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INTERGOVERNMENTAL CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION AND EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ICCB AND 
SARA TITLE I11 IN THE U.S. ARMY'S CHEMICAL 

STOCKPILE DISPOSAL PROGRAM 

David L. Feldman 

ABSTRACT 

The relationship between Title I11 o f  the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and the Intergovernmental Consultation 
and Coordination Board (ICCB) in the U.S. Army's Chemical Stockpile 
Disposal Program (CSDP) is examined from four perspectives: (1) the 
current status and likely future direction o f  SARA implementation in the 
eight CSDP continental United States sites; (2) the applicability of SARA 
to the GSDP; (3)  the effect o f  SARA information management upon the ICCB; 
and (4 )  challenges posed by SARA in the areas o f  public participation and 
intergovernmental re1 ations which make the interface between emergency 
planning and intergovernmental relations in the CSDP more complex than 
originally envisioned in the program's Final Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
important parallels with the CSDP's ICCB. It is important to maintain a 
separation between these emergency pl anning structures and ICCBs , which 
will handle additional concerns other than emergency planning. 

While considerable variation exists in patterns of SARA Title I11 
implementation in CSDP states, shared characteristics include: 
Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs) faced with problems of staffing, 
resources, and membership attrition; (2) unclear lines of planning 
authority in some LEPCs; and (3)  the legitimization o f  unconventional 
participation in emergency planning. The latter poses special challenges 
to the ICCB. 
coordinating emergency planning in the CSDP with the letter and spirit o f  
SARA, that SARA'S goal o f  alleviating public distrust i n  hazards management 
i s  similar to that intended for ICCB, and that specific local and state 
variations in the structure of public representation, information 
management, and resources for emergency planning through the SARA Title I11 
framework need to be addressed. 

The emergency planning structures developed by SARA have 

(1) Local 

It i s  concluded that considerable work remains to be done in 

vi i 





1, INTRODUCTION 

This report addresses integration of the Intergovernmental 
Consultation and Coordination Board (ICCB) for the Chemical Stockpile 
Disposal Program (CSDP) with the pub1 ic participation and emergency 
planning requirements of P.l. 99-499, the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act o f  1986 (SARA). After examining parallels between 
CSDP mitigation (i.e.--the role of the ICCB in enhanced emergency 
planning) and SARA Title 111, the relationship between ICCB and Title 
111 o f  SARA are examined from four perspectives: 
and likely future direction of SARA implementation in the eight CSDP 
continental United States sites; (2) the applicability of SARA to the 
CSDP; (i.e.--whether and how the Army i s  obliged to incorporate SARA in 
its decision making); ( 3 )  the effect of SARA information management and 
public right-to-know considerations upon public participation in the 
CSDP; and, (4) challenges posed by SARA, especially in the areas of 
public participation and intergovernmental relations, which may make the 
interface between local emergency planning and ICCB more complex than 
originally foreseen under the program's final Environmental Impact 
Statement and Record of Decision. 

(1) the current status 

The purposes o f  Title 111 o f  SARA, also known as the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act o f  1986 are to: 
significantly decentralize the dissemination o f  emergency planning 
information, including the development of chemical emergency warning 
systems (U.S.  EPA, Review of  Emergency Systems, 1988); (2) obtain 
proactive state and local participation in the development of emergency 
response plans for toxic and chemical hazards; and ( 3 )  encourage 
federal, state and local cooperation in the design, development, and 
implementation of data bases for monitoring and oversight of these 
potent i a1 hazards 

(1) 

2. SUMMARY AND MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

Title 111 o f  SARA, which establishes requirements for federal 
agencies for emergency planning and community right-to-know reporting o f  
toxic and hazardous chemicals, has a direct bearing upon the U.S.  Army's 
CSDP. The major conclusion o f  this report is that Local Emergency 
Planning Committees (LEPCs), created by SARA for the purpose o f  
formulating chemical emergency plans (usually on a county-wide basis) 
are beginning to perform some of the functions intended for local 
Intergovernmental Consul tation and Coordination Boards (ICCBs) i n  the 
CSDP. While effectively facilitating installation-local community 
contact and liaison for CSDP emergency planning, however, LEPCs cannot 
perform all intended aspects of ICCBs. Non-emergency planning 
activities, such as public information and education, and channeling 
public concerns t o  the Army, should be provided by ICCBs. 
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In addition to this major finding, this report also concludes that 
local ICCBs, designed to incorporate the concerns of state and loca? 
governments, tribal nations, and the general public in the review and 
assessment of this program, share three characteristics with SARA Title 
I11 relevant for long-term CSDP planning and operation. 
characteristics are: 
emergency planning, (2) the provision of information on the nature, 
amount, and dispersion of hazardous substances resulting from the CSDP-- 
through normal operations or accidents, and ( 3 )  representation of Indian 
tribes in the review and assessment of the CSDP. 

These 
(1) the incorporation of public. participation in 

These additional findings are expanded to incl ude di scussi ons o f  
four specific issues in this report. 
legally oblige the Army in the same manner it would affect private 
enterprises involved in similar activities. Nevertheless, DOD agreement 
to comply with those sections o f  SARA designed to protect the public 
from off-site releases, coupled with expansive administrative 
interpretation of SARA, suggests that proactive state and local 
participation in emergency planning through the ICCB will best be served 
by f o l 1  owing certain report i ng and pub1 i c i nformati on procedures 
prescribed by SA . These procedures include: (1) Army participation 
in the activities of local emergency planning committees, ( 2 )  Army 
selection of personnel to serve on ICCBs at a sufficient level of 
responsibility to effectively participate in decision-making, and 
( 3 )  development of emergency notification and warning systems in 
cooperation with local communities. An additional conclusion of this 
report is t h a t  while LEPCs can effectively review some issues o f  public 
participation in emergency planning, they cannot substitute for the 
input provided through public participation on ICCBs for other concerns. 
These concerns include review, assessment, and policy guidance in the 
CSDP. 

First, Title 111 of SARA does not 

i l e  each CSDP state has a guberna tor ia l ty-appoin ted  
State Emergency Response Commission (SERC) empowered to approve local 
emergency response plans, establish information procedures for handling 
right-to-know requests by the general public, and prescribe appropriate 
formats for chemical facil i ty inventory reporting, state-level resources 
available to support these functions vary considerably. State agencies 
engaging in emergency planning are short-handed. 
considerable strain upon the amount of time available for service on 
ICCBs and suggests the need for sensitivity to diverse state and local 
conditions. 

T h i s  places 

Third, the structure and function of LEPCs presents unique 
difficulties as well as opportunities for the effective functioning of 
ICCBs. 
enlarged and broadened to more effectively represent the range of public 
concerns at a given CSDP site. Moreover, matters of protocol in 
communication and consultation with chairs o f  LEPCs need to be followed. 
Formal lines of authority designated in LEPC charters should dictate 

The Army needs to be sensitive to ways LEPC membership may be 
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direction in this area and deference to state and local expectations 
concerning open meetings and public recordkeeping should prevail, 
whenever possible. 

Finally, because SARA Title I 1 1  encourages the participation of 
diverse interests in emergency planning--such as the mass media and 
community groups--these organizations may gain valuable decision-making 
experience which will not only make them adept at interpreting emergency 
planning issues germane to the CSDP, and, consistent with one of the 
intended results o f  the ICCB, may also produce a climate more 
conciliatory than that which prevailed during the public hearings/ 
scoping meetings phase of the CSDP. This should facilitate 
opportunities for effective intergovernmental consul tation and 
coordination. 

In summary, it is recommended that in order to implement the DOD 
directive regarding Title 1 1 1  of SARA discussed in Section 4 and 
Appendix B, and the record of decision regarding ICCB, the Army should: 

0 Be sensitive to both the limitations and opportunities afforded by 
LEPCs for public participation in the area o f  emergency planning, 
discussed in Sections 3.3 and 7, 

e Take into account the limited time and resources and other 
obligations imposed on local and state officials who will 
participate in the ICCB noted throughout this report, 

consultation with local and state officials, and expectations of 
meeting format, openness, and public accessibility, as noted in 
Section 5, 

e Follow all matters of protocol in communication of concerns, 

a Recognize the opportunities for cooperation afforded for effective 
consultation and coordination by the decision-making experience o f  
the mass media and community groups in the overall local emergency 
planning process discussed i n  Section 6. 
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3 .  THE I ~ P ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ A ~ I O ~  OF SA TITLE I11 IN CSDP STATES AND CQMMUNITIES 

COMMUNITY RIGHT-TQ- 
S WITH THE ICCB 

Title I11 of SARA, also known as the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986, establishes requirements for 
federal, state and local governments, and industries regarding emergency 
planning and community right-to-know reporting of toxic and hazardous 
chemicals. I t  is designed to develop state and local governments' 
emergency response and preparedness capabilities through better 
coordination and planning, especially within the local community. 

This legislation builds upon EPA's Che i cal Emergency Preparedness 
Program (CEPP), as well as numerous state and local programs aimed at 
helping communities to better meet their responsibilities in the event 
of chemical emergencies ( U . S .  €PA, Fact Sheet, 1988). 

Many of the requirements o f  SARA Title I11 have a direct impact 
upon the U.S. Army's Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program. While this 
relationship is complex, as will be seen, a federal facilities task 
force has determined that there i s  a compelling public interest served 
by federal facility (e.g,--Army CSDP) compliance with SARA 
(Communication from Kathleen Bishop, Preparedness Staff, U.S .  EPA, 
June 30, 1988). Moreover, the Intergovernmental Consultation and 
Coordination Board, designed to incorporate the concerns of state and 
local governments, tribal nations, and the general public in the review 
and assessment o f  this program, shares important characteristics in 
common with SARA Title 111. 
the manner in which SARA structures can articulate some emergency 
planning- issues while a t  the same time optimize the functions of the 
local and programmatic ICCBs in mitigating public concerns in the CSDP. 
In so doing, it will resolve the complex relationship between Title I11 
and the CSDP and provide guidance to the Army in coordinating 
implementation o f  the program with the emergency planning process 
prescribed by SARA. This will hasten the success o f  intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination. 

The purpose of this report is to illustrate 

The relationship between SARA and the ICCB may be briefly 
summarized as fol 1 ows : 

(1) Under T i t l e  111, S t a t e s  were required t o  establish State 
Emergency Response Commissions (SERCs) by April 17, 1987 and Local 
Emergency Planning Committees ( L E K S )  by August 17, 1987. The purposes 
o f  both are t o  oversee development o f  emergency plans, handle 
information requests from the public, and evaluate available resources 
for responding to potential chemical emergencies (P.L. 99-499, SARA 
Title 111, Sections 301-303)-  
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The emergency planning structures encompassed by both bodies, but 
especially by LEPCs, is comparable, in part, to that provided by the 
proposed local ICCBs depicted in the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program 
- Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, which are intended 
to provide review and assessment in the operation o f  the CSDP ( U . S .  
Army, 1988, Vol. I: 4-168; Ambrose, Record of Decision, CSDP, February 
23, 1988: 7). In particular, those purposes of ICCB which include: (1) 
recommendation o f  technical assistance for emergency planning to states, 
localities, and Indian tribes, and (2) coordination of disposal 
activities with these same bodies, are generally performed by LEPCs in 
working with privately-owned and operated chemical facilities within 
emergency planning districts. Thus, this LEPC structure could possibly 
serve as an effective surrogate for managing these tasks in the CSDP. 
Alternatively, it could serve as an auxiliary structure for public 
participation in emergency planning in conjunction with a separate ICCB 
which would handle non-emergency planning concerns such as public 
information, review and assessment o f  the program, and policy 
coordination with states and communities. 

(2) A principal purpose of the community right-to-know provisions 
o f  SARA Title I 1 1  i s  to increase the publics' knowledge and access to 
information on the presence o f  hazardous chemicals in their communities, 
as well as releases o f  these chemicals into the environment (U.S. EPA, 
Title I 1 1  Fact Sheet, 1988). 

Local ICCBs have as one of their principal purposes the provision 
o f  accurate and timely information concerning the nature, amount, and 
dispersion o f  hazardous substances resulting from the chemical stockpile 
disposal process whether through normal operation or accidental release 
(U.S. Army, 1988, Vola I: 4-168). Partly because LEPCs function as 
information dissemination instruments for chemical hazards, it has been 
decided that an LEPC representative will serve on each local ICCB for 
the CSDP. 

Moreover, it is plausible that the reporting and notification 
structures established for other chemical facility hazards could at 
least be partly utilized for dissemination o f  information concerning the 
CSDP--provided that such reporting does not compromise the classified 
character o f  the unitary chemical stockpile. As shall be seen, 
reporting requirements for SARA are flexible enough to provide useful 
information for local emergency planning without compromising the CSOP's 
exemption from the full reporting requirements o f  SARA that apply to 
privately owned and operated chemical facilities. 

(3 )  An element of particular complexity for at least one of the 
CSDP sites (Umatilla Depot Activity, or UMDA) is the manner in which 
tribal nations should be represented in the pracess of review and 
assessment, policy guidance, and provision o f  relevant information 
regarding the CSDP. 
disposal activities with Indian tribes responsible for enforcing 
environmental laws on tribal lands (U.S. Army, 1988, Vol.  I: 4-168). 

The ICCB i s  explicitly charged with coordinating 
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Under T i t l e  111, the  r o l e  o f  I nd ian  t r i b e s  i n  emergency p lann ing  
f o r  chemical hazards i s  c l a r i f i e d  i n  ways ger  ane t o  t h e  CSDP. Under 
t h i s  act ,  " s t a t e "  inc ludes " Ind ian  t r i b e , "  an "governor" ( t he  person 
charged w i t h  appo in t ing  members t o  SERCs and LEPCs) inc ludes  " t r i b a l  
chairman" (U.S. EPA, D r a f t  T i t l e  111 Ind ian  Po l icy ,  1988). Thus, I nd ian  
t r i b e s  are requ i red  t o  have emergency p lanning committees f o r  mon i to r ing  
chemical hazards o r  t o  con t rac t  w i t h  s ta tes  and communities toward t h i s  

r i b e s  can be fo rma l l y  incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  ICCB system through 
ergency p lanning committee s t ruc tu re .  

Moreover, a l l  r i g h t s  g iven t o  s ta tes  and communities as regards 
consu l ta t i on  about chemical hazards, p r o v i s i o n  o f  in fo rmat ion ,  and most 
impor tan t ly ,  f ede ra l  t echn ica l  and t r a i n i n g  ass is tance f o r  hazards 
m i t i g a t i o n ,  apply w i t h  equal v i g o r  t o  Ind ian  t r i b e s .  I n  t h e  absence o f  
a formal agreement between a s t a t e  and a t r i b e ,  a s t a t e  may have no 
j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  enforce p rov i s ions  o f  T i t l e  I11 on Ind ian  lands (U.S. 
EPA, D r a f t  T i t l e  I11 Ind ian  Po l icy ,  1988), Thus, c lose  consu l ta t i on  and 
coo rd ina t i on  w i t h  t r i b e s  i s  essen t ia l  f o r  t he  CSDP. 

I n  shor t ,  T i t l e  I11 o f  SARA encourages the  same type o f  p roac t i ve  
s t a t e  and l o c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  emergency response p lann ing  f o r  t o x i c  
and chemical hazards which i s  encompassed by the  I C C B  es tab l i shed f o r  
t he  CSDP f o r  o the r  concerns. Moreover, w h i l e  SARA does n o t  l e g a l l y  
o b l i g e  the  Army i n  t h e  same anner i t  would a f f e c t  a pr ivate ly-owned and 
operated chemical f a c i l i t y - - a  sub jec t  discussed i n  Sect ion 4 o f  t h i s  
r e p o r t  and i n  Appendix B-- the Department o f  Defense has agreed t o  comply 
w i t h  those sect ions o f  SARA which are designed t o  p r o t e c t  the  p u b l i c  i n  
the  event o f  a re lease o f  t o x i c  ma te r ia l s  from a defense i n s t a l l a t i o n  
(Schafer, 1987). These sect ions of SARA i nc lude  T i t l e  111, 301 (c) ,  303 
(d) and 304, and encompass the  f o l l o w i n g  a c t i v i t i e s :  (1) n o t i f i c a t i o n  
o f  chemical i nc iden ts ;  ( 2 )  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  l o c a l  emergency planning; 
and, ( 3 )  f a c i l i t y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  Local Emergency 
P I  ann i ng Commi t tees. 

3.2 STATE EMERGENCY RESPONSE COMMISSIONS (SERCs) I N  CSDP STATES: 
STRUCTURES, FUNCTIONS, AND PROBLEMS RELEVA P PO THE I C C B  

Under T i t l e  I11 of SARA, the  governor of each s t a t e  must appoint  a 
S ta te  Emergency Response Commission (SERC) o r  designate an e x i s t i n g  
agency, se t  o f  agencies, o r  panel t o  serve as t h i s  commission (P.L. 
99-499, SARA T i t l e  111, Sect ion 381) .  The deadl ine f o r  t h i s  task  was 
A p r i l  17, 1987. While each SERC must have a designated cha i r ,  d e t a i l s  
f o r  s e l e c t i o n  are l e f t  up t o  i n d i v i d u a l  s t a t e s .  Alabama, Colorado, and 
Maryland have chosen t o  have "co-cha i rs "  p res ide  over SERCs w h i l e  the  
remaining CSDP s ta tes  have s i n g l e  c h a i r s  appointed by t h e  governor. 
These i n d i v i d u a l s  a l so  serve on s t a t e  emergency p lann ing - re la ted  
agencies. 

A l l  e i g h t  CSDP s ta tes  have i n  p lace SERCs t h a t  have been en t rus ted  
w i t h  the overs igh t  o f  Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs), a lso  
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required by SARA (discussed in Sect. 3 . 3 ) .  
SERCs are derivative from pre-SARA emergency planning councils. 
remaining CSDP states, SERCs were created after passage o f  SARA. 
shall be seen, the structure, membership, and array of concerns 
displayed by these SERCs and LEPCs varies considerably from 
state-to-state. 

In Maryland and Oregon, 
In the 

As 

This is important for the process of intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination because it means that no single pattern of 
consultation and coordination may fit equally well in all CSDP states. 
It also suggests that the level of proactive public participation in 
emergency planning in each state may not be evenly developed nor present 
identical problems. Some states have made more progress in fostering 
proactive local and state involvement in chemical emergency planning 
than have others. 
differences in order to establish an effective site-specific ICCB 
system. 

The Army will need to be sensitive t o  these 

What follows is a discussion of State Emergency Response Commission 
(SERC) structures and functions for the eight CSDP states. The status 
of state "right-to-know" laws predating SARA i s  also discussed, and 
financial and public participation concerns related to emergency 
planning and intergovernmental consul tation and coordination for each 
state i s  also provided. Additional information pertaining to SERCs is 
found in Table 1 of this report. Specific information on Local 
Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs) is provided in Sect. 3 . 3  of this 
report, i n  Appendix A, and in Table 1. 

State-level information is provided first because, while not 
site-specific, it is important to recall that in order to optimize the 
process of intergovernmental consultation and coordination in the CSDP, 
the Army should initiate most of the details of this process with states 
before consulting with counties or municipalities (Feldman, 1988). 
Meetings have been initiated between CSDP personnel from each of the 
eight sites and relevant state officials in order to launch details of 
the I C C B  process with localities for all local ICCBs. These meetings 
initiated the program ICCB and hastened the formation o f  local ICCBs. 
In all CSDP states, moreover, counties are the basic local emergency 
planning districts. Members of LEPCs are appointed by state governors 
upon recommendation of SERCs, and SERCs establish the parameters for 
emergency planning. By recognizing: ( 1 )  the range of actors involved 
i n  the statewide process of emergency planning, ( 2 )  the complexity o f  
fiscal and public participation concerns impacting upon emergency 
planning, and (3)  the uniqueness o f  right-to-know expectations for other 
chemical hazards in CSDP states, a better understanding of potential 
obstacles to intergovernmental consultation and coordination can be 
assured. 



Table 1. Overview of SARA Title I I I  programs in CSDP CONUS site states 

State SERC ( I f  LEPCs (2) 
TIER 

MSDS ( 3 )  1/11 ( 4 )  RTK (5) 

A7 abama 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Indiana 

Kentucky 

Mary1 and 

Oregon 

Utah 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _  ~~ 

2 agencies+ advisory council County-based (67) List pref. 

6 agencies/no advisory group County+ metro- List pref. 

5 agencies+ advisory Countyi metro- List pref. 

based (792) 

based (56 i2 )  

I12 members; 3 state, 3 local, County-based (92) Facility 
3 industry, 3 citizens option 

25 members; non-government County-based (120) Faci'I ity 
groups integral part option 

Uti1 i z e s  existing hazardous Countyt metro- Faci 1 i ty 
materials commission+ based (23t2) option 
non-government groups 

Utilizes existing emergency Single state-wide Facility 
planning commission i LEPC t county option 
non-government group structures 

2 state agencies/no advisory Countyt metro+ Facility 
commission multi-county option 

(see Appendix A )  

(4t2t7) 

Tier I 1  pref. Yes 

Tier I 1  pref. No 

Tier 1 No (b9 
required; 
LEPCs may 
req. I 1  

Faci 1 i ty No 
option 

Facility No 
option 

Tier I I  pref. Yes (c) 

State has Yes (c) 
own form 

Facility No 
option 

Key: (1) State Emergency Response Commission 
(2) Local Emergency Planning Committee 
(3 )  

( 4 )  
(5 )  

Material Safety Data Sheets (see Sect. 5.1). 
state. Facility option=information format at discretion o f  chemical facility. 
Tier I and I I  are chemical inventory reporting forms (see Sect. 5.2). 
RTK i s  state right-to-know laws (see Sect. 5.3): 
(b) Colorado has two open records acts which function a s  R'TKs; (c) Maryland and Oregon 
have RTK provisions which predate SARA. 

