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INTRODUCTION. -~ . -

This is the final report on Phase 1 of this prolect conducted between March and October, 1988, under :

Cooperatwe Agreement No. 814921 lt addresses the tssue of envrronmental risk communlcatlon

under T|Ue HI of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthonzahon Act of 1986 (SARA) That.act calls '
for the creation in earh state of Local Emergency Planmng Commlttees (LEPCs) WhiCh are to mclude
representatuves of local government police, fire, hospilal and other emergency reSponse and pubhc )

health agencies; facilities Itkely to use hazardous matenals covered by SARA; community groups and- ‘

the media. Each LEPC's initiat responsibitity has been o deve!op a comprehens)v.e plan\ {or re-

spondmg effectively to emergencnes created by the release of hazardous chemicais into the enwron-

ment. These plans.were to be completed by October 17, 1988. In addmon to devetopmg the plan, lhe ‘

commrttees have an wnportant public mformatlon function. The LEPCs are to receive. and store m--‘
. formation on chemical hazards in the community from any facnhty that handles substances ldentrf'ed

as hazardous by the’ Envuronmental Protectton Agency (EPA). They are also charged with establlshmg

‘ and admmlstermg procedures for respondmg to pUbllC requests t’or mformahon about these environ- -

mental hazards. ThIS study exammes a sample of Vlrglma LEPCs in theur role as- rusk commumcators

under Title 1l ' o -

'OBJECTIVES
The objectives of Phase | were as follows:

1. To begm to explore the Title Il process as an example of an approach to ralsmg commumty
awareness of risks assocnated Wllh hazardous matenals and provvdlng mechanisms through

whuch cmzens can address these t‘lSkS.~

2. To evaluate the effectiveness of EPA’s Hazards Analysis Presentation as an aid to community

groups such .as LEPCs.




ACTIVITIES

—

This seclion provides an overview of the Phase 1 activities’

l

1 Allend a preliminary Hazards Analysis Presentation to the H‘aza'rds‘ Analysis Subcommittee of the

Washington, D.C. LEPC.

This gave us a chance lo see an early version of the presentation, as well as to be introduced to
CAMEO. (CAMEOQO has not, however, been a large part of our work since then.) Following this

presentation, we were able to provide feedback as 1o how it might be strengthened.

2. Select four communities in which lo evaluate the hazards analysis presentation and conduct focus

group discussions on the Title Ill planning process.

The number of communmes had been determmed as a function of time and budget constramts
We also knew that we wanted a varied selection, including urban and rural areas, and areas with
both high and low intensity of facilities having hazardous materials. Given the low number and |
wide variely, we elected to pick four communmes in Vlrgmla Thus avoided adding another layer
of variables (such as different state or EPA reglon pohcnes) allowed us to capitalize on our con-

tacts within the state, and reduced the costs of the research.
The four communities selected were:

e Urban, low intensity - Prince William County/Cilies of Manassas, Manassas Park.
Estimated 1985 popuiation 195,400 (total); 169,000 (county); 19,500 (Manassas); 6,906
(Manassas Park). Median income 1979 $20-25.000.

Very rapid growth. DC suburbah community. Electronics (IBM); office; light industry.

s Urban, high intensity - City of Richmond.
Estimated 1985 population 217,200. Median income 1979 $13, 606.
State capital. Major banking. Largest manufacturmg concentratlon in Vlrglma Tobacco

processing, printing, paper, apparel, chemicals.




e Rural, low mtensuty Frankhn County.

Estlmated 1985 populahon 37.300. Med!an mcnmo 1979 $14 892

Lumber, wood products, furmture,} apparet. . ‘

e Rural.'high, intensity - Rockingham County/Cily of Harrisonburg.
; .Estimated 1985 popd|at?on 80"1OK(‘J:(total); 53.860 (codnty): 2645QO (Harrisonburg). Median in-
come 1979 $13-16.000. - o | R R
Major poultry farm‘ing'/proceseing‘ (especially turkeys); other food processing: apparei;

chemicals: James Madison University.
Gather information on Virginia LEPCs..

Smce we were atlemptmg among other thmgs to delermine whether the Hazards Analysis
Presentahon was useful to groups such as LEPCs w<= dectded it was necessary to Iearn more
-about the members and the nature of therr needs (both from their perspectwe and ours) leen"
that the four selected commumtles were all in Vlrglma we sought to collect data on other Vlrgmua
LEPCs to provide a context for mterpretmg mformatlon ‘from_the case studles Detalls of theis

data collection effort are provuded in the Methodology sectton.rbelow. -

Evaluate the Hazards Analysis Presentation, and conduct focus group discuseions, in the four

communities. . ‘ : 8 T —

’

Results of the evaluahon were presented in.a separate report Wthh is “attached to thts report as . -

Appendlx B. Our observauons on the Hazards Analysis Presentauon are not dlscussed in. the
" body of the report However, the focus group dlscue.sxons wh:ch were intended to ehcxt the ‘
members thoughts regarding both the presentation and the Tme Il process, provrded valruabte‘

- insights which are discussed in subsequent sections.




METHODOLOGY

Since the LEPCs are new institutions, there existed no prior research to quide us'in identifying key
questions to be asked or framing hypotheses lo be tasted, As a resLlll, we designed a‘nexglorator‘v
data colteclion instrument intended to produce a description of the LEPCs and lo discover patterns

which could suggest lines for future research.

In April. 1988, packets were sent to the Chairs of the 80 LEPCs thnt had been formed in Virginia by fhat :

date. Each packet contained 1) an LEPC lnformatnon Form desugned to gather data on !he LEPCs as

organizations, 2) questionnaires for the individual LEPC members and 3) a supportmq letter from the

Virginia Emergency Response Council., (The qata collection instruments and cover letters are re-
produced in Appendix B of this report)) LEPC Chairs were asked to distrieute the i‘nc‘ii‘vidua! quesy-
tionnaires to the members of their organizaiion, ask that they fill them out, collect the corhpletedj forms
and return them along with the LEPC Informatioﬁ Form to.us in an en\)elope provided forlth‘at purpose.
To encourage frank answers to questions about the LEPC and its leadershlp, no identifiers were
placed on the members’ questionnaires and we asked lhat the completed mstruments be placed in
sealed envelopes before being returned to the chair in order'lo ensure that individual responses

would be confidential.

We followed the initial mailing with additional letters end with phone calls to urge a resbonse. ‘ln the
end, we received questionnaires from 31 different LEPCs fer en organizational reeponse rate of 35%.
The LEPCs that returned mformatlon forms reported a total of 493 members The 251 individual

questionnaires we received, therefore, constitue a 51% sample of all the members of the respondmg

organizations. There was, however, a great deal of varnuon from committee to comm:ttee in the

percent of reported members who completed queshonnanes Conversatlons wnth LEPC members and

the response of some Chairs to our request suggest that one plausrble explanatuon for this rather |ow N

response from the organizations is that many LEPCs were quile young at the tlme of our‘study and
did not feel that they could provide answers to many of the questione. Other Chairs may have felt that
they were asking so much of their members in their efforts to.de\'/elop the plan by the October dead-

line that they could not justify also asking them to complete the questionnaire.




Qur sample .resuited from an attempl to achleve a census of state LEPCs ralher lhan from lhe ap-
plication of random sampllng lechmques_ As 3 result we can not speak w1lh precxsxon of the stalis-
tical represenla:lyeness of our sample and we can not rule out the possibility that lhose who
responded are. in some ways. unrepresentative of the population of LIEPC members.. We can, how:
aver, argue that there is a logical. if not a slatlsllcal hasls lor believing our sample to.be at least
typical of LEPC members. In the first place. the orgamznllons from whxch they come are located in
every, reguon of the shle and in both urban and rural localilies W|lh both hlgh and low concentratlons ‘ '
“of facilities with hazardous materlals ln addition, the plohle of those LEPC members who responded'
" is consistent with what a knowledge of emergency planmnq and the requuremenls of SARA would lead_
one to expect. Fmally the response patterns we. descrxbo below are generally S0 Strong that it lS
'hlghly unlikely that they would have occurred by chance ina sample of this type if they did not eXIsl
in lhe larger populallon As a result, we feel comforlal)le in makung broad generallzatlons about lhe‘
LEPCs and their members from these data. it is important, however to recognize the hmltatlons of ...
this study The sample was conf‘ned to one state, the snmplmg techmque employed encouraged re-."
sponses. prlmarlly from more committed’ members of more acllve organlzatlons and responses came"
from a- relallvely small propomon of the commlllees Together, lhese facts mean that it would be a
mlstake lo predlct precise relanonshlps or response palterns in all LEPCs from these data. Accord- o

ingly, we will focus on general pattelns wnll be cautlous in makmg generahzanons and W|ll treat our

‘findings as suggestive rather than deflm,tlve.




_FINDINGS

LEPC STRUCTURE AND OPERATION
information on the structure. organization and activities of the LEPCs comes frbm the LEPC Informa-
tion Forms completed by the Chairs of the individual LEPCs. Data on the “organizational climate”,

procedures, and perceived capacity of the‘committees can be derived by aggfegating responses of

individual members to our questionnaire. -

Structure

[

Twenly nine of the committees that sent in member responses ‘fiied LEPC Information Forms. These

indicate that, at thé lime of the study, the LEPCs had been in existence for an average of‘six months

and had 18 members. In compliance with the legisiation that created them, 90% had appointed
. ' . A

Communily Information Coordinators and 93% had appointed Cbmrﬁunily Emergency Coordinators.

