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This is a report on the results of the southern New Jersey Deliberative Poll® on Nuclear and 

Wind Power in New Jersey held in Pomona, New Jersey, with the initial poll administered from 

March 20th to March 30th and deliberations on May 2, 2009.  The Deliberative Poll® was 

conducted by the William J. Hughes Center for Public Policy at The Richard Stockton College of 

New Jersey and Zogby International was contracted to perform the original poll.   

The Southern New Jersey Deliberative Poll 
 

The point of Deliberative Polling® is to provide an idea of what people would think 

about a given policy issue if they were more familiar with the subject.  Most people know and 

think limitedly about most policy issues, this includes energy alternatives.  The lack of 

forethought in voters is a problem for decision makers that wish to understand and utilize 

meaningful public input.  Public hearings, focus groups, and other similar events tend to be 

minimally attended and dominated by strong, underrepresented minority opinions.  Conventional 

surveying elicits views that are more representative of the public; however, the public is largely 

uninformed.  Deliberative Polling® draws a random sample, gets participants to deliberate, and 

then retrieves their opinions, which provides public input into policy debate that is both 

representative and informed.   

Sampling and Recruitment 

A survey of twenty-eight questions, plus questions on general demographics, was 

developed to determine the perceptions of southern New Jersey residents in reference to 

alternative sources of energy.  Zogby International was commissioned by the William J. Hughes 

Center for Public Policy to conduct a hybrid telephone/online survey of 800 adults.  174 

interviews were completed interactively and 644 interviews conducted by telephone for a final 

total of 818 adults across the seven counties of southern New Jersey. 
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Telephone samples were randomly drawn from telephone cd’s of a national listed sample.   

Zogby International surveys use sampling strategies in which selection probabilities are 

proportional to population size within area codes and exchanges. Up to six calls are made to 

reach a sampled phone number. Cooperation rates are calculated using one of AAPOR’s 

approved methodologies1 and are comparable to other professional public-opinion surveys 

conducted using similar sampling strategies.2  Separately, a sampling of Zogby International's 

online panel, which is representative of the adult population of the US, was invited to participate 

in the survey. Slight weights were added to education, age, race, and gender to more accurately 

reflect the population. The margin of error is +/- 3.5 percentage points. Margins of error are 

higher in sub-groups. 

 During the initial survey, respondents were asked whether or not they would be willing to 

participate in a deliberative process at The Richard Stockton College of New Jersey.  200 

respondents indicated that they would be interested in deliberations.  Subsequent calls were made 

by a William J. Hughes Center for Public Policy student worker to follow up on the initial 

invitation and to convert individuals that indicated they might come to the event to “yeses.”  

These calls provided information (i.e. directions and places to park).  The incentive to participate 

included the opportunity of having a voice in important policy issues, the opportunity of meeting 

other individuals from southern New Jersey, the possibility of being seen on television or 

mentioned in the newspaper, and an honorarium of $100.  In all, 31 sample members showed at 

The Richard Stockton College of New Jersey for deliberations.   

                                                            
1 See COOP4 (p.38) in Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions of Case Codes and Outcome Rates of Surveys. The 
American Association for Public Opinion Research, (2000). 
2 Cooperation Tracking Study: April 2003 Update, Jane M. Sheppard and Shelly Haas. The Council for Marketing 
& Opinion Research (CMOR). Cincinnati, Ohio (2003). 
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The Briefing Document 

   Everyone that agreed to attend the deliberations was sent balanced briefing documents 

laying out the major benefits and concerns on the policy issues.  The documents were also sent 

electronically to individuals that specifically requested an electronic version.   

 The documents (see Appendix A) were the work of the William J. Hughes Center for 

Public Policy’s research associate with informational support provided by Ronda Jackson 

(Fishermen’s Energy of New Jersey), Andrew Young (Salmon Ventures, Ltd.), Dr. Patrick 

Hossay (The Richard Stockton College of New Jersey) and Dr. Tait Chirenje (The Richard 

Stockton College of New Jersey).   

 Some participants indicated that they did not receive the briefing materials beforehand.  

They were urged to attend anyway, and copies were available on-site, both for anyone who had 

never received one and for those who had left theirs at home.   

The Deliberative Day 

The participants arrived Saturday morning, May 2, at The Richard Stockton College of 

New Jersey, and left late that same afternoon.  The formal on-site activities alternated between 

small group discussions led by trained facilitators and plenary sessions in which they put forth 

questions composed in the small groups to balanced panels of subject matter experts and policy 

makers.  Appendix B gives a detailed schedule of the day. 

 There were four small groups averaging between 6 and 10 participants each.  The 

participants were randomly assigned to the groups.  The combination of random sampling and 

random assignment helped maximize the average heterogeneity of both the participants and the 

views expressed in each group.  The purpose of the small group discussions was to give the 

participants the opportunity to share their views and listen to and learn from one another; 
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thereby, refining their own individual opinion about the issues.  There was no collective decision 

to be reached, requirement or expectation of their reaching consensus.  No votes were taken, and 

a showing of hands was discouraged.   

 The facilitators were selected for their ability to be neutral and their skill at leading small 

group discussions.  Facilitators that were chosen were individuals that did not seem too 

committed to one perspective or another on the policy issues, were not experts on the topics 

discussed, and were not too experienced with leading group discussions aimed at achieving 

consensus.  Their purpose was to keep the discussion flowing, encourage everyone to participate, 

keep any one individual from monopolizing the discussions, keep the discussions balanced and 

civil, and to make sure that all of the major issues covered in the briefing documents were 

considered. 

 The facilitators were trained, in two separate hour sessions on April 30 and May 1, by 

Sharon Schulman of the William J. Hughes Center for Public Policy, Dr. James Avery of The 

Richard Stockton College of New Jersey, and Jason D. Rivera of the William J. Hughes Center 

for Public Policy.  Among several items covered, the facilitators were trained to make sure 

everyone contributed to the discussions, that no one be allowed to dominate the discussions, that 

everyone should respect others’ opinions, and try to get participants to think clearly about the 

issues.  The facilitators were also told to refrain from giving any of their opinions. 

 The plenary sessions were moderated by Sharon Schulman of the William J. Hughes 

Center for Public Policy, who kept each of the comments by the subject matter experts and 

policy makers as to the point as possible in the interest of allowing as many questions as possible 

to be asked and as much opportunity as possible for probing questions and follow-ups to be 

addressed.  Each panel had two panelists, representing varying interests and views.  A list of the 
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subject matter experts and policy makers, in addition to their short biographies, can be seen in 

Appendix C.   

Measurements 

 The survey included questions asking residents to rank the importance of various 

“values” related to energy and the importance of using various alternative energy sources. They 

were also asked how willing they would be to pay for increased use of various energy sources 

and which energy sources posed the greatest threat to the environment. Finally, they were also 

asked whether they would prefer any new nuclear power plant be built by the government or by a 

private firm. Several demographic characteristics were also collected.   

