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I attempted to create a handout for tomorrow's briefing. It includes the following: 

1 -A two page discussion of the 2.206 process 

2 -A rather torturous timeline. While this is overly detailed, it will be useful in preparation of our final closeout 
documentation. 

3 - A summary of what's left to document. This includes why we rejected the petition and a quick summary of 
the infamous 39 questions. 

Please provide comments to me. In particular, how much of this do they want? 

Doug 



2.206 Process 
Management Directive 8.11 

Initial Steps (within first weeks of receipt) 
Blanch petition was submitted on October 15, 2014 

• Assigned Project Manager (PM) reviews for allegations, identities any request for 
immediate actions, confirms that petition requests enforcement action and contains 
specific facts that 'support the petition. 

• Petition Review Board (PRB) is formed and addresses any immediate request for 
enforcement action. The PRB Chairman is usually an SES member. The PRB includes 
a 2.206 Coordinator, a PM, and additional members from the technical staff, OGC, OE, 
and 01 as necessary. 

• PM contacts petitioner to confirm that the petitioner understands that the 2.206 process 
is a public process. PM offers the petitioner an opportunity to address the PRB. 

First Presentation Before the PRB 
Blanch made his first presentation on January ?B, 2015 

• The purpose of the first PRB presentation is to allow the petitioner to discuss the 
petition, provide supplementary information, and to answer any questions from the staff. 
The petitioner is not allowed to question the staff on the merits of the petition. The 
meeting is typically held via telephone conference call, is not noticed as a public 
meeting, and only includes the petitioner and licensee. The meeting is recorded via the 
Headquarters Operation Officer and the transcript becomes a supplement to the petition. 

First Meeting of the PRB (assuming immediate enforcement action was not requested) 
PRB met to discuss Blanch petition on February 24, 2015 

• Following the presentation, the PRB meets internally to form its initial recommendation 
to either accept or reject the petition from further review. Management Directive 8.11 
includes criteria for both accepting and rejecting a petition. The PRB Chairman seeks 
NRR front office approval of the initial recommendation. If accepted, work begins on the 
proposed Director's Decision; if rejected, the PM offers the petitioner a second 
opportunity to make a presentation before the PRB. 

• The PM informs the petitioner of the initial recommendation of the PRB. 

Second Presentation Before the PRB (if necessary) 
Blanch made his second presentation on July 15, 2015 

• The purpose. of the second PRB presentation is to allow the petitioner the opportunity to 
comment on the initial recommendation of the PRB and to provide supplementary 
information to the pe,tition. Simllar to the first presentation, the meeting is typically 
handled via telephone conference call, Is not noticed, and a transcript is prepared. 
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Second Meeting of the PRB 
PRB met to discuss the Blanch petition on September 2, 2015 

• The PRB meets to determine whether sufficient new information was provided to revise 
its initial recommendation. The PRB makes its final recommendation. Similar to the first 
PRB meeting, the PRB Chairman seeks NRR front office approval of the PRB's final 
recommendation. 

Acknowledgement Letter 
Blanch Closeout Letter issued September 9, 2015 

• Following NRR front office approval of the PRB's final recommendation, an 
acknowledgement letter is sent to the petitioner. This is typically the first formal 
documentation to the petitioner. If accepted, the petitioner is informed and work begins 

on the proposed Director's Decision. If rejected, a final closeout letter is prepared under 
the signature of the PRB Chairman, 

Additional Steps When a Petition is Accepted for 2.206 Review 

• A Federal Register notice is published announcing acceptance of a 2.206 review. 

• A proposed Director's Decision is prepared and the staff solicits comments from the 
petitioner and licensee regarding accuracy only. The staff typically requests comments 
within 30 days. This is the petitioner's final input to the 2.206 process. 

• The staff reviews comments, revises the proposed Director's Decision as necessary, 
and publishes the final Director's Decision in the Federal Register. 

• The Commission has authority to review the final Director's Decision within 25 days of 
Issuance. If the Commission declines to review the final Director's Decision, all action 
regarding the petition is complete. 



Timeline of Paul Blanch Petition 

Summer of 2013 

• Spectra Energy contacts Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., the Indian Point licensee, to 
discuss plans to expand natural gas pipelines under its subsidiary, Algonquin Gas 
Transmission, LLC. Known as the Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) Project, Spectra 
plans to install 37 .6 miles of a new 42-inch diameter natural gas pipeline that would 
cross over a portion of the owner-controlled property at Indian Point. Spectra and 
Entergy discuss planned routing of the gas pipeline. The new pipeline will have a normal 
operating pressure of 750 psi with a maximum operating pressure of 850 psi. 