We asked what subcbmmittee§ had been created by the LEPCs on the assdmption‘ that their‘sgb-“
commiltee structure could suégest how they dveﬁned,their responsibilit‘iesl The fplloyving ltable shows‘
the distribution of subcommittees as reported on the LEPC Infbrmatiéh Forms. It indicates that tt'1ere
was little consensus on how best to organize the work of the LEPCs since there is no set of subcorin-
millees common to éll organizations. Almost one fourth of these LEPCs had formed nohsubcomm’it-
tees. Generally, the larger LEPCs and those serving more urbanize;:l areas reported more

subcommittees while smaller and more rural LEPCs exhibiled‘ less division of labor. ﬂ




SUBCOMMITTEE
Pubtic-Relations
* Hazards Analysis

Emergency Planning

~ Response. Capacity v

Miscellaneous
vlnternal Affairs
Transportation
Public Education -
Media Relations.

" Site Id‘entiﬁcation

'Response Training

Medical Preparation

PERCENT OF LEPCs THAT
HAVE FORMED SUBCOMMITTEE

34% .
34%
L

31% -

10%

6%
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Recognizing the centrality of the material safety data sheets (MSDés) to the task of the LEPCs yve
asked how many of these forms each commlttee had received from tocat ﬁrms and how many firms N
were to report to each LEPC. Indtvtdual organlzatrons reported havmg recelved from 0to 10, 000 ma-
"'terlal safety data sheets from between one and 200 local firms. The median LEPC reported recetvmg
‘a total of 37 data sheets from 15 facilities (though means were much hlgher because of a few very high
estlmates) 'When asked what kmd of system they had developed to record and retrieve the tnforma- .
tion contained on the MSDSs, 90% of the responding LEPCs reported having only a paper record whlle
3% reported a combination of computerized and paper systems and 7% mdlcated that they had NO
| 4 system yet in place This result mdtcates at thls stage of SARA's |mplementat|on a very hmuted ca-
pacity for efficiently processmg mt'ormatton on hazardous maternats in their commumhes In addmon
, ‘we found that four LEPC Chairs had no idea how many facmtues were to report to them and another ,

nine gave what we consuder to be unrealtsttcally low estlmates glven the level of economic develop-

ment in thelr areas




We asked which of three phrases best described the stage of the plann'ing process which the com-
miltees had reached {See question § on the information sheet) The results are shown in the table

that lollows

I AL LRI R R R R Y etasecssesIetecers vy cew

STAGE OF PLANNING " PERGENT OF LEPCs .
Gathering information and designing the p:rocess 21%
Planning well under way ' 41%
Circulating draits of the plan ‘ . ‘10%
Close to final draft of the plan R 21%
Other description of stage 79%:‘ '

This distribution reflects tl?e fact that our study came reln@ively ear|y in the plannir@ process, but in-
dicates that our data corpe from organizations at all stages of the plapning process. The stage the
LEPC had reached in the process was statisticaly related only to‘ the age of the commilttee, suggesting
that no organizational structure had any particular ad;/anla'ge in moving the planning process along

more rapidly than any other.
MEMBERS’ PERCEPTIONS

If we turn to the more subjectlve charactenstlcs of the LEPCs revealed by their members’ responses
to the questionnaire, we can ask about members’ perceptlons of 1) lhe capacnty of lhe‘committees for
performing the functions assigned to them 2) the resources avallable to the LEPCs and 3) the internal

procedures of the organizations.

Before addressing these issues, however, a m’ethodo|ogical explanation is called.for. In what fellows
we lreat all 251 respondents as a single sample of LEPC memb.ers rather than bfeakin‘g them into 31
separate samples of specxf‘c committees. Examnnatuon of the responses on a committee-by-

commiltee basis gave us both a reason for not analyzing them as separate samples and a justification ‘
for grouping them into a single sample. First, there were so few responses from some LEPCs that

we would run the risk of drawing very inaccurate conciusions about the whole committee if we relied
. ‘ 8




on our. respondents as representatlve samples of the m(llvrdual LEPCs This arqued agalnst
commlttee by- -commiltee analySIS Second. we found 1o unportanl dlllerences amonq the response
patterns in the dilferent LEPCs While a few committees stood out ‘as distinctive in their. answers to

- -a few specific guestions. there were no conslstent patlmns of dlstmctlveness - those that gave atyp-'
ical answers to one guestion were not consrstently atyplral and there was no vrsxble pattern to the
type of questlons on wluch individual commitlees stood out orin the type of commlttees (urban/rural
more/less professional; etc.)‘that stood out in their responses to gwen questlonst In short. there were
so few d'tlferences between committees in the way their members ansvyered our questions that we feel

fully-justified-in t'reating these respondents as a single sample.

Organiéational Capacity

Questions three, four, liye and seven on the ‘membership qucstlonnaire wereﬂdesigned to tap mem-
bers’ perceptlons of the capac:ty of thelr LEPC We first asked them to use a five-point scale ( ‘inad-
equate” to ” excellent") to rate the degree to whlch their LEPC exhlblted each of 11 dlt'ferent features “
which we considered necessary to the organizations’ eﬂecttveness Figure 1 presents a summary of
the results. As a group. LEPC members were quite confident of their organizations’ capacnty for
gathermg and analyzing: information and feit that they had strong leaders and dedlcated members.
-f,They also expressed general confidence in thelr LEPCs’ relations with the media and ability to com-
municate with- government and business in the ;urlsdlctlon At thls stage however, members were . ‘
.'notlceably less convmced that the LEPC could commumcate with the publlc had hrgh public VISlblhty
or had the cont‘dence of the public. Clearly, the members t'eel that they have tnternally effecttve or-

ganizatlons but recogmze the very limited ‘outreach capacrty of the LEPCs in this early phase of their '

work.

Next we asked members to rate the elforts their orgamzatton had made to communicate wrth busr- |
‘ nesses m their ;unsdtctlon Using a five-point scale in wlnch one represented madequate and five

represented extenswe efforts only 11% of members ranked thenr LEPCs eftorts as aone or two (poor) .
~while 52% rated the eft‘orts at a four or t've (good) In addition, we asked members to rate the coop- a
eration thelr LEPC received from the busmess commumty on a t've pomt scale and found that only )
14% called it poor or madequate while 41% rated lt as adequate and 45% termed it good to excellent

‘This pattern was generally repeated when we examined responses from the mdlvrdual LEPCs since
, 9




" FIGURE 1

Members’ Assessmentof' LEPC |

y

LEPC Quality

Strdng leaders
Communicate w/gvt. .
Dedicated memberé

Communicate w/t_:ﬁs.

Analyzing info.

Gathering info.

Relations w/media

Subcommittees

Communicate w/public

Public confidence

Public visibility
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25 percent rating high*

*9%, rating 4 or 5 on 5-point scale




‘neither the positive nor negative evaluations were (‘Oh(‘r‘nlr"tted: in‘a few organizations. 'Overall the
’resutts suggest general sattsfactxon with the rotnhonshm hatween the LEPCs and busmesses though

" there is clearly room for |mprovement in the rmnds of a slthcant minority of members

We next tried to assess orgamzatlonal capacny hy .askmq rnmnbﬂers to evaluate their LEPCs’ chances
l‘of reachmq SIX goals (See question 7 on the questlonmnrm F«qure 2 summarxzes the- results Most '
members were quzte confident of thetr commttlee s ‘ability to develop the comprehensnve response
lplan to deveiop it on time, to establlsh procedures for respondmg to c:ttzens requests for information.,
'and to secure cooperatlon from local busmess and govornment At this stage they w'ere noticeably

less conhdent of their chances of securing adequate citi;en input in the development of the ptan or
effectively communicating the plan to citizens. In afl, whlto there is concern about funding and contacts
with the pubtic, most. LEPC members exhibited a “can o altitude with reSDéCt‘td their organizations’ -

capacily for the tasks assigned to them
Resources

This confidence exists in the face of a pesslmt)stac view of the resource snuahon of the organlzatlons .
Question six on the questionnaire asked members to evaluate five’ types of resources provrded to the ;
LEPCs by federat, state and local gov.ernments. Figures 3. 4 and 5 present htghhghts of the results .
results. At this stage, responding members tend to regard funding’from all sour'ces as inadequate

and are gen’eratty dissatisfied with the provision of ,equipmeﬁt and materiats from ‘alt Ie\iels of gox)—

'ernment However they tended to rate the provxsmn of technical mformahon by all-governments as.
adequate and were satlsf'ed with th«= admlmstrative cooperatlon rece:ved from state and local gov-.
, ernments though they were less pleased with t’ederal efforts in this regard. in generat LEPC mem-
bers see the:r strongest support as commg from local government and are least saust'ed with the

resources recelved from the federal tevel Both responses: to the questlonnalre and our discussions’

in the focus groups indicate thatcmost members fee|‘ as though they are being asked ._to do a difficult

task with too'few resources.
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Internal Procedures

Question 8 séught lo assess members” evaluation of Hmlonoralio\ns of their LEPCs by esk’ing lnem tc‘>‘
agree or disagree with a series of questions aipout the org';mizntion_ “The results, summa‘rized in ‘
Figure 6, indicale thal members generally agree that LEF;C.docisions are broadly based. meefings are
well organized and clearly focused, members have the Ability to c':‘ondud valid hazards ana‘lyses and |
that members’ skills'and knowledge are used effectively. They are nottceably less likely’ to agree that
lhe workload demanded by the LEPC is appropriate for a volunteer orgamzatlon Our conversatuons
with LEPC members leads us to interpret this as indicating that many members feel as though too

much is expected of them.