 One survey was given at two different times throughout the entire Deliberative Polling® 

process.  The initial survey that was administered by Zogby International was pre-deliberation, 

and the second survey, post-deliberations.  A copy of the survey instrument can be seen in 

Appendix D.  While the first survey was administered by an interviewer over the telephone, the 

second survey was self-completed, filled in by the respondents using pen.  The questions were 

constructed to work equally well in both the telephone and paper formats.   

The Participants  

Overall, 31 individuals showed up for the deliberations.  One individual, not counted in 

the total, was a representative of The Press of Atlantic City who silently observed the day’s 

activities to provide transparency to the public.  Of the 31 sample members, only one left early 

prior to the policy makers’ plenary session; however, this individual completed the second 

survey before leaving.   

The 31 individuals were a reasonably representative cross-section of the southern New 

Jersey region.  The information in Appendix E illustrates the preferences of all the 818 initial 
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interviewees by demographics.  Comparisons between the initial and second survey are confined 

to those questions which there is data on the 31 deliberation participants. Although there were 

changes that occurred in reference to several questions between the pre- and post-deliberation 

surveys, the following is a description of some of the points of interest observed from the 

Deliberative Polling® process.  All of the comparisons from the pre- and post-deliberation 

survey can be viewed in Appendix F.   

Overview of Results 

For the perceptions of individuals, empirical premises, and values, two aspects of the 

results are important: were the participants stimulated (the post-deliberation distribution of 

opinion) and how/if they changed their opinions (the difference between the pre- and post-

deliberation distributions).  The first is important because it represents the best estimate of what a 

more deliberative public – more informed, thoughtful, having talked about the issues with a 

wider variety of fellow citizens, and having considered a wider variety of perspectives – would 

think.  This is important even if no one changed their mind, if deliberations just re-enforced 

people’s thinking without changing their opinions.  The second is important because it estimates 

deliberation’s effects: how higher consideration of opinions differs from those people inherently 

hold.  Changes that are observed may be underestimated, but may suggest the directions in which 

further deliberation could be expected to move opinions further.   

Points of Interest from the Deliberative Process 

In reference to demographics, only one characteristic was statistically significant when 

comparing respondents from the first and second survey.  On average, those that volunteered to 

deliberate were proportionately of a higher education level than those that participated in the first 

survey administered by Zogby International (Figure 1).   
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Figure 1: Comparison of Zogby and Deliberation Participants 

Demographics
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(p = .006)
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6040200
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6
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5.7

57.2 

55.8

Rage = 1- 9

Rage = 1 - 10

 

When comparing the responses of those individuals that took the initial and post-

deliberation surveys, there were changes at the aggregate level in reference to what respondents 

believed was more important.  In both surveys, respondents were asked to rank the importance of 

(1) having affordable electric and gas, (2) having enough electricity to meet our needs in New 

Jersey, (3) having reliable electric, (4) protecting the environment when creating energy, (5) 

ensuring that producing energy will not pose a threat to safety, and (6) producing electricity in 

ways that will help the state’s economy.  They were also asked to rank the importance of using 

nuclear power, wind power, and teaching customers ways to save energy. The rankings were 

made on seven-point scales.  Of these questions, only three statistically significant changes are 

observed. We see a decrease in the importance placed on having energy at a low price following 

deliberations, but an increase in the importance placed on using wind and nuclear power. 
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Figure 2: Changes in the Aggregate, Importance Rankings 

Change in Importance Rankings
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Importance of using nuclear
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(p = .06)

(p < .01) 

 

Following the initial six importance rankings (see Figure 2), respondents were asked to 

choose which of these six is most important. Below (Table 1) we see some changes, two of 

which are most noteworthy.  First, half (3) of the respondents that initially showed the greatest 

concern for receiving energy at low prices changed their opinion to other categories. Second, we 

see that five of the eight who ranked a threat to safety as most important moved to other 

categories 
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Table 1: Individual Changes in Beliefs about what is Most Important 

  Pre 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        
Post 

 Electric 
and Gas at 
Low Price 

Enough to 
Meet Needs 

Reliable 
Electric 

Protect 
Environment 

No Threat to 
Safety 

Help State 
Economy 

Total 

Electric and Gas at 
Low Price 

3 0 0 0 1 1 5 

Enough to Meet 
Needs 

1 5 1 0 1 0 8 

Reliable Electric 

 

0 0 1 0 3 0 4 

Protect Environment 0 0 0 5 1 1 7 

No Threat to Safety 1 0 2 0 1 0 2 

Help State Economy 1 0 0 1 1 0 3 

Total 

 

6 5 4 6 8 2 29 

Chi-square statistic: 44, p = .009 

After being asked to rank the importance of three energy alternatives, respondents were 

then asked to choose which is most important. Below (Table 2) the change in preferences can be 

observed. We find the largest switch from a preference for wind power to nuclear power and 

encouraging energy conservation. Among the fourteen that initially favored wind, three switched 

to a preference for nuclear and five switched to preference for saving energy. The only other 

change is that one person changed from a preference for nuclear to a preference for saving 

energy. 
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    Table 2: Individual Changes in Beliefs about what is Most Important 
 Pre 

 

 

  Post 

 Wind Nuclear Save Energy Total 

Wind 

 

6 0 0 6 

Nuclear 

 

3 4 0 7 

Save Energy 

 

5 1 10 16 

Total 

 

14 5 10 29 

      Chi-square statistic: 21, p = .000 

Changes in aggregate opinions were also observed with a significant increase in the belief 

that nuclear power plants are a threat to the environment following deliberations, and a decrease 

in the belief that wind farms pose a threat to birds (see Figure 3). The latter finding is not 

surprising considering the policy experts’ emphasis on this in their discussion of wind farms.  

Moreover, respondents were also asked whether they believed wind farms would detract from 

the beauty of southern New Jersey, but we found no significant change in these beliefs. 
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            Figure 3: Changes in Aggregate, Nuclear Power Plant Threat & Wind Farm Threat to Birds  

Other Changes in Aggregate Opinion
5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 

Power plants are threat to environment
(p = .08)

Wind farms threat to birds
(p < .01)Pre

Post

 

Respondents were then asked about their willingness to pay more for nuclear and wind 

power.  Looking first at nuclear power (Table 3), we see that most respondents were unwilling to 

pay more initially, and only three of respondents changed their minds following deliberations. 

Also of note is that four respondents became less willing to pay more; one moving from a 

willingness to pay more than ten dollars to between four and six dollars, and one becoming less 

willing to pay seven to ten dollars. Thus, at the aggregate level, we find more respondents 

willing to pay more than zero, but a few less willing to pay a great deal more (i.e., more than ten 

dollars). 
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     Table 3: Change in Individuals’ Willingness to Pay More for More Nuclear Power 
 Pre 

 

 

   

 

 

 

Post 

 0 $1 to $3 $4 to $6 $7 to $10 $10 + Total 

0 

 

15 0 0 0 0 15 

$1 to $3 

 

1 5 0 1 0 7 

$4 to $6 

 

2 0 2 2 1 7 

$7 to $10 

 

0 0 0 1 0 1 

$10 + 

 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 

 

18 5 2 4 1 30 

     Chi-square statistic: 43, p = .000 

In reference to a willingness to pay more for wind power (Table 4), we find a large 

number of respondents (six of eleven) who were initially unwilling to pay one to three dollars 

more for wind power willing to do so after deliberations, and one willing to pay between four 

and six dollars more. However, we also find a number of respondents less willing to pay between 

seven and ten dollars more following deliberations. Of the ten who initially were willing to pay 

this much more, five were only willing to pay between four and six dollars more and one only 

willing to pay between one and three dollars more following deliberations. Finally, we also find 

two of the seven initially willing to pay between four and six dollars more only willing to pay 

between one and three dollars more following deliberations, but one willing to pay between 

seven and ten dollars more.  

