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Victor Weeks, RMP Coordinator  

EPCRA Enforcement Section 

U.S. EPA– Region 4 

61 Forsyth Street, SW 

Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

 

 

Dear Mr. Weeks: 

 

Per the 105 Grant Commitments, please accept the following North Carolina Chemical Accident 

Prevention Program end of year report for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011 (October 1, 2010 to 

September 30, 2011).  The intent of this report is to highlight program implementation efforts 

and to establish a work plan for FFY 2012.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 

me at mike.reid@ncdenr.gov or 919-707-8443. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael W. Reid 

112(r) Program Coordinator 

 

 

Enclosure: End of Year Report for FFY 2011 

 

 

cc: Sheila Holman 

 Lee Daniel 

 Lori Cherry 

 Sushma Masemore 
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North Carolina 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources 

Division of Air Quality 

Chemical Accident Prevention Program 

 
End of Year Report for US EPA Federal Fiscal Year 2011 

 

Introduction: 

This annual report summarizes activities of the North Carolina Chemical Accident Prevention 

Program for the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) Federal Fiscal Year 

(“FFY”) 2011 (October 1, 2010- September 30, 2011) and work plan for FFY 2012. 

Background: 

40 CFR part 68 Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions is a federal regulation that has been 

incorporated into the North Carolina Division of Air Quality (“DAQ”) regulation under 15A 

NCAC 2D. 2100, “Risk Management Program” to meet the requirements of the CAA Section 

112(r).  DAQ has been delegated implementation and enforcement authority for this regulation 

by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”). 

Program Implementation: 

The primary mission of the North Carolina Chemical Accident Prevention Program is to promote 

accidental chemical release prevention measures and reduce the impact of releases on the 

environment and public health through safety programs, emergency preparedness, and public 

access to information.  In order to achieve this mission, the following goals were established: 

1) Program Coordination:  To coordinate chemical accident prevention activities with other 

risk-related prevention programs.  As a result: 

a) Memorandum of Agreements (“MOA”):  To support the mission of the program, 

agreements continue with partner agencies including the Division of Water Quality 

(“DWQ”), Environmental Heath (“DEH”), NC Occupational Safety and Health 

(“OSHNC”), Emergency Management (“DEM”), and Department of Agriculture 

(“NCDA”). 

b) 112(r) Task Force:  In order to promote consistency among DAQ and its partner 

agencies, an internal work group continues to meet quarterly to discuss and resolve 

issues. 

2) Compliance Assistance and Enforcement:  To promote effective chemical safety 

management programs at subject facilities by regulatory compliance and enforcement. 

a) Air Permitted Facility Inspections:  As part of a comprehensive compliance inspection, 

DAQ inspectors check to see that subject facilities properly address risk management 

program requirements that are part of their air permit as is required by §68.215(a).  The 

established goal is to inspect Title V and synthetic minor facilities on an annual basis and 

small facilities on a biannual basis.  For this reporting cycle: 

i) Three hundred nine (309) Major (Title V) facilities were inspected 

ii) Six hundred fifty four (654) Synthetic Minor facilities were inspected 



iii) One Thousand three hundred ninety two (1392) Minor (Small) facilities were 

inspected 

b) RMP Screening:  The RMP database is screened on a monthly basis for reporting 

inconsistencies including but not limited to failure to update accident histories, failure to 

update plans at least once every five years, and other updates as is required by §68.190 

and §68.195.  The established goal is to contact and resolve at least one reporting 

inconsistency per month.  For this reporting cycle: 

i) Twenty eight (28) separate RMPs were identified that had not been updated within a 

five year period as required; 

ii) Technical assistance was offered to the owners or operators of seventeen (17) 

outdated RMPs; 

iii) Of those consulted, twelve (12) were resolved. 

c) RMP Inspections:  In order to evaluate compliance with 40 CFR Part 68, subject facilities 

are scheduled for routine inspections of their Risk Management Programs.  Inspections 

consist of a documentation review of all RMP program elements, employee interviews, 

and on-site inspection of regulated processes. 

