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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The lowa Department of Natural Resources (DNR), in collaboration with Keep lowa
Beautiful, Inc. (K1B), conducted amail survey in June 2004 to better understand the level
of knowledge, opinions and behaviors regarding illegal dumping. The survey was sent to
arepresentative sample of lowa households in three counties participating in the pilot
study. A total of 707 (11.8%) of the 6,000 surveys were returned. Specific topics centered
on five areas. knowledge and awareness, attitudes regarding illegal dumping, potential
impact of actionsto discourage illegal dumping, behaviors and action, and identification
of sources used to get information. The information collected is intended to assist with
the creation and implementation of programs and materials to combat illegal dumping in
these three counties.

Knowledge/ Awar eness

There are generally high levels of knowledge associated with knowing itisillegal to
dump junk outside designated areas (98%); knowing how to properly disposal of
furniture, tires and appliances (83%); and knowing how to tell if something has been
dumped illegally (70%).

Only one third (34%) know how to report an illegal dumping incident and only one
fifth (20%) know the penaltiesfor illegal dumping. One fifth (20%) of those having
seen anillegal dumping site or person illegally dumping in the past year did anything
about it.

Trends/Differences of Note

e Those with the knowledge of how to report illegal dumping were four times as likely
to do something about it.

o Peopleweretwice as likely to do something about illegal dumping if they saw a
person as opposed to finding a site.

e Appanoose County respondents reported knowing how to properly dispose of items
less often, but reported more often knowing the penalties for illegal dumping. Linn
County respondents reported knowing how to report illegal dumping more often.

e Malestended to report a higher level of knowledge and awareness of illegal dumping.

e Thoseliving outside city limits tended to report a higher level of knowledge,
awareness and action in regard to illegal dumping.



Attitudes Regarding Illegal Dumping

Based on the ratings using a 4-point level of agreement scale, there is overwhelming
agreement that illegal dumping; negatively affects the environment (3.86), has a negative
economic effect on acommunity (3.80), has a negative effect on public health and safety
(3.80), and negatively affects the appearance of acommunity (3.91).

There appears to be moderate agreement that illegal dumping is aproblem in the
communities of survey respondents (3.15).

Trends/Differences of Note

e Peopleliving outside city limits seeillegal dumping as a bigger problem in their
community.
e Females have stronger negative views towards illegal dumping than males.

Potential I mpact

Actions identified as having a consequence for illegal dumpers are believed to have the
most effect on discouraging illegal dumping. These include: increasing the enforcement
of illegal duping laws, increasing fines and penalties for illegal dumping, and publicizing
convictions for illegal dumping.

Actions believed to have the least impact on discouraging illegal dumping included:
telling people that not dumping is the right thing to do, and presenting a message
emphasizing community pride.

Factor analysis suggests respondents sorted the actions into two groups: 1) ‘ hard-nosed’
actions that deliver or facilitated the delivery of a negative consequence — which received
the higher ratings, and 2) ‘ softer’ actions that provide support or information —which
received the lower ratings.



Trends/Differences of Note

e Ratings of impact tend to increase as age increases, with the exception of providing
rewards where impact decreases as age increases.

e Femalestend to rate the ‘ softer’ actions as having more impact.

e Impact ratings tend to decrease as income level increases among the ‘ softer’ actions.

Behavior / Action

A clear mgjority of respondents are likely to report an illegal dumping site (74%) or a
person dumping illegally (80%). Thereis near unanimous support of effortsto reduce
illegal dumping (98%).

Trends/Differences of Note

e Likeliness and support tend to increase as income level increases.

| nfor mation Sour ces

Traditional media outlets such as newspaper (84%), television (77%) and radio (59%),
are the sources used most often to get information. Local sources such as word of mouth
(47%) and local newsdletters (29%) were next in order. Technology-oriented sources such
as Internet Web sites (15%) and E-mail (11%) were used less often.

Trends/Differences of Note

Television use was significantly higher in Linn County.

Local newd etters use was significantly higher in Boone County.
Word of mouth use was higher in Appanoose County.

Use of newspaper increased as age increased.



e Technology-oriented sources were used more often asincome increased, less as age
increased.



INTRODUCTION

Illegal dumping, which is the disposing of waste in an unpermitted public or private area,
poses a threat to the environment and public health, and costs owa taxpayers millions of
dollars each year for clean-up. The problem is underscored by public officias. In a2002
lowa Department of Natural Resources (DNR) statewide illegal dumping survey, 66
percent of city and county officials said illegal dumping is “somewhat” to a“very big”
problem.