14 
 



    Table 4: Change in Individuals’ Willingness to Pay More for More Wind Power 
 Pre 

 

 

   

 

 

Post 

 0 $1 to $3 $4 to $6 $7 to $10 Total 

0 

 

4 0 0 0 4 

$1 to $3 

 

6 2 2 1 11 

$4 to $6 

 

1 0 4 5 10 

$7 to $10 

 

0 0 1 4 5 

Total 

 

11 2 7 10 30 

    Chi-square statistic: 22, p = .008 

Respondents were then asked whether they preferred the government or a private firm 

own a new nuclear power plant. We do not find a great deal of change here. However, of the 

three who initially preferred government ownership, two preferred private following 

deliberations. Likewise, three of the twenty-five who initially preferred private ownership 

changed to a preference for government ownership; therefore, at the aggregate level, we find 

little change in opinion. Also of note is that among the three that preferred neither or had no 

opinion initially, two preferred government ownership and one private ownership following 

deliberations (Table 5). 
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Table 5: Change in Individuals’ Preferences for Government vs. Private Ownership of New Nuclear 
Plant 

 

 

   Post 

Pre 

 Government Private Neither/DK Total 

Government 

 

1 3 2 6 

Private 

 

2 22 1 25 

Neither/DK 

 

0 0 0 0 

Total 

 

3 25 3 31 

           Chi-square statistic: 5.5, p = .063 

Below (Table 6) we observe a good deal of change in beliefs about which alternatives 

would cost the most. Most noteworthy is an increase in the belief that nuclear power will cost the 

most. Three of the eight that believed that increased use of coal and natural gas would cost most 

switched to nuclear following deliberations. Likewise, two of the nine that believed wind power 

would cost most switched to nuclear, while one of the four believing teaching energy 

conservation would cost most switched to nuclear. We also see a large number of those initially 

believing that wind energy would cost more changed their opinions following deliberations, with 

three of nine switching to energy conservation, two switching to nuclear and one switching to 

coal and natural gas.  An important item to note is that during deliberations, the notion of cost 

was not confined to monetary costs but also environmental and social costs. 
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Table 6: Change in Individuals’ Belief about Which Alternatives Would Cost Most 
 Pre 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Post 

 Coal & Nat. 
Gas 

Nuclear 

 

Wind 

 

Energy 
Conservation 

Total 

 

Coal & N.G. 

 

5 2 1 1 9 

Nuclear 

 

3 4 2 1 10 

Wind 

 

0 1 3 0 4 

Energy Conservation 0 0 3 2 5 

Total 

 

8 7 9 4 28 

Chi-square statistic: 15, p = .083 

In reference to a threat to the environment, on the whole, only four of thirty respondents 

changed their opinions (Table 7). Two switched from believing that coal and natural gas posed 

the greatest threat to believing that nuclear does, and one switched from coal and natural gas to 

energy conservation. We also observe that two switched from energy conservation to coal and 

natural gas. The clearest finding here is that deliberations had little influence on changing 

opinion in reference to beliefs about threats to the environment; most respondents believe that 

coal and natural gas pose the greatest threat to the environment with nuclear a distant second. 
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Table 7: Change in Individuals’ Belief about Which Alternatives Would Pose Greatest Threat to 
Environment 
 Pre 

 

 

 

 

Post 

 Coal & Nat. 
Gas 

Nuclear 

 

Energy 
Conservation 

Total 

 

Coal & N.G. 

 

18 6 2 26 

Nuclear 

 

2 0 0 2 

Energy Conservation 1 0 1 2 

Total 

 

21 6 3 30 

Chi-square statistic: 4.8, p = .31 

We also observed little change in opinions about which alternatives pose the greatest 

threat to safety (Table 8). Two changed from coal and natural gas to nuclear following 

deliberations, while another two switched from nuclear to coal and natural gas. We also observed 

one switched from energy conservation to coal and natural gas and two switched from energy 

conservation to nuclear. According to this data, fewer people believed that energy conservation 

poses the greatest threat to safety following deliberations. 
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Table 8: Change in Individuals’ Belief about Which Alternatives Would Post Greats Threat to Safety 
 Pre 

 

 

 

 

 

Post 

 Coal & Nat. 
Gas 

Nuclear 

 

Wind 

 

Energy 
Conservation 

Total 

 

Coal & N.G. 

 

6 2 1 1 10 

Nuclear 

 

2 12 0 2 16 

Wind 

 

0 0 0 0 0 

Energy 
Conservation 

0 0 0 1 1 

Total 

 

8 14 1 4 27 

Chi-square statistic: 16, p = .014 
 
Experience of the Process 

 In line with prior deliberative polling experiences,3 participants left empowered and 

enthusiastic.  Moreover, participants were grateful for being able to participate in the event, and 

asked to be invited to future events of this kind.  Although no official evaluation tool was used to 

gauge the participants’ experience, participants positively commented throughout the day on the 

event’s ability to help clarify their positions on issues, the participants’ opportunity to have 

questions answered by subject matter experts and policy makers, and the need to have similar 

events of this kind on different policy issues in the future.   

 

 
                                                            
3 See Luskin, Robert C., David B. Crow, James S. Fishkin, Will Guild, and Dennis Thomas.  (2007).  Report on the 
Deliberative Poll® on “Vermont’s Energy Future.”  Center for Deliberative Opinion Research, University of Texas 
at Austin.   
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Appendix B: Schedule of Deliberation Day 
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D-Day Agenda 
 

 
9:00 – 9:15 a.m.  Welcome and Day’s Events   
 
9:15 – 10:30 a.m.  Nuke Plant Deliberations 
 
10:45 – 11:45 a.m. Plenary with SME’s    
 
11:45 – 12:30 p.m. Lunch Break 
 
12:45 – 1:30 p.m.   Wind Farms Deliberations 
 
1:45 – 2:45 p.m.     Plenary with SME’s 
 
3:00 – 3:15 p.m.     Deliberations for Policy Makers 
 
3:30 – 4:15 p.m.     Plenary with Policy Makers 
 
4:15 – 5:00 p.m.     Polling and Payment 
 
5:00 – 5:30 p.m.     Networking Reception 
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Appendix C: Subject Matter Experts and Policy Maker Biographies 
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Subject Matter Experts 
 
Dr. Tait Chirenje is an environmental chemist who is currently an Associate Professor of 
Environmental Science and Geology at the Richard Stockton College of New Jersey. He holds a 
B.S. (Honors) from the University of Zimbabwe, an M.S. in Environmental Earth Science from 
the University of Guelph in Canada and a Ph.D. in Trace Metal Geochemistry from the 
University of Florida. He teaches various courses including Global Environmental Issues, 
Environmental Citizenship, Water Chemistry, Environmental Pollution and Regulation, 
Environmental Toxicology, and Remediation and Biotechnology.  
 
