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approach.

The guidance clarifies and supplements Recommendations for the Preparation of
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements, which the Office of
Environment, Safety and Health issued in May 1993. This new guidance focuses on
principles of accident analyses under NEPA and presumes that accident analysts have
appropriate technical knowledge and skills. The guidance addresses many key aspects

of analysis but is not comprehensive; we intend to issue further topical supplements as
appropriate.
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Recommendations
for

Analyzing Accidents under NEPA

1.0 Introduction

This paper provides guidance for preparing accident analyses in Department of Energy (DOE)
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental impact statements (EISs) and
environmental assessments (EAs). This guidance clarifies and supplements Recommendations
for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements
(Recommendations), which the Office of Environment, Safety and Health issued in May 1993
(DOE, 1993). For convenience, Section 6.4 (accident analysis) of Recommendations is attached
to this guidance (Attachment 3).

This guidance addresses NEPA policy and requirements related to accident analyses in NEPA
documents, and is targeted primarily to those responsible for preparing NEPA documents,
including NEPA Document Managers, NEPA Compliance Officers, and document reviewers. This
guidance does not provide detailed technical instructions for analysis of accidents; it presumes
that accident analysts have appropriate technical knowledge and skills.

Further, this guidance addresses only certain aspects of accident analyses. The Office of
Environment, Safety and Health intends to issue topical supplements to this guidance.

As with all aspects of environmental documentation, appropriate security reviews of accident
analyses under NEPA should be conducted to determine whether public access to information
should be limited.

1.1 Definition

An accident is an unplanned event or sequence of events that results in undesirable
conseguences. Accidents may be caused by equipment malfunction, human error, or natural
phenomena.

1.2 Purpose

Documents prepared under NEPA should inform the decision maker and the public about the
chances that reasonably foreseeable accidents associated with proposed actions and
alternatives could occur, and about their potential adverse consequences. The term “reasonably
foreseeable” extends to events that may have catastrophic consequences, even if their
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probability of occurrence is low, provided that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible
scientific evidence, is not based on pure conjecture, and is within the rule of reason. [Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations, 40 CFR 1502.22]

Accident analyses are necessary for a reasoned choice among the proposed action and
alternatives and appropriate consideration of mitigation measures. Accident analyses in NEPA
documents can provide estimates of the magnitude of risk* that the proposed action and
alternatives would present and a comparison of risk among the proposed action and alternatives.

1.3 Sliding Scale

Consistent with the principle that impacts be discussed in proportion to their significance

(40 CFR 1502.2(b)), DOE NEPA document preparers should use a sliding scale approach

(as described in Recommendations) to accident analyses. While this paper provides general
principles to guide the development of accident analyses for DOE NEPA documents, these
principles do not reduce to a “cookbook” approach. Rather, DOE document preparers must apply
considerable judgment to determine the appropriate scope and analytical requirements of
accident analyses for each DOE NEPA document. For example, preparers will need to determine
the appropriate range and number of accident scenarios to consider, and the level of analytical
detail and degree of conservatism that should be applied. A sliding scale approach is particularly
applicable in making these determinations.

Key factors to consider in applying a sliding scale approach to accident analyses include:
e probability that accidents will occur

e severity of the potential accident consequences

e context of the proposed action and alternatives

e degree of uncertainty regarding the analyses (e.g., whether sufficient engineering design
information is available to support detailed analysis) and

e level of technical controversy regarding the potential impacts.

! Although “risk” is a term that can be used to express the general concept that an adverse effect could
occur, in quantitative assessments it is generally understood within DOE to refer to the numeric product of
the probability and consequences. “Risk” is used in the latter way in this guidance. When risk cannot be
quantified, it is appropriate to discuss risk qualitatively in terms of the probability and potential
consequences.

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 2
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2.0 Overview

An accident is an event or sequence of events that is not intended to happen, and indeed may
not happen during the course of operations. The probability that a given accident will occur within
a given time frame can be estimated. The probability of occurrence is expressed as a number
between 0 (no chance of occurring) and 1 (certain to occur). Alternatively, instead of probability
of occurrence, one can specify the frequency of occurrence (e.g., once in 200 years, which also
can be expressed as 0.005 times per year).

