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	EPHA- Technical Review 

The Emergency Planning Hazards Assessment (EPHA) quantitatively analyzes hazards significant enough to warrant consideration in a facility’s operational emergency hazardous material program.  The EPHA is the technical basis for the Emergency Action Levels and the Emergency Planning Zone.  

Technical Reviewers should use as a minimum the guidelines listed below during technical reviews of the EPHA.  Facility Representative review should focus on A, C, D and H elements.  Programmatic review should focus on the elements B, C, D, E, F, and G.  

EPHA Title:  

EPHA Number:  

EPHA Revision Number: 
Full Document Review ___  or  Limited Scope Review ____

Reviewers:

Emergency Management Name: 
Facility Representative Name:  

Date:  



	Review Elements
	Yes
	No
	Comments (If Any)

	A.  Facility Description and Operations:  The EPHA should contain a description of the site and facility and facility operations in sufficient detail to support the identification and characterization of all hazards and their potential consequences.

	1. Is the facility description and operations accurate?  Use of the facility description included in current Safety Documentation or Facility Design Description is acceptable.
	
	
	

	2. Does the EPHA contain site and facility/description/information related to:
	
	
	

	a. Physical characteristics of the site, including location, the size of the site, terrain, etc.? 
	
	
	

	b. Information relating to the site mission and major site operations?
	
	
	

	c. Information of potential exposure to external and natural phenomena hazards?
	
	
	.

	d. The site boundary used for the EPHA analysis?
	
	
	

	e. The facility boundary used for the EPHA analysis?
	
	
	

	f. A detailed description of the facility including physical characteristics of the facility, size/dimensions, and method of construction?
	
	
	

	g. A description of the facility operations?
	
	
	

	h. The location of the facility relative to other facilities on-site?
	
	
	

	i. Building/Facility schematics/drawings?
	
	
	

	j. Are the nearest public access areas to the facility identified?

	
	
	

	3. Is segmentation of inventory identified?  Is it appropriate for the facility/operations?
	
	
	

	B.  Accident Analysis: Identification and Screening of Hazards

	Provide the basis on which facility hazards were identified.  Were the following sources considered in identifying hazards significant enough to include in the facility’s operational emergency hazardous materials program?

	1.  Emergency Management Hazards Survey (EMHS)?

     Title/document number/date of EMHS considered:
	
	
	

	2.  Facility safety documentation (e.g., Documented Safety Analyses)? Title/document number/date of DSA considered:
	
	
	

	3.  Fire Hazards Analysis (FHA)?
	
	
	

	4.  Vulnerability Assessments?
	
	
	

	5.  Documentation containing information on hazardous material inventories of a transient or intermittent nature (e.g., test plans, process safety assessments)?
	
	
	

	6.  List other source(s) of information used in identifying and screening hazards:
	
	
	

	7.  Were the following references used in screening quantities or thresholds:
	
	
	

	· Public Use. It was generally available without restriction to the public in the same form/size

· Dispersibility. It was not dispersible

· Hazard Rating 3 or 4, based on National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 704.

· Quantity.  The quantity was less than the applicable “laboratory scale” value (5 gallons [19L] for liquids, 40 pounds [18kg] for solids, 10 pounds [4.5kg] for gases)
	
	
	

	· Part of a license-exempt commercial product

· In a solid, non-dispersible form or

· DOE-STD-1027-92 quantities greater than the   Category  3 values given in Attachment 1, Table A.1
	
	
	

	C.  Accident Analysis:  Characterization of Hazards Remaining After Screening

	After facility hazards were identified and screened, further characterization needs to be performed on those hazards exceeding screening thresholds

	1.  Is the maximum expected quantity of the material in appropriate units?
	
	
	

	2.  Are storage or process locations identified?
	
	
	

	3.  Are the properties of the material that are needed for determination of source term and consequence analysis included, as appropriate (e.g., temperature, pressure, physical form, etc)?

	
	
	

	4.  Were other materials and hazard sources, such as flammable or explosive materials and energy sources used in the characterization?
	
	
	

	5.  Were any reactive properties of the hazardous materials that might be useful in developing EALs identified (e.g., odor, visible cloud, etc)?
	
	
	

	6.  Were all hazardous material carried forward from the EMHS that requires further analyzing?


	
	
	

	D. Accident Analysis:  Analysis of Emergency Events and Conditions

	The combination of events and conditions that could cause releases of hazardous materials characterized in Section C should be determined.  “Release” is used here to mean, primarily, an airborne release as this pathway typically represents the most time-urgent situation requiring a rapid and coordinated emergency response to protect workers, the public, and environment.  If the release involves an aquatic or ground pathway and could have a near-term effect on the workers or the public (e.g., through a community water supply), it should also be considered in the EPHA.

	1. Does the EPHA analyze events covering a full range of possible initiators and severity levels?  For example were the following addressed:
	
	
	

	      a. Impacts of natural phenomenal?
	
	
	

	      b. Vehicle crashes?
	
	
	

	 c. Aircraft crashes?
	