His research interests include (1) geochemical characterization of water bodies (lakes and rivers), 
(2) Brownfields assessments and (3) urban geochemistry. He has published extensively in the 
areas of trace metal and urban geochemistry, and has recently worked on NJDEP and 
Philadelphia Water Department grants assessing water quality in Hammonton Lake and the 
Tacony-Frankford Watershed and NJDCA grants assessing brownfields in South Jersey 
municipalities.  
 
Dr. Chirenje works with various faculty from different schools and campus and off-campus 
groups on issues relating to Sustainability and Water Quality, and is currently active in the 
American Democracy Project. He is a team co-leader of the Sustainability and Environmental 
Policy track and the Campus Sustainability Initiative at Stockton College, and a member of the 
American Geophysical Union, the American Chemical Society and the Geological Society of 
America. 
 
Dr. Patrick Hossay teaches courses in Environmental Politics, Sustainable Development, 
Municipal Environmental Policy, and International Relations. He is an Associate Professor of 
Political Science and the co-coordinator of the curriculum in Sustainability and Environmental 
Policy. He holds a Ph.D. from the New School for Social Research, and a M.A. in international 
relations from San Francisco State University, and a B.S. from San Jose State University’s 
School of Engineering. 
 
Dr. Hossay has a long record of community environmental leadership. He directed and advised 
sustainable development projects and community conservation initiatives in various communities 
in the Caribbean Basin. He currently advises community energy and municipal sustainability 
projects throughout New Jersey, and leads the Stockton Campus Sustainability Initiative. He 
leads the Stockton wind energy project and anemometer loan program. And he is the author of 
Unsustainable: A Primer for Global Environmental Justice (Zed Books, 2006). 
 
Dr. Hossay maintains a strong interest in municipal planning and sustainability, alternative 
energy, and green design. His own home is a model for green design, producing nearly as much 
energy as it uses. He lives in New Jersey horse country with his wife Sheri, a cluster of oversized 
dogs, and a cat with an attitude. 
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Policy Makers 

Jeff Van Drew is an American Democratic Party politician who has served in the New Jersey 
Senate since 2008, where he represents the 1st legislative district. From 2002-2008, Van Drew 
served in the General Assembly. 
 
Van Drew serves in the Senate on the Environment Committee (as Vice-Chair), the Community 
and Urban Affairs Committee and the Transportation Committee. In the Assembly, Van Drew 
was a prime sponsor of the Fair Market Drug Pricing Act to provide reduced prescription drugs 
to eligible low-income consumers. 
 
He has also sponsored legislation to address New Jersey's nursing shortage. Among his other 
legislative achievements are prohibiting unwanted telemarketing calls, controlling prescription 
drug errors, enforcing the ban on self-service gasoline stations, protections against predatory 
lending and tougher penalties for those who use the Internet to prey on children. 
 
Van Drew served on the Dennis Township Committee in 1991, and as Mayor from 1997-2003 
and from 1994-1995. Van Drew served on the Cape May County Board of Chosen Freeholders 
from 1994-1997. He was the Dennis Township Fire Commissioner from 1983-1986. Van Drew 
has served as president of the New Jersey Dental Society and a board expert of the New Jersey 
Board of Dentistry.  As a Cape May County Freeholder, Van Drew campaigned for an Atlantic 
Cape Community College campus in Cape May County, a goal that was realized with a 
groundbreaking ceremony for the campus in late 2002. 
 
Van Drew graduated with a B.S. from Rutgers University and was awarded a D.D.S. degree from 
Fairleigh Dickinson University. 
 
Jeanne M. Fox is President of the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NJBPU) and serves as a 
member of the Governor’s Cabinet.  Ms. Fox was appointed to the NJBPU on January 15, 2002.  
The NJBPU has regulatory jurisdiction over telephone, electric, gas, water, wastewater and cable 
television companies and works to ensure that consumers have access to safe, reliable services at 
reasonable rates.   
  
Ms. Fox is the chair of New Jersey’s Energy Master Plan Committee, the interagency committee 
tasked by the Governor to update the state’s Energy Master Plan. The plan is designed to ensure 
a reliable supply of energy while also achieving Governor Corzine’s goal of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions 20% by 2020 and placing the state on the path to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions 80% by 2050.  
  
Ms. Fox is a member of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 
(NARUC). She sits on NARUC’s Board of Directors; is Vice Chair of the Committee on Energy 
Resources and the Environment; is a member of the Committee on Critical Infrastructure and the 
Task Force on Climate Policy. She is also a member of the Executive Committee and immediate 
past President of the Mid-Atlantic Conference of Regulatory Utilities Commissioner. She serves 
on the Harvard Electricity Policy Group, and the Advisory Council to the Board of Directors and 
the Executive Committee of the Electric Power Research Institute.  She also served on the 
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National Academy of Science Panel on Public Participation in Environmental Assessment and 
Decision Making, She is Chair of the National Council on Electricity Policy, a consortium of the 
National Governors’ Association, National Council of State Legislatures, National Association 
of State Energy Officials, the U.S. Department of Energy, and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. She was also appointed by U.S. Department of Energy Secretary Bodman to the 
department’s Electricity Advisory Committee to provide senior-level counsel to him and to the 
department’s Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability.  
 
Under President Fox’s leadership NJBPU has become a leader among states in developing clean 
energy policies, and promoting renewable energy and energy efficiency.  Some of the accolades 
President Fox and the Board have received are the Golden Meter Award for Best Statewide Net 
Metering Program in the U.S., the New Jersey Chapter of Sierra Club’s Outstanding 
Achievement Award, the Solar Energy Industries Association’s Solar Champion 2005, AARP 
New Jersey’s Leadership on Utility Consumer Issues Award, and the National Solar Industry 
Association’s Award for Outstanding Leadership in Policy Development for Clean Energy. 
 
Prior to her appointment to the board, Ms. Fox served as a Regional Administrator of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, and as Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of the 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy.  
 
Ms. Fox received a Bachelor’s Degree from Douglass College, Rutgers and a Juris Doctor from 
the Rutgers University School of Law. 
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Appendix D: Survey Instrument 
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Survey Questions  
 
 

Thank you. If you come to a question you don’t have much opinion about, just say so and 
we will move on to the next one.  
 
 
[Opinion Questions] 

 
Let’s begin with some questions about your opinions on energy. 
Using a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely important and 1 is not important at all. How 
important is… 
 
1. Receiving electric and gas at the lowest possible cost. 
2. Making sure we have enough electricity to meet our needs in the future. 
3. Having reliable electric. 
4. Protecting the environment when creating energy. 
5. Ensuring that producing energy will not pose a threat to peoples’ safety 
6. Producing electricity in ways that help the state’s economy. 
  
