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COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT

Matt Bllkey———Des1gnee for ISP: Superintendent
. Laura Steadham—IDEM
' Eecky Waym e——Morgan County LEPC

Jim Pridgen—Business and Industry, Ch "r -
lan Ewusi—IDHS :
Jeff Larmore—Local Govermnent R

COMNHTTEE MEMBERS ABSENT

Dean Larson*Publac Representauve v
Shawn French—Busmess/Industry Representatlve
Allison Moore—IDHS - .

COMMITTEE MEMBERSON THE PHONE =~

Cara Cyrus%ﬁéusme's"s: é’nd Iudusﬁy RepreeeutéﬁVe |

The followmg Comrmssxoners staff and au ence members were present

Charles Heﬂm~——]DHS , s Madlson Roe—IDHS
Justin Guedel- IDHS | ~ John Erickson —IDHS
Mare Torbeck-—IDHS _ James Greeson—IDHS
Krystal Hackney»—]DHS -

WELCOME AND lNTRODUCTION

Mr. Pridgen welcomed everyone to the meetmg and asked for a determmaﬁon of quorum

DETERMINATION OF OUORU_M_ - ’

Mr. Heflin advised there was a quomm

CONSIDERATION OF Mu\rUTEs

A motion to accept the January 9, 20 1 7, meetmg mmutes was made by Mr Ewusi and seconded by Ms.
Cyrus. No further discussion occurred.

Roll call vote

Mr. Pridgen—Yes Mr. Bilkey—Yes Mr. Larmore-—Yes Ms. Steadham—Absent
Ms. Cyrus—Yes Ms. Waymire—Yes  Mr. Ewusi—Yes
MOTION CARRIED



OLD BUSINESS

Mr. Pridgen introduced the agenda item LEPC Electronic Communications Policy Discussion. Mr. Guedel
stated that he had done some research on allowing a LEPC to conduct a meeting using electronic
communications. Mr. Guedel determined that county boards are not allowed to have an electronic
communications policy unless expressly authorized by statute and the LEPCs do not have that authorization
in the current statute. The only way to allow an; LEPC to utlhze ele tromc commumcatlons is to modlfy the
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stated that milk released in the wate Id ¢ cause a ﬁsh kill but milk does ot fallunder EPCRA Sectlon 304
because it does not have an RQ. He ned the same apphes to Bakken Oil releases/spllls "He explained
that the requirements that the IERC adopts is ‘based on EPCRA Section 304. Mr. Larmore stated that he
wanted to clarify his suggestlon and recommend ‘that the TERC allow the 1 non-CERCLA or non-EHS
chemical during a LEPC exercise that was in conjunction with their loca reutility but not grant this
exception every year. He stated the. IERC ‘could decide the frequency of how often the exception would be
given and that he is not suggesting they allow this exception every year. Mr. Larmore explained that the Jocal
water utilities have a response plan in place and they work closely with IDEM but not with the rest of their
community partners such as the local fire department or law enforcement agency. Mr. Pridgen asked Ms.
Waymire if she had anything to add to the discussion. She asked Mr. Pridgen to clarify the question being
posed. Mr. Pridgen indicated he wanted to know what Ms. Waymire’s thoughts were about the LEPCs using
a chemical that does not have an RQ during their exercise and allowing the LEPC to use LEPC funds for the
exercise. Ms. Waymire stated that she would defer the question to Mr. Ewusi. Mr. Ewusi stated that he did
not understand why LEPCs would have to use their funds when it is the water utility that has been tasked with