As aresult, the lowa Department of Natural Resources and Keep lowa Beautiful (KIB) are
initiating a statewide pilot education awareness and enforcement campaign to combat
illegal dumping. Three lowa counties — Appanoose, Boone and Linn —were chosen for the
pilot program after an in-depth application and selection process, which was open to al
lowa cities and counties. They were selected, in part, to represent counties with small,
medium and large popul ations.

In June 2004, the DNR and KB conducted a mail survey of pilot county residents to
better understand their knowledge, opinions and behaviors regarding illegal dumping.
The information is intended to assist with the creation and implementation of programs
and materials to combat illegal dumping in these three counties. The individual
approaches will be evaluated. At the end of 2005, best practices from the pilot programs
will be documented and recommendations will be made for a statewide initiative to
prevent illegal dumping.

Thisreport details the results of the survey. A review of the sample and methodol ogy
used to conduct the survey isfollowed by summaries of both statewide and county
results. The results are presented in the order in which questions were asked on the
survey.

SAMPLE



Response

Of the 6,000 surveys (2,000 to each of the three counties) that were mailed out to the
counties, 707 were returned. Thisyielded an overall return rate of 11.8 percent. County
specific returns are listed below:

County Number Sent Number Returned Response Rate
Appanoose 2,000 219 10.95%
Boone 2,000 246 12.30%
Linn 2,000 242 12.10%

Though lower than previous KIB and DOT collaborative survey efforts, thisreturn rateis
not unexpected given no pre-notification, incentives or follow-ups were utilized.

Demographics

There was a near split among the gender of the 525 respondents providing gender data. A
total of 264 (50.3%) were male and 261 (49.7%) were female. A total of 182 surveysdid
not provide gender data.

Survey Census*

Gender Number Per cent Per cent
Made 264 50.3% 48.3%

Female 261 49.7% 51.7%

Total 689 100.0% 100.0%

* - Data from 2000 Census.

Asillustrated in the table below, compared to 2000 census data, the sampleis not
representative for those under 25 and generalizations for this group can not be made
based on the results of this survey. The sample tends to under-represent those 26 to 39
years of age and over-represent those 40 years of age or older.



Survey Census*
Age Number Per cent Per cent
18-25 13 1.9% 15.2%
26-39 88 12.8% 24.9%
40-64 374 54.3% 40.0%
65 and over 214 31.1% 19.9%
Total 689 100.0% 100.0%

* - Data from 2000 Census with percentages using total number of
individuals 18 and older as a base.

M easurement Error

Measurement error is present in all surveys. In general, the more information aresult is
based on the lower the amount of error.

Based on the number of returns and a 95 percent confidence level, results generalized
across the entire sample carry an error rate of +/- 3.8 percent. Results generalized to

counties carry the following error rates. Appanoose, 6.6 percent; Boone, 6.3 percent;
Linn, 6.3 percent.

Given the number of returns, it is recommended that results broken down by other
demographic characteristics be used for information purposes only.

METHODOLOGY

Design



The survey was developed in ajoint effort by DNR and KIB, to address issues and gather
information of interest connected to illegal dumping in lowa. Content of the survey
focused on knowledge and awareness of illegal dumping issues, attitudes regarding
illegal dumping, potential impacts of various activities on illegal dumping, aswell as
behavior and actions. To assist in development of tools, the survey also investigated
sources most often used to get information.

Distribution

The survey was conducted by mail. To better understand knowledge and perceptions of
residents in each county, DNR/KIB chose to send the survey to alist of 2,000 random
households. Strategic America, along with amail services company, coordinated the
mailing. A total of 707 of the original 6,000 mailed surveys were returned during a period
of approximately 45 days.

Each county’ s survey form was printed in a different color to easily track responses —
white for Appanoose, yellow for Linn and brown for Boone. The survey was
accompanied by aletter from each county’sillegal dumping task force asking recipients
to participate in the survey that will assist the county with efforts to prevent illegal
dumping.

The survey was mailed in early June. The bulk of responses were received throughout June
and early July. The responses were returned to Strategic America, where they were opened
and sorted. They were then sent to DNR staff to begin compiling the results.

Mailing List

A list of addresses was purchased from alist provider. Thelist consisted of a
representative sample of 2,000 single-family dwellings from each of the 3 counties for a
total sample size of 6,000.