Spring 2014 
• The AIM Project was submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

in February 2014. 
• FERC contacted the NRG and asked if the NRC would consider being a "cooperating 

agency" in the development of the Environmental Impact Statement for the pro,pos~d 
pipeline. FERG wanted the NRC to address the impact on the Indian Point site. 

• NRG declined FERC's request to be a cooperating agency because there was nothing 
on the docket regarding the AIM Project and the NRC had no basis to make a finding. 

• Paul Blanch submits an allegation to Region I regarding the proposed pipeline and 
Entergy's compliance with NRC regulations. 

August 21, 2014 

• Entergy voluntarily submitted its 50.59 site hazards analysis of the docket concluding 
that the proposed pipeline would not adversely impact the safe shutdown and operation 
of the Indian Point facility and that prior NRC review and approval of the proposed 
pipeline was not necessary. 

• Entergy's submittal included a proprietary blast analysis prepared by the Risk Research 
Group, Inc. The Risk Research Group consists of a single individual who was previously 
employed by Entergy at Indian Point. 

• Consistent with Spectra's submittal to FERC, Entergy assumed that the pipeline isolation 
valves could be closed within 3 minutes of a major pipe rupture. 

September 2014 

• Paul Blanch submitted an allegation to Region I stating that The Risk Research Group 
was not qualified to perform the blast analysis per Entergy's Appendix B Quality 
Assurance program. 

• In anticipation of intense local stakeholder interest, Region I inspectors performed an 
onsite review of the 50.59 site hazard analysis. Inspectors walked down the proposed 
pipeline routing, measured distances from safety related equipment, and provided input 
to NRC headquarters staff who performed an independent confirmatory analys,is of a 
potential pipeline rupture. In response to the Blanch allegation, inspectors also reviewed 
the qualifications of The Risk Research Group. 
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• Consistent with Entergy's 50.59 site hazards analysis, the staffs confirmatory analysis 
also assumed that the pipeline isolation valves could be closed within 3 minutes of a 
pipe rupture. 

October 15, 2014 
• Paul Blanch submits his 2.206 petition requesting multiple enforcement actions against 

Entergy. Requested actions include: 
o Multiple violations of 50.59 
o Violations of 10 CFR 50.9 for inaccurate and incomplete 50.59 evaluation 
o Violation of Appendix B for the Risk Research Group 
o Potential violation of 50.5, Deliberate Misconduct 
o Multiple demands for information including "a new and realistic risl</nazard 

analysis" 
o Questions the legitimacy of the 3 minute closure time for the isolation valves 

November 2014 

• Region I issues its inspection report on November 7 and concludes that the 501.59 site 
hazards analysis is acceptable and does not require NRC review and approval. The 
inspection report further states that the NRC staff performed an independent 
confirmatory analysis and that The Risk Research Group is qualified to perform the blast 
analysis. 

• Blanch enlists assistance of Richard Kuprewicz of Accufacts, Inc. As a consultant to the 
town of Cortlandt, NY, Kuprewicz prepares a report finding Entergy's 50.59 site hazards 
analysis to be "seriously deficient and inadequate." 

• Blanch submits allegation to Region I regarding potential stray currents from the 
proposed West Point Partners high voltage DC transmission line that was to run 
adjacent to the pipeline beneath the Hudson River. The DC transmission line was 
subsequently deferred. 

• Congresswoman Nita Lewey letter of November 17 to the Chairman requests an 
independent evaluation of the proposed gas pipeline. 

January 2015 

• Blanch and Kuprewicz make their first presentation before the PRB. They insist on an 
independent analysis of the proposed pipeline and they offer their services. 

• Blanch submits a FOIA request for the staff's independent confirmatory analysis. 
• Blanch enlists support of local NY Assemblywoman Sandra Galef who calls for 

termination of the proposed gas pipeline. 
• Blanch submits letter of January 6 to Bill Dean requesting that the pipeline design be 

safety related and consistent with all NRC regulations. 
• Sandra Galef letter of January 15 to the Chairman says that the NRG analysis is based 

upon unrealistic assumptions and requests an independent risk analysis of the pipeline. 
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February 2015 

• Blanch increasingly questioning 3 minute valve closure time assumption. 

• Letter of February 9 from Senators Schumer and Gillibrand to FERC request an 
independent review of the proposed pipeline. 

• Sandra Galef press release of February 25 asks for an independent analysis of the 
pipeline and questions the 3 minute valve closure time. 

• Sandra Galef letter of February 26 (L TR-15-103-1) to the Chairman asking why the 

pipeline approval process is being expedited and questions the 3 minute isolation valve 
closure time. 