List pref.= detailed list prescribed by 

( a )  Alabama's RTK i s  not being enforced; 
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3.2.1 Alabama 

- SERC: Was established by governor's executive order #4 of 1987. 
It is comprised of two agencies: 
Management (reporting, recordkeeping, data management) and the Emergency 
Management Agency (planning, training programs, emergency response). 
These agencies also provide staff support while their directors serve as 
co-chairs of the SERC. The SERC is assisted by a special "ad hoc" 
advisory council consisting of state agencies involved in other 
emergency planning activities and some non-governmental representatives. 
?he former include: state fire marshal, health department, highways and 
transportation, and pub1 ic safety (state troopers). The 1 atter i ncl ude: 
state business council, petroleum council, and citizens groups. As o f  
July, 1988, a representative of the Emergency Management Agency had been 
designated a state contact for the ICCB in the CSDP (Communication with 
Sam Slone, Calhoun County Civil Defense, July 29, 1988). 

the Department of Environmental 

Riqht-to Know/Public Information Concerns: While the Emergency 
Management Agency was charged with implementing a worker right-to-know 
law which pre-dates SARA, the law is not being enforced due to lack o f  
state funding. Public information management, in general, i s  not  up to 
expectation (Communication from L. G. Linn, Alabama Department of 
Environmental Management, June 27, 1988). 

Fiscal Concerns: The state lacks adequate resources for 
information management, data processing, and clerical support. The 
Title I11 program borrows from other state programs. However, these 
fiscal constraints vary considerably from county-to-county. In Calhoun 
County, for example, broad representation on the LEPC has partially 
alleviated concerns generated by lack of money. 

Public Participation Parameters: On the state level, it i s  
anticipated that the publication of SARA Title 111, Section 313 
"chemical hazard reports'' (which the state has decided to give to 
newspapers) will arouse public interest in chemical hazards. This may 
lead t o  "grassroots" demands for  more resources in support of Title XI1 
(Communication from Bill Klein, Alabama Emergency Management Agency, 
June 29, 1988). While Section 313 would not pertain directly to the 
CSDP, to the extent that local demands for support for Title I11 
programs increase, public expectations about proactive state and local 
involvement in the CSDP may be affected. 

3.2.2 Arkansas 

- SERC: Is comprised o f  six agencies. The principal ones are the 
Hazardous Materials Response Commission and the Department of Pollution 
Control and Ecology. 
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Risht-to-Know/Public Information Concerns: There is no state RTK 
law. The state follows hat is termed the federal OSHA-I-IC standard (see 
Sect. 5.1) 

Fiscal Concerns: No money has been appropriated for Title I11 
implementation. Most counties have no funds set aside for emergency 
planning either. There i s  practically no staff support for planning. 
The state Title 111 coordinator works virtually alone, with little staff 
support, and depends upon close cooperation and voluntary compliance 
from L E K S  for dra ing up emergency plans according to state guidelines 
(Communication from Jim Ward, Arkansas Department of Pollution Control, 
June 27, 1988). Jefferson county (PBA) has been particularly successful 
in emergency planning despite this potential obstacle, as shall be seen, 
because emergency pl anni g specialists were "sought out" for membership 
on the LEPC when the SAR framework was developed. 

Public ParticiDation Parameters: There has been little public 
interest, statewide, in SARA activities. Jefferson county has been 
fairly typical in this regard as evidenced by the difficulty in 
obtaining interest from non-emergency planning specialists to serve on 
the LEPC. 

3.2.3 Colorado 

- SERC: Called the "Colorado Emergency Planning Commission," it is 
so named to emphasize its character as a planning agency rather than an 
emergency response organization (Corn unication from Richard Bardsley, 
Colorado Division of Disaster Emergency Services, June 2 7 ,  1988). It 
emphasizes the coordination of planning rather 
chemical incidents. It c o n s i s t s  o f  an eleven- ber council with staff 
support from the Department of Health. The Departments of Health and 
Disaster Services serve as co-chairs. There are three additional 
agencies represented on the SERC: Fire Safety, Health Protection, and 

esat of Local Government. Six "at-1 arge" non-governmental 
organizations also serve. The latter include two environmental 
groups--one of which is called "Citizens Against Rocky Flats 
Contamination. 'I 

an the response to 

This is significant because it underscores the incorporation of 
unconventional participation i n  state emergency planning in Colorado 
and, more importantly, the way in which that participation may include 
activities outside the realm o f  strictly defined "chemical hazards," 
such as possible radiation hazards from Rocky Flats, for example. 
are also representatives from the Denver metropolitan area, and two 
industry representatives. 

There 

Right- to-Know/Publ ic_Jnformat ion Concern: There i s  no state RTK 
law in Colorado. However, two state laws (discussed in Sect,  5.3) 
constitute a fairly extensive information management and collection 
system which has generated high expectations about proactive state 
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involvement in regulating chemical hazards. These expectations may 
translate into high demands for proactive involvement in CSDP review and 
assessment. 

Fiscal Concerns: Title 111 has been funded by established 
emergency planning budgets of other agencies. 
given to levying a fee on chemical industries to fund these activities 
but there is a lso  considevable reluctance to do so for fear of 
discouraging new industry from moving into the state. However, Pueblo 
County does levy a small fee on chemical facility operators. 

Some thought has been 

Public ParticiDation Parameters: Colorado has tried to explicitly 
define the concepts "community group'' and "mass media. I' 
incorporation o f  both i s  required by Title 111 on Local Emergency 
Planning Committees (LEPCs) (P.L. 99-499, SARA, Title 111, Section 303) .  
The former is defined as "a public policy group ranging from the Sierra 
Club to the League of Women Voters" while the latter explicitly means 
private sector broadcast or print media, not government public relations 
agencies. 
provide the public with a means of monitoring potential chemical hazards 
through respected public organizations. Thus, it i s  contended, the 
Title I11 process should actively encourage this activity. 

The 

The state believes that the intent of Title I11 was to 

3 . 2 . 4  Indiana 

- SERC: Consists of 12 members: three from state agencies, three 
from local government, three from industry, and three from citizens 
groups (e.g,--the Sierra Club). 
"advisory committee" broadly representative o f  professional 
organizations such as county government associations, chambers o f  
commerce, mass media organizations, and law enforcement and firefighter 
associations. 
advisory group while the governor appoints them. 

The SERC i s  assisted by a 25-member 

These organizations nominate members to serve on the 

Riqht-to-Know/Public Information Concerns: There i s  no state RTK 
law. 
There have been few requests for  information under Title 111. 

Title I11 implementation. This translates into one full- and t w o  
part-time staff and a small office for handling requests and amassing 
data on chemical facilities. 
exists, "not much money has come in yet." Thus, there i s  no adequate 
base for loaning money to LEPCs for the development of chemical hazard 
inventories, which was the purpose of this fund (Communication from 
Philip Powers, Indiana Emergency Response Commission, June 30, 1988). 
Lack of resources for emergency planning is particularly acute in 
Vermillion County, as shall be seen. 

Indiana follows the federal OSHA-HC standard (see Sect. 5 . 1 )  

Fiscal Concerns: For 1987-88, Indiana has appropriated 65K for 

While a fee-levying system on industry 
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Public ParticiDation Parameters: Generally, interest in chemical 
hazards tends to vary in accordance with public perceptions of the 
presence o f  serious chemical hazards i n  the community. This perception, 
in turn, roughly correlates with the level o f  urbanization of a county 
emergency planning district (Communication from Philip Powers, Indiana 
Emergency Response Com ission, June 30, 1988). 
reflected in the case of Vermillion county (NAAP), as will be seen. 

Some of this is 

3.2-5 Kentucky 

- SERC: Consists of a 25-member commission chaired by the Division 
o f  Disaster Emergency Services. Includes several state agencies, some 
industry representatives, news media personnel, and three environmental 
organization representatives appointed by the governor. 

Risht-to-Know/Public Information Concerns: Kentucky has "little 
money, staff or time" t o  coordinate with LEPCs on the establishment of a 
comprehensive chemical hazards information data-base (Communication from 
Craig Martin, Kentucky Emergency Response Commission, June 30, 1988). 
For the CSDP, this is reflected by the attempts o f  Fayette and Madison 
Counties to divide their time and effort in the management of different 
aspects o f  chemical hazards, 

Fiscal Concerns: Because of financial constraints, a "less than 
perfect effort" o f  Title I11 implementation on the part of LEPCs is 
expected by the SARA-imposed dead1 ine for emergency plan formulation o f  
October 17,  198 [Title 111, Section 301 (c)]. 

Public ParticiDation Parameters: Kentucky has had some difficulty 
recruiting and retainin SARA-mandated representatives from diverse 
constituencies on some LEPCs, This has not been as much of a problem i n  
Fayette and Madison counties, however, because of a strong commitment t o  
the emergency planning process by LEPC members. 

3 e 2.6 Mary1 and 

SERC: An "executive committee" of a pre-SARA Hazardous Materials 
Advisory Council (HMAC) serves as the SERC for Maryland. This committee 
is comprised of representatives from: emergency services, fire 
marshal's office, the chemical industry, chamber of commerce, community 

environmental groups, the news edia, and the Chesapeake and Potomac 
telephone company. 
Service and Public Safety Departments, respectively. 

The eo-chairs of the SERC represent the Public 

Risht-to-Know/Public Information Concerns: A state RTK law 
requires that requests for information on chemical hazards be officially 
received by the Department o f  the Environment o r  through LEPCs. 
Chemical facility information (discussed in more detail in Section 5) is 
copied and circulated through the Department o f  the Environment. 
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Fiscal Concerns: While unable t o  devote much money to local 
emergency planning, Maryland had a head start on SAW implementation 
because its own hazardous materials plan had been in operation since 
1987. However, there is little staff support for assisting LEPCs. For 
example, there has been some talk of trying to upgrade chemical facility 
reporting lists to conform t o  current SARA reporting requirements. It 
is believed that "this may require the addition of summer interns" 
(Communication from Pam Phillips, Administrator, Toxics, Environmental 
Science, and Health, Maryland Department o f  the Environment, June 27, 
1988). 
the lack o f  state resources for HAZMAT planning and emergency response 
personnel training, 

The Harford County LEPC has expressed a number of concerns over 

Public ParticiPation Parameters: There i s  generally a high degree 
o f  awareness and interest in chemical hazards statewide. Farmers, for 
example, believe that SARA is good because it addresses concerns over 
storage o f  anhydrous ammonia. 
"cooperative environment" between the chemical industry and the 
state--this has generated heightened expectations about proactive state 
involvement in toxic and hazardous chemical management. Finally, there 
appears to be widespread support for the decentralized character o f  
emergency planning entertained by SARA because of established 
relationships between the state and industry. However, as shall be 
seen, there is considerable contention between the state and Harford 
County over local readiness for emergencies as well as capabilities for 
proactive public involvement in oversight of chemical hazards. 

Past accidents have contributed to a 

3.2.7 Oreqon 

- SERC: Oregon had a pre-SARA Emergency Planning Commission 
comprised o f  16 representatives. 
"Special Assistant for Natural Resources" in order to provide it with 
high political visibility, serves as Oregon's SERC. Eleven of the 36 
members come from state agencies or organizations (e.g.--Health 
Department, Oregon State University, fire marshal's office, 
Environmental Quality Department), while the remainder come from local 
government, the chemical industry, and a "pub1 ic interest research 
group." Staff support is provided by the state fire marshal. The 
Umatilla County Sheriff also serves on the SERC (Communication from 
Dennis Walthall, Program Coordinator for Right-to-Know, Oregon Hazardous 
Materials Division, June 28, 1988). 

Riqht-to-Know/Public Information Concern$: Since 1984, a state RTK 
law, managed by the state fire marshal, and funded through the state 
fire insurance premium fund, has made it possible ta develop an 
extensive data-based chemical hazards inventory system. Oregon has 
pioneered its own chemical facility reporting forms. A 
"dial-a-facility" system i s  coming into operation which will make it 
possible for county emergency management personnel to obtain information 
on chemical hazards. 

T h i s  body, chaired by the governor's 

There has been contact between the Oregon 
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Emergency Management Division and the Ar y on the CSDP. 
presumes that important contacts will be made directly with Umatilla 
County (Communication from Bruce Sutherland, Oregon Title I 1 1  
Coordinator, July 6, 1988). 

The state 

Fiscal Concerns: 
available by Oregon, as noted above, the state's RTK law has been funded 
separately for some ti e. 
emergency response tra ners and for developing a chemical hazards data 
base. 
lack emergency coordinators. This is significant for t e CSDP, as shall 
be seen, because Oregon has a single statewide "local e ergency pl anni ng 
committee'' to partially compensate for the lack of available emergency 
planning resources in counties in the eastern half of the state, 
i ncl udi ng Urnat i 11 a. 

Although no SARA Title I 1 1  funding has been made 

These funds have been utilized for hiring 

Some counties are severely constrained i n resources whi 1 e others 

: Industry, Red Cross, mass media, 
and tribal nation groups participate on the SERC and on a statewide 
LEPC. Associations nominate representatives to serve on the LEPC while 
the governor ratifies their appointment. 

- SERC: Consists o f  two agencies: the Departments o f  Wealth 
(recordkeeping, reporting, data-management) and Pub1 ic Safety (training 
programs-including distribution of SA Title 111, Section 305 training 
funds, and emergency pl anning) . 

doing exactly what federal law requires, but no more at this time. The 
s t a t e  RTK law essentially states: 
(Communication from Neil Taylor, Utah Hazardous Chemical Emergency 
Response Commission, June 29, 1988), 

Riqht-to-Know/Public Information Concerns: Utah i s  committed to 

"do what SARA mandates" 

Fiscal Concerns: Title I 1 1  implementation funds have been made 
available by the legislature but have not found their way to counties. 
This is where the real need for funding is found. 

Public ParticiDation Parameters: Community group and mass media 
representation are not as well-developed as in some other states. 
Public awareness and concern is not as well-developed or acute as in 
other states, possibly because certain ilitary-related chemical hazards 
are virtually taken far granted in parts of Utah. 
emergency planner sugges ed, numerous large-scale waste sites are 
located in the area (Corn un i cat i on from Howard Kaoper , Tooel e County 
Civil Defense, August 1, 1988). 
will be seen, by the activities o f  the Pooele County LEPC. 

As a Tooele County 

T h i s  pragmatic view is reflected, as 
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3.2.9 Summary Observations 

In each of the CSDP installation states, SERCs are entrusted with 
responsibility for :  (1) approval of emergency response plans developed 
by LEPCs; (2) establishment of procedures for handling infomation 
requests from the public and the chemical industry about hazards and 
measures to avert them; and (3)  prescribing formats for chemical 
facility inventory information. 

While these responsibilities are the same in all states, 
state-level resources provided fo r  these functions vary considerably. 
Generally, representatives from state agencies who serve as either 
chairs or co-chairs of SERCs double as staff support for them. There 
may be no more than 2-3 assistants who work with chairs on Title 111 
planning. This places considerable strain upon the time that might be 
available for serving on ICCBs, as shall be seen in Section 3 . 3  

SEWS are entrusted with principal authority for statewide 
planning, however, LEPCs are given primary responsibility for the 
development of emergency response plans. These plans are due t o  be 
submitted by October 17, 1988 (U .S .  EPA, Title 111 Fact Sheet, 1988). 
SARA grants considerable discretion to state and local governments in 
developing these plans. As shall be seen, one implication for local 
ICCBs is that CSOP emergency plans could be annexed onto general county 
chemical facility emergency plans--making review and assessment o f  the 
CSDP by LEPCs manageable while serving to coordinate disposal activities 
with state and local governments--a goal consistent with that 
articulated by the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program - Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (U.S.  Army, 1988, Vol. I: 
4-165) .  

3 . 3  LOCAL EMERGENCY PLANNING COMMITTEES (LEPCs) IN CSDP 
INSTALLATION SITES : STRUCTURES, FUNCTIONS, RESPONSIBILITIES 
AND PROBLEMS RELEVANT TO THE ICCB 

LEPCs are invested with emergency planning responsibilities over 
jurisdictions termed "emergency planning districts" (EPDs). While the 
types of personnel mandated to serve on LEPCs are prescribed by law, the 
boundaries of EPDs are determined by states [Title 111, Section 301 
(b)]. The SARA-mandated deadline for establishment of  EPDs was July 17, 
1987. 

In seven of the eight CSDP states, counties have been designated 
emergency planning districts with one LEPC, appointed by the governor, 
supervising the initiation and formulation of emergency plans for each 
one. However, in the case o f  Oregon, the entire state has been 
designated as the local emergency planning district with a single LEPC 
assisting the separately-appointed SERC i n  the formulation o f  emergency 
plans. County planning structures are utilized for the implementation 
of a single, integrated emergency response plan (Communication from 
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Dennis Malthall, Program Coordinator far Wight-to-Know, Hazardous 
Materials Division, State of Orego , June 28, 1988). Implications of 
this innovative arrangement for I C C B  are discussed in Sect. 3 . 3 . 7 .  

In those states where county-based LEPCs predominate, notable 
exceptions are found. Arkansas has two metropolitan LEPCs (Little Rock 
and North Little Rock) chaired by mayors. 
City, Maryland have their o n LEPCs. Utah and Colorado have a few 
multi-county LEPCs chaired, in the former? by fire chiefs, and in the 
latter, by emergency response coordinators. Only Alabama, Indiana, and 
Kentucky rely exclusively upon single-county emergency planning 
districts. Moreover, in Colorado, any county or metropolitan area over 
25,000 persons may petition to become a separate LEPC (Communication 
from Richard Bardsley, Division of Disaster Emergency Services, State of 
Colorado, June 27, 1988). One implication for ICCB is that an existing 
L E K  may be divided into two or more LEPCs in the future. Thus, Pueblo 
County (the location o f  PUDA) could be subdivided into a special 
emergency planning district for purposes o f  more effective oversight o f  
the CSDP, if residents petitioned the state. 

Likewise, Baltimore and Ocean 

Title 111 explicitly charges LEPCs with the tasks of formulating 
procedures for receiving and processing requests for information from 
the public, providing public notification o f  meetings, and incorporating 
public concerns and comments in the development, distribution, and 
implementation o f  emergency plans [Title 111, Section 301 (c); Bureau of 
National Affairs SA Guide, 1988: 521: 9511. Emergency plans are 
supposed to be prepared by October 17, 1988 [Section 303 (a)]. 

In the eight CSDP states, LEPCs 
vary f r m  as small as five members to aver 106, What is more 
problematic than ever, is representation; a f a c t o r  explicitly 
prescribed by la e CSDP emergency planning districts, it has 
been difficult to recruit LEPC members who represent all of the 
functions required by Title I11 o f  SARA. 

LEPC size is determined by states. 

Title I11 requires that LEPCs be comprised o f  relevant state and 
local officials, police, fire, civil defense, public health, 
environmental affairs, transportation personnel, and members of the mass 
media and designated "community groups.'' 
officials interviewed i s  that interest in serving on LEPCs varies by 
public awareness o f  hazardous materials issues. It is widely stated 
that interest, i n  turn, is affected by the level of industry in a 
particular county as well as opulation density and prior chemical 
incidents. These three factors: size, representation, and public 
awareness all have a bearing upon proactive participation for emergency 
planning. 
activity at the eight CONUS sites. Particular attention is paid to the 
relationship between L E K S  and intergovernmental consultation and 
coordination in the CSDP. 

A common refrain among 

The following i s  a state-by-state description o f  LEPC 
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3.3.1. Calhoun County, Alabama (ANAD) 

Calhoun county has a large and diverse LEPC comprised of about 100 

It is chaired by the Calhoun County commissioner while the 
members with representatives from six municipalities and one county 
government. 
vice chair, who a l so  serves as director o f  county civil defense, manages 
its day-to-day operations. Its first meeting was held in December, 
1987. 

It was the intention o f  Calhoun County to go well beyond the 
minimum requirements of Title I11 in developing an LEPC configuration. 
This i s  exemplified not only by the LEPC's size but by its efforts t o  
represent virtual ly every 1 aw enforcement agency, fire department and 
emergency medical response constituent in the county (Communication from 
Sam Slone, Calhoun County Civil Defense, July 29, 1988). It should be 
noted that community group representation, as is typical of the state 
generally, has been more difficult to achieve. For the most part, 
"there simply aren't any environmental groups in some rural Alabama 
counties" (Communication from Bill Klein, Alabama Emergency Management 
Agency, June 29, 1988). Furthermore, the media tend to be poorly 
represented on most LEPCs in A1 abama, whi 1 e industry groups, 
well-represented on the LEPC, have proven to be "very helpful and 
well -represented throughout the state" (Communication from L.G. Linn, 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management, June 27, 1988). An 
executive committee, comprised of elected county officials, exercises 
overall supervision o f  the LEPC. 

Numerous subcommittees for emergency planning have been established 
on the Calhoun County LEPC (see Appendix A) and a direct communication 
link has been set up between ANAD and the LEPC through the vice-chair. 
The vice-chair has been designated an ICCB member in the CSDP f o r  
Cal houn County. Three ANAD officers (pub1 ic affairs, environmental 
control, and chemical surety) serve on the LEPC and constitute liaison 
between the committee and the installation. Preliminary plans to 
utilize the county Title 111 emergency planning structure for 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination have begun in earnest. 

