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0.0
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


The Department of Energy (DOE) Subcommittee on Consequence Assessment and Protective Actions (SCAPA) convened a Meeting at the Partridge Inn Hotel, Augusta, Georgia, on April 18 and 19, 2001. Twenty-four individuals from the public and private sectors attended this one and one-half day SCAPA meeting.


The primary purpose of this meeting was to provide a forum for SCAPA members and its associates to review its accomplishments, products, and projects since the October 16-17, 2000 meeting in Las Vegas, NV, and to discuss its present and future mission and its implementation.  Several technical presentations of interest to the membership, including those from the active SCAPA Working Groups, were delivered.

Early discussions focused on the activities of the new Administration and its impact on DOE and its emergency response programs. Since Secretary Abraham has been absorbed in the California energy crisis, no major changes have yet occurred in DOE programs. There was much discussion on the recent progress of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on its Acute Exposure Guideline Levels (AEGLs) program and the list of chemicals that DOE planned to submit for priority AEGL development.

With respect to the Chemicals Working Group (CWG), revision 17m of the TEELs was presented. This latest revision included corrections to 111 of the TEELs to account for recent findings associated with Route Adjustment Factors (RAFs). The Chemical Mixtures Working Group (CMWG) unveiled its new automation of mixture methodology based on Health Code Number (HCN) assessment of target organs. This software allows the analyst to compute health effects for mixtures of up to 30 different chemicals. Doug Craig is the chairman of both of these working groups.

There was discussion on the applicability of Threshold Quantities (TQs), Threshold Planning Quantities (TPQs) and Reportable Quantities (RQs), and their validity in chemical screening methodologies. Alternative strategies (e.g., consequence-based screening) were also discussed. It was emphasized that despite all of the different strategies that were employed in chemical hazards screening, that the General Duty Clause obligated all DOE Managers to protect its workers and the general public under all circumstances.

There was a renewed interest expressed by one SCAPA member in reestablishing the Consequence Assessment Working Group, which has been inactive for about eight years. Rob Addis presented some concepts, which the group could address, but did not develop a charter that outlined the group's authorities, responsibilities, and mission. Several SCAPA members indicated that some arrangement with the existing DOE Meteorological Coordinating Council (DMCC) needed to be established prior to any serious discussion about the reestablishment of the working group. Rob also indicated that this effort is and likely will be unfunded.

Kevin O'Kula presented overviews of the upcoming 11th Annual Energy Facilities Contractor Group (EFCOG) meeting, which will be held in Milwaukee, WI in mid-June 2001. Within the context of the EFCOG Safety Analysis Working Group (SAWG), a subgroup (i.e., Safety Analysis Software Group [SASG]) has been formed to address the concerns of the Defense Nuclear facility Safety Board (DNFSB) on software quality assurance, as outlined in DNFSB Technical Report-25.

Ron Baskett and Cliff Glantz provided updates to the NARAC and APGEMS models, respectively. Ron Baskett discussed the Urban Experiment that he is involved in that is being conducted in Salt Lake City, UT.
The first day ended after representatives of the SRS emergency management organization presented several consequence assessment type technical studies that were developed during the period that the SRS Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ)  size was being debated.

The second day of the meeting included discussions of the status of the DMCC and the Meteorological Topical Committee (MTC) by Carl Mazzola, and the regulatory basis for consequence assessment and chemical management by Wayne Davis, and Jim Morgan, respectively. The meeting concluded with a discussion of the latest draft of the EPA PAG Manual and the many issues that have been raised by this work.

Six action items were identified during the meeting and will be dispositioned   by Tom Tuccinardi prior to the next SCAPA meeting. The next SCAPA Meeting was tentatively scheduled for November 1-2, 2001 to be held in Richland, Washington, near the Hanford reservation. Cliff Glantz volunteered to assist with the logistics and speakers.
An optional tour of the SRS Emergency Operations Center (EOC) and Weather Center was given by representatives of SRS to conclude the second day activities.

1.0
OVERVIEW AND WELCOME FROM SO-41


A meeting of the Subcommittee on Consequence Assessment and Protective Actions (SCAPA) convened in Augusta, Georgia, at 8:30 a.m. on April 18, 2001. The reasons for holding this meeting were to present new DOE Office of Emergency Management (i.e., SO-41) and SCAPA initiatives to its membership and its associates, and to share the progress and results of recent SCAPA accomplishments.  In addition, several technical presentations of interest to SCAPA members and its associates were included.  The agenda of this meeting is documented in Appendix A of this report.