EPA has established a national compliance monitoring goal, to inspect at least 5% of the 

total number of regulated facilities of which 25% of those inspections to take place at 

“high risk” facilities.  In order to meet or exceed this goal, a 20% inspection rate was 

planned for FFY 2011.  Of those inspections scheduled, 20% were anticipated to occur at 

“High Risk” facilities.  For this reporting cycle: 

i) Of the two hundred fifty two (252) RMP facilities under the jurisdiction of the 

program, fifty (50) facilities were scheduled for inspection.  Of those scheduled, 

thirty four (34) facilities were inspected for a 67.5% inspection rate (see Figure 1). 

ii) Of facilities subject to the program, twenty six (26) are considered “high risk”.  Of 

those facilities scheduled for inspection, eight (8) high risk facilities were inspected 

for a 30% inspection rate (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Inspection goals and completion rates for FFY 2011. 

d) Incident Investigations:  Investigations are initiated by DAQ whenever initial reports 

appear to involve a catastrophic release of a 112(r) regulated substance at a facility.  

Depending on the scope of the event, investigations typically involve a determination of 



the cause of the incident as well as compliance with 40 CFR part 68.  For this reporting 

cycle: 

i) Twenty three (23) separate incidents were identified involving a RMP regulated 

substance. 

ii) Of incidents identified, twenty one (21) met the definition of “accidental release” 

from a “stationary source” as defined by §68.3. 

iii) Of those accidental releases identified, two (2) resulted in “catastrophic release” 

resulting in incident investigations: 

(1) On January 5
th

, 2011: House of Raeford in Raeford, NC, (EPA Facility ID: 100-

00017-0968) reported the release of 644 lbs of ammonia (anhydrous) that resulted 

in one employee injury and a public evacuation ½ mile radius around the facility. 

(2) On August 16
th

, 2011: Pilgrim’s Pride in Marshville, NC, (EPA Facility ID: 1000-

0003-5669) reported the release of 20,000 lbs of ammonia (anhydrous) that 

resulted in significant property damage and the evacuation of at least 11 residents. 

e) Enforcement Actions:  By utilizing the compliance tools mentioned above, such as 

comprehensive compliance inspections, RMP Screenings, RMP Inspections, and Incident 

Investigations, regulated facilities may be assessed civil penalties when violations of 15A 

NCAC 2D.2100 are documented.  For this reporting cycle: 

i) Eight (8) separate enforcement actions were initiated. 

ii) Of those, one (1) was assessed civil penalties.  On June 15
th

, 2011: House of Raeford, 

(EPA Facility ID: 100-00017-0968) paid a civil penalty in the amount of $10,212 for 

multiple violations of the standard. 

3) Emergency Planning and Prevention:  To integrate RMP program goals and objectives, 

key performance measures, and key benefits into a statewide chemical hazards mitigation 

strategy: 

a) Outreach:   Promoting awareness of the 112(r) program along with SARA Title III to 

interested partners including local emergency planning committees (“LEPCs”), 

emergency response conferences and associations, etc.  For this reporting cycle: 

i) Presented program mission and hazmat study findings at eleven (11) LEPCs across 

the state. 

ii) Participated in multiple emergency response conferences and associations including 

NC Information Sharing and Analysis Center (“ISAAC”) program, Homeland 

Security Information Network (“HSIN”) program, NC Emergency Management 

Association Conference, NC Hazmat Responders Association, Community 

Emergency Response Team (“CERT”) and Regional Response Team (“RRT”) 

meetings. 

b) Technical Assistance:  Guiding chemical accident mitigation strategies through planning, 

training, exercises, etc.  For this reporting cycle: 

i) Assisted three (3) rural inactive LEPCs to merge resources to become one active 

LEPC. 

ii) Provided support to a regulated facility to resolve hazardous material transportation 

issues from a congested highway by helping to communicate hazardous material 

shipment concerns to the North Carolina Department of Transportation. 



iii) Assisted Selma Fire Department in their effort to limit access to a public road that 

goes through a methanol trans-loading facility. 

c) Regional Hazmat Studies:  A cyclical process of analyzing community vulnerabilities to 

chemical hazards both on a local level and state-wide level.  The purpose of the studies is 

to support LEPCs and the state emergency response commission (“SERC”) to be better 

positioned to make informed decisions to address or reassess identified vulnerabilities.  In 

order to focus resources, the study areas were separated into DEM regional offices known 

as Domestic Preparedness Regions (“DPR”).   

