


Payment instructions are included on the enclosed “Payment Instructions,” which is hereby incorporated
by reference.

This original ESA must be sent by certified mail to:

Javier Morales, 112(r) Enforcement Coordinator
Office of Compliance and Enforcement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, Mail Stop: OCE-101
Seattle, Washington 98101

Upon Respondent’s submission of the signed original ESA, signature by EPA, and filing with the
Regional Hearing Clerk, EPA will take no further civil penalty action against Respondent for the alleged
violations of the Act referenced in the Summary. EPA does not waive its right to any other enforcement
action for any other violations of the Clean Air Act or any other statute.

If the signed original ESA is not returned to the EPA Region 10 at the above address by Respondent
within 45 days of the date of Respondent’s receipt of it (90 days if an extension is granted), the proposed
ESA is withdrawn, without prejudice to EPA's ability to file an enforcement action for the violations
identified herein and in the Summary.

This ESA is binding on the parties signing below.
This ESA is effective upon filing with the Regional Hearing Clerk.
FOR RESPONDENT:

—

Signature: Date: 1Y [ 201
Name (print): Greqy Bnerln

Title (print): Wes Qmﬁﬁ;{; = .ﬂ .
Cost to correct violgtion(s): W‘ . Z @st{D 00 ; 2o Vouwrs v 63.9) 7 hee

T:

FOR COMBKA

Director
Office of Compliar

. ) Date: &/@0/pr&
Edward J. Kowalsl@a/l/
Enforcement

by ratify the ESA and incorporate it herein by reference. It is so ORDERED.
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Risk Management Program Inspection Findings and Alleged Violations Summary
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REASON FOR INSPECTION: This .ingpectior) is for the purpose of determining compliance with Section 112(r)(7) accidental release prevention requirements of the Clean Air Act,
as amended 1990. The scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited to: reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; interviews and taking of statements;
reviewing of chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and photographs; and any other inspection activities necessary to determine compliance with the Act.

FACILITY NAME
O erivate B covernmenTALMUNICIPAL

Tri-City Water Pollution Control Plant # EMPLOYEES: 32 poruLATION serveD: 88,459 (2010 census)

FACILITY LOCATION

15941 South Agnes Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045

INSPECTION START DATE AND TIMED: July 14, 2017, 08:30 AM

INSPECTION END DATE AND TiME: July 14, 2017, 3:00 PM

MAILING ADDRESS
15941 South Agnes Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL, TITLE, PHONE NUMBER

Daniel Strong, Interim Wastewater Operations Supervisor,
(503) 557-2800

epa Faciy io# 1000 0012 1156

FACILITY REPRESENTATIVE(S), TITLE(S), PHONE NUMBER(S) INSPECTOR NAME(S), TITLE(S), PHONE NUMBER(S)
Peter Phillips, SEE Grantee RMP Lead inspector, 206-553-1757

. . . . Garcia, SEE Grantee RMP Inspector, 206-553-1761
Daniel Strong, Interim Wastewater Operations Supervisor, Ef,{,’yﬁ arc;a EE Gf;,',t;‘eeﬁ,v,p lnsr;?:!or‘ 206-553-4090

(503) 557-2800 Mareti Fult mg'&E)lnc.. EPA START Contcactor
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INSPECTION FINDINGS

el s e

1S FACILITY SUBJECT TO RMP REGULATION (40 C.F.R. § 68)? X vES O nNo

DID FACILITY SUBMIT AN RMP AS PROVIDED IN 68.150 TO 88.185? X Yes O w~o

DATE RMP FILED WITH EPA:  6/22/1999 DATE OF LATEST RMP UPDATE:_ 7/10/2018

1) PROCESS/NAICS CODE:___ 22132 PROGRAMLEVEL: 10 20 3
REGULATED SUBSTANCE:__Chlorine MAX. QUANTITY IN PROCESS: 20,000 _ (Ibs.)

DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

CAA Section 112(r) and its implementing regulations in 40 C.F.R. Part 68 require an owner or operator of a stationary source that has more
than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance (listed in § 68.130) in a process, to develop a Risk Management Plan (RMP) and Risk
Management Program.

Three EPA representatives and one EPA contractor inspected the Tri-City Water Pallution Contral Plant (WPCP) facility on July 14, 2017,
Based upon this inspection the Tri-City WPCP facility is in violation of the following risk management program elements:

1. Process Safety Information: Tri-City WPCP has not documented an evaluation of the consequences of deviation, as required by
40 C.F.R. § 68.65(c)(1)(iv). Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide documentation at time of inspection on the chlorine storage and
handling process. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided a V10K V-Notch Chlorinator Operation & Maintenance Manual that
has a troubleshooting table for the chlorinators.

2. Process Safety Information: The process safety information does not contain the design codes and standards employed for the
equipment in the process, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.65(d)(1)(vi). Tri-City WPCP was unable to produce documentation during
the inspection. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided stamped 1995 drawings of the plant and 1983 original drawings of the
chlorine/bisulfite and scrubber process areas.

3. Process Hazard Analysis: The PHA has not been updated and revalidated by a team every five years after the completion of the
initial PHA to assure that the PHA is consistent with the current practices, as required in 40 C.F.R. § 68.67(f). No updated and
revalidated PHA was found at time of inspection. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided their 2009 PHA team list that was on
file.