An accident scenario is the sequence of events, starting with an initiating event, that makes up
the “accident.” It is important to distinguish the probability (or frequency) of the initiating event
from that of the entire scenario; the probability of the entire scenario is of primary interest in
NEPA accident analyses because it expresses the chance (or rate) that the environmental
consequences could occur.

In this guidance the environmental v/ Evaluate impacts for: involved workers,
consequences of accidents are effects noninvolved workers, and the general
(impacts) on human health and the public.

environment. In discussing an accident's v Evaluate impacts on the maximally
effects on human health in NEPA exposed individual in each category and
documents, it is both conventional and the collective impact to each population.

adequately informative to consider three
categories of people: involved workers,
noninvolved workers, and the general
public. For each of these categories,
evaluate impacts on the maximally
exposed individuals and the collective impact to each population group. As noted in
Recommendations, the analysis of human health effects should be carried to completion. That is,
do not report only doses (radiological and chemical, as appropriate) to individuals and groups,
which are neither health effects nor environmental impacts. Rather, identify and quantify, when
appropriate, potential health effects (e.g., number of latent cancer fatalities).

v The environment includes biota and
environmental media, such as land and
water.

In the context of analyzing accidents, the environment includes biota and environmental media,
such as land and water, which may become contaminated as the result of an accident. This
guidance refers to effects on biota as ecological impacts.

DOE's accident analyses under NEPA should consider both radiological and non-radiological
hazards, commensurate with significance. Some DOE NEPA documents have focused too much
on potential radiological accidents in comparison with non-radiological accidents. In many cases
the risks associated with potential releases of toxic chemicals may be far greater than
radiological risks, and should be analyzed accordingly. For example, many DOE sites provide
their own potable or wastewater treatment, which can require storing significant quantities of
chlorine, an extremely hazardous substance. Recommendations (Section 6.2, “Human Health
Effects”) discusses the analysis of effects from chemical exposure.
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With respect to radiological risks, note that the discussion of Human Health Effects in
Recommendations focuses on the effects of low doses of radiation. However, an accident
analysis may involve both high and low radiation doses. High absorbed doses (hundreds of rad)
delivered over a short period of time may result in a risk of a prompt fatality from non-cancer
syndromes (e.g., gastrointestinal syndrome, pulmonary syndrome, or hematopoietic syndrome).
Evans et al. (NRC, 1993) provides methods for estimating these early mortality risks.

In addition, the appropriate dose-to-risk
conversion factors for estimating impacts at ¥ Consider both radiological and non-
high doses (between about 25 and 100 rem) radiological hazards, commensurate with

) significance.
may not be appropriate at lower doses (less
than about 25 rem). For example, the high- v’ Use appropriate current dose-to-risk
dose-to-risk conversion factor in Federal conversion factors that have been adopted
Guidance Report No. 13 (EPA, 1999) is by cognizant health and environmental
1.1 x 107 fatal cancers per rem; the protection agencies.

corresponding low-dose-to-risk conversion

factor is 6 x 10 fatal cancers per rem. As discussed in Recommendations, use current dose-to-
risk conversion factors that have been adopted by cognizant health and environmental protection
agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. When uncertain, consult the Office of Environment, Safety and Health.

In presenting accident analysis results, be clear about the types of exposure scenarios analyzed
to avoid confusion. For example, radiological accident scenarios often involve inhaled or ingested
long-lived radioactive materials that result in a persistent dose rate to a person throughout
his/her lifetime, the accumulation of which is expressed as a committed effective dose
equivalent. The reported committed effective dose equivalent may be a large number

(e.g., several hundred rem) that may appear to be a high acute absorbed dose. In presenting the
results for such scenarios it is important to associate the estimate of committed effective dose
equivalent with a time period starting from the exposure event and continuing through the
person’s lifetime.