• The PRB makes its initial recommendation to reject the petition. NRR front office 
requests staff pursue independent confirmatory analysis - preferably from FERC. 

March 2015 

• FERC approves Spectra Energy pipeline on March 3. 

• Blanch letter of March 17 to Commissioners complains about timeliness of the PRB. He 
says Indian Point is operating in an unanalyzed condition, that the ALOHA computer 
code specifically prohibits the staff's modeling, complains again about the 3 minute 
assumed valve closure time, and requests the Commission to overrule the staff's 
recommendation to FERC that the gas pipeline would be safe. 

• Staff completes documentation of the bounding case where the pipeline isolation valves 
are assumed to remain open for an entire hour. This is the limitation of the ALOHA 
code. 

• Blanch letter of March 27 directly challenges the Chairman's Congressional testimony 

regarding the staffs use of ALOHA. Blanch again asks the Chairman to reverse the 
staff's recommendation to FERC. 

• FERG declines request to perform confirmatory analysis. NRR staffer with prior ALOHA 
experience, reviews NRO confirmatory analysis and finds it reasonable. 

April 2015 

• Letter of April 3 from Senators Schumer, Gillibrand, and Representative Lowey to FERC 
Chairman requests that hearings be reopened. 

• Email of April 28 (ML 15124A027) provides Blanch with PRB's initial recommendation to 

reject his petition. The basis is that all issues have previously been reviewed and 
resolved by the staff. The email cites the Region I inspection report and the staffs 
sensitivity studies showing that isolation valve closure times are inconsequential. Blanch 
is offered a second opportunity to address the PRB. 

May 2015 

• Catherine Parker, Westchester County Legislature, submits letter of May 4 requesting 
that second PRB presentation be held locally near Indian Point. 
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• Blanch letter of May 5 to Senators Schumer, Gillibrand, Representative Lowey, and 
Assemblywoman Galef requests their assistance to conduct second PRB meeting locally 
near the Indian Point site. 

• On May 20, before the Indian Point annual assessment meeting in New York, Blanch 
issued a paper stating the following: 

June 2015 

o The NRC refused to accept questions during his first PRB presentation 
o The NRC refuses to verify whether two decommissioned Unit 1 fuel oil storage 

tanks still contain oil which could be a source of fire following a gas pipeline 
explosion. 

o NRC has misapplied the ALOHA computer code in its confirmatory analysis 
o The NRC knowingly manipulated probability data to convince the public that the 

gas pipeline would not represent a high risk. 
o The NRC refuses to hold its second PRB meeting locally near the site and will 

again not accept questions. 

• Blanch submits allegation to Region I regarding the existing natural gas pipelines stating: 
o Both units are operating in an unanalyzed condition. 
o Operations personnel at Indian Point have not been trained to handle a natural 

gas pipeline failure 
o There is no documentation or requirements to verify the integrity of the existing 

gas pipelines. 
o Control room operators are unaware of the location of the pipeline isolation 

valves. There are no automatic isolation valves in the pipeline. 

• Staff's letter of June 29 (ML 15097 A 190) addresses a number of Blanch's previous 
concerns including 1) the staff's sensitivity study showing that the isolation valve closure 
time in inconsequential, and 2) a justification of the staff's modeling of ALOHA and why 
this is appropriate and conservative. 

July 2015 
• The second PRB presentation takes place on July 15. Blanch holds a press conference 

in advance and NY Assemblywoman Sandra Galef reserves public library for PRB 
phone call. Blanch indicates he has a long list of questions that the staff refuses to 
discuss. The staff agrees to respond to the letters in writing. During questioning by the 
staff, Richard Kuprewicz admits that he has not performed any confirmatory analysis of 
the proposed gas pipeline. 

• Blanch letter of July 27 includes 39 questions that the staff previously agreed to respond 
to. 



-5-

September 2015 

• The PRB holds its internal meeting on September 2 and agrees that no new information 
was provided in the second presentation and agrees to reject the petition. 

• Staff letter of September 9 (ML 15251A023} notifies Blanch of the PRB's final decision to 
reject his petition. 



