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Washington’s Auto Body Pilot Project

* Combined elements from:
— ERP Mo
— EnviroS
— Local S
* Main goa
— Assess h voluntary
leaders
— Increase compliance and adoption of BMPs
— Move businesses to voluntarily self-certify
— Increase the number of EnviroStars businesses

Why This Approach?

“Beyond Waste”)
Program

combine
the ERP
Leadersh
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Who Was Involved?

e Local So
— State a from 13
entitie

— Goalt t Sound
and th

e EnviroSt

— Busine cal
govern

— Goal to promote proper management and
reduction of hazardous waste and materials

Pilot Project Area

* Nine counti i nd (west
side of s

* Spokane e of state

* Includes s total
populati
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Nature of Pilot Project

Multimedia approach: air quality, water
quality, an
Complianc ce” BMPs

117 questi for
verificatio
Incentives

— Opportu Notice of
Compliance

— Self-certify to become a certified EnviroStar
business

™Y DEPARTMENT OF

—— ECOLOGY
Universe Identification

* List from Department of Labor and Industries

— Worker’s d non-related
but simil bedliner)

— Excluded pair, and
related b

— Auto bod therefore
presume

* Local air authorities’ permitees

* Harris InfoSource “Selectory” database for
NAICS code 811121
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Data “Cleaning” — Round 1

Three lists combined for 1725 facilities
First step:

Second ste tside target
jurisdictio counties)

Third step: rly not in
autobody i office)

Revised list acilities

L o DEPARTMENT OF
~— ECOLOGY
- State of Washington

Data “Cleaning” — Round 2

e Other use of “Selectory” database returned
about 75% ut of
business)

* Fourth ste o state
business i X
registratio and
corporatio
— If tax or license registration closed, removed entry
— If tax and license registration active, left alone
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Final Universe List

* Revised list 831 potential
e 11 jurisdi

— 8 counti

— 3 cities,

* Developed custom list for each jurisdiction
based on final list of 779 facilities

Sample Size Calculation

e Used EPA “ERP Sample Planner”

* Planner
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L ® DEPARTMENT OF
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Site Visits
Due to resource limitations, management set
target of

le test
using
90% conf error of
+8.5%

Sample s ound

19.4% of total facilities to receive visit (151
visits/779 total sites)

Additional Sites

* Participating county requested list for
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Stratification

* Multiplied each jurisdiction’s total number of
sites by 19 umber of
visits requi
— Always ro e integer; e.g.,

result of
— Rounding ber of site
visits to 1

e Changing from 19.4% to 19.3% of sites
affected one jurisdiction, reducing its count by
one visit; all others remained the same

L o DEPARTMENT OF
~— ECOLOGY
- State of Washington

Small Strata Methodology

Of 12 total jurisdictions, five have 15 or more
sites — OK

Remaining fewer than
15 sites — 9% of total)
Concerned ions
Divided int

— More tha i Visi

— More than 15 sites but fewer than 15 visits
— Fewer than 15 sites
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State of Washington

Small Strata Adjustments

Stratum 1: Jurisdictions with 15 or more sites
and visits —

Stratum 2: r more sites
but fewer t ple by 5%
(or24.3% o of 19.3%),
resulting in

Stratum 3: r than 15
total sites — census of all facilities

Data from strata 2 and 3 weighted accordingly

™Y DEPARTMENT OF
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Final Inspection Numbers
W

City of Bellevue 1 more (oversample stratum)
City of Bellingham 13 13 10 more (census stratum)
City of Issaquah 8 8 6 more (census stratum)
King County 47

Kitsap County 77 15

Mason County 9 9 7 more (census stratum)
Pierce County 25

San Juan County 4 3 more (census stratum)
Skagit County 8 1 more (oversample stratum)
Snohomish County 25

Spokane County 20

Whatcom County 7 1 more (oversample stratum)
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Sample Selection and List Generation

Prepared each jurisdiction’s list in Excel, listing
facilities i betical
order

sequence

Total list

universe i

jurisdiction, selected random sequence of
1-50 and prioritized list based on Excel row

Final Numbers

Final universe actually totaled 507 facilities

10



™Y DEPARTMENT OF

2 ECOLOGY
Data Management

» Data storage — created database in Access to
handle res

e Data clean entry for
illogical, in wers

e Data analy SPSS
statistics s

— Transfor £. s converted
to 24-hour scale, 1:30 pm became 13:30)

— Assigned level of measurement, labels, etc.
— Created new variable for “good” or “bad” answers

™Y DEPARTMENT OF

—— [ECOLOGY
New Variables

* Determined whether answers were good (= 1)
or bad (= n those
responses

Made roll- e —add up
all good a | number
of questio

* Also allow coding (e.g.,
“good” answer might be “Yes” or “N/A”)

1/19/2012
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- ECOLOGY
Statistical Analysis

* Normality: data not really normally distributed

— Slightly 1.243,
dependi
epending on

— Given la ined no
adjustm

* No outliers possible for most questions, due to
nominal data

DEPARTMENT OF

= ECOLOGY

Statistical Significance

* Used Pearson Chi-Square calculation to
determin
— Compar ion results
— Ignored e calculation
—x?<0.10

* Only relie both
significan the
margin of error

12
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Significant Results — Hazardous Waste

 aueston | Basoine | ertcaton | change |

Are all hazardous waste containers properly 56% 70% +15%
labeled?

