





NOTICE

This document is intended solely for the guidance of
government personnel. It is not intended and cannot be
relied upon to create rights, substantive or procedural,
enforceable by any part, in litigation with the United States.
The Agency reserves the right to act at variance with this
guidance and change it at any time without public notice.
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Acronyms Used in This Guidance

AIChE American Institute of Chemical Engineers

ANSI American National Standards Institute

API American Petroleum Institute

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers

CAA Clean Air Act

CBI Confidential Business Information

CCPS Center for Chemical Process Safety

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

D&B Dun and Bradstreet

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System

HAZWOPER Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency
Response

LEPC Local Emergency Planning Committee

NCP National Contingency Plan

NFPA National Fire Protection Association

NRS National Response System

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

PHA Process Hazard Analysis

PPE Personal Protective Equipment

PSM Process Safety Management

RMP Risk Management Plan

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act

SERC State Emergency Response Commission



Table of Contents

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction ......... ... .. .. 1
Guidance Purpose and Background. . ......... ... ... ... .o o oL 3
Interrelated Opportunities for Accident Prevention . .................... 4
Risk Management Program Requirements ............................ 7

Table 1: RMP Program Levels . ............ ... . ... . ... ... ... 8
Developing an RMP Audit Program ................................. 9
ODbjective . ... 9
Approaches toan RMP Audit: . ........ ... ... . ... ... ... .. 9
How to Use Reviews / Audits / Inspections . ...................... 10

The RMP Audit Process .. ....... ... .. 13
Step (1) Selecting Facilities for RMP Audits .......................... 15
Step (2) Off-site Activities . ......... .. i 16

Collecting Background Information . ............................ 16
Table 2: Background Information . ... ........ ... ... .. .. .. .. 17
Planning the Audit . .......... .. ... .. . ... . 17
Prepare Audit Staff and Plan Logistics ........................... 17
Table 3: Potential Audit Components . ............. ... . ..., 18
Step (3) Atthe Site ...... ... ... 20
Entering the Facility . . . ...... ... ... .. .. ... . 20
Opening Meeting . .. ...t 20
Collecting and Analyzing Information ........................... 22
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) . ........................... 23
ExitBriefing ... ... ... 23
Step (4) Concluding Activities . .. ......... .. ... i 25
Follow-up Meeting .......... ... ... .. i, 25
Audit Report ....... ... . . 25
Step (5) After-Audit ACHONS .. ... ...t 27
Preliminary Determination ................ ... ... ... .. ... 27
Final Determination . ........... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . 27

ANNEX A: Site Safety Plan for On-Site Activities
ANNEX B: Audit Report
ANNEX C: Audit Checklist

ANNEX D: Risk Management Program and OSHA Process Safety Management:
List of Regulated Substances



CEPP O Guidance for Auditing Risk Management Plans & Programs



Introduction




CEPP O Guidance for Auditing Risk Management Plans & Programs



Introduction

Guidance Purpose and
Background

GUIDANCE PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

Purpose

This document provides guidance for implementing agencies
that are required by the Risk Management Program regula-
tion (40 CFR 68.220) to conduct audits. It is designed as a
tool for auditors reviewing industry compliance with the Risk
Management Program regulation. However, this guidance
does not reflect all requirements that a stationary source
must meet to be in compliance with the regulation.

Background

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) works closely
with stakeholders to reduce the likelihood and severity of
chemical accidents.

Several important planning and legislative initiatives have
been introduced since 1968. These include the National
Contingency Plan (NCP) (started in 1968), EPA's voluntary
Chemical Emergency Preparedness Program started after the
December 1984 accident in Bhopal (India), the Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986
(EPCRA), and the Accidental Release Prevention require-
ments under Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as
amended in 1990. These initiatives address the entire safety
continuum dealing with chemical accident preparedness,
response, and prevention.

In this document "RMP" denotes the Risk Management Plan,
which summarizes the source's risk management program and
is submitted to EPA.
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INTERRELATED OPPORTUNITIES FOR CHEMICAL
ACCIDENT PREVENTION: Chemical Safety Audits,
Accident Investigations, General Duty, and RMP Audits

From a government point of view, chemical accident preven-
tion involves: (1) working with sources to improve their
chemical safety management program, and (2) encouraging
communities to coordinate risk reduction activities with facil-
ities even as they enhance emergency preparedness for
response to possible accidents. Improving the safe use and
management of chemicals begins with an understanding of:

¢ How and why accidents occur;
* How industry identifies chemical and process hazards;

* How industry designs, maintains, and operates a safe
facility; and

* How the consequences of accidents are minimized.