Final Documentation for :Blanch Petition 

Original Petition 

The petition was rejected by the PRB on the basis that all issues identified were 
previously reviewed and resolved by the staff. The basis for this decision was primarily 
the Region I inspection report of November 7, 2014. The staff concluded that Entergy's 
50.59 site hazards analysis was adequate and complete and that prior NRC review and 
approval was not necessary. In addition, the licensee's contractor had the requisite 
knowledge and abilities to conduct the blast analysis and met the licensee's QA 
program. The NRC confirmatory analysis was independent of Entergy's analysis and it 
also concluded that the proposed pipeline would not adversely impact the safe operation 
and shutdown of lndiian Point. Furthermore, a sensitivity study by the staff concluded 
that the assumed pipeline isolation valve closure time had no significant impact on the 
analysis. Finally, the staff's modeling of the ALOHA code was justified and conservative, 

(b)(5) 

39 Questions in Blanch Letter of July 27, 2015 

The staff provided assurance that it would respond to the 39 questions in the Blanch 
letter of July 27, 2015. These can be summarized as follows: 

Questions 1 through 6 
These questions incllude a request for information previously redacted in a FOIA of the 
staff's confirmatory analysis, asks for the qualifications of the Inspectors who reviewed 
Entergy's 50.59 site hazards analysis, again questions the impact of the 3 minute 
pipeline isolation valve closure time, and aska whether an independent analysis will be 
performed for both the existing and proposed natural gas pipelines. 

Questions 7 and 8 
These questions attempt to impose NRC safety-related criteria on the proposed pipeline. 

Questions 9 through 17 
These questions focus on the pipeline isolation valves. The petitioner is again 
attempting to impose NRC safety-related criteria on the isolation valves by asking about 
single failure criteria, piping instrumentation, and whether the design meets all NRC 
requirements. 
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Questions 18 through 25 
These questions focus on Regulatory Guide 1.91 and its use. The petitioner implies that 
the NRC is not correctly implementing the recommendations of the regulatory guide and 
questions the staff's use of the ALOHA computer code. 

Questions 26 and 27 
The petitioner asks why the NRC would approve the proposed pipeline thus putting 
people at risk without a detailed analysis. The petitioner also wants formal 
documentation that the decommissioned fuel oil tanks to support the Unit 1 steam 
generator super-heaters have actually been drained of fuel. 

Questions 28 and 29 
The petitioner again asks why the NRC would approve the proposed pipeHne so close to 
the plant without a detailed analysis. The petitioner also accuses the staff of ignoring 
guidance found in Regulatory Guide 1.91. 

Questions 30 through 39 
These questions cover a wide range and include questions on the calculation of heat flux 
and pipeline failure probabilities. The petitioner again attempts to link NRC design basis 
event criteria and NRC QA requirements to the pipeline. A number of questions focus 
on emergency response, emergency preparedness, and fire protection. The petitioner 
again asks whether the staff performed a review of the piping and instrumentation 
drawings of the proposed plpeline. 
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Folks -

I attempted to create a handout for tomorrow's briefing. It includes the following: 

1 - A two page discussion of the 2. 206 process 

2 - A rather torturous timeline. While this is overly detailed, it will be useful in preparation of our final closeout 
documentation. 

3 - A summary of what's left to document. This includes why we rejected the petition and a quick summary of 
the infamous 39 questions. 

Please provide comments to me. In particular, how much of this do they want? 

Doug 

J. 



2. 206 Process 
Management Directive 6.1 1 

Jnjtial Steps /within first weeks of recelptl 
Blanch petition wes submitted on October 15, 2014 

• Assigned Project Manager (PM) reviews for allegations, identifies any request for 
Immediate actions, confirms that petttion requests enforcement action and contains 
specific facts that support the petition. 

• Petition Review Board (PRB) is fom,ed and addresses any immediate request for 
enforcement action. The PRB Chairman Is usually an SES member. The PRB Includes 
a 2.206 Coordinator, a Petition Ms!.Ofill.fil, and additional members from the technical 
staff, fill9._0GC, OE, and 01 advisors, as necessary. 

• PM contacts petitioner lo confirm that the petitioner understands that the 2. 206 process 
is a public process. PM offers the petitioner an opportunity to address the PRB. 

First Presenta!ion Before the PRB 
Blanch made his first presentation on January 28, 2015 

• The purpose of the first PRB presentation is to allow the petitioner to discuss the 
petition, provide supplementary information, and to answer any questions from the staff. 
The petitioner is not allowed to question the staff on the merits of the petition. The 
meeting is typically held via telephone conference call, Is not noticed as a public 
meeting, and only includes the petitioner and licensee. The meeting is recorded via the 
Headquarters Operation Officer and the transcript becomes a supplement to the petition. 

First Meeting of the PRB /assuming Immediate enforcement action was not reguestedl 
PRB met to discuss Blanch petition on February 24, 2015 

_• _Following the presentation, the PRB meets internally to form Its Initial recommendation 
to either accept or reject the petition from further review. 

2-.Management Directive 8.11 includes criteria for both accepting and rejecting a 
petition. 

_• _ The PRB Chairman seeks NRR front office approval of the initial 
recommendation. 

