VPP Supplement “B” 2009 Annual Self Evaluation

Introduction & Background:
The Escalante Generation Station historically used two PSM covered chlorination systems to control the growth of algae, slime and other organic life in the water used in the circulating water and water treatment systems.   

A circulating water chlorination system was located at the cooling tower maintenance facility. It used 4,000 pounds of chlorine stored in two 1 ton liquefied chlorine cylinders.  The system was removed in 2009 and replaced with a Chloro-bromine powder process that is not covered by PSM.

A water treatment chlorination system is located at the water treatment facility.  It currently uses 6,000 pounds of chlorine stored in three 1 ton cylinders. Only one cylinder is in service at one time.  The current process simply consists of storage tanks of liquid chlorine piped to a pressurized water system that creates a venturi vacuum that pulls the Chlorine.   The entire Chlorine process is in process of being eliminated and will be replaced by a sodium hypochlorite system (bleach) not covered by PSM within the next 3 months. 

A Complete PSM program will continue to operate until the last system is eliminated. At which time we will do one final MOC.
Question 1: Do temporary leak repairs, such as pipe clamps, have Management of Change (MOC) procedures implemented, including target dates for permanent repairs based on mechanical integrity (MI) evaluation and not based strictly on next scheduled turnaround/maintenance shutdown?  Does some system exist to track these temporary repairs? 
N/A – we have never had any temporary repairs due to leaks
Question 2: Have MOC procedures been implemented for organizational changes that may affect PSM at the plant level such as personnel changes or policy changes that directly impact PSM covered processes? 

N/A – we have not had any organizational changes that would require a MOC
Question 3:   Do the Process Hazard Analysis ( XE "Selected Unit(s)" PHA) XE "PHA"  teams identify and evaluate all situations where operators are expected to carry out a procedure to control an upset condition, but would not have enough time to do so based on operating conditions? 


We have no situations where a person would not have time to carry out a procedure.  If need be we would just evacuate.
Question 4:  Is the site’s inspection and test program adequate to assure that all rotating equipment (pumps, compressors, agitators, turbines, etc) are operating within acceptable limits?

N/A we have no rotating equipment 
Question 5:  Does the site’s Process Safety Information (PSI) include the relief system design and design basis? 

N/A – no relief systems are needed or present on our tanks
Question 6:  In a process system with a chemical reaction, does the site use the Design Institute for Emergency Relief Systems (DIERS) methodology for determining appropriate design of emergency vent system? Explain how DIERS or other methodology used is applied.

N/A – we process doesn’t have nor require emergency venting
Question 7: For pressure-relief devices for equipment that has a maximum allowable working pressure (MAWP) of 15 psig or greater, does the site ensure appropriate design considerations and analysis of the flow-induced pressure drop in the inlet piping to prevent adverse system-relieving capacity and valve instability (chattering)?  In other words, does your site have conventional relief devices (non-pilot relief valves) that the pressure loss in the piping system between the protected vessels and the pressure-relief device does not meet API 521 Part 2, Section 4?

N/A
Question 8: Has the site determined whether the process safety information (PSI) is current and accurate for existing relief system(s)?  

Our PSI is current
Question 9: Does the site PSI adequately document the chemical reactive hazards of the process(es)?  

Guidance/Reference:  The U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board’s Hazard Investigation Report No. 2001-01-H, Issue Date: October 2002, “Improving Reactive Hazard Management” is a good reference document.  It states on page 56, “Two commonly cited causes of reactive incidents, as shown by the data, are inadequate understanding of reactive chemistry or inadequate hazard evaluation.”  On page 10 of the report it states, “NFPA instability ratings are insufficient as the sole basis for determining coverage of reactive hazards in the OSHA PSM Standard.”  On page 25-26 the report provides the following as common reactivity hazards: 

“Impact-sensitive or thermally sensitive materials (i.e., self-reactive chemicals) When subjected to heat or impact, these chemicals may rapidly decompose, resulting in a potentially explosive release of energy.  [Example:  Formation of organic peroxides.