Industry has the expertise and responsibility to make sure
that the elements of safe operation (e.g., procedures, train-
ing, maintenance) are brought together and managed day-to-
day. Government agencies can help sources by auditing
their safety management programs, comparing them to suc-
cessful practices used by other sources, and stimulating
improvements.

The Risk Management Program regulations are among the
several tools implementing agencies have to help facilities
prevent chemical accidents. Existing and new programmatic
tools are briefly described below. Each of these programs is
designed to help identify the causes of accidental chemical
releases as well as the means to prevent them from occur-
ring. Additionally, these activities can be used to promote
coordination within the local community.

Chemical Safety Audits

Chemical Safety Audits are designed to:

¢ Share information about chemical safety practices and
technologies with visits to sources that handle hazardous
substances;

® Heighten awareness of the need for and promote chemi-
cal safety at chemical facilities and in the communities
where chemicals are located; and

* Build cooperation among sources, government agencies,
and others.



Chemical safety audits are usually voluntary and may include
sources not covered by the Risk Management Program provi-
sions. One purpose of auditing a facility is to identify and
characterize the strengths and weaknesses of specific chemi-
cal accident prevention program areas, as a means to high-
light the elements which form an effective program.
Additionally, audits facilitate the sharing of information
about successful practices and recommending safety improve-
ments. This can lead to process safety improvements, which
may prevent or mitigate releases by the audited source.

Accident Investigations

The fundamental objective of a chemical accident investiga-
tion is to determine the facts, conditions, circumstances, and
causes or probable causes of chemical accidents. The ulti-
mate goal of the accident investigation is to determine the
root causes or management system failures causing an acci-
dent in order to reduce the likelihood of recurrence, mini-
mize the consequences associated with accidental releases,
and make chemical production, processing, handling, and
storage safer. Along with the root cause, the investigation
looks at contributing factors of the event that may have
broad applicability to industry, and the potential to develop
recommendations and lessons learned to prevent future acci-
dents of this type.

Section 112(r) (6) of the Clean Air Act established an inde-
pendent safety board known as the Chemical Safety and
Hazard Investigation Board ("the Chemical Safety Board").
One of the objectives of the Chemical Safety Board, as direct-
ed by the Clean Air Act, is to investigate, determine and
report to the public, the facts, conditions, circumstances, and
cause or probable cause of any accidental release resulting in
fatality, serious injury or substantial property damage.

The General Duty Clause

Section 112(r) (1) of the Clean Air Act, known as the
"General Duty Clause," further expands the range of activi-
ties EPA can undertake to promote chemical safety.

Owners and operators of stationary sources producing, pro-
cessing, handling, or storing extremely hazardous substances
have a general duty to:

* Identify hazards associated with a potential accidental
release, using appropriate hazard assessment techniques;
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for Accident Prevention

The Chemical Safety
Board began operat-
ing in 1998 after it
was funded by
Congress. EPA and
the Chemical Safety
Board have developed
a Memorandum of
Understanding which
addresses their respec-
tive authorities and
coordination on acci-
dent investigation. To
view this MOU, see
www.epa.gov/ceppo/
ap-acin.htm.

For further information
concerning the
Chemical Safety
Board, visit the web
site at
http://chemsafety.gov
or http://csb.gov.
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* Design and maintain a safe facility, taking steps to pre-
vent releases; and

* Minimize the consequences of accidental releases that
do occur.

The General Duty Clause is not limited to a finite list of
chemicals or established thresholds.

To the extent state or local law establishes a similar general
duty, implementing agencies other than EPA can take
actions to promote safe operating practices and the preven-
tion of chemical accidents.

RMP Audits

RMP audits help ensure compliance with the Risk
Management Program. EPA intends to use the audit
process as a way to verify the quality of the program sum-
marized in the RMP. When it is reasonable, EPA will
require modifications to the RMP that may lead to quality
improvements in the underlying program.

Each government agency, whether federal, state, or local,
should determine what authorities it presently has to con-
duct the above activities. Most should find that their pre-
sent authorities are sufficient. The agency should consult
with legal counsel to determine the most effective use of

their authorities.

The above-mentioned activities are not mutually exclusive.
Many times, a combination of activities may be used to
achieve results. For example, an agency might investigate a
chemical accident at a facility. While the investigation may
determine a root cause, a chemical safety audit may con-
firm that procedures are being used to reduce the risk of
future accidents. Additionally, the agency may also audit
compliance with the General Duty Clause and/or RMP
requirements.