• The PM Informs thue!itiooer of the initial recornmeodatlon QJ.Jll.e P&t 
• The petitioner js offered a second opportumtv lo address the PRBI. Jhe __ • -

PRB reviews any su1pplemental Information received to determine If it 
changes the Initial recommendation. 

.___Jf..asseJ!lo~. we~ llegin& an !Re Jlf8J18Seel Oirest&F6-0eGl&ion+-if-fefaeleG, 
t~e PM alters IRe J18tltloF1or a &osenli epper:lunily te make a prasentaliaR 
eofero ll:le PRB. 

+Re P~~ lnfe~a \he fi&~i-i&Rer ef tke i~ittol r000m1¥1ondt'iUoq et t~e PRQ 

Second presen\ation Before the PRB lif necessary1 
Blanch made his second presentation on July 15, 2015 

i Formatted 

[ Formatted 

Commented (MTlJ: A 'Z'° opportun~y la o!fere<I 
regartfless of ii we are rejecting or accepting. If we 
accept, the staff atlll alfers o 2"" oppo!luntty to address 
the PRB. The peiHloner ~suaUy dec«nes, but H's offered 
anyWay. 
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The purpose of the second PRB presentation Is to allow the petitioner the opportunity to • - - { Formatted: Indent: Left o,s
comment on the initial recommendation of the PRB and to provide supplementary 
Information to the petition. Similar to the first presentation, the meeting is typically 
handled via telephone conference call, is not noticed, and a transcript is prepared. 

Formatted: Nonna!, Indent Left: 0.5", No bullels or 
numbering 

Formatted: Nonnal, No bullets or numbering 

Formattod: Ll<t Paragraph, Bulleted + Level: 1 + ] 
Aligned at 0.25" + Indent at OS _ _J 
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Second Meeting of the PRB 
PRB met to discuss the Blanch petition on September 2, 2015 

• The PRB meets to determine whether sufficient new information was provided to revise 
its initial recommendation. The PRB makes its final recommendation. Similar to the first 
PRB meeting, the PRB Chairman seeks NRR front office approval of the PRB's final 
recommendation. 

AckAawieaeemeetGlosure or Acknow\edaement Letter 
Blanch Closeout Letter issued September 9, 2015 

_. _ Following NRR front office approval of the PR B's final recommendation, a closure or A 

acknowledgement letter is sent to the petitioner. This is typically the first formal 
documentation lo lhe petiltoner. 

o If the petition meets the criteria for review it is accepted an acknowledgement 
letter is issued, and the staff evaluates the technical concerns to support 
development of the the proposed Director's Decision. Toe NRR Offic..; Director 
signs the acknowledgement letter. 

o II the petition meets the criteria for rejection a closure letter is issued 
documenting the slaffs basis for rejecting the 2.206. The closure letter refers to 
publically available documents that haye already resolved the concerns raised in 
the 2 206 (I.e. inspection reports SE's NUREGs etc. 1. The PRB Ch1l!!man 
1!9ns the closure letter. 

• If aooepted, Ille pelilioAer is iAfer:med ar:id walk begins or:i ltle propesed 01rester's 
DesisieR. If re1es1ed, a fo1al sloseeut letter is prepared wMer IRe s1gnat11ro af IRe PR8 
ChairmaA. 

Additional Steps When a Petltjon is Accepted for 2.206 Reyjew 
• A Federal Register notice is published announcing acceptance or a 2.206 review. 
• A proposed Director's Decision is prepared and the staff sollcits comments. from the 

petitioner and licensee regarding accuracy only. The staff typically requests comments 
within 30 days. This is lhe petitioner's final input to the 2.206 process. 

• The staff reviews comments, revises the proposed Director's Decision as necessary, 
and publishes the final Director's Decision In the Federal Register. 

• The Commission has authority to review the final Director's Decision w1th1n 25 days of 
issuance. If tile Commission declines to review the final Director's Decisior,, all action 
regarding the petition is complete. 

formatted 



Tlmellne of Paul Blanch Petition 

summer or 2013 
• Spectra Energy contacts Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc .. the Indian Point licensee, to 

discuss plans lo expand natural gas pipelines under its subsidiary, Algonquin Gas 
Transmission, LLC. Known as the Algonquin Incremental Markel (AIM) Projeci, Spectra 
plans to install 37,6 miles of a new 42-inch diameter natural gas pipeline that would 
CfOSS over a portion of the owner-controlled property at Indian Point. Spectra and 
Entergy discuss planned routing of the gas pipeline. The new pipeline will have a normal 
operating pressure of 750 psi with a maximum operating pressure of 850 psi. 

Spring 2014 
• The AIM Project was submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

in February 2014. 
• FERC contacted the NRC and asked if the NRC would consider being a "cooperating 

agency' in the development of the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
pipeline. FERC wanted the NRC to address the impact on the Indian Point site. 

