
Greenwood, Carol

From: Gibson, Kathy -

Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2010 6:56 PM
To: Uhle, Jennifer; Yerokun, Jimi
Subject: Fw: SOARCA

Let's talk next week so we can be on the same page responding to Charlie. I think some of his expectations are in error
(reviews and rereviews, etc) but want to be sure we are aligned.

From: Tinkler, Charles
To: Gibson, Kathy
Sent: Thu Oct 14 16:49:54 2010
Subject: SOARCA

I was presented with the latest SOARCA schedule which reflects a summary report going into tech editing on
10/18 and appendices A&B going into tech editing on 11/1.

This schedule is wholly unrealistic - it does not reflect the reality that we need to resolve 6 technical issues, all
of which have a bearing on both the documentation and the peer review.

The current schedule does not acknowledge that the revised technical analyses will need to be reviewed by
the peer review committee, and that the currently scheduled peer review mtg on Oct 26-27 will not address
that revised analyses (because the analyses will not be complete). We are awaiting input from Surry on
several of the issues related to the revised analyses. It is unacceptable to issue a report which is knowingly in
error.

Also, we will be issuing a new version of the 500+ page report (addressing hundreds of staff comments) which
no staff member has read, nor does the schedule allow adequate time for staff review.

I would like to suggest that we rethink the need to have a public comment and review. This is a research
report without regulatory application, similar to other research reports routinely issued without public comment.
Do we know if the 1982 report was issued for public comment? At a minimum, appendices A&B, the very
technical reports could be removed from public comment. But I think this whole notion of public comment for
this report could be revisited. We could use the time of the public comment to finish the work we need to do to
meet the current deadline.

Meanwhile we are devoting time and resources to the uncertainty analyses and we don't have final "best
estimate" analyses or a reviewed version of the documentation.

I also continue to believe that we are relying too heavily on Sandia staff (Shawn Burns) who are quite likely not
going to be responsible for this work 6 months from now and who are not technically expert in the field. Also, it
seems fairly clear that Shawn Burn's new duties consume much of his time. We need a new person assigned
to this project from Sandia, it needs to be someone from Randy Gauntt's organization.

Charles Tinkler
Charles.Tinkler@nrc.gov
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