Mr. Tom Tuccinardi, SO-41 welcomed all of the attendees, and briefly described the SO-41 mission and objectives. The following lists the 24 individuals that attended the meeting and their respective affiliations:

Individual



Affiliation

Rob Addis


Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC)


Denny Armstrong

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)


Eddie Bailiff


BWXT Y-12 Oak Ridge (OR)


Ron Baskett


Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL)


Mary Birch


Duke Cogema Stone & Webster (DCS)


Ted Bowling


Duke Cogema Stone & Webster (DCS)


Doug Craig


Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions (WSMS)


Wayne Davis


Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions (WSMS)


Robert Gee


BWXT Y-12 Oak Ridge (OR)


Cliff Glantz


Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL)


Tom Henry


Duke Cogema Stone & Webster (DCS)


Jeff Hoefs


Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC)


Chuck Hunter


Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC)


Tim Joseph


DOE/Oak Ridge Operations Office (OROO)


Robert Mailhot

BWXT Pantex (Pantex)


Amber Martin


Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions (WSMS)


Davida Matthews

Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC)


Carl Mazzola


Stone & Webster Incorporated (S&W)


Jim Morgan


Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions (WSMS)


Kevin O'Kula


Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions (WSMS)


John Riley


Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC)


Brad Salmonson

BWXT Idaho (INEEL)


Tom Tuccinardi

DOE/SO-41


Gary Worley


BWXT-Y12 Oak Ridge (OR)

Carl Mazzola briefly reviewed the agenda for the SCAPA meeting. 
2.0
REPORTS ON SCAPA PROGRAM INITIATIVES

2.1 Las Vegas, NV Meeting Report and Review of Action Items (Tom Tuccinardi)

Tom Tuccinardi reviewed the important points that were discussed and decisions that were made during the October 2000 SCAPA Meeting in Las Vegas, NV. This was a very successful and productive meeting, which was held during the same week as the annual meeting of the DMCC and the Nuclear Utility Meteorological Data Users Group (NUMUG).

Tom passed out a copy of the SCAPA Mailing List, and asked each attendee to revise, as appropriate.

During that meeting, eleven (11) action items (AIs) were opened. Tom discussed the activities that occurred between meetings relative to these AIs, their status, and their disposition. Tom handed out copies of the Joint Review of Wildland Fire Safety to the attendees, which satisfied AI 00-11.

The following summaries the status and disposition of each of these AIs:

AI 00-01
Provide priority list input to EPA

Status:
Complete

Disposition:
Close

AI 00-02
Provide training course ideas to the Emergency Management Technical Institute (EMTI)

Status:
Complete 

Disposition:
Close

AI 00-03
Provide MetView and APGEMS software to interested DOE Program managers

Status:
Pending SCAPA Web Page completion

Disposition:
Open

AI 00-04
Develop MetView/APGEMS hyperlink to SCAPA Web Page

Status:
Pending SCAPA Web Page completion

Disposition:
Open

AI 00-05
Reconvene the Consequence Assessment Modeling Working Group

Status:
Decision dependent on Rob Addis discussion of Working Group objectives during this meeting and with DMCC Chairman subsequent to the SCAPA meeting

Disposition:
Open

AI 00-06
Provide additional ideas and entries to augment the SCAPA web page

Status:
Pending SCAPA Web Page completion

Disposition:
Open

AI 00-07
Provide general comments to the Consequence Assessment courseware and recommendations of incorporating SCAPA materials

Status:
Complete

Disposition:
Close

AI 00-08
Propose technique for automating chemical mixture methodology

Status:
See discussion during this meeting by Doug Craig/Complete

Disposition:
Close

AI 00-09
Determine course of action to pursue relative to study results on Body Weight/Breathing Rate (BW/BR) and Route Adjustment Factors (RAF) on developed TEELs

Status:
To be discussed during this meeting

Disposition:
Open, pending discussion results

AI 00-10
Develop strategy for completion of the Toxic Chemical Sampling & Analysis Guidance

Status:
Complete

Disposition:
Close

AI 00-11
Transmit OA Wildfire Safety Report to SCAPA Membership after it is issued

Status:
Copies of report provided by Tom Tuccinardi to SCAPA attendees during this meeting/Complete

Disposition:
Close

Refer to Appendix B for additional information on this presentation.
2.2 SO-41 Update Under New Secretary Abraham (Tom Tuccinardi)

Since the last SCAPA Meeting, a new Secretary of Energy (S-1) Spencer Abraham, was appointed by the incoming Bush Administration. Tom Tuccinardi showed an organization chart of the new organization of the DOE, inclusive of which functions are under the auspices of the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA). Tom indicated that Secretary Abraham has spent much of his initial 100 days in office addressing the California energy crisis. Therefore, it is too early to tell what influence he will have on the SO-41 missions. 

Although SO is part of DOE, SO-41, due to its national security elements within its mission, will be part of the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA). NNSA will ultimately have a new building to house its operations and will report to S-1. The Office of Assessment (OA) will remain in DOE and provide a service function to NNSA.