• NRC declined FERC's request to be a cooperating agency because there was nothing 
on the docket regarding the AIM Project and the NRC had no basis to make a finding. 

• Paul Blanch submits an allegation to Region I regarding the proposed pipeline and 
Entergy's compliance with NRC regulations. 

August 21 2014 
• Entergy voluntarily submitted Its 50.59 site hazards analysis of the docket conciUdlng 

that the proposed pipeline would not adversely impact the safe shutdown and operation 
of the Indian Point facility and !hat prior NRC review and approval of the proposed 
pipeline was not necessary. 

• Entergy's submittal Included a proprietary blast analysis prepared by the Risk Research 
Group, Inc. ihe Risk Research Group consists of a single individual who was previously 
employed by Entergy at Indian Point. 

• Consistent with Spectra's submittal to FERC, Entergy assumed that the pipeline isolation 
valves could be closed within 3 minutes of a maior pipe rupture. 

September 20 14 
• Paul Blanch submitted an allegation to Region I stating that The Risk Research Group 

was not qualified lo perform the blast analysis per Entergy's Appendix B Quality 
Assurance program. 

• In anticipation of intense local stakeholder interest, Region I inspectors performed an 
on site review of the 50.59 site hazard analysis. Inspectors walked down the proposed 
pipeline routing, measured distances frorn safety related equipment, and provided Input 
to NRC headquarters staff who performed an independent confirmatory analysis of a 
potential pipeline rupture. In response to the Blanch allegallon, Inspectors also reviewed 
the qualifications of The Risk Research Group. 
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• Consistent with Enter9y's 50.59 site hazards analysis, the staffs confirmatory analysis 
also assumed that the pipeline isolation valves could be closed Within 3 minutes of a 
pipe rupture. 

October 15. 2014 
• Paul Blanch submits his 2.206 petition requesting muhiple enforcement actions against 

Entergy. Requested actions include: 
o Multiple violations of 50.59 
o Violations of 10 CFR 50.9 for iriaccurate and incomplete 50.59 evaluation 
o Violation of Appendix B for the Risk Research Group 
o Potential violation of 50.5, Deliberate Misconduct 
o Multiple demands for infonnation Including •a new and realistic risk/hazard 

analysis' 
o Questions the legitimacy of the 3 minute closure time for the isolation valves 

November 2014 
• Region I issues its inspection report on November 7 and concludes that the 50.59 site 

hazards analysis Is acceptable and does not require NRC review and approval. The 
inspection report further states that the NRC staff performed an independent 
confirmatory analysis and that The Risk Research Group Is qualified to perform the blast 
analysis. 

• Blanch enlists assistance of Richard Kuprewicz of Accufacts, Inc. As a consultant to the 
town of Cortlandt, NY, Kuprewicz prepares a report finding Entergy·s 50.59 site hazards 
analysis to be •seriously deficient and inadequate.• 

• Blanch submits allegation to Region I regarding potential slflly currents from the 
proposed West Point Partners high voltage DC transmission line that was to run 
adjacent to the pipeline beneath the Hudson River. The DC transmission line was 
subsequently deferred. 

• Congresswoman Nita Lowey letter of November 17 to the Chairman requests an 
independent evaluation of the proposed gas pipeline. 

Januarv 2015 
• Blanch and Kuprewicz make their first presentation before the PRB. They insist on an 

independent analysis of the proposed pipeline and they offer their services. 
• Blanch submits a FOIA request for the staffs independent confirmatory analysis. 
• Blanch enlists support of local NY Assemblywoman Sandra Galef who calls for 

termination of the proposed gas pipeline. 
• Blanch submits letter of January 6 lo BIii Dean requesting that the pipeline design be 

safety related and consistent with all NRC regulations. 
• Sandra Galef letter of January 15 to the Chairman says that the NRC analysis is based 

upon unrealistic assumptions and requests an independent risk analysis of the pipeline. 
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February 2015 
• Blanch increasingly questioning 3 minute vatve closure time assumption 
• Letter of February 9 from Senators Schumer and Glllibrand lo FERC request an 

independent review of the proposed pipeline. 
• Sandra Galef press release of February 25 asks for an independent analysis of the 

pipeline and questions the 3 minute valve closure time. 
• Sandra Galef letter of February 26 (L TR-15-103-1) lo the Chairman asking why the 

pipeline approval process is being expedited and questions the 3 minute isolation valve 
closure time. 

• The PRB makes Its Initial recommendation lo reject the petition. NRR front office 
requests staff pursue independen! confirmatory analysis - preferably from FERC. 

