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I. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Citizens' Board is
‘comprised of nine part-time, citizen members and serves as the
decision making body for the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
(MPCA). Board members are not required by law to have any
particular expertise in the work of the Agency. The law
requires that the Board membership be "broadly representative of
the skills and experience necessary to effectuate the policy" of
the state and that one member be "knowledgeable in the field of
agriculture". Board members are governor appointees, with state
senate consent, and serve staggered four year terms.

The Board represents the diverse Minnesota citizenry. See
Tab A for the Board's historic membership and descriptions of
current members.

Although the law vests nearly all Agency decision-making
authority with the Citizens Board, the Board regularly delegates
much of that authority to a commissioner, and the 600 employees
who work for the Pollution Control Agency. The Commissioner is
appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the then-sitting
Governor. Besides implementing responsibilities delegated to
the Commissioner, the Commissioner is charged with organizing
the Agency, managing the Agency's personnel, shaping the
Agency's budget and funding requests, and responding to
Legislative requests.

The Board and its committees regularly meet two days a
month to handle non-delegated matters, resolve controversial
matters, and hear staff briefings on upcoming rules and other
policy issues. 1In addition, the Board schedules additional
meetings from time to time to consider special items of
controversy and/or to assure public input into an Agency
decision. Frequently, the Board has traveled to various
communities throughout Minnesota when an issue generates
significant local interest.

The Board's Agenda is prepared by the Commissioner and
briefing documents known as "Board items" are prepared by staff
members for each agenda item. These "Board items" provide
background, recommend a course of action, and provide
justification for decisions. "Board items" are mailed to Board
members, affected parties, and are also available to the public
prior to each Board meeting. At Board meetings, the staff is
given the first opportunity to speak to each item, and then
comments are taken from affected parties and members of the
public, as time permits.




The Minnesota Legislature (Chap. 576, Sec. 10, Minn. Sess.
Laws (1992)), has requested that:

"The MPCA board shall study and develop
recommendations on what the Board's role
should be in formulating, implementing and
enforcing environmental policy in the state."

The Legislature also asked the Board to consider and discuss
recommendations relating to the Board contained in the January
1991 report on the Pollution Control Agency by the Program
Evaluation Division of the Office of the Legislative Auditor.
complete transcript of the Legislative request for this Report
can be found at Tab B.

As a result of the legislature's request, a research
project was initiated in order to determine the following:

° What is the mission of the Board?

°  What is the public's and staff's impression of the
Board?

° Should the Board be full-time, part-time, and
comprised of volunteers?

° .What are strengths of the Board's structure?

° What are criticisms of the Board's structure?

° What should the Board's role be in the future?

This report summarizes the findings of that project.

II. LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR'S REPORT

In January, 1991, the Office of the Legislative Auditor
issued a program analysis of the MPCA. Included in this
analysis were findings and recommendations relating to the
Citizens Board. Those recommendations were considered by the
Board in the formulation of this report. The Legislative
Auditor made the following three Board related findings.

° The Board spends little time discussing broad
strategic issues.

A




The Board's strongest advantage is that it provides a
forum for discussion of difficult issues having
widespread impacts.

The presence of both a staff and Board weakens
accountability.

See Tab C for the Legislative Auditor's comments. Consequently,
the Legislative Auditor offered the following two
recommendations to the Board:

e The Legislature should authorize the Commissioner,
rather than the Board, to conduct more activities than
the Board currently delegates -- including superfund
requests for response actions, stipulation agreements,
and certain rulemaking.

The Boérd should focus more of its efforts on overall
policy and the evaluation of Agency effectiveness, and
less of its efforts on individual case review.

The Board éoncurs that delegating more decisions to the
Commissioner frees the Board from some of the detailed decision
making, thus opening up time and opportunity to address other
concerns. This has already occurred to some extent. The Board
has already implemented a number of additional delegations to
staff in each of the last two years. While the Auditor
suggested that the Legislature should carry out this
recommendation, the Board itself has the authority to delegate
and does so each year at its October meeting.

The Board also concurs that it can increase its
effectiveness by focusing more of its efforts on overall policy
and the evaluation of the Agency's effectiveness, and views this
report as a plan of action for the Board to move more in that
direction. The Board would like to monitor Agency and Board
performance in selected areas, measuring progress in reaching
attainable objectives on an ongoing basis. The Board would also
like to develop with the Commissioner an overall Agency mission
statement. ’

In carrying out these recommendations, the Board will
maintain a role in hearing appeals on individual cases,
authorizing and approving rulemaking, and providing a forum for
public input. It should be emphasized that the Board is
strongly committed to carrying out a shift to greater
involvement in guiding the future activities of the Agency.




III. METHODOLOGY

In order to accomplish the aforementioned objectives, both
qualitative and quantitative research techniques were utilized.
Qualitatively, two group discussions were held with Board
members in October and November of 1992. These discussions were
facilitated by a hired Communications Specialist and addressed
the key questions from the perspective of Board members.

A quantitative mail survey was also initiated by the
Environmental Policies and Procedures Advisory Committee
(EPPAC). This committee consists of twelve members representing
broad interests, including industry and environmentalists, and
serves to provide input and advice to the Board. See Tab D for
list of members. Using mail lists supplied by the MPCA,
Association of Minnesota Counties, and other sources, a total of
2500 surveys were mailed to the following constituencies in
October of 1992:

° 500 to MPCA employees
° 500 te members of state and local government
° 1500 split among permitees, recipients of "The

Minnesota Environment", and interested parties

Twenty-nine percent (29%) of the surveys were returned
which represents a substantially better than average
expectation.’ Returns segmented by key constituencies follow:

Requlated Firms: 209
MPCA Staff: 231

Members of Government: 83
Citizen Groups: 33

0O 0O O ©O

Survey results were tabulated by the University of
Minnesota Testing Services, and are attached under Tab E.

An additional qualitative portion resulted where EPPAC
talked to over 100 people about the Board, and then conducted
detailed interviews of 20 of those people. This was done to get
additional thoughts, comments, and ideas that may not be covere
by the survey. ‘

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

° There is support for an MPCA citizens' Board because a
majority of the respondents believe it enhances the
environmental decision-making process.




The primary appeal of the Board stems from the fact
that the Board insures public input into the
decision-making process. As such, the Board is
perceived as a citizens' forum and public ombudsman
relative to environmental issues.

In order for the Board to maintain its independence,
objectivity, and freedom from potential financial or
political influence, the composition of the Board
should remain as is -- staffed with part-time, unpaid,
citizen volunteers.

There is strong support for the Board to increase its
overall effectiveness by refocusing its role to
include policy formulation and the application of a
more strategic approach to the study of environmental
issues affecting the state and its citizens. Ideally,
the role of the Board in the future would evolve in
three distinct areas -- as a conduit for public input,
as a resolver of conflict and controversy, and as
formulator of policy through proactive oversight
functions and activities.

Since nearly all decision-making authority rests with
the Board, yet primary implementation of the Agency's
responsibilities rests with the Commissioner,
institutional tension exists between the
Commissioner's role and the Board, as originally
designed by the Legislature in 1967.

The Board needs to limit its involvement in the
details of individual permits and, instead, work with
the Commissioner more on "big picture" matters.

While a variety of proposed changes were noted
relative to the Board increasing its future
effectiveness, three emerge as critical, if the Board
is to assume a more strategic posture. First, work in
unison with the Commissioner to identify strategic
environmental issues affecting the state and to create
plans for dealing with those issues. Second, create
an overall Mission guiding the MPCA. Third, through a
variety of periodic reports, the Agency's and .the
Board's performance in selective areas should be
monitored on an on-going basis against predetermined
measurable and attainable objectives and goals.




The highest levels of familiarity with Board
activities and interaction with the Board are
exhibited by MPCA Staff individuals and members of
citizens' groups. While they are strong Board
supporters and advocates of the Board adopting a more
strategic perspective, the MPCA Staff voices concern
about the future ability of a "non-expert" Board
coping with the increasingly complex and technical
environmental issues of the future. They also wish to
see a greater level of consistency among Board rulings
and decisions.

Citizens' groups share the concern of a "non-expert"'
Board but this concern is outweighed by their desire
to preserve the Board's sense of independence and
objectivity.

Among staff and citizens' respondents, the majority
felt the Board insures that staff reports and
decisions are presented in understandable language.

B
Members of government and regulated industry
representatives account for the lowest levels of
familiarity with the Board and its activities. While
both groups call for a more strategically focused
Board, members of government reflect an interest in a
greater degree of public accountability and reporting
of Board activities.

V. DETAILED FINDINGS
What are the Strengths of a Board Structure?

o

It brings diverse expertise and outside perspective to
important environmental issues.

It provides a public forum available to everyone and
is an ombudsman protecting the public's welfare in
matters of environmental importance.

It facilitates decision-making between various
interested and affected parties.

It provides a generalist's environmental viewpoint
which otherwise may not be heard.




Because of the length of individual appointments and

their staggered nature, the Board provides a sense of
continuity on environmental issues.

It can serve as an environmental "court of appeals."

It helps ensure that staff articulates decision-making
rationales.

It ensures understandable explanations of highly
technical matters.

The Board operates with no financial dependency,
thereby minimizing the opportunity to influence its
decisions.

The Board is non-partisan and consequently subject to
minimum political influence.

It represents a diverse range of constituencies.

K
Though not holding elective office, the Board is held
accountable by the laws and administrative procedural
requirements of the State.

e iticisms of Boar tructure?

Individual members may not have technical and/or
scientific expertise.

It delays decision-making.

It may focus too much on the technical details of
individual permits.

It currently lacks consistency in decision-making.
It does not spend enough time working on new rules.

The Board is only as good as the collective quality of
its appointees.

There is confusion relative to the Board's
accountability.




What Should the Role of the Board Be?

The Board should act more like a true corporate Board; that
is, ‘it must think, act and contribute more strategically in the
area of policy formulation rather than be the arbiter of
individual permits.

There were numerous suggestions indicating that the future
role of the Board be focused more strategically in the area of
policy formulation in order to increase its effectiveness. By
formalizing a more strategic approach, the Board can assist the
Commissioner in focusing on environmental forecasting,
prioritizing problems and work, and the setting of environmental
standards and goals.