Refer to Appendix B for this organization chart.

2.3 Temporary Emergency Exposure Limit (TEEL) List Status (Doug Craig)

Doug Craig passed out copies of the AIHA 2001 Emergency Response Planning Guidelines (ERPGs) and Workplace Environmental Exposure Level (WEEL) Guides Handbook to all attendees. This handbook is updated annual with new EPRGs and WEELs that have been developed during the prior year. There are presently 92 ERPGs, with more than 50 others under consideration.

Doug presented an excel file which contained Revision 17m of the 1,434 TEELs. Revision 17m shows the TEELs in mass per unit volume.  Doug's work on RAFs for intraperitoneal (ip), intravenous (iv) and skin (sk) entry into the body will affect the next revision of the TEELs. Since TEELs are dynamic, they should change as additional toxicological data and research becomes available. Doug mentioned that ERPG's, PELs, and Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) are also periodically updated for the same reasons. Doug estimated that 7%, or 111 of the 1,434 TEELs will change when employing RAF methodology. Prior to revising the TEELs, which will include 20 new TEELs being developed for a new client, Doug will include the revisions resulting from the RAF methodology.

ACTION 01-01:  Adjust for RAF methodology prior to developing Revision 18 TEELs (Doug Craig)
Several of those in attendance were concerned that the 111 TEEL changes could affect the results of previously developed Emergency Preparedness Hazards Assessments (EPHAs) and Hazards Assessments (HAs) at DOE sites. Doug took an action to provide a 21-page comparison file of TEELs versus TEELs adjusted for RAFs to assist EPHA analysts.

ACTION 01-02: Develop TEEL comparison file for EPHA analysts (Doug Craig)

Refer to Appendix C for the TEEL excel file and Appendix M for Doug's presentation.

2.4 Emergency Response Planning Guide (ERPG) Status (Doan Hansen)

Due to health issues, Doan Hansen was unable to attend the meeting. Tom Tuccinardi presented his slides, which are attached as Appendix D.

2.5 Acute Exposure Guideline Limit (AEGL) Chemical Priority List (Tom Tuccinardi)

Tom Tuccinardi presented the DOE efforts to respond to the EPA request for establishing a prioritization of chemicals that would drive the development of the future AEGLs. The AEGL Chemical Priority List that is developed by EPA on an annual basis from input received from various Federal agencies including DOE/NNSA. Tom emphasized that the AEGLs are regulatory in nature while the ERPGs do not have regulatory power. NNSA intends to include the 1-hour AEGL values in the revision to DOE Order 151.1. EPA hopes to evaluate 40 priority chemicals per year.

Tom presented the list of chemicals that was recently sent to EPA, utilizing information provided by Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS), Hanford, Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), Savannah River Site (SRS), Sandia National Laboratory - Albuquerque (SNL-AL), Idaho National Environmental Engineering Laboratory (INEEL), and the Nevada Test Site (NTS). This effort will be undertaken again in FY02.

ACTION 01-03: Assist SO-41 in development of Chemical Priority List (SCAPA At Large Membership)

Gary Worley pointed out that AEGL's are developed for 10-minute, 30-minute, 1-hour, 4-hour, and 8-hour exposures, and has some concern that only the 1-hour values are intended for application in DOE Order 151-1.

Refer to Appendix B for additional information.

2.6 AEGL Update (Tom Tuccinardi)

Paul Tobin, EPA, was unable to attend the meeting. Tom Tuccinardi presented the information that Paul had prepared.

Tom indicated that Technical Support Documents (TSDs), in support of the AEGLs, are presented at each of the June AEGL meetings. These meetings are open to the public. Tom discussed each of the stages of development within the EPA development process. The first five AEGLs have been issued by EPA. These are for the following chemicals:

· 1,1 dimethyl hydrazine;

· 1,2 dimethyl hydrazine;

· methyl hydrazine;

· aniline; and,

· arsine.

There are 33 additional proposed AEGLs and 35 interim AEGLs, as shown in Appendix B.

Dennis Armstrong inquired whether DOE sites should use AEGLs in their EPHAs. The response was to do things in good conscience.

Appendix B also contains several web sites that can be accessed for additional data.

2.7 Applicability of TQ Guidance (Dennis Armstrong)

Dennis Armstrong presented a screening methodology that he developed at LANL, and its applicability to TQ guidance. The methodology first screens out chemicals that do not exceed the 40 CFR 302 RQs, 40 CFR 68 TQs, and 40 CFR 355 TPQs. The RQs, TQ, and TPQs screen out only about 500 chemicals. Therefore, the remaining chemicals have to be further screened by another process (e.g., consequence-based screening). Dennis presented a screening technique that he developed at LANL using the Areal Locations Of Hazardous Atmospheres (ALOHA) atmospheric transport and dispersion code, incorporating various assumptions of chemical release methodology, meteorological conditions, and receptor distance. These assumptions include:

· 15-minute evaporation time;

· Facility boundary at 30-meters; and,

· Facility area boundary at 100-meters.