March 2015 

• FERC approves Spectra Energy pipeline on March 3. 
• Blanch letter of March 17 to Commissioners complains about timeliness of the PRB. He 

says lridian Point is operating in an unanalyzed condition, that the ALOHA computer 
code spectfteally prohibits the staffs mode[ng. complains again about the 3 minute 
assumed valve closure lime, and requests the Commission to overrule the staffs 
recommendation to FERC that Iha gas pipeline would be safe 

• Staff completes documentation of the bounding case where the pipeline isolation valves 
are assumed to rema,n open for an entire hour. This is the limitation of the ALOHA 
code, 

• Blanch letter of March 27 directly challenges the Chairman's Congressional testimony 
regarding the staff's use of ALOHA. Blanch again asks the Chairman to reverse the 
staff's recommendation to FERC, 

• FERC declines request to perform confirmatory analysis. NRR staffer with prior ALOHA 
experience, reviews NRO confirmatory analysis and ftnds it reasonable. 

April 2015 

• Letter of Aprfl 3 from Senators Schumer, Gllllbrand, and Representative Lewey to FERC 
Chairman requests that hearings be reopened. 

• Email of April 28 (ML 15124A027) provides Blanch with PRB's lnllIal recommendation to 
reject his petition. The basis is that all issues have previously been reviewed and 
resolved by the staff. The email cites the Region I inspection report and the staffs 
sensitivity studies showing that Isolation valve closure times are inconsequential. Blanch 
Is offered a second opportunity to address the PRB 

May2015 
• Catherine Parker, Westchester County Legislature, submits letter of May 4 requesting 

that second PRB presentation be held locally near Indian Point. 
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• Blanch letter of May 5 to Senators Schumer, Gillibrand, Representaltve Lowey, and 
Assemblywoman Galef requests their assistance to conduct second PRB meeting locally 
nearthe Indian Point site. 

• On May 20, before the Indian Point annual assessment meeting in New York, Blanch 
Issued a paper stating the following: 

June 2015 

o The NRC refused to accept questions during his first PRB presentation 
o The NRC refuses to verify whether two decommissioned Unit 1 fuel oil storage 

tanks still contain oil which could be a source of fire following a gas plpefine 
explosion. 

o NRC has misapplied the ALOHA computer code In its confirmatory analysis 
a The NRG knowingly manipulated probability data to convince the public that the 

gas pipeline would not represent a high risk. 
a The NRC refuses to hold its second PRB meeting locally near the site and wm 

again not accept questions. 

• Blanch submits allegation to Region I regarding the existing natural gas pipelines stating. 
o Both units are operating In an unanalyzed condition. 
o Operations personnel at Indian Point have not been trained to handle a natural 

gas pipeline failure 
a There is no documentation or requirements to verify the integrity of the existing 

gas pipelines. 
o Control room operators are unaware of the location of the pipeline isolation 

valves. There are no automatic isolation valves In the pipeline. 
• Staffs letter of June 29 (ML 15097A190) addresses a number of Blanch's previous 

concerns including 1) the staffs sensitivity study showing that the isolation valve closure 
lime In inconsequential, and 2) a Justificalfon of the staffs modeling of ALOHA and why 
this is appropriate and conservatiVe. 

July 2015 
• The second PRB presentation takes place on July 15. Blanch holds a press conference 

in advance and NY Assemblywoman Sandra Gale! reserves public library for PRB 
phone call. Blanch Indicates he has a long fist of questions that the staff refuses to 
discuss. The staff agrees to respond to the letters in writing. During questioning by the 
staff, Richard Kuprewicz admits that he has not performed any confirmatory analysis of 
the proposed gas pipeline. 

• Blanch letter of July 27 Includes 39 questions that the staff previously agreed to respond 
to. 
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September 2015 
• The PRB holds its Internal meeting on September 2 and agrees that no new information 

was provided in the second presentation and agrees to reject the petition. 
• Staff letter of September 9 (ML 15251A023) notifies Blanch of the PRB's final decision to 

reject his petition. 



