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The Mary Kay O’ Connor Process Safety Center was established in 1995
with agoal to improve chemical safety inthe chemical processindustries.
The Center isassociated with the Texas Engineering Experiment Station, of
TheTexasA&M University System, Chemical Engineering Division.

The Center provides auniquely neutral forum to address chemical process
safety for all stakeholders, industry, government, labor, and the general
public.

This document represents the collective work of the Mary Kay O’ Connor
Process Safety Center researchers and staff in support of the National
Chemical Safety goals. The ongoing research efforts of the Center will be
presented in similar documents as work is continued. Each research
document servesasan individual step in achieving the national safety goals.
These documentswill beincluded in an overarching document pertaining to
chemical safety inthe United States.

Theresearch presented in thisreport was conducted by the Mary Kay O’ Connor Process Safety
Center. Theopinionsand anaysisexpressed inthisreport are solely the responsibility of theMary
Kay O’ Connor Process Safety Center.
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Measuring and Understanding Public Trust and

Awareness to Prevent Chemical Incidents

Cl.o Introduction)

Community awarenessand publictrust arevery important elements of chemical safety improvements. A key
part isensuring citizen awareness of both the potential dangersand actionsthat have been taken to mitigate
thosedangers. Aspart of the Chemical Safety Assessment Program, theMary Kay O’ Connor Process Safety
Center at TexasA&M University (the Center) developed asurvey to analyzetheimpact of various programsto
prevent accidental releases of reactive, flammable, and toxic chemical sduring manufacture, processing,
packaging, storage, trangportation, distribution, and commercia use.

To establish abaseline metric from which to measure future progresstoward improved community awareness
and publictrust, the Center conducted atel ephone survey to measurethelevel of public knowledge and trust of
chemical operationsnear their homes.

The Center conducted the survey with guidancefrom the National Chemical Safety Program Roundtable.
Design of the survey instrument wasajoint effort between Center personnel, the Roundtable, and the Public
Policy Research Ingtitute (PPRI). The PPRI at TexasA& M University implemented thetelephone survey and
compiledtheinitia responses.

CZ.O Backgr ound)

The Center undertook thisanalysisof indicatorsas part of the National Chemical Safety Program (NCSP).
NCSP drew on the expertise and advice from a Roundtabl e, which was composed of adiverse group of
stakeholdersinvolvedinchemical safety. The Roundtable established thefollowing nationa goalsfor chemical

saey:

=  Chemicd incidentsarezero;

=  Chemica enterpriseshave earned the public’ strust; and
= Public, government, and facility interactionsimprove safety and reducerisk.

Membersof the Roundtabl e recognize that attaining the national goalsisalong-term proposition and therefore
have not established atimetablefor achievement. All stakeholdersredlizeitisimportant to show progress
towardsthegoal rather than to focus solely on achievement. To show progress, an accurate measurement of
chemicd safety inthe United Statesfirst must provide abenchmark against which to measureprogress. Whilea
clear understanding of the current state of chemical safety isbeing established, the stakehol ders should work to
achievethenational goas. Onceaclear understanding of the current state of chemical safety isestablished, then
stakehol ders can work to achievethe goals.



At the 1999 Roundtable meeting, the stakehol ders provided the Center with apreliminary analysisof chemical
safety indicatorsto measure the status of chemica safety and, specifically, the movement toward thegoal of
“chemica incidentsarezero.” Thepotential measuresand indicatorswereidentified as:

= Trendsinthetotal number of incidents

=  Trendsinthenumber of facilitiesreporting incidents, including the percent of facilitiesreporting
=  Trendsinpublicizing near misses

» Trendsintheuseof safety culturebuilding programs

» Trendsinthelevd of effort toingtall prevention programs

= Trendsinpublicawarenessand trust

These measuresand indicatorswerethe starting point for aseries of reports, of which thisisone, to assessthe
current state of chemica safety.

(3.0 Methods)

The Center employed asurvey, whichwill be repeated over time so that trends and changes can be noted and
tracked. Specifically, atelephone survey was conducted to measure therelevant attitudes, knowledge, and
experienceof peopleliving near steswherechemical releasesare possible.