Volunteer organizations can make it more or less difficult for members to serve by the ‘prbceduree
they adopt. In question 18 we asked LEPC me‘mbers to tell us to.what degree they experienced a set
of potential problems in serving on the LEPC. The followmg table shows how they responded by in-
dicating what percent said each potentiai prob|em was a senous minor or ummportant problem for
them. Clearly, the unavoidable problem of finding suﬂicient time is the major difficulty experienced

by LEPC members and even that is identiﬁed as serious by} only a minority of members.

O Y T T T T T R R R )

POTENTIAL | ' " PERCENT OF MEMBERS SAYING IT IS:

PROBLEM SERIOUS MINOR UNIMPORTANT
Finding time for work outside of meetings | 28% 51% é1°/o
Finding time to go to LEPC meetings | 2% 46% 4%
Meetings scheduled at inconvenient times 19% 3% 45%
Getting access to needed information 14%‘ o 35% v ‘51%‘
Lack of cooperation from affected firms - 12;’/0 Q1% - ‘!‘55%
Getting time released from work for the LEPC “ | | 7% A 1% | 82%

AR AAR RN RN R A AR IC I RIANIENRR VO T IPIORNCCOICIECTROIH O T OOR o

Overall, these results suggest that members perceive the LEPCs as strong organizations with capable
members, adequate capacity and good internal arrangements. While they-are concerned about the

adequacy of the resources available to them and de not feel that the LEPC is ‘we‘ll-vconnected to the o
’ ‘ ‘ 16
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public, they appear to be confident of support from local business and government and do NOT‘appear

to be overwheimed by the magnitude of the task before them.
MEMBERSHIP COMPOSITION

Since the LEPCs are their members, we turn next1o a ser’_tes of questions ztbout who thev are, 'how‘
they define the mission of the committees and hoxv they evaluate their persona! preparation for fui-
filling that mission. The profile of LEPC members that eme‘rged is very much what onewo'L'JId expect’
from the technical nature of their central task and the types of persons who are involved in these is-
sues in local communities. As individuals, they range in age from 22 to 77 with an average age of 46
years. They are 86% male and have hved in the community an average of 21 years. EducatlonaHy
89% had gone to college, 61% had earned college degrees and 38% had postgraduate degrees.
Forly nine percent considered their occupation to be in the public sector while 41% saw them'selves

as coming from the private .sector and 9% said they worked in the volunteer sector.

We also asked members whether they belonged to any of several lypes of orgamzatnons {gquestion 15
on the questionnaire). Flgure 7 presents their responsee We can combine these orgamzahons into
four more general types to dtscuss the kinds of interests represented on the LEPCs. This analysns
reveals that 23% of the members held elected or appointed positions in government 21% were from
business or industry, 20% were from public sector emergency response orgamzatrons like a pohce '
or fire department, 15% were from what r.n'ightbe labeled "watchdog" groups --.the medie and envil-e
ronmental interest groups — and 22% reported membership in NONE of these organizations or groups.“
This Is a logical composition for the committees given the kinds of slgill's and i‘nformation necessary
to their mission. Figure 8 graphically illustrates that it is also a fairly wellj—balanced ‘composi'lion in‘

which no one group dominates.

Virginia’s LEPC members are, in short well educated long-term resndents of their communlhes wuth

o

occupational backgrounds that seem appropnale to the job of the LEPC. Clear!y they are NOT across

section of the communities they serve. They are more male better educated, more professuonal
more likely to be assoclated with government and probably more muddle-age than would be expected
from a representative sample of the general pubhc They may, therefore not accurately reﬂect the

opinions of their communities.. However, this composmon of the commlttees seems to be dictated to
‘ : 18
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“some degree by the nature of their matn mrssmn and there is little reason to anticipate systematic
bias on the commtttees as a result of who is mcluded and excluded. We will address this toprc in

more detail below, but for now we can note that busmess representahves do not dominate the com-

m«ttees numertcatly and there seem to be ample potenttat representattves of the pubtlc interest on the o

commlttees in the members who are from public sector orgamzattons and watchdog groups as well
as” unafﬁltat.ed . individuals who are not-likely to have any special interest |n hazardous materials

management.

-How invoived are these members in the LEPC and what doesv it require of t‘he.m? In terms o'f their
length of service, 30% had been on the LEPC for less than three months, 28% had been members for
three to six months, and 42% had served for over six months in terms of the offices they held in the
committee, 9% of our respondents were LEPC Chalrs 7% served as Commumty lnformatton Coordi-
nator 10% served as Commumty Emergency Coordmator and 13% were subcommittee chatrs‘ What
. we have, therefore, is a sample Wht(h probably over-represents the more active members of the or- |
ganizations simply Abecaus'ethese people vvere more ttkely to have enough interest to take the time

to complete the questionnaire.

vE.ven these retatively Iong-term; active members reported attending remarkably few meettngs of the
full LEPC Futly 55% had attended three or fewer meetings and only 5%- reported attending ten or
more meetmgs We also asked how much time members gave to various LEPC actlvmes each month '
(See questton 13.) The answers are s ummartzed in the foltowmg Itst of the: average numbers of hoursv
devoted to different tasks. We must autton that the mean response is somewhat inflated by the very
htgh number of hours reported by a very few respondents m each category and that all of these re-
sponses are probabty htgh because our sampte contams an unusuatty high percentage of LEPC oft'-
cers. itis also important to note that members could report altocatmg time to more than one acttwty

so the total number of hours per month may be much htgher than any one category indicates. tn fact

" ‘members reported spendmg an average of 21.3 hours per month on all actlvmes combtned

21




tecasasTeresanRePIERTERARICEROERNOCRCETOILY erennasanenrnon
~

AVERAGE HOURS

ACTIVITY SPENT PER MONTH
Attending training sessions | 4.6
Studying hazardous material issues ’_ ‘ 4.2
Gathering information | 3.9
Altending LEPC meetings ' ‘ 3.1
Evalualing information o | 2.2
Planning meetings _ S 21
Coordinating with other organizations S 1.9
Informing the public of LEPC activiti‘es , s . .84
Seeking public input ‘ 7

4 . - y .
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The extent of members’ investment in learning about hazardous materi'als is suggested by the fact
that 69% of respondents reported being familiar with the National Response Team'’s "Hazardous
Materials Emergency Plannmg Guide” (NRT-1) while 48% said that they had seen the EPA’s "Techni-
cal Gmdance for Hazards Analysis” and 41% said they had seen the V|rg|n|a Department of Emer-
gency Services’ "Emergency Operations Plan”. Just under one third of respondents reported having ,

attended either of two hazmat/Title 11l training seminars _offered by the State of Virginia.

The rank ordering of members’ time allocation shows once agam that they see thelr task as pnmarlly‘
technical in hature and give less attentlon to mvolvmg or mformmg the publnc In addmon the abso-

{ute number of hours reported suggests that the burden of LEPC service is already substantlal for busy

individuals and makes it difficuit to see how time could be found at this stage of the process to take

on a task as time-consuming as citizen partncnpatlon. ‘

In question 16 we asked members to use a_ﬁve-point scale to assees their own skills in a variety of ‘
areas that could be important to their role as LEPC members. The following table shows the average .

rating in each category. It indicates that members generally felt confident of their.abilities.
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SKILL : ‘ . AVERAGE RATING
S . : {out of a possible 5)

Leadership ability | | 40
Formutating plans ‘ . ) | - 39
Public relations skills v . E 3.9
Understandinp political issues - '. ' 3.8

: Writing reports , . 7 : | - . 3.7
Understandihng technical rnater,iats = ' ‘ : 36 ‘
Publtc speaking | ) ‘ " 3.6

...t.t."»tita"'t'--'tcnanwa."--.-.-vo."qt..tt-'

The ratmgs contain some surprrses For a group that defmes its mission Iargely in techmcal terms
these members express surpnsmgly high conf‘dence in their abmly to exert Ieadershrp understand
-political issues and relate to the public. Thls may reﬂect the mﬂuence of the Iarge number of gov- ,
ernment officials on the LEPCs, but it clearly md:cateS that they feel capable of taking on a more
proactive, politically-oriented role than is envirsioned >in lheir’understanding of the rrst mission of the
LEPCs. This capaclty may bode well for the role of the LEPCs after the comprehensuve ptan is ap-

proved -3 topuc we address below

vThe mernbers' confidence in their abilities probahly'renects the experiences they have hed that are
relevant to the mission of the LEPC. Question 17 esked them to tell us how moch experience they had
with a »variety of tasks. Their responses were‘organi’zed into a five-point scale in which one repres-
ented ~ very little” experience and five represented "a great deal” of expenence The fotlowmg table

'shows the percent of members who mdlcated substantial background (a rankmg of four or five) in each

area and the average rankmg given by all respondents in each category
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o, WITH STRONG  AVERAGE RATING

SUBJECT A "BACKGROUND  (out of a possible 5)
Dealing with government . 88% : 40
Formulating plans 68% _‘ - 3.8
Reading technical materials : 60% 3.6
Dealing with the media - 520/;, v 3.6
Resolving conflicts ( 47% - . 3.4
Hazmat risk analysis - ’ . 40% m | | | 3.1
Communicating technical information to the public ‘ 34% | ‘ 3.0
Using a personal computer ‘ o 29% N ‘ 29

N .
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-

These figures are a lribute to the recrumng process used to form the LEPCs since the members brlng -
the right experience to the job. While we expected strong plannmg and technical backgrounds, we
were surprised to find that members reported equally strong backgrounds in dealing with government
officials and the media and in resolving conflicts. Only in the areas of communicating technical plans
and using personal computers (which could be a great help to response ptanning) do the members
seem to need additional training. The combination of expenences descrubed by members suggests

once again, that these organizations have the capac:ty for taking on more polmcat roles after thelr o

plans have been approved.