 
7. Which of these do you think is most important? Receiving electric and gas at the lowest 

possible cost, making sure we have enough electricity to meet our needs, having 
reliable electric, protecting the environment when creating energy, ensuring that 
producing energy will not pose a threat to peoples’ safety, or producing electricity in 
ways that help the state’s economy. 

 
 
8. For our area of New Jersey, there are several ways to ensure we have  
enough energy in the future. One alternative is the use of renewable energy from wind mills 
in the ocean and bay. Using a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely important and 1 is not 
important at all, where would you rank the importance of using renewable energy from wind 
mills? 
 
9. A second way to ensure we have enough energy in the future is to use more nuclear power. 
Using the same scale where 7 is extremely important and 1 is not important at all, where 
would you rank the importance of using more nuclear power? 
 
10. Finally, a third possibility is to teach consumers to conserve energy so our needs are less. 
Using the same scale where 7 is extremely important and 1 is not important at all, where 
would you rank the importance of teaching customers ways to save energy so less is needed? 
 
 
11. Which of these do you think is most important? Use of renewable energy from wind mills, 
use of more nuclear power, or teaching customers ways to save energy so less energy is 
needed? 
 
12. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 

certain are you that _______ is most important?  
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Some of these options are more expensive and others less expensive.  So that we can 

determine how strongly you value each option, please tell us how much more than 
your current monthly bill you are willing to pay for each option.  Your choices are $1 
to $3 per month, $4 to $6 per month, or $7 to $10 per month.  If you are unwilling to 
pay any more than you currently do, just say “0.” 

  
13. Additional energy using nuclear power. 
 
14. Additional energy using wind power. 
 

 
15. Some have proposed building another nuclear power plant in Southern New Jersey. If this 
is done, one possibility is to have the State government build and own the nuclear plant and 
the cost will be paid by all NJ taxpayers. Another is to have a private company build the plant 
and the customers will pay this cost over 40 or 50 years. If a new nuclear power plant is built, 
which would you prefer, that the government builds the plant and all taxpayers pay or that a 
private company build the plant and customers pay? 
 
16. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 
certain are you of your opinion on this?  
 
 
17. On a scale from 1 to 7 with 1 being no environmental problems and 7 being serious 
environmental problems, to what extent do you think our power plants are a threat to the 
health of the environment in your area?  
 
 
18. Some have proposed building wind farms off the coast of Southern New Jersey. Some are 
concerned that doing so would detract from the beauty of Southern New Jersey. On a scale 
from 1 to 7 with 1 being no concern and 7 being great concern, how concerned are you that 
wind farms would detract from the beauty of Southern New Jersey? 
 
19. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 
certain are you of your opinion on this?  
 

 
20. Some are concerned that building wind farms would pose a threat to birds who might fly 
into the windmills. On a scale from 1 to 7 with 1 being no concern and 7 being great concern, 
how concerned are you wind farms would pose a threat to birds? 
 
21. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 
certain are you of your opinion on this? 
 
 
Knowledge questions 
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22. Some alternatives for ensuring New Jersey residents have enough energy in the future 
may cost more than others. Which alternative do you believe will cost the most, increased 
use of coal and natural gas, increased use of nuclear power, wind power, or government 
efforts to encourage energy conservation? 
 
23. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 
certain are you that   ___________ would be the most costly energy option?  
 
 
24. Some alternatives for ensuring New Jersey residents have enough energy in the future 
may be more harmful to the environment than others. Which alternative do you believe will 
be the most harmful to the environment, increased use of coal and natural gas, increased use 
of nuclear power, wind power, or government efforts to encourage energy conservation? 
 
25. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 
certain are you that ________ would be the most environmentally harmful energy option?  
 
 
26. Some alternatives for ensuring New Jersey residents have enough energy in the future 
may pose greater threats to safety than others. Which alternative do you believe will pose the 
greatest threat to safety, increased use of coal and natural gas, increased use of nuclear 
power, wind power, or government efforts to encourage energy conservation? 
 
 
 
27. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is extremely certain and 1 is extremely uncertain, how 
certain that ________ would pose the greatest threat to safety?  
 
 
 
 
28. As far as you can recall, how many accidents at nuclear power plants in the United States 
have posed a serious threat to the safety of the surrounding community? 
 
 
Sociodemographic questions. 
 
29. What is your gender? Male  Female  
 
30. What is your age? _____ 
 
31. With what race do you identify?    (Verbatim)  
 
32. With what ethnicity do you identify? (Verbatim) 
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33. What is the last grade or class you completed in school? 
 

Grade eight or lower 
 Some high school, no diploma 
  High school diploma or equivalent 
  Technical or vocational school after high school 
  Some college, no degree 
  Associate's or two-year college degree 
  Four-year college degree 
  Graduate or professional school after college, no degree 
 Graduate or professional degree 
 
34. Last year, what was your total household income before taxes? Just stop me when I get to 
the right category.  
 

Less than $10K,  
10K - 15K,  
15K - 25K,  
25K - 35K,  
35K - 50K,  
50K - 75K,  
75K - 100K,  
100K - 150K,  
150K or more.  
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Appendix E:  Analysis of First Survey by Demographics 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

46 
 



Summary of Demographics 
 

We first turn to an examination of the relationship between demographic factors and residents’ 
beliefs and opinions regarding alternative energy. We present the relationships that we believe 
are substantively large enough to be of interest. We include hypotheses as to why these 
relationships might exist for some of them, but cannot offer hypotheses for the relationships in 
some cases. 
 
Income Differences in Opinion 
 
Those with lower incomes are more likely to say that it is extremely important to have affordable 
electric and gas. This finding is consistent with theories in economics and political science (e.g., 
pocketbook voting) suggesting that people consider instrumental costs when forming opinions.4 
 

Percent saying Extremely Important
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4 See Gomez, Brad T. and J. Matthew Wilson.  (2001).  “Political Sophistication and Economic Voting in the 
American Electorate: A Theory of Heterogeneous Attribution.”  American Journal of Political Science.  45(4). 899-
914.     
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Those with lower incomes are also more likely to say it is extremely important to protect the 
environment when creating energy. This may also be evidence of people considering 
instrumental costs. It may be that those with more money, who also pay more in taxes, see efforts 
by the government to promote environmentally friendly policies as a waist of their tax dollars. 
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Those with higher incomes are less likely to say it is extremely important to ensure producing 
energy will not pose a threat to safety. We can think of two competing explanations for this 
relationship: 1) it is possible that wealthier people are more willing to take risks, which is what 
has led them to have higher incomes and 2) it may be that wealthier people have become wealthy 
because they are a bit more individually focused and care less about others,5 including others’ 
safety. 

Percent saying Extremely Important
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Those with higher incomes are less likely to say it is extremely important to produce electricity 
in ways that will help the state economy. Again, this may reflect self interest: wealthy people 
may have greater aversion to a state government that taxes them. 
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5 See Lin, N.  (2001).  Social Capital: A Theory of Social Structure and Action.  Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press 
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Those with lower incomes are more likely to say it is extremely important to teach customers 
ways to save energy. 
 

Percent saying Extemely Important
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Those with higher incomes are more likely to say it is extremely important to use more nuclear 
energy. 
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Those with lower incomes are less willing to pay more for wind power. Again, evidence in 
support of theories arguing that economic position influences support for opinions on how much 
people will pay for something.6 
 

Percent saying Not Willing to Pay More
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Those with lower incomes are more likely to support government ownership of a new nuclear 
power plant, while those with higher incomes are more likely to support private ownership.  
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6 See Gomez and Wilson. (2001).  “Political Sophistication and Economic Voting in the American Electorate: A 
Theory of Heterogeneous Attribution.” 
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Educational Differences in Opinion 
 
Those with higher levels of education are less likely to say it is extremely important to produce 
energy that will not pose a threat to safety. The influence of education here may be a function of 
the strong positive correlation between education and income. That is, this may simply be 
reflecting the same relationship we found between income and this question.  
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Those with higher levels of education are less likely to say it is extremely important to produce 
energy that helps the state economy. 
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Those with lower levels of education are less willing to pay more for wind power. Again, 
probably a function of differences in income across levels of education. 
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Those with lower levels of education are more willing to support government ownership of a 
new nuclear power plant, while those with higher levels of education are more willing to support 
private ownership. This again may be a function of income. 
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Age Differences in Opinion 
 
Younger citizens are less willing to pay more for increased nuclear power. This perhaps this 
reflects ideological differences across age. 
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Younger respondents are more willing to pay ten dollars or more for increased use of wind 
power, while older respondents are less willing to pay anything more for the same. This may be 
evidence that younger people are more liberal when it comes to environmentally friendly energy 
and thus more willing to bear costs of producing it.   
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Older respondents are more likely to think that increased use of coal and natural gas will be most 
harmful to the environment, while younger respondents are more likely to think that increased 
use of nuclear power will be most harmful.  
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Gender Differences in Opinion 
 
Women are more likely to say it is extremely important to (1) have more reliable electric, (2) 
protect the environment when creating energy, (3) produce energy in ways that will not pose a 
threat to safety, (4) produce electricity in ways that will help the state economy, (5) use more 
nuclear power, and (6) teach customers ways to save energy. Overall, it appears that women are 
more concerned about energy policy than men.  
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Women are more likely than men to say that teaching customers to save energy is the most 
important of these alternatives, while men are more likely than women to say that greater use of 
nuclear power is most important. 
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Women are less willing to pay more for more nuclear power than men, despite them being more 
likely than men to say greater use of nuclear power is extremely important (see above). 
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Men are more likely to say that increased use of coal and natural gas will be most harmful to the 
environment, while women are more likely to say that increased use of nuclear power will be 
most harmful. Despite thinking greater use of nuclear power is extremely important than men, 
women seem to have a greater aversion to nuclear power. 
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Racial Differences in Opinion 
 
Whites are less likely than others to say that it is extremely important to make sure that energy 
production is done in ways that protect the environment and that it is extremely important to 
produce electricity in ways that help the state economy. These racial differences may be 
explained by differences in ideology and/or income across groups. 
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African Americans are more likely than whites to say that teaching customers ways to save 
energy is the most important alternative, while whites are more likely than African Americans to 
say that increased use of nuclear power is the most important alternative. 
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Whites are least supportive of government ownership of a new nuclear power plant, and most 
supportive of private ownership. Again, this may reflect ideological and/or income differences 
across groups. 
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County Differences in Opinion 
 
Residents of Cumberland and Gloucester Counties are less likely to say that receiving electric 
and gas power at a low price is most important. Salem County is the outlier when asked how 
important it is to have electric and gas at low prices. While all county respondents felt it very or 
extremely important, Salem had 20.69% that felt it was important, but did not rise to the level of 
very or extremely. Residents of Salem County are less likely than others to say that ensuring we 
get enough energy to meet our needs is most important. Residents of Cumberland County are 
more likely than others to say receiving reliable electric power is most important. When asked 
about protecting the environment, in Salem County 20.69% said it is important. They were 
consistent when asked which of the attributes were most important.  Salem’s biggest concern is 
protecting the environment which is indicated at 37.04%, which may be explained by residents 
being educated about nuclear plants and the environment for more than 20 years.  Residents of 
Salem County are more likely to say that ensuring that we produce energy that protects the 
environment is most important, while residents of Cumberland County are least likely to say the 
same. There are no significant differences across counties in the percent saying that ensuring 
safety in producing energy is most important or in the percent saying that helping the state 
economy is most important.  
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Residents of Cumberland and Gloucester Counties are least willing to pay more for wind power.  
Cape May (31.25%) and Salem (28.57%) were the highest in the $4-$6 range. Other shore 
counties were willing to pay even more at $7-$10 per month with Atlantic at 29.89% and Ocean 
at 20.59%. But these counties also had a high per cent unwilling to pay anything more for wind 
power with Atlantic at 25.29% and Ocean at 27.45%.  Gloucester County had the highest 
resistance to paying anything more for wind power at 34.85%. This may be attributed to their 
geographic location, which means they would have the least opportunity for wind power. 
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When asked about the importance of using renewable energy from windmills, it is no surprise 
that Cape May at 78% and Salem at 87% found this to be very or extremely important. Cape 
May is to be the site of the first offshore wind mills in NJ and Salem is across the bay from the 
Delaware wind mill farm. 
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Residents of Camden and Cape May Counties are more likely than others to say that power 
plants are a threat to the health of their environment. 
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The shore counties had the highest concern when asked how important it is to ensuring 
producing energy will not pose a threat to safety. Atlantic, Cape May and Ocean Counties all 
were over 90% finding it very or extremely important. 
 

 

Importance of Energy Production not 
Posing a Safety Threat

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

Very Important

Extremely Important

 
 
 
 

61 
 



When asked whether the government or a private company should build a new nuclear plant, 
Salem overwhelmingly said private (75.86%). Their three nuclear power plants are all privately 
owned. Camden (46.99%) and Cumberland (48.78%) were the least likely to want private 
ownership. All counties prefer private to government ownership by large margins. 
 
 

 

Percent Supporting Government vs. Private 
Ownership of Nuclear Powerplant 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80

Government

Private

Not Sure

 
Residents of Cumberland and Gloucester Counties are more likely to say that increased use of 
coal and natural gas will cost the most of these alternatives. Residents of Burlington, Camden, 
and Cape May Counties are more likely to say that increased use of nuclear power will cost the 
most. Residents of Cape May County are less likely than others to say that encouraging energy 
conservation will cost the most. Residents of Salem County are less likely than others to say that 
increased use of wind power will cost the most. 
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When asked which is most important: wind, nuclear, or teaching people to save energy, it 
appears that the poorer counties are more heavily in favor of teaching people to save energy. 
Both Cumberland and Salem Counties were over 60% and Camden County was over 55%. The 
other counties were in the 30’s and 40’s. Cape May followed its pattern on wind being the most 
important at 46.94%, This one may make an interesting graph.  
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When asked if they were concerned that wind farms detract from the beauty of southern NJ, the 
response from the shore communities was overwhelmingly with no concern in Atlantic County 
the highest at 62.22% followed by Cape May at 58.33% and Ocean at 55.35%. All other counties 
ranged from 48.88% to 50.30%. Less than 7.27% had any great concerns at all. 
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Appendix F: Changes in Opinion between the First and Second Survey 
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For all below tables, the first reports the findings from the first poll, the second are from the poll 
taken after the day of deliberations. These are just frequency distributions with no tests for 
statistical significance. 
 