3.1 Survey Instrument

The survey instrument employed included atotal of 15 primary questionsand 19 secondary questionsbased
upon responsesto the primary questions. The questionsweredivided into three categories. general information
questions, questionsfocusing on community awareness, and questionsfocusing on publictrust. Thequestions
on awarenesswereto determinethelevel of awareness of the public about the number and types of chemical
facilitieslocated inthe community and the efforts made by thefacilitiesand the community to protect the
community fromachemical incident. Thetrust questionsfocused onthe public’ s perception and belief whether
these effortswere adequateto protect public safety and health. A copy of the survey instrumentisinthe

Appendix.

3.2 Sampling M ethodoloqgy

To determinewho to survey, the Center used the U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgency (EPA) Risk
Management Program (RM P) 5-year accident history databaseto identify suitable chemical facilities. The
Center thenidentified the homeswithin aone-mileradius of the each of thefacilities sel ected and located the
telephonenumbers. The Center interviewed 720 randomly selected househol dsfrom acrossthe United States
that arelocated near facilitiesthat use, manufacture, or distribute chemicals. The sampleneeded to be broadly
reflective of the experiences across severa sites so that occurrencesat asingle sitewould not unduly affect the
analysisof theresponse.

The sampling approachinvolved the use of amultistage cluster sample of sitesand householdswithinamile
radiusof each site. Thesamplewasdtratified into two groups:. (1) thoseliving withinonemileof siteswitha
high probability of achemical release occurring, asregulated by the EPA RMPrule; and (2) thoseliving near
industriesthat havealow probability of arelease occurring.



Table 1: Number of Releases per Process Unit
Source; EPA RMP 5-year Accident History Database (1994-1999)

NAICS Process Process Releases Releases/
Code Units Process Unit

High Probability

322 Paper Manufacturing 249 9 0.38
331 Metal Manufacturing 260 41 0.16
325 Chemical Manufacturing 4,430 495 0.11
311 Food Manufacturing 1,886 215 011
324 Petroleum Refining 2,116 169 0.08

Low Probability

233t0 235 Construction 4 2 0.50
111 Crop Production 172 15 0.09
112 Animal production 71 6 0.08
211 Qil and Gas BExtraction 634 39 0.06

332to 339 Equipment Manufacturing 328 19 0.06

Bxx to 9xx Services and Government 412 21 0.05

326to 327 Plastic, Rubber, Non Metal 34 15 0.05

312to0 321 Bev, Tobac, Textile, Wood 207 10 0.05
221 Utilities 4,672 178 0.04

212to 213 Mining 74 3 0.04
493 Warehousing and Storage 1,316 46 0.03
422 Wholesale, Non Durable 6,041 122 0.02
115 Ag and Forestry 630 10 0.02

44xto 48x Retailers 560 7 0.01
323 Printing 22 0 0.00
421 Wholesale, Durable 12 0 0.00

Unknown 2

The EPA RMP5-year Accident History Databasewas used to determinea*” high” versusa“low” probability of
areleaseoccurrence. Table 1 summarizesthe number of rel eases per processunit, classified by the North
American Industrid Classification System (NAICS) code.

Thisinformation was used to determine ahigh frequency and alow frequency of incidentsin communities. Itis
assumed that based upon thefrequency of incidents, communitieswith ahigh frequency of incidentsaremore
likely to haveahigher community awvarenessand alower level of publictrust. Anarbitrary cutoff of 0.08
incidents/process was used to di stinguish between the high frequency and low frequency strata. Eventhough
construction showsafregquency of 0.50 and animal production afrequency of 0.08, they wereexcluded from
the high frequency stratabecause of relatively few process units associated with these activities.

In each group, 60 siteswererandomly selected. Anaverage of six households per siteweresurveyedfor a
total of approximately 360 householdsfrom within each stratum. Theactua number sampled from each siteis
proportional to the number of householdswithinaone-mileradiusof thesite. Thehouseholdswereidentified
through listed telephone numbers.



3.3 Limitations of Survey M ethodoloqgy

The 95 percent confidenceinterva isapproximately + 4 percent for asample of 720 households, assuminga
smplerandom sample. Thecluster sample potentially increasesthe error, and theamount of theincreaseisa
function of thevariability acrossclusters. Theestimated error for each stratum would be no morethan + 6
percent. Thiserror could belower for estimatesin which thetwo strataare combined, because stratification
along avariable providing homogeneity within astratum tendstoincrease the precision of the estimates. Under
thiscomplex sampledesign, each sampled househol d recel vesa sampling weight through which the sample-
based resultsare generaized to the entire popul ation.

C4.0 Community Awar eness )

For the purposes of this study, community awarenessisdefined asthe knowledge or awareness of companies
withintheir community that manufacture, use, or distribute chemicalsthat may be hazardous, any incidentsinthe
community involving these companies, and the attempt by the companiestoinform the community.

The community awareness questionsarewithinthreegeneral categories. Thefirst, Per spective, isdesignedto
identify abiased perspectivefrom arespondent. For example, amember of afirst responder group or someone
whoisan employeeof achemica manufacturing entity would bemorelikely to haveamoreinformed and higher
level of community awarenessthen someonewhoisnot. The second category, L evel of Awar eness, provides
adifferentiation tool to gauge how well informed and aware membersare of activitiestaking placeintheir
community. Thefina category, Outr each Efforts, gaugesif acommunity member hasbeen affected by an
outreach effort by the chemical industry, government, or other groups concerning chemical safety.

4.1 Perspective

The questionsin thissection focused on whether respondents might have an unusua level of knowledge
concerning chemical safety and chemical incidents. Question 1 specifically focuses on whether arespondent or
amember of that household isan employee of acompany that manufactures, usesor distributes chemicals, an
employeeof agovernment regulatory agency, or amember of afirst responder group. Inthehigh strata, less
then 15% of the respondentsworked for achemical company, lessthen 2.5% were employed by agovernment
regulatory agency, and lessthen 5% were membersof afirst responder group or agency. Inthelow strata, less
then 9% of the respondentsworked for achemical

company, lessthen 5% were empl oyed by agovernment Figure 1: Survey Question 9A°
regulatory agency, and lessthen 5% weremembersof a e s ol dta o 0t i an o sy s
first responder group or agency.

Questions 9(a) and 10(b) both focus on participationin

other groupsthat would havean unusua leve of

knowledge. Inthehigh strata, 3.8% of the respondents
participatedinal oca Emergency Planning Committee 0-2%
(LEPC), and lessthan 11% of the respondents

participated inaCommunity Advisory Panel (CAP).

Inthelow strata, lessthan 7.2% of the respondents
participatedinal.oca Emergency Planning Committee

(LEPC), and 15.6% of the respondentsparticipated ina

Community Advisory Panel (CAP). Therewasno W Yes wNo B Don't Know
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sgnificant difference betweenthehigh and low strata.

. - - Figure 2: Survey Question 10B
ReSpOI’]SEStO Qu&etl ons9A and 108 aredlsplayed n Does anyone in your household participate in the CAP?
Fi gures land?2. (Figure shows overall data for both high and low frequency strata)

88.3%

4.2 Level of Awareness

0.2%

The questionsin thissection focused onthe baseleve of
awareness of respondents concerning chemical safety
and chemicd incidentsintheir community. Thiscategory
encompasses el ght questionsincluding awvarenessof any
companiesinthe community that use, manufacture, or
distribute potentially hazardous chemicass, thetypesof
actionsthat onewould take during anincident, the

perceived level of awareness, theeffortsof external non-
i OYes B No 0O Don't Know
regulatory groupsand regulatory agencies, past
incidents, and potential levelsof danger.
Question 2, represented in Figure 3, _ _
f th f Figure 3: Survey Question 2
ocusesontheavareness ol any Are you aware of any companiesin your community that manufacture,
compan| esinthe Community that use or distribute chemicals that may be hazardous?
USe manufa;ture or d|str| bute (Figure shows overall data for both high and low frequency strata)
y y 60
potentially hazardouschemicals. In BYes
thehigh strata, 25.2% and inthe ® | No
O Don't Know

low strata, 31.0% of the il
respondentswere aware of such

companies. Inaseparate question,
inthehigh strata, 29.0% andinthe

<]

Percentage of Responses

low strata, 24.5% of the .

respondentsthought that other

membersof thecommunity were 10

very well informed or adequately 38
informed about whereto acquire 0

information during an emergency.
Figure 4: Survey Question 11

. . " Areyou aware of any chemical accidents that have occurred
Queg:l on 11' repre%ntaj InF gure in your community during the past five years?

4’ concernsthelevd of knowl edge (Figure shows overall data for both high and low frequency strata)
of any chemical accidentsthat b "
occurred inthe community during ©
thelast fiveyears. Inthehigh

strata, 33.7% of the respondents ®
knew of achemical accident that
had taken placein thecommunity
during the past fiveyears, andin
thelow strata, 24.6% of the
respondentsknew of achemical
accident that hadtakenplaceinthe  »

community duringthepast five

OYes
HNo
O Don't Know

Percentage of responses
8
N




years. Therewasadatistically significant difference between the high-rel easefacilitiesand thelow-release
facilities concerning knowledge of an EPA ingpection using aChi-Squared test at a0.05 level of significance.

Questions9(b), representedin Figure 5,
10 and 10(a) focus on the knowledge of
anLEPCoraCAP. Inthehigh strata,
41% of the respondents knew that there
wasan LEPC inthearea, and about
17% of therespondentshad knowledge
of aCAP. Inthelow strata, 37.7% of
the respondentsknew therewasan
LEPCinthearea, and 13.1% of the
respondents had knowledge of aCAP.

70

=3
3

&

Per centage of those aware of LEPC

=
S

Figure 6: Survey Question 14

(Figure shows overall data for both high and low frequency strata)
Please respond to each of the following (Yes or No) as to whether, to your knowledge, EPA has had
contact with any local company regarding:

45

Figure5: Survey Question 9B

Hasthe existance of the LEPC made your community safer?
(Figure shows overall data for both high and low frequency strata)

64.7

@
3

N
S

OYes
B No

O Don't Know|[ ]|

OYes

Percentage who felt there would be at least a little
danger (Q13) if a chemical accident occurred

&

[

40 HNo
0O Don't Know
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Inspection for Chemical Safety Accident Prevention and Hazard Reduction
Figure 7: Survey Question 15
(Figure shows overall data for both high and low frequency strata)
Please respond (Yes or No) as to whether, to your knowledge,
OSHA has had contact with any local company regarding:
OYes
ENo 1
O Don't Know
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8

»
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=
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@

Percentage who felt therewould be at least alittle
danger (Q13) if a chemical accident occurred

)

Inspection for Chemmical Safety

Accident Prevention and Hazard Reduction

208

Questions 14 and 15, represented in
Figures6and 7, gaugethelevel of
impact of the Federa regulatory
agenciesEPA and OSHA. Inthehigh
strata, 41% of the respondentsknew
that EPA had conducted aninspection
concerning chemical safety, about
40.3% of the respondents had
knowledge of an effort by EPA to
reduce accidents, and 38.8% had
knowledge of an OSHA inspection. In
thelow strata, 26.7% of the
respondentsknew that EPA had
conducted an ingpection concerning
chemical safety, about 30.1% of the
respondents had knowledge of an
effort by EPA to reduce accidents, and
33.4% had knowledge of an OSHA
ingpection. Interestingly, therewasa
datidicdly sgnificant difference
between the high-releasefacilitiesand
thelow-releasefacilitiesconcerning
knowledge of an EPA inspectionusing
aChi-Squared test at a0.05 level of
sgnificance.



4.3 Outreach Efforts

The questionsin this section focused on outreach efforts concerning the community. Thiscategory encompasses
typesof outreach efforts, including whether the respondents have received i nformation concerning potential
accidents, wheretheinformation camefrom, what other types of information isneeded, and whoisresponsible
for providingit.

Question 3 presentsthe general question of whether the respondent hasreceived information onwhat todoin
case of an accident inthecommunity involving therelease of chemicals. Inthehigh strata, 25% of the
respondentsreceived such information, with 77% of thosereceiving it fedling that theinformationwould enable
them to know what to do in the event of such an accident. Inthelow strata, 17% of the respondentsreceived
such information, with 87% of thosereceiving it feeling that theinformation would enablethem to know what to
dointheevent of such anaccident. Asmight be expected, therewasadatistically significant difference
between thelow strataand the high strataiin receiving suchinformation.

Inboth strata, the outletsthat provided theinformation were predominantly theloca company, physiciansand
health professional's, and government agencies. Thisseemed to meet respondent’ sexpectations, with almost
70% of the respondents expecting theinformation to comefrom government agenciesor thechemical
manufacturersthemselves. However, therewasageneral lack of knowledge about what additional informationis
necessary, with amost 40% of the respondents not knowing.