This technique exposed the inconsistent nature of the inventory-based screening RQ, TQ, and TPQ values relative to actual consequences due to calculation. These screening values that have been codified are the result of political manipulation rather than consistent sound science. This facet is posing difficulties in coming up with an effective screening methodology for the upcoming revision to DOE Order 151.1.

Appendix E, which documents Dennis' presentation, is attached to this report.

2.8 Alternate Approach to Threshold Quantity (TQ) Guidance (Doan Hansen)

Tom Tuccinardi presented Doan Hansen's ideas on an alternate approach to chemical screening methodology in light of the inconsistent nature of the codified values. Tom indicated that the Threshold Screening Quantities (TSQs) are likely to become part of the next revision to DOE O 151.1. Screening guidance beyond the TSQs is still being debated. One major issue is that if the distance to the facility worker is established at 30 meters, the Gaussian dispersion models that would be used in the screening would produce questionable results.

Tom discussed several other alternatives from those that are in the draft revision to DOE O 151.1. The ultimate outcome as to what will be placed in the DOE Order revision is still uncertain, as many consistency and technical issues still need to be resolved.

This presentation is attached as Appendix F.

2.9 Current Methodology for Screening for Hazards Assessment (Doug Craig)

Doug Craig commented on the current methodology for screening chemicals as used in EPHA's. Doug expressed concern that too much weight was being placed on the TQ, TPQ, and RQ as screening tools and not enough emphasis on a full and consistent technical assessment. He discussed the pros and cons of the current screening methodology that is being used at some of the DOE sites.

Doug suggested that the TPQs that are calculated at the site boundary should be based on average meteorology (i.e., D stability class @ 4.5 meters/second wind speed) and compared to ERPG-3 values, and concluded that there definitely had to be something more to the screening criteria than just direct comparison to the inventory-based TPQs, RQs, and TQs.

Virtually all of the SCAPA members that were present had significant reservations in using the TQ, TPQ, and RQ values, by themselves, for chemical screening. Numerous variables, such as a small EPZ, such as at LLNL, could result in a "screened" chemical resulting in a potential worker safety issue.

2.10 AEGLs and the Risk Management Plan (Doan Hansen)

Tom Tuccinardi also presented Doan Hansen's thoughts on how the EPA AEGLs could effect the screening criteria in 40 CFR 68.130.

Appendix G, which represents Doan's slides on this topic, is attached.

2.11
General Duty Clause (Gary Worley)

Gary Worley discussed the EPAs General Duty Clause, which is codified in the Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 112(r)(1). The general duty of owners of facilities that have toxic or hazardous chemicals was originally defined in Section 654 of Title 29 to the United States Code (USC). This states the owner always has the responsibility, along with concomitant liability, to maintain a safe operation under all but Force Majeure circumstances. This translates to a series of significant obligations to the facility owners.

Gary continued that although the need for a Risk Management Plan (RMP) under 40 CFR 68 can be obviated by operational chemical management practices (i.e., limit storage of 40 CFR 68.130 extremely hazardous substances to less than the TQ quantities), the owner must still document chemical safety and emergency preparedness practices by other means (e.g., safety and emergency preparedness program elements) based on the GDC.

Appendix H documents Gary's presentation.

2.12
Consequence Assessment Modeling Working Group (Rob Addis)

Rob Addis briefly described the role of the Consequence Assessment Working Group when SCAPA was known as the Subcommittee on Dose Assessment (SDA). This group has been dormant for more than 8 years. Rob was following up on his own request at the Las Vegas, NV SCAPA meeting to identify a charter and mission for this group for possible reconstitution.

Rob did not present any information on charter and mission, but showed a slide (see Appendix I) that identified consequence assessment issues that are presently active in DOE. Rob opened a discussion as to whether the SCAPA Consequence Assessment Working Group could conceivably address these technical issues, even though there is no funding associated with this group. Many in attendance at this meeting agreed that some work was needed to address these issues, although the DMCC and the EFCOG Software Assessment Working Group (SASG) were already engaged in some of these areas.

Gary Worley cautioned that Darryl Randerson, Chairman of the DMCC should be consulted prior to the reconstitution of this working group to ensure that there is no overlap and that the interests of DMCC are not compromised. Rob took an action item to contact Darryl Randerson and discuss what the possible relationship between DMCC and the SCAPA Consequence Assessment Working Group would be, if the working group were reconstituted. Part of that discussion is whether this Working Group should be a part of, or overseen by, the DMCC.

