - page 6, para "B", line 2) --- The statement implies

that use of tectonic models cannot start before the infeclation of formal site
characterization,

Basls --- Remembering that "site characterization® has a specific meaning in the
high-level waste program, as long as some data exist for the area of
investigation, preliminary models addressing structure and tectonics {ssues can
be set up (even if only as 2:D cross section models) well in advance of formal
site characterization. Preliminary models exercised in advance of formal site
characterization could help in planning certain data-collecting activities for
the site characterization program.

«-+ Consider reinforcing the lmportance of the iterative use of
tectonic medels by indicating that they may be used in advance of formal site
characterization as soon as appropriate data exist, and that early use may
specify data gaps which must be filled during site characterization.

References --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT #17

Statement of Concern (Re - pg 6, para "D", lines l-4) --. From the referenced

statement, one may infer that both tectonic modeling and identification of
anticipated processes and events “"should be based on deterministic
considerations, not probabilities". (On page 8, Section 4.3, the concept is
stated that the identification of anticipated and unanticipated processes and
events will be based on deterministic criteria, and tectonic models will be based
on those criteria. That is, the modeling process appears to be somewhat more
separated from the identification of processes and events in that section, even
though these are certainly linked activities.)

Basls --- The presentation of the concept that tectonic modeling should be "based
on deterministic considerations" only mey cause some confusion. Does this
{ndicate that no probabilistic considerations will be used for any part of the
*ectonic modeling process? Since the modeling process is {terative and even
probabilistic approaches will improve as more and better data are incorporated,
it may not be necessary to lmpose this constriction for the entire modeling
process. Also, is it not possible that both deterministic and probabilistic
approaches may be used in the {dentification of processes and events? It may be
logical to distinguish the modeling effort from the {dentification of processes
and events in a clearer fashion, while still specifying that these are linked
activicties. Certainly some phases of tectonic modeling will not be involved with
concerns about deterministic vs probabilistic approaches.

Recommendation --- Consiler removing the implied constriction that tectonic
modeling will not, at any time from start to finish, use probabilistic
considerations in the iterative modeling process, unless this is the riglid
approach that {s planned. If this {s the approach planne’ “sr the modeling
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effort, then some additional word of explanation may be necessary. However, {f
phases of the modeling effort can be more clearly distinguished from the
identification of processes and events, then this minor point of confusion will
probably be clarified.

Refarences --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT w18

Statement of Concern (Re - pg 6, para "E") --- The statement is made that the DOE
should demonstrate that the site characterization program will provide data that

are "sufficiently representative” of events and processes so that the "full range
of conditions™ at the site can be identified.

Basis --- The concept of "sufficiently representative data" (s & much-debated
topic for geological data. Certainly the site characterization effort should be
planned to provide all data possible on the events and processes which are deumed
fmportant. The interpretation of "sufficiently representative” must still allow
for some uncertainty {n both the data and the models, however. In this
discussion, one could mention the link between tectonic modeling and indication
of data gaps. With this link, the {nitial modeliny effort may be viewed as a
part of site characterization planning.

Cuncerning the concept of {dentifying the "full range of conditions" at the site
from these representative data, the meaning of "full range" is somewhat unclear,
Does this refer to all anticipated events, or to both anticipated and
unanticipated events? How will it be demonstrated that this "full range" has
been jdentified?

Recommendation --- It may be useful to state that sufficlently representative
data do not remove all uncertainties, and that it is anticipated that collection
of additional data based on indications of data needs from modeling will be
undertaken during the site characterization process. This statement would
reinforce the role of the modeling effort in detection of data gaps.

Consider qualifying what is meant by "full range of conditions" by indicating
whether anticipated, or both anticipated and unanticipated, events are being
included. This approach would at least indicate what general types of conditions
must be identified based on terms which are already defined. Addressing how
demonstration of the identification of the full range of conditions would be done
would also be useful.

agfgxlng.‘ -+« None cited by CNWRA reviewers

COMMENT #19
Statement of Concern (Re - pg 7. para 2, lines 6-10) --- The statement is made
that "tectonic models should ... identify ... processes and events that ave
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reasonably likely to occur, as well as form a ... basis for ussessing likelihood
. of tectonic events over the period of performance."”

Basla --- It is somevhat unclear from this statement whether or not both
anticipated and unanticipated events would be identified using tectonic models.

«-+ Consider clarifying, with a single sentence, whether {t is
thought that both antl.ipated and unanticipated events would be identified using
tectonic models.

COMMENT #20

(Re - pg 8, para 2, lines 5-8) --- The statement is made
that "data collected during site chara_terization ... should be sufficiently
representative of tectonic conditinns that the range of tectonic conditions can
be established.”

Basis --- There may be questions about exactly what {s meant by data
"represertative of tectonic conditions" which establish "the range of tectonic
conditions® at the site. Are data sufficient to completely specify the complete
tectonic histery being referred to, or something less than that? Will {terative
modeling and data ccllection noc be {nvolved in the determination ana collection
of "representative data"?

Recommendation --- Consider clarifying what types or levels of data are being
referred to, and make the link between iterative modeling and improvement of
data.

Feferences --- None cited by CNWRA reviewers
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