3.0 Accident Scenarios and Associated Probabilities/Frequencies
3.1 Scenario Development
Range of Accident Scenarios

The key to informative accident analyses is to develop realistic accident scenarios that address

a reasonable range of event probabilities and consequences. The set of accident scenarios
considered should serve to inform the decision maker and the public of the accident risks
associated with a proposed action and alternatives. DOE should consider accident scenarios that
represent the range or “spectrum” of reasonably foreseeable accidents, including low
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probability/high consequence accidents and higher probability/(usually) lower consequence
accidents. (Attachment 1 discusses a related issue, namely intentional destructive acts.)

Analyze maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents to represent potential accidents at the high
consequence end of the spectrum. A maximum reasonably foreseeable accident is an accident
with the most severe consequences that can reasonably be expected to occur for a given
proposal.? Such accidents usually have very low probabilities of occurrence. As noted above,
however, the accident analysis normally should not end with the analysis of maximum reasonably
foreseeable accidents.®

For most proposals, DOE also should analyze other accidents in the “spectrum” because they
may contribute importantly to, or even dominate, the accident risks. In some cases other
accidents along the spectrum with lesser consequences than the maximum reasonably
foreseeable accident may have an associated significant risk, perhaps a greater risk than the
maximum reasonably foreseeable accident. The Cerro Grande fire (see text box on page 8) is an
example of such an accident. Analyze a

sufficient range of accidents to adequately v' Analyze the consequences of maximum
inform about the accident risks of the proposed reasonably foreseeable accidents.

action and alternatives. v Analyze a sufficient range of accidents to

_ _ _ adequately inform about the accident
In developing accident scenarios, some risks of a proposed action and

document preparers compensate for analytical alternatives.

uncertainty by using conservative or “bounding”

approaches that tend to overestimate potential .

. . streamline analyses and account for
impacts. Bounding approaches based on uncertainty, but tend to mask differences
conservative assumptions may have several among alternatives.

potential benefits, such as streamlining an

analysis when there are many uncertainties and avoiding the need to prepare more realistic
analyses when not warranted. Further, bounding analyses may be more defensible than more
realistic approaches because they are unlikely to underestimate potential accident
conseqguences. On the other hand, bounding analyses may mask differences among alternatives
and be less informative about the potential need for mitigation. Also, excessive conservatism
may result in a misleading presentation of accident risks.

“Bounding” approaches may be used to

Because one purpose of NEPA analysis is to inform the public, consider analyzing an accident
scenario in which the public has expressed a keen interest, even when the scenario is not

% Maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents are not the same as “worst-case” accidents, which almost
always include scenarios so remote or speculative that they are not reasonably foreseeable and not helpful
to a decision maker. Analysis of worst-case accidents is not required under NEPA.

®An exception to these general guidelines may exist in circumstances where the consequences of the
maximum reasonably foreseeable accident are very small. In that case, analyzing only the maximum

reasonably foreseeable accident may provide sufficient information regarding the accident risks of the
proposal.
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reasonably foreseeable. Do not analyze physically impossible accidents, however. Always
explain why a scenario of interest to the public was excluded from analysis.

Scenario Probabilities

An accident scenario involves a postulated initiating event followed by a sequence of other
events or circumstances that result in adverse consequences. If these subsequent events always
occur when the initiating event occurs (i.e., the subsequent events have a conditional probability
of 1, given that the initiating event occurs), then the probability (or frequency) of the entire
accident scenario is that of the initiating event. Otherwise, the scenario probability would be the
product of the initiating event probability and the conditional probabilities of the subsequent
(presumed independent for purposes here) events, given that the initiating event has occurred.

Conservatisms

In accident analyses, as with many aspects of environmental analysis in NEPA documents,
preparers need to make judgments about the appropriate degree of conservatism to apply.

In applying the sliding scale principle to making such judgments, preparers should consider the
fundamental purposes of the analysis as discussed above, the degree of uncertainty regarding
the proposal and its potential impacts (see further discussion of uncertainty below), and the
degree of technical controversy. Accident analyses under NEPA should be realistic enough to be
informative and technically defensible.