RISK MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

Section 112(r) of the CAA requires EPA to publish rules and
guidance for chemical accident prevention. The rules pro-
mulgating the list of regulated substances (published January
31, 1994) and the Risk Management Program provisions
(published June 20, 1996) are found at 40 CFR Part 68. The
Risk Management Program contains three elements: a haz-
ard assessment, a prevention program, and an emergency
response program. The entire program is to be described
and documented in a risk management plan (RMP) which is
submitted to EPA.

In general, the RMP submitted by most facilities includes the
following:

¢ Executive summary;

® Registration information;

e Offssite consequence analysis;
* Five-year accident history;

® Prevention program; and

¢ Emergency response program

Owners or operators of a stationary source with more than a
threshold quantity of a regulated substance (one of the 140
listed toxic and flammable substances in 40 CFR Section
68.130) in a process, as determined under section 68.115,
must submit an RMP no later than the latest of the following
dates:

(1) June 21, 1999;

(2) Three years after the date on which a substance is first
listed under 40 CFR 68.130; or

(3) The date on which a regulated substance is first present
in a process above a threshold quantity.

The Risk Management Program regulations also define the
activities that sources must undertake to identify and mini-
mize the risks posed by regulated substances in covered
processes. Specifically, EPA defined three "program levels" to
ensure that individual chemical processes are subject to
appropriate requirements based on the size of the process
and the associated risks. (see table on next page).
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Who is Covered?

EPA estimates that approximately
36,000 facilities are covered by the
provisions of 40 CFR Part 68, including:

Chemical manufacturers (industrial
organics and inorganics, paints, phar-
maceuficals, adhesives, sealants, fibers),

Petrochemical (refining and gas pro-
cessing operations, plastics and resins,
synthefic rubber),

Other manufacturing (electronics,
semiconductors, paper, fabricated met-
als, industrial machinery, furniture, fex-
tiles),

Agriculture (fertilizers),

Public sources (drinking and waste
water treatment works),

Electric utilities,

Food and cold storage,
Chemical warehousing,
Chemical wholesalers,

Military and energy installations,
and

Other stationary sources.
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Program Level

Description

Requirements

Program 1

Requirements apply to
processes where (1) a
worst- case release, as
determined by the haz-
ard assessment, is not
expected to reach public
receptors; (2) no acci-
dental release has
occurred in the last five
years that caused speci-
fied off-site impacts; and
(3) the source has coor-
dinated emergency
response procedures
with the local planning
and response organiza-
tions. The most likely
processes for this pro-
gram level are those at
remotely located sources
and/or those using list-
ed flammable chemicals.

¢ Conduct an off=site
consequence analysis
that evaluates worst-case
accidental release sce-
nario(s);

® Document the five-year
history of certain acci-
dental releases of regu-
lated substance from
covered processes;

¢ Coordinate response
plans with local emer-
gency planning and
response agencies; and
® Revise, update, and
submit the RMP at least
every five years.

TABLE 1: RMP PROGRAM LEVELS AND REQUIREMENTS

Program 2

Requirements apply to
processes that do not
meet the eligibility
requirements of
Program 1 or 3.

® Conduct an off-site
consequence analysis
that evaluates worst-case
accidental release sce-
nario(s);

® Document the five-year
history of certain acci-
dental releases of regu-
lated substance from
covered processes;

¢ Coordinate response
plans with local emer-
gency planning and
response agencies; and
® Revise, update, and
submit the RMP at least
every five years.

Evaluate alternative acci-
dent release scenarios
and establish:

* An integrated preven-
tion program for manag-
ing risk;

® Provisions for respond-
ing to emergencies; and
* An overall manage-
ment system supervising
the implementation of
these program elements.

Program 3

Requirements apply to
processes not eligibile
for Program 1, and
which are in certain
specified industrial cate-
gories or are already
subject to the OSHA
process safety manage-
ment (PSM) standard.
These generally include
higher risk, complex
chemical processing and
petroleum refining oper-
ations.

¢ Conduct an off=site
consequence analysis
that evaluates worst-case
accidental release sce-
nario(s);

® Document the five-year
history of certain acci-
dental releases of regu-
lated substance from
covered processes;

¢ Coordinate response
plans with local emer-
gency planning and
response agencies; and
® Revise, update, and
submit the RMP at least
every five years.