In order to be consistent with its rulings between
regulated parties and to help chart a future course consistent
with the needs of the state's citizens, the Board must be aware
of the bigger environmental picture and of how its proposed
actions can alter that picture. Examples of such increased
global thinking.rcould include a larger role in interagency
policy development and resource planning as well as a review of
potential health risk issues and the establishment of policies
to address such risks. Once again, the key differences of a
future Board hinge on its ability to think and act strategically
and to accept a much broader role in terms of policy formulation.

Specific areas of future Board responsibilities include
both the authorization and approval of rulemaking, enhancing the
perception of the "Public Forum" through the continuation of the
appellate function of the Board, and the limitation of permit
involvement to only the most controversial. Reducing the
detailed work associated with permits is also a strong desire of
Board members. Indeed, over the past two years, the Board has
added quite a few authorities to its annual delegation of
authorities to the Commissioner, including approval of
stipulation agreements (subject to notification of Board
members). As a result, Board agendas have already lightened
considerably, freeing up time to focus on broad policy. Other
potential future Board delegations of responsibility include
‘non-negotiated stipulation agreements of a controversial nature,
Agency administrative orders for action, permanent list
priorities, and municipal priority project lists.

In order for the Board to effectively execute its
responsibilities, periodic progress checks monitoring rulemaking
are recommended. Such progress checks would feature annual and
quarterly summary overviews of all planned rulemaking.




To summarize, the ideal Board of the future would be a
conduit for public input, a resolver of conflict and
controversy, and would deal in the arena of policy formulation
through proactive oversight functions and activities.

ossi es to c se ! ti ess

In order for the Board to accomplish the duties recommended
in its revised role and to increase its overall effectiveness in
the future, a number of changes are suggested. Those changes or
suggestions which fostered the greatest degree of agreement
among current Board members are summarized as follows:

° The Board should avoid intervening in the details of
specific permits except when the permit in question
involves an issue of major policy question or public

controversy.
° Increase public awareness of the Board and its role.
° Annually review and approve after public comments an

overall Agency Mission and review strategic plans.
° Review updates of the progress on the strategic plan.

° On a regular basis, the Board should have a public
meeting to discuss the Agency's funding sources.

° On a regular basis, the Board should review a report
summarizing permit issuance speed by specific category
-- simple, complex, and controversial.

° On a regular basis, the Board should review the
Agency's penalty policy. :

° The Board should have a public discussion of the
economic and environmental effects and impact of
Agency actions.

° On a reqular basis, the Board should review permit
compliance.
° To succeed in the future, it is imperative that a

resolute spirit exists whereby the Commissioner, the
Agency, and the Board work together in an environment
of mutual trust and respect.




° Review and approve Legislative initiatives.

All of the aforementioned tasks can be accomplished by
Board action, with the cooperation of the Commissioner and
staff. No legislative action is required.

VI. D PERCE N Y P

As noted previously, the support for a citizens' board was
consistent among all groups sampled. There were, however, some
varying perceptions of the Board and its current effectiveness
dependent upon the group. These perceptions by group are
summarized in this section of the report. A complete review of
the mail survey responses by group, may be found under Tab E of
this report.

Staff

Of all of the groups surveyed, the Staff exhibited the
highest levels of familiarity, involvement, and contact with the
Board. It can be generally stated that as a group establishes a
close affiliation with the Board, its knowledge of the Board is
increased, and as a result of this increased knowledge, the
group's appreciation for the Board is greatly enhanced. On an
overall basis, the Board is held in high esteem by the Staff.
Those concerns that do exist tend to focus on the technical
expertise and abilities of Board members relative to
environmental issues. Another concern of Staff individuals is
that they currently are unaware of how Board members perceive
them and their roles. :

To the Staff, the Board would be most effective if it
focused its attention on major environmental issues and policies
from a more strategic perspective. It is also noted that a need
exists to demonstrate more consistency in the Board's rulings
and decisions.

Members of Government

Members of government are strong philosophical and
theoretical supporters of the Board as a citizen's forum. It
should be noted that the level of contact and experience with
the Board as noted by surveyed members of government is low.

The two primary concerns of this group relative to the
Board's future call for an expansion of the Board's role as a
policy maker and an increased accountability and reporting of
the Board's actions to the public.
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Regulated Industries

Once again, there is a high level of philosophical and
theoretical support for the Board's existence. As was noted
with members of government, a low level of interaction with the
Board was also evidenced in this group. The primary
recommendation offered by this group for increasing Board
effectiveness was the enhancement of the Board's role .as a
policy maker and strategic thinker on key environmental issues.

c.!.’ ' G

Next to the MPCA Staff, the Citizens' Groups surveyed
exhibited the greatest degree of involvement and interaction
with the Board. As was the case with all other groups, an
extremely high level of support for the Board exists. To these
individuals, the Board represents both a citizens' forum and an
ombudsman, protecting the environmental rights of Minnesota
citizens.

To the citizens' groups, it is imperative that the Board
maintain its credibility, its objectivity, and its non-partisan
independence. 1In order to do so, it must continue to distance
itself from the potential influence and control of paid Agency
staff or representatives. Another concern of these groups focus
on a "non-expert" Board's ability to deal with the increasingly
complex environmental issues of the future.

6352s
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CURRENT PCA BOARD MEMBERS

‘Russ Domino
Appointed April 2, 1990 to-First Monday in January, 1994
Is a Carpenter by trade. Has served on Energy and Environmental Committee of

the Minnesota AFL-CIO for many years. Is certified as an instructor for
Asbestos Abatement by the U.S. EPA.

Daniel Foley, M.D.
Re-Appointed, January 30, 1989 to First Monday in January, 1993
Presently: Vice President, Medical Affairs, United Hospital, St. Paul

Creighton University, Omaha, Neb., BS
Medical School, University of Parma, Italy, MD

Residency: United Hospital- Miller Division, Anatomic and Clinical
Pathology

University of Minnesota Department of Family Practice and Community
Health-North Memorial

Clinical Associate Professor of Family Practice University of Minnesota
Graduate School of Medicine

Emergency Medicine, United Hospital

Edvard Garvey

Appointed June 30, 1991 to First Monday in January, 1995

Presently: Associate in Law Firm of Gray, Plant, Mooty, Mooty & Bennett,
P.A. '

Deputy Legislative Director/Legislative Assistant to United States Senator
Durenberger, 1987-90

Author/Researcher for the Water Resources Research Center of the University
of Minnesota. Wrote Minnesota Water Rights and Regulations 1986, a 28-page
booklet on Minnesota’s water use regulations, 1985-87

Undergraduate: University of Minnesota, 1983
Law School: University of Minnesota, 1986
Admitted to Minnesota Bar, 1986




Sandra Holm
Appointed June 30, 1991 to First Monday in January, 1995

Presently: Technical Coordinator, Mississippi Headwaters River Watch
Program - Mississippi Headwater Board, Walker, MN

University of Minnesota, B.S., Medical Technology

‘Arizona State University, Biological Science teaching certificate
Peace Corps, Colombia, South America, Math-Science Teaching Program
St. Cloud State University, M.A., Limnology

Community Service Activities:

Mission Township Auxiliary

Horseshoe Lake Association: WVater monitoring team

Crosby-Ironton School District Staff Development Committee

Comprehensive Arts Planning Project (CAPP): Crosby-Ironton School District
' #182

Public and Private Involvement:

Region 5 Environmental Education Council
Central Minnesota Water Quality Project: Representative of the Reglon 5
Environmental Education Council
Crov Wing County Water Planning Task Force: Consultant
Izaak Walton League of America: Board of Directors, State Director at
Large

Loni Kem
Appointed April 24, 1990 to First Monday in January, 1994

Natural Resources Analyst for the Minnesota Project, a non-profit rural
community development organization. :

Macalester College, B.A./ Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, M.A.
University of Minnesota

Member of the Board of Water and Soil Resources, 1988-90

Represented BWSR on Environmental Quality Board Water Resources Committee
Member, Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, 1984-1987

Russell Kirby

Appointed June 30, 1991 té ﬁirst Monday in January, 1995

Presently: Manager and Secretary of the Valley Branch Watershed District
Member of Washington County Board of Adjustment and Appeals




U.S. Army: 1943-55
99th Infantry Division: 1943-46 - USA and European
Theatre of Operations
U.S. Army Reserve: 1946-50
U.S. Army Ordnance Corps: 1950-55

Princeton University, MS in Engineering, 1954

3M Company: 1953-1982 (8 patents - U.S., British, French, Japanese and

German)

Project Engineer

Supervisor - Film Pilot Plant

Supervisor - Process and Chemical Engineering - Engineer1ng
Research —

Manager - Engineering Research

Project Manager - Replication Tooling

Senior Research Specialist

University of Wisconsin - Stout: 1985-87, Adjunct Professor of
Metallurgy

Vhite Bear Lake City Council Member, 1960-62

K
Baytown Township: 1967-88
Planning Commission
Planning Commission Chairman

Vashington County: 1982-90, Planning Advisory Commission

Keith Langmo

Appointed March 24, 1992 to First Monday in January, 1996

Appointed in 1982 and reappointed in 1986 to Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency Board. Served two years as Vice Chairman and two years as
Chairman.

Presently: Self-employed Agri-Business

University of Minnesota, B.S. Agricultural Education; graduated with
honors 1956

Central Minnesota Vocational Center: Founded, directed and wrote programs
for this innovative consortium of seven area high schools. Administered
the entire staff and curriculum to provide vocational education to area
high school students.