1. Increased belief that having enough energy to meet the needs of New Jersey residents is  

most important of alternatives: 17% before, 29% after. Decreased belief that safety is 
most important: 28% before, 10% after. 

 
Which of these do you think is most important? Circle the letter associated with your 
response. 

 
A.  Receiving electric and gas at the lowest possible cost. 
B.  Making sure we have enough electricity to meet our needs. 
C.  Having reliable electric service. 
D.  Protecting the environment when creating energy. 
E.  Ensuring that producing energy will not pose a threat to our safety. 
F.  Producing electricity in ways that help the state’s economy. 

 
. tab most_imp1 
 
         which of | 
   following most | 
        important |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
------------------+----------------------------------- 
elec&gas_lowprice |          6       20.69       20.69 
 enough_meetneeds |          5       17.24       37.93 
    reliable_elec |          2        6.90       44.83 
      protect_env |          6       20.69       65.52 
 no_threat_safety |          8       27.59       93.10 
   help_stateecon |          2        6.90      100.00 
------------------+----------------------------------- 
            Total |         29      100.00 
 
tab most_imp12 
 
         which of | 
   following most | 
        important |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
------------------+----------------------------------- 
elec&gas_lowprice |          5       16.13       16.13 
 enough_meetneeds |          9       29.03       45.16 
    reliable_elec |          4       12.90       58.06 
      protect_env |          7       22.58       80.65 
 no_threat_safety |          3        9.68       90.32 
   help_stateecon |          3        9.68      100.00 
------------------+----------------------------------- 
            Total |         31      100.00 
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2. Increased belief that teaching customers ways to save energy is most important 
alternative: 34% before, 55% after. Decreased belief that use of renewable energy from 
wind mills is most important of alternatives: 48% before, 23% after. 

 
Which of these is most important? Circle the letter associated with your response. 

 
A.  Use of renewable energy from windmills. 
B.  Use of more nuclear power. 
C.  Teaching customers ways to save energy so less energy is needed. 

 
 
tab most_imp2 
 
   which is | 
       most | 
  important |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
------------+----------------------------------- 
       wind |         14       48.28       48.28 
    nuclear |          5       17.24       65.52 
       save |         10       34.48      100.00 
------------+----------------------------------- 
      Total |         29      100.00 
 
. tab most_imp22 
 
   which is | 
       most | 
  important |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
------------+----------------------------------- 
       wind |          7       22.58       22.58 
    nuclear |          7       22.58       45.16 
       save |         17       54.84      100.00 
------------+----------------------------------- 
      Total |         31      100.00 
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3. Increased willingness to pay more for nuclear power (numbers below). 
 

Some of these options are more expensive and others less expensive. So that we can 
determine how strongly you value each option, please tell us how much more than your 
current monthly bill you are willing to pay for each option below. Circle the letter associated 
with your response.   

 
tab nuclear_morepay 
 
how much more | 
   willing to | 
     pay more | 
nuclear power |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
            0 |         18       60.00       60.00 
     $1 to $3 |          5       16.67       76.67 
     $4 to $6 |          2        6.67       83.33 
    $7 to $10 |          4       13.33       96.67 
more than $10 |          1        3.33      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         30      100.00 
 
. tab nuclear_morepay2 
 
how much more | 
   willing to | 
     pay more | 
nuclear power |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
            0 |         15       48.39       48.39 
     $1 to $3 |          7       22.58       70.97 
     $4 to $6 |          7       22.58       93.55 
    $7 to $10 |          2        6.45      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         31      100.00 
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4.   Increased willingness to pay more for power from wind mills: 37% not willing to pay 
more initially, only 13% after. However, we also see a decrease in the number willing to 
pay $7 to $10 more: 33% before, 16% after. 

 
. tab wind_morepay 
 
how much more | 
   willing to | 
pay more wind | 
        power |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
            0 |         11       36.67       36.67 
     $1 to $3 |          2        6.67       43.33 
     $4 to $6 |          7       23.33       66.67 
    $7 to $10 |         10       33.33      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         30      100.00 
 
. tab wind_morepay2 
 
how much more | 
   willing to | 
pay more wind | 
        power |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
            0 |          4       12.90       12.90 
     $1 to $3 |         11       35.48       48.39 
     $4 to $6 |         11       35.48       83.87 
    $7 to $10 |          5       16.13      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         31      100.00 
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5. No aggregate change in preferences for who should build a nuclear plant, though 
more people are sure of their preferences: 10% not sure originally, everyone sure 
after. 

 
Some have proposed building another nuclear power plant in southern New Jersey. If this 
is done, one possibility is to have the state government build and own the nuclear plant, 
and the cost will be paid by all NJ taxpayers. Another is to have a private company build 
the plant, and the customers will pay this cost over 40 or 50 years. If a new nuclear power 
plant is built, which would you prefer? 

 
tab gov_vs_private 
 
  gov or private | 
       build new | 
   nuclear plant |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
-----------------+----------------------------------- 
      government |          3        9.68        9.68 
         private |         25       80.65       90.32 
neither/not sure |          3        9.68      100.00 
-----------------+----------------------------------- 
           Total |         31      100.00 
 
. tab gov_vs_private2 
 
  gov or private | 
       build new | 
   nuclear plant |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
-----------------+----------------------------------- 
      government |          6       19.35       19.35 
         private |         25       80.65      100.00 
-----------------+----------------------------------- 
           Total |         31      100.00 
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6. Increased concern about the threat of power plants to the environment: 41% on the 
“no environmental problems” side of the seven-point scale before, only 23% after. 
However, there is a decrease in the percent saying it is a very serious problem (value 
of 7), with more giving a value of 6. 

 
On a scale from 1 to 7 with 1 being no environmental problems and 7 being serious 
environmental problems, to what extent do you think our power plants are a threat to the 
health of the environment in your area?  

 
tab threat_env 
 
 power plants threat | 
        to health of | 
 environment in your | 
                area |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
---------------------+----------------------------------- 
     no env problems |          3       10.34       10.34 
                   2 |          6       20.69       31.03 
                   3 |          3       10.34       41.38 
                   4 |          6       20.69       62.07 
                   5 |          5       17.24       79.31 
                   6 |          1        3.45       82.76 
serious env problems |          5       17.24      100.00 
---------------------+----------------------------------- 
               Total |         29      100.00 
 
. tab threat_env2 
 
 power plants threat | 
        to health of | 
 environment in your | 
                area |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
---------------------+----------------------------------- 
                   2 |          4       12.90       12.90 
                   3 |          3        9.68       22.58 
                   4 |          8       25.81       48.39 
                   5 |          6       19.35       67.74 
                   6 |          8       25.81       93.55 
serious env problems |          2        6.45      100.00 
---------------------+----------------------------------- 
               Total |         31      100.00 
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7. Decrease in concern about wind farms detracting from the beauty of southern New 
Jersey: 48% not at all concerned before (value of 1), 61% after. 