Analysis

Thisreport contains three levels of detail. General overall results are given in the executive
summary. The body of the report presents more detailed overall results with comments on
any identified trends or differences among various subgroups. Appendix B of the report
provides the greatest detail, with results presented for all subgroups. Analysis was
performed and reports written by staff in the Director’ s Staff Division of the lowa
Department of Transportation.

Results are presented in the same order in which the questions appeared in the survey.
Subgroup reporting was done by demographic information provided by survey
respondents. These include: county, gender, marital status, age group, presence of school-
aged children, residency (inside city limits or not), and income level. Surveys not
providing an answer to a question, nor demographic data, were excluded from the results
on a question-by-question and analysis-by-analysis basis. Thisled to individual question
response total lower than the 707 surveys that were returned. Rounding may lead to
percentage totals not equaling 100 percent.

Separate reports were written summarizing county-level results.

Comment

Following atrend of recent mail surveys, there was a very low return rate from
respondents under 25 years of age. It is suggested that other methods (phone surveys with
guota sampling, focus groups, etc.) be investigated to collect information from this group
in future efforts.



K nowledge/Awar eness

Thefirst portion of the survey asked respondents about their knowledge and awareness of
illegal dumping. It asked a series of yes/no questions on general and local community
knowledge. It concluded by asking if the respondent had seen either an illegal dumping
site or a person dumping illegally and if they had done anything about it.

In General

Do you know it isillegal to dump junk outside of designated areas?

Nearly all respondents (98.3%) indicated they know it was illegal to dump junk outside
of designated areas. There was little difference in responses across the three counties or
within any other demographic group.

Do you know how to tell if something has been dumped illegally?

Seven out of ten respondents (70.0%) said they know how to tell if something has been
dumped illegally. Though there were differences between the counties (Appanoose-
70.5%, Boone-73.5%, Linn-66.1%), these differences were not found to be significant.

Males (76.4%) reported a significantly higher level of knowledge than females (61.9%)
and those living outside city limits reported a significantly higher level of knowledge
(77.2%) than those living inside city limits (66.6%). Individuals in the under $25,000
income group reported the highest level of knowledge (75.0%), which was significantly
higher than those in the $50,000 to $75,000 group (62.6%).



Within Your Community

If you see an illegal dumping incident, do you know how to report it?

Overal, approximately one third (34.3%) of those responding reported know how to
report an illegal dumping incident if they see it. This knowledge was significantly lower
in Linn County (18.3%) than either Appanoose (45.8%) or Boone (40.1%) counties.

Males (41.2%) reported a significantly higher level of knowledge than females (26.6%),
while those under the age of 40 reported a significantly lower level of knowledge
(23.8%) than the other age groups. As with the previous knowledge question, individuals
living outside city limits reported a higher level of knowledge (41.0%) than those living
inside city limits (31.2%) and those in the under $25,000 income group reported the
highest level of knowledge (41.4%), which was significantly higher than those in the
$50,000 to $75,000 group (27.9%).



Do you know how to properly dispose of items such as furniture, tires and appliances?

Knowledge of how to dispose of items such as furniture, tires and appliances was high
overall, with more than four out of every five (83.2%) responding they know how to
dispose of such items. Reported knowledge was found to be significantly lower for
respondents from Appanoose County (75.9%) than respondents from either Boone
(85.6%) or Linn (87.4%) counties.

Knowledge of how to properly dispose of items reported by the over $75,000 income
group (91.2%) was significantly higher than all other income groups. There were no
significant differences within the other demographic groups.

Do you know what the penalties are for illegal dumping?

Only onein five respondents (19.9%) reported knowing what the penalties are for illegal
dumping. Knowledge of the penalties was significantly higher in Appanoose County
(26.9%) than either Boone (18.5%) or Linn (14.9%) counties.

Knowledge of penaltiesfor illegal dumping was significantly higher among respondents
in the under $25,000 income group (34.3%) than among respondentsin all other income
groups. There were no significant differences within the other demographic groups.
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Within the L ast Year

This portion of the survey asked respondents if within the last year they had seen an
illegal dumping site or a person dumping materia illegally and, if they had seen either,
whether they did anything about it.



Within the last year, have you seen: A site where you believe material wasillegally
dumped?

Overal, slightly more than half of those responding (51.4%) indicated they had seen a
site where they believed material wasillegally dumped within the last year. Though there
were differences between the counties (A ppanoose-47.0%, Boone-54.7%, Linn-51.9%),
these were not found to be statistically significant.