Are all hazardous waste containers properly 62% 74% +11%
labeled with the risk hazard?

Is mercury-containing equipment handled as 74% 85% +11%
hazardous waste or recycled as universal waste?

Does facility teach employees proper hazardous 69% 79% +10%
waste management procedures?

Are waste containers closed except when 69% 79% +10%
materials are being added or removed?

Does hazardous waste accumulation area have 57% 67% +10%
secondary containment?

Significant Results — Air Quality

T aueson | casoine | ertiaton | Change.

Is inspection log kept? 35% 68% +32%

Does spray booth have 98% capture of 51% 72% +21%
overspray?
Does facility document HTEP training? 59% 74% +16%

Does facility document coatings used containing 32% 46% +14%
chromium, lead, cadmium , nickel, and
manganese?

Does facility use dustless vacuum equipment? 33%

13
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Significant Results — Water Quality
| Queston | Baseline | Verification | Change |

Is all outside waste under cover and not in direct 39% 76% +37%
contact with soil?

™Y DEPARTMENT OF

——[ECOLOCY

Significant Results — Management

T aueson | casoine | ertiaton | Change.

Is there any indication of spills in or near the 9% 18% -9%
shop?

Does the facility work with vendors to find less 86% 73% -13%
hazardous products?

Note that these t ental
performance. Ec ewer facilities
reported explorin, sites showed
indications of spill s reliable 90%
confidence level.

14
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All Questions — Not Just Significant Results

* Graded businesses A (glvmg ‘sood” responses
to at least gh F (giving
“good” res 0% of
guestions)

e Number of reased
more than erification

* Number of ses fell by
half from baseline to verification

™Y DEPARTMENT OF
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Business Grades
| Grade | PercentatBaseline | Percentat Verification |

A 16% 26%
(290% good answers)

B 32% 38%
(80-89% good answers)

C 27% 23%
(70-79% good answers)

D 14% 9%
(60-69% good answers)

F 11% 5%
(<60% good answers)

Note: Verification total numbers exceed 100% due to rounding

1/19/2012

15



1/19/2012

A & B Facilities by Environmental Area

Environmental Percentage of Facilities Scoring | Percentage of Facilities Scoring
Area Grade A or B — Baseline Grade A or B - Verification
Hazardous Waste 55% 63%
Air Quality 59% 74%

Water Quality 29% 41%
Overall 48% 64%

Project Evaluation

Contrac

Conduc
busines

Web-ba
membe

16
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Survey and Interview Topics

Satisfaction with the project

Challenge tion
Motivatio icipation
Effectiven

Opportun

Satisfaction with Project

* Among active participants, more than half
satisfied ation

process, a aterials

* Project te er levels
of satisfac ification,
for reason oncept to
implemen

* Both businesses and project team members
preferred multimedia program

17
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Challenges and Barriers

Checklist was too long; took too much time
Managing

Technical

Public age n private
data, but ies

Local Sour

Staffing changes

Timing: harsh winter of 2008-09 and recession

DEPARTMENT OF

Motivations and Incentives

* Self-certified participants motivated by:

— Ability to quirement
* 56% of centive
* 82% of eted the forms

— Ability to n
e 44% of centive

* 28% su ly seven
becam ps in the pilot
group already EnviroStars certified)

1/19/2012
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Effectiveness of Program Elements
About 1 in 5 of businesses (19%) completed

self-certifi

Over half ( gh site visit
and/or sel

Remainde via mail

Highest sa nical
assistance , anual

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0804017.pdf

L o DEPARTMENT OF
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- State of Washington

Opportunities for Improvement

Shorter checklist and ability for electronic data

nformation
Clear and sinesses

More effe dustry
associatio businesses

Early and ongoing communication and
coordination with local partners

19
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Conclusions

Participants increased compliance
Self-certifi short of goal
Limited su mpliance

Mandator self-
certificatio sults

Financial a ition, and
fewer inspections may increase participation

Ecology not planning another ERP project but
may incorporate some aspects in future work

L ™ DEPARTMENT OF
~—~ |ECOLOGY
= State of '»'-'J\F--F-ﬂt:m

Additional Information Available

* Cascadia Consulting Evaluation Report:

20
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For Additional Information

21