 
Some have proposed building wind farms off the coast of southern New Jersey. Some are 
concerned that doing so would detract from the beauty of southern New Jersey. On a 
scale from 1 to 7 with 1 being no concern and 7 being great concern, how concerned are 
you that wind farms would detract from the beauty of southern New Jersey? 

 
tab wind_beauty 
 
    concerned | 
   wind farms | 
 detract from | 
    beauty of | 
  Southern NJ |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
   no concern |         15       48.39       48.39 
            2 |          9       29.03       77.42 
            3 |          3        9.68       87.10 
            4 |          2        6.45       93.55 
            6 |          1        3.23       96.77 
great concern |          1        3.23      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         31      100.00 
 
. tab wind_beauty2 
 
    concerned | 
   wind farms | 
 detract from | 
    beauty of | 
  Southern NJ |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
   no concern |         19       61.29       61.29 
            2 |          6       19.35       80.65 
            3 |          3        9.68       90.32 
            4 |          1        3.23       93.55 
            5 |          1        3.23       96.77 
            6 |          1        3.23      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         31      100.00 
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8. Large decrease in concern about wind farms threatening birds: 74% on the no concern 
end of the scale before, 94% after. 16% with values of 6 or 7 (great concern) before, 0 
after. 

 
Some are concerned that building wind farms would pose a threat to birds who might fly 
into the windmills. On a scale from 1 to 7 with 1 being no concern and 7 being great 
concern, how concerned are you wind farms would pose a threat to birds? 

 
. tab wind_birds 
 
    concerned | 
   wind farms | 
        would | 
     threaten | 
        birds |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
   no concern |         12       38.71       38.71 
            2 |          7       22.58       61.29 
            3 |          4       12.90       74.19 
            4 |          2        6.45       80.65 
            5 |          1        3.23       83.87 
            6 |          3        9.68       93.55 
great concern |          2        6.45      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         31      100.00 
 
. tab wind_birds2 
 
    concerned | 
   wind farms | 
        would | 
     threaten | 
        birds |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
   no concern |         19       61.29       61.29 
            2 |         10       32.26       93.55 
            4 |          1        3.23       96.77 
            5 |          1        3.23      100.00 
--------------+----------------------------------- 
        Total |         31      100.00 
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9. Increased belief that nuclear will be the most costly solution to energy needs: 25% 
before, 39% after. Decreased belief that wind power will be most costly: 32% before, 
13% after. 

 
Some alternatives for ensuring New Jersey residents have enough energy in the future 
may cost more than others. Which alternative do you believe will cost the most? Circle 
the letter associated with your response. 

 
. tab costmost 
 
which would cost the most |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
increased coal and natgas |          8       28.57       28.57 
        increased unclear |          7       25.00       53.57 
               wind power |          9       32.14       85.71 
    encourage energy cons |          4       14.29      100.00 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
                    Total |         28      100.00 
 
. tab costmost2 
 
which would cost the most |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
increased coal and natgas |          9       29.03       29.03 
        increased unclear |         12       38.71       67.74 
               wind power |          4       12.90       80.65 
    encourage energy cons |          6       19.35      100.00 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
                    Total |         31      100.00 
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10. Increased belief that increased use of coal and natural gas will be most harmful to the 
environment: 70% before, 87% after. Decreased belief that nuclear will be most 
harmful: 20% before, 6% after. 

 
Some alternatives for ensuring New Jersey residents have enough energy in the future 
may be more harmful to the environment than others. Which alternative do you believe 
will be the most harmful to the environment? Circle the letter associated with your 
response. 

 
. tab harmfulmost_env 
 
      which would be most | 
   harmful to environment |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
increased coal and natgas |         21       70.00       70.00 
        increased nuclear |          6       20.00       90.00 
    encourage energy cons |          3       10.00      100.00 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
                    Total |         30      100.00 
 
. tab harmfulmost_env2 
variable harmfulmost_env2 not found 
r(111); 
 
. tab harmfulmost2 
 
      which would be most | 
   harmful to environment |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
increased coal and natgas |         27       87.10       87.10 
        increased nuclear |          2        6.45       93.55 
    encourage energy cons |          2        6.45      100.00 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
                    Total |         31      100.00 
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11. Small, not statistically significant increase in belief that nuclear and coal and natural 
gas will pose the greatest threat to safety. 

 
Some alternatives for ensuring New Jersey residents have enough energy in the future 
may pose greater threats to safety than others. Which alternative do you believe will pose 
the greatest threat to safety? Circle the letter associated with your response. 

 
tab threatmost_safety 
 
which would pose greatest | 
         threat to safety |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
increased coal and natgas |          8       29.63       29.63 
        increased nuclear |         14       51.85       81.48 
               wind power |          1        3.70       85.19 
    encourage energy cons |          4       14.81      100.00 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
                    Total |         27      100.00 
 
. tab threatmost_safety2 
 
which would pose greatest | 
         threat to safety |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
increased coal and natgas |         11       35.48       35.48 
        increased nuclear |         17       54.84       90.32 
               wind power |          1        3.23       93.55 
    encourage energy cons |          2        6.45      100.00 
--------------------------+----------------------------------- 
                    Total |         31      100.00 
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12. Increase in correct belief that there has been one nuclear accident in US: 45% before, 
58% after. However, also an increase in belief that there have been no accidents: 3% 
before, 35% after. 

 
As far as you can recall, how many accidents at nuclear power plants in the United States 
have posed a serious threat to the safety of the surrounding community? Write your 
answer in the blank spot below. 

 
. tab num_nuclear_accidents 
 
   how many | 
  accidents | 
 at nuclear | 
  plants in | 
   US posed | 
    serious | 
   theat to | 
     safety |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
------------+----------------------------------- 
          0 |          1        3.23        3.23 
          1 |         14       45.16       48.39 
          2 |          7       22.58       70.97 
          3 |          2        6.45       77.42 
          4 |          1        3.23       80.65 
          5 |          1        3.23       83.87 
         10 |          1        3.23       87.10 
         50 |          1        3.23       90.32 
      10004 |          3        9.68      100.00 
------------+----------------------------------- 
      Total |         31      100.00 
 
. tab num_nuclear_accidents2 
 
   how many | 
  accidents | 
 at nuclear | 
  plants in | 
   US posed | 
    serious | 
   theat to | 
     safety |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
------------+----------------------------------- 
          0 |         11       35.48       35.48 
          1 |         18       58.06       93.55 
          2 |          2        6.45      100.00 
------------+----------------------------------- 
      Total |         31      100.00 
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