In fact, we asked them what they saw‘as the appropriate role for the LEPC after the plan was done.
(See question 9.) Only 9% said they should stop werk while 1'é% said they sh‘vould con‘tinue to plan
for emergencies, 33% said they should become involved in the implementatidn of the plan and 36%
indicated some combination of planning and imptementntion. (Ten percent geve some response that |
did not fall into any of these categories.) This willingness to see the committees continue their work
and take on new roles indicates that there is a foundation in both tne attitudes and skills of members

for expanding the functions of the LEPCs in' the future.
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- Major Goals and Problems of the LEPCs

How dov. these LEPC membersvsee the job of their orgam;ﬁiion? .Th‘e first item on tne q‘uestionnéire
was an open-ended question about what the memher saw as the most important pu’rpose of the LEPC
-- vuhat major contribution it was to make to the comrmmity Responses fell into the eiqht categories
',identii'ed in Figure 9. Aimost half of all respondents repeated the iega,i requirement of deveioping a
comprehensnve plan for responding to ha?ardous matornis nmergenc:es Another 17% C|ted some
task that was pari of developing the plan (gathennq information on ha7ards identifymg facniities co-
ordinating the plans of vanous emergency response orqnmmtions) S,ixteen percent gave a,»general'
response that translated into ensuring the swfety of the mmmimily with regard to hazardous materi- ,
als. Fiﬂeen percent felt they were to inform citizens of tho existence and extent of hazards and two
percent feit they were to reassure cmzens that their mtcrosts‘ were being looked after These re-
sp‘ons‘es indicate a rather narrow definition of the committees’ responsibilities and ,leave llttte room
for involving the public in the planning' process, educating the publicvabout:environmenta’il risks or

L

promoting community dialogue about risks.

We next asked what members saw as the major problem confronting their LEPC in trymg to fulfill its

mission. The responses fell into the nine categories prosonted in the followmg table. Cteariy the most

'

commonly cited probtem was madequate funding. but fcwer than one thlrd of the members indicated

. that finances were an issue There was, in fact no consensus on what constituted barriers to effective .

_ operation of the LEPCs,




FIGURE9
Perceived Major Purpose of LEPC
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PROBLEM @ = PERCENTOF

. IDENTIFIED = ) ‘ RESPON_DENTSCITING

Inadequate funding , o | - | 32% . |

lnsufﬁ‘uenrtimebefore dead!inel - ‘ e -v 4130/:0

Lack of public interest S : ‘ 10%
Insufﬁc,ien't"information on hazards - : : . é% '

i,nadequale cooperation from businesses | | 7% :

Lack of cooperation from ste.te and/or Iocgr go’vernment . 6%

Comnlex or oppressive federal regulations . 5°/9

Other types of problems’ _ o : 14%

Not a\&are of any prohlems ' o 5%
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INTERNAL COHESIVENESS

Any organization confronting-issue‘s of hazardous melerials menagement could become a battle
ground for potentially confhctmg interests. Répresentatives of private firms or government agencies
wuth hazardous materials may seek to conceal dangers nssocnatcd with their operahons for pubhc
relatlons purposes, try to avo:d costs associated with regulatlon or attempt to evade legal responsr-

bilities, while other members of the orgamzatlon seek to ldenhfy and publicize potenhally dangerous

‘ s:tuattons If such conflicts developed in an LEPC they rould render the commuttee ineffective in for- i

mulatmg meanmgful plans and undercut its aulhorny with the public that must rely on the LEPC to

protect lts mterest Is there evidence of deep internal dxv:s:ons in the Vrrgrma LEPCs we exam|ned’7

-

Rather than ask this question direetﬂy and vrisk gelling intenlionally ‘misleading ansmrers frorn image- ‘
‘ sensmve members we sought indirect evidence of the bas:s for internal divisions. We began wuth the
V2OS responding members who said" lhat they WERE members of one of the groups or orgamzatlons
listed in questlon 15 and divided them mto four groups -- 1) those associated wnth an emergency re-
sponse orgamzatlon like a f‘re or pohce department (25% of the 206); 2) those who worked in pnvate

. mdustry (26% of this total) 3) those who were appomted or elected government officials (29% of this
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total), and 3) those who were affiliated with "watchdog” groups like the media. concerned citizens’

groups or environmental interest organizations (19°% of this total),

We first looked at the composition of the individual LEPCs in terms'of this‘cate'gorization of their
members and found that most individual comn}ittees arenotA dominated by any one group.k In one
commillee a majority of the responding members came from industry, ivn one case a majori’ty came
from emergency orgamzatrons and in two LEPCs a majority of the mernbers who responded came
from government. Other LEPCs either exhibited more balance or returned so few questionnaires that
we could not reliably estimate their composition from the small sample We aiso asked if members
of any group were more likely to hold leadershlp posrtnons in the comm:ltees We found that members
of government and the emergency response organizations were statastrcally more Ilkely to be LEPC
Chairs. subcommittee chairs or Community lnrormnhon or Emorgenry Coordlnators than represen-

tatives of industry or the watchdog groups, as the followmg simple table shows.

secencsataseNARNORREIRTOIOTLY Sosevecssssscasovenananten

o % HOLDING AN
GROUP - LEPC OFFICE

Emergency 43%
Government ) 42%
Industry ' 28%
Watchdog 18% . o

P R R R R A R Y R AR R R LA RS A AR AR LA L

This dominance of LEPC offices by representatives of government a‘nd emergency ‘respo‘nse groupe‘

* is most logically interpreted not as bias, bu! as a reflection of the k'inds‘of knowledge, experience‘and
contacts required for the LEPCs’ mission and the ease wnh which the work of the LEPC can be merged
with members’ other professional actlvmes Planners fire chiefs, etc., often have responsibitities that

overlap those of the LEPC.

We next turned to the more important question of wvhe(her representatives of these four constituehcies N

differed substantially in their perceptions of or attitudes toward the LEPCs. To answer this question

we relied on measures of association and tests of statistical significance. The tests of stafistic‘al sig-
, : , 28




nificance were used only as sumrmry md«cafors since we rcrogmze that the nature of our samplmq

technlque renders such tests techmcally |napproprm e for lhose (hta To anhcrpate our final conclu-

~ sion in this section..we found very few meamanul dlfl’oron( es among the'grougs. We _can'present the
data that show these differences and some data that reflect the paltern that domm’ited the casns in

Wthh we found no s:gmf‘cant dlfferenres fo hnlp the reader understand the deqree of consensus that

we found in this samp!e of LEPCs

N

Figures 10 and 11 s‘how the extent to which members of.all four groups agreed on some ma;or
questions about the LEPC Smce the differences shown are not stansncally significant, these tables
indicate that representatives of al! four-groups generally-agree on the major, purpose of therLEPCs.
the nature of the problems they face, their capacities nnd the chl’ihOod of their success in various.

areas.

Two of the very few areas in whach we dld fnd significant chsagreements among the varlous groups
were of substannve mterest In both cgses, members from the media and envnonmental mterest

groups stood out from others in analysis of variance procedures First, members of these ’ watchdog
groups were, sugmrcantly (p=.04) less likely to feel that a lack of cooperahon from local busmesses

was a problem for the LEPC as the followmg summary table suggests

l.~"..."wt.tt"'t""'l.t't".o.-ot.."'h""'."'

S i °/e SAYING LACK OF BUSINESS
GROUP ' COOPERATION NOT A PROBLEM

Emergency | C O agey
Government ‘ : 54%
Industry S 52%

Watchdog I C 0%

- t'."'.'.'tq"'t."t-.tv."o..t.ot't...coo.'.."'.v

The second signiﬁcant (vp=“.03) diiference among groUps came in therr evaluatlon of the LEPCs re-

~

lations with the media. Here agam members of the watchdog group were more posmve than mem-

bers of the other groups. The fol!owmg summary table shows that watchdog group. members were far
' ) 29
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more likely lo rate relations with the media as "excellent” and less ‘!ike‘ly to rate them as "poor” than’

members of the other groups.

% RATING MEDIA RELATIONS AS

GROUP POOR . i EXCELLENT
Emergency 109% , 16%
Government | 10% . . 28%

Industry " 16% ‘ , | 22%

Watchdog 3% . 45%

I L R R R R secssessccee Cecssccrveveen

We can not determine if these differences reflect differences in the inrormati’c‘n‘and percept‘ion's of
individual members or aré more systematic in origin.hbut they clearly do not suggest a situation in
which members who see themselves as advocates of the public interest are aiieneted from the LEPC
planning process in any way. "Watchdog” members do NOT seem to feel that businesses are being
evasive or that the media is being intentionally excluded from committee activities. This suggests that

there is a good basis for the LEPCs serving as commumrahon brtdges among the public, government

and industry with regard to hazardous materials issues.

’

In all, our data provide evidence of capable organizations with (at this eérly stage of SARA’s imple-
mentation) a narrow definition of their mission-but strong potential for taking‘a more a‘ctive role in

facilitating community discussion of and planning for environmental risks. .
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CONCLUSIONS

The r‘ollowmg conclusions are based on the hn(hnqs hom hol‘h the locus group dlSCUSSlOﬂS with the
four "case study LEPCs and data from a statewide sample ol LEPC members We have mdrcated th,e.
source of the clata on which each conclusion is based in parentheses. In considering-lthe eonclusions. ‘
) reazdrers should keep in mind that the study Was ‘condur.lorl at an early stage in SARA’s lmplementa-. .
tion, when some LEPCs had not yet been formed arnd olhnrs had enly recently become active for the

first time.