Runaway reactions (i.e., self-reactive chemicals or mixtures)–In an out-of-control reaction involving a chemical or chemical mixture, the rate at which heat is generated exceeds the rate at which it is removed through cooling media and surroundings. [Example might be overcharging a constituent in a batch reaction or loss of cooling.  Another example might be butadiene popcorn polymer development.]  

Chemical incompatibility between two or more substances–These hazards occur when a chemical is suddenly mixed or comes into contact with another chemical, resulting in a violent reaction. 

Refineries must address reactivity hazards such as HF Alkylation Units Acid Runaway Reactions.

Question 10: Has the site performed a process hazard analysis addressing the reactive chemistry hazards?  

Yes we have a PHA on the reactivity of Cl
Question 11: Are the following items included in written operating procedures relayed to the control of chemical reactivity hazards involved with the process:

-  Consequences of deviation;

-  steps required to correct or avoid deviation; 

-  precautions necessary to prevent exposure including

-  engineering; administrative controls and PPE; and

-  control measures to be taken if physical contact or airborne occurrs? 

Yes all items are covered in our written procedures
Question 12: Do process operating employees have an adequate understanding of the chemistry reactivity hazards of the process(s) they have been given responsibility to operate?  

Yes employees have a good understanding of the chemistry and reactivity hazards
Question 13:  Has the site established written operating limits in the operating procedures?

Yes operating limits are specified in our written procedures
Question 14: Does the site have procedures or possible expectations for continued operations during any category of severe weather event?  If so, has your site addressed safety and health consideration in the written operating procedures for potential employee exposure to hazards during the event?  

We do not have expectations for continued operations during emergencies and our ICP has emergency shut down procedures due to extreme weather
Question 15: Has PSM-covered process equipment been replaced or removed without the Management of Change procedure being initiated and implemented?  

No all changes have been documented with a MOC including when we removed the cooling tower Cl system in 2009.  When we remove the Cl system at our water treatment facility this year we will do one final MOC.
Question 16: Does the site have unresolved PHA recommendations, which the site is currently tracking?  How long have open recommendations been unresolved and are any past target dates?
We have no unresolved recommendations from PHA’s
Question 17: How many open MOCs is the site currently tracking?  Are any open MOCs related to identified safety and health concerns waiting to be implemented which have passed their targeted implementation dates?
None

Question 18: Does the site have a “Positive Material Identification”(PMI) program?  

N/A – we have no alloy piping
Question 19: Are there deficiencies in the mechanical integrity of any pressure vessels, and has the site recognized any deficiencies?

No deficiencies present
Question 20: Are there deficiencies in piping mechanical integrity?

No deficiencies present
Question 21: Do site walkaround inspections evaluate at least 2 ongoing opening process equipment procedures in the facility and determine whether required safe work practices are being followed.  Examples of activities that meet or exceed the OSHA requirements are: 1910.146, Permit-Required Confined Entry and 1910.147, The Control of Hazardous Energy (Lockout/Tagout)?
N/A – all we do is change out bottles
Question 22: During walkaround inspections, evaluate at least two hot work operations. Are these hot work operations conducted according to the employer’s hot work procedures? Were procedures followed that meet or exceed OSHA's 1910.252, Welding, Cutting, and Brazing standard?
We have not had any hot work in our PSM covered areas in recent memory – probably not since initial setup and startup.
Question 23: Does the site have a safe work practice which it implements for motorized equipment to enter operating units and adjacent roadways?  

No motorized vehicles can enter our PSM covered area nor are any flammables present.
Question 24: Identify the most recent Pre-Startup Safety Review (PSSR) involving a modification. Determine if the PSI and procedures the PSSR requires to be updated and in-place have been completed. From this review, was the PSI updated and procedures in-place prior to introducing an HHC into the process?  If not, is it required/specified in the site’s policy?
We have not had any since initial startup
Question 25:  For batch processes, has the PHA addressed control of hazards associated with overfilling pressure vessels or mixing/blending vessel to ensure amounts do not exceed the batch process design?
N/A – we have no batch operations