( 5.0 PublicTrust )

For the purposes of thisstudy, publictrust isdefined asthe perceived leve of trust the community placesinthe
agenciesand groupsthat support effortsto increase chemical safety inacommunity and theinformationthe
public receives concerning such effortsor incidents should they take place.

Thepublictrust questionsarewithinthree generd categories. Thefirgt, Information, isdesigned to understand
how the community getsitsinformation and wheretheir preferenceslie. Thesecond category, Effectsof
Efforts, focuseson how well theeffortsof different groups concerning chemical safety are perceived. Thefina
category, Ability to Respond, gaugesthe perception of whether acommunity hasthe ability to respond
appropriately toachemical incident.

5.1 Information

A seriesof five questions gauges aspectsof communication regarding achemica incident, including themethod
of communicating information, preferred sources of information, theability of theinformationto assist in safety,
andtimelinessof information.

Prior to anincident, the sourcesfor information on chemical safety werethe chemical company, agovernment
agency, an LEPC, aCAP, health professionals, and other citizen groups. Inthehigh strata, the most common
source wasthe company, 19.8% of received information came from the company, 15.5% of theinformation
came from agovernment agency, 13.2% from an LEPC, 5.5% from aCAP, 15.6% from ahealth
professional, and 9.5% from another citizensgroup. Inthelow strata, the most common sourcewasalso the
company, 16.0% of received information came from the company, 14.4% came from agovernment agency,
11.4%froman LEPC, 5.1% from aCAP, 14.3% from ahealth professional, and 6.1% from another citizens

group.



The preferred sourcefor suchinformation by the respondentswas primarily television. 39% of the respondents
said the best way to get the needed information wastelevision. Thischoicewasfollowed by brochures
(25.3%), newspapers (14%), radio (11.5%), and theinternet (8.7%).

Ingeneral, over 25% of the respondents did not know whereto acquire up-to-dateinformation during an
accident that involved arelease of chemicalsinthecommunity. Following that, therest of thetop five sources
wastelevisonwith 24.4%, emergency servicesat 15.9%, thefire department at 8.5%, and the policeor law
enforcement at 7.8%. Themedium of transmittal wasprimarily television, withamost 73% of the respondents
obtaining their information about chemical safety or incidentsfromtelevision. 66% of respondentsreceived
information from newspapers, 56% from theradio, and 51% from emergency sirens. Interestingly, 32% of the
information wasreceived from theinternet.

Almost 70% inthe high strataand over 51%inthelow strataof thosewho were aware of achemical incident
felt that theinformation they needed to protect themselves and their familieswasnot received in atimely manner.
However, over 77%inthe high strataand 85% inthelow stratafelt that theinformation oncereceived enabled
them to know what to do.

5.2 Effects of Efforts

Thereare numerousgroups making effortsto increase chemical safety inthecommunities. Thesegroupscan
generally bedivided into government and non-government entities. Thereare other groups, such asthe
company whose efforts can a so affect theleve of perceived safety and trust. However, theseindicatorswere
not measured asapart of thissurvey. Theeffectsof these effortswere measured through four questions.

For the purpose of the survey, EPA and OSHA were used to represent all government agenciesand may not
accurately reflect efforts of stateand local agencies. For the government, almost 85% of the high strata
respondentsand almost 88% of low stratarespondentswould feel safer if EPA provided accident prevention
and hazard reduction assistanceto achemical firm. Almost 81% of the high stratarespondentsand amost 84%
of low stratarespondentswould feel safer if OSHA provided accident prevention and hazard reduction
assistancetoachemical firm.

The second group iscomposed of non-government entitiesand isrepresented by LEPCsand CAPs.  Almost
65% of the high stratarespondents and amost 67% of low stratarespondentsfelt that the presence of an LEPC
makesacommunity safer. Almost 56% of the high stratarespondentsand almost 57% of low strata
respondentsfelt that the presence of a CAP makesacommunity safer. Respondents seemed to prefer and trust
theeffortsof government agenciesmorethanlocal, non-governmenta entitiesinincreasingthelevel of safety.

5.3 Ability to Respond

Lastly, theability of the community to respond isakey component intheleve of publictrust. If thereisthe
perception that the community, governmental agencies, and other groupsare unableto respond appropriately,
thentherewill beacorrespondingly lower level of trust.