Males reported having seen a site where they believed material had been illegally
dumped within the last year significantly more often (59.5%) than females (42.0%) and
those who were married reported having seen a site where they believed material had
beenillegally dumped within the last year significantly more often (59.4%) than those
who were single (40.3%).

Respondents 65 or older reported they had seen a site where they believed materia had
been illegally dumped within the last year less often (45.0%), significantly less often than
those respondents ages 40 to 64 (54.9%). Those with school-aged children reported
having seen a site where they believed material had been illegally dumped within the last
year significantly more often (63.2%) than those without school-aged children (48.3%).

Individuals living outside city limits reported they had seen a site where they believed
material had been illegally dumped within the last year significantly more often (64.9%)
than those living inside city limits (45.8%) while those in the over $75,000 income group
reported they had seen a site where they believed material had been illegally dumped
within the last year significantly more often (62.4%) than all other income groups.

Within the last year, have you seen: A person you believe was dumping material
illegally?

Approximately one out of every twelve respondents (8.3%) reported they had seen a
person they believed was dumping material illegally within the last year. There were no
significant differences found between counties or within any other demographic group.



Nearly everyone (96.7%) who reported they had seen a person they believed was
dumping material illegally within the last year aso reported seeing a site where they
believe material wasillegally dumped within the last year. There were no significant
differences found between counties or within any other demographic group.

IF you answered YESto either of the above, did you do anything about it?

Of those reporting they had either seen an illegal dumping site or person dumping
material illegally within the last year, onein five (19.7%) indicated they did something
about it. Respondents from Linn County reported they did something about the illegal
dumping site or person dumping material illegally they had seen significantly less often
(11.3%) than respondents from Appanoose (25.7%) or Boone (23.0%) counties.

Individuals living outside city limits reported they did something about the illegal
dumping site or person dumping material illegally they had seen significantly more often
(28.9%) than those living inside city limits (13.2%). There were no significant
differences within the other demographic groups.

Individuals reporting they had seen an individual dumping material illegally were twice
aslikely (41.4% to 20.2%) to do something about it than those reporting they had seen an
illegal dumping site. Among those respondents who had either seen an illegal dumping
site or person dumping material illegally, a person was over four times as likely (39.8%
to 8.6%) to do something about it if they knew how to report it. Thislast fact along with
knowing the level of knowledge for reporting illegal dumping in Linn County was half
that of the other counties may help explain the lower level of action reported in Linn
County.

Attitudes Regarding Illegal Dumping



The second part of the survey asked respondents to indicate their level of agreement to
five statements on attitudes regarding illegal dumping using afour point scale
(1=disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 4=agree). It presented four
statements covering the negative effects and impacts of illegal dumping on the
environment, the economy of acommunity, public health and safety, and the appearance
of acommunity. It concluded with a question focusing on illegal dumping as a problem
in their community.

Respondent ratings for the four items focusing on the negative effects and impacts of
illegal dumping were all at or above 3.80 on the 4-point scale. The statement that illegal
dumping affects the appearance of acommunity had the highest level of agreement
(3.91). Level of agreement fell for the statement illegal dumping is a problem in our
community to 3.15 on the 4-point scale.

Note: Given the high ratings on the four statements covering the negative effects
and impacts of illegal dumping, significant differences identified in the ratings of
agreement are more statistical in nature than practical.

Arntitudes Regarding Illegal Dumping
Orverill
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[llegal dumping negatively affects the environment.

Overall, the level of agreement to the statement that illegal dumping negatively affects
the environment was high with arating of 3.86 on the 4-point scale. The rating for Boone
County (3.91) was significantly higher than the rating for Appanoose County (3.80).



Femal e respondents shared a significantly higher level of agreement (3.90) to the
statement that illegal dumping negatively affects the environment than did male
respondents (3.81). Those respondentsin the 65 years of age or older age group reported
the lowest level of agreement (3.78), which was significantly lower than the level of
agreement than the 40-64 years of age group (3.91). There were no significant differences
in levels of agreement within the other demographic groups.

Illegal dumping has a negative economic effect on a community.

Overall, respondents shared a high level of agreement to the statement that illegal
dumping has a negative economic effect on acommunity, with arating of 3.80 on the 4-
point scale. There wasllittle difference in level of agreement across the three counties.

Female respondents reported a significantly higher level of agreement (3.86) to the
statement that illegal dumping has a negative economic impact on a community than did
mal e respondents (3.75). There were no significant differencesin levels of agreement
within the other demographic groups.