5

LEPC ORGANIZATION & MEMBERSHIP IN VIRGINIA

1. 'LEPC membershlp lS distributed roughly evenly among the following groups: government busis
ness or mdustry public sector Lmergency response orgamzattons watchdog groups and un-

all'hated members. (questlonnalre)

2. 'Members are generallv well-educated, long-term residents of their communlties.'They are m,o»re
male, better educated, more- professional lmore likely to be associated vvlth government and’
probably more mlddle aged than would be expected from a representative sample of commumty’ :
resudents and may therefore, not accurately reflect the values and oplnlons of their’ commumtles

(questlonnalre)

3. Many members have a background in hazardous material management -and/or public health"and

safety. lhey' seem technically well prepared to develop the plan. (_questionnaire; focus groups)

4. Some media representatwes feel a conlhct between lhelr respons:blhty to participate as an. LEPC"
member and thelr responsibility to report what is going on. The proportlon of medla represen-
tatives on the LEPCs is small and there is some evndence that their atlendance rates are low.

{focus groups questzonna/re)

5. . The LEPCs have employed a variety of organlzatlonal structures, but our results do not indicate

that any one structure has pamcular advantages (quesl/onna/re)
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6. LEPCs appear to have a very limited capacity for efficiently processing information on hazardous
materials in their communities. Although these LEPCs reported réceiving a‘s‘ many‘as 10,000

MSDSs, very few of them had anything other than n paper trecord. of these forms. (queslionn;'iffe)

MEMBERS’ VIEW OF THEMSELVES AND THEIR LEPCS

1 The members express a high confidence in their ability as individuals to exert leadership, un-
derstand political issues, and relate to the public. They feel éap;éb/e of taking on a proactive

politically-oriented role (questionnaire).

2. Despile their confidence in their individual abilities. at this stage most members are less confi-
dent regarding the chance that their LEPC will secure ndcquaate citizen input in the development
of the plan or effectively communicate the plan to citizens.‘(questionnéire)

r

3. Most members are confident regarding their committee’s ability to develop their plan, to establish . =
. ' i . . . o
procedures for responding to citizens’ requests for information, and to sécure cooperation from

local business and government. (questionnaire)

MEMBERS’ VIEWS OF THE TITLE Ill PROCESS \

1. Over half of the members perceive the major purpose of their LEPC is to develop the cémpre-

hensive emergency response plan or to perform specific tasks Ieadingvto this end. (questionnaire) '

2. Fifleen percent feel that the major purpose is to inform citizens of the existence and extent of
hazards. Two percent feel that the major purpose is to reassure citizens that their interests are

being looked after. (questionnire)

3. Members generally view the provision of ope}ati'ng funds, as well as equipment and materials,
from all levels of government to be inadequate and feel that they are being asked to do a difficult

B

task with too few resources. (quc_estonnaire; focus groups)
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Members tend to rate the DI’OVISIOH -of techmcal information by al {eve!s of government as ade-

‘quate and to see'the admmlstratlve coopemnon received rrom state and" Iocal governments as

adequate. (questionnaire)

PLANNING AND CQMMUNICATING WITH THE WIDER PUBLIC

At this early stage in the process, LEPC members generatly do not see communication with the -

public as a high priority. While this CQuld ch;_i‘nge with completion of {he initial response plan
we believe there will have to be a significant chnnqo in most membem perceptions before out-

reach can take on a hxgher pnorlty (questionnaire: focus qroup) S o . =

Some members believe that citizens are generally not interested in communications frorn the
LEPC regardmg hazardous matenals emerqency planning unless and unnl an incident takes

place. (focus group)Pehpl. ]

About half of the members rate lhe/r LEPCs abitity to commumcate with lhe public as high; fewer, .

however rate hlgh/y the level of publ/c conf dence or. publrc wsrblllty curren(ly enjoyed by the/r

LEPC. {(questionnaire)

Some members believe that firefighters in Virginia (w)ho play an impo}tant role on the LEPCs) lack

a tradition of involving the public in the formative stages of the planning process. (focus group)

INTERNAL COHESIVENESS

1.

Most LEPCs are not dominated by members representing any single group in the community.

(questionnaire)

.

Members representing government and the emergency fesponse organizations are more likely to
occupy-leadership positions in the LEPC than are representatlves of /ndustry or the watchdog .

groups (quest;onnalre)
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3. Representatives of the four constituencies - govertunent, emergency‘response agencies:‘industry.
and “watchdog” groups - do not differ substantiaily in their perceptions of or attitudes toward the |

LEPCs. (questionnaire)

RECOMMENDATIONS

The fact that our observations were confined to one state inev'itab/ey raises questions about how
broadly we can generallze from our f'ndlngs However. our con(acts with LEPCs, and both SERC and
EPA officials in other states suggests that Virginia's LEPCs may be quite Iyp/ca/ of the nat/on as a
whole. If the patterns we observed in V/rgm/a are found in other states, then the followmg recofnm- '

endations may be appropriate for enhancing the functioning of the local commitlees in the period after - '

the initial completion of their response plans. -
1. Members should have access to training which will Inqhhght the nnportance of the LEPCs’ role
as risk communicators to the wider public and encourage lhem {o broadcn their definition of their

mission to include increasing public understanding of hazmat issues.

2. Materials should be developed and dis‘tributed to the LEPCs to provide them with information on
how to incorporate the pubhc Into the planmng process. Similarly, mater/als should be developed
and distributed to the LEPCs to assist them in successfully commumcal/ng risk information to the

public.

3. Support should be offered to the LEPCs to assist them in more efficiently analyzing, storing, and

retrieving MSDSs and other hazardous materials data.

4. Guidelines should be developed to assist the LEPCs in devising workable systems for respohdi'hg‘ |
to citizen requests for hazmat information.

~

5. Training should be provided to the LEPCs to asszst them in effect/vely using computers to fac;l:tate
the committees’ work in planning, stormg and retnewng /nformat:on and prowdlng mformat/on to

the public.
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6. Guidance should be provided o the LEPCs to resolve. the apparent conllicts of interest experi-
enéed by some media represen;étivés by'altprmn the selection of LEPC mémbers or devising

“operating rules” for the media-affiliated members.

7. While the existing process for recruiting members for (e LEPCs has,produced technically com-
petent orgamzations, efforts should be made to 4071;);1/)(‘/ the variety of groups represented on the
committees as they move into a phase of their work which requires more cor,mnunication with the

public.
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

" a Ianrd-gr'ant university

University Center for Environmental & Hazardous Materials Studies
201a Architecture Annex Blacksburg Virginia 24061 USA
(703) 361-7508 TX: 3103331861 VPl BKS Bitnet: CONN at VTVM1 |

Aprii .12, 1988 .
To: . Virginia LEPC Chairs |
FROM: " W. David Conn
' William L. Owens
Richard C. Rich
SUBJECT: - Survey of LEPC Members

The enclosed materials are being sent to you as part of research being conducted by the’
University Center for Environmental and Hazardous Materials Studies at Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, in cooperation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
Enclosed is a survey which we request that you distribute to the members of your LEPC.

As you can see from the enclosed memo from Cynthia V. Bailey of the Virginia Emergency.

Response Council, our project has the support of the Commonwealth of Virginia, as well as
the EPA. ' :

We need your assistance to conduct this survey. Accordingly. we would be very grateful if
you would do the_following: _ : : C C .

1. Read the enclosed letter from Ms. Bailey and review the survey so that you are generally
familiar with it. S ‘ - .

o Distribute one survey ta each of your members, including yourséif. Note that each of the
‘enclosed manila envelopes contains one survey, along with a copy of Ms. Bailey’s letter.

OQur prefereﬁce is that you distribute the survey at a ‘meeting of your LEPC and provide
approximately one half-hour at the same meeting for your members to fill it out. In any

event, however you choose to handle the distribution, please emphasize the importance
. -of completing and returning the survey to you promptly. - . .

3. Fill out the enclosed LEPC -Ir_xformation: Form and a survey youi’self.

Collect the compléted surveys in their sealed envelopes from your LEPC members as

soon as possible, preferably at the same meeting as they were.distributed (as suggested
in step 2). ' S S ,

"5 ‘Return all of the compléfed surveys (still in ‘t.heir sealed envelopes) in.thé‘enc!osed
pre-stamped 10x13 envelope addressed to the University Center for Environmental and

Hazardous Materials Studies. If at all possible, please mail these surveys by the end of
April, 1988. S o

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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'FROM:  Cynthia V. Bailey, Chair
. - Virginia Emergency Respo?fsk

RE: : Local Emergency Planning Committee
o Membership Survey ' -

DATE: = March 24, 1983

The University Center for Environmental and Hazardous
Materials Studies (UCE & HMS) at Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University has entered into a cooperative ‘agreement
with the U. s. Environmental Protection Agency to study hazardous . -
materials risk assessment and risk’' communication -within local
communities. UCE & HMS has decided to focus the first phase of
its exploratory research on the local emergency planning
committees (LEPCs) which have been formed to implement the
provisions of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). ‘ I : '

Enclosed please find a survey prepared by the UCE & HMS.

Its purpose is to obtain information on the nature, composition

and operation of the LEPCS formed in the Commonwealth. . The

‘,survey data will be used by the UCE & HMS to determine what kinds

of educational materials should be developed to assist ' LEPC
members perform their tasks more effectively. - '

‘ While your participation in this project is voluntary, T
Strongly encourage you to complete the survey. Your .answers will
- Provide the UCE & HMS with the ability to make meaningful
conclusions and recommendations on the effectiveness of the local
emergency planning process. The conclusions and recommendations
‘of this study may ultimately affect the level of funding provided
to the LEPCs for successful implementation of SARA Title III
programs throughout the Commonwealth. : “
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May 30, 1988
TO: . . Virginia LEPC Chairs
FROM: W: 'Qavid Conn c%//
, William L. Owens
‘ Richard C. Rich
SUBJECT: Survey of LEPC Members - .