4. Operating Procedures: The operating procedures do not address startup following a turnaround, or after emergency shutdown,
as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.69(a)(1)(vii). No documentation on startup operating procedures were provided at time of inspection
on the chlorine storage process.

5. Operating Procedures: The operating procedures do not address consequences of deviation, as required by 40 C.F.R. §
. 68.69(a)(2)(). No documentation for operating procedures were provided at time of inspection on the chlorine storage process.

(Cont'd on Page 2)




DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS (Cont'd)
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12.

13.

14,

16.

16.

Operating Procedures: The operating procedures do not address steps required to correct or avoid deviation, as required by 40
C.F.R. § 68.69(a)(2)(ii). No documentation for operating procedures were provided at time of inspection an the chlorine storage
process.

Training: Tri-Cities WPCP has not documented that each employee involved in operating a process, and each employee before
being involved in operating a newly assigned process, has been initially trained in an overview of the process and in the operating
procedures, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.71(a)(1). Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide initial training documentation for their
operators at time of inspection on the chlorine storage process. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided HAZCOM (8/19/15),
Handling Hazardous Waste (11/29/16), and LOTO (4/11/17) training documentation for Tom Wilson, Mark Protenngeiser, Scott
Hardener, Jerry Newton, Blake Raims, and Mike Arnold. The training documentation did not address the overview of the process
and operating procedures.

Training: Tri-Cities WPCP has not documented that initial training included emphasis on safety and health hazards, emergency
operations including shutdown, and safe work practices applicable to the employee’s job tasks, as required by 40 CF.R. §
68.71(a)(1). Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide initial training documentation for their operators at time of inspection on the
chlorine storage process. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided HAZCOM (8/19/15), Handling Hazardous Waste (11/29/16),
and LOTO (4/11/17) training documentation for Tom Wiison, Mark Protenngeiser, Scott Hardener, Jerry Newton, Blake Raims, and
Mike Arnold. The training documentation did not address emergency operations including shutdown and other safe work practices
such as opening process equipment or piping, confined space entry, and controlled access to process areas.

Training: In lieu of initial training for those employees already involved in operating a process on June 21, 1999, Tri-Cities WPCP
did not certify in writing that the employee has the required knowledge, skills, and abilities to safely carry out the duties and
responsibilities as specified in the operation procedures, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.71(a)(2). No documentation found at time
of inspection; on follow-up document request.

Training: Tri-Cities WPCP has not documented that refresher training has been provided at (east every three years, or more often
if necessary, to each employee involved in operating a process to assure that the employee understands and adherss to the
current operating procedures of the process, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.71(b). No documentation found at time of inspection;
on follow-up document request. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided HAZCOM (8/19/15), Handling Hazardous Waste
(11/29/16), and LOTO (4/11/17) training documentation for Tom Wilson, Mark Protenngeiser, Scott Hardener, Jerry Newton, Blake
Raims, and Mike Arnold.

Training: Tri-Cities WPCP has not ascertained and documented in record that each employee involved in operating a process
has received and understood the training required, as required by 40 C F.R. § 68.71(c). No documentation found at time of
inspection; on follow-up document request. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided HAZCOM (8/19/15), Handling Hazardous
Waste (11/29/16), and LOTO (4/11/17) training documentation for Tom Wilson, Mark Protenngeiser, Scott Hardener, Jerry
Newton, Blake Raims, and Mike Arnold.

Training: The prepared record does not contain the identity of the employee, the date of the training, and the means to verify that
the employee understood the training, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.71(c). Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide training
documentation for their operators at time of inspection on the chlorine storage process. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided
HAZCOM (8/19/15), Handling Hazardous Waste (11/29/16), and LOTO (4/11/17) training documentation for Tom Wilson, Mark
Protenngeiser, Scott Hardener, Jerry Newton, Blake Raims, and Mike Arnold.

Compliance Audit: Tri-Cities WPCP has not certified that the stationary source has evaluated compliance with the provisions of
the prevention program at least every three years to verify that the developed procedures and practices are adequate and being
followed, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.78(a). During the inspection, Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide a compliance audit
report for an audit that was due June 8, 2016. On July 31, 2017, Tri-City WPCP provided a Process Safety Written Program Audit
Report dated November 21, 2011 prepared by Wise Steps, inc.

Employee Participation: Tri-Cities WPCP has not developed a written plan of action regarding the implementation of the
employee participation required by the Employee Participation section of the RMP checklist, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.83(a).
Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide documentation at time of inspection on a written plan.

Employee Participation: Tri-Cities WPCP has not consulted with employees and their representatives on the conduct and
development of process hazards analyses and on the development of the other elements of process safety management in
chemical accident prevention provisions, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 68.83(b). Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide
documentation at time of inspection for the implementation of a written plan.

Employee Participation: Tri-Cities WPCP has not provided to employees and their representatives access to process hazards
analyses and to all other information required to be developed under the chemical accident protection rule, as required by 40
C.F.R. § 68.83(c). Tri-City WPCP was unable to provide documentation at time of inspection for the implementation of a written
plan.

DID FAGILITY CORRECTLY ASSIGN PROGRAM LEVELS TO PROCESSES? X ves [INo
ATTACHED CHECKLIST(S):

O PROGRAM LEVEL 1 PROCESS CHEGKLIST [0 PROGRAM LEVEL 2 PROCESS CHEGKLIST B3 PROGRAM LEVEL 3 PROCESS CHECKLIST
OTHER ATTACHMENTS:










