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This summary document reports on results of a national survey of public officials conducted between June and September 2005 in conjunction with a parallel survey of corporate officials.  Both surveys focused on experience with the federal Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) and were supported by a grant from the National Science Foundation (No. 0306492, Information Disclosure and Environmental Decision Making).  The research reported here is part of a larger project that examines the effects of the TRI on corporate and community decision making.  Information about the project and papers and publications associated with it can be found on the project Web site:  www.uwgb.edu/idedm/.
Return rates for the public official’s survey were moderately high, especially for state and federal officials.  For EPA regional offices, we had an 80 percent return rate.  For state officials who work with the TRI, we had a 58 percent return rate.  And for local government officials, primarily members of Local Emergency Planning Committees who tend to be less involved with the TRI, the return rate was 38 percent.  The different levels of interest and return rates convinced us that the results should be presented separately for each of the two groups.
Descriptive Statistics for Leading Survey Questions

We report here on frequency counts for the major questions asked in the survey.  The number of the question below corresponds to the number used in the survey form, which is also available at the project Web site. 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 when applicable.  Federal/State refers to federal and state agency employees, and Local Government refers to city and county employees; these include primarily Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) members, but also a small number of other local officials.
2.  For how many years have you represented this agency/organization in your current capacity?

Federal/State





Local Government
9.90 years (Mean)  




8.60 years (Mean)  

6.22 years (Standard Deviation)


6.95 years (Standard Deviation)

3. Which of the following best describes your position in government?

8.0% (8) Federal Agency Employee
34.0% (34) State Agency Employee
38.0% (38) City or County Employee
16.0% (16) Local Emergency Planning Committee member (LEPC)

4.0% (4) Other

4. Which of the following best describes the geographic scope of the organization you represent?
1.0% (1) Entire U.S.

7.3% (7) Regional U.S.

30.2% (29) State

4.2% (4) State Region other that County

39.6% (38) County

14.6% (14) City, Township, or Village

0.0% (0) Special District

3.1% (3) Other
4.0% (4) No Response
5.  Indicate the seriousness of the following problems for your area using the thermometer scale ranging from 1 to 100.  A score of 100 indicates an extremely serious problem while a score of 1 indicates the issue is not a problem at all.
Federal/State
(average)



Local Government (average)
40.2 Agricultural runoff



23.2 Agricultural runoff

69.4 Air pollution




53.8 Air pollution

57.3 Drinking water problem



35.5 Drinking water problem

45.8 Excessive regulation or taxes


42.2 Excessive regulation or taxes

43.2 Factory farms




23.2 Factory farms

58.8 Groundwater pollution



35.3 Groundwater pollution

52.7 Hazardous waste generation


38.5 Hazardous waste generation

55.6 Hazardous waste cites



36.0 Hazardous waste cites

54.3 Lack of economic prosperity


45.9 Lack of economic prosperity

47.7 Lack of open space



30.8 Lack of open space

51.3 Pesticide use




29.1 Pesticide use

38.9 Species loss




24.7 Species loss

41.8 Threats to private property rights

32.8 Threats to private property rights

52.1 Toxic chemicals




27.3 Toxic chemicals

55.4 Water shortages




49.7 Water shortages

0.0 Other





35.0 Other
6. In the last few years, have individual citizens or community groups come to you with concerns about toxic chemicals or pollution from a particular facility in your geographic area?
Federal/State





Local Government

83.3% (35) Yes




60.3% (35) Yes

16.7% (7) No





39.7% (23) No

0.0% (0) No response




0.0% (0) No response

If YES, what were the concerns being raised?  Check all that apply. 
Federal/State

76.2% (32) Health issues

71.4% (30) Environmental issues

47.6% (20) Nuisance issues (noise, smells, dust, etc.)

19.1% (8) Aesthetic concerns

38.1% (16) Possible accidents or other emergencies

7.1% (3) Other

Local Government

46.6% (27) Health issues

39.7% (23) Environmental issues

37.9% (22) Nuisance issues (noise, smells, dust, etc.)

8.6% (5) Aesthetic concerns

37.9% (22) Possible accidents or other emergencies

8.6% (5) Other

7. How would you describe the result of your communication with individual citizens or community groups?
Federal/State





Local Government

19.0% (8) Very satisfactory



27.6% (16) Very satisfactory

57.1% (24) Somewhat satisfactory


39.7% (23) Somewhat satisfactory

7.1% (3) Neutral




15.5% (9) Neutral

7.4% (1) Somewhat unsatisfactory


1.7% (1) Somewhat unsatisfactory

0.0% (0) Very unsatisfactory



0.0% (0) Very unsatisfactory

9.5% (4) Difficult to say / Don’t know

3.5% (2) Difficult to say / Don’t know

4.8% (2) No response




12.1% (7) No response

8. In the last few years, have officials or employees from any manufacturing facilities in your community, region, or state contacted you to provide information about their releases of toxic chemicals?
Federal/State





Local Government

71.4% (30) Yes




67.2% (39) Yes

28.6% (12) No





32.8% (19) No

0.0% (0) No response




0.0% (0) No response

If YES, in general what did they tell you?  Check all that apply. 
Federal/State

50.0% (21) Provided information about reductions in releases
38.1% (16) Provided information about stable or increasing releases
35.7% (15) Outlined facility goals for reduction in releases in the future
38.1% (16) Talked about regulatory burdens in achieving environmental goals
52.3% (22) Asked for assistance in meeting regulatory or environmental goals
33.3% (14) Talked about facility goals for emergency management / public safety
4.8% (2) Other

Local Government

37.9% (22) Provided information about reductions in releases

20.7% (12) Provided information about stable or increasing releases

36.2% (21) Outlined facility goals for reduction in releases in the future

19.0% (11) Talked about regulatory burdens in achieving environmental goals

20.7% (12) Asked for assistance in meeting regulatory or environmental goals

51.7% (30) Talked about facility goals for emergency management / public safety

15.5% (9) Other

9. To describe the general relationship between government and industry in your community, state, or region, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
a. In general, the political climate within the state or region is very supportive of business interests.
Federal/State





Local Government

45.2% (19) Strongly agree



41.4% (24) Strongly agree

40.5% (17) Somewhat agree



25.9% (15) Somewhat agree

11.9% (5) Neutral




24.1% (14) Neutral

2.4% (1) Somewhat disagree



5.2% (3) Somewhat disagree

0.0% (0) Strongly disagree



1.7% (1) Strongly disagree

0.0% (0) DK/NA




0.0% (0) DK/NA

0.0% (0) No response




1.7% (1) No response

b. Industry has a good working relationship with federal pollution control officials.
Federal/State





Local Government

2.4% (1) Strongly agree



5.2% (3) Strongly agree

45.2% (19) Somewhat agree



37.9% (22) Somewhat agree

21.4% (9) Neutral




27.6% (16) Neutral

11.9% (5) Somewhat disagree


6.9% (4) Somewhat disagree

0.0% (0) Strongly disagree



0.0% (0) Strongly disagree

19.1% (8) DK/NA




20.7% (12) DK/NA

0.0% (0) No response




1.7% (1) No response

c. Industry has a good working relationship with state pollution control officials.
Federal/State





Local Government

9.5% (4) Strongly agree



12.1% (7) Strongly agree

52.4% (22) Somewhat agree



37.9% (22) Somewhat agree

28.6% (12) Neutral




24.1% (14) Neutral

2.4% (1) Somewhat disagree



5.2% (3) Somewhat disagree

0.0% (0) Strongly disagree



1.7% (1) Strongly disagree

7.1% (3) DK/NA




17.2% (10) DK/NA

0.0% (0) No response




1.7% (1) No response

d. Industry works well with local government on pollution control issues.
Federal/State





Local Government

7.1% (3) Strongly agree



41.4% (24) Strongly agree

38.1% (16) Somewhat agree



37.9% (22) Somewhat agree

33.3% (14) Neutral




8.6% (5) Neutral

0.0% (0) Somewhat disagree



6.9% (4) Somewhat disagree

0.0% (0) Strongly disagree



0.0% (0) Strongly disagree

21.4% (9) DK/NA




3.5% (2) DK/NA

0.0% (0) No response




1.7% (1) No response

e. Industry is honest and trustworthy on matters of pollution control.
Federal/State





Local Government

2.4% (1) Strongly agree



13.8% (8) Strongly agree

42.9% (18) Somewhat agree



43.1% (25) Somewhat agree

40.5% (17) Neutral




20.7% (12) Neutral

11.9% (5) Somewhat disagree


8.6% (5) Somewhat disagree

0.0% (0) Strongly disagree



1.7% (1) Strongly disagree

2.4% (1) DK/NA




10.3% (6) DK/NA

0.0% (0) No response




1.7% (1) No response

10. How familiar would you say you are with the Toxics Release Inventory or TRI?

Federal/State





Local Government

71.4% (30) Very familiar



12.1% (7) Very familiar

26.2% (11) Somewhat familiar


50.0% (29) Somewhat familiar

2.4% (1) Somewhat unfamiliar


12.1% (7) Somewhat unfamiliar

0.0% (0) Very unfamiliar



25.9% (15) Very unfamiliar

0.0% (0) No response




0.0% (0) No response

11. Have you ever attempted to locate information about local environmental releases using the TRI?
Federal/State





Local Government

88.1% (37) Yes




39.7% (23) Yes

11.9% (5) No





60.3% (35) No

0.0% (0) No response




0.0% (0) No response

If YES, what sources have you used to locate TRI information about local manufacturing facilities?  Check all that apply.
Federal/State





Local Government

73.8% (31) EPA’s TRI Explorer


15.5% (9) EPA’s TRI Explorer

64.3% (27) EPA’s Envirofacts


10.3% (6) EPA’s Envirofacts

59.5% (25) EPA’s Public Data Release

12.1% (7) EPA’s Public Data Release

28.6% (12) Env. Defense’s Scorecard

5.2% (3) Env. Defense’s Scorecard

25.6% (10) Right-to-Know Network


17.2% (10) Right-to-Know Network
40.5% (17) Industry sources



10.3% (6) Industry sources
2.4% (1) Labor unions



1.7% (1) Labor unions

47.6% (20) State agencies



13.8% (8) State agencies

19.1% (8) Citizen or environmental groups

3.5% (2) Citizen or environmental groups

9.5% (4) Local Media




3.5% (2) Local Media

19.1% (8) Other




3.5% (2) Other

12. Of these information sources, which have been the most useful to you?  Check all that apply.
Federal/State





Local Government

61.9% (26) EPA’s TRI Explorer


12.1% (7) EPA’s TRI Explorer

45.2% (19) EPA’s Envirofacts


8.6% (5) EPA’s Envirofacts

28.6% (12) EPA’s Public Data Release

6.9% (4) EPA’s Public Data Release

11.9% (5) Env. Defense’s Scorecard


1.7% (1) Env. Defense’s Scorecard

12.8% (5) Right-to-Know Network


12.1% (7) Right-to-Know Network

9.5% (4) Industry sources



6.9% (4) Industry sources

0.0% (0) Labor unions



0.0% (0) Labor unions

33.3% (14) State agencies



13.8% (8) State agencies

2.4% (1) Citizen or environmental groups

3.5% (2) Citizen or environmental groups

0.0% (0) Local Media




3.5% (2) Local Media

16.7% (7) Other




5.2% (3) Other

13. Have you ever used TRI data as a tool to work on a pollution problem in your geographical area?
Federal/State





Local Government

61.9% (26) Yes




6.9% (4) Yes

38.1% (16) No





93.1% (54) No

0.0% (0) No response




0.0% (0) No response

If YES, how did you use the TRI data?  Check all that apply.:

Federal/State

35.7% (15) Increased my knowledge of local pollution problems

42.9% (18) Educate citizens about local pollution problems

28.6% (12) Compare and evaluate environmental and health risks

11.9% (5) Contact local businesses about pollution problems

35.7% (15) Check facility emissions against permit records

40.5% (17) Compare emissions to similar facilities

38.1% (16) Compare facility emissions over time

21.4% (9) Prepare company profile(s)

11.9% (5) Identify needs for emergency management

42.9% (18) Assist with regulation / enforcement

26.2% (11) Set local, state, or regional environmental priorities

7.1% (3) Assess the adequacy of current laws

11.9% (5) Prepare recommendations for legislation / regulation

0.0% (0) Lobby for legislative or regulatory change

9.5% (4) Prepare for court litigation

31.0% (13) Identify needs and opportunities for pollution prevention or source reduction

2.6% (1) Exert public pressure on area businesses

7.1% (3) Assist in citizen / industry negotiations

0.0% (0) Help with fundraising

7.1% (3) Contact the media

7.1% (3) Other

Local Government

6.9% (4) Increased my knowledge of local pollution problems

1.7% (1) Educate citizens about local pollution problems

3.5% (2) Compare and evaluate environmental and health risks

1.7% (1) Contact local businesses about pollution problems

1.7% (1) Check facility emissions against permit records

1.7% (1) Compare emissions to similar facilities

1.7% (1) Compare facility emissions over time

1.7% (1) Prepare company profile(s)