Consistent with CEQ regulations, avoid scenarios that v' Apply the sliding-scale principle

are based on pure conjecture (40 CFR 1502.22). in making judgments about the
- . ) ) appropriate degree of

Specifically, avoid compounding conservatisms - conservatism.

evaluating a scenario by using conservative values for

multiple parameters will yield unrealistic results. v"Avoid scenarios that are based

on pure conjecture

For example, in air dispersion modeling, it is nearly (40 CFR 1502.22).

always unrealistic to assume only extremely unfavorable

meteorological conditions; prevailing (median) meteorological conditions generally should be
used. In exceptional cases (e.g., when there is heightened controversy regarding accident risks
or to enable a comparison with analysis in another document), it would be appropriate to
estimate and present accident consequences for both median conditions and unfavorable
conditions. Median conditions are often defined by using 50% meteorology, which represents
plume concentrations that are not exceeded 50% of the time for a given direction and distance or
receptor location, and are often characterized by stability class D and moderate wind speeds.
(Fifty percent meteorology should not be confused with annual average meteorology. The latter is
appropriate for estimating the impacts of normal operations or expected occurrences, but is
generally not appropriate for estimating the consequences of accidents.) Unfavorable conditions
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are often defined using 95% meteorology,* which represents plume concentrations that are not
exceeded 95% of the time, and are often characterized by stability class F and low wind speeds.
(However, when estimating plume concentrations from elevated releases, both median and
unfavorable conditions may be characterized by other combinations of stability class and wind
speed.)

Similarly, using estimates of plume centerline concentrations may be appropriate for evaluating
impacts to maximally exposed individuals, but would not be appropriate for evaluating population
impacts (would overestimate impacts); sector-averaged plume concentrations would yield more
realistic results for population impacts. In other words, it would be unrealistic to assume that
everyone in a population received the same exposure as the maximally exposed individual.

(As appropriate for the constituents released during an accident, realistic plume concentrations
may be based on time-integrated concentrations or peak concentrations, or they may incorporate
averaging times.)

Applying these principles to choices of other key parameters will help avoid unrealistic results.

[Note: It would never be appropriate to assume only extremely unfavorable meteorological
conditions for the purpose of reducing estimates of the probability of an otherwise credible
accident scenario, and then fail to analyze the scenario at all because, by taking account of the
probability of unfavorable meteorological conditions, estimates of the overall scenario probability
are then judged to be so low as to be not reasonably foreseeable. Although meteorological
conditions affect the consequences of accidents, the probability of meteorological conditions
assumed in air dispersion modeling should not be included in estimates of the probability of an
accident scenario analyzed in a NEPA document. In those cases when document preparers
choose to present accident consequence estimates based on both median and unfavorable
meteorological conditions, it would be appropriate to note that the unfavorable conditions would
be less likely to occur.]

3.2 Frequency

“Frequency” refers generally to the rate at which events occur or are expected to occur over
some measured interval (e.g., number of events per unit time, number of events per operation, or
number of events per mile traveled). In this guidance, frequency refers to the number of accident
events expected per year. “Return period” is a related concept, applicable to natural phenomena
(e.g., earthquakes, storms, high winds, and floods). An event with an expected return period of
100 years (e.g., a 100-year flood) is defined to have a frequency of occurrence of one event per
100 years, or 10 per year.

* Unfavorable atmospheric conditions also have been defined by 99.5% sector-specific and 95% overall site
meteorology [e.g., see Atmospheric Dispersion Models for Potential Accident Consequence Assessments
at Nuclear Power Plants (NRC, 1983)]. Ninety-five percent overall site meteorology is different from 95%
meteorology in that 95% overall site meteorology is determined based on the distance to receptor locations
in all directions, while 95% meteorology is based on a single direction or single receptor location.