For this reporting cycle, the assessment focused on DPR 4 and 6 which consist of twenty 

one (21) counties across much of the middle of the state.  Objectives of the study 

included the following: 

i) Identify, map, and classify facilities that store large quantities of hazardous materials 

based on RMP, Tier II, and TRI data. 

ii) Anticipate areas of potential impact including those populations possibly affected by 

accidental chemical releases into the atmosphere. 

iii) Identify major hazardous material transportation routes and corridors. 

iv) Review and recommend consistency in LEPCs’ emergency operation plans including 

updating contact information, identifying local response capabilities, establishing 

notification procedures, and prioritizing training and exercise needs. 

4) RMP Trends Analysis for 2010:  In order to assess effectiveness, a set of performance 

indicators is used to evaluate success.  These indicators include measuring reductions in 

community vulnerabilities, reductions in the number of RMP facilities and impacts from 

associated chemical accidents.  It is important to note that one year trends are based on 2009 

to 2010 calendar years and ten year trends are based on 2001 to 2010 calendar years.  For this 

reporting cycle: 

a) Using offsite consequence analysis (OCA) data, an assessment of possible offsite impacts 

for 2010 revealed a one year decrease in the total population within these hazard zones by 

approximately ten thousand (10,000) residents or 0.2%.  Over the last ten years, the 

overall trend is down by approximately one million seventy thousand (1,070,000) 

residents or 26.5%.  Using population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau from 2001 

to 2010, the population within North Carolina over the same ten year time frame 

increased by approximately one million three hundred forty thousand (1,340,000) or 

16.3% (see Figure 3). 



 
Figure 3: Trend in total population at risk from subject facilities 

 

b) An assessment in the total number of regulated facilities reported to have current RMPs 

in North Carolina for 2010 revealed a one year decrease of one (1) facility.  Over the last 

ten years, the overall trend is down by forty six (46) facilities.  During the same ten year 

time period, the total quantity of regulated substances reported in RMPs has increased by 

approximately seventy four million seven hundred thousand pounds (74,748.011 lbs) or 

an increase of 147% (See Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4: Change in total RMP regulated facilities by year 

c) An assessment of chemical accident trends of regulated substances at regulated facilities 

revealed that there were no significant accidents reported in 2010.  As Figure 5 shows, 

the number and severity of chemical accidents can vary significantly from year to year. 



 
Figure 5: Accident history trend for last ten years 



5) Work Plan for FFY 2012:  In order to focus on key priorities, it is important to 

identify techniques that are effective in reducing community vulnerabilities.  For FFY 

2012 priorities include:  

a) Build Partnerships:  To continue building  partnerships by utilizing a multi-agency 

approach and formalize relationships with: 

i) The National Toxic Substance Incidents Program (“NTSIP”) which utilizes an acute 

toxic substance release surveillance system to focus on assessing public health 

impacts of vulnerable populations to chemical accidents. 

ii) The NC Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services which is responsible for 

evaluating compliance with the LP-Gas code. 

b) Improve the RMP Review Process:  To continue to screen RMP data and resolve 

identified issues by: 

i) Continuing to look for subject facilities that failed to submit RMP’s as required by 

§68.150. 

ii) Continuing to offer technical support to at least one RMP facility per month that 

failed to update their RMP as required by §68.190 and §68.195(b). 

iii) Following-up on reported chemical accidents to verify that accident history 

information is updated as required by §68.195(a). 

c) 100% inspection rate by the end of 2014:  To inspect all RMP regulated facilities at least 

once over a five year cycle (2010 to 2014) by: 

i) Targeting a 20% inspection rate.  

ii) Of those facilities inspected, targeting at least 20% of the high risk facilities. 

d) Emergency Response Planning:  To reduce community vulnerabilities to acute exposures 

from hazardous chemicals by: 

i) Continuing to promote 112(r) and SARA Title III programs to at least one LEPC, 

SERC, or other related associations per month. 

ii) Continue to guide chemical accident mitigation strategies by partnering with at least 

one interested industry or public entity per quarter. 

iii) Completing the first round of regional hazardous materials studies by 2014. 

(1) First study (DPR 1 and 2) completed in September 2009 

(2) Second study (DPR 3) completed in September 2010 

(3) Third study (DPR 4 and 6) completed in September 2011 

(4) Forth study (DPR 8 and 9) proposed September 2012 

(5) Fifth study (DPR 5& 7) proposed September 2013 

 