Several weeks ago we sent youla survey for distribution to all of the members of your LEPC.
We would like to thank those of you who Have had an opportunity already-to conduct the
survey and return to us the completed forms. ~ ' oo .

If you have not yet been .ablé to return the forms, we. would appreciate your doing so as soon
as possible. ‘ ' - ' S .

~ You may wish to remind the members of your LEPC lo give these forms back to you, for
mailing in the single pre-stamped envelope which we provided. A few individuals apparently
have been confused and have sent their responses directly to the Department of Waste
Management. ' : '

Please do not hesitate to call if you have questions. Once again, thank you forv yourvvco‘oper-
ation! ’ : . ' B
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LEPC INFORMATION FORM
(To be completed by the LEPC Chair)
in what month and yeaf was your LEPC ofﬁ'oial!y_formed?
Ho\v many members now ser\/é on the LEPC?.
How many, if any, vacant positions are :there now on the LEPC?
Has 'your LEPC appointed a Community lnfofmation Coordinator?,
Has your LEPC appointed.a Commumty Emergency Coordmator‘?

On what days and at what time of day does your full LEPC usually meet {for example: The second '
Tuesday mornmg in each month)?

1.
Which of the followmg statements maost nearly describes the stage your LEPC has reached in
developing a comprehensive plan for respondmg to hazardous ‘materiais emergencues’?
Gathering information and designing the plannmg process.
Well into the process with_a'good overview of what is needed.

Getting feedback on drafts of at least parts of the plan.

Close to a findl draft of the full plan.

Approximately how many Materials Safety Data Sheets have been submltted to your LEPC to-
date? . . ‘

~ Which of the following best describes the syste?n your LEPC has developed for storing and re-

covermg the mformanon provided to it on Materials Safety Data Sheels and other forms?
_____ A hard copy (paper) fle v »

___Afully computenzed file

____ Combination hard copy and computerized file

No system yet in place

Apprommately how many facilities which handle hazardous matenals are supposed to be re-
porhng to your LEPC?

On July 1, selected businesses will be required to submit a report on the amounts and types of
chem.cals they release into the environment. Is your LEPC interested in seeing the reports that
are applicable to your )urtsdlchon? S :

- _YES ____NO

If your LEPC has formed subcommittees, please provide the followmg mformatlon about each

. subcommittee. Attach additional pages if needed.

- 1st Subcommittee title:

Number of members: _ Primafy responsibility:

1 o0 (continued on back)




2nd Subcommittee title:

Mumber of memters: Primary responsibility:’

3rd Subcommuttee title:

Number of members: Primary responsibility:

4th Subcommittee titie:

Number of members: Primary responsibility:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPEéATION.




.- LEPC MEMBERSHIP SURVEY

This :urvpy is a par’( of research being conducted by the University Center for Env1ronmental & Haz-
ardous Materials Studies at Virginia Polytechnic lnqntute and State Unlversny in cooperatlon with.the
us. Environmental Protectnon Agency. 7 -

The purpose of the survey is to learn about the obemhon of Vlrgmla s local emergency plannmg
committees (LEPCs) and the people who serve on them. Information from the survey-will help us to
determine what matenals should be developed to assist LEPC members in doing their job more ef-
fectively. v

Your participation in the survey is enhrely voluntary and you ‘can be sure fhat yom individual answers
will be totally confidential. However, your cooperation is essential if we are to get an accurate picture
. of Virginia’s LEPCs. Please answer as frankly as pdssible. If your LEPC has been formed only recently
or you-just joined the LEPC you may feel that you do not have enough experience to answer some
of the questions. Please feel free to leave such questions unanswered.

Ptease place the completed survey in the: accompanyung envelopo seal it and return it to the Chair
of your LEPC. Your name should not appear on the survey or envelope.

A report on the resulls of this survey will be sent lo your LEPC when it is complete Thank you very
much for your helip! )

AL AL R R R R R R R R L R YT T Y

1. What do you see as the most important purpose of the LEPC -- What should be its major
contribution to the community? . : .

2. What do you feel is the .maior problem your LEPC faces in fulfilling Vthi‘s basic purpése?




How would you rate the degree to which your LEPC has each of the following qualities? (CIRCLE ‘

THE MUMBER THAT CORRESPONDS TO YOUR ANSWER)

“
>
E

QUALITY . EXCELLENT INADEQUATE

*  Sood information gathering capabilities 5 T 4. 3 2 1
* Good capacity for analyzing information 5 4 3 2 1
* Capable and dedicated leaders 5 4 3. 2 1
¢ Capable and dedicated members 5 4 3 2 1
e A workable system of subcommittees 5 4 3 2 1
e Capacily for communicating with | ' '

government agencies 5 4 3 2 oA
¢ Capacity for comrﬁunicating with

business and industry 5 4 3 2 1
e  Capacity for communicating with ‘

the general public 5 4 3 2 1
¢ Good relations with the media 5 4 3 2 1
o High public visibility : 5 4 3 2 1
* Confidence of the pubiic in its ‘ ‘

ability to protect their interests . 5 4 3 -2 1

How would you describe your LEPC’s efforts to communicate with businesses in.its jurisdiction?

EXCELLENT ADEQUATE INADEQUATE

5 4 3 2. 1

How would you describe the level of cooperé}ion your LEPC receives from most businesses in the
area? ' ’ ‘ o

EXCELLENT ADEQUATE INADEQUATE
5 4 3 2 1

LEPCs must rely on the support of various governments. Please tell us if you feel each of the
levels of government provides your LEPC with enough of each of the following kinds of support
by circling an “I” for "inadequate” or an "A” for "adequate” under each heading in each row. if
the question does not apply to a given level, circle "N”. .

RESOURCE : ‘ LocaL ~ STATE . FEDERAL
»  Operating funds ‘ T AN AN AN
¢  Technical information ‘ I AN I AN ‘ I AN
A Equipment.and materials . P AN 1 AN AN
e Facilities ' . | AN AN | AN
e Administrative cooperation 1L AN I AN | AN




How likely do you think it is that your LEPC can ac(:orﬁplish each of of the following goals?

VERY © 50/50 .. NOT .

' GOAL , LIKELY . .CHANCE LIKELY

* Developing a comprehensive plan for fespondinq 5 4 32
to hazardous materials emergencies which e ’ L
meets the requirements of SARA ' ’

¢  Developing this plan ‘ _ | - "5 4 3 -2 1

" BY THE OCTOBER 17. 1988 DEADLINE - o

‘. Esléblishing workable procedures for hrocessinq 5 4 © 3 2 1

citizens’ requests for information on hazardous
materials (eg: Materials Safety Data Sheets).

® Getlting local government agéncies»tovco‘operate 5 4 -3 2 1
by making preparations to implement the plan ‘

®  Getting local businesses to cooperate by making 5 4 3. 2. 1
preparations to impiement the plan - ’

* Securing enough citizen involvement in designing 5 4 3 2
the plan to make it realistic and elfective . : :

¢ Informing citizens of the plan well ehough that 5 4 -3 : .2" 1T

they can cooperate with it - :

Do yoﬁ agree or disagree that the foillowi‘ng statements accuratély describe youf LEPC?

STRONGLY

o STRONGLY
STATEMENT S AGREE NEUTRAL _ DISAGREE
' Decision making power is widely shared 5 4 3 2 .1
among all members. : : -
® LEPC meetings are well organized and clearty - . § .4 3 2 1
focused on specific tasks. S :
® The work load expected of members is I 5 4 3 2 1
'~ appropriate for a volunteer _organization. ‘ ‘
®  We have the skills and information to conduct 5 . 4 3 2 1,
a sound hazards analysis for most risks !
in our area. ] : . :
e  The LEPC makes full use of most of its T s 4 32 1
members’ skills and knowledge. . ' :
® The LEPC makes full use of MY skills and . 5 4 3 21
‘ knowledge. o - ' ’
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1.

12.

13.

wWhich of the following best describes the role you think your LEPC will play AFTER thé compre-
hensive preparedness plan is accepted? (You may circle more than one ) C

1 Slop work | . 3. Become involved in impier‘nehtation ofthe plan .

W

{ Continue planning for emergencies 8. Other _

Turning to some questions about you. how many months have you been a member of the LEPC?

(NUMBER OF MONTHS)

Do you currently hold any of the following offices in the ‘LE‘PC? 5
e LEPC Chair -  YES NO

e Communily Information Coordinator - , YES | NO .
e Communily Emergency Coordinator YES NO

e Subcommittee Chair : YES - NO

How many meetings of the full LEPC have you attended since ‘-becoming a member of the organ- -
ization? ‘ ‘ : u ‘ , ‘
(NUMBER OF MEETINGS)

How many, if any, hours do you spend on each of the following tasks for the LEPC in an average
month? ‘ . '

TASK - , - ~ _HOURS
e  Attending meetings of the full LEPC or its subconﬁmittees

®  Planning for meetings {preparing presentations,
securing speakers, etc.)

s  Gathering information for the LEPC

e Evaluating information for the LEPC
(risk assessment, mapping, etc.)

e Coordinating with other organizations

e Seeking public opinion on planning issues
¢ Informing the public of LEPC activities

e Attending seminars or training sessions

e Studying about hazardous materials risks on your own




14 A varlety of materials® have bee»n developed to explam Title il! and lo assist the LEPCs in fulr'}lmg
their mission. Please mdlcate which of the followmg matermls you have seen and how useful you
_found them, .