Final Documentation for Blanch Petition 

Original Petition 

The petition was rejected by the PRB on the basis that all Issues Identified were 
previously reviewed and resolved by the staff. The basis for this declslon was primarily 
the Region I inspection report of November 7, 2014. The staff concluded that Entergy's 
50.59 site hazards analysis was adequate and complete and that prior NRC review and 
approval was not necessary. In addltion, the licensee's contractor had the requisite 
knowledge and abllltles to conduct the blast analysis and met the licensee's 0A 
program. The NRC confirmatory analysis was independent of Entergy's analysis and it 
also concluded that the proposed pipeline would not adversely impact the safe operation 
and shutdown of Indian Point. Furthermore, a sensitivity study by the staff concluded 
that the assumed pipeline Isolation valve closure time had no significant Impact on the 
analysis. Finally, the staffs modeling of the ALOHA code was justified and conservative 

(b)(5) 

39 Questions In Blanch Letter of JuIv 27 2015 

The staff provided assurance that ii would respond to the 39 questions in the Blanch 
letter of July 27, 2015, These can be summarized as follows: 

Questions 1 through 6 
These questions Include a request for information previously redacted In a FOIA of the 
staffs confirmatory analysis, asks for the quahficat1ons of the inspectors who reiv1ewed 
Entergy's 50.59 site hazards analysis, again questions the impact of the 3 minute 
pipeline Isolation valve closure time, and aska whether an independent analysis wlll be 
performed for both the existing and proposed natural gas pipelines. 

Questions 7 and 8 
These questions attempt to Impose NRC safety-related criteria on the proposed pipeline 

Questions g through 17 
These questions focus on the pipeline isolation valves. The pet~loner Is again 
attempting to impose NRC safety-related criteria on the Isolation valves by asking about 
single failure criteria, piping instrumentation, and whether the design meets all NRC 
requirements. 

(b)(5) 
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Questions 18 through 25 
These questions focus on Regulatory Guide 1,91 and its use. The petitiorier implies that 
the NRC is not correctly Implementing the recommendations of the regulatory guide and 
questions the staffs use of the ALOHA computer code. 

Questions 26 and 27 
The petitioner asks why the NRC would approve the proposed pipeline inus putting 
people at risk without a detailed analysis. The petitioner also wants formal 
documentation that the decommissioned fuel oil tanks lo support the Unit 1 steam 
generator super-heaters have actually been drained of fuel. 

Questions 28 and 29 
The petitioner again asks why the NRC would approve the proposed pipeline so close lo 
the plant without a detailed analysis. The petitioner also accuses the staff of ignoring 
guidance found in Regulatory Guide 1.91 . 

Questions 30 through 39 
These questions cover a wide range and Include questions on the calculation of heat flux 
and pipeline failure probabilities. The petitioner again attempts to link NRC design basis 
event criteria and NRC QA requirements to the pipeline. A number of questions focus 
on emergency response, emerge111cy preparedness, and fire protection. The petitioner 
again asks whether the staff performed a review of the piping and instrumentation 
drawings of the proposed pipellne. 



Tammara, Seshagiri 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject : 
Attachments: 

fyi 

From: Kock, Andrea 

Mccoppin, Michael 
Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:43 PM 
Tammara, Seshagiri; Pickett. Douglas 
FW: COMMISSION E-READER -- Monday, Match 30, 20.,.._ _________ _ 
dail memos.doc- Tab A - 03-27-15 Blanch 15-0165. df; Non Responsive Record 
Non Responsive Record 

Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 7:17 PM 
To: Mccoppin, Michael 
Cc: Flanders, Scott 
Subject: Fw: COMMISSION E-READER -- Monday, March 30, 2015 

Here's another incoming request on IP that we will need to provide input on. Can you clarify for me our position on 
whether ALOHA can be used for the analysis based on the concerns raised in the attached email? I'm having trouble 
trying to digest several emails on the topic. 

Sent from NRC blackberry 
Andrea l<ock 

l(b)(6) 

From: Tully, Bridin 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 03:39 PM 
To: Commission E-Reader Distribution 
Subject: COMMISSION E-READER -- Monday, March 30, 2015 

(b)(5) 
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Thank you, 
Bridin Tully 
Correspondence & Records Staff 
Office of the Secretary (SECY) 
Bridin.Tully@nrc.gov 
301-415-3519 
0-16H16 

t ·u .S.NRC 
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Tammara, Seshagiri 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI , see Tab B. 

From: Mccloskey, Bridin 

Tifft, Doug 
Thursday, December 01, 2016 2:36 PM 
Dipaolo, Eugene; Setzer, Thomas 
FW: COMMISSION E-READER - Thursda December 1 2016 
dailymemos.doc; Non Responsive Record Tab B - 11-30-16 Blanch 
LTR-16-0671.pdf; Non Responsive Record 

Non Responsive 

Sent: Thursday, December 01, 2016 12:59 PM 
To: Commission E-Reader Distribution <CommissionE-Reader@nrc.gov> 
Subject: COMMISSION E-READER - Thursday, December 1, 2016 

(b)(5) 

Bridin Mccloskey 
Correspondence & Records Staff 
Office of the Secretary {SECY) 
Bridin.McCloskey@nrc.gov 



301-415-3519 
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