Community Service:

Litchfield Golf Club Board member and President
Litchfield Watercade Board member and Chairman
Presently serving on Litchfield Waste Management Board
Presently serving on Meeker County Solid Waste Board
Presently serving on MTGA Environmental Work Group




Member of U.S. Air Force and U.S. Air Force Reserve, 1949-58

William Urseth

Appoint June 30, 1991 to First Monday in January, 1992

Presently: Chairman, U.S. Directives, Minneapolis
President and CEO, Richway International, CANADA
Owner, Minnesota Horse and Hunt Club

Board Memberships:

General Board of Directors for the Minneapolis YMCA
Board of Augsburg College Regents

Guthrie Theater

James Ford Bell Library

Omegon, a chemical dependency treatment center for youth
The Greater Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce

Chairman of the 1991 Governor’s Inauguration Committee - Environmental Day
Chairman of the Governor’s Office of Open Appointments

Member of the Minneapolis Rotary Club and the Minneapolis Club

Sue Hiller

Appointed January 1993

Sue Hiller has worked as an environmental consultant for
over eleven years. Her previous experience was in
agricultural research and construction inspection. Ms.
Hiller’s educational background includes an MS in soil,
water and engineering from the University of Arizona and
post graduate studies in environmental science at Miami
University in Ohio. She has lived in Duluth for four years,
where she continues to consult and to take classes at UMD




1967

Howard Andersen
John Borchert
Steve Gadler
Mace Harris
Homer Luick
Vayne Packard
Bob Tuveson

1971

Howard Andersen
Jim Fellows

Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Mace Harris
Homer Luick
Dale Olson
Vayne Packard
Bob Tuveson

1975

Howvard Andersen
Carol Buckmann
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Marion VWatson
David Zentner

1979

Howard Andersen
Carol Buchmann
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Virgil Herrick
Duane Rappana
Marion Watson

YEARS OF SERVICE BY BOARD MEMBERS

1968

Howard Andersen
John Borchert
Steve Gadler
Mace Harris
Homer Luick
Vayne Packard
Bob Tuveson

1972

. Howard Andersen

Jim Fellows
Hal Field
Steve Gadler
Mace Harris
Homer Luick
Dale Olson
Bob Tucker
Marion Watson

1976

Howard Andersen
Carol Buckmann
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Marion Watson
David Zentner

1980

Howard Andersen
Art Englebrecht
Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Virgil Herrick
Vally Nelson
Duane Rappanna
Marion Watson

1969

Howard Andersen
John Borchert
Jim Fellows
Steve Gadler
Mace Harris
Homer Luick
Dorothy Nelson
Vayne Packard
Bob Tuveson

1973

Howard Andersen
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Mace Harris
Dale Olson
Marion Watson

1977

Howvard Andersen
Carol Buckmann
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Marion Watson
David Zentner

1981

Howard Andersen
Art Englebrecht
Steve Gadler
Burt Genis
Virgil Herrick
Cynthia Jepsen
Vally Nelson
Duane Rappanna
Marion Vatson
Lois West

1970

Howvard Andersen
John Borchert
Jim Fellows
Steve Gadler
Mace Harris
Homer Luick
Dorothy Nelson
Wayne Packard
Bob Tuveson

1974

Howard Andersen
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Dale Olson
Marion Watson
David Zentner

1978

Howard Andersen
Carol Buchmann
Art Englebrecht
Hal Field

Steve Gadler
Burt Genis

Joe Grinnell
Marion Watson
David Zentner

1982

Howard Andersen
Duane Dahlberg
Russell Domino
Virgil Herrick
Cynthia Jepsen
Curtis Johnson
Keith Langmo
Vally Nelson
Duane Rappanna
Lois Vest




1983

Duane Dahlberg
Russell Domino
Edward Fairbanks
Steve Gadler
Janet Green
Virgil Herrick
Cynthia Jepsen
Curtis Johnson
Keith Langmo
Duane Rappanna
Lois Vest

1987

Russell Domino
Ruth Ericson
Edward Fairbanks
Daniel Foley
Marcia Gelpe
Janet Green
Keith Langmo
Arnold Onstad
Milton Radjenovich

1991

Russell Domino
Ruth Ericson
Daniel Foley
Edward Garvey
Marcia Gelpe
Janet Green
Sandra Holm
Loni Kemp
Russell Kirby
Milton Radjenovich
Villiam Urseth

ES

1984

Duane Dahlberg
Russell Domino
Edward Fairbanks
Steve Gadler
Marcia Gelpe
Janet Green
Cynthia Jepsen
Keith Langmo
Lois Vest

1988

Russell Domino
Van Ellig

.Ruth Ericson

Daniel Foley
Marcia Gelpe

Janet Green

Keith Langmo
Arnold Onstad
Milton Radjenovich

1992

Russell Domino
Daniel Foley
Edwvard Garvey
Sandra Holm
Loni Kemp
Russell Kirby
William Urseth

1985

Carol Baudler
Duane Dahlberg
Russell Domino
Edward Fairbanks
Daniel Foley
Steve Gadler
Marcia Gelpe
Janet Green
Keith Langmo
Bill Walker
Lois Vest

1989

William Bryson
Russell Domino

Van Ellig

Ruth Ericson
Daniel Foley
Marcia Gelpe

Janet Green

Keith Langmo
Arnold Onstad
Milton Radjenovich

1993

Russell Domino
Daniel Foley
Edward Garvey
Sandra Holm
Loni Kemp
Russell Kirby

Sue Hiller

1986

Carol Baudler
Duane Dahlberg
Russell Domino
Ruth Ericson
Edward Fairbanks
Daniel Foley
Marcia Gelpe
Janet Green
Cynthia Jepsen
Keith Langmo
Arnold Onstad

1990

Villiam Bryson
Russell Domino

Van Ellig

Ruth Ericson
Daniel Foley
Marcia Gelpe
Janet Green

Keith Langmo
Milton Radjenovich
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Ch 546

77th LEGISLATURE

Subd. 5. OFFICE SUPPORT. The commissioner shall provxde the ombudsman thh

the necessary office space, supplies, equipment, and clerical support to effectively
perform the duties imposed by sections 6 to 9.

Sec. 9. [116.99] SMALL BUSINESS AIR QUALITY COMPLIANCE ADVISORY
COUNCIL.

Subdivision 1. CREATION A small busmess air quahty compliance assnstance
advisory council is established within the agency.

Subd. 2. DUTIES. The council has the following duties:

(1) rendering advisory opinions on the effectiveness of the program, difficulties encoun-
tered, and degree and severity of enforcement;

(2) preparing periodic reports on matters relaﬁqg to the program as requested by
appropniate federal and state agencies;

(3) reviewing information for sources to ensure the information is complete, comprehen-
sive, and understandable to the lay person; and

(4) other duties it finds appropriate to comply with applicable federa.l or state air
quality laws and regulations.

Subd. 3. MEMBERSHIP. The council consists of the following members:

(1) two members appointed by the governor who represent the general public and are
not owners or representatives of owners who are small business stationary sources;

(2) the commissioner or the commissioner's designee, who shall represent the agency;

(3) four members appointed by the lgglslature who are owners or representatives of
owners of small business stationary sources;

(4) the director of the office of waste management or the director’s designee; and

(5) the commissioner of trade and economic development or the commissioner’s desig-
nee,

The majority and minority leaders of the house of representatives and the senate shall
each appoint one of the members listed in clause (3).

Subd. 4. MEMBERSHIP TERMS; COMPENSATION; REMOVAL. The member- -

ship terms, compensation, and removal of council members are govern
15.05675, except that subdivision 5 does not apply.

Subd. 5. CHAIR. The council shall select its chair by a majority vote.

Subd. 6. PROGRAM. The -council may set its own agenda and work program,
eons:stent with the requirements of the Clean Air Act, after consultation with the
commissioner and the small business ombudsman estnbhshed by this chapter.

Subd. 7. FUNDING. The commissioner shall allocate and administer the funds
reasonably necessary to cover the operational costs of the council.

Subd. 8. STAFF. The commissioner shall gmvxde staff services reasonably reqmred
by the council.

Sec. 10. REPORT ON ROLE OF POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY BOARD.

y section

(a) The pollution control board shall and develop recommendations on
what the board’s role should be m form menting, 0] environmen-
tal policy n the state. In developing the reco tions, the board shall consider:

(1) the comments of the legislative auditor on the board’s role, as contained in the
auditor’s report dated January, 1991; and

(2) any other relevant factors not addressed in the andltor’s report.

(b) By January 15, 1993, the board shall report the results of the study to the
legislative policy committees having jurisdiction over environmental and natural resource
ssues and the environment and natural resource divisions of the senate finance and house
‘o_,ml)r%pnabons committees. In addition to the board’s recommendations, ﬁxe report must
mclude:
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(1) specific dmmssnon of each of the legmhtxve audm)r’s recommendahons on_the

board’s role; and
L2) a plan for m;plementmg the board’s neoommendauons, mcludmg proposed legg

Sec 11.. VIDEO DISPLAY TERMINAL OPERATOR HEALTH STUDY.

The commissioner of labor and mdustry shall review and 1dent1fy the oocupataonal
healt.h prEblems associated with the operation of video display terminals. The commis-
sioner shall rev:ew existing literature on the subject and may conduct additional research.
The commissioner shall recommend solutions to any health problems that are identified.

The commissioner shall study the potential savings and benefits to employers in

reduced days lost off work due to providing ergonomically correct work_stations,
antiglare screens, and other features and programs, including amount of tlme in front of

video display terminals, also education and trammg, desi to prevent in or ilness
to video display terminal operators. The commissioner slﬁaﬂ aiso study . Ee effects of

,lmplementahon of other state, county, and city laws, regulations, and ordinances regulat- -

video display terminal operators and t.he ablhty of employers to cozm)ly with those

: Egvs, regulations, and ordinances.

The commissioner shall report the iesults >of the study and make reoommendatnons to
the legislature by February 15, 1993. - 4 .

Sec. 12. REPORT ON RULEMAKING ACI‘IVITIES

By January 1, 1993, the commissioner of the pollution control ag@ncy shall submit to
the legislative commission to review administrative rules and legislative committees
havmg jurisdiction over environmental and natural resource issues a report describing the
ongoing rulemaking activities of the agency as of that date and any a(fdmonal rufemakmg

activities the agency plans to begin before July 1, 1993.

Sec. 13. FUNDING FOR MONITORING PROGRAM.

“The monitoring program established under section 8 must be 1mplemented to the extent
allowed by the additional revenues generated by section 1.

Sec. 14. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Section 4 is effective the day after final enactment Sectlon 1 is_effective for fees
collected in fiscal year 1994 and thereafter.

Presented to the governor April 17, 1992.