Almost 62% of the high stratarespondentsand almost 57% of low stratarespondentsfelt that the community
could respond to achemical accident adequately or very well. However, amost 63% of the high strata
respondents and almost 57% of low stratarespondentsfelt that their familieswould bein someor agreat deal
of danger should achemical incident occur.
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(6.0 Conclus ons)

Thereisaneed for stakeholder and citizen input into effortsto increase chemical safety incommunitiesthrough
effortsto reduce the number of incidents, reduce the magnitude of incidents, and to inform the public before,
during, and after incidents. The purpose of the survey and thisreport isto provide abaseline metricand to
devel op amethodol ogy for ng thelevelsof community awarenessand public trust concerning chemical
safety in communities, with the outcomethat chemical enterpriseshave earned the public’ strust and public,
government, and facility interactionshaveimproved safety and reduced risks.

There seemsto be adefined need for additional effortsin community awareness. Lessthan one-third of
respondentswere aware of companiesinthe community that use, manufacture, or distribute potentially
hazardouschemicals. Lessthan haf of al respondentswere aware of non-governmental organizationsto assist
inimproving chemical safety, and lessthan half of al respondentswere aware of onsite effortsby EPA and
OSHA toincrease chemical safety through ingpections. Recently an Emergency Planning Commissionin

L ouisiana concluded that when emergency sirens sound, many peoplewander outside and attempt to determine
what isgoing on and what actions should betaken. Inthis particular community, understanding theloud speaker
announcements continuesto beaproblem.

Therea so seemsto be adefined need for additional effortsto earnthe public’ strust. Communitiesturnto
televisonfor their information, and the primary source of informationisthe company. However, during an
incident, over one-quarter of the respondentsdid not know where they could acquire up-to-dateinformation.
Thecommunitiesseemed tofed that effortsby EPA, OSHA, LEPCs, and CAPswereeffectiveinincreasing
chemical safety. However, very few were knowledgeabl e about such efforts. Lastly, amgority of the
respondentsfelt that even though their community may be ableto respond well to achemical incident, amajority
dtill felt that their familieswereat least in somedanger.



CAppendix-Surveylnstrument )

10

Survey of Citizens Near RMP Facilities
Regarding Chemical Safety

Hello, my nameis . I amcalling from Texas A& M University. We are conducting a
national study of Citizen Awareness of Chemical Safety at nearby facilities that use, manufacture, or
distribute chemicals. We are interviewing 720 people living in randomly selected households near these
facilities around the United States.

In order to choose one person in each household to interview, | need to know who in your household, 18
years or older, had the most recent birthday. | don’t mean who is the youngest adult, but rather who had
the most recent birthday. May | speak with that person?

[SKIP TO ALL BEGIN IF THE CORRECT PERSON ANSWERED PHONE]

[IF DESIGNATED RESPONDENT WASNOT AVAILABLE, RECORD FIRST NAME AND
MAKE CALLBACK APPOINTMENT]

ALL BEGIN: The survey will take about 10 minutes. Would you be willing to answer a few questions?
[IF No, EXIT Interview] Your responses will be viewed as representative of citizens living near
facilities that produce, use, or distribute chemicals. This survey is completely anonymous and there is
no way your answers can be identified as yours. You may skip any question you like or end the
interview at any time.

[USE THE FOLLOWING IF ASKED FOR MORE INFORMATION]
If you have any questions regarding this survey, you may call Mr. Charles Isdale at (979) 458-1168 or
visit our web site at http://process-safety.tamu.edu/.

1. Areyou or anyonein your household any of the following: [READ LIST, SELECT ALL THAT
APPLY]

An employee of acompany that manufactures, uses, or distributes chemicals; 1
Employed by a government regulatory agency [ OSHA, EPA, etc.] 2
A member of an emergency responder group or agency [ EMT organization, Fire Dept.] 3

[IFNOT 3 ABOVE, SKIPto QUESTION #2.]

la. Areyou a volunteer or paid member of thisfirst responder group or agency?

Volunteer 1
Paid 2
2. Areyou aware of any companiesin your community that manufacture, use, or distribute chemicals that
may be hazardous?
Yes 1
No 2
Don’'t Know

2a. Which companies are these?

3. Have you received information about what to do in case of an accident involving release of chemicalsin
your community?



3. Have you received information about what to do in case of an accident involving release of chemicalsin
your community?

Yes 1
No 2

[IF No SKIPto QUESTION #4.]

3a. How well do you think this information will enable you to know what to do in the event of an accident?
Would you say...[READ LIST]?