Alabama feels that the LEPC should be the primary framework for 
emergency planning coordination for the CSDP's site-specific 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination board. The Army has 
consented to this arrangement (Communication from Sam Slone, Calhoun 
County Civil Defense, July 29, 1988). 

are common. Plans are being made for incorporation of a separate 
appendix to the county emergency plan for the chemical stockpile at 
ANAD. A considerable amount of LEPC planning--much of which i s  based on 
pre-SARA county Civil Defense activity--is devoted t o  assumptions o f  
continued storage of the stockpile. 
disposition of the CSDP, the LEPC contends that "the nerve gas stockpile 
poses an ongoing potential hazard appropriate to emergency planning" 

Once-a-week or more frequent contacts between the LEPC and ANAD 

Regardless o f  the ultimate 
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(Communication from Sam Slone, Calhoun County Civil Defense, July 29, 
1988). 

A number of positive initiatives have taken place for the ICCB 
through the Calhoun County LEPC and ANAD. 
ANAD has established ongoing communication with the LEPC--which has been 
noted as a vital concern for developing public trust in 
intergovernmental consultation an coordination in other contexts 
(Feldman, 1988)- Secondly, because o f  this communication, it is 
believed that a certain degree of rapport has been established between 
the LEPC and ANAD which is facilitating emergency planning. For 
example, ANAD has responded positively to LEPC concerns that 
considerations of time-of-incident be more fully encompassed in 
emergency preparedness. According t o  a local civil defense official, 
the LEPC i s  much more concerned with other chemical hazards in Calhoun 
County that pose a higher risk such as transportation accidents. 

First, it is believed that 

There are, however, several obstacles facing optimum 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination in Calhoun County. 
First, while there are no "interface" problems between ANAD and the 
LEPC, elected officials are not very active in emergency planning and do 
not attend meetings regularly. Given their numerous responsibilities, 
this i s  not surprising. However, this has meant that civil defense 
staff have been charged with almost all planning responsibilities for 
chemical emergencies generally, and for the CSBP in particular. Over 

be devoted to the ICCB by LEPC members. 
e, this may impose considerable constraints on the attention that can 

Second, community groups and the mass media--while they "receive 
every piece of information" generated by the kEPC--rarely participate in 
emergency planning discussions on the LEPC. This may be a function of 
low public awareness or disinterest. Conversely, it may be the result 
of high public trust i n  the process o f  local emergency planning, This 
lack of interest may not remain low, however, once the CSDP commences. 
This could impose a number of ''overload" problems for the ICCB. 

For example, the civil defense director contends that lack of 
interest i s  generally good because the present LEPC i s  able to handle 
ICCB through current informal lines o f  communication. He also contends 
that direct communication between himself and the Army may be more 
effective than diffused communication through a large committee. In 
essence, it is the position o f  county civil defense that the LEPC remain ". . . a sounding board o r  planning group to assist civil defense, n o t  a 
management body" (Comsnun i cat i on from Sam S1 one, Cal houn County Ci vi 1 
Defense, July 29, 1988). 
supposed to be under SARA (P.L. 99-499, SARA, Title 111, Section 3031, 
nevertheless, it is conceded that the county cannot currently handle ''a 
major situation" alone and will need lots of material support from the 
Army once the CSDP commences, 
elected offi cia1 s that an ineffective emergency pl an would subject L E K  
m e ~ b ~ ~ s  to liability in an off-site incident at ANAD as  well as at other 

While this is precisely what LEPCs are 

In particular, there is concern among 
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chemical facilities. This issue o f  liability alone could arouse public 
concern. 

A final problem for the ICCB, related to the above, concerns 
resources for emergency planning in the CSDP. The Calhoun County civil 
defense director believes that contiguous counties should be involved in 
emergency planning, especially for development of evacuation and 
relocation plans. However, emergency planning districts in Alabama are 
limited to single counties. Moreover, the LEPC for Calhoun County is 
understaffed and will need assistance from the Army in collecting data 
on evacuation zones, emergency sheltering, and "plume plotting." 

to continue utilizing SARA Title III instruments such as LEPCs for 
consultation and coordination, the use of these instruments must be 
tempered by flexibility. Neither a single county LEPC, nor members of 
all LEPCs throughout the region working as a single ICCB can provide 
effective guidance in intergovernmental consultation and coordination. 
At one and the same time, the ICCB should be small in order to be 
manageable but diverse enough to represent the entire affected 
site-specific area encompassed by the CSDP. 

As a consequence, while the CSDP should by all means be encouraged 

3.3.2 Jefferson County, Arkansas (PBA) 

The Jefferson County LEPC i s  smaller than that for Calhaun County 
(64 members). fourteen chemical facility representatives serve on the 
LEPC including two representatives from PBA, as well as several 
professional planners, cartographers, architects, and volunteer fire 
department personnel (Communication from Jack Palamateer, Jefferson 
County Title I11 Coordinator, August 1, 1988). A series o f  16 
subcommittees are in the process of addressing a number of emergency 
planning components for the county and are developing a prototype 
emergency plan (see Appendix A } .  

Representation on the Jefferson County LEPC i s  generally broader 
than that prevailing throughout much of the state. 
difficult to find industry and transportation representatives for all 
LEPCs in Arkansas. 
their representation is required, but in their absence, the problem of 
representation is less pressing (Communication from Jim Ward, Arkansas 
Department o f  Pollution Control, June 27, 1988). 

A number of positive initiatives useful for intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination have taken p.lace. 
LEPC were selected, they were asked t o  rate their preferences for 
service on subcommittees they wished to work on. 
good fit between member interest and role. 
decision made by the state Office of Emergency Services, each county had 
an "all hazards" response plan in place prior to SARA. 
emergency response plans will be appended t o  these. 

It has been 

The state maintains that, where industry exists, 

Once members for the 

In addition, because o f  a 
This helped to insure 

Mew chemical 
The state also 
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contends that "all industries of any size had contingency plans in 
place" prior to SA 
o f  Pollution Control , June 27, 1988). 

(Communication from Jim Nard, Arkansas Department 

Although not as for lly established as in Calhoun County, it has 
a1 ready been decided by mutual consent o f  Arkansas, Jefferson County, 
and the Army that the Jefferson County LEPC should play an important 
role in the ICCB. Currently, the vice chair o f  the LEPC, who is also 
the Title I11 coordinator for Jefferson County, is in daily contact with 
PBA, is working with the installation to incorporate the CSDP into the 
LEPC's emergency plan, and is satisfied that "no serious problems have 
surfaced" and PBA i s  a respected institution in the community 
(Communication from Jack Palmateer, Jefferson County Title I11 
Coordinator, August 1, 1988). 

It was noted in Sect. 3,2.2 that public interest in Arkansas in 
Title I 1 1  activities has been generally low. 
in Jefferson County. While there is one media person on the LEPC (a  
newspaper editor), community group representation has been a problem 
because there has not been adequate guidance as to how to define it 
(Communication from Jack Palamateer, Jefferson County Title I11 
Coordinator, August 1, 19881, 

This is particularly true 

The result i s  that the L E K  has chosen to seek out persons likely 
t o  be interested and competent to engage in emergency planning. 
incl udes vol unteer fire department personnel and el ected municipal 
officials. As i s  the case for Calhoun County, Alabama, however, one may 

ately pose the question as to whether this constitutes a 
ent cross-section of community representation to encompass 

potential public concerns once the CSDP commences. For Jefferson County 
PBA, an effective I C C B  will need to assure that all potentially- 

acted constituents who want to be involved in planning for chemical 
facility emergency planning are so involved. T h i s  includes 
environmental and public interest groups. 

This 

3 . 3 . 3  Pueblo County, Colorado (PUDAI  

Under Colorado law, as noted in Sect. 3 . 2 . 3 ,  communities over 
25,000 may form separate emergency planning districts or otherwise elect 
t o  combine their efforts with other governmental units in the formation 
o f  LEPCs. Pueblo County and the city o f  Pueblo have formed a single 
city/county LEPC w i t h  24 members chaired by the county director o f  civil 
defense. Four subcommjttees deal with planning, training, community 

, and hazard analysis. There are also seven designated 
alternates who participate in meetings when regular members need t o  be 
absent. 

The LEPC is composed o f  personnel from the county sheriff 
department, city police, county commissioners, hospitals, separate 
city/county health departments, and other government agencies. There is 
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a representative from the local newspaper on the LEPC and one from PUDA. 
While Colorado i s  very specific in defining what constitutes the "media" 
and a "community group," as noted in Sect. 3.2.3., the number of such 
representatives serving on LEPCs is still a function of the political 
and social character of the county. The only community group 
represented on the Pueblo County LEPC is the local Red Cross. 
also one private citizen serving on the LEPC. 

There i s  

The LEPC is involved in numerous aspects of emergency planning 
beyond the articulation o f  a prototype plan for chemical accidents. 
Because the state of Colorado had ''a good hazardous materials plan in 
place" prior to SARA, all the components of the LEPC work together well 
(Communication from Betty Jo Hopper, Director o f  Pueblo County Civil 
Defense, August 2, 1988). This assessment i s  consistent with the 
contention o f  the state that SARA simply took what Colorado was in the 
process of developing and made it mandatory for all counties more 
quickly than otherwise would have been the case. 

For the ICCB, a number o f  current activities of the Pueblo County 
LEPC are relevant. The city fire department has taken the lead role in 
amassing chemical facility data which must be made available under Title 
111 in a variety of formats (see Section 5 ) .  The LEPC also supervises a 
combined unincorporated community-city-county HAZMAT team which has 
received training assistance with Title 111 (Section 305) funds. 
Meetings of the LEPC are held once a month and, under Colorado law, are 
announced and open to the public. 

The Title 111 process in Pueblo County i s  said to be "ahead of the 
game" as a result of fairly adequate funding and early state delineation 
of counties as emergency planning districts. Civil defense funds from 
the state and county support Pueblo LEPC's activities and the county 
levies a fee upon chemical industries (even though the state is so far 
reluctant to do this). The LEPC i s  i n  the very earliest stages o f  an 
ICCB-type arrangement with PUDA, however. Thus, it is difficult to say 
for certain exactly how the process will evolve. 
parameters for ICCB will need to be worked out in greater detail than 
has thus far occurred.. A number of issues for optimum intergovernmental 
consul tation and coordination have surfaced including: evacuation route 
designations, future LEPC funding, and time constraints. The LEPC 
spends a lot of time responding to RTK inquiries. 

Over time, the 

3 . 3 . 4  Vermillion County, Indiana (NAAPI 

While the LEPC for Vermillion County, Indiana i s  considerably 
smaller than those in the first three sites discussed, it i s  becoming 
closely integrated into the emergency p9 anning and intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination process for the CSDP. The LEPC has eight 
members representing the Clinton fire department and hospital, county 
sheriff, a publisher o f  the local newspaper, the E l i  Lilly Company, and 
county civil defense. 



22 

The chair is the president of the board of commissioners while the 

This structure i s  fairly typical of Indiana LEPCs in general, 
vice chair and coordinator o f  the LEPC is the head of county civil 
defense. 
About half of the state's 92 LEPCs are chaired by emergency management 
people while the remainder come from industry or local government. In 
larger, urbanized counties, ea-chairs are often elected and share 
decision m ~ k i n ~  responsibilities with the chair. 

In most Title I11 related activities, the Vermillion County LEPC 
has made slow, halting progress, 
disaster service and emergency medical response representation on the 
LEPC but it has been difficult to generate interest. 
larger, more diverse LEPCs tend to be found in larger and more urbanized 
counties such as Lake (Gary-Hammon and Marion (Indi anapol i s )  
(Communication from Philip Powers, Indiana Emergency Response 
Commission, June 27, 1988). In addition, progress in developing an 
emergency plan i s  proceeding at a slow pace, and there have been no 
formal meetings o f  the LEPC as a group (Cammunication from Jack Silotto, 
Vermillion County Civil Defense, August 1, 1988). 

There is a perceived need for more 

In Indiana, 

While there is no representative from NAAP currently serving on the 
LEK, the LEPC and the installation have been in close contact and are 
working toward development of a consultation and coordination agreement 
similar to those being developed at other sites. Emergency planning for 
NAAP will comprise an annex to the general county emergency plan now 
under development. The L E K  has been promised: (1) that a NAAP 
representative will work with them to assess their emergency response 
needs, and (2) that the Army will pay to upgrade training and equipment 
def i ci enci e s  I 

The Vermillion County LEPC i s  faced ith a number of institutional 
problems which constitute a challenge for the establishment of effective 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination with the CSDP. First, 
the LEPC vice chair contends that the LEPC is in a difficult position 
relative to both the publ c and the installation. 
there was 1 i ttle concern i t h  emergency pl anni ng in Vermi 11 ion County 
because "we could not aff rd it, and there is no educational background 
(among our poli ical leaders) sufficient to establish adequate emergency 
response" (Comrn nication from Jack Silotto, Vermillion County Civil 
Defense, August 1, 1988). Now that there i s  a perceived need for 
emergency planning--not just for the CSDP but "for other activities 
posing greater risk, such as a m a j o r  chemical plant in the 
county"--there i s  re1 uctance t o  involve the 1 ay publ ic, 

Before Title 111, 

It is believed that public participation at CSDP hearings "stirred 
controversy" and d i d  not lead to discussions on "how to mitigate the 
nerve gas problem." On the other hand, however, it i s  contended that 
LEK--NAAP relations need to be improved: 

here with NAAP." In July, 198 several emergency pl anni ng 
officials were invited to the installation for a discussion o f  emergency 
response problems related t o  the CSDP. However, only one LEPC 

"we have poor communication 
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representative {the chair) was invited. 
have been an oversight on the part of the governor's office which 
coordinated the event, and not attributable to NAAP. Nevertheless, 
"front line" people need to be consulted for these events (Communication 
from Jack Silotto, Vermillion County Civil Defense, August 1, 1988). 

It is believed that this may 

A second problem relates to county resources and the logic behind 
Title III planning. 
identify needs for emergency planning because their members are better 
aware of the specific deficiencies in warning, emergency notification, 
and other preparedness problems of their respective communities. 
However, the Vermillion County LEPC contends that the CSDP presents a 
particularly complex problem because the county's resources are sparse. 
While it i s  believed that the Army has been more than fair in releasing 
information, it i s  contended that NAAP needs to take the lead role in 
defining emergency planning needs, not the county (Communication from 
3ack Silotto, Vermillion County Civil Defense, August 1 ,  1988). 
Moreover, it is believed, these discussions would be most fruitful i f  
they were conducted informally, through small-group interaction. Thus, 
while proactive local involvement i s  both desirable and necessary, it 
will be more complex in Vermillion County than might have been 
anticipated. 

It is assumed that LEPCs have the ability to 

A final problem relates to LEPC attrition. As was noted 
previously, identifying and keeping interested, qualified, and 
knowledgeable people on LEPCs i s  difficult. Ironically, the vice chair 
of Vermillion County LEPC, who i s  also head o f  county civil defense, is 
leaving to assume an elective office. 
personnel changes, both in Vermillion County and at other CSDP CONUS 
sites, could be fairly common. 

I t  i s  anticipated that such 

3.3.5 Favette/Madison Counties, Kentucky (LBADI 

well-organized, anxious for good relations with LBAD, and 
mission-oriented. 

The Fayette County LEPC i s  distinguished in three respects: i t  is 

The Kentucky SERC mandates that every chemica? facility in Fayette 
County be represented on the Fayette County LEPC. 
about 50 members, broadly representative of city (Lexington) and county 
emergency response constituents, and i s  divided into a number of 
planning subcommittees. A representative from LBAD serves on the LEPC, 
although he i s  from a part of the base "not involved i n  nerve gas." The 
media are we1 1 represented through newspaper, radio, and television 
personnel. However, while the Sierra Club has been invited t o  send a 
representative to the LEPC, they have never done so (Communication from 
Ken Johnson, Fayette County LEPC, August 5 ,  1988). 

In Kentucky, "it has generally been difficult to get and keep good 
people involved (on LEPCs) because there's so much to read and digest." 

The committee has 
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Moreover, for local officials, involvement in emergency planning has 
constituted a time-consuming "education process'8 (i .e. --characterized by 
the need to learn about a ne law) resisted by some (Communication from 
raig Martin, Kentucky Emergency Response Commission, June 30, 1988). 
hile it is only an implicit concern so far, there i s  also some 
reluctance to serve on LEPCs due to the possibility of liability for 
failures in e ergency planning efforts resu ting from an accident 
( R i  gh t to -Kno Planning Guide, June 23, 198 

In Fayette County, these problems appear to be diminished. 
probably due to two factors: 
(23 the enthusiasm of its members, including the chair. The LEPC's 
efforts are focused exclusively on Title I 1 1  planning and emergency 
response, while a separate Hazardous Materials Advisory Committee 

handling, storage, and safe disposal for the chemical industry in 
Fayette County. The collection and dissemination o f  right-to-know 
information and chemical facility data is also performed by the latter, 
while the former concentrates on advising t e Emergency Management 

ency on needs for equipment, training, an preparedness improvements 
(Communication from Men Johnson, Fayette County LEPC, August 5, 1988). 

This is 
(1) the cammittee's explicit charge, and 

A C ) ,  comprised of city and county officials, writes rules for 

Moreover, this relatively clear-cut. mission has been augmented by 
the efforts o f  the chair at articulating a strategy for its achievement. 
The chair views the improve ent of emergency preparedness as an issue 
separate and distinct from technical proficiency. He encouraged the 
representation of LBAD on the committee before the Army suggested it 
because "we thought we needed to establish better relations with the 
installation" t o  prepare for the CSDP. 
encouraged to look at the nerve gas problem pragmatically; 

Ken Johnson, Fayette County LEPC, August 5 ,  1988). This is a 
particularly important consideration for the LEPC because it aspires to 
become i nvol ved in overall emergency pl anni ng for fl oods, tornadoes 
natural cal amities as we1 1 as chemical emergencies. 

In  addition, the LEPC has been 

ess of what's done with it, how does its presence affect 
t o f  resources for emergency planning? (Communication with 

and 

For intergovernmental consul tation and coordination, these efforts 
are especially significant. 
CSDP commences , the Hazardous Materi a1 s Advi sory Committee should be in 
charge o f  any aff-site monitoring o f  airborne emissions from the 
incineration o f  chemical agents, while the LEPC will devote itself to 
accident preparedness and prevention. 

It is the LEPC's contention that once the 

Finally, while the LEPCs members have "been very active and 
enthusiastic," problems pertinent to intergovernmental cansultation and 
coordination in the CSDP rem essed. The division of 
responsibility between the k 
analytically sound, is difficult ta achieve in practice, For example, 
in order to effectively plan  for chemical emergencies, various chemical 
inventory information held by the HMAC will have to be shared with the 

AC,  while felt to be 
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LEPC. This may require unification of efforts. Moreover, as in 
Vermillion County, Indiana, there is some feeling that the needs for 
emergency planning in Fayette County related to the CSDP require both 
proactive local involvement and continued Army willingness to be 
forthcoming with information. The efforts expended by the LEPC thus 
far, however, reveal the important role of trust and personal rapport in 
optimizing the process of public involvement in intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination. 
to be involved in review and assessment of the CSDP. 

It would appear that the L E K  i s  ready 

LBAD comprises parts of two counties. The Madison County LEPC, 

As is the case with Fayette County, the effectiveness of 
contiguous to most o f  LBAD, i s  the most relevant one for emergency 
planning. 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination partially hinges upon 
personal rapport e 

The Madison County LEPC has 31 members representing chemical 
facilities, educational institutions, emergency response constituents, 
local officials, and a chemical surety officer from LBAD. Unlike 
Fayette County, however, lack of money and time has prevented 
significant steps toward development o f  as formal an organization. 
There are no planning subcommittees, although they may become 
established when the final phase of emergency planning is undertaken. 
A1 so, fiscal resources ''are very tight" (Communication from Howard 
Colyer, Madison County Director of Civil Defense, August 11, 1988). The 
LEPC has barely been able to afford postage for mail ing compl i ance 
information and reporting forms to chemical facilities. 

As a result, on one level, Madison County has only been able to do 
what SARA minimally requires--i.e., representing each o f  the components 
on the LEPC as prescribed by law and holding meetings aimed at 
development of an emergency plan. On another level, however, the LEPC 
has made extraordinary strides toward effective intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination with the CSDP. There i s  good attendance 
and a high level of participation on the LEPC and, perhaps most 
important, the chair has developed good rapport with those constituents 
whose assistance i s  vital for effective emergency planning. 

An annex to the county chemical emergency response plan i s  being 
developed speci fical ly for LBAD. 
the CSDP to the more general issues of how various options related to 
nerve gas deployment (e.g.--continued storage) affect planning for 
chemical emergencies in Madison County. The LEPC developed this annex 
through allowing the chair to arrange small group meetings for a period 
of 3-4 hours at a time with individual emergency response constituents 
with an interest in the installation. 
with the LEPG one-at-a-time. These constituents included: the Kentucky 
State Police detachment representative for that area, the county sheriff 
and a few of his deputies, the county transportation director, and 
others. Over a period of about eight months, input was solicited from 
many organizations informally--through "one-on-one meetings which were 

The planning parameters extend beyond 

Emergency response people met 



very constructive" (Communication from Howard Colyer, Madison County 
Director of Civil Defense, August 11, 1988). Moreover, because these 
meetings were attended by only a few representatives of specific 
functions sequentially, "they ended up encompassing the feelings of 
heads of agencies well, without a room full o f  confusion." 

itself and LBA have been established and a promising framework for 
implementing intergovernmental consultation and coordination is in 
place. 
successful utilization of small group interaction through mutual 
accommodation. 

As a consequence, the LEPC contends that good relations between 

The most striking characteristic of this process is its 

3 . 3 . 6  Harford County, Maryland (APQ. 

The Harford County LEPC exemplifies muc 
uncertainty surrounding SARA Title I11 in general and the process of 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination for the CSDP in 
particular. 
prepared for proactive state and local emergency planning due to the 
state's own efforts in hazardous materials regulation, the Harford 
County director of civil defense, who assists the chair of the LEPC, 
feels that "SA came out of the woodwork and slammed into everyoneIfl 
(Communication from Charles Browne, Harford County Civil Defense, 
August 1, 1988), It i s  contended that Harford County is inadequately 
prepared for Title I11 in the area o f  emergency medical response. 

of the complexity and 

While state officials contend that Maryland was adequately 

There is considerable confusion over LEPC responsibilities, 
frustration with the lack of explicit state guidance (and resources) for 
planning, and uncertainty over the LEPC's interface with the CSDP. 
some extent, it would appear that these concerns reflect LEPC 
aspirations exceeding achievements. However, they a l so  represent 
discernible gaps in i pl ementat ion. 

To 

The LEPC has a core of 12 people who have engaged in most of the 
Title I X I  work thus far. 
commissioner, the director of civil defense, the county sheriff, chief 
o f  the county central alarm system, a county health officer, industry 
representatives, and a pharmacist (who serves as the citizen 
representative for the emergency planning district). In addition, a 
representative from APG (Chief, Plans and Operation branch) serves on 
the L E K ,  as well as a Chemical Research Surety Officer from Edgewood 
Arsenal. There are about a dozen additional "invitees" who attend some 
of the meetings, including police chiefs from three municipalities and 
volunteer fire department representatives. 

This includes the chair, who i s  also a county 

Relations among LEPC members are described as very good and 
ts, including publication of a HAZMAT plan and incident 

checklist for the county, have been notable thus far. However, several 
specific concerns articulated by the LEPC, revolving around state 
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guidance and financial resources, may have a significant impact upon 
optimum intergovernmental consultation and coordination for the CSDP. 

department officials. This is felt to be a particularly serious problem 
because volunteer fire departments are not thought to be "mentally 
prepared for emergency response." Secondly, there is considerable 
concern over how generic the process of emergency planning should 
be--especially as regards transportation-related accidents which are 
felt to be the most probable chemical emergency scenarios for the 
county. 
the greater the need to "pre-empt" local authority (county and municipal 
governments) in enforcing compliance with various improvements suggested 
by the LEPC. The 1EPC is uncomfortable about doing this. Third, while 
there has been no vigorous interest thus far in right-to- know (only 2-3 
requests for information have been received from the public), concern 
has been expressed over how far right-to-know should go. In particular, 
it is uncertain how much information about chemical facilities should be 
provided to the public and what form the information should take. 

LEPC appears to have begun the process of identifying emergency 
preparedness needs related to the CSDP in earnest. Specific suggestions 
have already been made to APG for: 
( 2 )  redundancy and backup f o r  emergency notification systems, especially 
sirens, (3 )  coordinated exercises, and (4 )  better information for 
persons in off-site emergency response zones. 

First, there is little money for training of volunteer fire 

The problem here i s  that the more specific planning becomes, 

Unlike other CSDP CONUS site LEPCs, however, the Harford County 

(1) improvements to communication, 

The one issue related to intergovernmental consultation and 
coordination that may prove to be the most troublesome, however, is 
whether or not the LEPC can serve to channel public concerns over the 
CSDP. Aside from the fact that committee members are overworked and 
understaffed (Communication from Charles Browne, Harford County Civil 
Defense, August 1, 1988), the LEPC believes that i t  will require between 
$3-4 million to upgrade emergency response for the CSDP. 
positive side, however, not only has the LEPC worked hard at developing 
its own county HAZMAT plan and chemical incident checklist, which 
reveals a sophisticated level o f  planning, but concern for liability 
appears to be almost negligible in Harford County. The state attorney 
has determined that the LEPC would only be liable for gross negligence 
in emergency planning, and the attitude o f  the civil defense coordinator 
is that "we need to do whatever's necessary to save lives, not t o  avert 
liability." Thus, it is clear that the LEPC has the temperament as well 
as capability to work with the Army on intergovernmental consultation 
and coordination. 

On the 

3.3.7 Umatilla County, Oreqon (UMDA) 

Oregon is the only state to have established a single Local 
Emergency Planning Committee for the entire state. It i s  an advisory 
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council comprised o f  28 local government Officials, tribal 
representatives, industry personnel, and state officials. There are two 
reasons given for this novel strategy of meeting Title I11 requirements. 
First, because the state has a chemical hazards information system 
coordinated by the state fire marshal, the need for local chemical 
hazards information collection and dissemination "was not immediately 
apparent." Secondly, because eastern Oregon counties lack funds for 
emergency planning, a single LEPC appeared to be a sensible interim 
strategy in order to meet SARA planning deadlines--especially since most 
chemical hazards are in and around Portland (one-third of the LEPC's 
membership comes from the Portland metropolitan area.) 

Eventually, it is intended that each of the state's 36 counties 
will develop chemical hazard emergency plans o f  their own and establish 
some type of emergency planning committees. For now, most planning i s  
done by the SERC, while the statewide LEPC "provides advice on how to 
incorporate local government concerns." The LEPC also acts as a forum 
to assess SERC progress, and as liaison for the development of training 
programs. Staff support for the! LEPC is provided by the Department of 
Environmental Quality (Communication from Bruce Sutherland, Oregon Title 
I11 Coordinator, July 6, 198 

It is against this framework that intergovernmental consultation 
and coordination in Umatilla County must be understood. Currently, the 
county Emergency Management coordinator is preparing a "task force" for 
chemical emergencies which will also serve as a sort of CSDP liaison 
body. 
communities has been collected, UMDA has orked closely with the county 
emergency management coordinator on its updated Chemical Accident/ 
Incident Response Plan, and i t  is believed that most major needs for 
1 oca1 emergency pl anni ng have a1 ready been identi f i  ed. 
to be unmet include improvements to warning and notification systems, 
training and equipment, and exercises (Communication from Dennis Olson, 
Umatilla County Emergency Management Agency, August 5, 1988). 

Generally, there i s  little interest in using county emergency 
planning structures for funneling public concerns over the CSDP. 
There i s  a much higher degree of public concern in Umatilla County and 
vicinity toward the Hanford Reservation's potential emergency planning 
problems than toward UMDA, 
concerning nuclear waste storage and transportation. 

A list of names of officials from incorporated and unincorporated 

Those needs fel t 

This public concern i s  especially acute 

A more complex problem for  public participation and 
intergovernmental consultation is presented by Umatilla Indian 
Reservation. As noted in Sect. 3.1, €PA defines tribal nations as 
"statest' and tribal chiefs as "governorsn for purposes of Title I11 
planning. Umatilla reservation has become actively incorporated into 
the LEPC structure o f  Oregon. A representative from the Indian Wealth 
Service at Umatilla serves on the state L E K ,  an emergency plan is in 
operation and is in the process o f  being reworked, and the capacity to 
assist the Pendleton community with emergency medical response exists 
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(Communication from David Kirchner, Umatilla Indian Reservation, 
August 10, 1988). 
coordination with the CSDP, several general discussions have transpired. 
Cooperation between the installation, county and reservation is 
described as being "very good" (Communication from David Kirchner, 
Umatilla Indian Reservation, August 10, 1988). 

The somewhat ambivalent status of the reservation affects planning 
for the CSDP. There i s  some feeling that consideration of evacuation 
and sheltering plans justifies closer coordination between the army, 
reservation, and county for emergency planning than has so far occurred 
(Communication from David Kirchner, Umatilla Reservation, August 10, 
1988). 
reservation is a separate entity, the state of Oregon does not always 
acknowledge this fact. It i s  imperative that the legal status of the 
reservation under Title 111 be fully acknowledged in order to 
incorporate its participation in the CSDP. 

In terms of intergovernmental consultation and 

Moreover, while local communities acknowledge that the 

The most important consideration is that, because Indian tribes 
are states, they may enter into cooperative agreements to carry out site 
clean-ups. Moreover, they have a legal right to be fully consulted on 
remedial actions necessary to assure pub1 ic safety from chemical 
hazards, and they are entitled to access t o  information for chemical, 
emergency planning (U.S. EPA, Draft Title I11 Indian Policy, 1988: 8). 
Thus, to the extent that the Army has agreed to comply with Title I11 as 
regards to consultation with states and communities, all similar rights 
and obligations in this regard apply with equal vigor to Indian tribes, 
including full provision of technical and financial assistance found to 
be appropriate for other governmental entities (U.S. EPA, Draft 
Title XI1 Indian Policy, February, 1988: 16). The confederated tribes 
o f  Umatilla Reservation have attended nearly all CSDP emergency planning 
meet i ngs . 

3 . 3 . 8  Tooele Countv, Utah (TEAD) 

The Tooele County LEPC considers itself to be a t  an early stage of 
Title I11 planning. The chair i s  a civil defense official who has been 
working on a volunteer basis for about a year. It has been agreed that, 
while the Title I11 LEPC will have about 25 members broadly 
representative of SARA-prescribed functions, a smaller "executive 
committee," about one-forth the size of the LEPC, should coordinate 
formulation of the county emergency plan. 
pl an are being devel oped conjointly by subcommittees and certai n 
institutions with special expertise. For example, the county school 
district i s  participating in the preparation o f  the evacuation 
transportation and sheltering component of the plan (Communication from 
Howard Kooper, Tooele County Director of Emergency Planning and Acting 
Title I11 Coordinator, August 1, 1988). 

Various components of this 
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On intergovernmental consultation and coordination for the CSDP, 
the director of county emergency planning feels that the most 
significant emergency preparedness probl erns are being addressed by the 
Army but that basic logistical matters transcend the LEPC's abilities, 
Far example, the LEPC has worked closely with Schneider Engineering and 
TEAD on emergency planning for the CSDP. The L E K  has identified needs 
for improved local HAZMAT training and believes that the Army will do 
its best to provide it. 
qualified, we can be alright; especially since, in the event of an 
accident, first responders are critical" (Communication from Howard 
Kooper, Tooele County Director of Emergency Planning, August 1, 1988). 

However, most of the problems relating to the CSDP are felt to be 
overwhelming and best handled without proactive intervention by the 
LEPC. It is contended, for example, that "SARA has lots of red tape" 
which a local, rural planning committee simply cannot manage. This is a 
refrain neither unique to Tooele County nor t o  the CSDP. 
the reasons that Utah has decided that a single individual may represent 
more than one SARA-prescribed function on an LEPC in sparsely populated 
counties--such as pub1 ic safety and local government (Communication from 
Neil Taylor, Utah Hazardous Chemical Emergency Response Commission, 
June 29, 1988), 

IaI f  we can get our people trained and 

It is one of 

This lack of resources and expertise may prove critical to 
developing an effective intergovernmental consultation and coordination 
system between TEAB and Tooele County. At a minimum, there i s  a clearly 
discernible need for a permanent Title 111 coordinator to head up the 
LEPC effort (Communication from Howard Kooper, Acting litle I11 
Coordinator, August 1, 1988). While state-local relations have markedly 
improved as a result o f  Title 111, because all emergency response 
constituents are talking about what needs to be done to facilitate 
better planning, lack of  available planning resources still constrains 
Tooele County's ability to meet SARA deadlines. 

3 . 3 . 9  Summary Observations 

The Army is not required to f o l l o w  Title 111 requirements 
pertaining to chemical facility coordination, reporting, and emergency 
response with Local Emergency Planning Committees. Nevertheless, as 
shall be discussed momentari ly, the Department of Defense commitment to 
"cornply with the conceptual objectives of this act" (Schafer, 19871, 
especially those contained in Section 303 (d) (1) which prescribes the 
appointment of a representative from a facility to participate in the 
local planning process, suggests that there is high-level support for 
using Title I11 to address public concerns for proactive participation 
in programs like the CSDP. 

Three other concerns appl icable t o  al 1 LEPCs, including additional 
ones that may be incorporated in various aspects of the CSDP's  
intergovernmental consultation and coordination system, need to be 
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assessed. These concerns are: unconventional public participation on 
LEPCs and SERCs, the role of the LEPC chair, and the regulatory 
authority of LEPCs - 

Under Title 111, Section 301 (c ) ,  interested persons may petition 
SERCs to modify LEPC membership in ways germane to the needs of 
particular emergency planning districts. Thus, different types o f  
community groups may be added to LEPC, and the size of an LEPC may be 
increased. 
emergency planning insofar as specially-impacted groups may be 
represented on an LEPC. In any event, the Army needs to be sensitive to 
the fact that if Title 111 structures are utilized for public 
participation in emergency planning, then it i s  difficult to turn around 
and dictate to states how the latter should structure them. 

This may be advantageous for public participation in 

Second, while Title 111 prescribes that each LEPC have an elected 
chair (Section 303), in practice chairs are approved by governors and 
may or may not be dedicated emergency planners. I n  Alabama and 
Arkansas, LEPC chairs are county judges. Formal coordination between 
SERCs and LEPCs is conducted through these elected county officials who 
may be politically close to state governors. In most cases, these 
offici a1 s defer to local emergency management personnel (who are often 
LEPC vice chairs) for policy recommendations, LEPC staff coordination, 
and emergency plan formulation. However, as a matter o f  protocol, 
elected chairs--and not dedicated emergency planners--consti tute the 
appropriate channels for initiating intergovernmental consultation and 
coordination. 
as we1 1. 

This  is a guideline appropriate t o  follow in other states 

Finally, LEPCs are given considerable authority to compel chemical 
installations having potential hazards to provide information necessary 
for emergency planning. Moreover, SERCs and LEPCs alike may issue more 
detailed requirements outlining the level o f  desired cooperation o f  
chemical facilities. 
more rigorous requirements with respect to the release o f  hazardous 
substances are permitted under SARA (R. M. Hall et al., 1987: 1-14) .  
What is problematic for the CSDP, however, is the degree to which 
federal, as well as additional state and local regulations in this area, 
are binding upon the CSDP. 
commitment to comply with the ‘spirit’ o f  SARA in this regard, it i s  
necessary to turn, in more detail, to the architecture of this 
compliance agreement. 

In short, reasonable state regulations imposing 

While we have briefly discussed DOD 



32 

4 .  S A M  AND CSOP OBLIGATIONS: AMBIVALENT STATUS 

as the  i n t e n t  o f  Congress t h a t  SARA apply, i n  general ,  t o  
federa l  f a c i l i t i e s  as i t  does t o  p r i v a t e l y  owned and operated ones. 
Under T i t l e  I o f  SARA, which p e r t a i n s  t o  issues o f  l i a b i l i t y ,  a l l  
federa l  agencies are sub jec t  t o  compliance w i t h  the  procedural  and 
subs tan t ive  p rov i s ions  o f  P.L. 99-499 [ T i t l e  I ,  Sect ion 120 (a ) ] .  
However, there  are t w o  elements o f  T i t l e  I11 (EPCRA) which prompt 
ambivalent i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  
n o t  exceed " th resho ld  p lanning q u a n t i t i e s "  o f  t o x i c  substances as 
de f ined by the  act ,  and which expose persons s o l e l y  w i t h i n  the  
i n s t a l l a t i o n  s i t e ,  do no t  r e q u i r e  n o t i f i c a t i o n  t o  LEPCs ( T i t l e  111, 
Sect ions 304, 311; 40 C.F.R., Chap. I, Sect ions 355.30--355.40). 

F i r s t ,  under T i t l e  111, re leases which do 

A s t r i c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  these regu la t i ons  might  suggest t h a t  the  
Army need n o t  c l o s e l y  cooperate w i t h  LEPCs i n  emergency p lann ing  i n  
cooperat ion wi th  LEPCs. On the  o ther  hand, reasonable s t a t e  regu la t i ons  
a f f o r d i n g  g rea te r  p r o t e c t i o n  t o  the  p u b l i c  were intended by Congress. 
For example, s t a t e  standards are t o  be considered i n  determin ing an 
appropr ia te  degree o f  cleanup a f t e r  a chemical i n c i d e n t  ( T i t l e  1x1, 
Sect ion 121 a) .  Thus, a proper i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  federa l  o b l i g a t i o n s  
fo r  cleanup would be t h a t  federa l  f a c i l i t i e s  are sub jec t  t o  s t a t e  laws 

s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  permi ts  f o r  Superfund response ac t ions  (R. M. H a l l  
e t  a l . ,  1988). This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  a l so  cons is ten t  w i t h  EPA op in ion  
t h a t  na t i ona l  s e c u r i t y  cons iderat ions exempt DOD from add i t i ona l  
paperwork which might be encumbered i f  s t a t e  p e r m i t t i n g  processes were 
c l o s e l y  adhered t o  (Communication f r o m  Kathleen Bishop, Preparedness 
S t a f f ,  O f f i c e  o f  S o l i d  Waste and Emergency Response, U.S. EPA, June 30, 

a rd ing  management and removal o f  hazardous wastes bu t  need no t  ob ta in  

1988) a 

More ser ious ambivalence i s  prompted by the  broader meaning o f  
federa l  f a c i l i t y  compliance. I n  the  normal course o f  t h e i r  work, 
federa l  agencies are sub jec t  t o  l i m i t e d  immunity from c i v i l  s u i t s  by 
c i t i z e n s  and/or c r im ina l  prosecut ion.  S t a t u t o r i l y  recognized, t h i s  
p r a c t i c e  i s  designed t o  p r o t e c t  agencies from f r i v o l o u s  at tempts t o  
fo rce  cessat ion o f  operat ions t h a t  may cause unant ic ipa ted  i n j u r i e s  
du r ing  performance o f  assigned du t i es .  
sued w i thou t  i t s  consent. V h i l e  such s u i t s  would n o t  necessar i l y  a f f e c t  
t he  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  comply w i t h  e x p l i c i t  r egu la t i ons ,  s u i t s  
against  i n d i v i d u a l s  working a t  the  f a c i l i t i e s  could de lay program 
implementation, Even though Congress intended federa l  agency Compliance 
w i t h  SARA, the ac t ' s  language, coupled w i t h  the  p r a c t i c e  o f  l i m i t e d  
immunity, compl icates f a c i l i t y  compliance, 

corporat ions,  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  and the  l i k e .  The GeraeTal Counsel o f  EPA 
contends t h a t  federa l  agencies "are no t  persons" and, thus, may no t  be 
he ld  t o  s t r i c t  r u l e s  o f  SARA compliance. A working group comprised of 

I n  shor t ,  t he  s t a t e  cannot be 

SARA T i t l e  I11 ab1 iges l e g a l l y - c o n s t i t u t e d  "persons:" 
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EPA, DOD, DOE, and other agencies involved with Superfund-re1 ated 
activities has attempted to resolve this problem through development of 
a voluntary compliance procedure over and above what is usually 
permitted in the realm of civil suits by citizens. 

In 1987, a Federal Facilities Task Force, coordinated by the 
National Response Team (NRT) for chemical emergencies discussed in 
Section 7 o f  this report, ruled that federal agencies should: (1) be 
urged to comply with Title 111's purposes by identifying hazardous 
facilities to LEPCs and participating in 'local emergency planning; 
(2) provide EPA with "as complete a picture o f  their activities, and the 
measures taken to mitigate their harm, as possible" through written 
memoranda explaining how they intend to comply with SARA; and (3)  
recognize that GOCO facilities (government owned-contractor operated 
installations) are "legal persons" fully bound by SARA. It was 
determined that there i s  a "compelling public interest" served by 
federal agency compliance with SARA (Communication from Kathleen Bishop, 
Preparedness Staff, Office of Hazardous Waste and Emergency Response, 
U . S .  EPA, June 30, 1988). 

While some states and environmental organizations have urged 
legislative action to resolve remaining ambiguities, EPA i s  currently 
satisfied with voluntary compliance. Moreover, Congress has shown no 
inclination to modify SARA'S language (Community and Worker 
Right-to-Know News, May 8, 1988: 5 )  and instead has relied on 
administrative clarification. 

Subsequently, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 
prepared a memorandum for DOD clarifying the manner in which all DOD 
components would comply with this decision. In particular, it was 
decided that, while "neither the substantive nor procedural aspects of 
Title I11 apply to DOD, all DOD components should comply with the 
conceptual objectives of the act to the extent practicable" (Schafer, 
1987). 

The procedural aspects specifically referred to were contained in 
Sections 301 (c), 303 (d), and 304 o f  Title 111 and encompass, 
respectively, emergency planning, facility participation in LEPCs, and 
emergency notification. 

It i s  DDD's further contention that the overall objectives of SARA, ". . . to protect the public in the event o f  a release o f  toxic 
materials . . . should be endorsed." Further, ". . . all DOD components 
should comply with the act to the extent practicable (including) 
notification o f  LEPCs in the result of an accident." 
particular relevance to ICCB, ". . . each installation should identify 
one official to act as the point o f  contact for . . . LEPCs" (Schafer, 
1987). In the opinion of EPA, this memorandum constitutes DOO's 
official intent to comp?y with SARA. 
Appendix B o f  this report. In addition, a suggested format for 
relations between SARA reporting requirements agreed to by the DOD, and 

Finally, of 

This  memorandum i s  provided i n  
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local and programmatic ICCBs is depicted in Figure B-l of Appendix B. 
It suggests that commitments for compliance with Title I11 may in some 
cases, be fulfilled by following SAR reporting requirements. Figure B- 
1 also depicts the potential overlap i n  membership between certain SARA 
instruments and tho e involved in the ICCB structure described in the 
CSDP-FPEIS (U .S .  Ar y s  1988, Vol. 1: 4-168). Some of the overlap i s  
discussed in Section 7 of this report. 