Approved April 29, 1992,

REAL PROPERTY—-MORTGAGES—VOLUNTARY FORECLOSURES

CHAPTER 547

H.F. No. 2649

AN ACT relating to real estate foreclosures; establishing & voluntary foreclosure process with
waiver of deficiency clasims and equity; proposing coding for new law in Minnesota Statutes,

chapter 582.
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

Sectlon 1. [582.32] VOLUNTARY FORECLOSURE; PROCEDURE
Subdivision 1. APPLICATION. This section applies to moLt.g_ges éxecuted on or
after August 1, 1993, under which there has been a default and where the mortgagor and

rrtgagee enter into a wntber;l%greement for voluntary foreclosure of the mortgaged
real estate under this section is section apphes only to real estate no part of hxc 1S

homestead or agricultural property.

"Additions are Indicated by wnderline; deletions by strikeout 997
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ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING

The PCA
Board has
broad authority.

less, in our opinion, state regulatory agencies should not accept gifts from
those they are responsible for regulating.

It seems to us that the underlying problems in this case are the permit backlog
and delay (discussed in the next chapter on the Air Quality Division) and a
permit fee that might not properly capture the costs of permit reviews. As we
discuss more fully in the next chapter, the cost of permitting and regulating
Koch is not recaptured through the permit fees the company is paying. If
funding is the problem, the agency needs to make its case in legislative appro-
priation hearings for increased fees or general fund appropriations, rather
than cutting deals with the regulated entities. We believe that PCA should re-
turn the gift and seek alternate financing for Koch’s permitting from the Leg-
islature. However, that may not be practical at this time. We also believe that
this is a practice that state regulatory agencies should not be engaged in. We
recommend: '

© The Legislature should amend Minnesota Statutes §116 to prohibit
PCA from accepting gifts from parties that it regulates.

ROLE OF THE PCA BOARD

Aside from the Legislature, the nine-member, part-time PCA Board is
Minnesota’s chief policy-making body for pollution control. In fact, state law
defines the Pollution Control Agency as the board, not as the commissioner
and staff. As a result, almost all agency actions must be approved or explicitly
delegated by the board. Legislators asked us to consider whether the PCA
board was still needed. In order to address this, we interviewed current board
members, past and current commissioners and agency managers, and a variety
of representatives of regulated entities about what they thought of the board

process.

The 1967 Legislature created the citizens board largely as a check against the
power of the Governor or PCA commissioner. The Legislature wanted to
strengthen and consolidate the state’s pollution control activities, but it also
wanted to guard against excessive regulation.

Other States’ Organizational Structure

.Many states besides Minnesota have boards that oversee state pollution con-

trol, but we are unaware of any that have authority comparable to that of
PCA.® A common model in other midwestern states is to have a board or

boards to review and approve administrative rules.

15 We were unable to find literature discussing the organizational structure of pollution regulation in all
50 states, although we discussed the issue with EPA officials, and reviewed literature discussing the issue
and state statutes from selected states. In addition, we talked to a current PCA board member who has con-
ducted research on citizen boards in other states. See Marcia Gelpe, “Citizen Boards as Regulatory Agen-
cies,” Urban Lawyer 22,n0.3 (Summer 1990): 451-483.

. PR N -




14 POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY

Illinois has three executive agencies that deal with environmental regulation.
The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) issues permits, takes
enforcement actions, and recommends emission and effluent standards to the
Pollution Control Board. The Pollution Control Board consists of seven
members who actually set standards through the rulemaking process. The
board, which has its own staff, also functions as an administrative apellate re-
viewer of IEPA actions. The Department of Energy and Natural Resources
serves in a planning and environmental coordination role, much like the State
Planning Agency in Minnesota.

Indiana has both an air quality and a water quality board, staffed by the
agency, that establish administrative rules. The Indiana Environmental Pro-
tection Agency issues the permits and takes enforcement and other actions.

In Michigan, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) oversees water,
air, and solid waste programs. A seven-member bi-partisan Natural Re-
sources Commission oversees the DNR and appoints the director. However,
the director is responsible for taking enforcement actions. The commission
hears permit appeals for all types of permits. A six-member Water Resource
Commission establishes surface and ground water quality standards and issues
all water permits. Three members of the commission are state department

heads and three are executive appointees. An 11-member Air Pollution Con-
trol Commission sets ambient air quality standards and emission levels and is-
sues permits. The commission consists of a toxicologist, two industry
representatives, two local government, and one organized labor representa-
tives, two public members, and three state agency heads.

Wisconsin’s air, water, and solid waste pollution control efforts are vested en-
tirely in the Department of Natural Resources. The DNR issues permits, col-
lects fines, and takes enforcement actions other than litigation. Wisconsin’s
Natural Resources Board adopts policy and conducts rulemaking.

How Does the Board Conduct Business?

The board normally meets for two days per month. In recent years the board
has developed a committee structure to consider upcoming board issues in a
less formal setting. The board has committees for air and water quality,
ground water and solid waste, hazardous waste, radioactive waste, and envi-
ronmental policy. Board committees generally meet on the day before the
regular board meeting. Although the committees have no formal role in

board deliberations, controversial items are almost always discussed in commit-
tee before being brought before the whole board. The board’s formal meet-
ing normally is held on a Tuesday and it generally lasts all day. The board
sometimes has additional special meetings to consider other items.

The agenda for committee and board meetings is generally set by staff, al-
though board members frequently request that certain items be included. Per-
mittees and other affected parties can also request to be heard by the board.
Issues are brought to the board by staff in the form of “board items.” Board
items are background memoranda describing the issue before the board, the
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recommended staff decision, and the rationale for the recommendation. p
Board members receive packets containing several hundred pages of board

items approximately one week before board meetings. During fiscal year

1990, PCA staff brought 181 items before the board for formal decisions. In-

addition, staff presented 230 items for information, for committee review, or

to respond to individual member requests. In most divisions, the number of

items brought before the board represents a relatively small portion of total di-

vision actions taken. For example the Air Quality Division told us that about

five percent of its permit actions and ten percent of enforcement actions

came before the board during 1989.16

Most board items are voted on. Previous commissioners and current board
members estimated that well over 90 percent of board actions followed staff
recommendations. Sometimes the board does amend staff proposed resolu-
tions, but there is no real effort to establish or follow precedents or to articu-
late the reasons for not following staff recommendations. As a result,some
staff said they got conflicting messages from the board. Some regulated inter-
ests also reported what they perceived as inconsistent board actions.

Each year, the board formally delegates certain responsibilities to the commis-
sioner and staff. For example, the board has delegated to the commissioner
the authority to issue notices of violation and to issue most permits. However,
staff often bring delegated items to the board if they are likely to be controver-
sial. The delegation agreement requires matters to be raised at a board meet-
ing if “an affected or interested person requests.”

Board members and staff told us that policy is largely made on a case-by-case
basis. According to current and former managers, the board has been more in-
terested in the application of policy to particular cases than in discussing the
issues and implications of rulemaking. While the board spends considerable

The PCA time discussing specific cases,

Board does not

focus enough @ The board spends little time discussing broad strategic issues.
on broad

For example, the board rarely considers overall strategies to improve the effcc-
tiveness of the agency’s enforcement and permitting efforts, or looks at the
relative health risks of pollution problems addressed by various PCA divisions.
It would be difficult for the board to devote significant time to strategic discus-
sions without reducing the rest of its workload. Board members told us that
the demands of current PCA meeting agendas are already formidable. One
exception to this general finding is the efforts of the Environmental Policy
Committee and a taskforce of regulated parties to develop an improved per-
mitting process. This group recently put together a brochure explaining the
permitting process and its requirements.

strategy.

16 All stipulation agreements must go through the board.
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The board is a
useful forum
for discussing
difficult
environmental
issues.

POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY

Reasons to Keep the Board

We discussed the PCA Board with representatives of both environmental ad-
vocacy and business interests. Within both groups, most of the people we
talked with think the board serves a useful purpose. In fact, it appears to us
that:

® The PCA Board’s strongest advantage is that it provides a forum for
discussion of difficult issues with widespread impacts.

Business representatives told us that no state agency affects their companies
more than PCA. Environmental regulation significantly affects business
owners’ costs and operating methods. Most of the business representatives
we talked with preferred having a board rather than leaving decisions solely to
staff. Environmental advocacy groups believe that the board process offersa -
forum for their views. The process allows board members to make decisions
based on many factors, not just the technical recommendations of staff.

Another benefit of the board cited by many was that it served as a buffer for
both the Legislature and PCA staff in difficult and controversial environmen-
tal decisions. The board process shifts final responsibility for controversial de-
cisions from staff to the board, which some people told us reduces staff

“burnout.

There was general agreement that the board process results in better staff
work. Before making decisions, the board listens to the viewpoints of various
groups, including staff. Because most board members are not technical ex-
perts, staff and other interested groups must present their arguments in clear
terms to persuade the board. Some members told us that this makes debates
on controversial issues more understandable to the general public.

A final advantage claimed for the board is that it brings an independence to
decision making that staff lacks. Agency staff may have narrow or technical
perspectives or may act in the interest of the agency, rather than the public.
In contrast, citizen boards are intended to provide independent, common

‘sense approaches to regulation. Board members have no direct ties to the bu-

reaucracy; for example, the commissioner is not a board member, and state
employees cannot be board members. The board has authority to participate
in the agency’s budget process, but usually has not played an active role.

Reasons to Eliminate the Board

It is the exception rather than the rule for executive agencies in Minnesota
state government to report to a governing board. In our view, the primary dis-
advantage of the PCA's structural arrangement is that:

© The presence of both a staff and board weakens accountability.
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The board
requires
significant
staff time and
causes delays
in agency
actions.

First, parties affected by PCA decisions are not sure who is in charge. The
board makes final decisions on most important matters, but many interested
parties work extensively with staff before these decisions occur. Some indus-
try representatives told us that PCA staff try to anticipate the response of
board members to their technical recommendations, thus tainting the objectiv-
ity of these recommendations. Likewise, board members justify some actions
by saying that they merely followed the advice of staff.

Perhaps more important, having a board may weaken public accountability by
creating a buffer between the Governor and agency staff.’’ Because PCA
members serve staggered terms, a new Governor has limited impact over the
board’s composition and policies early in a four-year gubernatorial term. The
PCA commissioner appointed by the Governor may have views that differ sig-
nificantly from the board’s. In fact, one former commissioner told us this has
occurred.

