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Results of National Survey of Corporate Environmental Behavior 

and the Toxics Release Inventory
Mark Stephan, Washington State University, Vancouver
Michael E. Kraft, University of Wisconsin-Green Bay

Troy D. Abel, University of Wisconsin-Green Bay

This summary document reports on results of a national survey of 1,000 manufacturing facilities conducted between June and August 2005.  The survey focused on facility experience with the federal Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) and it was supported by a grant from the National Science Foundation (No. 0306492, Information Disclosure and Environmental Decision Making).  The research is part of a larger project that examines the effects of the TRI on corporate and community decision making.  
These results are based on responses from 238 facilities nationwide, which represents a response rate of over 24 percent of the facilities that received the survey.  For surveys of this kind this is well above the norm.  We have compared survey respondents with our national sample and find no response bias of any significance.  Thus we believe the answers here are reflective of the views and experience of all industrial facilities reporting TRI releases during the 1990s and early 2000s.

Descriptive Statistics for Leading Survey Questions

We report here on frequency counts for the major questions asked in the survey other than those represented in the tables that follow this list.   For this purposes, we include only those questions for which answers can be summarized in this manner.   Additional responses and comments from the survey are reported in other project papers and will be discussed in future work.  

The number of responses varies from question to question as not all respondents answered all questions.  We report the number and percentage of non-responses for each question.  
The numbers of questions refer to the order in which they were asked.  The survey form itself is posted on the project Web site (www.uwgb.edu/idedm) in a Microsoft Publisher format.  
The full paper that includes a discussion of these findings is also available at the project Web site, and it is listed under conference papers as presented at the American Political Science Association annual meeting in Washington, D.C. in September 2005.  We have updated the paper to reflect surveys received through November 14, 2005.

Results of the Survey
2a.  Job title

39.5% (90) Environmental, health, and safety manager or specialist:  
25.9% (59) Environmental manager or specialist

4.4%  (10) Regulatory compliance specialist

7.5% (17) Plant manager

2.2% (5) Human resources manager

1.8% (4) Consultant

18.9% (43) Other

3.1% (7) No response
2c. Are you a member of a professional association related to these duties?

43.3% (103) Yes

50.8% (121) No
5.9% (14) No response
3. For how many years have you held this job within the facility?

9.70 years (Mean)

7.41  years (Standard Deviation)

4.  To what extent is your work related to TRI?

14.3% (34) A great deal (50% or more)
25.2% (60) Some (20-49%)

56.7% (135) Only a little (0-19%)
3.8 % (9) No response

5. Including yourself, about how many full-time equivalent employees work at your facility?

311.40 employees (Mean)

714.27 employees (Standard Deviation)

6. Including yourself, about how many full-time equivalent employees work on environmental, health, and safety issues for your facility?

3.92 employees (Mean)

10.42 employees (Standard Deviation)
7. Does the facility have an EMS
57.1% (136) Yes

39.1% (93) No
3.8% (9) No response
8a.  Is the facility ISO certified

50.8% (121) Yes
46.6% (111) No
2.5% (6) No response
8b.  Which certification?

Percentages are for those who answered yes to Q 8a

20.4% (42) 14001
47.1% (97) 9001

18.5 % (38) Other

14.1% (29) Both 9001 and 14001

9a.  If not certified, seeking certification?

13.9% (15) Yes

86.1% (93) No
9b. Have you decided not to seek ISO certification in the near term?

69.6% (71) Yes
30.4% (31) No

10. How would you characterize your relationship to your corporate headquarters, when it comes to environmental management decisions such as reducing toxic chemical releases?
31.5% (75) This location is the corporate office

31.1% (74) The facility has almost complete control over decision-making

20.6% (49) Decisions are shared equally between the corporate office and the facility

8.8% (21) Some limited discretion is held at the facility level

4.6% (11) All decisions are made by the corporate office

11.  Your facility has made significant improvements over the past few years in:

a. Energy recovery
10.5%  (25) Strongly agree

26.1%  (62) Somewhat agree

29.0%  (69) Neutral

9.2% (22) Somewhat disagree

9.2% (22) Strongly disagree

14.3% (34) DK/NA

1.7% (4) No response

b. Recycling

25.2% (60) Strongly agree

43.3% (103) Somewhat agree

21.4% (51) Neutral

5.5% (13) Somewhat disagree

0.4% (1) Strongly disagree

2.5% (6) DK/NA

1.7% (4) No response

c. Reduction in toxic releases

27.3% (65) Strongly agree

37.0% (88) Somewhat agree

24.8% (59) Neutral

5.0% (12) Somewhat disagree

1.7% (4) Strongly disagree

2.5% (6) DK/NA

1.7% (4) No response

d. Treatment of toxics on or off site

13.5% (32) Strongly agree

26.1% (62) Somewhat agree

34.5% (82) Neutral

8.0% (19) Somewhat disagree

1.7% (4) Strongly disagree

13.9% (33) DK/NA

2.5% (6) No response

e. Source reduction

18.1% (43) Strongly agree

38.2% (91) Somewhat agree

28.6% (68) Neutral

8.4% (20) Somewhat disagree

2.9% (7) Strongly disagree

2.1% (5) DK/NA
1.7% (4) No response

12.  How frequently have you interacted with the following groups?  See Table 4.

13.  Which of the following are significant environmental issues at your facility

Percentage answering yes

78.2%  (186) Air emissions
50.8% (121) Water discharges

47.1% (112) Solid waste

61.3% (146) Hazardous waste

4.6%  (11) Land use planning

22.7% (54) Odors, noise, or other nuisance

31.5% (75) Toxic chemical management

5.5% (13) Other

14.  For which do you have specific objectives that go beyond regulatory requirements?

Percentage answering yes
40.8%  (97) Air emissions

34.5% (82) Water discharges

27.7% (66) Solid waste

37.4% (89) Hazardous waste

2.1%  (5) Land use planning

16.8% (40) Odors, noise, or other nuisance

20.6% (49) Toxic chemical management

6.3% (15) Other

16.  Are incentives provided to employees for reaching the objectives?

Based on those who do have specific objectives
31.2% (48) Yes

68.8% (106) No
17. For how many years has the facility submitted TRI data to the U.S. EPA?

15.46 years (Mean)

8.12 years (Standard Deviation)

18. How much time would you say the TRI effort takes each year, in terms of weeks of your time and/or that of other employees?

4.87 weeks (Mean)
15.80 weeks (Standard Deviation)
19.  How would you describe your facility’s overall experience with the TRI?

4.6% (11) Strongly positive

31.5% (75) Positive

50.4% (120) Neutral/mixed

9.2% (22) Negative

2.5% (6) Strongly Negative
1.7% (4) No response
22.  Effect of TRI experience on environmental management decisions.  See Table 5.  
23.  Agreement or disagreement with statements about media coverage of the facility’s TRI releases:

a. Media coverage has been extensive

0.4% (1) Strongly agree

5.8% (13) Somewhat agree

13.5% (32) Neutral

13.9% (33) Somewhat disagree

35.7% (85) Strongly disagree

29.4% (70) DK/NA
1.7% (4) No response
b. Media coverage has decreased over the past decade

3.8% (9) Strongly agree

19.0% (38) Somewhat agree

18.9% (45) Neutral

8.4% (20) Somewhat disagree

7.6% (18) Strongly disagree

43.3% (103) DK/NA
2.1% (5) No response
c. Media coverage has been favorable to the facility or company

2.5% (6) Strongly agree

8.2% (18) Somewhat agree

24.4% (58) Neutral

10.5% (25) Somewhat disagree

10.9% (26) Strongly disagree

41.6% (99) DK/NA
2.5% (6) No response
24.  Rating of the importance of various factors in your facility’s management of toxic chemical releases?  See Table 6.
25. In describing the regulatory environment within their state, respondents indicated whether they agreed or disagreed with the following statements:

a. In general, the political climate in the state is supportive of business interests

6.4% (15) Strongly agree

28.5% (67) Somewhat agree

20.9% (49) Neutral

20.0% (47) Somewhat disagree

19.2% (45) Strongly disagree

4.7% (11) DK/NA
0.4% (1) No response

b. Democrats and Republicans within the state government frequently disagree over environmental issues

10.6% (25) Strongly agree
25.5% (60) Somewhat agree
18.3% (43) Neutral
3.4% (8) Somewhat disagree
0.4% (1) Strongly disagree
11.5% (27) DK/NA

30.2% (71) No response

c. State regulatory requirements are highly stringent
23.6% (55) Strongly agree
25.3% (59) Somewhat agree
15.9% (37) Neutral
2.6% (6) Somewhat disagree
0.4% (1) Strongly disagree
1.7% (4) DK/NA

30.5% (71) No response

d. My facility or company has a good working relationship with federal regulators

18.8% (44) Strongly agree
23.1% (54) Somewhat agree
18.4% (43) Neutral
0.9% (2) Somewhat disagree
0.4% (1) Strongly disagree
8.1% (19) DK/NA

30.3% (71) No response

e. My facility or company has a good working relationship with state regulators
26.9% (63) Strongly agree
29.5% (69) Somewhat agree
8.6% (20) Neutral
2.1% (5) Somewhat disagree
0.9% (2) Strongly disagree
1.7% (4) DK/NA

30.3% (71) No response

f. My facility or company has a good working relationship with local government officials

28.9% (68) Strongly agree
29.8% (70) Somewhat agree
8.1% (19) Neutral
0.9% (2) Somewhat disagree
0.4% (1) Strongly disagree
1.7% (4) DK/NA

30.2% (71) No response

g. Most state environmental regulators are honest and trustworthy

20.1% (47) Strongly agree
22.2% (52) Somewhat agree
16.2% (38) Neutral
3.4% (8) Somewhat disagree
0.4% (1) Strongly disagree
6.8% (16) DK/NA

30.8% (72) No response

h. State or federal regulators have made offers of technical assistance to this facility to help reduce toxic releases

9.8% (23) Strongly agree
15.0% (35) Somewhat agree
19.7% (46) Neutral
4.3% (10) Somewhat disagree
12.4% (29) Strongly disagree
8.6% (20) DK/NA

30.3% (71) No response

26.  On matters of pollution control, our facility has experienced the following:

a. Pollution releases tend to reflect levels of production

42.6% (100) Strongly agree

36.6% (86) Somewhat agree

5.1% (12) Neutral

7.2% (17) Somewhat disagree

6.0% (14) Strongly disagree

1.3% (3) DK/NA
1.3% (3) No response
b. Pollution releases have been reduced due to changes in pollution control technology, maintenance, or quantity of pollution control devices at this facility.

22.6% (53) Strongly agree

35.3% (83) Somewhat agree

17.5% (41) Neutral

12.3% (29) Somewhat disagree

8.9% (21) Strongly disagree

2.1% (5) DK/NA
1.3% (3) No response
c. Pollution releases have changed due to the level of use of, or use of different, raw materials or production chemicals?

26.4% (62) Strongly agree

41.7% (98) Somewhat agree

18.3% (43) Neutral

6.0% (14) Somewhat disagree

4.7% (11) Strongly disagree

1.7% (4) DK/NA
1.3% (3) No response
d. Pollution releases at this facility tend to fluctuate for other reasons
3.8% (9) Strongly agree

10.6% (25) Somewhat agree

17.5% (41) Neutral

10.2% (24) Somewhat disagree

14.0% (33) Strongly disagree

32.3% (76) DK/NA
11.5% (27) No response
Table 1.  Survey Sample’s TRI Facility Environmental Performance (Air Emissions)

Associated with Increasing or Decreasing Releases and Risk

	Performance Levels
	Sample
	Survey Sample
	Sampling Frame
	National

	Gold

Facilities in the top quartile for reductions of pollution and risk relative to 1995 levels


	37
(15.5%)


	167

(15.4%)
	526

(15.7%)


	1,406

(17.0%)



	Green

Facilities decreasing pollution and/or risk
	65
(27.3%)


	321

(29.7%)
	929

(27.9%)


	2,134

(25.7%)



	Blue

Facilities with little or no change in pollution and risk


	21
(8.8%)


	125

(11.5%)
	392

(11.7%)


	965

(11.7%)



	Brown

Facilities increasing pollution and/or risk
	67
(28.2%)


	278

(25.7%)
	908

(27.2%)


	2,580

(31.2%)



	Black

Facilities in the bottom quartile for reductions of pollution and risk relative to 1995 levels


	48
(20.2%)


	192

(17.7%)
	585

(17.5%)


	1,391

(16.8%)



	N
	238*
	1,083
	3,340
	8,476


*The figures here are based on the returns as of November 14, 2005. 
Table 2.  Facility Environmental Expertise and Commitment

	
	Yes
	No

	Facility Environmental Expertise
	
	

	ISO 9001 certified*
	97
(81.5%)
	22
(18.5%)

	Has Environmental Management System (EMS)
	136
(59.4%)
	93
(40.5%)

	Professionalized TRI contact
	103
(46.0%)
	121
(54.0%)

	ISO 14001 certified*
	42
(35.3%)
	77
(64.7%)

	Seeking ISO certification
	15

(13.9%)
	93
(86.1%)

	Have Environmental Objectives Beyond Regulatory Requirements?
	
	

	Air emissions
	97
(40.8%)
	141
(59.2%)

	Hazardous waste
	89
(37.4%)
	149
(62.6%)

	Water discharges
	82
(34.5%)
	156
(65.5%)

	Solid waste
	66
(27.7%)
	172
(72.3%)

	Toxic chemical management
	49
(20.6%)
	189
(83.2%)

	Odors, noise, other nuisance
	40
(16.8%)
	198
(83.2%)

	If you have such objectives, do you offer employee incentives to meet them (based on those responding)?
	48
(31.2%)
	106
(68.8%)


*Percentages are based on those who report being certified (N = 121)

Table 3.  Descriptive Statistics for Selected Likert Items (strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1), or daily interactions (5) to rarely or never (1), or very important factor (5) to not at all important (1))
	Item
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Recent Environmental Improvements
	
	

	Treatment of Toxics On/Off Site
	4.17
	2.21

	Energy Recovery
	4.00
	2.35

	Recycling
	3.97
	1.30

	Reduction in Toxic Releases
	3.93
	1.35

	Source Reduction

	3.68
	1.35

	Facility Interactions on Pollution Control
	
	

	Facility Employees
	3.32
	1.44

	Corporate Management
	3.16
	1.80

	Customers
	2.79
	2.62

	Suppliers
	2.71
	2.22

	Trade Associations
	2.58
	2.39

	Regulators
	2.50
	1.49

	Media
	2.21
	2.80

	Local Community Groups
	2.16
	2.17

	Legislators
	2.16
	2.61

	Environmental Organizations
	2.15
	2.18

	LEPCs


	2.09
	1.23

	TRI Effects on Environmental Management 
	
	

	
	
	

	Improved Understanding of TRI Needs
	3.84
	1.27

	Improved Communications with Community/Media
	3.71
	2.98

	Increased Emergency Management Capacity
	3.50
	2.48

	Allowed Setting of Goals for Release Reduction
	3.34
	1.45

	Allowed Check of Releases Against Permits
	3.24
	1.86

	Understanding of Costs/Benefits of Chemical Use
	3.19
	1.46

	Helped to Identify Opportunities for Source Reduction
	3.14
	1.59

	Decreased Community Complaints or Concerns
	2.93
	2.13

	Led to Collection of More Accurate Data/Estimations
	2.81
	1.64

	Allowed Comparison of Releases to Similar Facilities.


	2.74
	1.64

	Environmental Management Factors
	
	

	
	
	

	Desire to Limit Legal Liability
	4.08
	1.45

	Desire to Improve Regulatory Compliance
	4.03
	1.46

	Desire to Improve Environmental Performance
	3.97
	1.41

	Interest in Saving Money
	3.90
	1.60

	Interest in Strengthening Firm’s Reputation
	3.78
	1.75

	Desire to Improve Relations with Local Community
	3.72
	2.10

	Anticipation of New Legislation/Regulations
	3.62
	2.00

	Interest in Increasing Customer Loyalty
	3.53
	2.68

	Desire to Improve Employee Motivation
	3.46
	2.34

	Desire to Improve Relations with Environmental Orgs.
	3.45
	2.25

	Availability of New Pollution Control Technologies
	3.45
	1.91

	Reaching New Customers/Expanding Business
	3.43
	2.54

	Interest in Generating New Products or Services
	3.35
	2.42


Table 4.  Frequency of Interaction of Facilities with Groups on Pollution Control

Question:  “In the last year, about how frequently has your facility interacted with the following groups on matters of pollution control as they pertain to releases of toxic chemicals?” Numbers in the table refer to frequency of responses. The N varies because of non-responses to some questions. Percentages are based on those who responded to the question.
	 
	Daily/Weekly
	Monthly
	Annually
	Rarely/Never

	Facility employees


	106 (46.3%)
	58 (25.3%)
	54 (23.6%)
	11 (4.8%)

	Corporate management


	64 (29.5%)
	79 (36.4%)
	57 (26.3%)
	17 (7.8%)

	Suppliers


	25 (11.8%)
	50 (23.6%)
	67 (31.6%)
	70 (33.0%)

	Customers/end users


	23 (11.4%)
	35 (17.4%)
	45 (22.4%)
	98 (48.8%)

	Regulators


	17 (7.6%)
	62 (27.6%)
	120 (53.3%)
	26 (11.6%)