Finally, two attachments to this appendix, a memorandum from the 
Assistant Secretary o f  Energy for Environment, Safety, and Health, and a 
memorandum from Major General Charles Skipton, USAF, further clarify 
ways in which other federal actions similar to those encompassed by the 
CSDP, may be made consistent with the intent of SARA Title 111. 
particular, the memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Energy 
suggests some possi bl e points o f  departure for contractor compl i ance 
with Title I11 relevant to CSDP facility contractors. 

In 

It should be noted that, in no instance does EPA expect, nor i s  a 
government facility ob1 igated to provide, classified information 
pertaining t o  potential chemical hazards. It is for this reason that 
Figure El-1 does not include those facility reporting requirements 
encompassed by tier I and I1 and MSDS reporting sections of SARA 
Title 111 (Sections 312-313). Only those sections of Title I11 agreed 

are included in this suggested reporting configuration. 

Finally, it should be noted that emergency planning information for 
the CSDP, provided by installations, could be utilized as annexes to the 
general emergency response plan for CSDP facilities which are being 
established by SERCs and L E K S  under SARA Title 111. 

5. PUBLIC INFORMATION AND RIGHT-TO-KNOW 

SARA Title I11 requires chemical facilities to provide S E K s  and 
LEPCs with a variety of hazards information to be utilized for emergency 
planning. These reporting inventories constitute important vehicles for  
state and local oversight o f  potentia? chemical hazards as well as 
instruments for encouraging public participation, However, they do not 
explicitly apply to the CSDP. 
for information purposes, are as follows. 

The major reporting formats, presented 

5.1 MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEETS (MSDS) 

Section 311 o f  Title I11 requires facilities to report the generic 
chemicals stored, handled, trans-shipped, or destroyed on site to SERCs, 
LEPCs, and local fire departments. This reporting provision was 
originally a requirement o f  the Occupational Safety and Health Act o f  
1970 (OSHA) incorporated into SARA t o  simplify the reporting of chemical 
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hazards. 
commun i cat i on " 1 standard . It i s  sometimes referred to as the OSHA-HC (for "hazard 

The specific format for these reports is left to states. EPA 
prefers a detailed format. 
report a uniform preference for formats simple enough to be easily 
computerized and able t o  be quickly referenced and shared among agencies 
when and if state resources make this option viable. 
(Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Oregon, and Utah) allow facilities t~ 
provide their own format while the remaining three (Alabama, Arkansas, 
and Colorado) prefer detailed lists and prescribe a specific format (see 
Appendix A and Table 1). While MSDS reporting does not explicitly apply 
to the CSDP, as was noted above, implicitly, it may affect LEPC--  
i nstal 1 at ion re1 at i ons. 

Federal policies in the area of chemical hazards has encouraged 
proactive state and local participation in their implementation. 
consequence, local communities vary in the time and effort devoted t o  
chemical hazards reporting activity. In the case of Fayette County, 
Kentucky, for example, chemical facility reporting i s  left to a 
Hazardous Materials Advisory Committee, freeing up the LEPC to 
concentrate exclusively on emergency planning. On the other hand, 
Calhoun County, Alabama has had to spend a great deal of effort on 
"getting the word out" to facilities about the need to report chemical 
hazards according to a state-specified format. A special LEPC 
subcommittee has been devoted to this function (Communication from Sam 
Slone, Calhoun County LEPC, July 29, 1988). 

In the eight CSDP states, SERC officials 

Five states 

As a 

5.2 CHEMICAL INVENTORY FORMS (TIER I AND 11). 

Section 312 of Title I11 requires facilities t o  provide an 
additional set of reports t o  SERCs, LEPCs, and local fire departments 
termed, respectively, "Tier I" and "Tier 11" forms. These forms are 
supposed to include information on the quantities of chemicals deployed 
at chemical facilities. Once again, this is a component of Title 111 
from which the CSDP would be exempt. Quantities o f  agent deployed at 
installations are classified. Nevertheless, some information pertaining 
to Section 312 of Title 111, not classified, may be appropriately shared 
with LEPCs in order to facilitate intergovernmental consultation if t h e  
Army so chooses. 

o Tier I provides aggregate descriptions and quantities of chemicals 
which in the normal course of operation could be, or have been 
present, at a facility over a 12-month period. 

Tier 11 data need only be provided by private facilities on request 
from a SERC,  LEPC, or fire department. 
common name actually present at a facility at the time o f  a 
request, and their gross amounts. 

o 
It lists chemicals by 
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For ICCS, the significance of tier reporting is as follows. 
quantities o f  chemical agent deployed at CONUS sites is classified and 
need not be shared with state or local governments, any information 
about the character of the chemical stockpile--for emergency planning 
purposes and/or public information--will be at the Army's discretion. 
It is suggested that some information may need to be provided consistent 

' s  commitment to work within the local emergency planning 
framework. This information need only be at a level of sophistication 
sufficient t o  meet emergency planning needs. 

boards may institute their own reporting requirements separate from 
those o f  LEPCs since some LEPC personnel will be serving on ICCBs. 
could be a matter for negotiation for those types of chemical 
information that the Army believes it can provide for purposes of 
emergency planning without compromising national security. 

Since 

An unresolved issue pertaining to ICCB i s  the extent to which local 

This 

5.3 OTHER RIGHT-TO-KNO REQUIREMENTS OF SARA: RELEVANCE FOR THE ICCB 

Prior to SARA, Alabama, Maryland, and Oregon had various forms of 
"right-to-know" (RTK) laws in operation which allowed workers, 
communities, and/or the statewide public to obtain information about 
chemical hazards. Under SARA, all states are now compelled t o  provide 
this information. However, the format for its provision still permits 
considerable state-to-state variation, This has numerous implications 
for Ices. 

In Alabama, Arkansas, Indiana, and Maryland, it is preferred that 
citizens request information fro LEPCs first, then contact SERCs if 
dissatisfied. In some instances, elaborate information processing and 
dissemination instruments have been put into place. In Alabama, for 
example, the Emergency Management Agency will reimburse copying costs to 
LEPCs for RTK information. However, information management is 
characterized as "generally poor'' due to lack o f  adequate funding. 
state's RTK i s  not even being enforced. 
o f  a need for financial and technical assistance identified as one 
purpose of the ICC8 in the CSDP-FPEIS. 

The 
This may constitute an example 

Another problem concerns the applicability of "right-to-know" laws 
to the CSDP. 
management system later adapted to fit SARA. An "Open Records Act" 
encourages public bodies to deposit written records of meetings and 
formal decisions in county and other public libraries. Many L E K S  have 
made available chemical hazards and emergency planning information in 
this manner. In addition, government agencies are able to obtain 
relevant information from any facility on an ''as needed basis" as a 
result o f  this law. A "Disaster Act," meanwhile, allows state emergency 
response personnel to enter any hazardous facility "with probable 
cause"--that is, with reasonable suspicion that a chemical hazard posing 
imminent danger to the health and well-being o f  citizens is not being 

In Colorado, two separate laws constitute an information 
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adequately safeguarded {Communication from Richard Bardsley, Colorado 
Division o f  Disaster Emergency Services, June 27, 1988). 

While no one would claim that the state can inspect a CSDP facility 

The state's open records and 
without Army consent, there is one imp1 ication o f  Colorado's right-to- 
know procedure which could be problematic. 
disaster planning acts permit advance notification o f  meeting times and 
locations, and require that meetings be open to the public. Since 
ICCE's will engage in a range of public concerns, including emergency 
planning, and have state and local government personnel as members, this 
may mean that, under Colorado statute, it i s  expected that their 
meetings be open t o  the public and that detailed minutes o f  proceedings 
be deposited i n  libraries. 
ICCB was expected to be and could affect the ability o f  members to 
establish a climate favorable to a constructive exchange of views 
(Carnes, 1988). 
ICCB meetings be open for press and public. It is believed that more 
could be accomplished through closed meetings, especially in those 
communities where adversarial relations have prevailed in the past. 
Once the CSDP commences, discussion between states and the Army should 
attempt to resolve this issue as soon as possible. 

This i s  considerably more formal than the 

It i s  the Army's preference that only later phases o f  

6. SPECIAL SARA TITLE I S 1  CHARACTERISTICS RELEVANT FOR ICCB: 
COMPLEXITY AND UNCERTAINTY 

There are two major characteristics o f  SARA with particular 
relevance for ICCB: (1) the belief that unconventional public 
participation in the monitoring o f  chemical hazards 'is legitimate as 
well as inevitable; and (2) the expectation that SARA may radically 
alter intergovernmental relations within and between states. 

6.1 UNCONVENTIONAL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

A variety of print and broadcast media representatives, 
environmental organizations, public interest research groups, chemical 
industry associations, professional associations o f  pol ice, f i ref ight i ng 
personnel, and public administrators, and other organizations are 
represented on both SERCs and LEPCs in all eight CSDP states. In 
Alabama and Colorado, representation o f  these organizations on the SERC 
is indirect. Both have special "advisory boards" comprised o f  
non-governmental citizen and industry groups. In the other six CSDP 
states, interest group and media representatives hold direct 
pol  i cymaki ng rol es . 

For ICCB, the significance in this fact i s  that unconventional 
participation in the review and assessment o f  chemical hazards may come 
t o  be viewed as neither disconcerting nor odd, Indirectly, the 
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implementation of SA for other chemi cal hazards, and the incorporation 
o f  these groups in SARA, may serve to grant the lattel- valuable 
experience in small group decision making. 
networks of high level contacts with state and local officials and 
become know1 edgeabl e and adept at 'Interpreting emergency pl anni ng 
issues. This may raise expectations about what t o  expect from proactive 
participation in review and assessment of the CSDP. 
it may also make such groups more conciliatory than they might otherwise 
be, as well as more willing t o  see normal political processes of 
give-and-take and compromise predominate. 
departure from some of the exchanges between citizen groups and the Army 
which were observed in many of the early public hearings for the CSDP. 
If so, this would also be precisely one of the intended results o f  the 
ICCB. These groups woiild, in essence, become part of the "conventional" 
as opposed to "unconventional 'I process of deci si on making (Fel dman, 
1988). 

These groups may establish 

On the other hand, 

This would be a refreshing 

6.2 INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS: THE "CUTTING EDGE" OF SARA TITLE I I I 

Even at this relatively early stage of SARA implementation, it is 
clear that relations between states, communities, and the national 
government in emergency planning are undergoing significant changes that 
are relevant to the ICCB for the CSDP. First, many counties without 
adequate means o f  representing the public in emergency management 
issues, or which have failed to instigate much emergency planning for 
chemical hazards, now have impetus to do so.  Second, novel means of 
incorporating institutions not usually represented in emergency planning 
far chemical hazards is taking place. County extension agents, the mass 
media, chemical industry officials, and environmental groups are 
becoming directly involved in planning in ways that will enhance their 
perceived legitimacy, knowledge, and political competence. This has 
many implications for ICCB, as has been seen. 

Third, while the federal government can "require" states and 
localities to undertake numerous actions whose intent is to increase 
public information, representation of various groups in emergency 
plannjng, and reporting of chemical hazards, same areas of states are 
simply better able to accomplish emergency planning and thus, better 
prepared for ICCB. 
rigoraus standards for facil i ty corn liance, information dissemination, 
and group representation. 
i mpl emen t at i on may 
participation in SA 

In some instances, SERGs and LEPCs may initiate more 

At other times, lack of resources for policy 
aken opportunities for proactive state and local 

Finally, as shown by Appendix A,  many CSDP installation states had 
already begun SARA-type activities useful for ICCB prior to SARA. 
activities include: identifying needs for improved chemical emergency 
training, developing lacal emergency response centers, initiating 
discussions between chemical facility personnel, government agencies, 
and citizens to better understand each other's concerns, and providing 

These 
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interest groups and the general public with means o f  obtaining accurate 
and timely information for assessing the potential for chemical 
emergencies and the means for averting them. 
ICCB efforts to address other issues aside from emergency planning. 

This will serve to further 

7. THE ICCB AND EMERGENCY PLANNING: FORMAL AND INFORMAL 
PARALLELS WITH TITLE I11 

The Army fully supports the formation o f  a two-tiered 
(i.e.--programmatic and site-specific) Intergovernmental Consultation 
and Coordination Board (ICCB) to provide review, assessment, and 
guidance in the development, implementation, operation, and closure o f  
the selected disposal alternative for the CSDP and to mitigate its 
adverse impacts. One principal focus o f  ICCB, among others, is 
emergency planning (Feldman, 1988; U.S. Army, 1988, Vol. I: 4-168; 
Carnes, 1988). Other functions o f  the ICCB include promotion of 
effective communication and facilitating public concerns. 

Moreover, the original structure o f  the ICCB, as depicted in 
Sect. 4 . 5 . 2 . 4  of the FPEIS, and assented to by the ROO for the CSDP, i s  
to facilitate this goal through the incorporation of two emergency 
planning concerns: 

I Financial and technical assistance to states, communities,and 
native Americans for upgrading community health facilities, public 
safety and emergency response capabilities consistent with the 
Emergency Response Concept Plan (ERCP) (U .S .  Army Engineer 
ivision, 1987) 

e Provision o f  accurate and timely ~ ~ f ~ r m a ~ ~ ~ n  concerning the nature, 
amount, and dispersion o f  hazardous substances resulting from the 
disposal process, whether through accidental release or normal 
operations. 

While ICCBs will possess neither management or directive 
responsibilities, their consultative features entail numerous parallels 
with SARA. 

T I C  ICCB AND THE NATIONAL RESPONSE TEAM (NRT) 
FOR CHEMICAL EMERGENCIES 

An important parallel between the programmatic ICCB and SARA is the 
establishment of a National Response Team (NRT) for chemical emergencies 
under the original "Superfund" act (P.L. 96-510, CERCLA, Section 105) .  
The NRT constitutes a standing committee charged with developing and 
maintaining emergency preparedness under CERCLA and Title I11 o f  SARA 
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(Section 303).  
state emergency pl  ans. 

Like the programmatic ICCB depicted in the CSDP-FPEIS, the NRT is 
comprised of representatives from EPA, FEMA, HHS, and DOD. Additional 
representatives from agencies that could later become involved in CSDP 
also serve on the T.  It i s  far too early to determine what, if any, 
effect this parallel representation will have upon the CSDP. 

In any event, some kind of interface i s  likely since a principal 
reason for establishing a programmatic ICCB was to provide enhanced 
emergency response through coordinated planning among CSDP sites, 
ensuring that guide1 ines specified in the Emergency Response Concept 
Plan (ERCP) are being implemented in a timely manner, overseeing 
improvements to communication and decision making, and developing 
improved operating procedures, exercise design criteria, and protective 
action measures (U.S. Army, 1988, Vol. I: 4-164-165).  

NRT provides guidance for the preparation of local and 

"Regional Response Teams'' (RRTs), also established by CERCLA and 
incorporated into SARA, provide decentralized guidance and assistance in 
the formulation o f  emergency plans. 
representative from each state within a federal region and 
representatives o f  federal agencies from those regions. As with NRT, 
while the direct relationship with ICCB is difficult to anticipate, 
because RRTs are empowered to "review and comment upon'' the adequacy o f  
emergency plans, they may prove to be important resources for both tiers 
of ICCB. 
emergency pl ans. 

They are comprised of one 

The RRTs are expressly forbidden to delay implementation of 

7 . 2  LOCAL ICCBs AND LOCAL EMERGENCY PLANNING COMMITTEES 
(LEPCs) UNDER SARA 

The dedicated emergency planners who serve on ICCBs may also serve 
on--and, perhaps chair--the local LEPCs in the emergency planning 
districts within which CSDP facilities will be located. The same is 
true of local government officials who are appointed to the ICCB, 
additional responsibilities entailed by ICCB prompt a number o f  
questions concerning the roles and responsibilities of these personnel. 
For example: (1) can/should an emergency planner who chairs the LEPC 
also chair the ICCB? (2) Should the same local government 
representatives who serve on L E K  also serve on the ICCB to facilitate 
the consistent incorporation of CSDP emergency planning concerns on 
LEPCs? ( 3 )  If LEPC personnel change through election, gubernatorial 
appointment, or attrition, (as is already occurring in some instances-- 
Indiana, for example) how will this affect ICCB representation and 
continuity? And, ( 4 )  if the Army provides some generic information on 
chemical inventories in accordance with SARA guidelines (MSDS and Tier I 
information, discussed in Section 5 ) ,  should it be given to LEPCs by way 
of the ICCB, or should ICCBs receive this information separately, 
through ICCB-determined formats? 

The 
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Again, it must be borne in mind that the Army is not required to 
provide classified information on the character of the stockpile. 
However, since it has agreed to comply with those reporting requirements 
o f  SARA germane to protecting the public from off-site exposure 
(Schafer, 1987), it might consider ways of providing Tier I-type data 
with quantities of chemicals present deleted. Moreover, some MSDS 
information, while not exceptionally detailed, could provide an 
important basis for LEPC planning. 

7.3 ADDITIONAL SARA/ICCB LINKAGES 

Aside from these formal organizational connections, ICCB and SARA 
are closely linked in two additional ways. 
partly in response to pub1 ic concerns regarding environmental impacts of 
the CSDP to public health, safety, welfare, and well-being. 

First, XCCB was created 

Title 111 of SARA requires the incorporation o f  community groups 
and the mass media on LEPCs. Some states have even included such groups 
on SERCs. The purpose of this representation is to provide the public an 
opportunity to participate in emergency planning in a manner likely to 
allay fears and enhance confidence in chemical facility managers and 
political decision makers. €PA has found that, in regards to chemical 
facility risks, the public is generally distrustful of information from 
EPA, states, public health organizations, and the chemical industry (EPA 
Polls, 1988). 

If nothing else, the implementation of SARA will trigger the 
release o f  an unprecedented amount o f  chemical information t o  
communities . Pub1 i cation of toxic chemi cal re1 ease forms under Ti tl e 
I11 (Section 313) will doubtless prompt considerable public interest and 
awareness in chemical hazards (Communication from Bill Klein, Alabama 
Emergency Management Agency, June 29, 1488; Bureau o f  National Affairs 
EPCRA Policy Guide, 1987, 581: 2001). Whether this information proves 
to be comprehensible, and whether it i s  effectively utilized for 
emergency pl anni ng remain empi ri cal probl ems 

However, once the CSDP commences, general concern with chemical 
hazards adjacent t o  local communities might even have the effect o f  
generating renewed interest in the CSDP--even at those sites where 
current interest i s  low or virtually non-existent. 
an indirect effect of SARA on the CSDP. 

Again, this could be 

Finally, while the degree to which Title 111 is binding upon 
federal agencies--including the Army--is open to contention, as has been 
seen, the DOD has agreed to comply with certain aspects of SARA (see 
Appendix SI. In particular, The SARA mechanisms DOD has voluntarily 
agreed to comply with include: 

(1) providing a facility emergency coordinator t o  participate in the 
emergency pl anni ng process. 
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(2) 

(3)  

providing information t o  LEPCs about changes in facility operation. 

providing information required for preparing local emergency plans, 
and 

( 4 )  providing, in the event of emergency, the chemical name of released 
substance, estimate of quantity released, the time and duration o f  
the release, and known or anticipated health effects. 

In short, Army establishment of local and programmatic ICCBs, as 
well as cooperation, where appropriate, with LEPCs and SERCs on 
emergency planning issues, would conform with both the ICCB concept 
presented in the FPEIS and the letter and spirit of SARA Title 111. 

8 .  CONCLUSIONS: SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAKING ICCB WORK 

At all sites, more resources will have to be devoted to upgrading 
emergency planning, assuring that LEPCs do not have to rely extensively, 
o r  at least not exclusively, upon volunteers for CSDP-related staff 
support, and for improving communication between installations and the 
ongoing emergency planning activities of LEPCs. 
recommendations for each site are depicted below. 

Specific 

8,1 ALABAMA 

Alabama exemplifies a dilemma common to many sites. While LEPC 
members believe that they can work with the Army to develop coordinated 
emergency plans and review of CSDP activities impacting upon emergency 
response, they have less confidence in their ability to serve as a 
conduit for public input in this process. Moreover, there is some 
question whether or not such public participation in an emergency 
planning body is even appropriate. 

Aside from providing additional staff support f o r  data collection, 
sheltering, plume plotting, and other concerns, the Army might want to 
consider cooperat i on i n devel opi ng Cal houn County’s emergency pl anni ng 
process 
with the L E K - -  ould constitute an appendix to the general county 
chemical emergency response plan in preparation. 

The emergency response pl an for ANAD- -devel oped i n conjunction 

8.2 ARKANSAS 

Representation o f  public interest or environmental organizations in 
emergency planning interest in chemical hazards emergency response is 
low in Jefferson County. The Army can have no real effect upon this 
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problem. 
of PBA and the Jefferson County LEPC. 
LEPC may wish to give some thought to how the CSDP may be formally 
incorporated into the county emergency plan. 

However, some thought needs to be given to closer integration 
Both PBA and the Jefferson County 

8.3  COLORADO 

The Pueblo County LEPC has already identified a number af emergency 
planning related activities pertinent to CSDP. A starting paint for 
constructive intergovernmental consultation and coordination would be 
addressing these concerns in a timely manner. As in Alabama, the PUDA 
emergency response plan to chemical incidents i s  envisioned to be an 
annex to the larger county chemical emergency plan. 
PUDA are still in the earliest stages of development arrangement, it may 
be appropriate t o  consider how LEPC emergency planning can be jointly 
undertaken with the CSDP emergency planning process, 

Since the LEPC and 

8.4 INDIANA 

I t  would be easy for the Army to view the absence of a strong 
desire for proactive participation in emergency planning related to the 
CSDP as an opportunity to expedite implementation o f  the program. This 
temptation should be avoided. What the Vermillion County LEPC needs is 
good, sound information from NAAP about emergency pl anning 
considerations. This means that intergovernmental consultation and 
coordination in Vermillion county may be especially dependent upon a 
good installation--LEPC communication framework. In this instance, 
while the LEPC freely acknowledges that the Army may understand the 
parameters of emergency planning for the CSDP far better than the 
county, this deference implies the need for better communication about 
how problems will be resolved. Certainly, this includes better 
incorporation o f  the LEPC in site operations demonstrations, for 
example. Because membership attrition on the LEPC has already emerged 
as a problem, special consideration will have t o  be given to how to 
accommodate this problem as regards effective public participation. 