Several board members also noted that the commissioner and staff were not
directly accountable to the board, which has created problems in the past.
They noted that it made the board less able to shape the agency’s agenda.
Several suggested that accountability would be improved if the commissioner
was appointed by the board rather than the Governor. In contrast, several for-
mer commissioners felt that if a board is necessary at all, the commissioner
should be a member and perhaps chairman.

Some people told us that legislative changes since 1967 have reduced the
need for a board. In its early years, the board was the primary venue for ap-
peals for people who felt they had been wronged by the regulatory process.
Since that time, however, the Legislature has created an Office of Administra-
tive Hearings to consider contested cases. The PCA Board authorizes con-
tested case hearings and ultimately decides whether to accept the
recommendations from them. Nevertheless, the presence of the Office of Ad-
ministrative Hearings makes the PCA Board’s appellate role less necessary
today than it was in 1967.

Another disadvantage of the board is the time required by staff to prepare for
and attend board meetings. Some current and former PCA managers told us
that the time required to prepare for meetings is not justified by the board’s
eventual impact on decisions.’® We asked PCA administrators to estimate the
amount of time their staff devoted to board activities in the past year. Based
on their best estimates, PCA staff spent about 11,000 hours (or about six staff-
years) on activities that would not have been done without a board. Much of
this time is spent by the agency’s top supervisors and management. Many cur-
rent and former managers commented that the board process drives the
rhythm of the agency’s activity. A board meeting occurs, then agency manag-
ers have a week or two to carry out their normal responsibilities before they
begin to prepare for the next board meeting.

17 State Environmental Managemens: Case Studies of Nine States (New York: Praeger, 1973), 64-5.
18 According to both staff and board members, it is relatively uncommon for the board to overrule staff.
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L The board also causes delays in PCA actions. Actions requiring board ap-
' proval usually take two to three months longer than other actions. Many is-
sues are discussed in committee for one or more months before being taken
to the full board. Although we discuss problems with agency timeliness later
| in the report, we think the board approval process is only one of many contrib-
uting factors.”

Finally, the strength of the board depends on the quality of its members, and
many people we interviewed expressed concerns about appointments. Some
people told us that staff provide a check on the board, rather than vice versa
as the Legislature originally intended. While people should not be required
to have special expertise to serve on the board and the appointees should be
broadly representative of the public, the board’s work involves complex legal
and technical issues. Even with good background materials from PCA staff, =
part-time board members may feel overwhelmed by their workload. It is likely
that the workload will increase and become more technical in the future.
Board members also told us that their jobs were complicated by the fact that

| there is little orientation to the board for new members, nor is there a formal

i statement of the board’s role and purpose. Board members learn about the

‘ board and the agency by attending board meetings, rather than through
written statements of purpose or orientation sessions. As a result, it is possi-

. ble that board members can have a number of views on what the proper role

of the board is.

Conclusions

Although the PCA Board delegates many of its authorized duties to staff, it in-
frequently addresses strategic issues and is nearly overwhelmed by its current
agenda. There are several possible ways to address the workload of the
board. The board could be made full-time (like the Public Utilities Commis-
sion, for example), though it may not be possible to get a broad cross section
of membership if the job required a full-time commitment. Alternately, as sev-
eral other states have done, there could be several boards with each focusing
on just one issue area. The advantages of a more limited scope of decision
would be better familiarity with the issues and less of a time demand on mem-
bers. The disadvantage is a fragmentation of decision making authority and a
lack of consistent overview of all agency activities. Another alternative is that
The PCA the board could not consider some items that it currently spends time on. The
commissioner board could delegate more items to staff or the Legislature could reassign
hould have some of the board’s current statutory role to the commissioner. Several peo-
shou ple told us there are additional items the board could delegate to staff, but
greater board members are reluctant to delegate more. We recommend:
authority to act.

© The Legislature should authorize the commissioner, rather than the
board, to conduct more activities than the board currently delegates,
including superfund requests for response actions, stipulation
agreements, and certain rule making.

19 The board acts on a relatively small portion of PCA activities, and the board delays are minor com-
pared to the total length of some processes for permitting and enforcement.
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The board
should focus
more on broad
policy and
appeals.

We believe the best form of organization would retain the board’s quasi-appel-
late function, but glve the commissioner the responsibility for taking most ac-
tions except for major rulemaking.? Any decision of the agency would be
appealable to the board within a set period of time after the commissioner
took action.?! This would retain the board scrutiny of agency actions and
allow interested parties to appeal agency decisions without going through a
contested case proceeding or to court, but it would make the lines of permit
and enforcement action decision making clearer.

In our view, the board’s first priority should be the establishment of overall
strategic policy for pollution regulation, and hearings on individual cases
should have lower priority. Thus, we recommend:

@ The bosdrd should focus more of its efforts on overall policy and N
evaluation of agency effectiveness, and less on individual case review.

We think that it would be extremely helpful if the board would develop a state-
ment of its role and purpose and work with agency staff to develop informa-
tion packets for new board members. We believe systematic annual reviews

by the board of how well the agency is carrying out its strategic plan for pollu-
tion regulation would also be helpful. Although we believe the board should

_ be more active in overseeing the agency ’s operations, the board should resist
“the temptation to be overly involved in agency day-to-day operations.

In addition to considering how the board could operate more effectively, we
also considered whether it makes sense to continue having a PCA Board. We
concluded that empirical analysis alone does not suggest a clear answer.
There are advantages and disadvantages to the current organizational struc-
ture and deciding whether the board is still needed depends on how one evalu-
ates the tradeoffs between them. Moreover, it is difficult to evaluate the
advantages and disadvantages of the board structure. For example, the co-ex-
istence of a policy board and an executive agency provides citizen oversight of
staff decisions and a forum for discussions among stakeholders. However,
these hard-to-measure benefits must be weighed against the costs, confusion,
and reduced public accountability that can result. We think the Legislature
should periodically discuss these tradeoffs and assess the costs and benefits of
having a board. We do not think, however, that it is sufficient to conclude
that having a board is “a good thing.” Advocates of having a board should
press to ensure that the board focuses its attention on the most significant is-
sues and operates as an effective decision making body.

20 The board currently exercises its review of staff decisions before actions are taken because they are the
body authorized by statute to act.

21 A procedure for permittees and interested parties commenting on public notice to waive appeal would
be necessary so as not to delay the issuance of non-controversial permits. Alternatively, the commissioner’s
action could be made final immediately, avoiding the potential delay on controversial actions. This would
require the board to establish more formal procedures for hearing appeals and would also establish prece-
dents for guiding future commissioners’ actions.
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UCS/Otfice of Measurement Services Date. October 28, 1992
University of Minnesota

Course:

Term: 1992

Form: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
item Key: 8210048

Following are your survey resuits. For sach item the number responding to each alternative is
listed st the end of the bars. In addition sach response percentage is listed in parentheses and is
wmammmofmpmmmmnnmm.dmmwdmm
aiso sre listed

The mean is the average rating of an item. Each response is assigned an integer
weight (number in parentheses in front of each bar), such as 1 through 5; or 1
through 7; the mean is then caiculated on all responses to the item using the
response weights. The mean is a good measure for summarizing results if the
distribution of responses approximates a bell-shaped curve.

The median indicates the mid—point of the item responses. It is the point st which
50% of the responses are higher and 50% are lower. The median can be more
important than the mesn in summarizing results, especially if the distribution does
- not spproximate a beli-shaped curve, but appears to have a long tail st one end or
the other. Sometimes with small numbers of respondents, the mean or median may
hide important differences in opinions, for example if 1/2 circied 1 and 1/2
circled 7, then the resuttant mean and median of 4 would mask an important
difference. .

The standard devistion can be used as an index of consensus among the responses; the
fower the standard devistion, the grester the similerity of responses—-generally on

a 5 to 7-point scale, 8 standard deviation of 0.8 to 1.0 or less can be considered low.
mmmm«wamwmmt«mehmmpomsn
the most spresd-out ,

fromydnstrMmmderowdeyouwiﬂ\m.ucthfmhonuto
how the respondents answered each item

Piease note the percentage of responses to each item. The further away from 100%,
the more you are desling with the opinions of only 8 portion of the group. If there
were only a few responses to an item, you probsbly should disregerd it

The options column lists the various response eitemnstives thst are svailable on different
general purpose answer sheets. They are listed as reference to the integer weight
assigned to each alternative.

- When you sre studying these resuits, be careful not to overinterpret them Differences -
between means of less then one—half to three—quarters of a point are not mesningful
in a practical sense; the biggest differences are the most trustworthy.

If you have any questions sbout your results, please feel free to contact us.
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NUMBER OF SURVEYS =

209

Office of Measurement Services

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM --

Items:

1.

When was your l1ast contact with the MPCA
Board?

Mean = 3.08 Median s 3.17

Standard Deviation = 4,78

Responses to 1tem = 206 ( 98.6%)

. When did you last attend a Regular Board

Heeting?

Mean = 2.43 Hedian = 1.52
Standard Deviation = 1,68
Responses to item = 207 ( ©9.0%)

If so, did you participate or observe the
Regular Board Meeting?

Hean = 2,85 Hedien = 1,32

Standard Deviation = 1.95

Responses to item = 129 ( 61.7%)

v¥hen did you last attend & Board Committee
Meeting?

Hean e 2,13 Median = 1.28

Standard Deviation = {.85%

Responses to item = 208 ( ©8.1%)

. If so, did you participate or observe the

Board Committee Meeting?

Mean & 2.88 Median = 2.00
Standard Deviation s 1,97
Responses to item = 103 ( 49.3%)

Ko
The MPCA Board enhances the environmenta)l
decision making process.
Mean = 3,27 Median = 3.52
Standard Deviation = 1,05
nses to item = 206 ( 98.6%)

The Board holds the Agency accountable for
decisions on rules, permits, enforcements,
Mean = 3.20 Median = 3.35

Standard Deviation = 0.99

Responses to item = 206 ( 98.6%)

The Board ensures that staff decisions are
presented i{n understandable language....
Hean = 2.85 Median = 2.89

Standard Deviation = 1.0%

Responses to item = 206 ( 98.6%)

The Board provides a forum for citizens of

the state to appeal staff actions and....

tean = 3,45 Median = 3.68

" §tandard Deviation = 0.99

10.

i1.