" HAVE YOU . HOW DO YOU RATE

SEENIT?~ ITS USEFULMESS?
: - B CAN'T
MATERIAL OR PRESENTATION C . YES.NO cooo FAIR, POOR JUOGE
" e Hazardous Materiais Emergency Plannmg Guide” 1 2 5 3 1 0 ’

(NRT-1) by The National Response Team .

e "Technical Guidance for Hazavrds Analysjs” -1 ’2 . 5 3 1 0
prepared by Environmental Protection Agency : )

e “Emergency Operations Plan, Airborne Hazardous 1 2

] 3 1 0
Substances” prepared by Virginia’ Department » ) : ;
of Emergency SPrwces ‘ . - - ‘ ' .

*  Five-day Hazardous Matenals Contingency Course 1 2.
offered by Va. Emergency Response Council
and Va. Department of Emergency Services

[47]
o
-
o

_e  One-day Public Officials’ Conference on 1 .2 5 3 1 0
Title Ill presented by the State of Virginia

15. Are you a member of any of the following types of organizations or groups?

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION , ' ’ . ) © MEMBER? .
o Fire department o Cves NO
® Rescue squad ) _ o o - , YES NO
o . Police department | I : , . YES® - NO
e Hpspiial emerggpcy team- v o YES _ NO
o Industry safety team . Yss " NO
* Industry management v I o ‘ ~ YES . NO
¢ - News media | , , YES ‘ NO
* Elected officials ‘ . : , YES NO
*  Government planning agency o R YES NO
®  Environmental intgrest group 7 ‘ ' - ‘ .YES. 7 o Nb
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18.

How would you rate your own ability in each of the ro(/IQ‘wing areas?

SKILL
Public speaking
Writing reports
Understanding technical materials
Understanding political issues
Ability to formulate plans
Public relations skills

Leadership ability

EXCELLENT
5
5
5

[5) NS, } [S1 NS 1]

How much experience have you had with each of the folllowi‘ng?

SUBJECT

Analyzing the risks posed by hazardous materiats 5

Dealing with representatives of the news media

Reading technical or scientific reports

Communicaling technical information to the public

Resolving conflicts among diverse groups
Working with governm‘ent officials
Using a personal computer

Formulating plans for business,

government or other organizations

GREAT DEAL

B N N S T
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INADEQUATE
1

Vo

1
1

VERY LITTLE
L
1.
1

A variety of things can make it difficult for LEPC members to do the work expected of them.
Please lell us how significant a problem each of the following potential problems actuaily is for

you by circling the appropriate number beside each item.

POTENTIAL
PROBLEM

Finding the time for LEPC meetings

Finding the time for LEPC work done outside
of meetings . :

Attending meetings which are scheduled at
inconvenient times ‘

Getting release time for LEPC service from
an employer o

Getting access to the information needed to

do the job

Lack of cooperation from affected businesses

VERY

SIGNIFICANT

3
3

SOMEWHAT
SIGNIFICANT

2
2

NOT
SIGNIFICANT
1

1




19. For back_qround information, how ;nany ye'ars‘have you lived in lhié community? ‘(YEAR'S)

3

20 -Which of the followmg descrlbes your highest level of educatxon7

21

22.

23

24

25.

" High' school qraduate ‘_ T . o 1
Vocational schoot - = : ‘ ' A o2
Sofne’college I | - | . 7 . 3.
College grarduate o ' ‘ B 4
. lF.Jost gradﬁate work. o - v 5
F’o' t gradml@ or profoss:onal deqtée T 7 K

What is your job title? (For example Safety director for Iocal chemlc‘al firm: Pubhc mformahon
officer for pohce department. etc.) .

JOB TITLE:

In which ’ sector is your occupation? ‘ ‘ 7
PUBLIC SECTOR (government) o T 7 1
PRIVATE SECTOR (business) | 2
VOLUNTEER SECTOR (Red Cross, charity hospital, etc) 3 |

What is your gendér? S
’ _ MALE FEMALE

What is your age? , : o
T | S ___ (YEARS)

{f you have suggestlons for improving the LEPC or feel that there is important information about
the LEPC for which we have not asked, please let us have any comments you want to make on
the reverse side or on additional sheets. ’

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION!

A
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EVALUATION OF THE HAZARDS ANALYSIS PRESENTATION

- We sought to evaluate the hazards analysis presentation provided to the LEPCs by EPA from two main
perspecnves . ‘ . -

1 We wanted to know what impact seeing the presentation had on LEPC members opinions and
perceptionis with regard to a variety of issues affectmq the LEPC.

2. We wanted to know how the members assgssed the quality and usefulness of the presentation.

We asked the members of four LEPCs to complete a self-administered questionnaire before and after
seeing the presentation. Copies of these instruments are altached and the reader is referred to them
for details of the questions. For convenience, we will refer to LEPC Members Questlonnalre No. 1 as
the pretest and LEPC Members Questionnaire No. 2 as the posttest.

A detailed analysis of our finds will be presented in our final report on the project. Here we offer a

summary of our observations and draw some general conclusions about the presentation.  Since there
" were few systematic differences among the resuits obtained from the four dlfferent LEPCS we will

© treat all respondents as a single sample in this %ummary

Impact on Members Opnmons and Perceptions

To address our first objective, we asked members to aniswer a series of questions about their per-
ceptions and opinions both before and. afler viewing the presentahon The results can be reported
*as answers to seven broad questions: :

1. How do members rate the 1mportance of five tasks to the mission of the LEPC and how does thls
" rating change after viewing the presentahon7

'Thls,que‘stlon was answered through members’.responses to item 1 on the pretest and Item 4 on
the posttest. Overall, members rated four of the five tasks as highly important both before and
after the presentation. The task of providing for public participation in the plannmg activities of
the LEPC was glven a lower overall rating than the other four tasks.

The task which is most relevant to the purposes of the presentatlon is that of conducting a h'az-
ards analysis for the jurisdiction.. At the outset, most members rated the: lmportance of this task
as roughly equal to the importance of establishing procedures for processing pubiic requests for
MSDS information, identifying facilities subject to SARA planning requirements, and evaluating
the need for resources necessary to implement the emergency response plan. We can conclude
that the need for hazards analysis was salient to members even before the presentation.

After the presentation, members’ rating of the other tasks did not change in any systematic way.
There was, however, a slight increase in the overall importance rating given to hazards analysis
{from just above a 4 to closer ¢ a 4.5 on a 5-point scale in which.5 represented highly important).
This suggests that members came away from the presentation with a heightened awareness of

“ the importance of hazards analysis to the overall planning task and mdtcates that the presenta-
tion was moderately successful in one of its primary ob;ectlves

2. ’To what degree are memibers confident. that their orgamzanon has the information needed to
formulate an effective plan for responding to hazardous materials emergenmes and how does the
presentahon aiter this assessment7

Overall, responses to item 3 on the pretest indicated that members were, at best, “fairly confi-
dent” of the adequacy of the information available to their LEPC. In response to item 5 on the
posttest, a number of individual members did increase or decrease their reported level of confi-’

_dence. The increases tended to cancel out the decreases so that there was no substantial :
change in the overall level of confidence. However, the fact that some members reassessed their
attitude toward this questions suggests that the presentation did stimulate thought about what
kinds of information were needed to make a good plan. To thls extent, it must be regarded as
useful.

3. To what degree are members confident in their own understanding of what must be done to
conduct a hazards analysis and how is this confidence affected by viewing the presentation?

»




Respgonses to item 4 on the pretest indicated more variance in members’ opinions‘o‘n'this' than
nn most other questions (probably due to differences in their individual backgrounds). Overall,
however. members were only “fairly confident” of their understanding at the outset. Responses

'n ‘tem A on the postlest revealed somewhat less variance in the responses and a slightly higher ™

overall ievel of confidence. This suggests that the presentation led the average member to feei’
as «f ne or she understood the requirements of a hazards analysis a little better than before.

How ~eil do members feel they understand six terms related to hazards analysis and how is this
understanding affected by the presentation? ' ) ‘ . :

Members’ responses to Item 5 on the pretest reveal substantial variance in the level of under-
standing both from member to member and among the different concepts. At least some mem-
bers described themselves as relatively unfamiliar with each term and at least sonie described
themselves as highly familiar with each term. "Level of concern” was the only term that was no-
ticeably less familiar than the others. Its overall rating was between “poor” and “fair” as com-
pared to overall ratings between "fair” and "very good” for the other terms.

Responses to Item 7 on the posttest reveal significantly less variance in the reported level of
understanding among members and among the six terms, Most of the lower ratings fell off and
average ratings for all terms moved toward the "very good” end. This indicates that the dis-.
cussion of these ‘concepts in the presentation gave members the feeling that they understood the
terms belter than before. thought it is important to note that we did not test their actual under-
standing . . oo ‘

'

What role do members think computers can play in their efforts to develop the plan and how does
this perception change after the presentation? . co

In general members were convinced that computers were valuable tools both before and after the
presenlation. Comparisons of responses to Item 6 on the pretest and itern 8 on the posttest show
that there was little variation in members’ opinions on this and that there was no significant
change as a result of the presentation. The relatively high and uniform level of the original
opinions on this issue left no room for the presentation to have much of an impact.

How confident are members that their LEPC can accurately. judge the level of risk posed by spe-
cific situations and how is this confidence affected by the presentation? ‘ ‘

Responses to Item 7 on the pretest and ltem 9 on the posttest indicate that members were, in
general, fairly confident of their organization” ability to assess risk. A number of individuals did
change their responses from the pretest to the posttest. The number who expressed increased
confidence after seeing the presentation roughly equaled the number who expressed less confi-
dence, however, so there was no significant net change in the overall level of confidence. The
presentation apparently stimulated LEPC members lo give serious thought to the question of how
well they could assess risks but did not have a consistent effect on the conclusions they reached.