Illegal dumping has a negative effect on public health and safety.

Overal, respondents shared a high level of agreement to the statement that illegal
dumping has a negative effect on public health and safety, with arating of 3.80 on the 4-
point scale. Respondents from Appanoose County had a significantly lower level of
agreement (3.73) than respondents from Boone and Linn counties (both 3.83).

Femal e respondents reported a significantly higher level of agreement (3.87) to the
statement illegal dumping has a negative effect on public health and safety than did male
respondents (3.72). Those respondents in the 65 years of age or older age group reported
alevel of agreement (3.74) that was significantly lower than for the other age groups.



There were no significant differencesin levels of agreement within the other
demographic groups.

I llegal dumping negatively affects the appearance of a community.

Overall, respondents shared the highest level of agreement to the statement that illegal
dumping negatively affects the appearance of a community, with arating of 3.91 on the
4-point scale. There was little difference in level of agreement across the three counties.

Level of agreement from female respondents (3.95) to the statement that illegal dumping
negatively affects the appearance of a community was significantly higher than that of
males (3.87). Those respondents in the 65 years of age or older age group reported the
lowest level of agreement (3.85), which was significantly lower than the level of
agreement than the 40-64 years of age group (3.94).

Level of agreement among respondents with school-aged children to the statement that
illegal dumping negatively affects the appearance of a community nearly topped out the
scale with arating of 3.98 on the 4-point scale. Thiswas significantly higher than those
without school-aged children (3.90).

Illegal dumpingisa problem in our community.

Respondents provided a moderately high level of agreement to the statement that illegal
dumping is aproblem in our community, with arating of 3.15 on the 4-point scale.
Differences between counties were not significant.

The level of agreement to the statement that illegal dumping is a problem in our
community was significantly higher for respondents living outside city limits (3.34) than
for those living inside city limits (3.07). There were no significant differencesin levels of
agreement within the other demographic groups.



Potential Impacts

This portion of the survey asked respondents to rate the effect eleven actions would have
on discouraging illegal dumping using afour-point scale (1 = none, 2 = dlight, 3 =
moderate, 4 = major). Suggestions respondents provided to an * Other’ option are
summarized in the written comment summary of this report. After alook at overall
results, differences are presented by demographic group.

Overdl

Respondents rated things that carried a consequence as having the most effect on
discouraging illegal dumping. Thisis evidenced by the top three items being: “increasing
the enforcement of illegal dumping laws’ (average = 3.48), “increasing fines and
penalties for illegal dumping” (average = 3.47), and “publicizing convictions for illegal
dumping” (average = 3.45).

The lowest rated item, the only one to fall below the theoretical mid-point of 2.5, was
“telling people not dumping is the right thing to do” (average = 2.40). Next were three
items that fell below the 3.0 average: “presenting a message emphasizing community
pride” (average 2.67), “reminding people of the coststo clean up illegally dumped items’
(average = 2.79), and “ providing education on the effects of illegal dumping” (average =
2.85).

Factor analysis revealed a pattern of responses that place the top five rated actions

together in a“hard-nosed’ set and the remainder in a second ‘ softer’ set of actions.

Respondents believe these *hard-nosed’ potential actions will have more impact on
discouraging illegal dumping.

Overall

Potential Action | mpact
Rating*



Increasing the enfor cement of illegal dumping laws...........ccccceoveenee. 348

Increasing finesand penaltiesfor illegal dumping.........cccceceveerienene 3.47 ‘Har d-Nosed’
Publicizing convictionsfor illegal dumping........cccccveeneinennenenen. 345 set of actions
Establishing a toll-free hotline for reporting illegal dumpers............... 3.29

Providing rewardsfor turningin illegal dumpers........cccccovvrerennene 3.14

Reminding peoplethereisa fine for dumping.........cccceevvvvieveieiecnenene. 3.09

Providing education on proper disposal and recycling.........cc.ccoeeverenens 3.02

Providing education on the effects of illegal dumping...........ccccceveernenene 2.85 ‘Softer’ set
Reminding people of the costs to clean up illegally dumped items............. 2.79 of actions
Presenting a message emphasizing community pride.........cc.ccoevvevvieiennnns 2.67

Telling people that not dumping isthe “ right thing to do” ..................... 240

* - 4-point scale (1=none, 2=dight, 3=moderate, 4=major)

County

With the exception of the impact rating for establishment of atoll-free hotline, where the
rating was lower in Appanoose (3.20) than in Boone (3.36), differences between counties
were minor.