Evaluate alternative acci-
dent release scenarios
and establish:

* An integrated preven-
tion program for manag-
ing risk;

® Provisions for respond-
ing to emergencies; and
® An overall manage-
ment system supervising
the implementation of
these program elements.
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DEVELOPING AN RMP AUDIT PROGRAM

Objective

The RMP regulation states that, in addition to inspections for
the purpose of regulatory development and enforcement of
the CAA, the implementing agency shall periodically audit
RMPs to review their adequacy and require revisions when
necessary to ensure compliance with the Risk Management
Program regulations. This means that the implementing
agency is responsible for verifying RMP information against
an independent source of information, such as data from
other EPA or state databases, or by conducting on-site verifi-
cation.

RMP audits focus on the data contained in the Risk RMP audits focus
Management Plan, as well as the underlying risk manage-
ment program. An RMP is a blueprint of how Risk on comp/iance
Management Program provisions are incorporated into .
process safety at the facility, just as an emergency response with the Plan
plan is a blueprint of an emergency response program for a

community or a facility. Emergency plans do not directly requirements, as

protect the pubhc; €METgency response programs are the well as the
comprehensive approach to protecting the public.
underlying risk
Approaches to an RMP Audit management
Full compliance with the Risk Management Program regula- program

tions cannot be determined without on-site or independent
verification of all or part of the information submitted in an
RMP. However, each implementing agency should deter-
mine the scope of the audit process to be used. This deter-
mination is based on available resources, priorities, expertise,
and other factors. Auditing to ensure compliance with the
Risk Management Program regulation may consist of a range
of off-site and on-site activities. Off-site activities might
include determining that the rule applies to the source, that
the facility placed itself in the correct program level, and that
the source submitted a complete and correct RMP. On-site
activities might include verification of documentation and
process review.

To ease the inspection burden, the implementing agency
should also determine how the scope and conduct of on-site
audit activities can be coordinated with other regulatory
inspections. For example, the implementing agency might
coordinate with either the federal or state OSHA office with-
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in its jurisdiction. If chemical facilities are subject to the
OSHA PSM Standard, OSHA has its own authority over the
facilities' prevention program. This inter-agency coordina-
tion may save resources and decrease the burden on the
facility.

How to Use Reviews / Audits / Inspections

The Risk Management Program regulations mention the use
of completeness checks, reviews, audits, and inspections.
These terms are defined below.

RMP Completeness Checks. The implementing agency may
conduct an in-office "completeness check" of the RMP.
RMP*Submit (a submission system developed by EPA) will
check each RMP before it is submitted to ensure that all the
required data elements have been completed; the software
program will indicate which fields are missing any required
information. In addition, the EPA reporting center will use a
similar technique to review every RMP submitted to see if all
necessary fields have been completed.

RMP Reviews. Implementing agencies may want to review
the data in an RMP to identify discrepancies. For example,
the Executive Summary and registration data can be com-
pared to chemical inventory data submitted to the state
under EPCRA section 312 (always remembering that EPCRA
section 312 and CAA section 112(r) may have differences in
thresholds). Agencies may also want to review RMPs to iden-
tify internal data inconsistencies (e.g., dates listed for activi-
ties should be verified as internally consistent), facilities with
potential problems based on their accident histories, and
unusual data (e.g., failure to list appropriate hazards under
the prevention program). For example, if an RMP reports
that there has recently been a major change in a process that
triggered a review or revision of certain requirements (see
68.170(k)), but the RMP indicates that these requirements
have not been reviewed or revised since the date of the
change, further inquiry is warranted.

RMP Audits. In an audit, the contents of the RMP are
reviewed to determine completeness of the risk manage-
ment program and adequate compliance with section 112(r)
requirements. Audits involve more than simply reviewing the
RMP; specifically, an audit involves an independent verifica-
tion of the information in an RMP (e.g., by consulting other
data sources or visiting the facility). Some elements of an
audit include: verifying the number of processes a facility has



Introduction

Developing an
RMP Program

included in its RMP, or the existence of mitigation systems
reported in the RMP. An audit may also focus on accident
histories and off-site consequence analyses (e.g., are the
reported dates reasonable?). Additionally, audits could be
useful in comparing accident histories with accidents report-
ed to the SERC and LEPCs under EPCRA Section 304, which
requires reporting of certain chemical releases. Audits may
also compare practices among facilities within the same
industry sector to determine if particular facilities within the
State are meeting industry standards and implementing
appropriate accident prevention activities.