5.2% (3) Identify needs for emergency management

3.5% (2) Assist with regulation / enforcement

3.5% (2) Set local, state, or regional environmental priorities

1.7% (1) Assess the adequacy of current laws

1.7% (1) Prepare recommendations for legislation / regulation

1.7% (1) Lobby for legislative or regulatory change

1.7% (1) Prepare for court litigation

1.7% (1) Identify needs and opportunities for pollution prevention or source reduction

1.7% (1) Exert public pressure on area businesses

1.7% (1) Assist in citizen / industry negotiations

1.7% (1) Help with fundraising

1.7% (1) Contact the media

1.7% (1) Other

14.  Please tell us whether each of the following activities, to the best of your knowledge, may have resulted from your efforts to provide information about the TRI in written reports or by phone, mail, e-mail, personal contacts, or any other means.  Check all that apply. 
Federal/State

54.8% (23) Pollution prevention (P2) activities were undertaken

52.4% (22) Source reduction efforts were effected at local plants

14.3% (6) Legislative, regulatory, or administrative changes occurred

38.1% (16) Media coverage increased

11.9% (5) Litigation took place or the data were used in litigation

23.8% (10) Emergency management was improved

23.8% (10) Industry-citizen meetings were prompted

7.1% (3) No activities resulted

4.8% (2) Other

Local Government

3.5% (2) Pollution prevention (P2) activities were undertaken

3.5% (2) Source reduction efforts were effected at local plants

1.7% (1) Legislative, regulatory, or administrative changes occurred

0.0% (0) Media coverage increased

1.7% (1) Litigation took place or the data were used in litigation

10.3% (6) Emergency management was improved

1.7% (1) Industry-citizen meetings were prompted

6.9% (4) No activities resulted

3.5% (2) Other

15. If you have NOT used TRI data before, what reasons best account for that?  Check all that apply:

Federal/State

0.0% (0) I was not aware of the data or program

4.8% (2) It is too hard to find information

7.1% (3) The information is not easy to interpret or understand

0.0% (0) The information is not accurate or reliable

7.1% (3) TRI reports include only pounds of chemicals released, not their health risks

14.3% (6) The information was not relevant to my concerns or job

Local Government

39.7% (23) I was not aware of the data or program

6.9% (4) It is too hard to find information

12.1% (7) The information is not easy to interpret or understand

3.5% (2) The information is not accurate or reliable

5.2% (3) TRI reports include only pounds of chemicals released, not their health risks

31.0% (18) The information was not relevant to my concerns or job

16. How likely are you to use TRI data if it were made easier to understand the environmental and health risks posed by toxic chemicals?

Federal/State





Local Government

54.8% (23) Very likely



25.9% (15) Very likely

14.3% (6) Somewhat likely



43.1% (25) Somewhat likely

7.1% (3) Somewhat unlikely



8.6% (5) Somewhat unlikely

2.4% (1) Very unlikely



3.5% (2) Very unlikely

9.5% (4) Unsure




17.2% (10) Unsure

11.9% (5) No response



1.7% (1) No response

Demographic Questions:

18. Indicate the highest degree that you have received:

Federal/State





Local Government

0.0% (0) No high school diploma


0.0% (0) No high school diploma
4.8% (2) High school diploma


13.8% (8) High school diploma
4.8% (2) Associate degree



17.2% (10) Associate degree
33.3% (14) Bachelor’s degree



29.3% (17) Bachelor’s degree
16.7% (7) Some graduate but no degree

22.4% (13) Some graduate but no degree
40.5% (17) Advanced degree completed
 
17.2% (10) Advanced degree completed
0.0% (0) No response




0.0% (0) No response

19. If you hold Bachelor’s degree or higher, in which field is your degree?  If several fields, indicate your principal one:

Federal/State





Local Government

25.0% (10) Physical sciences



15.1% (8) Physical sciences
27.5% (11) Life sciences



9.4% (5) Life sciences
27.5% (11) Engineering



1.9% (1) Engineering
0.0% (0) Business




22.6% (12) Business
0.0% (0) Law





3.8% (2) Law
2.5% (1) Planning




7.6% (4) Planning
0.0% (0) Social sciences



13.2% (7) Social sciences
2.5% (1) Humanities




0.0% (0) Humanities

15.0% (6) No response



26.4% (14) No response