How confident are members of their ability to communicate risks to the general public in a form
which they will understand? : ’ : B

Since the presentation was not directed at increasing risk communication skills, we asked this ",
question only in Item 8 on the pretest. Members’ responses indicated that they had relatively
little confidence in their ability to successfully communicate risk since the average response fell
between ~not confident” and "fairly confident.” There were fewer positive responses to this
questions than to any other on Tech evaluation. This indicates simply that members feel the need
for assistance in devising ways to communicate environmental risks effectively.

Members’ Evaluations

To learn how LEPC members themselves evaluated the presentation, we asked three questions about
their assessment of the program in ltems 1, 2 and 3 of the posttest. Before presenting the responses
to those questions, we need to note two contextual issues. . '

First, unlike responses to the first portion of the evaluation queét‘ionnai?és, there was a noteworthy
difference among responses from the different LEPCs on this second portion. The difference is that
Richmond respondents stood out t_'rom members of other LEPCs. As a group, Richmonders were more

2




critical of the presenta.tibn than others. This may 'relate to theﬂli_r individual characteristics or to the fact
that the Richmond presentation was somewhat truncated at the request of the LEPC chair.

Second. in Item 2 of the pretest. we asked members what they expected to learn from the ‘presentation
based on what they knew about it in advance. Approximately one third of the members indicated that
‘they did not know what to expect or left the question unanswered. Those who did answer had only
very general expectations. Approximately half knew that the presentation was to be about hazards

"~ or rnisk analysis in some way. Overall, it is clear that 1) LEPC members had very little information -
about the presentation in advance. and 2) members of different LEPCs had NOT been given system-
atically different kinds of information about what to expect. Moreover, there was little correspondence
between what people said they expected to iearn and what they‘subsequently reported’as the most
important less from the presentation. All this suggests that advance information about the program
did not significantly influence members’ evaluation of it. ‘

In Item 1 of the. posttest, asked members.to tell us what they found to be the most valuable thing they
gained from the presentation. Most responses were unique to the individual who gave them and there
was clearly no consensus. However, five general responses were offered by more than one or two
-members. In order to the frequency with which they were mentioned, these were: '

1. How to go about condUcting a systematic hazar-ds a.nalysis.
-2, How to get started on the planning hrocess.
3. . A better understanding of the overall pianning’pr‘ocess. :

" 4. A sense of urgency about getting the planning pi’bceés underway prompted by recognition of the -
magnitude of the task of the \LEPC. o S . '

5. An overview of the full mission of the LEPC,

Interestingly. in answering this question, only one person specifically mentioned the utility of com-
puters in the planning process and only two gave responses which could be interpreted as referring
to the use of computers. ‘ . -

Item 2 of the posttest asked LEPC members to rate the quality of the presentation on each of five cri-
teria. Respondents were instructed to use a five-point scale in which a rating of 5 was excellent.and
1 was poor. The criteria and results are as follows: o '

1. Clarity of the main points: 43 pércent of the respéndents'gave the presentation a 4 on clarity
while 36 percent scored it a 5 and 21 percent gave it a 3. ) S

2. Adequacy of the visual aids: 53 percént of respondents scored this aspect of the presentation a ‘
4 while roughly 20 percent rated it a 3 and 20 percent gave it a 5.

3. Sufficient detail about how CAMEO works: 50 percent gave this a 3 while equal numbers rated
ita2and 4 and afew'gaveita{ior5. This aspect received the lowest evaluation from members.

4. Sufficient information about conducting a hazards analysis: 48 percent of respdndents scoked this
a 4 while roughly 20 percent gave ita 2 and 20 percent a 5. :

5. Practical usefulness to your LEPC: apbroximately equal numbers of respondents rated this a 3
-and a 4 with just over 40 percent in each category. Few gave it a 5 and some gave it a 2 or 1,
suggesting that the practical usefulness was not altogether clear to members. .

Overéﬂ, this is a positive set of responses which indicate that the members were generally satisfied
with the presentation.. . ' . s

Finally, ltem 3 of the posttest asked respondents to suggest the one change which they felt would most
improve the presentation. Thirty percent of the members left this blank or wrote that they had no re-
commendation. There was no consensus among those who offered a suggestion. The two most
common suggestions, however, were 1) to provide an actual demonstration of how CAMEQ works and
2) to allow more-time for the presentation. (Most of the suggestions for more time came from re-
spondents in Richmond where the presentation was compressed.) Other suggestions which were
made by more than one respondent were: : : : .




Prowvide more practical examples of how o conduct a hazards analysis. .
Provice more detall on how to do a hazards analysis.

Sadyce *he level of sophistication of the presentation lo (it the needs of an audience of lay vol-
unizers . :

Motaply oniv one individual’s éuggestions was directed at improving the way in which the presenter
handied the task, suggesting that he was perceived as gquite competent. '

Less Structured Observations

In addilion to the results of the questionnaires, we can base our assessment of the presentation both
on the open-ended discussions we had with members following the program-and on our own obser-
vations of the presentation. : : o

The post-presentation discussions were most informative with regard to both the impact of the pres-“
entation and a variety of issues related to the larger mission of the LEPCs which we will address in
the final report. With respect to the presentation, these discussions suggest the following conclusions:’

Members who had little background in hazards assessment found the‘ information provided to be a
valuable introduction to the topic and were especially grateful for the clear definition of some terms.

Members who had a good background in hazardous materials management did not find the informa-
tion from the presentation especially useful because they aiready knew it, but they did find it useful
lo hear how the various parts of the hazards analysis process are integrated into the overali planning
process, )

Most members seemed lo gain three main impressions from the presehtafions:

1. There are procedures through which the massive task before them can be attacked systematically
and there are tools available to help them in doing this. This seemed to be an empowering ex-
perience for members who had felt overwhelmed and had no idea where or how to begin. If the
presentation did nothing more than give members a sense that the task was possible, it served
a valuable function. i ' ' '

2. Hazards analysis should be viewed as a foundation for the entire planning process since much
of the information needed to develop the pian will be generated in the process of conducting a
through hazards analysis. The message that hazards analysis was a crucial first step seemed
to come through loud and clear for most members. .

3. The taskis complex enough that the LEPC must get moving very répidly if it is to hope to complete
the plan. The presentation seemed to impart a great sense of urgency but also gave members
the feeling that there were criteria to use in prioritizing decisions so that progress could be made.

On the negative side, the presentation did raise a farge number of questions for its audiences. It did
less to teach skills than to sensitize members to what they needed to learn. It is a good introduction
for new members and can motivate members, but, as currently structured, it does nothing to actually
train them to take action. Relatedly, members and especially the chairs feit that the presentation
would be most useful if it could be viewed very early in the LEPC’s history so that the organization
could take full advantage of the orientation it suggests for organizing their work.

Our own observation of the presentation confirmed much of what was said by members. As organ-
ized, it calls for passive learning from the audience. This is never as affective in communicating. in-
formation or imparting skills as a combination of information presentation and exercises. In addition,
without more concrete examples, illustrations of how the ideas presented actually work and some
opportunity for hands-on experience for the audience, the presentation remains at a very high level
of abstraction. Educational research has consistently shown that information presented at this level
has less impact on the learner and is remembered less effectively than lessons which are more con-
crete and require the active participation of the learner. ’ :

In addition, the relevance of the ideas and procedurgs to the individual LEPC was not as clear as it
might have been because of the abstraction. ‘




'Summary and Suggestions

In general, the presentation must be evaluated as. an effective way to introduce the LEPC members
to the role.of hazards analysis information emergency response plans and as a potentially good
stimulus to action. For these purposes, it is well conceived. However, it is important to recogniza the *
very limited scope of its impact. It seems to have done little to persuade members that computer
programs couid play a major role in their-ptanning efforts or to “sell” any given computer program. .
it can not be consivdered “training” since it does nat give members any actual skills to use in the
planning process. And there is good reason to doubt that the'information presented will be remem-
bered very long by members. : - '

How can the presentation be as effective as possible within the general limitations of its designated
scope and the way it is likely to be delivered in the field? We feel the following suggestions would
move in the right direction. v :

1. The pfodramshould'be presented to LEPCs as éa%ly in their history as possible so it can inform
their original conceptualization of the task before them. B o

2. The program should be presented only when thelorganization can devote at least an hour and a
half to-it so that there is time for question-and-answer and for more concrete exampies.

3. To the extent possible, the presentation should include concrete examplies of how a hazards

' analysis would be conducted for an actual case in the LEPC jurisdiction. This would have the
.advantage of making the information more concrete and illustrating the practical utility of the .
approach to the individual LEPC. ’ ‘

4, The bresenter should have on-hand a compu‘tervwhich' can be used both to show how c'orﬁputer-
ized aids help in planning and to assist members in working through a'hazards analysis exercise
using data which is either from a local site or simulates local conditions. ’ -

5. o possible, thé presentation should be offered by someone who is familia.r with the individual
LEPC area or, at least, can be viewed as someone who shares the concerns and problems of the
. LEPC rather than an ~outside expert” of representative of some higher level authority.

6. If possible; the presenter should arrive early enough to talk with members to get a feel for the
level of sophistication among the group, the stage of their planning efforts and the particular
problems they face. He or she should then incorporate this information into the presentation
whenever possible. : ‘ - ) ‘

7. The presentation should be augmented with as many concrete examples and handouts as pos-
sible and should be designed to include at least one exercise in which members are asked to
participate in actually doing elements of a hazards analysis. v
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