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 7
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Case Study — LANL SWEIS Wildfire Scenario

The accident analysis in the Final Site-wide EIS (SWEIS) for the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) (DOE-EIS/0238, January 1999) helped reduce the consequences of the Cerro Grande wildfire
that burned about 9,000 acres (about 30 percent) of LANL, and about 50,000 acres of surrounding land,
in May 2000. The SWEIS analysis proved to be realistic — a wildfire scenario analyzed closely mirrored
the actual event — and the SWEIS was a helpful resource during and after the fire. Further, the
document prompted the Department to take action beforehand to mitigate potential wildfire
consequences, which helped protect buildings in the path of the fire from damage. The only serious
property damage within LANL was to temporary structures, such as trailers, that were destroyed.

The Draft SWEIS did not analyze a site-wide wildfire scenario. Rather, the Draft SWEIS considered fires
at individual facilities but did not analyze such fires in detail because they were bounded by other facility
accidents. Comments at a public hearing from a forester at the nearby Santa Fe National Forest and
written comments from the Department of the Interior focused attention on wildfire, and the SWEIS
team promptly investigated. In view of the high annual probability of a wildfire, estimated in the Final
SWEIS at about 0. 1 (once every 10 years), the team determined that potential wildfires were among the
risk-dominant accident scenarios for LANL, warranting immediate mitigation measures.

As a result of the SWEIS analysis and the dedication of the document preparation team, mitigation was
begun immediately to reduce the wildfire risks at key facilities, including waste facilities at TA-54 and the
Weapons Engineering Tritium Facility at TA-16. DOE removed trees and other potential fuel, including
replacing wooden pallets with aluminum ones. (See “Los Alamos Site-wide EIS Analyzed Wildfire
Impacts, Prompted Mitigation Actions,” Lessons Learned Quarterly Report, June 2000, page 1,
available on the DOE NEPA Web at http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa, under NEPA Process Information.)

The potential radiological consequences of a wildfire, as estimated in the Final SWEIS (0.34 LCFs),
were small in comparison with those of postulated earthquakes. The SWEIS analyzed several
earthquake scenarios, with estimated consequences ranging from about 16 LCFs (moderate event that
damages some facilities, estimated to occur once in 350 years) to about 230 LCFs (a very large event
that damages all facilities, estimated to occur less than once in about 33,000 years). Accounting for
probabilities of occurrence, however, the estimated radiological risks of a wildfire (0.034 LCFs per year)
were greater than for the very large earthquake (0.0095 LCFs per year), and less than a moderate
earthquake (0.046 LCFs per year).

Moreover, the non-radiological consequences of the Cerro Grande wildfire were devastating for the
people impacted. This illustrates that, as with many accident scenarios, a single risk calculation or
pathway does not encompass all of the impacts. Importantly, the SWEIS evaluated potential hazards
other than radiation exposure. For example, the Final SWEIS supplemented the discussion of radiation-
related human health impacts with a discussion of potential chemical releases, loss of protective cover,
soil erosion, runoff, effects on biological systems and cultural resources, effects on legacy
contaminants, and other consequences of a wildfire.

This case study illustrates several key points, including the importance of:
Analyzing a sufficient range of accidents to adequately inform about accident risks
Considering non-radiological impacts
Using accident analyses to identify potential mitigation measures, and
Considering input from the public and other government agencies.
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While frequency is a useful quantity in accident analyses, it is not a “bottom line” measurement.
Rather, the bottom line measurement is the probability that the accident would occur during the
lifetime of the proposed action. For example, the probability that an event with a frequency

of 1x 10 per year would occur during an assumed 30-year project lifetime is about 3 x 10
[about 30 times 10°].> Both frequency (or return period) and the probability of occurrence during
the lifetime of the proposed action should be reported in NEPA documents.

Most facilities have operational lifetimes of only several decades. Accident scenarios that have
frequencies less than 10 per year are so

unlikely to occur during the life of such v Consider scenarios with frequencies of
facilities that they generally are not important 10° to 10 per year if the consequences
to consider in making decisions about the may be very large.

facilities. Nevertheless, scenarios with
frequencies in the range of 10° to 10 per
year should be considered if the accident

v' Scenarios with frequencies less than
107 per year rarely need to be examined.

conseqguences may be very large. As a v' Report the probability of the accident
practical matter, scenarios with frequencies occurring during the lifetime of the
less than 107 per year will rarely need to be proposed action.

examined.