Very well 1
Adegquately 2
Not very well 3

3b. If told to Shelter-in-place, what action would you take?

4. Where would you acquire up-to-date information during an accident involving a release of chemicalsin
your community?

Where

5. Pleasetell me whether you get information about chemical safety or incidents from each of the
following sources: [READ LIST, MARK All RESPONSES]

Yes No
Radio 1 2
Television 3 4
Newspapers 5 6
Internet 7 8
Brochures 9 10
Siren 11 12
Automatic telephone system 13 14
Anywhere else Where

6. Have any of the following ever supplied chemical safety information to you?
[READ LIST (Scramble List Order), MARK ALL YES RESPONSES]

Local companies

Government agencies

Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)
Community Advisory Panel (CAP)

Physicians and Health Professional

Other Citizens Groups

None of the above

~NOoO o~ WNPE

[IF 7, SKIP to QUESTION #6b.]

6a. How well do you think the information you got will enable you to protect your family? Would you
say...[READ LIST]

Very well 1
Adequately 2
Not very well 3

11



12

6b. From which one source would you prefer to receive chemical safety information?  [READ LIST
(Scramble List Order), MARK ONE RESPONSE]

Local companies

Government agencies

Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)
Community Advisory Panel (CAP)

Physicians and Health Professional

Other Citizens Groups

OO~ WNER

7. What types of chemical safety information do you need that you do not have?

7a. What person, group, or agency should be responsible for providing this information?

7b. What do you think is the best way to get this information? Would you say
[READ LIST, MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE]

Radio 1
Television 2
Newspapers 3
Internet 4
Brochures 5

6

Anywhere else Where

8. How well do you think others in the community are informed about what to do and where to acquire
information in case of an emergency?

Very well 1
Adegquately 2
Not very well 3

9. Do you know if there is a Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) that plans for emergencies,
including chemical emergencies, in your area?

Yes 1
No 2
Don’'t Know 3
[IF No OR Don't Know SKIPto QUESTION #10.]
9a. Does anyone in your household participate in the LEPC?

Yes 1
No 2

9b. Hasthe existence of the LEPC made your community safer?
Yes 1
No 2
Don't Know 3



10. Do you know if there is a Community Advisory Panel (CAP) at a company in your area?

Yes 1
No 2
Don’'t Know

[IF No OR Don’'t Know SKIP to QUESTION #11.]

10a. At what company?

10b. Does anyonein your household participate in the CAP?

Yes 1
No 2

10c. Has the existence of the CAP made the local company safer?
Yes 1
No 2
Don’'t Know 3

11. Are you aware of any chemical accidents that have occurred in your community during the past five
years?

Yes 1
No 2

[IF No, SKIP to QUESTION #12.]

11a What kind of accident?

11b. Did you receive timely information about how to protect yourself and your household?

Yes 1
No 2

11c. What were the sources of information?

12. How well do you think your community can respond to a chemical accident?
[READ LIST]

Very well
Adegquately
Not very well
Don’t Know

A OWN P
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13. How much danger do you feel there would be to your family if a chemical accident occurred in your
community? [READ LIST]

A great deal of danger
Some danger

Little danger, or

No danger at all

Don’t Know

gabhwnN B

[IF4or5, SKIPto FINAL:]

13a. What kind of danger do you think a chemical accident would put your family in?

14. Please respond to each of the following (yes or no) as to whether, to your knowledge, the EPA has had
contact with any local company regarding: [READ LIST; RECORD ALL RESPONSES]

Yes No
Inspection for chemical safety 1 2
Accident prevention and hazard reduction 3 4
Don’'t Know 5 6

14a. If you knew the EPA was providing accident prevention and hazard reduction assistance to the
company, would that make you feel safer?

Yes 1
No 2
Don’t Know 3

15. Please respond (yes or no) as to whether, to your knowledge, OSHA has had contact with any local
company regarding: [READ LIST; RECORD ALL]

Yes No
Inspection for chemical safety 1 2
Accident prevention and hazard reduction 3 4
Don’'t Know 5 6

15a. If you knew OSHA was providing accident prevention and hazard reduction assistance to the
company, would that make you feel safer?

Yes 1
No 2
Don't Know 3
FINAL: Thank you very much for your time. That completes our survey.

GENDER. [RECORD GENDER]

Male 1
Femae 2