8 . 5  KENTUCKY 

A good beginning has been made in LBAD--LEPC relations in Fayette 
and Madison Counties. In both cases, LEPC membership, chair authority, 
and overall enthusiasm appears to have given a boost to constructive 
intergovernmental consul tation. Close cooperation in developing an 
interface between CSDP emergency planning at LBAD and general chemical 
emergency planning for both county LEPCs should continue. Given the 
considerable progress made by LEPCs in both counties in identifying 
pertinent actors who have identified emergency planning problems, it 
would also seem likely that integration o f  the relevant appendices to 
LEPC emergency plans across counties might be possible. Because Fayette 
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county LEPC has already begun thinking about the relationship between 
chemical emergency planning and natural disasters, and because Madison 
county LEPC has quietly incorporated a variety of groups in the planning 
process for the CSDP--dual county LEPC planning for the CSDP may be 
possible. It would be useful t o  encourage this in order to enhance 
emergency planning and mitigate one set of pub1 ic concerns articulated 
at public hearings. However, it would have to be clear to Fayette 
County that they are not likely to be as significantly affected by CSDP 
accidental releases as would Madison County, and possibly even Estill 
County. 

8.6 MARYLAND 

The Harford County LEPC has made significant strides in developing 
a HAZMAT plan, identifying chemical emergency concerns related to the 
CSDP (communication improvements and warning systems), and incorporating 
APG in its proceedings, The most important need for intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination appears to be relating its activities to 
other ICCB purposes. While the L E K  has already shown that it can 
coordinate efforts with APG to identify emergency planning needs, it is 
difficult for this body to serve as a vehicle for expressing other 
public concerns related to the CSDP. 
to coordinate the dissemination of information about the program or to 
funnel public questions to the Army when i t  i s  uncertain of its proper 
responsibilities for “right-to-know” information for other chemical 
hazards. 

It i s  difficult to expect the LEPC 

8,7 OREGON 

The absence of a formal county-wide LEPC adjacent to UMDA poses a 
special challenge to intergovernmental consultation and coordination. 
On the one hand, Umatilla county has worked closely with UMDA in the 
development of the latter’s Chemical Accident/Incident Response and 
Assistance (CAIRA) Plan and has identified additional needs for 
emergency planning including warning systems, training and equipment, 
and exercises. On the other hand, more work needs to be done to more 
closely coordinate Umatilla reservation into the intergovernmental 
consultation and coordination process with UMDA. Moreover, the lack of 
a strong county-wide L E K  framework partly explains the lack of 
enthusiasm for using county emergency planning structures as a means of 
funneling general public concerns with the CSDP to UMDA. An emerging 
problem for SARA Title I11 in Oregon, generally, is that because the 
state has taken over the main responsibility for chemical emergency 
planning itself, counties have a disincentive to pursue development o f  
their own planning frameworks, 

As for the Umatilla reservation, SARA recognizes tribal nations as 
independent political entities entitled to implement federal 
environmental laws within their boundaries, privy to right-to-know 
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information available to states and communities, and eligible for 
technical and financial assistance for environmental impact mitigation. 
O f  greater significance is the fact that EPA bases its interpretation o f  
SARA application to Indian tribes on established practice regarding 
other federal programs' impact on tribal nations. Thus, even in those 
instances where the Army need not follow SARA, it may need to 
acknowledge traditional tribal nation status in the implementation of 
CSDP programmatic actions. 
i s  technically entitled to all consultation and coordination rights 
granted to Oregon which pertain to remedial actions and access to 
unclassified CSDP information (U.S. EPA, Draft Title 111 lndian Policy, 
1988: 8 ) .  

Because Umatilla reservation i s  a "state" it 

8.8 UTAH 

Tooele County is at a very early stage of LEPC planning and of 
intergovernmental consultation and coordination. 
needs relative to the CSDP have been identified, good installation--LEPC 
relations have been established, and an atmosphere of trust and mutual 
regard prevails. While the lack o f  resources for emergency planning-- 
especially for training, exercises, and data gathering is a problem, o f  
perhaps greater concern i s  the level of professionalization of the LEPC 
itself. The Army will need to take into account the reliance of Tooele 
County on volunteers for emergency planning and the ways in which this 
will constrain proactive involvement in both emergency planning and 
other aspects of intergovernmental consultation and coordination. 

Emergency planning 

8.9 SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS FOR THE ICCB 

It has been widely recognized by participants in the development o f  
the intergovernmental consultation and coordination concept for the CSDP 
that hard and fast goals pertaining to its operation are impossible to 
completely specify, "up front," prior to its actual existence. Its 
detailed structure, functions, and responsibil ities--as well as its 
relationship with states, communities, and tribal nations--constitute 
"an evolving charter not yet firmly established" (Feldman, 1988). It is 
clear even at this early juncture, for example, that the operation of 
the ICCB will not be the same across sites but that enhanced 
capabilities for coordination at the programmatic level still assure 
that it conform to its basic mission--the upgrading of emergency 
response, notification of operations, coordination a f  disposal 
activities with states and communities, and provision of timely 
information. 

A number of programmatic-level questions are prompted by early ICCB 
developments. 
evolution o f  ICCBs. First, who should be the installation 
representative on local ICCBs? In communicating with LEPCs, should a 
chemical surety officer be assigned as liaison, o r  should it be the post 

They suggest the need to monitor the progress and 
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commander or designated alternate? 
consistency across sites. 
binding, legitimate decisions concerning emergency planning as well as 
the ability to speak--with authority--on what is acceptable policy from 
the Army’s point of view while at the same time, credibly responding to 
public concerns. 

Second, some LEPCs have already established subcommittees for 
managing unique aspects of chemical emergency planning in their 
respective planning districts. In time, thought should be given to the 
viability of special LEPC subcommittees at the eight CONUS sites for 
addressing emergency planning concerns specific to the CSDP. 
would this allow specialized focus between members of the community most 
knowledgeable and interested in CSDP emergency planning, but it might 
facilitate the freeing up of other LEPC resources to concentrate on the 
multitude of concerns they need to face in addition to the CSDP. 

The issue here is not mere 
The central concern is the ability to make 

Not only 

Finally, as has been implied at several junctures, LEPCs are not 
able to handle all aspects of intergovernmental consultation and 
coordination with equal vigor. Those non-emergency planning aspects of 
the ICCB need to be managed by separate, formally-establ ished bodies. 
In other instances, it might turn out that public concerns over 
financial and technical assistance, notification of programmatic 
operations, coordination of disposal activities, and provision of 
accurate and timely information revolve largely around emergency 
planning concerns. 
virtually all issues originally intended to be relinquished to formal 
ICCBs 

I f  so, it is possible that LEPCs can manage 
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Information on Local Emergency Planning Committees 
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Appendix A 

Information on local emergency planning committees (LEPCs) i n  CSClP 
s t a t e s  

- Cal houn County (Alabama) LEPC 

- Jefferson County (Arkansas) LEPC 

- Pueblo County (Colorado) LEPC 

- Madison County (Kentucky) LEPC 

- Harford County (Maryland) L E P C  

- Umatilla County (Oregon) Ad Hoc Hazardous Materials Plan Committee 
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Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Mr. M . W .  Keammerer, Chief 
Weaver Fire Department 
P.O. Box 539 
Weaver, Alabama 36277 
(Nr. Keammrer is a l so  on LEPC f o r  Weaver P o l i c e )  

Mr. Fermond A. King, Chief Alt: Sir. Robert Jordan 
Jacksonville Fire Department Jacksonville Fire Department 
300 Chinabee Street 300 Chinabee Street 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 Jacksonville, Alabama 3626s 

Mr. Jeff Hanvey, Chief Alt: Plr. Tommy Bishop, Lieutenant 
Piedmont Fire Department Piedmont Fire Department 
P.O. Box 112 P.O. Box 112 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

Mr. Bobby Benefield Alt: htr. Bruce Collier 
Knighten's Cross Roads VFD Knighten's Cross Roads VFD 
Rt. 4 ,  Box 99 Rt. 4, Box 102 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

Mr. Johnny Green, Chief 
Webster's Chapel Fire Department 
Rt. 1, Box 1642 

. Wellington, Alabama 36279 

Mr. Michael Prickett, Chief 
Alexandria Fire Department 
P.O. Box 174 
Alexandria, Alabama 36250 

Mr. Curtis Christopher, Chief 
Ohatchee Fire Department 
P . O .  Box 400 
Ohatchee, Alabama 36271 

Nr. Sparks Harper, Chief 
White Plains Fire Department 
Rt. 6. BOK 405 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Mr. Fred Craft, Chief 
Coldwater Fire Department 

Anniston, Alabama 36201 
Rt. 10, BOX 648-A 

Mr. D a v i d  !!orris 
Alabama Forestry Commission 
116 East Ladiga Street 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Alt: Flr. Stan Cook 
Alabama Forestry Commission 
116 East Ladiga Street 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

I .  --*+e&- 
-ot Fire Department 
.Anniston .Army Depot 
Anniston, Alabama 56201 
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1 2 -  1 7 - 8 7  

LAW ENFORCEMENT (11. 

blr. Jerry Wowie, Investigator 
District Attorney's Office 
Seventh Judicial Circuit 
P.O. Box 2131 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Mr. Willie Willis, Corporal 
Jacksonville State Trooper Post 
1 7 0 3  South Pelham Road 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Mr. Don Glass, Chief Deputy 
Sheriff's Department 
Calhoun County 
4 0 0  West 8th Street 
hniston, Alabama 36201 

Mr. h'ayne Chandler, Chj ef 
Anniston Police Depsrtment 
P.O.  Box 670 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Mr. Danny Lee, Lieutenant 
Oxford Police Department 
2213 Deborah Lane 
Oxford, Alabama 3 6 2 0 3  

Mr. Daniel L. Yarbrough, Patrolman 
Piedmont Police Department 
P.O. Box 112 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

MS. Denise Rucker, Sergeant 
Jacksonville Police Department 
116 East Ladiga Street 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Dr. David Nichols 
Chief of University Police 
University Police Department 
Jacksonville State University 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Nr. N . W .  Keammerer, Patrolman 
Weaver Police Department 
SO0 Anniston Street 
h'eaver, Alabama 36277 

blr. O'Mildred Ball, Acting Chief 
Hobson City Police Department 
2 1  Park Avenue 
Hobson City, Alabama 36203 

Mr. Robert W .  Garmon, Chief 
Ohatchee Police Department 
101 blain Street 
Ohatchee, Alabama 56271 

A l t :  h l r .  Charles Winfrey, Investigator 
District Attorney's Office 
Seventh Judicial Circuit 
P.O. Box 2131 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Rlt: h l r .  .Jimmy Ogburn, Deputy 
Shcriff's Dcpartmcnt 
Calhoun County 
400 Nest 8th Street 
Anniston, Alabsma 507.01 

Alt: bir. Brian Staude, Patrolman 
Oxford Police Department 
9 0 6  N'imitz Avcnuc 
Talladega, Alabama 35160 

Piedmont Police Department 
P.O. Box 1 1 2  
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

Alt: Nr. Donald VanHorne, Patrolman 
Jacksonville Police Department 
116 East Ladiga Street 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Alt: Mr. Randy Dold,  Sergeant 

Alt: Mr. John Naurer, Sergeant 
University Police Department 
Jacksonville State University 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

.Alt: >!r. N.T. Maddox, Asst. C h i e f  
Weaver Police Departrncnr 
500 Anniston Street 
Weaver, Alabama 36277 
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1 2 - 2 1 - 8 7  

RESCUE/MEDICAL (13) 

Mrs. Linda Burdette 
Vice-president, Nursing 
NE Ala. Regional Medical Center 
400 East 10th Street 
hniston, Alabama 36201 

Mr. Ken Cook 
String f e 11 ow b!emor ia 1 Ho sp i t a 1 
301 East 18th Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

h 1 r .  Len Ogle 
Jacksonvillc Ilospital 
P.O. Box 9 9 9  
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Ms. Cleo t.1. Brooks 
Director of Nursing 
Piedmont Hospital E Nursing Home 
P.O. Box 330 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

Mr. John E. Blue, I 1  
Calhoun County EMS Council 
P.O. Box 263 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Mr. Eddie West 
East Alabama EMS, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2331 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Captain Chester C. Stewart 
USA MEDDAC 
1605 Mountain Oak Drive 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Mr. Benny Hulsey, Manager 
Anniston Emergency 6 Rescue 

Squad, Inc. 
210 West 14th Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Mr. Sonny Smallwood, Captain 
Oxford Rescue Squad 
P.O. Box 3178 
Oxford, Alabama 36203 

Mrs. Myra Kilgore, President 
Jac ksonvi 1 le Ambulance Service 
300 Chinabee Street 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Mr. J.D. Jones 
Piedmont Rescue Squad 
Rt. 3 ,  Box 7 9  
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

Mr. Lcmuel Burcll 
Public Health Area IV 
P.O. Box 4 8 8  
.bniston, Alabama 36202 

blr. Jerry Price 
Ohatchee Rescue Squad (1st Responders) 
P.O. Box 44.I 
Ohatchee. Alabama 362T1 

A1 t : 

Alt: 

.A1 t : 

Alt: 

Alt: 

Mrs. Marian Lynch 
Director, Emergency Services 
NE Ala. Regional Medical Center 
400 East 10th Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Ms. Debra Mitchell 
Stringfellow Memorial liospital 
501 East 1 8 t h  Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Els. Cherry Bass 
Jacksonvillc l l o sp i  tal 
P . O .  Box 9 9 9  
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Mr. h'ayne Jordan 
Piedmont Ilospital G Nursing Ilome 
P.O. Box 330 
Piedmont, Alabama 56272 

Dr. Howard FlcVeigh 
Calhoun County EMS Council 
P.O. Box 263 
Amiston, Alabama 36202 

Alt: Mr. Larry Butler 
USA MEDDAC 
ATTA': EMS Ambulance 
Ft. McClellan, -41. 36205-5083 

Alt: Flr. Pat NcCurdy 
Piedmont Rescue Squad 
Rt. 2 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

Alt: Nr. Bert Ilaskcw 
Calhoun County Hcalth Department 
P.O. Box 488 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 
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1 2 - 0 3 - 8 7  

NEWS MEDIA (111 

Mr. Paul Rilling 
Executive Editor 
The Anniston Star 
P.O. Box 189 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Editor 
Jacksonville News 
203 North Pelham Road 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Nr. Lane Weatherbee Alt: Mr. Cecil Weatherbee 
The Piedmont Journal Independent The Piedmont Journal Independent 
115 North Center Avenue 115 North Center Avenue 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 Piedmont, Alabama 5b27Z 

Editor 
The Oxford Sun Times 
112 Highway 78 West 
Oxford, Alabama 36203 

Flr. Phil Cox 
WJSU TV-40 
P . O .  Box 40 
Xnniston, Alabama 36202 

Mr. Joe Burney 
WANA Radio 
P.O. Box 609  
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Nr. Chris Pope 
WDNG Radio 
P . O .  Box 1450 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Plr. Malcolm Street, Sr. 
WHMA Radio 
P.O. Box 278 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

WLJS Radio 
P . O .  Box 3009 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

h l s .  Kathy Robertson 
WOXR Radio 
P.O. Box 3770  
O x f o r d ,  Alabama 3 6 2 0 3  

Man age r 
WPID Radio 
P . O .  Box 227 
Piedmont, Alabama 36272 

, Blanager 

Alt: FlS. Teresa Tolson 
1VJSU T V - 4 0  
P.O.  Box 4 0  
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Alt: Mr. Joe Woodard 
. WOXR Radio 

P.O.  Box 3 7 7 0  
Oxford, Alabama 3 6 2 0 3  



OTHER (16) 
Nr. Sam B. Slone, 111 
Director 
Calhoun County EMA 
25 West 11th Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Mrs. Barbara C. Rush, Director 
Calhoun County Departmcnt o f  

Human Resources 
1200 Noble Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

lrlr. Robert Kitchen, blajor 
Conmanding Officer 
The Salvation Army 
P.O. Box 218 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Mr. B i l l  Curtis 
Executive Director 
East Alabama Regional Planning and 

P.O. Box 2186 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Hon. H.R. Burnham (COUNTY ATTORNEY) 
Burnham, Klinefelter, Halsey 

P.O. Box 1618 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Wr. Orice K .  Gaither 
Executive Director 
Calhoun County Humane Society 
1201 Parkwood Drive 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Mr. Pete Conroy 
President, Anniston Chapter 
The Alabama Conservancy 
c/o Anniston bluseum 
P.O. Box 1587 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

blr. Michael Gaymon, President 
Calhoun County Chamber o f  Commerce 
P.O. Box 1087 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Development Commission 

Jones, and Cater, PC 

Pirs. Virginia Dingler, Director 
Calhoun County American Red Cross 
P . O .  Box 1204 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

b l r .  Jesse  R. Burdette, Jr., FlSG 
U.S. Army Reserve (IbIA) 
1408 East 11th Street 
Anniston, Alabama 56201 

Flr. Jerome G .  Chandler 
1 4 0 5  NcCall Drive  
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

hfrs. Joan Gustafson 
339 East Glade Road 
Anniston, Alabama 36206 

Nr. J o e  C a r t e r  
I’ubl i c  : I f r a l r s  O f f i c e r  
For t  McClellan, Alabama 36205 

Mr. Ron Grant 

Anniston Army Depot 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

ATTN: SDSAS-DEL-EN 

Alt: Miss Constance Sims 
Deputy Director 
Calhoun County E M  
2 5  1Vest 11th Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 

Rlt: Mrs. Patricia C. Kcttlcs 
Calhoun County Dcpartmcnt o f  

Human Resources 
1200 Noble Street 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 
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,.,,,,,,,,,,, Y t , t l l l l \ l  I 1 . 1 : 1 . \  

(35 of 0 2 - 7 3 - 8 8 )  

Mr. Wallace E .  Hall 
S a f e t y  D i r e c t o r  
APAC-ALABAMA, INC. 
HODGES DlVlSlON 
P . O .  Box 460  
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36202 

Mr. Herb Clark 
-or 
P co. - 
Anniston, Alabama 3 6 2 0 2  

Mr. Joe Kirk 
S e c u r i t y  
A L A W  POWER C M A N Y  
P.O. Box 1 2 9  
. I n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 56 ’102  

3Ir. Ed J o n e s  
ir‘ater Q u a l i t y  S u p e r v i s o r  
\ d a t e r  \ forks  & Sewer Board 
ClYY OF ANNISYON 
Rt. 1, Box 2088 
Pe l1  C i t y ,  Alabama 35125  

?Ir. ? l ihe Kill iams 
Chemical  S u r e t y  O f f i c e r  
ANNISYON ARMY DEPOT 
A m i s t o n ,  Alabama 3 6 2 0 1  

Mrs. )!arty Wade 
P e r s o n n e l  Manager 
ANNISTON SPQRTSWEAR CORPORATION 
P.O.  Box 1349 
A m i s t o n ,  Alabama 3 6 2 0 2  

P I ? .  E .  Shepherd  H o l l n d a y  
lrlanrrger, Environmental h n a g c m c n t  
BELLSOUTH SERVI CES,  INC. 
P . O .  Box 7 7 1  
Birmingham, Alabama 35205  

h l r .  T l i n  Henderson 
.\!ana g e r 
CALHOUN F A M R S  COOPERATIVE 
P . Q .  Box 6 8 0  
J a c k s o n v i l l e ,  Alabama 36265  

. \ l t :  Mr. S t e v e  E s t e s  
C h i e f  P l a n t  O p e r a t o r  
Water h’orks 4 Sewer Bozrd 
CITY OF ANNISTON 
1 2  15 bfeadohood Lane 
O x f o r d ,  Alabama 5 6 2 0 3  

Nr. David T i e r c e  
Manager 
CALHOUN F A W W  COOPERATIVE 
P.O. Box 567 
Piedmont ,  Alabama 5 6 2 7 2  

Mr. P.W. Roggs 
F a c i l i t y  Emergency C o o r d i n a t o r  
CHEVRON U. S. A., INC. 
Oxford  T e r m i n a l  
R t .  13, Box 6 5  
. I n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36201 

Nr. Ken ‘‘cIatcch Alt: Nr. Doug S t e b a r t  
Numan R e s o u r c e s  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  P l a n t  Flanager 
F M C CORPORATION F hl C CORPORATION 
S t e e l  P r o d u c t s  D i v i s i o n  S t c e l  P r o d u c t s  D i v i s i o n  
P . O .  Box 1030 P . O .  Box 1030  
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36201’ Anniston, Alabama 3 6 2 0 3  
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FACILITY (cone  inucc l l  

Kr. Ken H a r n e s s  
Hi imar i  R e s o u r c e s  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  
CkRRETT AIRLINE REPAIR Ct"ANY 
P . O .  Box 1 1 1 0  
Anir is ton,  Alabama 56202 

b l r .  Alan Goodwin 
P e r s o n n e l  E S a f e t y  S u p e r v i s o r  
GOLD BOND BUILDING PRODUCTS 
P . O .  Box 1380 
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36202 

Mi-. R u a i l  Dunn 
P l a t i n g  S u p e r v i s o r  
HACER t % l K E  CCmPANY 
818 Q u a i l  D r i v e  
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36201 

Nr. P a b l o  J .  Vasquez 
Env ironmen t a  1 Manager 
LEE BRASS CCMPANY 
P . O .  Box 1229 
A n n r s t o n ,  Alabama 36202 

Alt: Yr. F r a n k i e  S t a l l i n g s  
Wastewater  T r e a t m e n t  T e c h n i c i a n  
HACER HINGE COMPANY 
P.O. Box 575 
Bynurn, Alabama 36256 

Nr. H . L .  Hancock 
Env 1 r onment a 1 En g i n  ee r 
M F, H VALVE CCfMPANY 
P . O .  Box 2088 
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36202 

(Mr. Hancock is also on LEPC f o r  Union Foundry) 

Nr. Dave Denner 
P l a n t  Manager 
MONSANTO CHEMICAL CONlPANY 
3 0 0  Birmingham Highway 
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36201  

Mr. John L a S e r r a  
Emergency Response C o o r d i n a t o r  
NATIONAL ALLlMlNUAn CORPORATlON 
1 0 0  N a t i o n a l  D r i v e  
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 5 6 2 0 1  

Mi-. R . L .  b l a t h i s  
NORFOLK SOLlTWERN CORPORATION 
SOUTHERN RAILWAY COlWPANY 
1 2 6  Nest F o u r t h  S t r e e t  
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36201 

P l r .  W a l t e r  H a r t s f i e l d  
OXFORD WATER DEPARTMENT 
P . O .  Box 3663 
O x f o r d ,  Alabama 36203 

Mi- .  C r a i g  Beckwi th  
P r o c e s s  E n g i n e e r  
PARKER- HANNIFIN COR.POF&lTION 
I n s  t rumen t a t i o n  \'a 1 ve D i v i s i o n  
P.O. Box 69 
J a c k s o n v i l l e ,  Alabama 56265-0069 

Mi-. Ronnie Z .  Brooks 
P c  rsonne 1 Director 
S C T  YARNS, INC. 
P.O. Box 312 
Piedmont ,  Alabama 36272 

A l t :  Flr. Lamar Freeman 
S a f e t y  S u p e r v i s o r  
WNSANTO CHEMICAL COhlPANY 
300 Birmingham Highway 
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 56201 
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FACILITY (continued) 

Mr. Doug Wieck 
P l a n t  Manager 
SOUTHERN METAL PROCESSING CWPANY 
P . O .  Drawer 3 3 2 7  
Oxford, Alabama 3 6 2 0 3  

Mr. E . D .  Hous ton  
Emergency Response C o o r d i n a t o r  
SOUTHERN TOOL, INC. 