	
	

	      d. Accidents or equipment failures in the facility?
	
	
	

	      e. Accidents from nearby offsite facilities?
	
	
	

	      f. Were moderate and extreme malevolent acts considered?
	
	
	

	2. Are security and access controls identified for the storage and use locations?
	
	
	

	3. Does the EPHA include a description of engineered controls, safeguards, or safety systems designed to prevent or mitigate a hazardous release (this might include active systems e.g., fire sprinklers, filters, etc.) or passive features or engineered controls.
	
	
	

	4. Does the EPHA include a description of administrative controls that would prevent or mitigate the initiation of a hazardous materials release such as limits on total quantity of a material in a single place or container or restrictions on where certain materials can be stored or used?
	
	
	

	5. Does the EPHA include a logical analysis of barrier failures, starting with the barrier closest to the hazardous material?
	
	
	

	6. When estimating the magnitude of the release from the primary barrier, does the EPHA include a quantitative estimate of the:
	
	
	

	      a. Material-at-Risk (MAR) i.e., material available to be acted on by a given physical stress.
	
	
	

	      b. Damage Ratio (DR)?
	
	
	

	7.   Were the physical properties of the material   (i.e., volatility, viscosity, melting point, and vapor pressure) under which the material is stored considered, as appropriate?
	
	
	

	8.   Were the temperature and pressure conditions under which the material is stored and the postulated mode of barrier failure considered?
	
	
	

	9.  Was the Leak Path Factor (LPF) determined by characterizing the effectiveness of secondary barriers and mitigating features?
	
	
	

	10.  Was an estimate made of the source term using the applicable information in DOE-HDBK-3010-94 considered (e.g., Airborne Release fractions, Respirable Fractions, Airborne Release Rates, etc.)?
	
	
	

	E. Estimation of Consequences:

	Potential consequences of the hazardous material release scenarios developed should be estimated to determine the areas potentially affected the need for protective actions, and the time available to take those actions.  The consequences of hazardous material releases should be estimated using models and calculation methods that are most appropriate to the material released and to the physical characteristics of the site and its atmospheric dispersion conditions and, if applicable, hydrologic dispersion conditions.

	1.   Were authorized consequence assessment models used in the EPHA?

       Indicate the model(s) used:
	
	
	

	2.   Was the selection of model(s) justified in the EPHA as being an appropriate model for the hazardous material analyzed?
	
	
	

	3.   Were the consequences of each radiological and chemical release summarized in the form of a graph or table that gives the dose or concentration versus distance out to a distance beyond that at which protective action criteria are exceeded?
	
	
	

	4. Were the appropriate receptor locations considered in the EPHA?  

	
	
	

	5. Was the maximum distance at which consequences exceed the applicable protective action criterion determined in addition to calculating consequences at specific receptor locations?

	
	
	

	6.    Were estimated consequences properly categorized/classified per DOE O 151.1C
	
	
	

	F.  Emergency Planning Zone

	The Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) is an area within which the facility/site should support local and state authorities in planning the preparedness activities to protect people living and working there.  Among these activities are identification of response organizations, establishment of effective communications to notify the public and responsible authorities with in the EPZ, development of public information and education materials, training and provision of equipment for offsite emergency workers, identification of predetermined response actions, and development and testing of response procedures.

	1.    Does the EPHA provide a recommended EPZ for the facility?
	
	
	

	2.   Does the consequence analysis support the selection of the recommended EPZ?


	
	
	

	3.   Does the EPZ conform to physical & jurisdictional realities of the site and surrounding areas?
	
	
	

	4.    Was the proper PAC and TEL used in determining the EPZ?
	
	
	

	5.   Is the recommended EPZ no larger than 10miles (16km)?
	
	
	

	6.   Is the recommended EPZ larger than the existing EPZ for the site?
	
	
	

	G.  Protective Action Criteria

	1. Is the radiological PAC consistent with EPA Protective Action Guidelines (PAGs)?
	
	
	

	2  Is the appropriate criteria used for non-radiological PAC?  The order of preference is (1) 60-minute AEGL-2, (2) ERPG-2, (3) TEEL-2
	
	
	

	3. For accident analysis, have the source terms been calculated and agree with source terms in EAL statements?
	
	
	

	4. Is the maximum distance to PAC listed within each EAL?
	
	
	

	5  Are protective actions and offsite protective action recommendations listed for each EAL?

	
	
	

	H..  Appendices

	1. Are the figures updated and reflective of the present conditions at the facility (i.e., facility boundary and /or EPZ boundary)?
	
	
	

	2. Is the glossary in agreement with facility specific and general EPHA definitions?
	
	
	

	3   The appendix contains assumptions used to determine the source term, consequences, and EAL thresholds for each release scenario.  Are the assumptions reasonable?
	
	
	

	Additional Comments As Appropriate:

It is recommended that the Emergency Planning Hazards Assessment  be approved when the following issues are resolved by the contractor:

The following issues are not requirements for approval but would enhance the completeness of the EPHA document:




