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TECHNICAL EVALUATION OF AVAILABLE
STATE OF NEVADA SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

ABSTRACT

Argonne National Laboratory (ANL) is reviewing the survey
research studies completed by Mountain West Research (1987-1989) for the
state of Nevada's Nuclear Waste Project Office. In this research, 14 survey
instruments were used to seek data on whether perceptions of risk could be
associated with the possible siting of a high-level radioactive waste
repository in Nevada and could be _ dominant source of potential,
significant, adverse economic impacts. This report presents results from
phase 1 of the review, in which ANL contracted with the National Opinion
Research Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago to evaluate the
technical merits of the nine survey instruments that ANL had been able to
acquire. The scope of NORC's work was limited to rating the questions and
stating their strengths and weaknesses. NORC concluded that the surveys
could provide valuable data about risk perceptions and potential behavioral
responses. NORC identified a few minor problems with a number of
questions and the calculated response rates but claimed these problems
would probably not have any major biasing effect. The NORC evaluation
would have been more complete if the terms used in the questionnaires had
been defined, all survey instruments had been acquired, and all data had
been made available to the public.

1 INTRODUCTION

Argonne National Laboratory (ANL) is conducting a multiphase review of the survey
research studies that were completed between 1987 and 1989 by Mountain West Research
for the state of Nevada's Nuclear Waste Project Office (NWPO). The NWPO, with funding
from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), sponsored a number of surveys -- which focused
on respondents' imagery, preferences, and stated intents -- designed to predict the probable
behavioral response of the public and the potential consequences related to risk perceptions
that could result from locating a permanent waste repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada.
These studies attempted to evaluate how a high-level radioactive waste repository would
affect the behavior of current and future Nevada residents, visitors (i.e., tourists and
convention planners and attendees), and in-state and out-of-state corporate decision makers.
The purpose of the _O research was to determine if:

• The publicwould associatestrongnegativeimageswithNevada ifthe

repositorywere tobelocatedattheYucca Mountainsite,



• The perception-induced reaction would be strong and would lead to
behavioral changes among the population, and

• The changed behavior would affect the local economy.

A series of NWPO reports, a myriad of conference paper_, and numerous journal publications

have partially documented this research. 1

Argonne is conducting a three-phase review process to investigate the scientific rigor
and authenticity of the conclusions from the NWPO research methods and findings. In
phase 1, ANL contracted with the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) at the
University of Chicago to evaluate the technical merits of those survey instruments that ANL
had been able to acquire. NORC's scope of work was very narrowly defined. The results of
the NORC evaluation are summarized in the main text of this overview report. A copy of the

complete NORC report (Bradburn et al. 1992) is provided in the appendix.

In phase 2, ANL will review the findings from available surveys and any inferences
made by NORC about the survey process. This review is to concentrate on reports and
publications written by the various state of Nevada researchers involved in studies for the
NWPO.

With respect to phase 3, ANL has already contracted with an independent university
survey research center to collect additional data on public perceptions of the repository. The
activities in phase 3 will attempt to see if the NWPO findings can be replicated and to
examine aspects of perception excluded by the state of Nevada and recently by the University
of Nevada in their research. This examination will help DOE better understand public
attitudes and concerns by placing them in proper context, taking into account each

respondent's political philosophy and general world view. Phase 3 is underway and is
expected to be completed in 1993.

This report is an overview of NORC's phase 1 technical evaluation of the nine
available survey instruments. Section 2 describes the scope of the NORC contract, the two

specified tasks, and the criteria used to evaluate the questionnaires. Section 3 summarizes
the results of the NORC evaluation, and Section 4 describes the limitations of the evaluation
undertaken. Areas of the NWPO and University of Nevada survey research that need further
examination are described in Section 5.

i The effortsoftheNevadaresearchteamareonlypartiallydocumentedbecauseallofthesurvey
instrumentsusedintheirstudieshavenotbeenmadeavailabletothepublic,awdthedatacollected
fromthesurveysarenotavailableforrevieworverification.



2 SCOPE OF THE NORC EVALUATION

The researchers working for NWPO designed 14 survey instruments (i.e.,

questionnaires); some required written responses, others (i.e., interviews) required oral
responses. These surveys were used to collect data to help NWPO predict any possible
consequences from siting a high-level radioactive waste repository at Yucca Mountain,
Nevada. Argonne was able to acquire only nine of the instruments. It contracted with NORC
to perform a technical evaluation of these nine instruments. NORC examined the survey
instruments only with respect to their technical merit. The NORC team evaluated the
questionnaires in terms of the following criteria:

• Neutrality in framing questions,

• Respondent recognition of realistic constraints in framing choices,

• Respondent recognition of value conflicts in framing choices,

• Balance of items,

• Context effects that resulted from the order in which items were

presented,

• Length and format,

• Techniques for administering the survey, and

• Adequacy of the samples.

The ANL contract with NORC specified two tasks. The NORC evaluation team was
to (1) rate the questions according to specific issues and (2) document the strengths and
weaknesses of the survey questionnaires as derived from the ratings. The tasks were set up
to limit the team to evaluating just the technical merits of the survey instruments. To
eliminate potential bias on the part of the evaluators with respect to the analysis and
application of the survey results, final NWPO reports and publications were not made
available to the NORC evaluation team, and the ANL staff did not discuss the program's

history or the contentious points of view with team members. Although additional
information describing the expected use of the results would have clarified the adequacy and
performance of the particular survey questions, this information was not provided because
"the general spirit of the contract under which this work was performed was to ensure that
[NORC] remain blind to these other survey products" (Bradburn et al. 1992, p. 1).2

2 Throughoutthisreport,whenpagenumbersoftheNORC reportarecited,theyrefertotheoriginal
numbersprintedatthebottomoftheNORC reportthatappearsintheappendix.The numbersat
thetopofthepagearethereonlytomaintainconsecutivepagenumberingfordocumentation
purposes.



Argonne provided only the following materials to the evaluation team: the nine
questionnaires and incomplete descriptions of the sample populations and data collection
design. The NORC team members were not provided with the survey introductory
statements or definitions used by survey personnel. They were not given any output or
publications stemming from the NWPO research efforts that showed how the NWPO
researchers chose to use the data from the framed questions. Because the data (answers)
that resulted from the survey process have not been made available to the public or
researchers, the NORC evaluation team could not review the survey questions in terms of
their adequacy as revealed by answers or in terms of their potential for being misinterpreted
by respondents. They also could not review the response interpretations in terms of the
conclusions drawn by the researchers. The NORC evaluation team thus complied with the
narrow scope of its contract: to conduct a technical evaluation of the questionnaires on their
own merits.



3 RESULTS OF THE NORC EVALUATION

The conclusions of the NORC evaluation team can be found on pages 26-28 of the
report provided in the appendix. The nine survey questionnaires reviewed by NORC sought
to address three different issues ide,_tified by the state of Nevada:

* Potential effects of a possible repository on the Las Vegas economy;

. Potential reactions of the citizens of the local area, Las Vegas urban
area, and state of Nevada; and

° Potential reactions of the national population.

Each of these issues required that a different population sample be surveyed for its reactions
and views. According to NORC, the NWPO addressed the questions to the appropriate
populations. The questions in the nine questionnaires overlapped considerably: wording was
either the same or slightly changed to adapt it for the particular sample being interviewed.
Many surveys appeared to have been done in pairs, each focusing on a different population.
Two cross-walk tables of the questionnaires were provided to show both the robustness and
range of the questions across the measurement method. Four types of questions or measures
were used in the surveys: image analysis, vignettes, contingent valuation, and comparative
direct behavioral responses.

NORC found most of the surveys to be state-of-the-art instruments: "The surveys
exhibit some considerable creativity in approaching a difficult measurement problem" (p. 26).
The surveys of corporate decision makers, convention planners, and convention attendees
were "fairly-straight forward surveys and apparently are adapted from surveys used to study
convention planning and corporate location decisions in other contexts" (p. 26). However,
NORC identified a few "minor" problems with the survey of convention planners, but it
indicated the problems would probably not have a major biasing effect. The NORC team also
identified a potential problem with the response rate. NORC stated that if it were properly
calculated, the response rate for the survey of convention planners would be much lower than
reported. The possibility that generalizing the results from this relatively small sample to
the entire population could be inappropriate, combined with the fact that planners who had
considered but already ruled out Las Vegas were not surveyed, raises questions about the
interpretation and comparison of survey results. NORC also labeled the survey of convention
attendees a "standard questionnaire used to measure convention goers' attitudes without as
much attention being paid to the adaptation as the topic warranted" (p. 27).

NORC stated that the 1989 Nevada State Survey was the "weakest of the

questionnaires with a number of question wording and question or response category order
problems" (p. 27). NORC stated that the 1987 surveys were stronger, with fewer wording
problems; however they had a low completion rate. The fact that the sample was relatively
small raised the issue of whether results could be generalized for the entire population.
Because the overlap in questions between the state surveys and the companion national



survey was limited, the 1987 survey could not be properly used as a baseline against which
to measure changes in opinion.

NORC found that the 1988 Nevada Urban Risk Study, a face-to-face interview, had

some problematic questions whose responses need to be interpreted critically. However, the
survey was generally "appropriate to the subject matter" (p. 27). NORC called the 1988
National Study of Nuclear Waste Issues (which measured general public attitudes toward Las
Vegas) "an imaginative attempt to simulate a before-after experiment with new knowledge
intervening" (p. 28).

Although NORC criticized (at various levels) all of the instruments, none of the
surveys appeared to have fatal flaws (i.e., errors of omission or blatant bias that would
disqualify research findings). The evaluation team felt that the surveys would provide
valuable data about risk perceptions and potential behavioral responses.



4 LIMITATIONS OF THE NORC EVALUATION

To ensure against bias, the reviewers were not informed of the context of the Nevada
survey research projects nor of the uses made of the studies. This blind review process,
however, handicapped the evaluation team. The members were unaware ofboth the context
within which the surveys were conducted and the theoretical framework (including important
rival hypotheses) that the surveys did or did not address.

The NORC evaluation should be viewed as very narrow in scope m it dealt with only
the technical merit of the questionnaires. It addressed only some of the important evaluative
criteria for assessing the adequacy of the research program carried out to date. The following
facts support this statement:

• Evaluators did not have definitions of the terms used in the surveys. In a

survey, a prestatement or context information is usually provided to the
person being interviewed. Survey personnel also receive training so that
they can provide definitions that allow respondents to answer questions
such as, 'TVhat is a repository?" or "What is high-level waste?" Because
the definitions and prestatements that were used were not made available
to ANL pers6nnel, NORC personnel did not have this information when
evaluating specific questions. As a result, words or wording could have
been misinterpreted by the NORC evaluation team.

• Evaluators had only a partial set of surveys. Argonne has been able to
acquire only nine of the 14 surveys used by state of Nevada researchers to
collect data. Because NORC did not have access to all 14 surveys, its
evaluation is incomplete. NORC personnel were unable to cross-reference
surveys and did not have ali of the relevant process and contextual
information.

• Survey data were not made available to the public. The data collected from
the surveys were not made available for public examination; thus, rival
hypotheses cannot be tested.

The NORC evaluation demonstrates that the Nevada research team committed no

major errors in designing the nine survey instruments reviewed so far. In addition, evidence
shows that the surveys were not designed to intentionally mislead the respondents.



5 THE NEXT STEP -- FURTHER EXAMINATION
OF NEVADA SURVEY RESEARCH

To continuewithafullevaluationoftheNevada surveyresearch,ANL personnelmust
be abletoexaminealltheresearchinstrumentsused and allthefindingsreportedin the

NWPO docmnents,conferencepapers,and journalarticles.A fullevaluationalsorequires
a completeanalysisoftheentiresurveyresearchprocess,includinga technicalevaluation

ofthe surveyinstruments,a reviewofthe surveydata collectionprocess,a statistical
reexaminationofthe datafrom which inferenceshave been drawn, and a critiqueofthe
researchfindingsdocumentedinvariouspublications.A comprehensiveevaluationofthe

surveyconclusionsreachedbystateresearchersand testingofalternativehypothesescannot

takeplaceuntilallofthedataaremade availabletothepublicand untiltheway inwhich
theywere collectedisfullyunderstood.

Argonne personnelhavesome oftheinstrumentsusedtoelicitthesurveyresponses

and copiesofthe findingsthathave been publishedinvariousforums. Therefore,other
researcherscouldcomparetheavailableinstrumentswiththerespectivepublishedfindings

todeterminewhethertheformercouldhave reasonablyledtothelatter.Thisprocedure
couldbeusedtoinitiallyassessthequalityoftheNevada research;thus,theinabilitytohave

totalaccesstoalltherelevantdatawouldbe bypassed.Phase 2 ofthereviewprocesswill
incorporateactivitiestoassessthe qualityofthe researchas wellas to seek empirical
behaviorsituationsforbaselining.

Inphase3,ANL willconductparallel(notcompeting)broadsurveystocollectdataon

publicperceptions.Closeattentionwillbe givento specificpoliticaland philosophical
characteristicsoftherespondents.ThisprocesswillallowANL staffmembers toanalyze
targetedsurveydataina broadercontextualformat,which willprovidethem withsome

insightsintotheprocessby whichperceptionsareformedand expressed.Thisinformation

willbeusefultoDOE indeterminingfurtherpolicyactions.
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NEVADASURVEYEVALUATION

Report Overvi ew

The nine surveysreviewedin this reportall areconcernedwith risk
perceptionsand possiblebehavioralresponsesto the high-levelradioactive
wastestoragerepositoryproposedfor constructionat YuccaMountainin
Nevada. Two of the surveysinvolvesamplesof individualsconcernedwith
conventionsthat have met or mightmeet in Las Vegas;one of convention
attenders,the otherof conventionplanners. One surveyinvolvesa sampleof
corporatedecisionmakerswho might locatetheirbusinessin Nevada. Of the
remainingsix surveysof individualsin the population,threeinvolvenational
samplesand threeNevadasamples,eitherstate-wideor in selectedcounties.
The questionnairesused in thesestudiescovermuch the sameground,share
many of the same or simllarquestions,and approachthe measurementproblem
froma numberof differentpointsof view.

The questionnaireswill be evaluatedwith regardto such criteriaas:
neutralityin framingof questions,presenceor absenceof recognitionof
realisticconstraintsand valueconflictsin framingchoices,item balance,
possiblecontexteffectsdue to the orderof item presentation,lengthand
format,and surveyadministrationtechniques.The overallapparentpurposeof
the surveyand the adequacyof the sampleswill alsobe addressed.

The data,resultsand finalreportswere not availableto us to further
informevaluationof the surveysand individualquestionswithinthese
surveys.The generalspiritof the contractunderwhichthiswork was
performedwas to ensurethatwe remainedblindto theseothersurveyproducts.
In many instancesadditionalinformationwould haveprovidedclarification.
regardingthe adequacyand performanceof particularquestionitems.

The statementof work for this contractprovidesfor two tasks:I) the
ratingof questionsalongeightgeneralissues,and 2).narrativedocumentation
of the overallstrengthsandweaknessesof the Nevadasurveyquestionnaires
informedby the ratingsperformedunderTask I.

This reportis organizedinto two sections.Firstwe presentthe Task 2
narrativeevaluation.AppendixA and AppendixB at the conclusionof the
narrativepresentscross-walksof questionsfor eachof the six household
surveysand questionsfor the threedecision-makersurveys,respectively.
Second,we presentthe methodsand tabularresultsof the Task I evaluation.
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I_EVADASURVEYEVALUATION
TASK2 -- NARRATIVEREPORT

The Task 2 report is organizedinto threesections.Firstwe discussthe
generalproblemtryingto be addressedby thesesurveysand itschallengeto
questionnairedesigners.Second,we discussin detaileach of the nine
questionnaires.Third,we give some generalconclusionsaboutthe
questionnairesas a group.The analysisof thesequestionnairesis limitedto
the materialswe were glvenfor thesetasks,whichincluded:the
questionnaires,limiteddescriptionsof the sampleand limiteddescriptionsof
the data collectiondesign.

1. The General Problem

Beforediscussingeach of the questionnairesseparately,it is important
to pointout that the surveytask attemptedhere posesone of the most
difficultmeasurementproblemsfor the surveymethod,namelyhow to measure
probableresponsesto an eventaboutwhichpeopleknowvery little,whichwill
not occurfor some time,but whichhas potentiallyvery importantconsequences
for the population. In essence,the surveytask is to measurepublicopinion
aboutwhat, for most people,is an issueof low salience,but high importance.
lt is an issueaboutwhichrespondentsare likelyto reportopinionseven in
the absenceof much knowledge. Designinggood questionnairesfor such issues
is a real challengeto the researcher.

Whilewe shalldetailsomecriticismsof particularquestionsbelow,
takenas a wholethe questionnairesexhibitconsiderablecreativityand
awarenessof the difficultyof the measurementproblem. Thereare four types
of questionsthat are used in many of the surveysthat approachthe risk
perceptionand behavioralresponsemeasurementfrom an unusualpointof view.
Theseare imageanalysis,vignettes,contingentvaluation,and comparative
directbehavioralresponses.

Image analysis. These questions adapt word association, a technique
long used by psychologiststo gel at the affectivevaluepeopleassociatewith
particular concepts or images. Respondentsare asked to free associate to a
concept such as "underground nuclear waste repository." After elictting a
numberof associations, respondents are then asked to go back over their
associations and rate the affective value of each one on a five-point scale
from positive to negative. The resulting :cure, summingover the values given
to each association, becomesthe total rating for the concept (or construct)
that formed the basis for the associations.

Suchan approach has considerable face validity and derives
plausibilityfrom a long traditionof psychologicalresearchwhichviews
mental processes as a chain of associations amongconcepts, their linguistic
representations, and their affective value. It would strengthen the case for
construct validity of the measure if the data showedthat the expected
hypothetical relationships between the measuresand independent variables
existed. The analytic reports using this measure should provide such evidence
for the constructvalidityof the measures.

2
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Vignettes. Anothertype of item in severalof the questionnaires
involvesthe presentationof vignettes,in whichthereis systematicvariation
in the valueof differentvariables. Examplesincludethe degreeof exposure
to radiationif accidentsoccur,the degreeof mediaexposureaboutan
accident,and possibleresponsessuch as the amountof damagesthatmightbe
paid. This form of item is particularlywell suitedfor the presentationof
hypotheticaleventsbecauseone can vary the componentsof the scenarioand
presentdifferentcombinationsof variablesto differentsamplesof
respondents.With largeenoughsamplesit can leadto fairlyprecise
estimatesof the contributionsof each of the componentvariablesto changes
in opinion.

Contingentvaluation. This approachis one thathas recentlybeen
developed by economists to measure the value of public goods. (Those for
which there is no market.) It is a controversial technique. Many researchers
doubt that individuals can makethe difficult hypothetical judgments about
paymentsthat they are called upon to make. But a growing body of literature
suggeststhat it is a usefultechniqueat leastfor scalingthe relativevalue
of publicgoods such as cleanair or noxiouseventssuch as oil spillsor,
perhaps,nuclearwaste repositories.The techniqueshas been used in legal
casesto assesspublicperceptionof the amountof damagesthat shouldbe
assessedin cases of environmentaldamage, lt is a techniquethat has been
developedparticularlyto try to measurethe effectsof hypotheticalevents
suchas are the subjectof thesesurveys.

Comparativedirectbehavioralresponses. Theseare questionswhich
attemptto scaledifferenteventsor objectson somemetricotherthana
monetaryone. In a sensethey are non-monetaryanaloguesof contingent
valuation,askingrespondentsto rate objectssuchas a nuclearpowerstation
or a landfillfor chemicalwastes,or an undergroundnuclearwasterepository
on a dimensionSuch as how far one is willingto livefrom such facilities.
Thesetechniquesare very valuablein this type of researchbecause
respondentsare betterableto scaletheirpossiblebehavioralresponses
relativeto some anchorpoint(e.g.,a garbagedump)thanthey are to give an
absolutevalue to a singletypeof facility,likethe undergroundnuclear
wasterepository.

Noneof these types of measures by themselves will give unequivocal
measuresof probable behavioral responses to hypothetical events. However,
taken together, they can showwhether opinion is very robust, that is, whether
there is a consistency in responses across different types of measuresor
whetherthe distributionsof responsethe researchergets are highlydependent
on the typeof questionasked. Given that the researcheris tryingto measure
futurereactionsto eventsthat can only be imaginedon the basisof some
limitedpriorknowledgeor from informationgivenwithinthe questionnaire
itself,usingdifferentindirectmeasuresis the best approach. These
questionnairesexhibitthisuse of variedapproachesand enablethe analystto
look for consistenciesof responseacrossthe varieditems. Insofaras the
data show such consistencies,the resultsare more believable.

3
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Overall the questionnaires meet acceptable standards in the field and,
as potnted out above, do show somecreattve solutions to the problem of
measuring hypothetical behavioral responses. There are strengths and
weaknesses in each of the individual survey instruments, but none shows
blatant bias. Each of the questionnaires is discussed in detail below°

4
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2. Evaluation of (luesttonnaires

The nine questionnaires have considerable overlap in questions with
either the same exact wording or slightly changed wording to ,_dapt it for the
particular sample being interviewed. To aid the reader of this report, there
are two cross-walks of the questionnaires. Appendix A (pp. 29 - 42) presents a
cross-walk of questions from each of the six household surveys and Appendtx B
(pp. 43 - 45) presents a cross-walk for questions from the three decision-
maker surveys.

Commentson individual questions or block of questions are often
evaluative in line with the criteria mentioned at the beginning of the report.
Whenquestions were acceptable from a technical standpoint, the comments are
simply descriptive of the content or purpose of the question.

For each survey, the reader will be referred to the pages of the
relevant Task 1 item evaluation which appear in tabular fore at the conclusi.on
of this narrative report. You may note that the item-by-item analysis in Task
1 generally identifies more problems than described in the narrative report.
This difference has at least two explanations: threshold and redundancy. The
threshold for defining critical errors is higher in the narrative portion of
this report than in the Task 1 tabular report due to the differences between
the mission of the two tasks. Task 1 was designed to identify all errors,
whereas, Task 2 was designed to present only the most egregious errors. The
narrative section may also appear to identify fewer errors by attempting to
avoid a high degree of redundancy. For example, if question order was
evaluated as producing a context effect, the first item following would be
documented as experiencing such an effect, however; subsequent items would not
necessarily be so designated.

Convention Planning Survey--Attachment I

This questionnaire was used in a survey of convention planners about
their views of Las Vegas as a convention site, with specific reference to how
their views might change in the light of several possible scenarios regarding
the placement of a nuclear waste storage repository (NWSR)less than 100 miles
from Las Vegas.

The sample was drawn from a list of upcoming meetings and conventions
supplied by the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority. All respondents
had a meeting planned for Las Vegas sometime after September 1, 1986.

The sample consisted of 407 names. Of these, fifty-six were
unlocatable, twenty-eight were not reached after four attempts, and an
additional ftfty were unavailable during the study pertod. Of the 241
eltgible and available planners, forty-nine refused to take part and another
thirty-two, who initially agreed, dtd not complete the questionnaires. While
the study report gives 66 percent as the completion rate (a final sample size
of 153), this seriously misreports the completion rate. The completion rate
properly calculated should be 37.6 percent, tf one assumes that the
unlocatables or persons never reached were all eligible. The rate would be

5
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somewhathigher if someportion of the non-contacted have turned out to be
ineligible. Screening and participation solicitation were done by telephone.
The questionnaire was sent by mail to be filled out, but the actual responses
were given over the telephone from the self-administered questionnaire. (See
Task 1, pp. 50- 51)

Screener

Q. A-E. The first three questions are screening questions to select a
respondent who was responsible for site selection for conventions or meetings
and had at least three years of experience. The 1ast two questions screen out
those who have no plans for future conventions in Las Vegas. The screening
questions are adequate for this purpose. However, lt is not clear why the
study was restricted only to those who had plans for future conventions in Las
Vegas. Zt would be reasonable to try to get at least somedata from those who
have not thought about Las Vegasas a site, or had thought of lt but rejected
it. Perhaps there are already images of beliefs about Las Vegas that would
not be affected by the presence of a NWSR,but would be interpreted as being
so affected if the data were restricted only to those who are already
favorably disposed towards Las Vegas.

q. F-I. These questions find out about the respondent's Job and
experience and make an appointment to do a telephone interview with the
respondent after he has filled out the questionnaire, which is mailed. This
is an unusual, but innovative way of getting a htgh completion rate from a
difficult self-administered questionnaire. It ts a goodmethodto use in this
type of survey because lt not only increases the response rate, but also gives
the interviewers a chance to check to see that the respondents are
understanding the questions.

questionnaire
q. 2. There are overlapping response categories (e.g., two to three

years; three to five years). Howdoes one answer if one started planning
three years in advance?

q. 3. This question is ambiguous. Usually negotiations for meetings go
on over a long period of time. Oo they want the date a contract was signed,
the date a decision was madeby the organization, or other infomation?

q. 19. The list of selection criteria properly includes several
negative factors as well as positive factors so that one has somecomparative
data for negative factors other than nuclear waste storage. However,
political considerations are omitted so that things like ERAapproval or the
absenceof Marttn Luther King's birthday as a holiday are not asked about.
The addition of an "other" category would help.

q. 21, The use of scenarios with differing degrees of danger and media
attention, on the one hand, and differing degrees of economicbenefits on the
other, ts a good technique to use here to try to measureconcern for the
posstble risks arising from NWSR. The scenarios seemplausible and should
have sufficient variation to makemeaningful comparisons.

6



23

A major question is how the scenarios were distributed across
respondents. There are nine scenarios, including the base case. With 153
respondents, each scenario would be rated by only seventeen respondents,
assuming that each respondent only got one scenario, as should be the case.
It would take a pretty large effect in order to be detected with such a small
number of respondents. If each respondent were asked to respond to all
scenarios, there is a danger of serious order effects and non-independence of
judgments. It is not clear that having respondents respond to all scenarios
would be a good way to get at differing levels of concern or differing
reactions to levels of economic inducements.

The scenarios have s_ven levels of seriousness of events; two levels of
media attention; three leve:s of prices for hotels; and two levels each for
the price of meals, gifts of gambling chips, show tickets, and price of coffee
breaks. Zt is not clear how the particular nine combinations of events, media
attention, and prices/inducements were arrived at. Since few are varied
independently, Jt would not be possible to assess the independent
contributionof different levels of negative events, media attention and of
differing inducements on plans to hold a convention in Las Vegas.
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Nevada State Survey, September, 1989--Attachment II

This questionnaire was used in a telephone survey of Nevada residents on
environmental issues in which opinion about a NWSRwas asked about in
comparison with other environmental issues. The sample was a random-digit
dial sample generated by Survey Sampling, Incorporated. This firm is a common
source of telephone samples because they have the capacity to target the
telephone sample numbers to fairly small geographic areas. The sample size
for the statewide sample was 677, of wh;ch 500 completed Interviews were
obtained for a reported response rate of 73.8 percent. Oversamples of Nye
County (278), Lincoln County (120), and Esmeralda County (131) were also
added. The response rates reported for these counties were 73.5 percent, 84.0
percent and 77.0 percent respectively.

There is no information about how the response rates were calculated so
lt unclear whether the percentages are based on the total number of telephone
numbers successfully screened or whether they also include the numbers that
were not contacted. There was individual respondent selection within the
household using the most recent birthday method. This is an approximate
method for randomly selecting a respondent within a household, often used in
order to save money. Questionnaires were edited for missing data and
respondents were called back to retrieve missing data. Five percent of each
interviewer's work was verified by call backs to verify that the interview was
conducted with the person described. Information about the number of
telephone numbers in the household does not appear to have been obtained so
that proper weighting of seloction probabilities can,ot be done. (See Task 1,
pp. 52- 55)

Sectton I
q. 1-2. The response categories switch from "very dissatisfied" to

"very positive." This is an odd choice and runs the danger of confounding
"positive-negative" dimensions with "satisfied-dissatisfied" dimensions. One
would need some good evidence to sho_ that such a _ractice does not distort
the data. The response categories are ordered from bad to good. This is good
practice in this situation where the skew in the response distribution is apt
to be toward the "good" end.

q. 3-4. Q. 3 asks about most important environmental issue for Nevada
and then q. 4 follows immediately with a switch to a question about sources of
pollution in the United States. The shift in geographical focus should occur
earlier in the wordtng of Q. 4 to highlight the shift in focus.

q. 4-10, 11-18. These _re list questions that put a strain on
respondents In telephone administration. Because the lists are long and
respondents do not know what is coming, there is a considerable likelihood of
order effects. The order of the list should randomized across respondents.

Section II
This section uses a word _ssociation technique to elicit imagery about

stimulus words. There is a practice question for respondents to see if they
understand the way the question works. After the end of the image
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elicitation, respondents are then asked to rate each image from "very
negative" to "very positive." There is no practice for this rating task.

Q. 21. This question asks about YuccaMountain specifically without any
preparation or attempt to find out if the respondent knowswhere Yucca
Mountain is or anything about the issue. Again, order of the questions maybe
important. It is possible that this question will beaffected by its
placement directly following the rather lengthy question eliciting images
about NWSRs.

Q. 22-31. The stem of this question says that lt is about howthe
respondent feels about various government agencies, lt then goes on to ask
about howmuchtrust they have in them to do right with regard to a particular
decision (i.e., nuclear waste repositories). This is an unexpected question
given the introduction. Again, the list may be affected by the order of
presentation.

Q. 32-37. This questionis the only time thatthe repositoryis
describedas a "radioactive"wasterepositoryratherthan as a "nuclear"waste
repository.The changeis terminologyis unfortunatebecauseit makes
comparisonwith otherquestionsmore problematic.

Q. 38-39. These questionare in the same seriesas Q. 32-37with the
same instructions,but they are not abouta wasterepository.Rathertheyare
aboutweaponstesting.

Q. 40-45. Theseagree/disagreequestionsare balancedfor the direction
of agreeingand disagreeing.This is good practiceto countera bias toward
just agreeingor disagreeingwith an item withoutregardto its content. It
mightbe better,however,if therewere not strictalterationof the direction
of the questionbecausethe patternmay becomeapparentto the respondents.

q. 46-53. These questions about prO- and anti-repository statements
might be slightly slanted toward pro-repository statements. Five statements
are positive, two are negative, and one is indeterminate (though leaning
toward negative).

Q. 54. This question involves picking the "fairest" way to deal with
high-level nuclear wastes from a list read over the telephone. There are real
possibilities of order effects in this type of question with the last item
getting somepreference. Becausethe last item is "one national site" the
results might be biased in favor of that solution.

Q. 55-56. These questions are adequate.

Q. 57. This question refers to the "federal governmentnuklear
facilities?"What willrespondentsunderstand by that term?Facilitiesin
Nevadaor anywhere? Will they includenuclearpowerplants,most of whichare
not federalgovernmentfacilities?

9
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q. 58. This is a bad question, lt asks for one rating of seriousness
for "these problems" without knowing howmanyproblems the respondent is
thinking about (or what they are). If respondents are thinking of more than
one problem, somemight be serious, others not. Whatare they supposedto do?
average? Take the most (]east) serious? There ts also no filter for those
who said "don't know or unsure." Are they to be asked to rate the seriousness
of their unsure answers?

q. 59. This question seemsbiased. The wording suggests that the
federal government does not do a good job now tn contracting and operating
nuclear facil ities.

(I. 60. This is a very long complicated question that respondents would
have difficulty in comprehendingover the telephone. The response
alternatives are long and the last alternative (which is anti-repository)
would have an advantage becauseof a recency effect.

(]. 61. The topic swttches from NWSRto nuclear power plants and from
Nevadato the Untted States without any transition.

The remainder of the questionnaire consists of demographicquestions.
f
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National States Survey questionnaire--Attachment IIA

This questionnaireappearsto be a part of a seriesof studiesconducted
more or less at the same time as the previousNevadaStateStudy.lt was used
in a nationaltelephonesurvey. The samplesizewas 1,073,with a reported
76.9 percentcompletionrate for a finalsampleof 825 respondents.The
samplewas splitinto two partswith imagesof citiesbeingobtainedin one
part and imagesof statesin the otherpart. The samplesize for the city
imageswas 416 with a reportedresponserate of 80 percentand a samplesize
of 409 for the stateimageswith a responserate of 74 percent.

As in the previousstudy,there is no informationabouthow the response
rateswere calculated, lt unclearwhetherthe percentagesare basedon the
totalnumberof telephonenumberssuccessfullyscreenedor whetherthey also
includethe numbersthat were not contacted. Informationaboutthe numberof
telephonenumbersin the householddoes not appearto havebeen obtainedso
that properweightingof selectionprobabilitiescannotbe done. Individuals
were selectedwithinhouseholdsusingthe most recentbirthdaymethod,a
methodfrequentlyused by commercialfirmsto savemoneyand which
approximatesa properprobabilitysample.

The surveywas describedto respondentsas a surveyaboutwhat people
thinkaboutcertainstatesand some of the problemsthatmake them more or
less desirablefor vacationor a placesto live. The questionnaireis very
similarto the questionnaireused in the surveyof Nevadaresidents
(AttachmentII). The initialquestionsare imagetypequestionsusingfour
westernstatesfor half of the sampleand fourwesterncitiesfor the other
half. Imagesare firstobtained,then respondentsare askedto rate the
imageson a positive/negativescale.(See Task I, pp. 56 - 5g)

Q. 33-112. Thesequestionsask respondentsfor thedegreeof
associationin theirmindsbetweenthe individualstates/citiesand ten
positiveand negativeattributes(fournegativeand six positive).The
negativeattributesare distributedthroughoutthe list.

Q. 113-128. These questions get further information about ratings of
and experiencewith the four states/cities.

q. 129-134. Theseapplythe imageelicitationtechniqueto the concept
of an undergroundnuclearwasterepository.

q. 135-148. These are the sourcesof pollutionquestionsused in other
surveys(e.g.,AttachmentII,Q.4-I0). There is a possibilityof order
effectshere if the order is not randomizedacrossrespondents.

Q. 149-185. Theseare the questionsaboutdistancesrespondentsare
willingto live from variousnoxiousfacilities(seecommentson Q. 11-18,
AttachmentII, aboutordereffects).

Q. 186-201. Theseask aboutthe benefitsand problemsthat occur if a
NWSR is built.The same questionwas used in the NevadaStateSurvey(see

11



£8

commentson Attachment II, Q. 32-39). The last two items, however, shift
without warning from reference to nuclear waste facilities to reference about
nuclearfacilitiesin general, lt is not good to shiftfocuslike this
withoutcallingattentionto the shiftin reference.

Q. 202-208. This is a batteryof questionsaboutnuclear,aste
facilitiesand activitiesused in the NevadaStateSurvey(seecommentson
AttachmentII, Q. 40-45).

Q. 109. This is the summaryquestionaboutoverallJudgmentof benefits
and harms,this time with the categoriesproperlyaligned.

Q. 210-211. These are the fairnessquestionsfromthe NevadaState
Survey(seecoments on AttachmentII, (l.54).

Q. 211-213. These ask aboutthe most fair and leastfair way for
dealingwith nuclearwastes. The last responsecategory,"Onlyone siteto
take the waste from the wholecountry,"seemsa bit pejorativecomparedwith
the neutralityof the otherchoices.

Q. 114. This questionis prejudiciallywordedsinceit impliesthat the
federalgovernmenthas not done _ good job is runningnuclearfacilities.

Q. 215-217. These are the samequestions as used in theNevada State
Survey (see comments,Attachment II, O. 57-58). Q. 215 refers to the "federal
governmentnuclear facilities." What will respondents understand by that
tem? Facilities in Nevadaor anywhere? Will they include nuclear power
plants, most of which are not Federal "governmentfacilities?

Q. 217. This is a bad question. It asks for one rating of seriousness
for "these problems" without knowing howmanyproblems the respondent is
thinking of (or what they are). If respondents are thinking of more than one
problem, somemight be serious, others not. What are they supposedto do?
Average? Take the most (least) serious? There is also no filter for those
who said "don't knowor unsure." Are they to be asked to rate the seriousness
of their unsure answers?

Q. 220-222. These constitute a political activism scale which would be
useful in analysis of the data.

12
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Image Study of Corporate Executive Decision Makers--Attachment III

This is a study of corporate executives who are responsible for site
selection for expanding existing businesses or opening new ones. The sample
was drawn from the 1988 edition of Who's Who in Corporate Real Estate. Five
hundred and sixty-nine (569) executives were contacted. The study was done by
telephone with a completion rate of 70 percent. The reports do not say how
manynameswere drawn in order to end up with 569 contacts. The response rate
appears to be calculated only on the numbercontacted and thus may be an
inflated number.

The major part of the survey uses a word (or phrase) association task
for four cities. These cities are Las Vegas and three other western cities
which might compete with Las Vegas as a business development site. The
purpose of this type of question is to get at imagesof objects (e.g., cities,
concepts, facilities, etc.) in an unstructured way. AFter eliciting images,
respondents are asked to rate the images on a positive/negative dimension.
The data are then combinedto get an overall rating of the object on the
positive/negative dimension.

The cities are then ranked overall (Q.30-33) in order of the
desirability as a site for a newor expanding business and respondents asked
for theirreasonsfor theirfirstand last choices. The next seriesof
questions(Q. 34-38;39-43;44-48)asks respondentsto rank five factorsthat
influencedecisionson siteselection. Rankingsaremade separatelyfor site
decisionsfor a productionfacility,a distributionfacility,and an
administrativeoffice, lt is good to breakthe rankingsof decisioncriteria
intoapplicabilityfor differenttypesof facilitiessincethe rankingsmight
not be the same for each type. One mightquestionwhetherall respondents
wouldbe equallyknowledgeableabouteach of the differenttypesof
facilities,althoughthereis a "don'tknow"responsecategoryto use if
respondentswish. (See Task I, p. 60)

Q. 49-60. These are straight-forwardquestionsaboutrespondents'
experienceswitheach of four cities.

q. 61-70. These are an adaptationof questionsused in othersurveysin
this series. They ask abouthow far respondentswouldbe willingto livefrom
some specifiedtypesof noxioussites. In this form,the questionsare about
how much influencethe existenceof a possiblynoxiousstateor object(e.g.,
a chemicalmanufacturingplant)wouldhave on locationdecisions. These
questionsuffersomewhatfrom a vaguenessaboutthe distancefrom a potential
businesslocationto the noxiousobjectas comparedwith the otherformof the
questionwhichasks respondentsto set the distancethey wouldfind
acceptable.Most of the questionsare phrasedin termsof a noxiousobject
"inthe vicinity"or "nearby"the locationwheretheymightput theirnew or
expandingbusiness. Othersare more specific(e.g.,"adjacentto a highway')
or whereeventslike earthquakeshappenwith statedfrequency, lt is not
clearhow the differingdegreeof specificityacrossthe variousquestions
mightaffectresponses. This couldonly be determinedempirically.
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The remainder of the questions obtain identifying information that
enables the analyst to look at the data by such categories as type of industry
and experience of the respondent.
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NevadaUrban Risk Study--Attachment IV

This is a study of residents of the Las Vegas area. The metropolitan
area was defined to include the cities of Henderson, Las Vegas, North Las
Vegas, and the contiguous urban areas of Clark County. The initial sample
size was about 1,013, with a completion rate of 74.5 percent for a final
sample size of 755. The interviews were done by telephone and in person. An
RDDsamplewas used to select householdsbased on the proportionate
distribution of residential householdwithin the sixty-two telephone prefixes
serving the geographically defined area. Seven hundred fifty-five (755)
numberswere computer-generatedthatwere determinedto be households.If a
numberwas not contactedafterten attemptsit was classifiedas a non-working
number.

A shorttelephoneinterviewwas conductedwith an adultinformantin
each householdthat was screenedinto the sample. A modifiedKish selection
procedurewas used to identifythe appropriaterandomadultrespondentand
face-to-faceinterviewconductedwith that individual.The reportedresponse
ratewas 74.5 percent,but it is not clearwhetherthis is basedon the
completionrate for the individualrespondents,or whetherit is basedon the
numberof householdsscreened. Thereis no indicationwhetherthe data are
weightedfor householdsize.(SeeTask I, pp. 61 - 66)

questionnaire
q. 4. This questionasks respondentsto rank a seriesof "problems"

that "yourcommunity"will face in the next fifteenyears. The issuesare
quitegeneral(e.g."social,""economic")and it is not clearhow respondents
will interpretthem. In particularthe category"naturalhazards"couldmean
many things. The referenceto "yourcommunity"is alsovague. Previous
questionshave referredto the "greaterLas Vegasarea"and to the specific
city (suburb)in which the respondentlives,creatingpotentialfor confusion
aboutwhat communityQ. 4 is referringto.

Q. 10. Respondentsare givena card with a listof organizationsand
askedwhichtypesof groupsor organizationsthey belongto "in theircity."
The questionformatis a "checkas many as apply"formatinsteadof asking
aboutmembershipin each type of groupand requiringa "yes/no"answerabout
each one. The "checkas many as apply"formatunderstatesthe numberof
groupsreported. The questionis also phrasedin termsof membership"herein
CITY NAME." Many of the typesof groupsare nationalin character.If
respondentstake the questionliterally,they mightwell severelyunderstate
the numberof typesof groupsthey belongto. For example,an environmental
groupsuch as the SierraClub is a nationalorganization.If respondents
belongto it,would they reportit in responseto thisquestion? Probably
somewouldand some wouldn't,thus givingan unknownamountof bias.Of
course,it is not clearwhetherthe investigatorwantsthis type of groupto
be reportedor not.

Q. 12. The questionasks aboutownershipof propertyin "southern
Nevada." Will the boundariesof this conceptbe clear? Theremay be
variationin the understandingof the question.
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q. 17. In this question respondents are asked to respond to a long set
of opinion questions on a scale from one to seven, or from "very satisfied" to
"very dissatisfied." The numeric scale runs in the opposite direction from
the "natural" order and makea high value meanhigh dissatisfaction.
Ordinarily one would expect this question to ask for rating from "very
dissatisfied" to "very satisfied." Wasthere somereason why the order was
reversed?

Q. 18-26. These are fairly standard questions about confidence or trust
in governmentat different levels (e.g., national, state, local).

q. 27-34. These are questions designed to find out how politically
active respondents have been in the 1ast four years. Four years seemsat
first reading an odd reference period to ask about, unless the date of the
survey was tied to someparticular election, in which case "since the 1ast
election" might be a better way to phrase the time period.

q. 35-37. These are questions about trust in scientists and general
views about science using a seven-point agree/disagree scale. The items are as
balanced between positive and negative views (three positive items, two
negative items) as is possible with an odd numberof items.

q. 38-45. These questions ask about personal experiences with a number
of hazards, both natural and man-made,and then ask respondents to rate the
series in degree of threat to the Las Vegas area. It is good to get the
actual experience of the respondent to see howexperience affects the rating
of seriousness of problems.

q. 46-52. This is a battery used in several studies in this series
asking respondents how far they would be willing to live or work from seven
types of potentially noxious facilities. This is an imaginative way to scale
the degree of perceived "danger" of different types of noxious facilities and
gets data that can put ratings of nuclear waste disposal facilities tn a
metric that can be used to compare lt with other negatively specified
facilities. One potential problem in the stem of the questions ts lumping
"work" and "live" together. Wasresearch done to see if at least the order to
rating is same for both types of judgments? By putting the two together, the
investigator assumesthe order would be the samefor both. If people are more
willing to work near sometypes of facilities, but not to live near them, this
might pose an interpretive problem.

q. 53-54. These are further questions about trust in technicians and
engineers.

q. 55. Another question about trust in governmentagencies and
institutions, specifically about issues of public safety. The stem here
refers to trust in "the ability of each one to makedecisions to protect
public safety." This is a very complex concept. It is not clear that
respondents will get all parts of the question. "The ability to decide" may
imply believing that they have the knowledgenecessary, or it may imply
believing that they have the necessary authority to be able to act, or lt may
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implybelievingthat they havethe will and concernto do something. The
ambiguityof this phrasemakesit difficultto knowwhat a responseto this
questionmeans. Also "publicsafety"may not be interpretedin the sameway
by all respondents.

Q. 56. The introductionto the questionasksabout"radiologicalor
nuclearhazards." The questionitselfasks aboutradiationor nuclear
accidents.Will respondentsbe familiarwith thesetermsand knowthe
relationof "radiological"to "radiation?"

Q. 59 et seq. Q. 5g filtersfor knowledgeof theNevadaTest Site.
Dependingon the answersto Q. 5g, respondentsare askedfollow-upquestions
or skip to a laterquestion. This is the firstfilterfor knowledgeof some
eventsin this questionnaireand is reasonablefor questionsabouta specific
sitelike this. lt does,however,presentan orderproblemfor the next
questionthat everyoneanswers(Q. 66) becausesomerespondentswill come to
thisquestionaftera seriousof questionsaboutthe dangersof the Test Site
whileotherwill not. Thosewho have gone throughthe seriesof questions
aboutthe Test Site may well be more sensitizedto issuesof safetyhazards
than thosewho skip directlyto Q. 66. lt wouldhavebeen betterto have
reversedthe order to thesequestions.

Q. 66. This is an agree/disagreequestionon a numberof opinions
relatedto the safetyof transportinghazardousmaterials.Itemsare balanced
betweenpositiveand negativewordings.

Q. 67. This questionfiltersfor whetherrespondentshave heardabout
the YuccaMountainNWSR site. Thosewho say "no"skipto a seriesof
questionsin which differentscenariosare givento all respondents, lt is
not so clearthat filteringout thosewho have not heardaboutYuccaMountain
fromQ. 68-71was wise. Theseskippedquestionscouldbe askedas well of
thosewho had not heardaboutthe controversy.Differencein responsebetween
thoseminimallyinformedand thosenot awareof the controversymightbe
interesting.

Q. 79. This questionhas an order problem. In the questionitself
respondents are asked whether benefits outweigh harm, or the other way around,
or are they equal. In the answer categories the order is reversed, with "harm
outweighs benefits" coming first. Even though the respondent may not see the
reversal, the interviewer might be more likely to record the answer
incorrectly. This question is one where there should be alternate forms with
the presentation of the response categories in different orders.

Q. 91. The five items on safety of NWSRare as balanced as possible
with an odd numberof items, three negatives and two positive.

Q. 94. Respondentsapparently are given more information about Yucca
Mountain proposals in four scenarios and a map showingthe location of Yucca
Mountain. The scenarios are not part of the material submitted for review, so
we cannot judge their adequacy. Respondentsare then asked a series of
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questions about their probable behavioral reaction if the repository should be
built.

Q. 107. This question asks about the "probable effect of the events in
the scenario on the respondent's social life. There ts no category "no
change" which seemslike a reasonable response for manypeople. Respondents
are forced to respond either lt would be "improved" or "hurt."

Q. 113. The words "affect' and "effect" are used Incorrectly.

Q. 114-119. These questions seemrepetitious since they are repeats of
the earlier "trust" questions, but now regarding the specific scenarios. In
such a long questionnaire, apparent repetitions like thts will not have a good
effect on respondents willingness to cooperate.

Q. 125. Wording of three statements on transporting nuclear wastes and
accidents are as nearly balanced as possible, two negatives and one positive.

Q. 130. Thts question asks about ltfe satisfaction as a whole in the
light of the events described tn the scenarios. It seemsstretching things to
ask for a rating on such a global dimension as life satisfaction in this
context.

q. 131. Thts question has the sameorder problem as Q. 79.

In the demographic section, data sought about employmentin various
governmentand nuclear facilities will provide important information about
present behavior.
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Ba_eltne Survey for High-Level NWR--AttachmentV

This questionnaire was used in a telephone survey of Nevada residents.
There ts no Information about howthe samplewasdrawn. The final sample size
was 1,001, a 37.4 percent completion rate. The low completion rate raises
serious questions about the general izability of the results. If tt ts
tntended to be a baselthe survey agatnst whtch changes,in opinion are to be
measured, tt is particularly regrettable that morewasn't done etther to
increase the response rate or do somesub-sampling to measurethe extent of
the bias. Selection of the respondent wtthtn the householdwas done by
tmpostng a quota on males. Apparently the researchers followed the common,
but unscientific practtce of asking for a male in the householdand selecting
him if he were at home, but talktng to a female respondent otherwise. It is
not clear whether household size was measured in order to be able to weight by
householdsize. Information about the numberof telephone numbers in the
householddoes not appear to have been obtained so that proper weighting of
selection probabilities cannot be done. (See Task 1, pp. 67 - 70)

Questlonnalre
Q. 2. This is a version of a question used in other surveys In thls

series which asks respondents to rate sources of pollution on a ten-point
scale for the U.$. as a whole. In this version six sources are rated.
Transportatlon accidents, used in other versions, was omitted. This omission
is odd since transportation accidents Involving hazardousmaterials is one of
the major worries about the siting of NWSRs.

q. 3. Respondents are asked to compare "environmental problems" with
other problems in their community. This Is a vague referent. Whynot just
rate problems on a ten-point scale or comparewith a specific problem or
better set of problems.

q. 4. This question asks for self-description along dimensions that can
be used in analysis of attitudes. A good thing to have.

Q. 5. This question filters for awareness of nuclear waste dlscusslons
and gets sources and amountof information.

q. 6-8. These ask for knowledgeabout NWSRproposals and facts. Good
questlons to have for a trend study.

Q. 9. Thls questlon introduces a good methodological device--the spl|t
ballot--in whlch part of the sample gets one version of the question and
another part gets another version. A similar device is used in Q. 10 and Q.
1Oa. These questions attempt to measure behavioral responsesto hypothetical
positioning of a NWSR. These are good questions, but unfortunately there is
no Information about how the split ballot was done.

q. 11. This item gets at comparative risk perceptions in order to have
somecomparative scale on which to measure the risk perceived for a Yucca
Mountain NWSRsite. This makesa good comparisonwith risk perceived for
other nuclear and toxic threats. The ratings are on a ten-point "seriousness"
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scale. There ts someambiguity ts the concept of "seriousness" because tt
does not distinguish between degree of harm and likelihood of the event
happening. It would be good to develop a form of the question that could
measure both parts of thts concept.

Q. 12. This question consists of five statements about risks from htgh
level nuclear waste repositories in the United States using a four-point
agreedisagree format. There are two positively worded and three negatively
worded statements.

q. 15. Thts ttem conststs of nine statements about NWSRstna four-
potnt agree/disagree format. In this case five statements are positive, two
are negative, and three neutral or difficult to classify.

q. 16. This question asks for "importance" ratings (three-point scale)
for seven statements about actions that might be taken to make a NWSRmore
acceptable to residents of the site area. Statement #16g is vague and
suggests action that may not be possible even if the governmentwanted to do"
it ("protect property values in communities within 100 miles of repository').

q. 17. This question is a version of contingent valuation in which
respondents are asked to place monetary value on keeping a NWSRaway from them
or measuring how muchmoneythey would want to makea NWSRacceptable to them.
Amountsof moneyand who sets safety standards (federal government versus
local groups) are systematically varied.

This is an excellent way to try to get at the trade-offs between
benefits and costs, but needs to be used with somecaution. The questions
appear to have been asked of everyone (according to somesampling schemethat
distributed the different versions across the entire sample), but since they
used actual dollar figures rather than somerelative values, there will be an
interaction between the value of the actual dollar amountsand the
respondents' income and wealth. This interaction makesthe analysis of the
data somewhatmore difficult.

Since the dollar amountsvary systematically (e.g., there is first a
value, then twice that value and half that value) lt would be useful to try
out versions of the questions that ask about somethinglike 10 percent
increase in your taxes, 25 percent increase or a 25 percent decrease in taxes
or someother variation based on relative rather than absolute dollars.

q. 19-20. These items introduce specific alternative sites and solicits
opinions about those sites relative to YuccaMountain

Q. 21-22. These are interesting additions to the usual backgrounddata.
They tw to get at individual risk-taking propensities and general values
related to using the environment to meet humanneeds. These questions will
also be useful in trend analysis.
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Nattonal Survey Questionnaire-1987--Attachment VI

This surveywas conductedby telephonewith a nationalsampleof 1,201
respondents.The reportedcompletionrate is 35.1 percent,a rate that is
quitelow and raisesquestionsaboutthe generalizabilityof the results.
Selectionof the respondentwithinthe householdwas done by imposinga quota
on males. Apparentlythe researchersfollowedthe common,but unscientific
practiceof askingfor a male in the householdand selectinghim if he were at
home,but talkingto a femalerespondentotherwise.Numberof telephone
numbersin the householddoes not appearto have askedabout,so thereis no
informationto use in weightingprobabilityof selectionof the household.

This surveyappearsto have been done by computer-assistedtelephone
interviewing(CATI). UsingCATI enabledthe researchersto rotateanswer
categoriesto eliminateresponseorderbias. This is a good featurefor such
studies.(SeeTask I, pp. 71 - 75)

Questionnaire
The questionnaire uses a numberof questions that are commonto the

otherquestionnairesused with the generalpopulation.

Q. 6-11. These questionsuse five itemsratingsourcesof pollution
whichare a sub-setof the sevenpollutionitemsusedon othersurveys. In
thisversion,transportationaccidentsinvolvinghazardousmaterialsand
radiationfrom weaponstestingare omitted. The omissionof the
transportationaccidentsitem is odd giventhe subjectof the survey.
Omittingthe weapons-testingitem is understandablebecausethis is a national
sampleand weaponstestingis more a localNevadaissue.

Q. 12. Respondentsare askedto compare"environmentalproblems"with
otherproblemsin their community.This is a vaguereferent. Why not just
rate problemson a ten-pointscaleor comparewith a specificproblemor
betterset of problems?

Q. 13-17. These questionsask for self-descriptionalongdimensions
thatcan be used in analysisof attitudes.This is good informationto have.

Q. 18-22. Thesequestionsask aboutawarenessof nuclearwaste
discussionsand get sourcesof informationand levelsof involvement.

q. 2_-25. These questionsask for knowledgeaboutNWSR proposalsand
facts.Good questionsto have for a trendstudy.

Q. 26-3Z. These are similarquestionsto thoseused in NevadaBaseline
studyto get at probableeffectsof desirabilityof a site for living,
retiring,etc., if it were near a NWSR.

The remainderof this questionnaireis virtuallyidenticalto the Nevada
Baselinesurvey(AttachmentV) with modificationsnecessitatedby the use of
CATI and the fact that it is a nationalratherthanNevadasample.
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NevadaConvention Attenders Survey Questionnaire--Attachment VII

This questic_tnairewas used in a surveyof attendersat conventionsin
Nevada. A stratifiedrandomsamplewas drawnfrom themembershipof six
nationalassociations,each of whichhad held one of its last fourmeetingsin
Las Vegas. Approximatelyequalnumbersof respondentswere takenfromeach
association'smembership. Potentialrespondentswere screenedto select
meinbersof the _ssociationwho have been to previousconventionsof this
associationat least once in the last four years. Screeningwas done by
telephone.Eligibleindividualswere then maileda questionnairewith a
returnenvelope. The initialsamplesize was 719 with a completionare of
83.4 percentfor a final samplesizeof 600. Thereis no indicationwhether
therewas someloss of samplefrom the screeningwhichwouldreducethe
effectiveresponserate. (SeeTask I, pp. 76 - 77)

Questionnaire
Q.A. This is the same imagery-typequestionused in the NevadaState

Survey(AttachmentII). This questionasks only aboutLas Vegas.

Q.B. This questionasks aboutdecisioncriteriaused by the
respondentsfor decidingwhetherto go to a conventionof this association.
This is similarto a que_tir_askedin the conventionplannerss,rvey
(AttachmentI) but her_._all of the negativefactorsarc groupedat the bottom.
This type of groupingshouldbe avoided. The orderof factorsis not the same
as in the decisionmaker survey.

Q.C. This questionasks aboutrejectioncriteria(i.e.reasonsfor not
attending"anymeetingor convention").Note that thisis a different
referencethan in the questionaboutfactorsaffectingdecisionsto attend
sincethey are specificallyaboutattendingthe annualmeetingsof this
association.The criteriaare mostlythe negativesideof factorsaskedabout
in the previousquestion.

Q. v-vi. This seriesof questionscomparelikelihoodof attendingthe
conventionif it were held in four othercities,althoughthe stem of the
questionssuggeststhat the respondentis goingto be askedaboutfive cities.
The particularcities are not specifiedin this versionof the questionnaire.
Q.VI asks for ratingof the four cities(againthe stemsays five,but the
actualquestionsonly list fourcities)on the decisioncriteriaaskedabout
in Q. B.

Q. VII. This questionasks aboutthe hypotheticaleffecton the
decisionto attenda conventionif any one of fivepotentiallynoxious
facilitieswere locatedwithin100 milesof the conventioncity. One of the
facilitiesis describedas a "low-levelradioactive"wasterepositoryand a
secondas a "high-levelnuclear"waste repository, lt is unfortunatethat the
high and low-levelcomparisonswill be confoundedwiththe changein wording
from "radioactive"to "nuclear."This confoundingwillmake it difficultto
interpretany observeddifferencesor lack of differences.
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Summary

This questionnaire has the appearance of being adapted from a standard
questionnaire used to measure convention goers' attitudestoward a particular
city and their decision criteria for attending, lt looks like a rather
hurried or low-budget adaptation that does not inspireconfidence in the
quality of the work.
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National Survey of Nuclear Waste Issues--Attachment VIII

This questionnaire was used in a national, excluding Nevada, ROD
telephone survey of 1,012 individuals. The initial sample size is
unspecified, but a 85 percent completion rate is reported for "eligible
respondents." lt seems likely that the completion rate is based only the
number of households in which screening was actually completed. The report
indicates that "standard call-back procedures" were used. If this means four
call-backs, then the number of telephone numbers excluded for non-contact will
be quite large. If the completion rate were properly based on total working
household numbers, the rate is most likely very much less. Information about
the number of telephone numbers in the household does not appear to have been
obtained so that proper weighting of selection probabilities cannot be done.

,,

Individuals were selected within households using the more recent
birthday method, a method frequently used by commercial finns to save money
and which approximates a proper probability sample, not quite the "random
procedure" indicated in the methodology report. The survey is described to
respondents as a survey of travel patterns and environmental issues. It
starts off with questions about Las Vegas. (See Task 1, pp. 78 - 80)

q. 2. This question asks respondents to rate the desirability of Las
Vegas on a number of dimensions. This question is used again at the end of
the interview.

q. 3. This question asks for ratings of things that are "harmful both
to people and to the environment." There are four things, two nuclear and two
non-nuclear, but the two non-nuclear are somewhat problematic. One is vague,
("pollution') and the other involves a rather low level of harm ('trucking of
gasoline"). Trucking of toxic chemicals or something of that sort would seem
to be better. A more specific source of pollution would also be better.

q. 4. This question asks "how favorable" respondents are to nuclear
power plants. Asking this question is a more balanced way, for example, by
giving both favorable and unfavorable options in the question, would be
better.

Q. 6. This question defines the concept of high-level nuclear wastes
for the respondents. This is a good thing to do so that questions about such
a little-known concept can at least have a chance of being understood in the
sameway.

q. 7-8. These ask someknowledge questions From other studies in the
series. In this version the response categories are rotated. An excellent
thing to do to prevent response order bias.

q.9-11. Q. 9 makes a good transition to the topic of NWSR. Q.IO asks
about how respondents might feel about living in the immediate area of a NWSR.
Q.11 sensibly asks for their definition of "immediate area."
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q. 12-16. These are questionsfrom othersurveysin this seriesabout
the distancerespondentsare willingto "live"or "work"fromdifferent
noxiousfacilities.Againthereis a potentialproblemin lumping"work"and
"live"in the same question.

Q. 17-20. These are questionsabouttrustis scienceand government
fromothersurveysin this series.

q. 21-25. The firstof thesequestionsasks aboutattitudestoward
transportinghazardousmaterials,as a backgroundfor a seriesof questions
(Q. 22-25)abouttravelpatternsor willingnessto livenearhighwaysin which
nuclearwastesare transported.

Q. 27-28. These returnto ratingof Las Vegasas a desirableplacein
the contextof the placementof a NWSR at YuccaMountain The repetitionof Q.
2 givesa nice before-and-aftermeasureof the effectof makingnuclearwaste
issuessalientto the respondent.

The use of the before-and-aftermeasureof attitudestowardLas Vegas
wouldhave been strengthenedif an additionalsamplewere giventhe Las Vegas
questiononly at the end of the questionnaire.In thisdesignthe researchers
couldhavedisentangledthe effectsof havingaskedthe questionbeforefrom
the effectsof the introductionof the new materialthatmakesthe nuclear
wasteissuessalient.
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3. Conclusions

The nine surveysreviewedin this reportaddressthreedifferent
problems--thepotentialeffectsof a NWSR on the economyof Las Vegas,the
potentialreactionsof the citizensof the near-byarea,Las Vegasor the
stateof Nevada,and finallythe potentialreactionsof the national
population.Each of theseproblemsrequiressurveyinga differenttype of
population.

For the studyof economiceffects,attentionis concentratedon
corporatedecisionmakerswho decidewhereto locatenew or expanded
businesses,on decisionmakerswho influencewhereconventionswill take place
and finallyon conventionattenderswhosereactionsmay ultimatelyhave the
decisiveeffecton whereconventionstake place. Theselattertwo typesof
studiesare sensiblesinceconventionbusinessis a largepart of the Las
Vegaseconomy. The populationsstudiesare appropriateto the questionswere
asked.

For the othertwo problems,the choiceof samplerepresentedin these
studiesis appropriateto the problembeingstudied. Severalof the studies
appearto have been done in pairs,one versionconcentratingon the stateor
locallevel,the other,parallel,studyon a nationalsample,(e.g.,the 1989
NevadaStateStudyand the 1989NationalStudy,AttachmentsII and IIA,and
the 1987 NevadaBaselineSurveyand the 1987 NationalSurvey,AttachmentsV
and VI).

Overall,the surveysexhibitsome considerablecreativityin approaching
a difficultmeasurementproblem. They use a varietyof techniquesto estimate
the probableeffectsof buildinga NWSR at YuccaMountain. Insofaras the
resultsof thesedifferentapproachesto measuringtheseprobableeffectsare
similar,the readercan gain some confidencethatthe conclusionsare not
highlydependenton the measurementtechnique,that is theyare robustacross
measurementmethods. For measurementof hypotheticalphenomenasuch as they
are dealingwith here, such robustnessis a very importantattributein
assessingthe validityof the surveys.

The threesurveysof specialpopulations--thecorporatedecisionmakers,
the conventionplanners,and conventionattenders--arefairly-straightforward
surveysand apparentlyare adaptedfrom surveysused to studyconvention
planningand corporatelocationdecisionsin othercontexts. Overall,the
corporatedecision-makersquestionnaireis prettywell designed,withoutany
majorproblemsthat mightbias the results.

Thereare a few problemswith the conventionplannersquestionnairethat
are detailedin the specificanalysisof that questionnaire,but theseare of
a minornatureand wouldprobablynot have a majorbiasingeffect. We do have
someconcernaboutthe restrictionof the sampleto plannerswho actuallyhad
conventionsplannedfor Las Vegas. By omittingat leastsomewho may have
consideredLas Vegas and ruledit out underpresentconditions,one runs the
risk of missinginformationthatmighthelp interpretthe resultsof the data
from thosewho are planningto use Las Vegasunderpresentconditions.While
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this is not a fataldesignflaw,it does miss somepossiblyimportant
comparisons, lt is possible,of course,that this informationis already
knownfromother studiesthatthe Las Vegas ConventionBureauhad commissioned
in otherconnections.

The responserate,properlycalculated,for the conventionplanners
surveyis a lot lower than is reported,raisingthe questionof the
ge'neralizabilityof the sampleresults. If furtherinformationcouldbe
obtainedaboutthe unlocatablesand the non-respondents,the seriousnessof
the potentialbias couldbe estimated.

The surveyof attendershas the appearanceof beingadaptedfrom a
standardquestionnaireused to measureconventiongoers'attitudeswithoutas
much attentionbeing paid to the adaptationas the topicwarranted.This
questionnaireis not as well done as the othersin thisseries.

The 1989 Nevada StateSurvey(AttachmentII) is the weakestof the
questionnaireswith a numberof questionwordingand questionor response
categoryorderproblems. Insofaras the problemswithquestionsin this
surveyare not correctedin the companionnationalsurvey(AttachmentIIA)the
weaknesscarriesover intothat survey, lt is too bad thatthere is not
greateroverlapbetweenthesesurveysand the parallelset done in 1987,
(AttachmentsV and VI) whichappearto have been designedto be a baseline
surveyagainstwhich changein opinioncould be measured.The 1987 surveys
are strongerquestionnaireswith less wordingproblemsand some good questions
for trendanalysis.

The major problemwith the 1987 surveysis the low completionratesfor
the surveysraisingthe questionof generalizabilityto the populationsfrom
whichthe sampleswere drawn.Some attentionto investigationof the
characteristicsof the non-respondentswould havehelpedthe analystsknow
whetherthereis a seriousbias problemor not. Informationabouthow the
responserate was calculatedis absentfrom the reportsin the 1989 surveys,
but the relativelyhigh (fortelephonesurveys)ratesreportedsuggestthat
the ratesmay not have beencalculatedcorrectly.If the ratesare in fact
lower,the same generalizabilityproblemsmay occur,in additionto the
questionnaireproblemsdetailedin the sectionabove.

The 1988 NevadaUrbanRisk Study (AttachmentIV)of residentsin the Las
Vegasmetropolitanarea is the one face-to-faceinterviewis the series. This
methodpermittedthe use of a more extensivequestionnaireand alloweda more
extensiveexplorationof sometopics. While thereare someproblematic
questionsthe resultsof whichneed to be interpretedcritically,the
questionnairein generalseemsappropriateto the subjectmatter.

Thereis some questionaboutthe completionratecalculationsincethe
methodinvolveda telephonescreeningand then a personalfollow-upinterview.
If the samplelosses from the screeningare not computedinto the published
completionrate, as seemslikely,then the realcompletionrate is lowerto
someunknowndegree. Whetheror not this posesseriousproblemsof
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generalizabilitydependson the characteristicsof the non-respondents.There
is no informationin the methodologyreportsto answerthisquestion,

The 1988NationalStudyof NuclearWaste Issues(AttachmentVIII)
attemptsto measuregeneralpublicattitudestowardthe LasVegas area as a
placeto live and visit and then,aftermakingthe potentialplacementof a
NWSR in the vicinitysalientandgettingopinionaboutit, remeasuresthe
attitudetowardLas Vegas. This is an imaginativeattemptto simulatea
before-afterexperimentwith new knowledgeintervening.Such simulated
experimentsare approximate,but they can potentiallybe quiterevealing, lt
wouldhavebeen a richerexperimentif some portionof the samplegot the Las
Vegasattitudequestiononly at the end of the questionnaireso that the
analystscouldtest for the possiblecontaminationof respondents'already
havingcommittedthemselvesto a particularattitude.

We have detaileda numberof specificcautionsaboutspecificquestions
in eachof the surveysand raisedquestionsaboutthe reportingof completion
ratesthat may be inflated. Thesecautionsneed to be kept in mind when
interpretingthe data usingthe specificproblematicquestionsand in the
confidencewith which one can generalizeto the populationsfrom which the
sampleswere drawn. But thereare valuabledata in all of the surveysand
much can be learnedfrom them aboutthe probableconsequencesof buildinga
high-levelnuclearwaste storagerepositoryat YuccaMountain.
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Appendix AI - Crosswelk to Householder's Questionnaires
NORCEvaluation of Householder's Quest|onnalres

*-Somwhat different from 1st quex **-Very different from 1st quex

Qx II Qx IIA Qx IV Ox V Qx VI Qx VXll
QUESTIONSANODESCRIPTIONS LOC LOC LOC LOC LI3(; LOC

,i *

(NVIRONHENTALATTITUDES

Howsertous In U.S. Q4-10

Garbage from landftl] Q4 135-136 QZA QT*

Air pollution QS 137-138 Q2B Q8*

Radioactive wastes Q6 139-140 Q2C Q9"
i

Water po]lution from chemtca]s Q7 141-142 Q20 QIO"
, i

Acid rain Q8 143-144 Q2( Q11"
..

Radtat]on from weapons test]ng Q9 145-146 Q2F

Accidents when movtng dangerous mater QIO 147-148
1 ,

Howclose would you l tve to...

Garbage dump Q11 149-152 Q46" Q12"
i

A 10 story building Q12 153-156
i

Nuclear power plant Q13 157-160 Q47" Q13"

Pesticide plant Q14 161-IG4 Q48"
i ii

0tl refinery QIS 165-168 Q49" Q14"
i i

Coal power plant QIG IG9-172
.. ii i iml, ii i

Chemical waste 1andft11 Qf7 173-176 Q51" QIS*
i

Underground nuclear waste repost tory Q18 177-180 QS2* QIG"
I i i

Nuclear weapons test st te QSO"
,,
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Appendix AI - Crosswalk to Householder's Questionnaires
NORCEvaluation of Householder's Questionnaires

, *-Somewhal different frm 1st quex **=Very different from Lst quex
i iii

qx [[ qx !]A qx iV Qx V Ox VI qx V!!!
-- , ,.,,

People have right to change ehV. QZ2A Q906

No l|mtts to grmvth for advanced countries 0228 Q91
i

Howhamful to ehv... 03
lll l i

Pollute on Q3

Nuclear Power 03
.ii

Trucking of gasoltne Q3
ii

Stortng nuclear waste Q3

(nvtronmontal problems Important tn com. Q3 Q12
ii

Oescrtbe self as...
i i

Outdoors person Q4A Q14

In favor of nuclear power q48 Q15
ii

(nvt ronmental t st Q4C Q16
i

Too much spending on pollution contr© Q40 Q17
i

Favor more nuclear power plants? Q61 181 04"
i i i

ATTZTUOESTOVAROGOV'T ANO INSTITUTIONS
i

Trust in governmenl: agencies Q22-31
i i

'President of U.S. (]22 QSSA*
i I

U.S. Congress Q23 QSSS*
i li i i ,,

U.S. (PA (}24 QSSO*
, li i ii i

U.S. Dept. of Energy Q25 Q56C* Q19"
....... i i

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com. Q26 QSSF*
i i i

Governor Of Nevada Q27 Q5_*
i liJli,i i

Nevada State Legtlslature QZ8 QSSH*

Nevada officials and agencies Q29
li i ..,

County cmmt sst Driers Q30
. i i

Local cfty or town officials Q3I
i, i i

U.S. Oept. of Transportation QSSE

NV Commission on Nuclear Vaste QS51
i ii i
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Appendix AI - Crosswalk to Householder's Questionnaires
NORC(valuation of Householder's Questto.natres

*-Somwhal different from 1st quex **-Very different from 1st quex
t, ..... i

Qx l| Qx IIA Qx IV Ox V Ox VI Qx VIII

Trust Fed. Gov't to do what is right Q18,114 Qf8*
ii, i i

Gov't pays attention to people like you... QI9,L15 020
i

Federal officials canpetent Q20,116"

Fed. officials waste tax money Q21,I17"
|

You can affect what fed. gov't does QZ2,118*

Trust Carson Ctty gov't to do what's right Q23,119"

You can affect Carson City gov't (]24
i i

Trust local gov't to do what's right Q2S

You can affect local gov't Q25
i i

Trust gov't to make repository safe
i

Federai government QI4A QS08
ii, i • i

State ilovernment Q148 Q51
i

Local government Q14C QS2

Optntons of scientists
i i

Vork for pub11c we11-bet ng Q35A
i

Hake sensational statements for publt Q3SB

Tries to increase practical knowledge Q3SC

Guided by high moral standards Q350
i ii

Creates more problems than it solves Q36( "
i

Trust scientists? Q36 Qf7

Scientt f|c results beneftcial/hamful? Q37

rJIOVL(OG(& AVAR(N(SSOF 1S$U($
J ,i

Knowledge of recent legislation Q5S-56

Aware of law Just passed QSS Q92"" Q27""

Favor law Just passed Q56
,- i i

Heard of probs, with fed. nuclear fecilltt Q57 215
Hl i i i

Howserious were problems? Q58

Vhtch state ts being studied for reposltor 164-185 Q27""
| i i

Vhtch state ts nuclear test site In? 182-L83
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Appendix AI -Crosswelk to Householder's Questionnaires
MeRC(va|uation of Househo|der's Questionnaires

*-Some, hal different from let quex "-Yery different from 1st quex

Qx Ii qx IIA Qx IV Qx V Qx Vl Qx Vial
,,,, , i

Heard of Nuolear Test Site? Qsg

Heard that _ep. might be built at Yucca Ht Q6?.........

Info on nuclear waste tn last 3 months,
iiii i i , ,

Heard anything about nuclur waste? QS QI8 QS

Howoften heard anything? QSA Q19 q6*
i , ii ii i i

Sought t nfo on or discussed waste? QSOa Q20
IJL I

Attended meeting about? QSOb QZl

O!scussed wtth fr(ends/re1 atr yen QSOc Q22
,, li i

Where do you think most waste now stored? Q6 Q23 Q7
i i

Storage optton being seriously considered Q7 QZ4 Qe

Howlong tl rep. designed to store _ste? q8 Q2S
i i

RISK BEHAVIOR& P(RCEPTIONS
i

Community near rap. less desirable place t
i i ,,i ,i

Vacett on QgA Q268 Q28A*
i

Attend convent|on Q98 Q27 Q286"

Locate new business QgC Q28 Q26C*
i

Raise fmlly OgO Q29 Q200*
, i

Rett re Q28(
, i i,

Vork Q28F
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AppendtxAI o Crosswalkto Hausoholder's Questtonnatres
NORC[va|uatton of Househo|der's questionnaires

*-Some,hat different from 1st quex**-Very differ from 1st quex

Qx li qx [IA Qx lV Qx V qx Vl Qx Vlll

Comuntty near repository, would you

Changerot1 foment plans QIOA q30
,, ,, i ii i

Changeretirement plans dospttmcost qlO8 032
, wll ii, ii, i

Rtsks faced from...

Accidents in the home QIIA Q338

Acc4dentson the Job ql18 Q34
i i

Nuclear powerplants 0110 Q35
i

Hazardouschemicals from landfills QI1( Q36
_ i i

Nuclelr VeaponsTest Stte QLIC
pi i

Transporting wastes to Yucca Q81 QLIF
ii

Rep. at YuccaMountain OB0 Q116 Q37"*
i

Risks from a late repos!tory
i li

Acctdont at rep. spells certatn deat_ QI2A Q39
,, ,

Accident at rep. could ktll many QI2B Q40
ii i |li

Sc!entt sts understand rtsks Q12C (]41
i

People living nearby could control QlZO (]42
....

People dread l tvtng near rop. qÀ2( Q43
i

i
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AplxmcllxA! - Cros_,lk to _usehold, r's Questionnaires
NORC(valuation of Householder's Questionnaires

*-Somewhatdifferent from 1st quex **-Very dtfforent; from 1st quex

, , ,, _ ,,,

Qx II Qx IIA qx IV (Ix V Ox Vl Qx Vlll
! ......

Likelihood of massive radiation leak due t
i

Acctdent at rap. Q13A (]46
i|lll ii i

Vastes leaktng into water 'I Q138 Q47
i iii i i i

Vastes betng transported to rap. QI3C Q48
i

Terror4 st sabotage 0130 Q4g
ii i i i

R|sk behav4ore
i i

Vesr seatbelt Q21A 087B
iii i i i li i

Quest1on author! tt es Q218 088
i i H H,i

Guyextendedvarrsnttes Q21C Q89
i i

Travel to avoid nuclear waste transport Q22
i ill

Changetravel plans t f route X mi1es from 023

Hwys& rat 1roads for shfpptng nuclear vast

HOrclose wauld you live Q70.127 Q24"

Buya housenear QZSA

Moveaway from QZSB

Cmmute to work on tn area of QZSC
i i li,

Howclose would you 1tva to rap. Q126

lamedtete area of reposttory ts..(mtles) OIl
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Appendix A1 - Crosswalk to Householder's questionnaires
NORC(valuation of Househelder's Questionnaires

*-Somewhat different from 1st quex "*-Very different from let quex

iiii

Ox II Qx IIA qx IV Qx v qxVl qx VIII

ATTITUO(S TOVkqo REPOSITORY& COHPENSATION

Evaluatton of problms Q40-45
i i

Accidents wt11 occur moving waste Q40 202
iii| ....

Rep. can be made safe Q41 203* Q84"*.124 qg"*

Earthquake may release waste Q42 204*
i ,i

He contamination of water supply Q43 205
_, _ ......

Accidents wt11 contaminate workers (]44 206
i i

Vaste cen be mode safe from sabotage Q45 207
i

Pro & Anti-repository statements Q46-$3 .
ii i ,

Step fads from locating dump in NV Q46

Rep. won't pose any extra rtsk Q47
iii

RIp. but lt whether NV opposes or net Q48

O.O.E. wtll proq)tly report probe. Q49 208* 0,87**
i ii i i

NV already done I ts share Q50
i,=

Feds should be able use public lands QSI
i i i

0.0.[. objective and scientific Q52

6eaef|ts of Rep. outweigh harm Q53 Q79"
i i

Rest fair storage optton Q54 212" Q26"
H lm |,

Least fair storage option Z13

Repository beneft c| al/harsdrul 209 Q79,13!
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Appendix A| - Crosswalk to Householder's Questionnaires
NORC(valuation of Householder's Questionnaires

• -Somewhat different from 1st quex "*-Very different from 1st quex

Qx II Qx IIA Qx IV Qx V qx VI Qx VIII

Benefits/problems likely to occur Q32o39

New Jobs Q32 186-187"

Cause fear Q33 188-189"
i i i

Increase local gov't revenue Q34 190-191"

Ser|ous accidents moving waste Q35 192-1g3*

Nevada called "Nuclear O_.p" Q36 194-195*
, , ,,, , , ,,

Tourists wt11 avofd Nevada Q37 196-197"
• ,, ,

NTS has caused health problem Q38 198-1gg*
.....

NTSwt 11 cause health problems Q3g 200-201"
i, ....

Feds will run nuc. facilities better in f_ Q59 214
I i ii

NV should make deal with Feds QG0
, i

Technt c t ans operate fac t 1t t t es safely Q53,Q85"
ii ,i i

Technicians actually follow safety procedu QS4.Q86*
, i

Transportation of harzardous materials
, ,

Acc|d_nts tnev| table Q66A,125A QZ1A*
i

Shouldn't go through populated area Q668,1256 Q21B
i i , i

Safe to transport Q66C
,.

Trans. safety left to experts Q660
i i i

Trans. methods safe Q66E,I25C Q21C
i i i i

No control ever trans, near my com. Q66F
el i i
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Append1x A! - Crosswalk to Householder's Quest ! anna! res
NORCEvaluation of Householder's Questionnaires

*-Somewhat different from Isr quex **-Very different from 1st quex

Ox II Ox IIA Ox IV Qx V Qx Vl Qx VIII

Statements about repository
, ,,

Compensate state where rep. located QISA Q54
•

,_ Should have rep. |n each reg4on of U. QISB 055
i i ..

Rep. best way to store waste OISC 056
.,, i i

Rep. would stimulate local economy alSO q57
, ,,,

Rep. pose risk to future generations OISE QSa*
i

Benefits to local comm. outweigh risk QISF 059

Transporting waste to rep. btggest rt OISG q60

NY safest place in US for rep. QISH

NV best place b/c NTS already here 0151

Safety and compensation steps by gov't

Inspector at rep. _t a]l times 01GA Q62
,,,

Advice from local committee 0168 063
ii i

Local commttree could shut re;). down q16C q64
i

Rebates and credits on Income tax Q160 q65
,m,

High tech. gov't projects tn )ace1 co 016( Q66

6ov't grants for schools, parks, etc. QIGF q67

• 6ov't would protect property values q186
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Appendix AI - Crosswalk to Householder's Questionnaires
NORCEvaluation of Householder's Questionnaires

*-SolltewhAt different from let quex **-Very different from Isr quex
, i i ii

Qx II Qx IIA Qx IV qx v Ox vi qx VIII
i ,,.

Att|tudes toward accidents
i i

Accident at rep. won't harm me QglA QIOA_

Can't protect myself from accident QglD QIOB*
,., i i i

Gov't precautions wt| 1 work Q91C QIOC*
e

Vi 11 cause ham desptte precautions Q91B
i i ,,

Nothing wt11 help if accident at rep. QgI(
I

Vote no if taxes paid to locate site elsew QlT-17S*li Q70-76"
ii

Vote yes |f commun|ty gtven grant QI8 (]85

Vote yes |f given tax cred|t/rebate Q17-I7A*3 Q78-81"

Vote yes t f taxes decreased Q17B*3.4 Q82-84"
i

Howlikely that tsp. butl_ at... QI9
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Appendtx A! - Crosswalk to Householder's Quest|onnatres
NORCEvaluation of Householder's Questtonna|res

, "-Somewhat different from 1st quex *'-Very different from Ist quex
i ii

Qx II Qx IIA Qx IV Qx V OxYl Qx VllI
,, ,, i

POLITICALACTIVlSH
i i

Talked to gov't person about tssues? 220 Q27*,120-
i

Worked for an electton Q28,120-3

Worked to pass or defeat some measure Q29,120-3
, ,,

Attended any speeches Q30,120-Z
,

Contributed money to po|it|ca1 cause? 221 031,120-4

Participated tn marches, tall|es, etc? 222 Q32,120-51
i , i,

Contacted a gov't office .trh prob|em/ques Q33,120-6

Vote tn 1986 NV elections Q34
, p,,

Vote for Yucca Ht. site (Y/N) Q21 Q122" Q208" Qe6.2*-
f ....

Vote for site (4 s|tes) Q20 Q86
i
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Appendix AI - Crosswalk to Househo|der's Questionnaires
NORC(va]uatton of Householder's Quest|onnaires

*mS.what different frm 1st quex **-Very different frm Isr quex
--TL -

Ox II Ox IIA Qx IV Qx V qx Vl qx VIII

ATTITUOESTOWARDSTATES

C_tce of 4 states for vacat|oning 113-116
i , i

Strength of association a State (4) and.. 33-52
"' ' ' i

Entertainment 33-34
,.

Good Restaurants 35-36
,i

Good Weather 37-38
.... ,,,

Crime 39-40
J

Outdoor Recreatt on 41-42 •

Po] ] utt on 43-44

Interesttng 45-46
i ' , , ,,

Nuclear 47-48

Crowded 49-50

Friendly 51-52
i ii ,,

IHAGES(RATEDNEGTO POS)
, i, i ii i i ,ii

Rene (R gtves 3 t_ges) QI9
i

Las Vegas (R gtves 6 ]_ges)
,,.

Nevada (R gives 6 tmages) Pg.1

Colorado (R gives 6 images) Pg.l
i ii | , i

Arizona (R gives 6 fmges) Pg.l

California (R gives 6 images) Pg.l
i | i

N_lear Vaste Re_sttory (6 tmges) Qlg 129-134 Q68-69
iUl i
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Appendix A2 - Crosswalk of Householders D_graphtcs
NORCEvaluation of l_useholders Questionnaires

• =Somewhatdifferent frm 1st questionnaire
• *-Very different fr_ 1st questionnaire

Qx li Qx IIA Qx IV Qx V Qx VI Qx VIII
Question and Description LOC LOC LOC LOC LOC LOC

i

PERSONALCHARACTER1STICS

Age (]74" 226 Q137" VI. 26 Q96 Q33

I_ri tel Status Q75 227 Q139 Q34
, i

Race Q78 230 Q154" VI .28 Q98 Q37

Hispanic? Q79 VI .29 Q99 Q37
i

_nder Q80 247 Q138 V1.30 Q38

Income Q88 245-246 Q155 VI.36 QIO6 Q43

Highest grac_ completed Q64 223 Qf50" Vl.23 Q9Z Q29
i

Degree or Oipl_ i QISI

Trade, technical, or vocational Q152

Rel tgtous Preference QIS3

Political Part), Q76 228 Q35

LtlNral-Conse_att ve scale Q77 229 VI.27 Q97 Q36

RESIDENCE& HOUSEHOLD

County of residence Q62

Live in city or t_? Q63

Years In present c_ntty QSI 231-232 VI.31 QIO1 . Q39

Years in last comuntt¥ (]8Z 238-239

Years tn Nevada Q83
i

Own homeor rent? Q84" 240 V1.33 OI03" Q40

Type of dwelling 0158 ....
i

Phone number y y

Zip Code Q85 Z33-237 Vl.3Z Q102

No. of people over 18 in household Q86 241-242 OI04" Q41
i i

No. of _ple under 18/12 tn I_usehold Q87" Z43-244 VI.35/l Q105/12 Q42
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Appendix A2 - Crosswalk of I_use_lc_rs Demographics
NORCEvaluation of i_use_l_rs Questionnaires

*-S_hat different fr_ 1st questtonnzLtre
**-Very clifferentfr_ Xst questionnaire

Ox II Qx IIA Ox IV Ox V Qx Vl Ox VIll

OC(UPATION

Employment Status Q30
i

(kcupatton 065 224 Q142" Vl .24 093 (]31

Supe_tse Ot_rs? Q145
....

Describe work organization Q66 22S Q144" V[.2S QgS (]32

Vork for DOE? (]67

k_rk for OOEin I_St 10 years? Q68
i

Spause or f_t l y member DOEemployn? (]70

k_rk for OOE in past 10 years? 072 "

Your DOEoccupation (]69
ii

Spause or fmily mml_r DOEoccu_tto, 071

IX)( (_cu$_tton in past 10 yrs. 073

Ever worked at a _'t facility (NTS. Q146

Fmtly mender worked at gov't fac Q147
ii

Ever worked with radl_ctive n_tertals Q148, 9
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NORCEvaluation of Oects|onmakers questionnaires
Appendtx 81 - Crosswa|k of Dec|s|onmaker Questionnaires

*-Sonewhat different from 1st Quex **-Very different from 1st quex

LOC LOC LO(:
QUESTIONSAHODESCRZPTIONS Qx ! Ox 1]! Qx vii

i |

CONVENT]ONINFORHATIONAND PLANS

Future meeting tn Las Vegas
,i

Howmany other c|t|es were considered QIO

Restr|cttons on chotce of stte

Number of hotel rooms needed Qlla
i i

Stze of exhibit space/special fac. Qllb
....

Locatton of attendees qllc

Enterta| nment requtrements Qlld
ii

Price and perks of meeting in Las Vegas.
I

Price of hotel rooms QISa

Pr|ce of hotel meals Q15b

Free gambling chtps Q15c

Amount of cht ps Q15d
i

Free show ttckets OISe
i

Price of coffee breaks QlSf
i
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NORCEvaluation of Oectstonmakers Questionnaires
Appendix §1 - Cross.elk of Oecis|o_ker Questionnaires

Qx I Qx III Qx Vll

Selecti on/Attendance Cri teri a
i

Service and cleanl i hess of hotels QIgA Ii@.86""
..,.. r i

Cost of hotels and lals O19B IV.83"*
,m ....

Envtronmntsl hazards QIgC IV.BII*"
,|. , .,

Otstance between ct ty and attendees Q190 IV.B5**

Number Oi' hotel rooms OlgE
.........

k:cess i bi I i ty to trsnsportati on QIgF
i,i, i ,

Crime rate QIgG IV.Og*"
iii •

Exhibit space QlgH
i li

Cost of transportation QI9! , IV.B4""
.m

Possibi 1 ity of natural di sasters O19J IV.BIO'"
i

C1imate QIgK lr. Be'*
i

Hight liars and recreation QIgL IV.B7 _
ii .i

Overall image Of the city OlgM IV.81Z'"
i i

Topics to be discussed IV.Bl
li

Heat with peers/prospective employers IV.BZ
iii ii

Questions on canceled meetings QZ2A-G
i

VAST( REPOSITORY& ENVIRONH(NT
i

Plans influenced by nuclear test site) Q23
i, ....

Hemrd about repository on news? Q24
i ii | n

Harmful facilities affect decision to attend
ims

Pr|son (100 mi.) VZ|.I
i i

Hazardous waste tnctnerator (100 si. ) VI 1.2
_

Nuclear power plant (100 mi.) Vll.3
li i

Low-level nuclear waste rap. (100 mi.) VII.4
H, i

High-level nuclear waste rap. (100 mi.) VI[.S
"'' i
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NORCEvaluation of Oecistonmkers Questionnaires
Appendix Bl - Crosswalk of Oecis|onmker Questionnaires

Qx I Qx III Qx Vll
,= i

Condtttons that ! nf] uence se| action

Sanitary 1endf! 11 61
ii i ,,

Chemical mnufacturtng plant 62

Nearby hwy to nuc|ear testtng site 63

Oi1 reftnery 64
, i

Nearby hwy to nuclear power p|ant 65

Atr quality be|ow fed standards 66
, ii, ,

Irl 100 year flood plaan 67

Nearby hwy to nuclear waste Papas|tory 68

Earthquake tn last 5 years 69
, i

Chemical waste landfill 70

CITIES, LOCATIONS,IHAGES (RATEDNEG-POS)
..,

Las Vegas (6 images) 12-17 IIAI

Phoenix (6 images) 6-11 IIAI

Oenver (6 images) 18-23 IIAI

Albuquerque (6 ilges) 24-29 IIAI

First/last choice to locate/expand business 30-33
i i

Site selection for Production Facility 34-38
iii

Site selection for Otstrtbutton facility 39-43
i i|

Site selection for Administrative Office 44-48
,.
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NORC[valuation of Dec!st onmkers Ouesttonnaires
Appendix81 - Crosswalkof Oectstonmker Questionnaires

Qx l Qx Ill Qx VII

Rate 4 c|ties on 9 factors
• lili i

Cost of hotel roomand meals VI. I
ml i ii ii,,

Travel costs Vl.2
i

Quality of accommodations VI.3

Ave!labt 1! ty of recreatt on Vl. 4

Clilte VI.5
, ii

Crime rate VI.6
i i lllll i, i

Natural hazards VI.7
,, .,

Pollution & environ, hazards VI.6
i, i .i

Overall image VI.g
i ii i i i

OEI406RAPHIC5
, i

Htghest grade completed OI . VII I • 1
i .i i ,i

Age 02 VIII.Z
i

Gender 03 VIII.3
i

Income 04 VIII .9
,, ,,,, ,

Norital Status 05 VlII.5
iii i i

Race rill.4
i i ,i

Occupation Vl I1.8
li i i i

R's title gO-gl
al i

No. of professional associations VIii.?
, i i ii

Prtiry activity of R's business 71-72

Business expandingor rel_:jttng 77
i

Howlong w!th current compmny 92
li

R's role in decision to relocate 93
i umi ni

Howlong involved In making site selections 94
i|,,i

Zip Code 05-09 VIII.6
,

46



NEVADASURVEYSEVALUATIONPROCEDURES
TASK1 REPORT

The following documentoutlines the process and procedures used for the
development and Implementation of the Nevada surveys evaluation. Section II presents
the selection of evaluation criteria, operational definitions for each of the
criteria and the coding schemeemployed. Section III describes the format and
content of the coding schedules. Section IV presents the questionnaire and item
evaluation procedures used by the independent raters. Section V presents the
adjudication procedures used to prepare the final values found in the attached
summaryevaluationforms.

1. Evaluation Criteria

The Nevada surveysrepresentthreedifferentmodesof data collection(mail,
telephone and face-to-face) of, at least, two populations: households and decision-
makers. Different modesof data collection and different populations of interest
require somewhatdifferent approaches to questionnaire design and question
construction. The first consideration in the selection of the evaluation criteria
was to accommodatethe breadth of data collection modesand survey populations. We
therefore utilized general rules of questionnaire design and question construction
which apply across modesand populations. The secondconsideration in the selection
of evaluation criteria pertained to the rating/coding task. We selected evaluation
categories that captured the most significant errors andwhich facilitate
consistency within and between raters in the coding task. The third consideration
was the interpretability of the data. Many highly specific criteria with relatively
low frequencycounts are generallymore difficultto interpretthan fewer,more
general categories with somewhathigher frequencies. For these reasons, several
broad criteria were selected rather than manyhighly specific ones.

Sevengeneral evaluation criteria were selected which represent most
questionnaire and question construction errors. An eighth category was provided for
raters to document "other deviations" which were not captured by the initial seven.
The coding schemets consistent across all categories tn that the larger numerical
value meansa greater problem or error. In most evaluation categories, only the
values of zero (0) and one (1) were used. The evaluation criteria, their operational
definitions and coding schemeare as follows:

Evaluation Criteria Categories

A. Neutral Fram|ng. questions are Introduced andwordedsuch that respondent is
lead to choose one response or one end of a scale over another.

Yes 2
Borderline I
No 0
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B. Value Conflicts tn Frmtng Answer Chotces. Answer chotces reflect the
researchers' values and do not permtt answers that may better reflect the
values of the respondent.

Not Apply [BLANK]
No 0
Yes 1

C. Recognition of Realistic Constraints. The questions are not realistic. They
ask for too muchtnfomatton, too manydetatls, requtre knowledgemost
respondents wtll not possess or do not provtde sufficient Information to base
a considered response.

Hot Apply [BLANK]
Yes 1
No 0

O. Item Balance. There ts a good ratio of positively to negatively worded
responses. Thts applles to the answer categories within a single 1temor to a
sertes of 1ternscomprising a scale.

Not Apply [BLANK]
Yes 0
No 1

E. Context Effects. Prtor questions have an Influence on the respondent's
answers to subsequentquestions. The order of questton presentation Influences
the respondent to chooseone response or set of responses over other.

Not Apply [BLANK]
Yes 1
No 0

F. Fomat Problem. The fomat of the questionnaire and ttems mayconfuse or
Influence the respondent.

Not Apply
No 0
Yes 1

6. Subgroup Identification. The 1tem(s) can be used to tdenttfy a subgroupof
the sample such as, environmentalists, people who l tve tn Reno, etc.

No 0
Yes 1

H. Other Deviations.

No 0
Yes 1
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2. Evaluation Form Contents

One subject matter evaluation form and one demographicdata evaluation form
was prepared for each of the nine survey questionnaires. The left margin of the
evaluation form contains a short description of the question text. In preparation
for the item analysis, the content of the questionnaires was examined, ge determined
that there were commonthemesand items relative to the target populations
(households and decision makers). Composite lists of items were prepared one for
each of the two types of surveys.These itemswere partitionedintocommonthemes
such as environmentalattitudes,attitudestowardsgovernmentand institutions,
knowledgeand awarenessof the issues,etc. No singlequestionnaireusedall of the
items.The firstcolumnof the ratingform indicatesthe questionnumberbeing
evaluated.In some instancesthesequestionnumbersare annotatedwith a "*" or a
"**"whichindicate:

* Somewhatdifferentfrombase question
** Very differentfrombase question

A ratingbox for each of the eight(columnsA - H) evaluationcriteriaplusa
commentsbox (lastcolumn)was providedfor ratingeach item. The questionnaire
number(I - VIII) is displayedabovethe ratingcategories.The rows of the
evaluationform containa shortdescriptionof the questiontext.Only thoserows
containinga questionnumberor rangeof questionnumberswere used for recording
ratings.

3. Evaluation Procedures

Each questionnaire was assigned to two raters. The raters proceededthrough
each questionnaire from beginning to end and recorded the item rating on the
appropriately designated row of the questionnaire specific rating form using the
coding scheme indicated above. Where necessary, a commentwas recorded at the end of
the row to clarifythe rationalefor a givenrating.This t_sk usuallyrequiredthe
raterto take two passesthroughthe questionnaire.The firstpasswas to determine
whichitemswere designatedfor ratingon the evaluationform.The secondpasswas
to conductthe item rating.The firstpass w_s requiredfor severalreasons:
familiarizationwith the questionnaire,and markingthe itemsfor evaluation.

4. Adjudication

The survey instruments were independently scored by two raters. Scoring was
comparedfor each questionnaire, item by item. Where scoring was in a_reement, the
most typical situation, the raters would proceed to the next item. Wheredifferences
in scoring were found, the two raters arbitrated the differences by presenting
methodological evidence for a particular score or set of scores assigned. The weight
of the argument was considered and one score or the other was ascribed. Provision
was madefor situations where a mutually agreeable score could be derived through
the use of a third rater. This provision was not found to be necessary.

Attached are the summaryscoring sheets (technical and demographic). The
questionnaires are presented in numerical order.
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NI)RCEvaluation of Decision Nakers Questionnaires
Questionnaire I

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; I)- Itm Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Fo_t Probl_; G-Subgroup Identification; H=Ot_r Problm

LOC Quex I
QUESTIONSANDDESCRIPTIONS Ox [ A B C O E F 6 H

CONVENTIONINFORMATIONAND PLANS
mi

tMny other cities _re considered [Q10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Restrictions on choice of stte

HumOr of hotel rooms needed Olla 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Size of exhibit space/special fsc. QXlb 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Location of attendees Q11c 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Entertat_nt requt r_nts Q11d 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Price of hotel rooms QtSI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,

Price of hotel reals Ql_b 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

F_ gambling chips Q1Sc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

_unt of chips Q15d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

F_s sr_-_ tickets QlSe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Price of coffn breaks OlSf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Sel_ti on/AttendanceCrlt_ria

Se_tce and cleanliness of I_tels Q19A 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Cost of hotels and ,_als Q19B 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Envtrom_ntal hazards Q19C 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 O

Otstance between city and art--s QIgD 0 0 0 "1 0 1 1 0
ii

N_mm_rof hotel r_ QI;E 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

/_cesstbility to transportatt_ QIgF 0 0 0 l 0 l 0 0
i

Cri_ rate Q196 0 0 0 ! 0 1 0 0
' I

Exhibit s_ce QI9H 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
i

_st of trans_rtation Q191 0 0 0 ! 0 1 0 0

Posstbt 1t ty of natural disasters Q19J 0 0 0 | 0 1 1 0
, ,,

C/lemte QI9K 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
i ii • i

Night life, and r_reation QI9L 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
,,,

C_._rall imge of tlm cit>" IQIgM 0 0 0 1 0 % 0 0

Plans influenced by nuclear test site? _ "2 1 0 l l 1 0 0

I" i, iI_ard a_ut repository on _s? Z4 ! 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 I•
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NORCEvaluation of Oec|ston Makers Questionnaires
Questionnaire !

A-Neutral Framing; B-Va|ue Conflicts; C-Rea|tsttc Con_ra|nts; O- Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Fomat Problems; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Problems

,

LOC Quex I
QUESTIONSANDOESCRZPTZONS qx I A S C 0 E F G H

i ii i

OEMOC_OJ2H[ CS

Highest grade completed DI 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Age DZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Gender i)3 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 0

Income D4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

14arital Status O5 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0
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NORCEvaluation of Oeci st on Makers Questtonnat res
QuestionnaI re |

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; O- |tm Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Fo_t Probl_s; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Probl_s

...

LOC quex !
QUESTIONSANDDESCRIPTIONS Qx [ A B C 0 ( F G H

m,.m

CONVENTIONINFORHATIONAND PLANS

many other cities were considered QlO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,lm i

Restrictions on choice of site
L....

Humber of hotel ro_s needed Qlla 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
,,

Size of exhibit space/sputa1 fac. Qllb 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 O

Location of attendees 011c 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0

(ntertat _nt requt r_nts 011d 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Price of hotel ro_ QISa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P_tce of hotel .reals 015b 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Free 9ambling chi ps QlSc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,, ,mimI

/_ount of chips QISd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Free show tickets QISe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Price of coffee breaks 015f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sel_tton/Atten_n_e Cri terta

Se_tce and cleanliness of hotels 019A 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Cost of hotels and reals 0198 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

(nvt ro_ntal hazards . 019(: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
.... ,

Distance between city and attendees 0190 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
i

Numl_r of hotel roQms 019E 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

/_cessibtltty to transportation 019F 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
m i m

Crtm rate 019G 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
li

Exhibit space QIgH 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
i

Cost of transportation 0191 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Possibility of natural disasters QlgJ 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
i

C]tmate 019K 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
t .i

Night life and recreation 019L 0 0 O 1 0 1 0 0

I_erall image of the city 019H 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
i

Plans influenced by nuclear test site? 023 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 0
_ . |

_ard about
repository on news? 024 1 0 0 0 I I 1 0 0
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NORCEvaluation of Householder Questionnaires
Questionnaire ;1

A-Neutral Framing; BIValue Confl|cts; C-Real|silo Constraints; O-|tem Balance;
E-Context Effects; FIFomat Problems; GISubgroup ]dentil|cation; H-Other Deviations.

Quex 1!
QUEST[ONSANOOESCR[PT[ONS Qx [! A B C O Z F G H

Trust in government agenctes QZZ-31

President of U.S. Q22 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

U.S. Congress Q23 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

U.S. EPA Q24 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

U.S. Oept. of Energy Q25 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 O

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm. Q26 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Governor of Nevada Q27 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
i

Nevada State Legislature QZ8 1 0 0 0 [ % 0 0
,,,

Nevada officials and agencies Q29 I " 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
i ,, i ,

County commissioners Q30 ! 0 0 0 ! ! 0 0
L , i

Local city or town offic|a|s Q31 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Knowledge of recent leg|slatfon Q55-56

Aware of ]aw Just passed Q55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Favor law Just passed Q56 0 0 0 1 l 0 0 0

Heard of probs, with fed. nuclear facilities Q57 1 1 0 0 ! 0 0 0
i

Howserious were problems? Q58 ! l 0 0 ! l 0 0
i

Evaluation of problems Q40-45
i

Accidents w|11 occur moving waste Q40 l 1 I 0 ! 1 0 l

Rep. can be emde safe Q4I l 1 l 0 l l 0 1
i

Earthquako may release waste Q42 l 1 I 0 l 1 0 l
illl ii i

No contaminetto, of water supp]y Q43 0 1 ! 0 1 1 0 1

Accidents w|11 contaminate workers Q44 1 1 | 0 l 1 0 !

Waste can be made safe from sabotage Q45 1 l ! 0 l 1 0 1
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NORCEvaluation of Householder Questionnaires
Questl onnat re ! |

A=Neutral Framing; B=Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; O-Item Balance;
[=Context Effects; F-Fo_t Problems; G=Subgroup Identification; H-Other Oeviatlons.

quex II
qX || A a C O ( F G H

, . ,,. ., ,. i

Pro & Antt oreposttory statements Q46-53

Stop fads from locattng dump In NV Q46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rap. won't pose any extra rtsk Q47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rap. but lt whether NV opposes or not Q48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,,.

O.O.E. will promptly report probs. Q49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NV already done its share QSO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fads should be able use publtc lands Q51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

D.O.E. objective and scientific Q52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Benefits of Rap. outweigh hams QS3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Host fair storage option Q54 I 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
,

Benefits/problems likely to occur 032-39

Nn jobs Q32 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0
....

Cause fear Q33 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

.lr_rease local gov't revenue Q34 1 1 0 0 0 ! 0 0
,,

Sertous accidents moving waste Q35 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
i , i

Nevac_ called "Nuclear Dump" Q36 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
i i

Tourists will avoid Nevada Q37 1 ! 0 0 0 1 0 0

NTShas caused health problems 038 2 0 1 0 I ! 0 0

NTSwt11 cause health problem 039 2 0 1 0 1 ! 0 0

Fads ii11 run nuclear fac. better In future Q59 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

NV should make deal with Fads QBO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Vote for Yucca Ht. stte (Y/N) Q21 1 0 0 0 ! | 0 0
i

IHAGES (RATEONE6 TO POS)

Q 'leno lR gives 3 Images) 19-20 2 1 l 0 1 0 0 0

Nuclear Vaste Repository (6 Images) QI9 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0
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NORCEvaluation of Householders questionnaire: 71
Questtonnai re ! !

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Confltcts; C-Realistic Constraints; O-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Format Problem; E-Subgroup |denttftcat|on; H-Other Oevtations.

, ,

LOC Quex 1l

Question and Oescriptton _x I! A 8 C 0 [ F G H

PERSONAl.CHARACTERI STICS

Age Q74" 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,

Hart ta1 Status Q7S 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
i

Race Q78 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i

Hi spant cT Q79 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0

Gender QSO 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,

Income Q88 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0

Hi ghest grade completed Q64 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
i

Q76 0 "0 0 0 0 0 0 0

L| beral-Conservative scale Q77 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0

RESIDENCE& HOUSEHOLD

County of residence Q6Z 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Live tn ctty or town? Q63 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Years in present conmuntty Q81 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Years tn 1ast cmmunI ty Q8Z 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Years in Nevada Q83 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Ownhomeor rent? Q84" 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i

Phone number Y

ZIp Code Q85 0 0 0 0 Q 0 1 0
, ,

No. of people over 18 tn house_Id Q86 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i

No, of people under 16/12 In household Q87" 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

OCCUPATION

Occupation Q65 0 0 ! 0 0 1 1 0

Describe work organization Q66 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Work for DOE? (]67 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
iii

Vork for DOE tn past 10 years? Q68 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Spouse or fmtly member DOEemployee? QTO 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i i

Vork for DOE tn past 10 years? Q72 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Your DOEoccupat !on Q69 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Spouse or family member DOEoccupation Q71 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

IX)( Occupation in past 10 yrs. Q73 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0
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NORCEvaluation of Householders Questionnaire 72
Quest|onnaire IZA

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constra|nts; O-ltem Balance;
[-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Oeviatton.

Quex | ZA
QUESTIONSANODESCRIPTIONS Qx 11A A 8 C O ( F G H

.... ,.

ENVZRONHENTALATTITUDES
,| . ,

How serious in U.S.
|,, , i

Garbage from landfill 135-136 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 I
.-- i

Air po1lutlon 137-138 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

Radioactive wastes 139-140 1 0 1 0 1 " 1 0 1
,

Vater pollution from chemicals 141-142 1 0 1 0 1 I 0 1

Acid rain 143-144 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

Radiation from weapons testing 145-146 0 0 1 0 1 I 0 1
|

Accidants when movtng dangerous mat. 147-148 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

Howclase would you live to...

Garbage dump 149-152 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
,

A 10 story building 153-156 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0

Nuclear power plant 157-160 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0

Pesticide plant !161-164 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
-- _

0t1 reftnery 1165-168 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
, ,

Coal power plant 169-172 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
i i

Chemical waste 1andf]11 173-176 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
i i

Underground nuclear waste repository 177-180 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
ii i i

Favor more nuclear po_er plants? 181 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
...

Y_I)VLEI)GE& AVAREHESSOF ISSUES

Knowledge of recent leg|slatton

Heard of probs, with fed. nuclear facilities 215 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

How serious were problem? 218-219 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
i

Vhich state Is betng studied for repository? 184-185 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
.... i IL

Vhtch state ts nuclear test stte In? 182-183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i i ,
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NORCEvaluatlonof Householders Questionnaire 73
Questionnaire I|A

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realtst4c Constraints; O-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup |denttfication; H-Other Deviation.

F

Ouex I IA
QUESTIONSANl) DESCRIPTIONS Ox IIA A 8 C O E F G H

,, ,,, ,,

Evaluatlon of problms

Accidents wtll occur movtng waste 20Z _ 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0i

Rep. can be made safe 203" 1 1 ! 0 1 1 O 0

Earthquake may release waste 204* ! ! 1 0 1 1 O O
......

No contamination of water supply 205 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0

Accidents wi 11 contaminate workers 206 ! 1 1 0 1 1 0 0

Waste can be made safe from sabotage ZO7 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0

Pro & Anti-repository statements

D.O.E, will promptly report probs. 208* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Host fair storage option 21Z* 0 0 1 0 1 ! 0 O
,,

Least fair storage option 213 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0

Repository beneficial/hamful 209 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
,i

Benefits/problems likely to occur

New Jobs "186-187 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
.....

Cause fear "188-189 0 0 I 0 0 1 0 0
ii

Increase local gov't revenue i*190-191! I 1 ! 0 0 1 0 0
,,

Serious accidents moving waste "192-193 Z 1 1 O 0 ! 0 1

Nevada called "Nuclear Dump" "194-195 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
ii

Tourists w|11 avoid Nevada "196-197 I 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
ii ii i

NTS has caused health problem "198-199 Z 0 1 0 1 1 0 0
i

NTS will cause health problem *200-ZO! Z 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0
i

Feds wt11 run nuclear fac. better in future Z14 Z 1 0 0 1 I 0 0
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N_C - Evaluation of Householders Questtonnalre: 74
Ouesttonnatre |]A

A-Neutral Framing; 8-Value Conflicts; ¢.Realistic Constraints; D-Item 8alance;
[-Context Effects; F-Fomat Problems; G-Subgroup [dent|ftcatton; H-Other Oev|atton.

Quex ! IA

POLITICAL ACT]V[SH Qx IIA A 8 C O E F G H
,i

Talked to gov't person about issues? 220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contributed money to political cause? 221 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
iJll

Part|c|pated In marches, ralltes, etcT 222 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
......

ATTITUOESTOVARDSTATES

Choice of 4 states for vacationing 113-116 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
,

Strength of assoc4at|on a State (4) and.. 33-52 0 0 1 1 , 0 0 0 1
,

33 -34 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1(nterta| nment
ii

GoodRestaurants 35-36 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
ii,

Good Veather 37-38 0 O 1 1 0 0 0 1
|

Crtme 39-40 () O 1 I 0 0 0 1

Outdoor Recreation 41-42 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 l
i

Pollution 43-44 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1

Interest! ng 45-46 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1

Nuclear 47-48 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
iii, iii

Crowded 4g-so 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 |

Friendly $1-52 0 O 1 1 0 0 0 1
i

' i I

IHAGES(RATED NE6 TO POS)

Nevada (R gives 6 images) Pg.L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ii.

Colorado (R gives 6 images) Pg.l O 0 .0 0 0 0 0 O
ii

Arizona (R gives 6 4mages) Pg.l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

California (R gives 6 images) Pg.l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Nuclear Vaste Repository (6 imges) 129-i34 0 0 0 O O 0 0 0
,
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NORC[veluatton of Householders Questionnaire 75
Questionnaire IIA

A-Neutril Framing; 6=Value Confl|cts; C.Reiltst4c Constraints; O=|tem Balance;
(-Context Effects; F-Fomat Problems; 5-Subgroup identtftcatton; H=Other Oevlattons

LOC Quex ! tA
Question and Oescrtptton Qx [tA A S C 0 ( F G X

i ,

P(RSONALCHARACTERISTICS

Age 226 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Hart ta1 Status 227 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Race 230 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
,.

Gender " 247 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

|ncome 245-461 0 0 0 ! 0 0 1 0

Highest grade completed 223 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,

Po1itlcal Party 228 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0

Liberal-Conservative scale 229 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 1
J

RES|DENC[ & HOUSEHOLD
, i

Years In present community 231o23 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
..

Years in last community 238-39 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Ownhow or rent? 240 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,.

Phone number Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0
mi i

Ztp Code 233-37 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

No. of people over 18 In household 241-42 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i i

No. of people under 18/12 tn household 243-44 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i

OCCUPATION
i

Occupation 224 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
i

0escrtbe work organization 225 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0

_A
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NORCEva1uar ton of Dect s t on Hakers Questtonnal re ?6
Questtonnsl re | I |

A-Neutral Frmtng; B-Value Conflicts; C,Realisttc Constraints; O-|tem Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Formt Problem; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Problems

..... . , , i

LOC Quex ZZ!
QUESTIONSAND DESCRZ.PTIONS Qx 1|1 A 8 C 0 ( F G H

i ,,,., li, J, i i ii

VAST( REPOSITORY& ENVIRONHENT
......

Conditions that Influence selection
i,. .,,

Senttary | andft I I 61 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

Chemical manufacturing plant 62 0 0 ! 0 ! ! 0 1

Nearby hey to nuclear testing site 63 0 0 ! 0 ! I 0 1

011 refinery 54 0 0 I 0 [ I 1 0 1
-- , i,. . , ,.

Nearby _ to nuclear power plant 65 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 I

Atr qua| t ty belme fed standards 66 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 [

In 100 year flood plain 67 0 0 0 0 L 1 0 !

Nearby hey to nuclear waste repository 68 0 0 L 0 | 1 0 1

(arthqueke tn last 5 years 69 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
i

- Cl_mtcal waste landfill 70 0 0 l 0 1 1 0 1
-- .,

OEHOGRAPHICS

R's tit|e 90-91 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 0
"' i

Primary ecttvtty of R's business 71'72 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Business expanding or relocating 77 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

How long wtth current company 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
. • ..... _

R's role tn dectsion to relocate 93 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

How long tnvolved tn making site selections 94 0 0 0 0 0 _i 0 1 0

Zip Code 85-8g 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

CITIES, LOCATIONS.IHAGES (RATEDNEG-POS)
,_

Las Vegas (6 Images) 12-17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Phoenix (5 images) 6-11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i i

Denver (6 images) L8-23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
......

Albuquerque (6 images) 24-29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

First/last choice to locate/expand business 30-33 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
i,, ..,

Site selection for Production Facility 34-38 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 0

Site selection for Distribution facility 39-43 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 0
t

Site selection for A_tntstrattve Office 44-48 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
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NORC Evaluation of Householders Questionnaire 77
Questtonna| re IV

A-Neutral Frmtng; 8-Value Conflicts; C-Raallsttc Constraints; O-|tem Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Fema! Problems; (;-Subgroup |denttftcat4on; H-Other Problem

.......................

Ouex IV
QUESTIONSANO DESCRIPTIONS Ox IV A B C D [ F 6 H

i iiili i ii i iiii

[NV|RONHEHTALATT|TUOES

Garbage dump Q46" 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
ii i ii i

Nuclear power plant (]47* 0 O ! O 0 0 0 1

Pesticide plant Q48" 0 0 1 0 O 0 0 1

Oil refinery Q49* 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Chemical waste landftll QSl* 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 1

Underground nuclear waste repository QSZ* 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Nuclear weapons test site Q50" 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 |

ATTZTUOESTOWARD60V'T & ZNSTITUTIONS

Trust |n government agent|es

PreItdent of U.S. Q55A* 0 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0

U.S. Congress QS5B* 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

U.S. EPA QSSO* 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
ii

U.S. Dept. of Energy QSSC* 0 0 0 O ! 0 0 0
,,,

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm. OSSF* 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Governor of Nevada !QSSE* 0 0 0 O ! 0 0 0

Nevada State Legisllture QSSHt 0 0 0 0 | O 0 0

U.S. Dept. of Transporter!on QSSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0

NV Comm4ss|onon Nuclear Yaste QSSZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Trust Fad. Gov't to do what ts right qle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
,i , i

QI14 0 O 0 0 0 0 O 1

Gov't pays attention to people l!ke you... QI9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q115 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Federal off|ctals competint QZO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

QI16" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fed. officials waste tax money Q21 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 1
li i

Q117" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
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NORC (valultton of Householders Questionnaire ?8
Ouestionnai re IV

A-Neutral Frmtng; 8oValue Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; O-Item Balance;
[-Context (if acts; F-Format Problems; G-SuWroup Ident t trscat t on; H-Other Probl ems

,, ,

Ouex IV
qUESTIONSANOOESCRIPTIONS' Qx IV A B C D ( F" 6 H

i ,i ,.

You can affect what fed. 9ov't does Q22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q118" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.....

Trust Carson City gov't to do vhlt's rtght OZ3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
......

Q119" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
J,i

You can affect Carson City gov't Q24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Trust local gov't to do what's right Q25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
i

You can affect local gov't 026 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.....

Work for public we11-belng Q35A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ii

Sensational tze findings I]358 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Tries to increase practical knowledge 035(: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6ulded by high morll standards Q35D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
....

Creates more problems than lt solves Q35( 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Trust scientists? Q35 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0

Scientific results beneficial/harmful? Q37 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0

Aware of law :lust passed Q92*'_ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Heard of Nuclear Test Site? Q59 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Heard that rap. might bw built at Yucca Ht Q67 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Risks faced from...

Transporting wastes to Yucca Hounttin Q81 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Rap. at Yucca Hountatn Q80 0 0 0 0 O 1 0 0

Howclose vould you live Q70.121 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ii ....

HOr close would you 1tva to rap. Q126 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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NORC [valuation of Householders Questionnaires 79
Ouest|onna| re IV

A-Neutral Framing; E-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; O-Ztm Balance;
[-Context Effects; F.Format Problems; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Problem

L L

Quex ZV
QUEST|ONSANOOF.SCRZPT|ONS Ox |V A O C 0 [ F S H

,,

Evaluation of problems I ii

Rep. can be made safe 84* 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
....

124"* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pro & Ant| -reposS tory statements
i ii

0.0.[. will promptly report probs. Q87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Repository beneftc|al/hamfu] Q79 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q131 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
- ,

8enel|ts/problems likely to occur Q60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
- i ii

NTSwill cause health problem Q61/G3 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
i i

Technicians operate facilities safely Q53" 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Q85" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

" Technicians follow safety procedures Q54" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q86" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i i

Transportation of harzardous materials

Accidents Inevitable Q66A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
....

Q124C 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

$houl(in' t go through popul stud aru Q66B 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Q125D 0 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0
,i

Safe to transport Q66C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
m

Trans. safety left to experts Q650 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
, ....

Trans. methods safe q56E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.,

QI25A 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
,,

No control over trans, near my com. QG6F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i,

Att|tudes toward accidents

Accident at rup. won't ham me Q91A 0 0 0 0 0 0 l 0
.

Can't protect myself frml accident Q91D 0 0 | 0 0 0 ! 0
_

i

Gov't precaut]ons will work 091C 0 0 | 0 0 0 ! 0
li ,i

Mt11 cause ham despite precautions (}918 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 0
_: i i i i

Nothing will help tf accident at rep. Q91[ 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0
i-- ....
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NORC Evaluation of Househelders Questionnaires 80
Questtonnat re IV

_-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C=Realist|c _onstra|nts; O-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F=Fomat Problems; 6-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Problems

Ouex IV
QUESTIONSANDDESCRIPTIONS Qx IV A 6 C O E F G H

POLITICAL ACTIVISM
m, ,,

Talked to gov't person about tssues? (_27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,,

120-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vorked for an el_tion Q26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,,

1Z0-3" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vorked to pass or defeat some measure Q29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,, ,

120"3" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Atr .....'._d any speeches Q30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

120"2" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contributed emney to poltttcal cause? Q31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

120-4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Participated in marches, rallies, etc? Q32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

120-5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contacted a gov't office with problem/quel Q33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1120-6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
]

Vote in 1986 NV electrons Q34 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
M

.....

Vote for Yucca Ht. site (Y/N) Q122" J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
!
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N_C Evaluation of Householders Questionnaires 8Z
Questionnaire IV

A-Neutral Framing; BmValue Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; D-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-For_t Problems; G-Subgroup ]dentiftcation; H-Other Problems

quex IV
[HAGES(RATEDNEGTQ POS) Qx IV A B C D [ F G H

Nuclear Waste Repository (6 in-ges) Q68-69 0 0 0 O 1 O O 1

Gov't. Honest in reporting accidents at Hl Q65 Z 1 1 1 1 0 O 0
,,

I1_ close to Highway w/other hazardous mt Q71 0 ! 1 1 0 0 0
i

Interest in plans for rep. Q72 2 ! 0 O 1 1 O 0

Howlikely r_p built in Nevada Q73 0 0 0 O 1 0 O 0

Benefits to Conmnity if Rap built Q74 O O O 0 1 0 O 0
i

Vi11 you personally benefit Q75 0 0 O 0 1 0 O O
,,

Benefits to LV area Q76 0 0 0 0 1 0 O 0
i

Harmful effects to your community Q77 0 0 O 0 1 O O 0

Harmful effects to you Q78 0 0 O 0 1 0 0 0
, ,, ,,

Health risks from transport nuclear waste 081 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 O

Rap. threat to economic loss in LV Q82 2 O 1 O 1 1 O O

Concern about hamful effects Q83 2 0 1 0 1 1 O O
i

Gov't can respond to nuclear waste acctd. Q88 Z 0 0 1 l 0 0 0

Can construct safe rep. q89 1 0 0 l l 0 0 0

Transport nuclear waste in safe way. Qgo 1 0 0 1 l 0 O O
i ,,i

Nuclear Waste Repository" (6 Imges) iQ68-69 O 0 0 0 1 0 O 1
,,,
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" NORCEvaluation of Househo]ders Questionnaire 82
Ouesttonnatre IV

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; D-Item Balance;
[-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Deviations

LOC Quex IV

Question and Oescription Ox IV A B C O E F G H

PERSONALCHARACTER! STICS

Age Q137" O 0 0 0 0 0 1 O

_rital Status Q139 0 0 0 0 O 0 1 O
i

Race Q154"_ 0 0 0 0 0 1 I O

" Gender Q138 0 O 0 0 0 0 1 0

Income Q155 0 O 0 0 0 0 l O

Highest grade completed Q150_ O O 0 0 0 0 1 O

Oegree or Otplom Q151 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Trade, technical, or vocational training Q152 0 O 0 0 O 0 1 0

Re1tgious Preference 0153 0 O 0 0 0 0 1 O

RESIDENCE& HOUSEHOLD

Ownhomeor rent? Qll 0 0 0 0 0 0 1" 0
i

Type of dwelling Q158 0 O 0 0 O 0 1 0J

OCCUPATION

Emplo)ment Status Q140 0 O 0 0 0 1 1 0

Occupation Q142: 0 O 0 0 0 0 1 0

Supervise Others? Q145 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Describe work organization Q144" 0 0 O 0 0 O 1 0

Ever worked at a gov't facility (NTS, AFB) Q146 0 O O 0 0 O 1 0
illl

Fmtly member ever worked at gov't fac. Q147 0 0 O 0 0 0 1 0
i i,i

Ever worked with radioactive materials? Qi48-91 0 0 O 0 0 0 1 0
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NORC (valuat|on of Householders Questionnaires 83
Quest|onnat re V

A-Neutral Framtng; BIValue Conflicts; C-Real|sttc Constraints; O-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup Identification; H=Other Deviations

quex V
•QUEST]ONSANDOESCR[PT[ONS Qx V A B C O ( F G H

,IL II II,,

Howserious tn U.S.
,.

Garbage from landf| 11 Q2A 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
i

Air pollution Q2B 0 0 0 O 1 0 0 0

Radtoact tve wastes Q2C 0 0 O O 1 O 0 0
ill i

Vater pollution from chemicals Q2D 0 0 0 0 1 O 0 0

Acid ratn Q2E 0 0 0 0 1 O 0 0

Radiation from weapons testing QZF 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

People have rtght to change env. Q22A 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0

No 11mtts to growth for advanced countraes Q226 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Environmental problems Important tn comm. Q3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
ii ....

Oescrtbe self as...

Outdoors person QaA 0 0 O 1 0 0 0 0

In favor of nuclear power Q4B 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
ii i i

(nvt ronmontal t st Qac 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 O
J

Too much spend1ng on I)ollutt on control QaD 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
.

Trust gov't to make reposftory safe

Fedora1 government Q14A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

State government Q148 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ii

Local government Q14C 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0

lnfo on nuclear waste !n 1ast 3 months, I
i

Heard anyl:htng about nuclear waste? Q5 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O
....

Howoften heard anything? QSA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Sought t nfo on _r discussed waste? OSSa 0 1 o 0 0 O 0 0
i,

/_ttended meettng about? QSBb 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
,i

Discussed with friends/relatives OSBc 0 1 0 0 O C 0 0
i

Vhere do you tht nk most waste now stored? 06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ii i iii ii i

Storage option being seriously considered? Q7 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0

How long ts rap. designed to store waste? Q8 0 O 1 0 0 l 0 0
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NORC Evaluation of Householders Questionnaires
Questtonnat re V 84

A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; D-Itam Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup |denttficatton; H-Other Deviations

Quex V
QUESTIONSAND DESCRIPTIONS Qx V A a C 0 E F G H

,,

RISK BEHAVIOR& PERCEPT[ONS

Community near rep. undesirable place to...

Vacation Q9A 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Attend convention QgB 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0
• i ,

Locate new business Q9C 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Raise faint ly Q90 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0
,i ,,

Change retirement plans Q10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Change retirement plans despite cost QIOA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Rtsks faced from...

Accidents tn the home QIIA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
r

Accidents on the Job OIlS 0" 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
,,

Nuclear power plants Q11D 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Hazardous chemicals from landfills Q11( 0 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0

Nuclear Veapons Test Stte Q11C 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Transporting wastes to Yucca Hountatn QiIF 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Rep. at Yucca Hountaln QIIG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
. i

Rtsks from a vaste repost tory

Accident at rep. spells certain death QI2A 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Acc|dent at rep. could k|ll many Q126 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
ii

Scientists understand risks Q12C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Local people could control risks Q120 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
ii

People dread l tvtng near rep. Q12( 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Likelihood of massive radiation leak due to..
, ...