Inspections. Inspections complement RMP audit activities
and are valuable for evaluating compliance with the substan-
tive elements of the Section 112(r) rule. Many implement-
ing agencies that have programs for the protection of public
health and safety already have staff who are qualified to con-
duct on-site inspections (e.g., water permitting agencies visit
water treatment plants; fire inspectors check on propane dis-
tributors). With proper training, it may be efficient for these
regulators and inspectors to add 112(r) compliance elements
to their inspection checklist.

Pursuant to an audit, which may be combined with an inspec-
tion, a stationary source may be required to revise its RMP
and correct deficiencies in its underlying program. For
example, if an audit indicated that a stationary source had
not reviewed and updated operating procedures after a
change and that such updates were needed, the stationary
source could be required to update the procedures, re-train
workers in the new procedures, and submit a revised RMP.

11
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The RMP Audit Process
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STEP (1): SELECTING FACILITIES FOR RMP AUDITS

Under 68.220(b), the implementing agency may select
sources for audits based on any of the following criteria:

(1) Accident history;
(2) Accident history of other sources in the same industry;
(3) Quantity of regulated substances;

(4) Location and proximity to the public and environmental
receptors;

(5) Presence of specific regulated substances;
(6) Hazards identified in the RMP; or
(7) A plan providing for neutral, random oversight.

Related criteria could include the number of accidental
releases, whether there have been any catastrophic accidental
releases, and the known toxicity of chemicals used in the
processes.

Stationary sources with a "Star" or "Merit" ranking under
OSHA's voluntary protection program are exempt from
audits based solely on criteria (2) and (7). However, these
sources may be audited based on any of the other five crite-
ria [68.220(c)]. Each implementing agency should develop
a targeting system, based on their resources and priorities.

The RMP Audit Process

Step (1): Selecting Facilities
for RMP Audits

There are several
basic steps to con-
ducting an RMP audit.
(1) The first is select-
ing facilities to be
audited. (2) Next,
there is a range of
potential off-site, on-
site, and concluding
activities. (3) Finally,
there is a series of

post-audit actions.

15
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STEP (2): OFF-SITE ACTIVITIES

If more than one auditor is participating in the audit, the
entire audit team should participate in a planning meeting
prior to the audit. This meeting should include any person-
nel from outside the implementing agency who will partici-
pate in the audit. The team should include personnel from
the implementing agency and personnel from other agencies
to provide technical support (i.e., fire marshal, emergency
management staff, environmental management staff).
Additionally, if possible, the implementing agency should
include LEPC members and/or local response agency mem-
bers.

The lead auditor should determine at this point whether or
not the source will be notified in advance of the site visit.
Prior notification may be dictated by implementing agency
policy or practices. If the source is to be notified in advance
of the visit, the lead auditor should schedule well in advance
the date, time, and point of arrival at the source.

The lead auditor should:

e  Brief all auditors on the rationale for the audit;

* Assign each auditor specific section(s) of the audit
report, including collecting stationary source background
information related to his/her report section;

¢ Identify related regulatory requirements (e.g., hot work
permit, HAZWOPER); and

¢ Establish a schedule for completing collection of the nec-
essary background information, conducting the pre-visit
meeting, conducting the audit, and completing the audit
report.

Collecting Background Information

Preliminary preparation is key to a well organized audit. It is
useful to collect as much of the source background informa-
tion as possible in advance of the audit. The lead auditor
may elect to notify the source, state, and local officials of the
pending audit and request appropriate background informa-
tion. The auditor(s) then can review this information prior
to the visit, prepare a detailed list of topics and questions to
help organize their on-site activities, and minimize the
amount of time spent at the source. The following table lists
some examples of background information that may be use-
ful to auditors.



The RMP Audit Process

Step (2): Off-Site Activities

TABLE 2: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Types of Information

Submitted RMP

History of releases at the source and/or similar sources

Chemical processes

EPCRA Chemical Inventory Data

Sources of Information

RMP*Info and/or RMP*Review (database avail-
able to the implementing agency from EPA).

On-scene coordinator reports, Accidental
Release Investigation Program (ARIP) question-
naires, RMPs, Emergency Response Notification
System (ERNS) data, EPCRA 304 release notifica-

tions, State release files.

Industry standards and processing techniques
from trade and professional groups
(e.g.,American Institute of Chemical Engineers
(AIChE), ASME, and the Chlorine Institute),
process flow diagrams, and piping and instru-
mentation diagrams.

SERC, LEPC, local fire department.