Gender

Femal e respondents rated the impact of actions that involved providing information to
people (reminding people there is a fine for dumping — 3.21, providing education on
proper disposal and recycling — 3.12, and providing education on the effects of illegal
dumping — 2.95) significantly higher than males. Female respondent ratings for



reminding people of the costs to clean up and presenting messages emphasizing
community pride were aso higher, but not significantly.

Potential Impact on [llegal Dumping
Drtterences by Gender
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Marital Status

In general, ratings of impact among items involving ‘ consequences were higher among
married respondents, while the more * supportive’ items were rated higher among single
respondents.

The only item for which there was a significant difference between those respondents
who were married and those who were single was establishing atoll-free hotline for
reporting illegal dumpers. Married respondents reported a significantly higher impact
(3.33) for the toll-free hotline than single respondents (3.15).

Age

Significant differences in impact ratings were found between age groups for six of the
eleven items. For the four items that did not involve a‘consequence’ (provide education
on effects of illegal dumping, reminding people of the costs to clean up, presenting a
message emphasizing community pride, and telling people not dumping is the right thing
to do), the impact ratings increased as age group got ol der.

The reverse was true for the item mentioning providing rewards for turning illegal
dumpers, where those in the under 40 age group (3.40) had a significantly higher impact
rating than the other age groups. Though no trend existed across the age groups, the 65



and older age group rated increasing fines and penalties for illegal dumping significantly
higher than the 40-64 age group.

Fotential Impact on [legal Dumping
Dilerencee by Age Group
wa
1544000 .
L e e I -
g A 10 G
..... 1K
El | L | 1 B 0 ““--: 1 6%
- ! | { ] At
R ! | : T |
e, ! ! = . =
i ! : ! : .
= [ | [ [
1.5 | | ] | |
| | | | |
| | | | |
1.0 e | . - ]
Ieeresie Provice newinds Education on REemindkag peoile Emphaciac Tell thes - "Right
fimes penalives effects of llegal  of vess do clen goMmuniy prsk thing 1o do”
i
R ——
| ander Al = Al o 63 ™ o mp AU han bad, ' om0 cdan A9
School-Aged Children

Those respondents with school-aged children rated the impact of emphasizing community
pride and telling people not dumping is the right thing to do was significantly lower than
those who did not have school-aged children.
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Residency

There were no differences in impact ratings between residents living inside or living
outside of city limits.



Income Level

Differences in impact ratings among income groups existed for six of the eleven items,
with the tendency for impact ratings to fall asincome level rose. The impact ratings for
the under $25,000 group was significantly higher than some or all of the other groups for
each of the six actions. The over $75,000 group’ simpact ratings were significantly lower
on the idea of providing education on the effects of illegal dumping (2.65) and presenting
amessage emphasizing community pride (2.46). Of note, significant differences among
income groups did not exist for the five actions identified as having the most impact.

Potential Impact on Hllegal Dumping
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BEHAVIOR/ACTION

This section of the survey presented three questions concerning actions/behaviors that
would help addressillegal dumping. The first two questions focused on the likeliness of
reporting, while the last asked about support for efforts to reduce illegal dumping.

Areyou likely to report an illegal dumping siteif you find one?

Nearly three out of every four respondents (74.4%) indicated they were likely to report an
illegal dumping site if they found one. There were no significant differencesin likeliness
to report a site found between counties or within any other demographic group.

Areyou likely to report a person you believe is dumping material illegally?

Approximately four out of every five respondents (79.6%) indicated they were likely to
report a person they believed was dumping material illegally. There were no significant
differencesin likeliness to report a person found between counties.

Respondents from the over $75,000 income group were most likely to report a person
they believed was dumping material illegally (85.7%), which was significantly higher
than those in the under $25,000 and $50,000 to $75,000 income groups. There were no
significant differencesin likeliness to report a person within the other demographic
groups.

Would/do you support effortsto reduceillegal dumping in and around your
community?



Nearly all respondents (97.8%dicated they would/do support efforts to reduce illegal
dumping in and around their community. The level of support reported by Appanoose
(95.2%) respondents was significantly lower than those found in Boone (99.2%) and Linn
(98.7%) counties.

Respondets indicating they were married supported efforts to reduce illegal dumping at
a significantly higher rate (98.5%) than those who were single (95.2%). All respondents
(100%) from the over $75,000 income group indicated supported such efforts, which was
significantly higher than the level of support reported for respondents in the under
$25,000 income group.