Rob will also firm up his list of issues that the potential working group would address. It was also suggested that conference calls should be arranged to further this concept.

ACTION 01-04: Discuss the SCAPA Consequence Assessment Working Group concept with the DMCC Chairman and determine how these two groups would work together should the working group go forward (Rob Addis)

ACTION 01-05: Firm up the list of consequence assessment issues that the Consequence Assessment Working Group would address (Rob Addis)

2.13 Overview of 11th Annual Energy Facilities Contractor Group (EFCOG) Meeting (Kevin O'Kula)

Kevin O'Kula presented the program for the 11th Annual EFCOG meeting that is being held as an embedded topical meeting to the ANS Annual Meeting in Milwaukee, WI. The 8-day EFCOG Meeting will begin with numerous safety analysis and consequence assessment training sessions to be held from Thursday, June 14, 2001 through Sunday, June 17, 2001. A full conference schedule, concurrent with the ANS Meeting would take place from Monday, June 18, 2001 to Thursday, June 21, 2001.

Appendix J documents Kevin's presentation.

2.14
Safety Assessment Software Group (SASG) and DOE Response to DNFSB Technical Report-25 (Kevin O'Kula)

As a result of the technical report issued by the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB) in January 2000, DOE is in the midst of a major issue associated with the Software Quality Assurance (SQA) of the consequence assessment models that it uses for its Authorization Basis (AB) documentation.

DNFSB Technical Report-25 indicated that virtually all of the 25 atmospheric transport and dispersion models that were used throughout the DOE Complex lacked some level of SQA. In September 2001, DOE responded to DNFSB and developed a remediation plan that led to the creation of a new subgroup to EFCOG. The SASG was tasked with developing a program to ensure that all consequence assessment codes being used by DOE for AB determinations would have adequate SQA provisions, meeting the Verification & Validation (V & V) provisions of ANSI/ANS-10.3 and other technical standards.

Appendix K presents the formation of the subgroup, its participants, and its plans to ensure that DOE codes meet appropriate SQA criteria.

2.15
NARAC Update (Ron Baskett)

Ron Baskett presented an update to the LLNL Atmospheric Release Assessment Programs (ARAP). ARAP consists of two elements:

· ARAP Programs and Projects; and,

· NARAC Facility.

Much work is being done by ARAP on in the inclusion of algorithms that describe the urban heat island effects into atmospheric dispersion and transport codes. ARAP is involved in an urban field experiment in Salt Lake City, UT that is focused on measuring interacting scales of motion from the building-scale up through the basin-scale to evaluate a hierarchy of models. The tracer studies were completed in October 2000 and a preliminary data set will be available by April 30, 2001. This work will assist in tuning consequence assessment models for possible usage during the 2002 Winter Olympics.

ARAP is also involved with the DoD Hazard Prediction and Assessment Capability (HPAC) codes. Comparative studies between HPAC and NARAC are ongoing. This comprehensive comparison includes a variety of meteorological and turbulence conditions as well as source types.

Ron also discussed the present collaboration between DOE and the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), with the goal to improve the atmospheric hazard prediction capabilities for both DOE and DoD.

Appendix L presents the balance of Ron's presentation.

2.16
Chemical Mixtures Working Group/Automation of Mixture Methodology (Doug Craig)

Doug Craig has automated, via an excel spreadsheet, a means of assessing the impact of chemical mixtures on human health. Using the target organ methodology, Doug can calculate the effects on human health from up to 30 separate chemicals using Health Code Numbers (HCNs) and Health Indices (HIs). HCNs describe the toxicity of chemicals by endpoint or target organ.

Doug discussed the toxicological principles underlying the mixture methodology technique and showed how the HCNs were calculated. He indicated that Revision 17m of the 1,434 TEELs also contain HCNs. Doug intends to place the methodology and the excel spreadsheet on the SCAPA web page. He recommended updating the HCNs each time the TEELs are either modified or new TEELs are developed.
Doug's presentation and the Excel Spreadsheet methodology is presented in Appendices N and  O, respectively.
2.17
Using APGEMS for Emergency Response Training (Cliff Glantz)

Cliff Glantz, who introduced SCAPA to the MetView and APGEMS models that were recently developed at Hanford, provided a discussion on how the APGEMS model could be used for emergency response training applications.

MetView is an excellent emergency preparedness and response trainer tool since it displays meteorological data in a user-friendly manner and can rapidly access historical meteorological data. This permits emergency responders to become familiar with the complex atmospheric flow patterns at Hanford and to benefit from this knowledge.