Responses to item = 206 ( 98.6%)

The Board’s resolution of {ssues reduces
the number of court challenges to Agency..
Mean = 3.01 Median s 3.04

Standard Deviation » 0.82

Responses to 1tem = 205 ( ©8.1%)

The Board asssures that decisions are made
in a public forum,.

Hean = 3,17 Median = 3.29

Standard Deviation = 1.00

Responses to item = 2086 ( 98.6%)

Options:

Never
Over 3
Within
Within
Within

Years

3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Never

Over 3
Within
wWithin
Within

Years

3 Years
2 Years
1 VYear

Never
Over 3
Within
Within
wWithin

Years

3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Never

Over 3
Within
wWithin
¥ithin

Years

3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Never

Over 3
within
Within
¥ithin

Years

3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

" Strongly Agree

Strg Dissugree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opintfon
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Dpinion
Agree

strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree .
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
Item Key: 8210048

Growe A

1982

Responses :

(NHEEEER  70( 34.0%)
()  25( 12.1%)
() 12( S.8%)
() 16( 7.8%)

(%) e $83( 40.3%)

(1) EEENEREE 103( 49.8%)

(2) B 27( 13.0%)

(3) 12( 5.8%)

(&) 16( 7.7%)

(s) I 49( 23.7%)
()R 7o( 61.2%)
(2) o( 0.0%)

(3) o( 0.0%)

(4) o( 0.0%)

() R so( 98.8%)
(1) 131( 63.8%)
(2)B 12( s.8%)

(3)8  e( 2.9%)

()8 16( 7.8%)

(8) 40( 19.85%)
(VRS =1( 49.5%)
(2)8 1( 1.0%)

(3)B  2( 1.9%)

(4) o( 0.0%)

(8) 49( 47.6%)
(OB 110 5.3%)
(2)2 4a( 21.4%)

(3) 46( 22.3%)
()R e5( 43.2%)
()M 16( 7.8%)

(VB 13( 6.3%)

(2) as( 17.0%)

(3) 65( 31.6%)
(4) 83( 40.3%)
(8)B 10( 4.9%)

(1) 23( 11.2%) -,

(2) B87( 27.7%)
(2) 89( 28.6%)
(4) 82( 20.1%)
(8) ( 2.4%)

(DB 100 4.9%)

(2) 27( 13.1%)

(3) 47( 22.8%)

() NS 104( 50.8%)
(s)M 18( 8.7%)

(DB 14( e.8%)
()R 35( 17.1%)

(3) EENE 9( 48.3%)
() B 48( 23.4%)
(8)B  9o( 4.4%)

(VDB 19( 5.3%)
()R 44( 21.4%)
(3)E ei( 29.6%)

() R 70( 38.3%)
(5)B 11( 5.3%)




REGULATED

NUMBER OF SURVEYS =

1892
209

1tems:

23.

24.

as.

27.

30.

31.

32.

The Board does not have sufficient exper-
tise and experience to make sound....
Mean = 3,17 Median = 3. 16

Standard Devistion = 1,00

Responses to item s 203 ( 97.1%)

The Board {8 inconsistent in 1ts decision
making process. '

Mean = 3,27 Median = 3.21

Standard Deviation = 0.90

Responses to item = 203 ( 97.1%)

The Board process results in delaying
issuance of permits and rules.

Mean = 3.%0 Median = 3.57
Standard Deviation = 1,02

Responses to item = 204 ( 97.6%)

The Board 18 too accessible in the deci-

sion making process resulting in delays...

Mean = 3.01 Median = 3.01
Standard Deviation = 1,04
Responses to item = 203 ( 67.1%)

The Board is not sufficiently invoived in

fong-range planning, setting priorities...

Mean = 3,27 Median =
Standard Deviation = 0.88
Responses to item = 203 ( 97.1%)

3.18

The Board is too tnvolved in issues not
related to specific permit and rule....
Mean = 2.83 Wedian = 2.84
Standard Deviation = 0.84 '

Responses to item = 204 ( 97.6%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
Governor.

Mean = 2.9% Mecdian = 2,93
Standard Deviation = 0.85

Responses to item = 203 ( 97.1%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
Legislature.

Mean = 3.00 Median s 2,87
Standard Deviation = 0.86

Responses to item = 204 ( 97.6%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
citizens.
Mean = 3.25
Standard Deviation s {,02
Responses to item = 203 ( 87.1%)

Median = 3.23

Environmenta)l issues are becoming too
complex for volunteer Board menbers.
Mean = 3.2% Median = 3,33
Standard Deviation = 1.20

Responses to item = 202 ( 96.7%)

The Board weakens accountability for the

MPCA (by having a board and staff both....

Hean s 3,07 Median = 3.05
Standard Deviation = 1,08
Responses to {tem = 203 ( 97.1%)

Office of Measurement Services

Optiens:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinien
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agres

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agres
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Optinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1982
Page 3
Item Key: 9210048

croupA

4.4%)
42( 20.7%)
76( 37.4%)
B 57( 28.1%)
19( 9.4%)

6( 3.0%)
26( 12.8%)
R  98( 48.3%)
B4( 26.6%)
9.4%)

3.9%)

23( 11.3%)

66( 32.4%)
73( 35.8%)

34( 16.7%)

7.4%)
46( 22.7%)
80( 39.4%)
45( 22.2%)
8.4%)
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- =
o
~

120( S8.8%)
28( 12.3%)
10( 4.9%)

6( 3.0%)
S1( 25.1%)

3.4%)
.42( 20.7%)
72( 35.3%%)
s8( 28.6%)
24( 11.8%)

13( 6.4%)
83( 26.2%)
42( 20.8%)
89( 29.2%)
35( 17.3%)

13( 6.4%)

82( 25.6%)
868( 32.5%)
82( 25.6%)
9.9%)

u
»
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REGULATED

NUMBER OF SURVEYS =

1882
209

Items:

45,

46.

47.

48,

The Board should approve the MPCA
legislative agenda.

Hean = 3.38 Median = 3.44
Standard Deviation = 0.87
Responses to i1tem = 203 ( 97.1%)

The Board should give more consideration
to the relative health risks of pollution
Mean = 3.31 Median = 3,31

Standard Deviation s 1.01

Responses to item = 202 ( ©6.7%)

The Board should delegate more responsibi-
fities to the commissioner. ‘

fHlean = 3.04 Median = 3.03

Standard Deviation = 0.95

Responses to item = 203 ( 97.1%)

The Board needs to meet more freguently.
liean = 2.8%5 Median = 2.93

Standard Deviation = 0.76
Responges to item = 203 ( ©7.1%)

Lo

0ffice of Measurement Services

Options:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
Page 5
Item Key: 9210048
Responses : ‘E;Eu)l)" }\
(1B 9( 4.4%)
()8  23( 11.3%)
) EE 74( 36.5%)
(4) IEE 78( 36.9%)
()M 22( 10.8%)
(OB 11( 8.4%)
(2)EE  25( 12.4%)
G)EENEE s0( 39.68%)
() KRB 63( 31.2%)
(5)ME 23( 11.4%)
()M 13( @&.4%)
(2) 34( 16.7%)
(3) 102( 80.2%)
(a)BEE 40( 19.7%)
()M 14( 6.9%)
(1D 14( 6.9%)
(2)R 33( 18.3%) -
(3) 127( 62.6%
(¢) MR 28( 13.8%)
(8) 1C 0.8%)
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UCS/Otfice of Measurement Services : Date. October 28, 1992
University of Minnesota

2520 Broadway Drive = Rm 130

St Paul, MN 55113 (612) 626-0006

>ROLP
MPCA STAFF & B

Course:

Term: 1992

Form: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
item Key: 8210048

Foliowing are your survey results. For each item the number responding to each alternative is
listed at the end of the bars In addition each response percentage is listed in parentheses and is

Mmmmofrmstommmmm-\dm\dtddevuuon
aiso are listed ,

Themun:stheavongeraﬁngofmnm&chrosponuisusigmdmmger
weight (number in parentheses in front of each bar), such as 1 through 5, or 1
through 7; the mean is then calculsted on all responses to the item using the
response weights. The mesn is 3 good measure for summarizing results if the
distribution of responses approximates a beli-shaped curve.

The medisn indicstes the mid-point of the item responses. It is the point st which
50%oftheruponusrehsgrnrmd50%telowar The median can be more
important than the mean in summaerizing resuits, especially if the distribution does
not spproximate a beii-shaped curve, but appesrs to have a long tail at one end or
tmoﬁ\er.Somaﬁme:Mﬁwumllmrbersofuspondum,hmormodimmy
hide important differences in opinions, for example if 1/2 circled 1 and 1/2
circled 7, Mmrmmmdmdmof4wwdmkm&momnt
difference.

mmamquumeofmmmhms;mA
fower the standard devistion, the grester the similarity of responses——generally on

a 5 to 7-point scsie, a standard devistion of 0.8 to 1.0 or less can be considered low.
mmhwmddwuﬁonmmkmmmd\ﬁnrmste

the most spread-out

The frequency distributions and graphs provide you with the exact informstion as to
how the respondents answered each item.

thmﬁnpwmofrmstoummmm:ormyfrom 100%,
the more you are dealing with the opinions of only a portion of the group. If there
were only a few responsss to an item, you probably should disregard it

The options column lists the various response alternstives that are svailable on different
general purpose answer shests. They are listed as reference to the integer weight
sssignad to each slternstive.

When you sre studying these results, be careful not to overinterpret them Differences -
petwoon means of less than one-half to three—quarters of a point are not masningful
n a practical sense; the biggest differences sre the most trustworthy.

If you have any questions sbout your results, please feel free to contact us.