Auditors should also determine the applicability of existing
checklists specific to the source being audited; for example,
checklists developed by EPA in sector-specific RMP guidances
may be used (e.g., ammonia refrigeration, publicly owned
treatment works, chemical warehouses, propane users).
Auditors should also familiarize themselves with industry and
government standards specific to the source (e.g., standards

developed by OSHA, NFPA, ANSI).

Planning the Audit

An on-site audit might include review of programs and
records, verification of data, and analysis of prevention mea-
sures. See the following table of potential audit components

for suggestions.

Prepare Audit Staff and Plan Logistics

The lead auditor should hold a pre-visit meeting with all
auditors as close to the date of the audit as possible. By this
time all auditors should be familiar with this guidance and
any information they have collected about the stationery
source to be audited and its processes. Additional informa-
tion to be obtained at the source should be identified and
auditors should develop individual plans for conducting their

17
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Review

Verify

Evaluate
Engineering review
Engineering analyses

Engineering verification

TABLE 3: POTENTIAL AUDIT COMPONENTS

e accident history

¢ incident investigation reports, and documentation of corrective measures taken
® preventive maintenance program

e process hazard analysis or hazard review, including review of safety information
and risk scenarios

¢ soundness of air modeling results

e operation and maintenance records, inspection procedures, and repairs records
e training records and review of emergency plan exercise program

® emergency response program capabilities, including exercises, equipment, train-
ing, off-site programs, public notification, procedures, and communication with
local emergency responders

* management of change program, pre-start review program, employee participa-
tion program, hot work permit program, and contractor employee training

e facility classification and program designation

¢ air modeling methods and results

* model input parameters

® mitigation measures and systems

® process enhancements, including facility-conducted compliance audit results
and recommendations

¢ additional (unreported) covered processes

® processes

® release prevention measures

® mitigation measures, design parameters

portion of the audit. For extensive audits, the pre-visit meet-
ing should:

e Establish the entry authority of each auditor;
* Review each auditor's area of responsibility;

* Review the audit objectives and highlight areas of special
interest;

* Review any site-specific personal health and safety issues,
and complete, if necessary, a site safety plan for on-site
activities;

* Review information about key personnel and operations
at the site;

¢ Establish an agenda for each day of the site visit;

* Review logistical matters (e.g., nightly team meetings to
discuss results and plan the next day's activity);




* Review the RMP submitted by the source and preliminari-
ly evaluate compliance with regulatory requirements;

* Arrange for proper management of confidential business
information (CBI); and

e Cover any additional topics.

The lead auditor should also:
* Develop site-specific guidance, if needed;
e Reserve work space and equipment at the source;

¢ Develop employee interview questionnaires, if an inter-
view is planned; and

e Schedule opening meetings, closing meetings, and daily
debriefings.

The RMP Audit Process

Step (2): Off-Site Activities

19
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STEP (3): AT THE SITE

Entering the Facility

Under 40 CFR 68.220(d), the implementing agency shall
have access to the source, supporting documentation, and
any area where an accidental release could occur. Upon
entering the source, the auditor(s) should present their offi-
cial credentials. The auditor(s) should arrive at the source
during normal working hours. The auditor(s) may sign a
"sign-in" sheet, log, or visitor register. However, the
auditor(s) must not sign any type of "waiver" or "visitor
release" which would relieve the source of responsibility for
injury or limit the rights of the auditing agencies to collect or
use data obtained from the stationary source. If a waiver or
release is presented, the lead auditor should explain that
such a document will not be signed and request a blank
"sign-in" sheet. If the auditors are refused entry because they
will not sign a release, the lead auditor should report all per-
tinent facts to the implementing agency's legal counsel. If
the matter cannot be resolved, the auditor(s) should leave
the facility. All events surrounding the refused entry must
be fully documented, including the name(s) of the person(s)
refusing entry.

Opening Meeting

The auditor(s) should conduct an opening meeting with
management personnel (e.g., plant manager, superinten-
dents of safety and operations, legal counsel, corporate rep-
resentative). The lead auditor should clearly explain the
purpose and objectives of the audit.

The lead auditor may give a copy of this guidance to the
source to help them understand the scope, purpose, and
objective of the audit. In addition, this guidance may help
the source in assembling information to be reviewed by the
auditor(s). At a minimum, the following items should be
addressed during the opening meeting:

e Discussion of entry and information gathering authorities
(with presentation of auditor(s) credentials);

¢ Audit purpose and objectives;
® Ons-site agenda;
¢ Identification and management of CBI;

¢ Information necessary to conduct the audit;