A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36202 

b l r .  T . G .  S t a c k  
T e c h n i c a l  D i r e c t o r  
SPRl NCS INDUSTRIES, INC. 
Performance  Products D i v i s i o n  

P . O .  BOX 2 2 4 8  

P.O. Box 1 3 2 8  
D a l t o n ,  G e o r g i a  3 0 7 2 2 - 1 3 2 8  

Mr. B i l l y  J o e  B u l l o c k  
D i s t r i c t  ?lanagc r 
SUBURBAN PROPANE 
P . O .  Box 126 
E a s t a b o g a ,  Alabama 36260 

Mr. J e r r y  h 'arren 
N S O N  FOOD§. INC. 
P . O .  Box 3508 
O x f o r d ,  Alabama 36203 

Xr . Wayne Edwards 

Fair Knoll H a t c h e r y  

A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 3 6 2 0 1  

MI-. D. Wayne LaFevor 
P e r s o n n e l  and S a f e t y  D i r e c t o r  
UNITED STATES WTENCS C O R P ~ ~ + T I ~ ~ ~  
P . O .  Box 7 8 8  
A n n i s t o n ,  Alabama 36202 

Nr. N . L .  Hancock 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Engineer  
UNION FOUNDRY 
P . O .  Box 309 
Ann i s t o n , A 1 a h a rn 3 

(Mr. Hancock is also on LEPC for M d H Valve) 

Nr. T . J .  Hor ton  
S u p e r i n t e n d e n t  
VULCAN MATERIALS COMPANY 
Ohatchee  Quarry 
P . O .  Yox 4 8 6  
A l e x a n d r i a ,  Alabama 56250 

n s m  FOODS, INC. 

Rt. 5 ,  Box 5 8 8 - F - 5  

3 G 2 0 2 

Command e r 
USACFIL6blPCENL FM 
ATTK : 'ATZN - CEE ( > l i s  s ttaye s ) 
FORT MCCLELLAN, ALAEAMA 3 b 7 0 5 - 5 0 0 0  
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F AC I L I TY --Lc on t i nu e dJ 

MI-. T e r r y  P a r r i s  
ANCHOR METALS, INC. 
P.0, B a r  1386 
Anniston, Alabama 5 6 2 0 1  

Mr. Huey P a r r i s  
Water Norks ,  Gas 6 Sewer Board 
CITY OF JACKSONVILLE 
330 South Church S t r e e t  
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Mr. Buford P a r k e r  
Plant Engineer 
MAGIC CHEF, INC. 
P.O. Box 2369 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

!4r. Ben Hines 
TEXA!5GULF MlNEPiALS 8 METAL, INC. 
1600 Frank Akers Road 
Anniston, Alabama 36201 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

JEFF CO J[PDGES OFFICE 

JEFF CO S€ERIFF DEPT. 

JEFF CO OPE' EMERERGENCX SERVICES 

CITY OF PZNE BLUFF 
MAYOR CAROLYN ROBINSON 

PINE BLUFF POLICE DEPT. 
CHIEF JAMES VfRDON 

PINE BLUFF FIRE DEPT. 
CXLEF U Y  J A W  

EMERGENCY WULANCE SFXVICE WC. 
HR. RON LUSBY 

AMBULA.NCE TRANSPORT SERVICE XNC. 
HS. CONNIE HEREZON 

JEFFERSON IU?GIOMBL. MEDICAL CEXIXR 
MS. SHELBA BRADFORD 

ST LOUIS StJ WLIJAY 
MRo M I K E  SEABAUGH 

PINE BLUFF m s  
MR. GEORGE ANDEBSON 

ARKANSAS STATE POLICE 
CAPT. HUSTON TALLEY 

WHITE BLUFF STEAM ELECTRIC STATION 
MLB. DALE SWINDLE 

PINE BLUFF W m a  
MR. JIM BACON 

CITY OF WHITE WYLZ 

,JUDGE FLQ CBADfCK 

SHEltIFP W.C."DW"BRASSELL 

MB. SAGK PALMATEE0 

B THOMAS AsXcRaFT 

UtTHELW CQ 
MR. TODD S. 

MR, HBRQLD ROGEBS 

54 1-5360 

541-535 1 

535-5649 

543-1855 

534-5801 

534-00 11 

536-0734 

247-3508 

541-7723 

54 1- 1784 

534-8803 

247- 1483 

397-5286 

543-3004 

247-2399 

7 66-8843 

247-3073 

7 6 6-82 2 8 

536-1688 
EX OF COMHEBCE I 

534-90 10 

541-5716 

397-2296 

MR. TUCKER 541-5074 

AI* PAP= COWANY 

23 MID-AKEBICA PACKAGING CNC 

COMM 

corn 

cow 

corn 

COMM 

COMH 

corn 

COMM 

corn 

COMM 

C O W  

COMM 

COMM 

COMM 

COMM 

COMM 

COMM 

COMM 

corn 

COMM 

COMM 

corm 

COMM 
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24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

3Q 

31 

32 

3% 

34 

35 

36 

37 

3% 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

541-5028 

541-0020 

54 1-6644 

541-0840 

543-3189 

541-5740 

534-5235 

541-5364 

4 7 9-30 2 1 

534-5332 

534-0541 

535-5030 

247-2800 

536-9414 

534-0734 

534-73 12 

534-4247 

534-5233 

543-1875 

534-6372 

879-0645 

534-0011 

534-00 11 

536-34 sa 

F A C / W  

W L / L  

PAC/ 

corn 

PAC/ 

PAC /REP 

PAC/ 

S W I C Q M  

SUB/CQM 

sm/con 

SUB/COM 

srw/con 

sm/con 

S€lE/CQN 

S%TB/CQM 
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50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61  

62 

63 

64 

- PAC /REP HOOVER TREATXD WOOD PRODUCTS 

PINE BLUFF W A S T E w m  UTUXT" FACIREP 

GEORGIA PACIFIC COKPOUZION 

VARCO-PRUDEN BUILDINGS 

Hlt. LOYD BOB0 247-35 11 

MR. Mica L m  535-6603 

HR 2 3  LewIS 535-0211 

MB DON R SEAW 534-6030 

W I U  SGABBBOUGH 7 85-4 2 7 1 

MR PETE A i l L G a  247-5480 

MR GBEC GOUGH 5344621  

m o u  sm AND GRAVEL COtfnwY 

STANT INC* 

COCB-COLA BOTTLING CQ OF SODTR W s G  

CONTINENTAL BAKZNC C O M P m  

PLBNTERS COTTON O I L  MILL, INC. 

FARM CHEKICALS / PBBMEBS 

TYSON FOODS INC. 

JEPFEBSON COUNTY INDUSTIUAL FOUNDMION MAIL 

MR RONNIE LTJTTWU? 534-3631 

APChE PDBNISRElD MSDS / 18 562-7444 

MR. PAUL FLfiCBER 536-4864 
PAC/= 

ME DABRELt PIERCE 535-7 189 
CENTURY "BE CORPOBBTION F A C / W  

PINE BLTJFP BBsENAt FAC /REI? 

EMERGENCY AMBULANCE SWVICE SUB/COM 

ME. EXTG€NE WIUCHT 535-6200 

MR.. BILL KEgVIN 543-317 1 

MK. RENNETH STAWES 536-0734 
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33601 Uni ted  Avenue 
Pueblo, CO 81001 
940-3300 
m JO 
D i rector 

August 4, 1988 

David Fel dman 
Oak Ridge Labs 
P.O. Box 2008 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6206 

Dear M r .  Feldman: 

Enclosed p lease f i n d  t h e  l i s t  o f  committee members o f  t he  
Local Emergency Planning Committee f o r  Pueblo, Colorado t h a t  
you requested. If we can be of any o ther  assistance, please 
do no t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c a l l .  

S i  ncere l  y , 

Enclosure 
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LOCAL EMERGENCY PLANNING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Frank  Cash, Chief, Pueblo Fire Department 

Charles Terri l l ,  Chief, Rye Fire Protection District 

Earl Cannon, Trooper, Colorado State Patrol  

Terrance Terr i l l ,  Fire Chief, Transportation Test Center 

Jack Fowler, Chief, Pueblo West Fire Department 

Gale Holderman, Sheriff 's  Department 

Gene Wilcoxson, UNISYS Corporation 

Joe Mauro, Chief, Rural Fire Department 

Dr. Roger Stasi a k ,  Pueblo C i  t y / C o u n t y  Heal t h  Department 

James M. Brewer, Pueblo County Commissioner 

Betty Jo  Hopper, Director, Pueblo C i v i l  Defense Agency 

Robert Silva, Chief, Pueblo Police Department 

C u t t i  s Turner, Pueblo Depot Act1 v i  t y  
Gerald Knapic, Safety Di rector, Parkview Hospital 

Steven Douglas, Senior Planner, Department of P l a n n i n g  & Development 

Richard Blakeley, Safety Director, C .  F. & I .  Steel Corporation 

Bill Bolt, Safety Director, S t .  Mary Corwin Hospital 

Len Gregory, Pueblo Chieftain 

Rebecca Espinoza, American Red Cross 

Mark A. Carmel , Director, Pueblo C o u n t y  Public Works 

Torn Pederson , Colorado State Hospital 

Tod QrcllFkTESP, Uni versi t y  of Southern Colorado 

ROSS v&, Private Citizen 

P a u l  Cozzetta, C i t y  o f  Pueblo 

_/'/ 

.-- 

A I  ternates 

John Zupancic, Assistant Chief, Pueblo Fire Department 

S g t .  Dale King, Colorado State Pa t ro l  

D u t c h  Gruse, C i  t y / C o u n t y  Health Department 

Char1 es F i  n l  ey , Director, Dept. of P1 a n n i  ng & Development 

Charlie DiDomenico, Pueblo County Pub1 ic Works 

John Simmer, Pueblo C o u n t y  Public Works 

Karen Val dez, Pueblo C i  v i  1 Defense Agency 
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SUB-COMMITTEES 

PLANNING 

Steve Douglas, Chairman 
Betty Jo Hopper 
Earl Cannon 
Gal e Hol derman 
Bill Bolt 
Bob Silva 

TRAINING 

Jack Fowler, Chairman 
Charles Terri 1 1  
Mark Carmel 

COMMUNITY RIGHT-TO-KNOW 

Dr. Roger Stasiak, Chairman 
Tom Pederson 
James Brewer 
Tod Quirk 

DATA COLLECTION - HAZARD ANALYSIS 

John Zupancic, Chairman 
Richard B1 akel ey 
Curti s Turner 
Ross Vincent 
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MADISON COUNTY CIVIL DEFENSE 
345 LANCASTEA AVENUE OFlCE:823-3343 

PHONES: IRVINE-MCDOWELLPARK RICHMOND, KENTUCKY 40475 

POSTOFFICEBOX785 RESIDENCE: 823-5728 

August 11, 1988 

Mr. David Feldman 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6206 

Dear Mr. Feldman: 

P.Q. BOX 2008 

Pursuant to our telephone conversation this morning, 
I am enclosing a membership list of the Madison County 
Emergency Planning Committee, 

It was a pleasure talking with you and we hope that 
the information provided you will prove helpful. 

Please feel free to call again if we can be of further 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Director 

Enclosure 
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~ Elected ..-. -__. Local Official 

Honorable Harold K .  B o t n e r  
Judye/Executive, Madison County 
Madison County Courthouse 
Richmond, KY 40475 
( 6 0 6 )  623-2849 

...__. Disaster & Emergency Services 

Howard L .  CoPyer 
D i re e t Q r 
Madison County civil. Defense 
P . S .  Box 785 
Richmondp KY 40475 
(Fia6) 623-3343 

Carl E, Cowell 
C i v i l  Defense Specialist 
P.O.  Box 411 
Werea, KY 40403 
(666) 986-6232 

H o l m a r n  Todd 
Conmunications Offices 
11 D Meadowlark Drive 
Richmanel , KY 4 0 4 7 5 
( 6 0 6 )  623-3290 

Law Enforcement 

Cecil Csekran 
S h e r i f f  of Madison County  
Madisan County Courthouse 
Richmond, KY 40475 
(606) 623-1511 

--- . _ ~  

Russell Lane 
C R i e  f 
Richmond Police Department 
P.O.  Box 250 
Richmond,  KY 404175 
(606) 623-1000 

Fire Services 

James R .  McKinney 
C h i e f  
Madison County F i r e  Department 
356 B i g  H i l l  Ave. 
R ~ C ~ ~ O I I C I ,  KY 40475 

C h i e f  
$tichmond F i r e  Department 
P.6” Box 250 
Rjbchmond, KY 4 0 4 7 5  
(606) 623-1000 

Jerry Simpson 
C h i e f  
B e m a  Fire Department 
P . 8 .  Box 411 
B e m a ,  PCY 40403 
(606) 985-8232 

First A i d  

Edward Denham 

Madison County Ambulance Service 
Eastern By-Pass 
Richmond, KY 4 0 4 7 5  

Assistant Manages 

( 6 0 6 1  623-5121 

Hospi ta l s  

R i c h a r d  11. Thomas 
Administrator 
Pattll.9 A.  C l a y  Hospital 
Richmond, KY 40475 
(606) 623-3131 

Mrs. Molly Lowry 
Chairman of Safety Co 
Berea Hospital 
Bereap KY 40403 
(606) 986-3151 

-1- 



7 3  

Health 

Mrs. Saundra Toussaint 
Director 
Yadison County Health Department 
P.O. Box 906 
Richmond, KY 4 0 4 7 5  
( 6 0 6 )  623 -7312  

Community Group 

Tony €3. Whitaker 
President 
First Federal 
P.O. Bax 340 
Richmond, K Y  40475  
( 6 0 6 )  623-2548 

Local Environmental 

Earl Noe 
Environmentalist 
Yadison County Health Department 
105 F i f t h  Street 
Richmond, KY 4 0 4 7 5  
( 6 0 6 )  6 2 4 - 2 2 8 4  

Chemist 

Dr. Harry M. Smiley 
Chairman 
Chemistry Department 
Moore 3 3 7  
Eastern Kentucky University 
Richmand, KY 4 0 4 7 5  
( 6 0 6 )  622 -1457  

Sc hoo 1s 

Eddie Pullins 
Director 
Department of Pupil Personnel  
Madison County Schools 
P . O .  Box 430 
Richmond, KY 4 0 4 7 5  
( 6 0 6 )  623 -5200  

Lawrence M. Westbrook 
Safety and Health Coordinator 
Million House 
Eastern Kentucky University 
Richmond, KY 4 0 4 7 5  
( 6 0 6 )  623 -5523  

Broadcast Media 

Mrs. Betsy Robbins 
Of €ice Manager 
WCBR-AM 
P . O .  Box 0 
Richmond, RY 4 0 4 7 5  
( 6 0 6 )  623-1236 

Print Media 

Jerry Wallace 
Managing Editor 
The Richmond Register 
P . O .  Box 9 9  
Richmond, KY 40475  
( 6 0 6 1  623-1669  

Transportation 

Eugene Whitaker 
Special Representative 
Nuclear and HaZaKdQUS 
Materials Division 

Tri-State Motor Transit Lnc. 
109 Jemima Drive 
Richmond, KY 40475  
( 6 0 6 )  623 -4556  

U t i l i  ties 

James C .  Street 
Superintendent 
Richmond Utilities 
P.O. Box 700 
Richmond, KY 4 0 4 ? 5  
( 6 0 6 )  623-2323 

-2- 
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Utilities (carnt'd) 

Mike Bethurem 
Administrator 
Berea Electric & Water Utilities 
C o P P e y e  Box 2337 
Berea, KY 40403 
(606) 986-4611 

Fac i 1 i t. ie s __  _.. 

William R .  EmanueZ, Jr. 
Plant Manager 
Exide Corporation 
P.O. Box 1500 
Richmond, KY 40475 
(606) 624-7296 

David Billings 
Industrial Engineering Manager 
Wysten Company 
Menelaus Road 
BeKea, KY 40403 
(606) 986-9304 

William R. Bryant 
Chemical surety Officer 
Lexingtmn-Blue Grass Army Depot 

L e x i n g t o n ,  KY 40511-5008 
A t t n :  SDSLB-BSU 

( 6 0 0 )  624-6530 

M r s .  Leslie Noberly 
Environmental fr Safety coordinator 
Motor Wheel Corporation 
Glades  Road 
Berea, KY 40403 
( 6 0 6 )  986-9381 

Facilities (cont -__. ' 51) 

~ e r t  moa 
Manager 
Building and Grounds 
North American Philips Lighting 
P.O. BOX 500 
Richmond, KY 40475 
(606) 623-3424 

K y 3.e Wh i t e d 
Personnel Manager 
Parker Seal Company 
Maple Street 
Berea, KY 40403 
(606) 986-3121 

Robert B. Geiger 
Plant Manager 
Sherwin Williams Company 
Boggs Lane South 
Richmond, KY 40475 
(606) 623-1240 

Richard winn 
Manager 
Southern States Cooperative 
P . O .  Box 916 
Richmond, KY 40475 
( 6 0 6 )  623-30 

I # # #  

$isan Camty C i v i l  DeEenae 
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HARFORD COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES COORDINATlON 

August 5 ,  1988 

Dr. David Feldman 
Research Staff 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 2008 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-6206 

Dear Dr. Feldman: 

The following information concerninq the current cornposit-ion 
of our SARA Title 111 Local Emergency Planning Commit-tee 
(LEPC) is provided to you as you requested during our recent 
telephone conversation: 

Mrs, Barbara Risacher, Chairperson - is also an elected 
member of the County Council. 

Sheriff Dominick Hele 

Hr. Gene Worthington - former President of the Harford 
County Volunteer Fire and Ambulance Assn. 

Mr. Thomas M, Thomas - County Health Officer 
Mr. Leonard CantrelP, Jr. - Administrator tfarford 

Memorial Hospital. 

Ear. Dennis Averill, American Cyanamid. 

Hr. Jim McMahan, General Manager, Radio Station WAMD. 

D r .  Thomas Suter, representing the public at large. 

Dr. Charles B. Browne, Director Department of Emergency 
Services Coordination (Civil Defense). 

Mx. Merrill Cohen, Chief, Plans E, Operations Branch, 
Aberdeen Proving Ground. 

Mr. Waltemr Pliajerle, Surety Officer, Edqewood Arsenal, 
Chemical Research, Development & Engr. Center 

Mr. James Terrell, Chief, county's Emergency Communications 
Division (Central Alarm/911) and the LEPC's 
Emergency Coordinator. 

2205 CONOWINGO ROAD / BEL AIR MARYLAND 21014 1 (301 835-5800 
A n  €quai Opporrunity fmoiover 
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Dr. David Feltlman Page 2. 

Many other officials are invited to a t t e n d .  They include 
but are n o t  li .mited to -(:he Police Chiefs of the three incor- 
porated municipalities of Aberdeen, Bel Air and Havre de 
Grace and M r .  Jeff Blomquist, an attorney with the County's 
L a w  Department assigned to the SARA Committee. 