MPCA STAFF
NUMBER OF SURVEYS = 231

0ffice of Measurement Services

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM --

Items:
i. When was your last contact with the MPCA
Board?
Mean = 3,87 Hedian = 4.65

Standard Deviation = 1,45
Responses to item = 229 ( 99.1%)

+ 2. When did you last attend & Regular Board
Meeting?
Mean = 4,15 Hedian = 4.70
Standard Deviation s 1.30
Responses to item = 230 ( 99.6%)

3. I¢ so, did you participate or cbserve the
Regular Board Meeting?
Mean = 3.00 Hedian = 3.00
Standard Deviation = 4,88 )
Responses to item = 218 ( 94.4%)

4. When did you laet attend a Board Committee
Heet ing?
Mean = 3.42 Madian = 4.51
Standard Deviation o 1,81
Responses to item = 226 ( 97.8%)

5. If so, did you participate or cbserve the
Board Comnittee Mesting?
Mean = 3,83 Median = 4.78
Standard Deviation = 1.80
Responses to item = 178 ( 77.1%X)

6. The MPCA Board enhshces the environmental
decision making process.
v Mean = 3.39 Median = 3.68
& . Standard Deviation = 4.09
ponges to 1tem = 230 ( ©9.6%)

&

7. The Board holds the Agency accountable for
cdecisions on rules, permits, enforcements,
Mean = 3.40 Median = 3.6%5
Standard Deviation = 0.95
Responses to item = 230 ( 99.6%)

8. The Board ensures that staff decisions are
presented in understandable langusge....
Mean = 3,19 Median = 3.46
Standard Deviation = 1.086
Responses to item = 230 ( ©9.6%)

€. The Board provides & forum for citizens of
the state to appeal staff actions and....
Hean ® 4,14 Median = 4,16
Standard Deviation = 0.74
Responses to item = 230 ( ©9.6%)

10. The Board’s resolution of issues reduces
the number of court challenges to Agency..
Maen = 3,29 Hedian = 3,17
Standard Deviation s 0.96
Responses to item = 230 ( ©9.6%)

11. The Board sssures that decisions are made
in 8 public forum.
Mean = 3.83 Median = 3.96
Stendard Deviation = 0.85
Responses to i1tem = 229 ( 99. %)

options:

Never

Over 3 Years
Within 3 Years
Within 2 Years
Within 1 Year

Never

Over 3 Years
Within 3 Years
Within 2 Years
Within 1 Year

Never

Over 3 Years
Within 3 Years
Within 2 Years
Within 1 Year

Never

Over 2 Years
Within 3 Years
Within 2 Years
Within 1 Year

Never

Over 3 Years
¥ithin 3 Years
Within 2 Years
wWithin 1 Year

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinton
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Dissgres

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree
No ‘Opinion

‘Agres

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinton
Agree )
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
Item Key: 210048

1992 _ pg
Responses : .
(1B  29( 12.7%)

(2)BE 18( 6.6%)
(MR 26( 11.4%)

() 24( 10.5%)

(5) IEEEREENETEY 135( 59.0%)
()M 18( 7.8%)

() 18( 7.8%)

(3))B 19( 8.3%)

() 32( 13.9%)

(8) RTEE 143( 62.2%)
(1) TENE 107( 49.1%)
(2) 1( 0.%%)

(3)B 2( o0.98%)

(4)B 2( 0.9%)

(s) I 106( 48.8%)
(DR 73( 32.3%) .
(2)B  s8( 3.8%) -
(3) B 10( 4.4%)

() 21( 9.3%)

() DR 114( 80.4%)
(1 )BE s50( 28.1%)

()N 1( o.

(DB 2( 1.1%)

(a)B  1( 0.6%)

(s) RS 124( 69.7%)
()8 11( 4.8%)

(2) R 49( 21.3%)
()M 36( 15.7%)

() RS 107( 46.5%)
()R 27( 11.7%)

(B 5 2.2%)

(2) R <6( 20.0%)
()M <6( 20.0%)

(«) NS 117( %0.8%)
()M 16( 7.0%)

(B 12( s.2%) ..

(2) B 60( 28.1%)

(3) R 45( 19.8%)

(4) 98( 42.6%)
(s)B 5( 6.8%)

(1) 1( 0.4%)

(2)8  9o( 3.9%)

(3)M  18( 6.5%)

(4) 136( 89.1%)
()R e9( 20.0%)

(1A 3a( 1.3%)

(2)EN  55( 23.9%)

(s) 88( 37.0%)
(O)BR e64( 27.8%)
()R 23( 10.0%)

(OB 2( o.8%)

(2) 24( 10.8%)

(3)B  21( 9.2%)

(4) 146( 63.8%)
(s)EEE 36( 18.7%)




MPCA STAFF

NUMBER OF SURVEYS =

i882
231

Items:

23.

24.

26.

27.

28.

30.

31.

32.

33.

The Board does not have sufficient exper-
tise and experience to make sound....
Mean = 3,15 Median = 3.13

Standard Deviation = 1,02

Responses to item = 227 ( $8.3%)

The Board is inconsistent in 1ts decision
making process.

Mean = 3.49 Median = 3,37

Standard Deviation = 0.87

Responses to 1tem = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board process results in delaying
issuance of permits and rules.

Mean = 3.48 Median = 3.67
Standard Deviation = 0.96

Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board is too accessible in the deci-

sion making process resulting in delays...

Mean = 3.05 Median = 2.99
Standard Deviation = 1.00
Responses to iten = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board is not sufficiently involved in

long-range planning, setting priorities...

Mean = 3.57 Median = 3.63
Standard Deviation = 0.93
Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board is too invoived in {ssues not
related to specific permit and rule....
Mean = 2.83 Median s 2,83
Standard Deviation = 0.85

Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
Governor.

Mean = 2.79 Median = 2.81
Standard Deviation = 0.81

Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
Legisiature.

Mean = 2.93 Median = 2.94
Stancard Deviation = 0.81

Responsee to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
citizens.

Mean = 2.72 Median = 2.60
Standard Deviation = 0.89

Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

Environmental issues are becoming too
compliex for volunteer Board members.
Wean = 3.37 Median = 3,83
Standard Deviation = 1,48

Responses to item = 228 ( ©8.7%)

The Board weakens accountability for the

MPCA (by having & bosrd and staff both....

Mean = 2.86 Median = 2.69
Standard Deviation = 1,04
Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

Office of Measurement Services

Optiens:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Optnien
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agres

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agres

Strg Disagree
Disagres

No Opinion -
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinton
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagres

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

strg Disagree
Disagree

No ODpinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
Page 3
Item Key: 210048

GRoLP B
2.6%)

65( 28.6%)

67( 29.5%)
68( 30.0%)
9.3%)

2( 0.9%)

29( 12.7%)

o5( 41.7%)
78( 34.2%)
24( 10.5%)

3( 1.3%)
42( 18.4%)
54( 22.4%)
107( 46.98%)
25( 11.0%)

( 3.5%)

e5( 28.8%)
83( 36.4%)

82( 22.8%)
8.8%)

0.4%)

30( 13.2%)

72( 31.6%)
88( 38.6%)
37( 16.2%)

4.4%)
66( 28.9%)
114( 50.0%)
8( 12.7%)

3.9%)
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MPCA STAFF

NUMBER OF SURVEYS =

1992
231

Items:

45,

46.

47,

48.

The Board should approve the MPCA
legisiative agendsa.

Mean = 2.70 Median = 2,69
Standard Deviation s 1,09
Responses to item = 228 ( ©8.7%)

The Board should give more consideration
to the relative health risks of pollution
Mean = 3.34 Median = 3.44

Standard Deviation = 0.83

Responses to item = 228 ( 98.7%)

The Board should delegate more responsibi-
1ities to the commissioner.

Hean = 3,36 Hedien = 3.53

Stendard Deviation = 1,114

Responses to item = 227 ( 98.3%)

The Board needs to meet more frequently.
Mean = 2,66 Median = 2.63

Standard Deviation = 0.93 .
Responses to i1tem = 227 ( ©8.3%

E

Office of Measurement Services

Options:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

e Yt Yo T ) Y Y an Yo Yan Y PN P~ P~ o~

October 28, 1992
Page 5
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Responses : .42;‘z¢>tﬂP

36( 15.8%)
66( 28.9%)
63( 27.6%)
57( 25.0%)
2.6%)

8( 3.5%)

B 33( 14.5%)
B 78( 34.2%)
B s2( 40.4%)
B 17( 7.%%)

B 14( 6.2%)

R 39( 17.2%)
B cs( 25.6%)
B s83( 36.6%)
33( 14.5%)

B 20( 8.8%)
B s2( 36.1%)
B s7( 38.3%)
Bl 31 13.7%)

B 7(C 3.1%)
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UCS/Ottice of Measurement Services Date: October 28, 1992
University of Minnesota ,

2520 Broadway Drive = Rm 130

St Paul, MN 55113 (612) 626-0006

Gawe C

MEMBER OF GOVERNMENT

Course:

Termt 1992

Formt SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
item Key: 8210048

Following sre your survey results. For each item the number responding to each alternstive is
listed at the end of the bars. In addition each response percentage is listed in parentheses and is
calculsted using the number of responses to the item. The mean, median, and standard devistion

also are listed

The mean is the average rating of an item. Each response is assigned an integer
weight (number in parentheses in front of each bar), such as 1 through 5, or 1
through 7; the mean is then calculsted on all responses to the item using the
response weights. The mean is 8 good measure for summarizing results if the
distribution of responses approximstes a beli-shaped curve.

The median indicates the mid-point of the item responses. It is the point st which
50% of the responses are higher and 50% are lower. The median can be more
important than the mean in summarizing results, especially if the distribution does
not spproximate a beli-shaped curve, but sppears to have a long tail st one end or
the other. Sometimes with small numbers of respondents, the mean or median may
hide important differences in opinions, for example if 1/2 circled 1 and 1/2
circled 7, then the resultant mean and median of 4 would mask an important
difference.

The standard devistion can be used as an index of consensus among the responses; the
lower the standard devistion, the grester the similarity of responses—-genersily on

a 5 to 7-point scale, a standard devistion of 0.8 to 1.0 or less can be considered low.
tems with the highest standard devistion indicate items for which the responses are
the most spread—out :

The frequericy distributions and graphs provide you with the exact information as to
howunrmts_morodudwm

Piease note the percentage of responses to each item The further away from 100%,
the more you are deasling with the opinions of only s portion of the group..If there
were only a few responses to an item, you probably should disregard it

The options column lists the various response alternstives that are availsble on different
general purpose answer sheets. They are listed as reference to the integer weight
assigned to each siternative.