the requirement to conduct an exercise and it should be the water utility that reaches out to the LEPC to
include them in their exercise. Mr. Pridgen asked Mr. Bilkey to provide his thoughts on the issue. Mr. Bilkey
stated that the Committee is “getting into the weeds” with this issue and the Committee should look at the
language of the rules to determine exactly what the rules call for. Ms. Roe entered the discussion by giving
an example of a transportation incident exercise that released Anhydrous Ammonia into a waterway and that
exercise would be eligible for funding. She continued to explain that she believed it was Mr. Greeson’s vision
that local water utilities could be invited to work with LEPCs to improve the relationship between both
entities. Mr. Bilkey stated that he did not agree with simply funding a contractor to develop and run an exercise
when he believes there are other averiues to get thrs accomplished such as using IDHS staff or a nearby LEPC.
Mr. Larmore asked if staff could find out how many LEPCs used a contactor to develop their annual exercise
in 2016. Mr. Bilkey noted that those LEPCs hired a contractor to conduct their exercise, not another entity’s
exercise like a water utility. Mr. Larmore stated the water utrhtres are not requrred to conduct an annual
exercise. Mr. Bilkey stated if they. are not requrred to condu al exercise then why would an LEPC
want to fund the water utility to do an exercise for them? Mr. Larmore stated that it was for the benefit to the
community. Mr: Ewusi aoreedzwzth Mr. Bllkey s corrunents Mr, Pmdgen stated that he cannot think of a time
that Bartholomew County has uti lized a contactor to. facrhtate their annual exercrse Mr Pridgen stated that
he is concerned about getting away from conductmg exercrses that do not use an EHS or CERCLA chemical.
He also stated he likes the idea of conductmg a commumty exercise but what happens when an electrical
utility approaches the LEPC and wants to conduct an exercise but have the LEPC pay for it. Mr. Larmore
stated the electric utilities have not been requested to conduct perrodrc exercises. Mr. Bilkey asked how far
would an LEPC take it if a public entity or even a facility wanted to conduct an exercise but have the LEPC
pay for it. Mr. Pridgen used the example of having Cummins host an exercise but the LEPC would be required
to pay for it. Mr. Larmore stated that Marion County LEPC utilizes facilities all the time. He also stated that
IDEM hosted two (2) Surface Water Emergency Response Workshops in which the LEPCs were encouraged
to participate : and the LEPCs were encouraged 1o brmg elements of the water u‘uhty s plan into their LEPC
response plan. Mr. Larmore asked if the LEPC is requlred to insert elements of the water utility’s plan into
their plan should the LEPC not be expected to conduct an exercise on'those new elements. Mr. Ewusi stated
that the water utilities are still required to conduct an exercise with or without the: LEPC and he could not
justify the use of LEPC funds when the utility is requlred 10 conduet an-exercise regardless Mr: Larmore read
excerpts from a letter from the IERC Chairman, Mr. Greeson ‘which was directed to LEPCs that have
community water systems supphed by surface water sources. This letter encouraged the LEPCs to reach-out
to their local water utilities and collaborate with them to include elements in their LEPC plan to protect the
local drinking water. The letter went on to say the JERC was encouragrng the LEPCs:to. include the local
water utilities in their next table top exercise. Mr. Ewusi stated that the letter that Mr. Larmore read
encouraged LEPCs and water utilities to work together but it did not suggest the LEPCs fund an exercise for
the water ut1ht1es Mr. Prrdgen stated that he would discuss this issue with Mr. Greeson when he'arrives later
today to try to get clarification regardmg the letter Mr. Larmore read to the Cornmrttee members. Ms.
Waymire stated that she would like "clarrﬁcatron on whether LEPC funding can be used for a joint exercise
with a water utility as well as if an EHS or CERCLA chemical has to be used when exercising with the water
utilities. Mr. Pridgen stated that he did not feel comfortable allowing an LEPC to do.an exercise and not use
an EHS or CERCLA chemical. He stated he would support using a chemrcal that the water utility chooses
and an EHS or CERCLA chemrcal for the LEPC to be able to count it as their annual exercise. Mr. Pridgen
noted that it would be a good idea if the LEPC included the local water utility into their LEPC response plan
and an exercise took place that included the water utility. Mr. Larmore stated that Marion County LEPC
already does that. He noted that in 2015 they conducted an exercise at Kroger Dairy where they had a release
of Anhydrous Ammonia and all the pertinent response agencies were present at the exercise. Mr. Larmore
stated it would be easier for everyone to understand his position had they attended one of the two (2)
workshops that were held in the state to address this matter. He stated that only he and Mr. Beier attended the
workshops. He stated that in the workshops the local water utilities indicated that the LEPCs were not
favorable to them. Mr. Pridgen noted that the fact that LEPCs are not including their water utilities is another
problem that would need to be addressed. He noted that LEPCs should be inviting all public agencies to their




exercises to help build relationships within the community. Mr. Pridgen stated that he would like to bring this
discussion up at the Commission meeting later today after he has had the chance to talk with Mr. Greeson to
determine what was the intent of his letter to the LEPCs. Ms. Waymire asked Ms. Roe if an LEPC conducted
a joint exercise with a water utility and used a non-EHS or non-CERCLA chemical, could the LEPC be
reimbursed using Hazards Materials Emergency Preparedness (HMEP) grant funds. Ms. Roe stated that it
would have to be a transportation-related exercise and fixed facilities would not qualify as transportation-
related.
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major incident occurred. Mr. Prldg, aske’d Ms. Roe to add to her prei ation a list of facilities that have on-
site emergency coordinators. Ms. Roe statéd that it wasa requirement for a facility that has an EHS chemical
to have an on-site coordinator so they should all have them. Mr. Larmore stated that the challenge with Tier
II reporting is the person who fills out the report is not always the key individual with whom someone would
want to get in contact with if something happened at their facility. Mr. Larmore believes it would also be a
good idea to contact the facilities within each county and asking them to help get the LEPC back online. Ms.
Cyrus noted that in some cases the facilities will hire a contractor to do their Tier I filing and that individual
may know nothing about the facility except what they store and where. Ms. Roe noted that when she and Ms.
Hackney gathered the information for the facilities they researched they obtained the regulatory contact and