Accident at rep. QI3A 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
, i | i

Vastes leaking into water QI3B 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 0

Vastes being transported to rep. Q13C 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
i i

Terrorist sabotage Q130 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

68



NORC Evaluation of Householders Questionnaires 85
Questionnaire V

A-Neutral Framing; S-Value Confl|cts; C.Realist%c Constraints; D-Item Balance;
[-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G.Subgroup Identification; H-Other Oevtat$ons

,.

Quex V

QUESTIONSANDDESCRIPTIONS Qx V A B C 0 E F G H

Risk behaviors

Wear seatbelt Q21A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Question authorities QZ1B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
,,,

Buy extended warranties QZIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,,

Statements about repository

Compensatestate where rep. located QISA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Should have rep. in each region of U.S. Q1SB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rep. best way to store waste QISC 0 "0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Rep. vould stimulate local economy QISO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.

Rep. pose r|sk to future generations QISE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Benefits to local comm. outwetgh r|sks QISF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transporting waste to rep. biggest r4sk QISE 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0
I

NV safest place in US fc _ rep. QISH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NV best place b/c NTS already here Q15I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Safety and compensation steps by gov't

Inspector at rep. at all times QI6A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Advice from local committee Q16B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
e

Local camtttn could shut rep. down QI6C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rebates and cred|ts on income tax Q160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

High tech. gov't projects in local comm. Q16[ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gov't grants for schools, parks, etc. QI6F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gov't would protect property values QIEG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vote no if pay taxes to locate rep elsewhere Q17-17 0 0 I 0 1 0 0 1

Vote yes tf community gtven grant Q18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vote yes if given tax credit/rebate Q17-17 0 0 ! 0 1 0 0 1

Vote yes if taxes decreased Q178*3 0 0 ! 0 1 0 0 1

How likely that rep. built at... QI9 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

POLITICAL ACTIVISH

Vote for site (4 sites) Q20 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 0
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A-Neutral Framing; B-Value Confl|cts; C-Realtstic Constraints; O-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Fomat Problms; G-Subgroup Zdenttficaticn; H-Other Oevtettons

.... ,,, []

LOC quex V
Question and Oescrtl_tton qx V A B C O E F G H

,,, i ,, ,,

PERSONALCHARACTER] ST]CS
, ,, , ,

Age Q26 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
..

Race Q28 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 0
i,

Htspant c? QZ9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i

Gender Q30 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0
. ._ ,,

Income 036 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,

Htghest grade com]eted 023 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
ii

Lt beral-Conservat|ve scale 027 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,,

RESXDENCE& HOUSEHOLD I --
ii i _

Years In pr;esent community Q31 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i i

Ownhomeor rent? Q33 O' 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Zip Code Q32 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i i ,,,

No. of people under 16112 |n household Q35 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0
....

OCCUPATZON

Occupat|on Q24 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Oescrtbe work organization Q25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
ii i i
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NORCEvaluation of Householders Questionnaires
Questionnaire V| 87

A-Neutral Framtng; B-Value Conflicts; C-Real|sttc Constraints; O-|tem Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Fomat Problems; G-Subgroup |denttftcation; H-Other Deviations

Q
.

Quex V|
QUEST]ONSANODESCR|PTIONS Qx V! A S C 0 ( F G H

,,,, L

(NV|RONHENTALATT]TUOES

HOWsertous in U.S.

Garbage from landf|ll Q7* 0 0 ! 0 1 1 0 0
, m

Air pollution 08* 0 0 1 0 I 1 0 0
.

Radioactive ,astes Qg" 0 0 ! 0 ! 1 0 0
--.

gater pollut|on from chemicals 010* 1 0 I 0 1 1 0 0

Acid rain 011" 1 0 1 0 L 1 0 0
,

People have right to change env. 0g08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

No 11m|ts to growth for advanced countries 091 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Env|ronmental problem Important in comm. 012 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
ii

Oescr|be self as...
i

Outdoors person 014 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
ii,

In favor of nuclear power 015 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
i,

(nvtronnmntalist 016 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 0
......

Too much spend|ng on pollution control 017 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Trust gov't to make repository safe
i

Federal government 0506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i i

State government QSl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Local government 06Z 0 0 0 0 0 0 "0 0

71



NORCEvaluation of Householders Questionnaires 88
Questionnaire VI

A-Neutral Fra_ning; B-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; Omltm Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-For_t Problems; G-Subgroup identification; H-Other Deviations

...............

Ouex Vl
QUEST[ONSANDDESCRIPTIONS qx V] A S C D E F G H

, ,, , ,,,

KNOWLEDGE& AWARENESSOF ISSUES

[nfo on nuclear waste in last 3 months,
,. ,,

Heard anything about nuclear waste? Q[8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

often heard anything? Q19 0 0 1 O O 1 O 0

Sought info on or discussed waste? QZO 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
....

Attended_eting about? QZI 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
,, ,

Discussed with friends/relatives QZZ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Where do you think most waste now stored? QZ3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage option being seriously considered? QZ4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
m.,_

How long ts rep. designed to store waste? QZ5 0 0 | 0 0 1 0 0
,.,

RISK BEHAV[OR& PERCEPTIONS

Cmmunity near.tcp, undesirable place to...
, ,¿m

Vacation QZ68 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0
....

Attend convention QZ7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Locate new business Q28 0 0 0 1 0 O 0 0

Raise family Q29 0 0 0 1 0 O 0 0
,,

C_ntty near repository, would you,..
i i i , ,

Change retirmnt plans q30 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Change rettrment plans despite cost Q32 0 0 1 0 0 O 0 0
.||

Risks faced from...
,F ,i

Accidents tn the h_ Q33B 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
I ,

Accidents on the job Q34 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
• _.... . , .

Nuclear power plants Q3S 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
,,,, .. ,

Hazardous chmicals fr_ landfills Q38 0 0 0 O 1 0 0 0

Nuclear Weapons Test Site
i i

Transporting wastes to Yucca Hountain

Rep. at Yucca Hountatn Q37** 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
,.
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Questl onnal re Vl 89

AINeutral Fram4ng; B=Value Confl|cts; C,Realtsttc Constraints; OIitem Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Format Problem; E-Subgroup Identification; HIOther Deviations

, ,

Quex V]
(]UEST]OHSAHODESCRIPT]ONS Ox VI A B C O E F G H'

, ,,

Risks frm a waste rapes! tory
i i i i

Accident at rap. spells certain death Q39 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
. ..

Acc|dent z• rap. could kt11 many Q40 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 0

Scientists understand risks 041 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Local people cou|d control risks Q42 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 , 0

People dread living near rap. Q43 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i ....

Likelihood of massive radiation leak due to..
......

Acctdent at rap. (]46 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
L

Wastes leaking Into water Q47 0 1 0 0 0 I • 0 0
i, i i

Wastes be|ng transported to rap. (]48 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
i ii

Terrorist sabotage Q49 0 ' 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
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Questtonnat re V|

A-Neutral Frmtng; S-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; O-Ztem Balance;
(-Context (ffects; F-Fomat Problem; E-Subgroup ;dent|ricer(on; H-Other Oevtat|ons

i llll

Quex Vi
QUEST|ONSANO OES(;R|PT;ONS Qx V! A 8 C 0 E F G H

i, ,, , ,,,,, ,,,

Risk behavlors
_.

Wear seatbelt Q878 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

question authorities Q88 O O 0 O 0 0 0 0

Buy extended warranties QOg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Statements about repast tory
ii

Compensatestate where rep. located Q54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
..

Should have rap. in each region of U.S. Q55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rap. best way to store waste Q56 0 • 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Rap. wou|d sttn&llate local economy Q57 0 0

Rap. pose risk to future generations Q58" 0 0
......

8eneft ts to 1ocal comm. outwet gh rl sks Q59 0 0

Transporting _vaste to rap. biggest risk Q60 0 0
-- i

Safety and compensation steps by gov't
.....

Inspector at rap. at 811 times Q62 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0

Advice from local committee Q63 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0
.... _

Lace1 comJ tree could shut rap. down Q64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rebates and credtts on Income tax Q65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

High tech. gov't projects In local com, Q66 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
i i

Gov't grants for' schools, parks, etc. Q67 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vote no tf pay taxes to locate rep elsewhere !Q70-76 0 0 1 0 ! 0 0 0
, ........

Vote yes t f cmmn|ty gtven grant (]85 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.....

Vote yes if given tax credit/rebate QTe-e! 0 o ! 0 l o o 0
.

Vote yes If taxes decreased qSZ-e4 0 0 1 0 ! o o 0
......

POLITICALACTXVISN

_ote for Yucca Mt. site (Y/N) Q86.1 0 O I 0 0 0 0 0

-i
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Questtonnatre Vl

A-Neutral Framtng; §-Value Conflicts; C-Realtsttc Constraints; O-|tem Se|ance;
[-Context Effects; F-Fomat Problems; S-Subgroup ;dent|float|on; H-Other Oev|at(ons

............... ,,.,.,,

LOC Quex VI
Question and Oescrtl)tton Qx Vi A D C 0 E F G H.

,, ,

PERSONALCHARACTERISTICS
, i i,,

Age Q96 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Race Q98 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

H4spantc? Q99 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
.. i

Income QI05 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i,

Htghest grade completed Q92 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

L_betel-Conservative scale Q97 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0
.........

RESIDENCE& HOUSEHOLD
i i,.

Years !n present community QI01 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
....

Own homeor rent? Q103" 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
.....

Zip Code Q102 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

HD. of people over la tn household QI04" 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
• iii i

HD. of people under 18/12 tn household IQlO5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
. i

OCCUPATION
........

Occupation Qg3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
......

Descr]be work organization Qgs 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
ii iii ,,

"$1:
J_J



NORCEvaluation of OectsJonmaker Ouesttonnalres 92
'Ouesttonnat re Vl |

A-Neutral Fram|ng; B-Value Conf14cts; C,Realtsttc Constraints; O-Item Balance;
[-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G- Subgroup identtftcat4on; H-Other Problems

LOC Quex Vii
OUESTIONSANDDESCRIPTIONS Ox Vll A B C O ( F G H

CONVENTIONINFORHATIONAND PLANS
....

Selectl on/Attendance Crt terl a

Servtce and clunltness of hotels lr.D6* 0 0 O 1 O 1 0 1

Cost of hotels and meals IV.B3* 0 0 0 l 0 1 0 1
J,,ll ,, i

Environmental hazards IV.Sl1 0 O 0 1 0 1 0 1
- .,

Distance between city and attendees IV.B5* 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
ii

Crime rate rIV.B9" 0 0 0 l 0 1 0 1
,,,

Cost of transportation IV.B4" 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
,,,

Possibility of natural disasters IV.BIO 0 I 0 1 I O 1 0 1

C1teats IV. B8* 0 0 ! | 0 | 0 1
ii, ,,

Night life and recreation 1V.67" 0 0 0 ! 0 | 0 1
ii .

Overall tmage of the ctty IV.BIZ 0 O 0 1 0 ! 0 !
,,

Topics to be d4scussed iV.Bl 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
,.

Heet with peers/prospective employers iV.BI 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1

WASTEREPOSITORY& ENVIRONMENT

Harmful fac411ttes affect dectston to attend

Prison (lD0 mt.) VIl.l 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
-- i,

Hazardous waste incinerator (lD0 mt.) Vll.2 0 0 0 L 1 0 0 1
li

Nuclear power plant (100 mi.) Vll.3 0 0 0 1 1 0 O 1
|

Low-level nuclnr waste rap. (lOO mt.) Vl.l.4 0 0 O 1 1 0 0 1
i ..

High-level nuclear waste rep. (lD0 mi.) VlI.5 0 0 O l 1 0 0 1
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NORCEvaluatt on of Dect sI onmakor Quest I onna!res 93
Quosttonnat re VI l

A-Neutra| Fram|ng; E-Value Conflicts; C-Realistic Constraints; O-Item Balance;
E-Context Effects; F,Fomat Problems; G- Subgroup Identification; H-Other Problems

__ ,,

LOC Quex Vll

QUESTIONSRHOOESCRXPTIONS Qx V|| A a c 0 E F 6 H

OEHO_APHXCS
.....

Htghest grade conq)leted VlXI.l 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Age VI l 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Gender VIII .3 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0

Income VlI1.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,,

Harttal Status VllI.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Race VI 11.4 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
......

Occupation VI ! | .8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
-- . -_ i

No. of professional associations VIII.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Zip Code Viii.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIT!ES, LOCATIONS,!I4AGES (RATEDNEG-POS)
i

Las Vegas (6 tmges) !IAI 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
.....

Phoenix (6 Images) I IAI 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
...

Rate 4 cities on 9 factors
..

Cost of hotel room and meals VI.I 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
ii

Travel costs ' VI.2 0 0 0 1 O 0 0 0
iii

Qua1! ty of acconmodattons V1.3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Availabi|Ityof recreation VI.< 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0
i,i

C1tree VI .S 0 0 | I 0 0 0 0

Crime rate VI.6 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 0

Natural hazards VI. 7 0 0 l l 0 0 0 0

Pollution & environ, hazards VI.8 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0
i

Overall image V!.9 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
4 ,,,
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Quest|onna| re V! | l 94t

A-Neutral Framing; S-Value Conflicts; C-Real|st|c Constraints; O-Item hlance;
(-Context; Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup |dent| fi cation; H-Other Oevtat;| ons

q . i

Quex VI Z!
OUESTIOHSANDO(SCRIPTION$ x VI IZ A S C D ( F G H

How close would you live to...
,,,

Garbage dump Q12" 0 0 1 0 " 0 0 0 I

ituclear power plant Q13" 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 I
,, ,,

0tl reftnery Q14" 0 0 _ 0 0 0 0 !
i i i

Chem|ca1 waste landfill Q15" 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
i

Underground nuclear waste repasJtory Q15* 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
, J

How hamful to ehV...
,ii

Pollution Q3 0 ! 0 0 0 1 0 1
,, _ ....

Nuclear Power (]3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Truck|ng of gasoline Q3 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 1
1 ,i

Storing nuclear waste 03 O" 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
I,,,

Favor more nuclear power p]ants? Q4* 1 0 0 1 I) 0 0 0
i

ATTITUDESTOVARD60V'T & INSTITUT|ONS

Trust in government agencies

U.$. Oept. of (nergy 019" 0 1 0 0 0 I 0 0

Trust Fed. Gov't to do what |s Nght Q18" 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Gov't pays attention to people like you... Q20* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i i

Trust scientists? Q17 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

r3Ot_(OEE & AVAR(N(SSOF ISSUES
i

I(novledge of recent legislation
i

Aware of lav :lust passed 027*" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Info on nuclesr waste !n 1ast 3 months.

Heard anything about nuclear waste? QS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i I

often heard anything? q6* ! O 1 0 0 ! 0 0
i ii i

Vhere do you think most waste new stored? Q7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Storage optton being seriously considered? Q8 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0
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Questt onnat re Vl ! I

A=Neutral Framing; BIValue Conflicts; CzReal|sttc Constraints; OIltem Balance;
E-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup Identification; H-Other Deviations

QuexVI I I

QUESTIONSAND OESCRIPTIONS )x VIII A B C D E F 6 H
ii ii illl ,li iii i ill

RISK BEHAVIOR& PERCEPTIONS

Communitynear rep. undesirable place to...

Vacation Q28A* 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Attend convention Q28B* 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Locate new business Q28C* 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Raise fami ly Q28D* 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Rett re QZaE* ! 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Vork Q28F* 1." 0 0 0 1 O 0 0
i

Travel to avotd nuclear waste transportation Q22 1 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0 1

Change travel plans tf route X m|les fm rep Q23 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Howclose would you 1t ve Q_.4* 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0

- .Buy a house near Q25A 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Hove away from Q258 1 0 1 0 O 0 0 0
__J

Commuteto work on in area of Q2SC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Inmedtate area of repository ts..(m|les) Q11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i

Evaluat|on of problems
i

Rep. can be made safe O9** .0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
i

Host fair storage option Q26t 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Transportatt on of harzardous materials

Accidents inevitable QZlA* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Shouldn't go through populated area QZIB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Safe to transport Q21C 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0

Att|tudes toward accidents
i

Acc|dent at rep. won't harm me QIOA* 0 O 0 0 0 1 0 0
i

Can't protect myself from accident OlOB* 0 O 0 0 0 1 0 0

Gov't precautions w111 work QIOC* 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
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Questtonnatre VllI 96

A-Neutral Framing; 8-Va|ue Confl|cts; C-Rea|istic Constraints; O-|tem Balance;
[-Context Effects; F-Format Problems; G-Subgroup ;dentil|cation; H-Other Oevtattons

LO(: Quex VIII
Question and Description Qx VXX! A 8 C 0 E F G H

PERSONALCHARACTERXSTXCS
,, ,, ,

Age (}33 0 O 0 0 0 O 1 0

Hart ta1 Status Q34 O 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Race Q37 O 0 0 0 0 O 1 0
,,, i

Hi spantc? 037 0 0 0 0 0 O 1 0
i ,,

Gender Q38 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i

Income Q43 O O 0 I 0 O 1 O
i ,,

Highest grade completed QZ9 0 O 0 1 0 O 1 O

Political Party Q35 0 0 0 0 0 O 1 0
ii i

Liberal-Conservat|ve scale Q36 O 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
,,

_[SXOENCE& HOUSEHOLD
i,, ii,

" Years |n present community Q39 0 0 0 0 0 O 1 O
i

Own homeor rent? Q40 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

No. of people over 18 in household Q41 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
i ii

No. of people under 18/12 |n household Q42 0 O 0 0 0 0 1 0

OCCUPATION

[mplo_nent Status Q30 0 0 0 O 0 0 1 0

Occupat| on Q31 O 1 0 0 O 0 1 0
i

Oescrtbe work organtizatton Q3Z 0 0 0 0 () 0 1 0

80