MetView is designed to familiarize emergency responders to the three-dimensional complex flows at Hanford, and succeeds at addressing these two important issues:


· Issue 1: It is important to use realistic meteorological conditions in training exercises; and,

· Issue 2: Expectation of Gaussian results by field teams and hazard assessors is negative training.

Appendix P presents the details concerning Cliff's presentation.

2.18
SRS Emergency Planning Zone Technical Studies (Davida Matthews)

Davida Matthews presented a series of technical studies that were developed in the late 1990's to support a reduction in the size of the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) at SRS. Although the SRS EPZ was never reduced in size, the studies remain and provide valuable insights into surface water and groundwater transport. Davida invited all in attendance to request copies of the technical studies, which are listed in Appendix X.

Appendix Q documents the overall presentation.


2.19
NARAC Update II (Ron Baskett)

Ron Baskett presented another talk on the NARAC program, which can be referenced in Appendix R.
2.20
Overview of Chemical Dispersion and Consequence Assessment Training Course at EFCOG Meeting (Carl Mazzola)

Carl Mazzola presented an overview of the 7-hour technical training course that he will be giving at the upcoming EFCOG Meeting on June 15, 2001. It includes the following elements:

· Overview of CDCA Workshop and Objectives;

· Chemical Source Term Generation Mechanisms;

· Chemical Source Term Calculation: Vapor and Liquid Releases;

· Meteorology/Transport & Dispersion Principles;

· Gaussian Dispersion Modeling & Its Limitations;

· Transport & Dispersion Calculation;

· Dense/Heavy Gas Dispersion Principles;

· Health Effects: ERPGs and TEELs;

· Summary of APAC WG 6 CDCA Models;

· ALOHA/EPICODE: Chemical Source Term Characterization;

· ALOHA/EPICODE: Meteorological Parameters;

· ALOHA/EPICODE: Health Effects Parameters;

· DOE Safety Analysis Test Problem Description;

· ALOHA Applications to Test Problems;

· EPICODE Applications to Test Problems; and,

· Comparison of ALOHA/EPICODE Analyses.





Appendix S documents Carl's presentation.
2.21
DOE Meteorological Coordinating Council (DMCC) and Meteorology Topical Committee (MTC)

Carl Mazzola presented the activities of the DMCC for Darryl Randerson, who was unable to attend the meeting. The DMCC continues to support DOE meteorological program managers with the solution of operational and research issues. 
Carl reviewed some of the past DMCC accomplishments and discussed what DMCC seeks to accomplish in the remainder of FY01 and into FY02. The DMCC again supported the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Meteorology (OFCM) in developing an annual update to the Appendix to its Federal Plan that addresses the DOE Operational and Research Meteorological Programs.

The next DMCC Meeting is scheduled for November 15-16, 2001, concurrent with the ANS Winter Meeting in Reno, NV.
Carl also discussed the activities of the MTC, which supports the DOE Technical Standard Program Office (TSPO). Carl indicated that the MTC will be convening a meeting of the ANSI/ANS-3.11 Working Group during the next DMCC Meeting. ANSI/ANS-3.11, "Determining Meteorological Information Requirements at Nuclear Facilities", is scheduled for a February 16, 2005 sunset. This meeting will develop a strategy for improvements, identify which improvements are necessary, and set a timetable for this revision.
Carl's presentation is documented in Appendix T.
2.22
Regulatory Bases for Chemical Consequence Assessment (Wayne Davis)

Wayne Davis provided additional insight into the appropriateness of chemical screening criteria. As with other DOE sites, SRS uses the RQs, TPQs, and TQs to initiate its screening of toxic and hazardous chemicals for its EPHA requirements. Additional chemicals are screened through dispersion modeling.

Wayne has also noted that the TQs do not correlate well with the dispersion modeling results. At SRS, for example, the laboratory quantities of chemicals at the Regulatory Monitoring and Bioassay Laboratory (RMBL) can result in the declaration of an alert at the B-Area engineering building across the street if the chemical screening modeling is performed with adverse meteorological conditions and at a distance of 30 meters. In addition, it has been shown with this approach that a spill of 90% nitric acid could also trip the ERPG-2 levels. Therefore, SRS is another site caught in the dichotomy of whether consequence-based thresholds or inventory-based thresholds should apply.
Wayne suggested that Emergency Action Levels (EALs) be developed based on adherence to the General Duty Clause (GDC), and the professional integrity of following the spirit of the GDC. This should be done even if additional EALs result to ensure that worker safety and health are protected. Ron Baskett correctly commented that meteorological conditions do not reach steady state at these short distances and that Gaussian modeling results at these short distances should be called into question. The 30-meter distance appears to have its genesis in the size of an average building.
It was indicated that SECY-98-185 could provide additional insight into this issue.
Appendix U provides the details of Wayne's discussion.
2.23
Chemical Management Handbook (Jim Morgan)

Jim Morgan discussed the history and development of the Chemical Management Handbook that he was involved in preparing with the Chemical Safety Topical Committee (CSTC) that supports the TSPO. Volume I of the handbook was already issued and Volumes II and III are close behind. The Handbook stresses the principle of integrated chemical management and provides a cradle-grave approach associated with chemical management principles. The CSTC is in the process of developing a roadmap for chemical safety requirements for each of the DOE sites.