In determining which low frequency accident scenarios to analyze, document preparers should
consider differences between natural phenomena and human-caused events with respect to the
degree to which their consideration would inform decision making. It may not be useful to
consider extremely low frequency accidents resulting from certain natural phenomena. For
example, in many cases the acceleration forces associated with extremely rare earthquakes
(e.g., frequencies of less than 10° per year) may be so great that destructive impacts unrelated
to the proposed action or alternatives would overwhelm impacts associated with the proposed
action or alternatives. Such an analysis would not be informative regarding the proposed action
or alternatives because a decision maker would be unable to distinguish the consequences
resulting from the proposed action or alternatives from the general destructive effects of the
earthquake. Analyzing a higher frequency earthquake scenario, however, could be useful in
making decisions about the proposed action and alternatives, such as whether a robust
earthquake design or alternative location for a proposed facility is warranted.

®The probability of an event occurring during a project lifetime often can be approximated by multiplying the
event frequency by the project duration. This approximation method is not mathematically accurate and
provides acceptable estimates only for relatively short project durations and small frequencies, as in the
example above. For events with greater frequencies or longer project durations, the probability of the event
taking place during the project lifetime can be calculated using the formula: Probability = 1-(1-1/T)N, where
N = the project’s lifetime in years, and T is the return period of the event in years. The annual probability of
the event = 1/T. To illustrate, the probability that a 100-year storm event would occur in a given year

is 0.01 [1/100]. The probability that the 100-year storm would occur during a project lifetime of 100 years

is not 1.0 [100 x 0.01], rather, the probability is about 0.63 [1-(1-1/100)100].
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4.0 Risk

Presenting the risk of an accident - calculated by v' Separately present estimated
multiplying the probability of occurrence times the aCC|der_1t_ consequences and

. . . probabilities.
conseguence - is not sufficient. As noted in
Recommendations, presenting only the product of
these two factors masks their individual magnitudes. Risk should augment and not substitute for
the presentation of both the probability of occurrence and the consequence of the accident.

4.1 Application to Accidents Involving Potential Radiological Releases

Exposure of populations to low levels of ionizing radiation is associated with an estimated
number of resulting latent cancer fatalities (LCFs) in the exposed population. If an accident
involved radiation exposures, the potential LCFs

: % . . :
would be a consequence.® The estimated number of For transportation accidents, in

addition to a probabilistic risk

LCFs (if the scenario were to occur) and the scenario analysis, consider using a
probability should be presented in the NEPA review. separate analysis to present both
This basic information may be supplemented with a the probability and consequences
risk estimate (i.e., number of LCFs multiplied by of a maximum reasonably

probability of the scenario). foreseeable accident.

Further, the consequence of a dose to an individual usually would be expressed as a probability
that the individual would incur a fatal cancer. (This probability should not be confused with the
probability that the accident scenario would occur - both should be presented in the NEPA
review.) For example, for an accident that would result in a 1-rem dose to the maximally exposed
member of the public, a consequence of the accident would be about 1 chance in 1,700
(probability of 6 x 10™) that the maximally exposed member of the public would incur a fatal
cancer as a result of the exposure.’

4.2 Application to Transportation Accidents

Consistent with the emphasis in this guidance on reporting accident consequences, document
preparers should consider using two separate analytical approaches for accidents involving
transportation of radioactive or hazardous materials. For example, DOE often uses a probabilistic
risk assessment approach for transportation accidents involving radioactive materials by
summing the products of the probabilities of occurrence of accidents over a range of severity
classes and the consequences of the accidents in each severity class to yield total accident risk.
Although such methods typically consider the full range of potential accident severity classes,
including the most severe, these methods do not present consequences for a particular accident
scenario that may be of interest, such as a maximum reasonably foreseeable accident.