not the person who filed the Tier IT information. Ms. Roe continued with her presentation and explained what
vulnerable populations were near the Tier II facilities in each county. She explained that vulnerable
populations could include schools, nursing homes, hospitals, or any other structare that may require moving
a large number of people if an evacuation was required. Ms. Hackney noted that the facilities they selected
are ones with EHS chemicals above Threshold Planning Quantity and/or have DHS Chemicals of Interest.
She explained that the facilities they selected are ones that could pose a considerably serious threat to the
population near them and the threat could be something that is fast-moving, providing little time to react in
the event of a release. Mr. Pridgen stated that the information that Ms. Roe and Ms. Hackney are presenting
is good information that the local community needs to know about. He noted that the information that Ms.

Roe is presenting is information that should be given to the local media outlets such as newspapers or radio
stations so the community can be made aware of the dangers they face. He .also noted that Ms. Roe’s
information would be good to prov1de to-the school Supenntendents at their annual meeting or the newly
appointed Superintendent of the Indiana Department of Education. Mr. Ewasi stated that staff has selected
five (5) counties that they would hi(e to‘ target getting the mfannatlon out to the communities. Mr. Pridgen
noted that he would: like to be notiﬁ d when staff will be dehvermg their presentation to the selected
communities as he would like to also attend these meetings. Mr. Larmore stated that he would like to attend
community meetmgs as well. Ms. Roe explamed why staff chose the ﬁve (5) countles She noted that Carroll
and Cass Counties were chosen because they are close together and both have a numerous amount of facilities
close to commumtles and Vulnerable populatlons Starke and Sw1tzerland Counties were chosen because they
have a new LEPC Chalrpersons and they are wanting to work with staff to become compliant. Mr. Ewusi
noted that Orange County was also chosen to reach out to. Ms. Waym1re stated that she thought the Focus
Group was a good idea and would be a good ‘way to, outreach to the communities in the affected counties. Mr.

Ewusi stated that staff is planmng to sét up publlc meetmgs within the af’fected counties in-an attempt to get
the word out to the communities. Mr. Pridgen requested to know who would be the contact person in each of
the affected counties. Mr. si stated that staff will be contacting the facility emerg’ency ‘cOordinators, school
Superintendents and Pnnmpals and inform them of what staff will be doing and encourage these individuals
to attend the meetings. Mr. Pridgen stated that the meetings should be focused on sharing information with
the attendees that staff has valid concern about their safety and they should also share this concern. Mr.

Ewusi asked the Committee what kind of timeline they would like to see. these meetmgs take place. Mr.

Pridgen stated as soon as staff can get the meetmgs setup. Mr. Larmore stated that it may be best to ask the
points of contact in each county and they may have a better 1dea of when best to reach the biggest audience

Mr. Ewusi requested to know what the Committee defines as a point of contact w1thm the commumty Mr.

Pridgen stated that the point of contact should be an individual with whom staff can share their concerns and
would be willing to convey these concerns. to the leadership within.the commumty Mr. Larmore noted that
the EMA Directors may be.a good person to start with if they have a good personahty He also noted that the
individuals staff should be targetmg are the key. commumty leaders within each county. Mr. Pridgen noted
that every commumty has someone that “goes to Dunkin Donuts every day” and is the strongest person in the
community that everyone listens to and who is not an elected official but people gravitate towards when they
speak. Mr. Larmore suggested also loekmg for an individual like Ms. Waymire who is good at networking
with everyone in the community and may have the inside tract to influential individuals within a county. Mr.

Ewusi asked if staff should take out an ad in the newspaper to announce the public meetings. Mr. Erickson
suggested not utilizing traditional ‘media at first. He suggested makmg some direct contacts in the
communities and if there is still a lack of cooperation then ut1112111g traditional media outlets. Mr. Pridgen
stated that the three (3) biggest partners that staff should target are medical facilities, schools and the major
industries in each community as well as individuoals from the inactive LEPCs. Mr. Pridgen suggested starting
with Cass and Carroll Counties first. Ms. Waymire suggested keeping the communication with the community
leaders positive. She noted it is important to convey the dangers the facilities pose but to keep the
communication positive and reinforce the idea that staff and the Committee members are there to help.

NEW BUSINESS




Mr. Pridgen introduced the agenda item Status of LEPC Deliverables. Mr. Larmore requested to know where
the LEPCs stand in terms of reporting their exercise proposals for 2017. Mr. Heflin reported that fifteen (15)
counties have submitted their exercise proposal for 2017. He stated that submitting their proposals by March
1 is a new policy so some counties were not prepared to have their proposal ready by the March 1 date and
some counties do not have their first meeting until sometime later in March.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Pridgen requested a motion fo a e 1 ¢ ion z};djburn and Ms. Waymire
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