	Trade associations


	7 (3.4%)
	50 (24.5%)
	61 (29.9%)
	86 (42.2%)

	Environmental organizations


	4 (1.9%)
	27 (12.6%)
	58 (27.1%)
	125 (58.4%)

	Community groups


	4 (1.9%)
	25 (11.7%)
	66 (30.8%)
	119 (55.6%)

	LEPCs


	2 (0.9%)
	35 (15.4%)
	148 (64.9%)
	43 (18.9%)

	Legislators
	1 (0.5%)
	7 (3.4%)
	32 (15.8%)
	163 (80.3%)

	Media
	1 (0.5%)
	1 (0.5%)
	16 (8.1%)
	180 (90.9%)


Table 5.  Effects of Facility Experience with the Toxics Release Inventory

Question:  “Please tell us the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements, where 5 is ‘strongly agree’ and 1 is ‘strongly disagree.’”  Numbers in the table refer to frequency of responses. The N varies because of non-responses to some questions. Percentages are based on those who responded to the question.
Our experience with the TRI over time has:
	TOTALS
	Strongly Agree / Somewhat Agree
	Neutral
	Somewhat Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Allowed us to better understand what we need to report in subsequent TRI reports.
	166 (72.8%)
	48 (21.1%)
	14 (6.1%)

	
	
	
	

	Allowed us to set goals for or demonstrate commitment to release reduction.
	124 (54.4%)
	57 (25.0%)
	47 (20.6%)

	
	
	
	

	Allowed us to gather more accurate data or better estimate releases
	107 (46.7%)
	62 (27.1%)
	60 (26.2%)

	
	
	
	

	Allowed us to check our release values against applicable permit limits.
	74 (36.6%)
	80 (36.4%)
	66 (30.0%)

	
	
	
	

	Resulted in fewer community complaints or expressions of concern.
	69 (36.5%)
	59 (31.2%)
	61 (32.3%)

	Helped us to identify needs and opportunities for source reduction.
	   82 (36.4%)
	83 (36.9%)
	60 (26.7%)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Increased our capacity for emergency management.
	55 (27.5%)
	72 (36.0%)
	73 (36.5%)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Allowed us to compare our releases to similar facilities
	50 (22.2%)
	79 (35.1%)
	96 (42.7%)

	Given us a better understanding of the costs and benefits of dealing with chemicals..
	47 (20.9%)
	90 (40.0%)
	88 (39.1%)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Increased our ability to discuss chemical releases with the local community and media.
	23 (12.8%)
	69 (38.3%)
	88 (48.9%)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


 Table 6.  Importance of Factors in Facility Management of Toxic Chemical Releases

Question:  “For the factors listed below, please rate how important each one has been in your facility’s management of toxic chemical releases, where 5 means ‘very important’ and 1 means ‘not at all important.’” Numbers in the table refer to frequency of responses. The N varies because of non-responses to some questions.  Percentages are based on those who responded..

	TOTALS
	Very 

Important / Somewhat Important
	Important
	Not very 

Important / Not at all Important

	A desire to minimize legal 

liability 
	159 (70.0%)
	48 (21.1%)
	20 (8.8%)

	A desire to improve regulatory compliance
	151 (67.1%)
	57 (25.3%)
	17 (7.6%)

	A desire to improve environmental performance
	151 (66.8%)
	59 (26.1%)
	16 (7.1%)

	An interest in saving money
	140 (62.5%)
	56 (25.0%)
	28 (12.5%)

	An interest in strengthening the firm’s reputation 
	122 (55.7%)
	60 (27.4%)
	37 (16.9%)

	A desire to improve relations with the local community 
	89 (42.4%)
	68 (32.4%)
	53 (25.2%)

	Anticipation of new legislation or regulation
	83 (39.0%)
	76 (35.7%)
	54 (25.4%)

	The availability of new pollution control technologies
	81 (37.5%)
	71 (32.9%)
	64 (29.6%)

	A desire to improve relations with environmental organizations
	70 (33.7%)
	58 (27.9%)
	80 (38.5%)

	An interest in reaching new 

customers or expanding business
	58 (28.7%)
	41 (20.3%)
	103 (51.0%)

	A desire to improve employee motivation
	59 (28.6%)
	61 (29.6%)
	86 (41.7%)

	An interest in generating new products or services 
	57 (28.1%)
	49 (24.1%)
	97 (47.8%)

	An interest in increasing 

customer loyalty
	51 (26.0%)
	40 (20.4%) 
	105 (53.6%)
















































