® Note that the numerical expression of estimated LCFs itself is probabilistic in nature and should be
interpreted in a statistical sense. Nevertheless, regard the estimated number of LCFs as a consequence
of exposure to radiation.

" This calculation uses a dose-to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 10 LCF per person-rem of exposure.
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Accordingly, consider analyzing the consequences of a maximum reasonably foreseeable
transportation accident using a separate approach in which a specific type of location

(e.g., an urban area or a rural area) and accident scenario is postulated (typically one with an
estimated occurrence of 10° to 107 per year). This approach would enable the separate
presentation of both accident consequences and probability for the maximum reasonably
foreseeable accident, which is often of considerable interest to the public and local officials.

A Resource Handbook on DOE Transportation Risk Assessment (DOE, 2002b) provides useful
data for transportation accident analyses.

Be sure to consider non-radiological transportation accident risks, such as fatalities from
collisions that do not result in any cargo releases. In many cases, such risks will be dominant.

5.0 Accident Consequences
5.1 Involved Workers

In the analysis of accidents, always consider potential impacts on involved workers. Fatal or
serious non-fatal injuries may be expected because of a worker’s close proximity to the accident.
In some cases, credibly estimating exposures for involved workers may require more details
about an accident than could reasonably be projected or meaningfully modeled. As a substitute,
the effects should be described semi-quantitatively or qualitatively, based on the likely number
of people who would be involved and the general character of the accident scenario.

Example of a Qualitative Analysis Presentation

“Approximately 10 workers would normally be in the room where the accident could
occur. While a few such workers might escape the room in time to avoid being seriously
harmed, several would likely die within hours from exposure to toxic substances, and the
exposed survivors might have permanent debilitating injuries, such as persistent
shortness of breath.”

A more detailed, semi-quantitative discussion may be appropriate for analyzing proposals with
substantially greater chemical or radiological risks. Attachment 2 illustrates the application of the
sliding scale principle to determining the level of detail for such analyses. It is not intended to
convey all of the factors that should be considered.

5.2 Noninvolved Workers

In the analysis of accidents, always consider potential impacts on noninvolved workers.

Noninvolved workers are workers who would be on the site of the proposed action, but not
involved in the action. In principle, this population consists of all workers on a DOE site that are
not involved workers. In practice, to ensure that the analysis is meaningful, document preparers
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should define this population and its maximally exposed member(s) in light of the specific facts
and circumstances of each proposal. Attachment 2 regarding application of sliding scale
principles also applies to noninvolved workers.

v' Always consider impacts on
In many cases, a simple population impact estimate involved and noninvolved workers.
using an air dlsp§r3|on model that co-n5|ders the v Define the noninvolved worker
expected population between a location near the population and its maximally
point of release (typically about 100 meters from the exposed member(s) for each
release point, depending on the circumstances) and alternative.
the site boundary will be sufficient. In some cases,
however, sub-populations of workers at the site may warrant specific consideration. Following
are examples of sub-populations:

e Other workers in the same building or facility, or its immediate environs, in which an action is
proposed

e Workers in buildings or locations immediately adjacent to the proposed project location
(Where members of the public typically would be present in areas adjacent to noninvolved
workers, such as child care centers, cafeterias or visitor centers, discuss whether accident
impacts on such members of the public would be comparable to those estimated for
noninvolved workers.)

e For large DOE sites with multiple facilities or geographically separate operational areas, the
workers in specific downwind facilities or operational areas

e Specific classes or categories of workers that may be of special interest (See, for example,
Protection of Collocated Workers at the Department of Energy’s Defense Nuclear Facilities
and Sites (DNFSB, 1999), which defines classes of populations applicable to hazardous
nuclear facilities, including “collocated workers,” “immediate workers,” “other on-site worker

personnel,” “

transient on-site personnel,” and “off-site personnel.”)

This guidance does not intend that analysis of impacts on all of these sub-populations is
required, or that explicit analysis of any of the sub-populations is usually warranted in accident
analyses under NEPA. Consider case-by-case, in accordance with the sliding scale 