I mentioned, during our coriversa-Lion , o u r  newly published 
HAZMAT Plan which has been distributed to all of the volunteer 
fire companies the t w o  military fire departments, the Sheriff's 
Depar tment ,  Maryland S t a t e  Police and [:he three municipal 
police departments. I have attached a copy as I thought 
y o u  may want. to see whae. we have developed .  We believe 
it to be t h e  first of its kind anywhere in the C O U ~ ~ K Y .  

Sincerely, 

Charles B. Browne 
Director 

E n c l :  a/s 



CBUWY EMERGENCY 
Courthouse, 216 5. E. 4 t h .  Pendleton, Oregon 97801 . (503)276-7111 X3Q1 

Dennis Olson, Drector 

Sep tabe r  21, 1988 

1%. David Feldmrin 
Oakridge National Laborataxy 
P.O. Box 2008 
Oakridge, 'Dl 37831-6206 

Ilear I&. Felc'nrran: 

Enclosed is the Est of mbers of the local SARA Title 111 
task force that ycm requested. S o r r y  it took me so long to 
get i t  to you. 

Sincerely, 

T)ennis A. Olson 
Ehergency Phagewnt Director 

M:vt 
enclosure 
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UMATILLA COUNTY 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS PLAN 

AD HOC A D V I S O R Y  COMMITTEE 

d a me - 
C h i e f  D i c k  Hopper 
C h i e f  J i m  S tea rns  
C h i e f  W i l l i a m  Saager 
C h i e f  Jim Roxbury 
C h i e f  Ray M i l l e r  
C h i e f  D a r r e l  Moon 
C h i e f  J i m  Nhelan 
C h i e f  C h r i s  Mayer 
C h i e f  Joe P i k u l  
C h i e f  Tom E n r i g h t  
C h i e f  H a r r y  C h r i s t e n s e n  
C h i e f  Greg D u r f e y  
C h i e f  B i l l  B i g g s  
C h i e f  Tom McCann 
C h e s t e r  Spencer 
Don Smythe 
S tan  F o s t e r  
Da le  L i n g l e  
Gordon R e i n h a r d t  
T e r r y  Woolston 
S h e r i f f  Jim Carey 
D a r y l  h a r p e r  
B ruce  Hammon 
A l l a n  Froese 
John Amort 
L t .  John Duggan 
Bob Hawes 
T e r r y  Copeland 
Bruce c o r  
Don Hanson 
D r .  Kirby  Flanagan 
bdayne Stephens 
T i m  A l b e r t  
Vern R o d i g h i e r o  
Don Bense l  

Represent ing /Address  

Pend le ton  F i r e  D e p a r t m n t  
Herm is ton  F i r e  Department 
M i  1 t o n  -Freewa t e r  F i  r e  Depar tment  
U m a t i l l a  F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
Athena F i r e  Depar tment  
Heldx F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
S t a n f i e l d  F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
Weston F i r e  Depar tment  
A d a m  F i r e  Depar tment  
Echo F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
P i l o t  Rock F i r e  D i s t r i c t  
Uk iah  F i r e  D e p a r t m n t  
M i l t o n - F r e e w a t e r  P o l i c e  Dept. 
S tan  F i e  Id  Pol i c e  Department 
Conf. T r i b e s  U m a t i l l a  I n d i a n  Res, 
U m a t i l l a  Depot  A c t i v i t y  (UMDA) 
Community A c t i o n  Agency (CAPECO)  
Bureau I n d i a n  A f f a i r s  ( B I A )  
Umtil l a  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
U m a t i l l a  County  H e a l t h  Dept. 
U m t i l l a  County S h e r i f f  
U f i a t i l l a  Co. P u b l i c  WGrks D i r e c t o r  
S t a t e  Dept. o f  Enu. Q u a l i t y  (DEQ) 
Athena C i t y  Counci  lrnan 
Pend le ton  G r a i n  Growers (PGG) 
Oregon S t a t e  P o l i c e  ( P e n d l e t o n )  
Wood F i b e r  I n d u s t r i e s ,  I nc .  
T r i  - R i v e r  C hemica 1 
Byrnes  O i l  Company 
H e r a l s t o n  c i t i z e n  
0 c cu pa ti on a 1 Me d i c i ne 
U m a t i l l a  E l e c t r i c  Coop Assn. 
Jdatersni l l  Foods, Inc. 
B l u e  M t ,  Growers, Itic. 
P i l o t  Rock r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

[Appo in ted  by the  Umatilla County Board o f  Commissioners.  Other i n t e r e s t e d  
i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  welcome and encouraged t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  ;in the hazardous m a t e r f a l S  
p l a n n i n g  program. 3 

DAO 9/21/88 
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Appendix B 

The Army CSDP and SARA T i t l e  I11 
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Appendix 5. The Army CSDP and SARA Title I11 

It was the intent of Congress that Title 111 of SARA apply, in 
general, to federal facilities as it does to privately-owned and 
operated ones. 
legal "persons," coupled with the practice of limited immunity discussed 
in Section 4 of this report, limits the compliance obligations of the 
Army's Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program, 

In 1987, a Federal Facilities Task Force, coordinated by the 
National Response Team for Chemical Emergencies (NRT), ruled that 
because of a "compel 1 i ng pub1 ic interest , I' a1 1 federal agencies should 
comply with Title 111's purposes. 
hazardous facilities t o  relevant local emergency planning committees 
(LEPCsj, participating in local emergency response planning, providing 
EPA with a "complete picture of their activities," and recognizing that 
government-owned, contractor operated facilities are legal entities 
fully bound by SARA Title IT1 (Communication from Kathleen Bishop, 
Preparedness Staff, Office of Hazardous Waste and Emergency Response, 
U.S. EPA, June 3 

However, the language of SARA Title I I I ,  which obliges 

This should be done by identifying 

Subsequently, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 
prepared a memorandum fo r  BOD clarifying the manner i n  which all DOD 
components would comply with this decision. In particular, i t  was 
decided that, while "neither the substantive nor procedural aspects of 
Title III apply to DOD, all DOD components should comply with the 
conceptual objectives of the act to the extent practicable" (Schafer, 
1987). 

The procedural aspects specifically referred to were contained in 
Sections 301(c), 3 0 3 ( d ) ,  and 304 of Title I11 and encompass, 
respectively, emergency planning, facility participation in LEPCs, and 
emergency notification. 

Figure B . 1 ,  attached to this appendix, depicts the relationship 
likely to emerge between CSDP facilities and SARA Title I11 instruments, 
once intergovernmental consultation and coordination commences. It 
suggests that commitments for compliance with Title III may in some 
cases, be fulfilled by following SARA reporting requirements, 
Figure 8.1 also depicts the potential overlap in membership between 
certain SARA instruments and those involved in the ICCB structure 
described in the CSDP-FPEIS (U.S. Army, 1988, Vol .  1: 4-168). Some o f  
the overlap was discussed in Section 7 o f  this report. 

Finally, three attachments to this appendix, a ~emora~dum from the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary o f  Defense (Environment), a memorandum from 
the Assistant Secretary o f  Energy for Environment, Safety, and Health, 
and a memorandu from Major General Charles Skipton, USAF, further 
clarify ways i n  which other federal actions similar t o  those encompassed 
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by the CSDP, may be made consistent with the intent of SARA Title 111. 
In particular, the iiiemorandum from the Assistant Secretary o f  Energy 
suggests some possible points of departure for contractor compliance 
with Title I11 relevant to CSDP facility contractors. 

It should be noted that, in no instance does EPA expect, nor is a 
government facility obligated to provide, classified information 
pertaining to potential chemical hazards. It is for this reason that 
Figure 5.1 does not include those facility reporting requirements 
encompassed by Tier I and I1 and MSDS reporting sections o f  SARA Title 
I11 (Sections 3 1 2 - 3 1 3 ) .  Only those sections of Title I11 agreed to by 
DOD are included in this suggested reporting configuration. 

In conclusion, it should be noted that emergency planning 
information f o r  the CSDP, provided by installat.ions, could be utilized 
as annexes t o  the general emergency response plan for CSDP facilities 
which are being established by SERCs and LEPCs under SARA Title 111. 



Fgure I RELATIONStiIP !XI WEEN SARA TITLE 111 
REPORTING AND THE ICCB * 

E m W  PiannW (CSDP-FPEiS and Record of Decision} 

1CCB REPORTIF4G SYSTEM 

KEY. 
1 Nabonat Response Team 
2 Regronal Response Teams 
3 Environmental Protectton Agency 
4 State Emergency Response Commisslon 
5 Oqmrtrnent of Defense 
6 F%derat Emergency Management Agency 
7 Department of Health and Human Servkes 

* SOURCE. Based upon information 
from U. S EPA. Tilte Ill Fact Sheet, 
1987, Schafer, 1987, Ambrose, 

1988 6 Local Emfgency Planning Committee 
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i?ulp.rfund &andhn+ntcr and Reutrtsthorfzrtion  et T i t l e  1x1 - 
? h n n i n #  8nd CQm!iUnity Right-to-&nou 

(kcr@tarfal O f f i c e r s  
Operation. O f f  ice nenrrgers 

The purIpse of th f8  ramor8ndum 5 8  to provide interim guidance  on 
Title 1x1 8pplicability to the Dmparmcrnt 0% Energy (DOE) and its 
contractors and to highlight ea88 o f  thT important Title X I  
rtatutery deadlines, T h i s  ir8ucr 8r0.6 a t  the Supstfund Amendments 
8nd Reauthorization A c t  (SARA) Workshop on March 11-121 1987, and 

T i t l e  111 of SARAp r l s c  knovn IB t h e  ~ m c r r ~ e n c y  f l a m i n g  m d  
Ccnumunity Right-to-xnow A c t  of 1986, 1. intended to encourage and 
ruppbrt raetgsncy planning efforts at the state and Bocrl level 
and provide residents &nd local govrrmmnts w i t h  information 
concerndng poteratiax ch+micnl haterdB prerent bn their 
communities. 

8 cQ=im@nt Y.8 rad. to &#SUO QUid8nc8. 



-2- 
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l[f you h8ve any gurrtionm on th ia  mattero ploerra contact 
mrry sparks of my 8trf f  on (2021 586-6035 00: PTS 996-6075., 

Ammistant Socrotary 
knviranarrnt, sa fe ty  and Health 
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n c t ~ ~ t  m 
A m Q  LE 

-ET Air Force ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n  0% T i t l e  1 x 1  of thc Superfund mendmaents 
and ReauthQriZatiOn Act (SARA) 

9 ~ .  ALHAJCQH-S 

1, SARA Title f X k p  e~pge~ncy ~~~~~i~~ 
 OW Act of 6 ,  was a resp~nse to the disaster in Bhopal, Pndi 
which k i l l e  vera1 ~ u ~ ~ r e ~  people due to the release of toxic 
chemicals. le f51's primary objective is t i a  force states and 
communities to plan for these types of incidents, 1% is a l s ~  
designed to pnfcrn the public about h ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  t e r i a l s  i n  t h e i r  

of Defense g t9 that Title Xff :  
11, but: that comply with the o 
extent practi ttached ~ Q F  implem 
to your ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ l ~ t ~ ~ ~ s  is Guidance For T a t l e  KHI Emergency ~ l ~ n n i n ~  
(AtCh 2 1 ,  

2 ,   he hir  porte has excellent emergency response capability and 
our disaster preparedness planso spill prevention control. and 
counter measures plans and hazardous waste management plans could 
well serve as models for most local  emergency planning committees. 
Also, bur base disaster preparedness personnel, ~ i ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ e n t ~ l  
engineersl safety officers, f i r e  fighting personnel and erpvirsmrn- 
tall coordinatoss are well qualified to assist local planners and we 
should do so. w key element of local  plansp as coo d i n a t e d  by local 
and state transportation authorities and the Depart ent of Transpor- 
tation may i n v o l v e  restrictions of hazardous laratera I movement to 
specific st ree ts  and highways. The plans will also  address 
emergency evacuation procedur@s and routes. iPe these provisions 
will gentrePly pertain to off-base routes, and are primarily the 
planning responsibility of the states and the Department of 
Transportation, w8 should manitor them for potential mission 
impact. For these and other h"casionsu we must actively participate 
in local emergency planning committees and provide our technical 
expertise in community emergency response plan development. T h i s  
must be a base level effort since the l ~ c a l  planning activity Will 
be comprised of representation from their neighboring communities. 

3. Our cooperation and ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ o ~  in this effort will enhance 
the air ~zolccc image as a g o ~ d  neighbor. Please ensure your bases 
cooperate w i t h  local agencies to the maximum extent possible. 

cornunit y . en advised by t h e  5eputy ssistant Secretary 

f 



I. ance i s  dasigne 

~rnendawcnts and Reauthorization Ace: (SA only known 8s 

COgnPl gency Planning 
Know f o r t h  i n  T i t l e  IXI of the Superfund 

Title 1 x 1 .  

11. Background: T i t l e  IIX resulted from Congressional concern 
that a catastaoph i g :  env ircm ental i n c i d e n t  s imilar t o  khc owe 
which occurred in Bhopal, I d i a  in 1984 a d killed OK i n C &  
ated thQusarmds 0 eoplc could happen in t h e  U n i t e d  S 
incident involve a inadver tent  release o f  t o x i c  ehe 
a h ighlly pcpulat area surrounding a manufacturing p 
citizens were not  aware of the chemical's presence, t h e  symptoms 
of ~ X ~ O S W ~ ,  appropriate f i r s  aid for exposure 8% potential 
C?VaCuat iOn KePtltcS from t h e  C<9 

T i t l e  1x1 was designed to prevent this type of i n c i d e n t  i n  the 
United States and contains t h r e e  ajor objectives: 

a. Identification a f  c h e  i s a h s  and activities which could 
contribute to such a catastrophe, 

b. Making t h e  public aware of the potential for chemical 
release and, 

e .  Development of local response p lans  and procedures 
should a chemical. release occur, 

The US EPA was t;aSkiXI w i t h  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  chemicals of concern, 
collecting data on t h e i n  Paeations and d i s s e  iglating t h e  data  tQ 
t h e  p u b l i c  for their information. The state governments are 
required to eatabaish l oca l ,  ~ e g i o a ~ a ~ .  asla state emergency plan- 
nrng and response procedures, 

T i t l e  IIX is a sta d alone lawI since i t  contains its own 
definitions ana is not dependent on, or relative to o t h e r  T i t l e s  
of SARA. T h e  law basically impacts operations of 'facilities" 
and places requireme ts on 'persons' who own OB: sperate t h e s e  
facilities. The Dep z-tment o f  J u s t i c e !  has  determined t h a t  the 
T i t l e  1x1 definition sf "pefs@rns9 does no t  include Tederal 
agencies. Xt is unclear i n  the le isl lative h i s t o r y  whether this 
omission sf fe ra% agencies was intentional 0% 3.n oversight by 

se of t h e  impsrtancc of t h i s  sue and aue to our 
p w i t h  t h e  states and the CQ o i t i e s  which 

surround our instalfaeions, however, we s h o u l d  comply with t h e  
intent and s u b s t a n t i v e  p r ~ v i ~ i g r n s  of t h e  legislation. 

111. D i s e u s s i o n :  The Air Force has long been involved in the 
type  o f  plannrng rcquilged by Title 111 and bases s h o u l d  build 
upon e x i s t i n g  plansp if possihlc, rather  t h a n  duplicate t h e  
e f f o r t  in an additional p l a n .  The persoaaneB at base l e v e l  who 
have responsibility € O K  d i s a s t e r  preparedness and response plans, 
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hazardous materials and waste spill response plans, baec .JO.ILCt~ 
plans and f i r e  prevention plans arc t h e  prime candidates for the 
development of the installation emergency response plan and for 
plan execution should an emergency occur. 
coordination with off-base activities and for Air Porce participa- 
tion in rcgional and state planning activities should be the base 
component wnth disaster preparedness and response planning respon- 
sibxlity. State and regional emergency response plans will most 
likely be developed by civilian organizations responsible for 
disaster response. Our people w i t h  similar responsibilities 
should already have working contacts established with these 
officials. Base representation should  also include personnel 
with special technical expertise in environmental safety and 
health threat minimization such as the base bioenvironmental 
engineer. 

While development of an implementation plan which is fully 
coordinated at base level is our prime concern, the Air Farce 
m u s t  actively participate in off-base planning activities, Many 
of our people live off the installation and we must participate 
wnth local planning activities to kelp assure their protection. 
Also,  many plans will establish coordinated l o c a l 8  state and 
Department of Transportation hazardous materials transportation 
routes which could impact the flow of supplies t o  our bases. They 
also will contain evacuation routes which could affect our base 
evacuation plans or even inhibit some base operations. 

The lead for plan 

IV. Policy: Each Air Force installation shall: 

a. Identify a point of contact t o  the local emergency 
response planning P ' u n c t i ~ n  w h i c h  is being formed in response to 
this law. Installation CQtslmandPrS should consider appointing 
Base Disaster Preparedness Officers, Base Environmental 
Coordinators, ~ a s e  Safety Officers, Fire C h i e f s  Q X  other 
representatives most appropriate for t h e i r  base. 

tr, Participate in regional., Local or state T i t l e  1x1 
planning activities. Develop response plans for our facilities 
(normally these plans will already be availabfe) and coordinate 
them with appropriate local  authorities. 

c. Report, as required, releases of hazardous materials 
which constitute a threat to the well being of our pcrstannel or 
our off-base neighbors. 

d ,  ~ r o v i d e ,  upon r e q u e s t  of the appropriate local emergency 
planning authorities, information not otherwise classified, on 
the nature  and amount of hazardous materials stored on our 
bases. Such information should normally be available to support 
other requirements (e.g., Employee Right to K m w  information 
required by the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard, M%terial 
Safety Data Sheets, facility pre-fire plans, Spill prevention 
con t ro l  and Countermeasures Plans8 etc,). ~ o t e  there is 
currently no legal requirement to devote resources to generate 
new information or to transfer existing information on to local 
or state forms designed to implement Title 1 x 1 .  We should 
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phasize substie i t h  K C ~ U ~ S ~ S  
v o t i n g  seacce resoucces to aet procedural r 

Installations shall ensur 
ss the doltowing ~equirements. (Cansideration 
stablishing a ~ o n ~ o l i a ~ t ~ ~ ,  separate 
Ian i f  w ~ r ~ ~ ~ t e ~  by the locab situation). 

: EBA was t a ~ ~ ~ ~  by Title 1x1 
be addressed in the planning 

i s  included along wi th  th 
guidance. However, t h e  
ea by APM 49-1, voi 11, 
op a ~ o ~ p K ~ ~ ~ n ~ i v ~  listing of 
on t h e  base ( i d e n t  

specific Bocatian) and to assess t h e  hazards associate 
t h e i r  use, T h i s  infOKmatiot3 should be incorporated in 
appropriate plans  and used as a basis f o ~  response procedure 
development. It is also a valuable source of infor  
can be reported to local planning authorities upon request ,  

response plan should, as a m i m i m u m ,  contain the following: 

significant amounts of hazacdaus materials are used or stared 

( a )  Quantities nd types of materials 

(b) Condlitioaas u n d e r  w h i c h  a threat would e x i s t  (i.e. 

( c )  Quantities sf each materia?, which i f  released 

( d )  A description of the potential threatened area 

b. Plan Content: Existing base  plans or the base e 

1. Identification of a11 areas on base where 

fire, spill, e t c . )  

alsme ox with o t h e r  materials present, would pose a health hazard. 

from such releases 

2. Identification of responsibilities for planned 
a c t  i o n s  

( a )  Notification of civilian agencies 
(b) Evacuation of personnel and provision o f  
temporary q u a r t e r s  
( e )  F i r e  response 
( d l  Ordnance disposal response 
( e )  Medical response 
( f )  E ~ ~ ~ r ~ n ~ ~ ~ t a ~  cleanup 
( g )  State and local response coordination 

3 .  For each potential threatened area identified, the 
p l a n s  Should describe t h e  appropriate response t o  include: 

( a )  Worker/resident notification and evacuation 
(b) Type of remedial measures to be taken 
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( c )  Method of securing site urinql remediation 
(dg Coordination with other affected or interested 
government units. 

c. Air Force Unique Capabilities: The Air Force has unique 
expertise in areas such as fire fighting, explosive ordnance 
disposal, hazardous materials transportation, et@., which can 
greatly assist the civilian community. 
preparing Air Force plans should use this expertise and bases 
should offer this expertise to state and local planners for 
development of state and regional plans. 

Those charged w i t h  

d. JZuality control of Planning Efforts: XAJCQMs arc 
responsible for .assurins that base plannina efforts are adwuate 
and, where several bases are locatei in the same geographic-area, 
€or coordinating planning activities. The MAJCOM should a1S0, 
when an exceptionally good plan is develaped, provide copies of 
the plan to other installations to serve as a modal. 

Attachment 2 to this guidance is the Hazardous Haterials 
Emergency Planning Guide published by the National Response 
Team. This guide is useful in plan review to assure that all 
aspects of emergency responses are addressed, 

e. Air Staff Assistance: To assist development of 
emergency response plans, the following Air Staff action officers 
will respond to your questions: 

1. USAF/LEEV 
HrC. Richard R i b l e r  AUTBVON 297-6245 

0 297-6245 
Hr, Karl Kneeling 297-6245 
Major Pat F i n k  

m 

2. USAF/JACE 
L t C o P  Larry Bourcle 

3 .  USAF/SGPB 
najor Ed Artiglia 

(I 29 7 -4 823 

m 297-1738 

2 Atchs 

Parts 308 and 355 
2. Hazardous Materials 

1. EPA Final Rule, 4 0  CFR 

/ Emergency Planning Guide ( ~ k b d &  
e 
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