Part of conducting an effective chemical management program is the integration of the waste minimization and pollution prevention practices at the DOE facility. The SRS site barcodes each of the 12,000 chemicals that it uses to support its operations. Part of its management system is to effectively document these chemicals through their Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs).
An effective chemical management program has the following three components:

· Identification of the components of a chemical management system;

· Development of the requisite chemical management structure; and,

· Development of an implementation plan that contains availability of additional resources, timelines, and policies.
Appendix V identifies the chemical management principles associated within Jim's discussion. 

2.24
New and Improved EPA PAG Manual (Tom Tuccinardi)

Tom Tuccinardi provided a history of EPA's PAG guidance. In 1992, EPA issued the original guidance in EPA-400-R-92-001. In late-2000, EPA issued its first draft revision to the original document. The revision addressed Food and Drug Administration (FDA) food intervention levels and lessons learned from Chernobyl.

The draft PAG revision is out for comment to DOE, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), FDA, US Department of Agriculture (USDA), and Health and Human Services (HHS). In addition, the States have consolidated their review around the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors, which represent the 37 Agreement States. EPA plans to issue this within one-year of the draft (e.g., 12/14/01) after it resolves the comments provided by the aforementioned agencies.
Tom indicated that the biggest potential showstopper was the requirement for 4 mR Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE) for the emergency drinking water limit.
Tom mentioned that the second version of the draft is expected around 6/22/01 and will issue for SCAPA review when it is received.
ACTION 01-06: Send second draft of EPA PAGs to SCAPA membership for comments (Tom Tuccinardi)

Appendix W provides the details of Tom's discussion.
2.25
SCAPA Web Page (Doan Hansen)

Tom Tuccinardi indicated that the SCAPA web page has not undergone any upgrades due to Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) funding constraints.
3.0
WRAP UP AND REVIEW OF ACTION ITEMS/NEXT SCAPA MEETING
Tom Tuccinardi thanked everyone for their attendance and all of the input they provided. 

Each of the action items that resulted from the meeting were reviewed:

   AI

RESPONSIBLILITY/DESCRIPTION



01-01
 
Adjust for RAF methodology prior to developing Revision 18
TEELs (Doug Craig)


01-02

Develop TEEL comparison file for EPHA analysts (Doug 

Craig)
01-03

Assist SO-41 in development of Chemical Priority List 

(SCAPA At Large Membership)

01-04
Discuss the SCAPA Consequence Assessment Working

Group concept with the DMCC Chairman and determine how these two groups would work together should the working group go forward (Rob Addis)
01-05
Firm up the list of consequence assessment issues that the

Consequence Assessment Working Group would address (Rob Addis)

01-06
Send second draft of EPA PAGs to SCAPA membership for

comments (Tom Tuccinardi)

Tom invited everyone to participate in the upcoming November 1-2, 2001 SCAPA Meeting to be held in Richland, Washington.

4.0
ACRONYMS

A

AB

Authorization Basis

AEGL

Acute Exposure Guideline Limit

AI

Action Item

AIHA

American Industrial Hygiene Association

ALOHA
Areal Location Of Hazardous Atmospheres

ANS

American Nuclear Society

ANSI

American National Standards Institute

APAC

Accident Phenomenology and Consequences
APGEMS
Hanford Code
ARAC

Atmospheric Release and Advisory Command
ARAP

Atmospheric Release Assessment Programs
B

BNL

Brookhaven National Laboratory

BR

Breathing Rate

BW

Body Weight

C



CDCA

Chemical Dispersion and Consequence Assessment

CFR

Code of Federal Regulations
CMWG

Chemical Mixtures Working Group

CSTC

Chemical Safety Topical Committee

CWG

Chemicals Working Group
D

DCS

Duke Cogema Stone & Webster

DMCC

DOE Meteorological Coordinating Council

DNFSB
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

DOC

Department of Commerce

DoD

Department of Defense

DOE

Department of Energy
DTRA

Defense Threat Reduction Agency
4.0
ACRONYMS

E

EAL

Emergency Action Level

EFCOG

Energy Facilities Contractor Group



EMTI

Emergency Management Training Institute

EOC

Emergency Operations Center


EPA

Environmental Protection Agency

EPHA

Emergency Preparedness Hazards Assessment

EPICODE
A Transport and Dispersion Computer Code

ERPG

Emergency Response Planning Guideline

EPZ

Emergency Planning Zone


F

FDA

Food and Drug Administration

FEMA

Federal Emergency Management Agency



FY

Fiscal Year

G

G

Guide


GDC

General Duty Clause

H

HA

Hazards Assessment

HCN

Health Code Number

HHS

Health and Human Services

HI

Health Index

HPAC

Hazards Prediction And Capability

HQ

Headquarters


I

INEEL

Idaho National Environmental Engineering Laboratory

ip

intraperitoneal

iv

intravenous

4.0
ACRONYMS

J

N/A

K

N/A

L

LANL

Los Alamos National Laboratory



LLNL

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

M

MSDS

Material Safety Data Sheet

MTC

Meteorology Topical Committee

N


NARAC
National Atmospheric Release and Advisory Command

NNSA

National Nuclear Security Administration


NOAA

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NRC

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
NTS

Nevada Test Site

NUMUG
Nuclear Utility Meteorological Data Users Group
NV

Nevada

O

O

Order
OA

Office of Assessment

OFCM

Office of the Federal Coordinator for Meteorology

OR

Oak Ridge
ORNL

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

OROO

Oak Ridge Operations Office


P


PNNL

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Q

N/A

4.0
ACRONYMS

R

RAF

Route Adjustment Factor
RFETS

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site

RMBL

Regulatory Monitoring and Bioassay Laboratory

RQ

Reportable Quantity
S

S-1

Secretary of Energy

SASG

Safety Assessment Software Group

SAWG

Safety Analysis Working Group
SCAPA

Subcommittee for Consequence Assessment and Protective Actions

SDA

Subcommittee on Dose Assessment

sk

skin

SNL-AL
Sandia National Laboratory-Albuquerque
SO

Security Oversight

SQA

Software Quality Assurance

SRS 

Savannah River Site

S&W

Stone & Webster 

T

TEDE

Total Effective Dose Equivalent

TEEL

Temporary Emergency Exposure Level

TLV

Threshold Limit Value

TPQ

Threshold Planning Quantity

TQ

Threshold Quantity

TSD

Technical Support Document

TSPO

Technical Standards Program Office
TSQ

Threshold Screening Quantities
U

USC

United States Code

USDA

United States Department of Agriculture

UT

Utah
4.0
ACRONYMS

V

V & V

Verification & Validation

VCS

Voluntary Consensus Standard

W

WEEL

Workplace Environmental Levels

WI

Wisconsin

WIPP

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WSMS

Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions
WSRC

Westinghouse Savannah River Company
WWW

World Wide Web

X

N/A

Y

N/A

Z

N/A

5.0
APPENDICES

Since a proceeding of the meeting presentations was not developed prior to the meeting, this section is reserved to document the presentations and other relevant documentation that were made at this meeting.  The following presents a listing of these presentations.

Appendix




Description

    A

Agenda

    B

Action Item Status/AEGLs/EPA PAGs





 

    C

Excel File of Revision 17 TEELs Using Revised RAFs

    D

ERPG Status

    E

Screening of Chemicals Using Alternative Methodology

    F

Applicability of TQ, TPQ to DOE


    G

AEGLs and RMP

    H

General Duty Clause

    I

SCAPA Consequence Assessment Modeling Group

    J

2001 EFCOG Safety Analysis Workshop Overview

    K

DOE Safety Analysis Software Group

    L

NARAC I

    M

TEELs

    N

Mixture Methodology Auto Test

    O

Automated Mixture Methodology

    P

Using MetView/APGEMS for Emergency Response Training

    Q

SRS Emergency Planning Zone Technical Studies

    R

NARAC II

    S

Chemical Dispersion and Consequence Assessment at EFCOG Meeting

    T

DMCC and MTC

    U

Regulatory Basis for Chemical Consequence Assessment

    V

Chemical Safety Management

   W

SCAPA EPA PAG Review
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APPENDIX G
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APPENDIX H
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APPENDIX I

SCAPA Consequence Assessment Modeling Group

APPENDIX J

2001 EFCOG Safety Analysis Workshop Overview

APPENDIX K

DOE Safety Analysis Software Group

APPENDIX L
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APPENDIX M

TEELs

APPENDIX N

Mixture Methodology Auto Test

APPENDIX O

Automated Mixture Methodology

APPENDIX P

Using MetView/APGEMS for Emergency Response Training

APPENDIX Q

SRS Emergency Planning Zone Technical Studies 

APPENDIX R
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APPENDIX S

Chemical Dispersion and Consequence Assessment at EFCOG Meeting

APPENDIX T
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APPENDIX U

Regulatory Basis for Chemical Consequence Assessment

APPENDIX V

Chemical Safety Management
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