When you sre studying these resuits, be careful not to overinterpret them Differences -
between means of less than one—half to three—quarters of a point are not mesaningful
in 8 practical sense; the biggest differences are the most trustworthy.

If you have sny questions sbout your results, please feel free to contact us.




' MEMBER OF GOVERNMENT

NUMBER OF SURVEYS =

83

Office of Measurement Services

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM --

Items:
1.

10.

11.

When was your last contact with the MPCA
Board?

Mean = 3.24 Median = 3.44

Standard Deviation = 1,73

Responses to 1tem = 83 (100.0%)

vhen did you last attend a Regular Board
Hoeting?

ean = 1,88 Median = 1.33

Standard Deviation = 1,319

Respontes to item = 83 (100.0%)

if 80, did you perticipate or cbserve the
Regular Board Meeting?

Hean = 2.74 Hedian = 1.38

Standard Deviation = 1,88 )

Responses to 1tem = 46 ( §5.4%)

¥hen did you last attend a Board Committes
Meeting?

Hean = 1,77 Redian = 1.1¢

Standard Deviation = 1.483

Responges to item = 81 ( ©7.6%)

1f so, did you participate or observe the
Board Committee Meeting?

Mean = 2,850 Median = 1.36

Standard Deviation = ¢ .85

Responses to item = 38 ( 45.8%)

The MPCA Board enhances the enviromnmenta)
decision making process.

lean = 3. 10 Median = 3.24

Standard Deviation = ¢, 15

Responses to item = 80 ( 86.4%)

The Buard holds the Agency accountable for
decisions on rules, permits, enforcements,
Nean = 2,91 Median = 3.05

Standard Deviation = ¢, 18

Responses to item = 81 ( 97.6%)

. The Board ensures that staff decisions are

presented in undergtandable language....
Mean = 2,65 edian = 2.50

Standard Deviation = 1,08

Responses to 1ten = 80 ( ©86.4%)

The Board provides a forum for citizens of
the state to appea) staff actions and....
Mean = 3,32 Median = 3.62 ’
Standard Deviation = 4,13

Responses to item = 81 ( 97.6%)

The Board’s resolution of issues reduces
the nuaber of court challenges to Agency..
Mean s 2.88 Median » 2.9%

Standard Deviation = 0.87

Responses to item = 80 ( ©6.4%)

The Board assures that decisions sre made
in & puwlic forum. .

Hean = 3. 16 Medien = 3.39

Standard Deviation = 1, 15

Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

Optiens:

Never
Dver 3
Within
Within
Within

Years

3 Years
2 Years
{1 Year

Never
Over 3
wWithin
wWithin
Within

Years
3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Never

Over 3
Within
Within
¥vithin

Years
3 Years
2 Years
1 Yesr

Never
Over 3
within
Within
Within

Years

3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Never

Over 3
¥ithin
within
Within

Years
3 Years
2 Years
1 Year

Strg Disagree
Disagrse

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinfon
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Dissgree

No Opinien
Agree

Strongly Agree

S$trg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree .
Strongly Agree

1992
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,G'QauPQ

B=  23( 27.7%)
11( 13.3%)

8( ©.6%)

§( 6.0%)

TR  36( 43.4%)

80( €0.2%)
13( 18.7%)

8.4%)

7.2%)

8.4%)

Responses :

B WR -

REWHR -

26( 56.5%)
o( 0.0%)

o( 0.0%)

o( 0.0%)

20( 43.8%)

89( 72f8$)

PPN = OBWN -
lIIlllll ||

>

2

A

ROWR -

8( 10.0%)
18( 22.8%)
19( 23.8%)

REWDN -

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
%
) .
1
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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28( 35.0%)

B 7( s.8%)
1 )EEE 13( 16.0%)
2)BER  17( 21.0%)
3 19( 23.8%)
4 28( 34.6%)
] 4.9%)
1 11( 13.8%) -
2 29( 36.3%)
3 18( 22.8%)
4 21( 26.3%)
-] ( 1.3%)
1B 8( 9.%%)
2)EB  14( 13.6%)
N  17( 21.0%)
<) R 37( 45.7%)
s)M - 8( 9.%%)
DM  7( s8.8%)
2)EEE  14( 17.8%)
3) RN 42( 52.8%)
4)EB 16( 20.0%)
s)B 1( 1.3%)
1 e( 10.0%)
: -— ':g(agioga)c)
NS 31( 38.8%)
s) B 7( 8.8%)




MEMBER OF GOVERNMENT

1982
NUMBER OF SURVEYS = 83

Items:

23. The Board does not have sufficient exper-
tise and expéerience to mske sound....
Mean = 3.28 Median = 3,23
Standard Deviation = 1,13
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

24. The Board 18 inconsistent in its decision
making process.
Mean = 3.49 Median = 3.414
Standard Deviation = 1.04
Responses to item = 79 ( 95.2%)

25. The Board process results in delaying
issuance of permits and rules.
Mean = 3,859 Median = 3.57
Standard Deviation = 0.83
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

26. The Board i too accessible in the deci-
sion making process resulting {in delays...
Mean = 3,14 Mecdian = 3,07
Standard Deviation = 1,03
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

27. The Board is not sufficiently involved in
Tong-range planning, setting priorities...
Mean = 3.23 Median = 3,12
Standard Deviation = 0.84
Responses to item = 79 ( 95.2%)

28. The Board is too involved in issues not
related to specifi¢ permit and rule....
Mean = 3,17 wadian = 3.08
Standard Deviation = 0.82
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

29. The Board lacks accountability to the
Governor.
Mean = 2.99 Median = 2.99
Standard Deviation = 0.78
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

30. The Board lacks accountability to the
Legislature.
Mean s 3.24 Median = 3.22
Standard Deviation = 0.93
Responses to item = 79 ( 95.2%)

31. The Board lacks accountability to the
citizens. .
Mean = 3.49 Median = 3,65
Standard Deviation = 0.88
Résponses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

32. Environmenta! {ssues are becoming too
complex for volunteer Bosrd members.
Mean = 3.16 Mecian = 3.147
Standard Deviation = 1,368
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

33. The Board weakens accountability for the
MPCA (by having & board and staff both....
Hean = 2.99 Median = 2,93
Standard Deviation = 1,18
Responses to item = 80 ( ©6.4%)

0ffice of Measurement Services

options:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagres

No Opinion
Agres
Strongly Agres

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agres

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinien
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagres

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strp Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
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eeooP Q.

17( 21.3%)
3 26( 32.5%)
18( 23.8%)
14( 17.5%)

4( 5.0%)

1( 1.3%)

13( 16.5%)
28( 35.4%)

| ]
B  20( 25.3%)
S

17( 21.8%)

o( 0.0%)

10( 12.85%)
28( 35.0%)
B 27( 33.8%)
15( 18.8%)

4( 5.0%)

16( 20.0%)
h 35( 43.8%)

15( 18.8%)
10( 12.85%)

1( 1.3%)

10 12.7%)
46( 58.2%)
14( 17.7%)
8( 10.1%X)

10 1.3%)

!HEE 11( 13.8%)
48( 80.0%)

13( 16.3%)
7( 8.8%)

2( 2.3%)

17( 21.3%)
43( 53.8%)
16( 20.0%)

2( 2.8%)

0.0%)

20( 25.3%)
27( 34.2%)
25( 31.6%)
8.9%)

1.3%)
18( 18.8%)
19( 23.8%)
34( 42.5%)
11( 13.8%)

L" a2
23( 28.8%)

12( 15.0%)
18( 22.8%)
18( 22.5;)

8( 10.0%)
22( 27.8%)
23( 28.8%)
17( 21.3%)
10( 12.5%)




MEMBER OF GOVERNMENT

1992
NUMBER OF SURVEYS = 83
Items:
45. The Board should approve the MPCA

46.

47.

48.

HMean = 3,29

legislative agenda.

Mean = 3,17 Median = 3,29
Standard Deviation = 1,18
Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

The Board should give more consideration
to the relative health risks of poliution
Median = 3.32

Standard Deviastion = 1.06

Responses to item = 80 ( 96.4%)

The Beoard should delegate more responsibi-
l11ties to the commissioner.

Hlean = 3. 14 Mecdian = 3.08

Standard Deviation s 0.95

Responses to item = 79 ( 95.2%)

The Board needs to meet more frequently.
Mean = 2.87 Median = 2.94

Standard Deviation = 0.67
Responses to ftem = 78 ( 94.0%)

EL

0ffice of Measurement Services

Optiens:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Dpinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

- Strg Disagree

Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
Page §
Item Key: 9210048

Responses: SRoLP
(HDEE  10( 12.5%)
C(2)EEB 11( 13.8%)
BT 24( 30.0%)
) S 25( 31.3%)
(5) B  10( 12.8%)
(1H)IB s( 6.3%
K 15.0%)
S 28( 35.0%)
(4) s 25( 31.3%)
(s)IB 10( 12.5%)
(OB 3( 3.8%)
()M 4 17.7%)
G)YEEREEENR  39( 49.4%)
(OHEEE 15( 19.0%)
()M 8( 10.1%)
()B4 5.1%)
(2)BB  11( 14.1%) .
) NEEEEE s4( 68.2%)
(MR o( 11.5%)
(8) o( 0.0%)

C
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UCS/Otfice of Measurement Services Date: October 28, 1982
University of Minnesota
St Paul, MN 55113 (612) 626-0006 '

6‘20‘ (1] CL
CITIZEN GROUP

Course:

Termt 1992

Form: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
item Key: 8210048

Foliowing are your survey results. For each item the number responding to each alternative is
listed st the end of the bars. in addition each response percentage is listed in parentheses and is
‘caiculated using the number of responses to the item. The mean, median, and standard devistion
siso are listed

" The mean is the sverage rating of an item Each response is assigned an integer
weight inumber in parentheses in front of each bar), such as 1 through 5; or 1
through 7; the mean is then caicuisted on all responses to the item using the

rupomwo@mThomuagoodmweformamrmwm
distribution of respenses approximates a beli-shaped curve.

The medisn indicates the mid—point of the item responses. It is the point at which
50% of the responses are higher and 50% asre lower. The medisn can be more
important than the mean in summarizing results, especislly if the distribution does
not spproximate a bell-shaped curve, but appears to have a long tsil at one end or
the other. Sometimes with small numbers of respondents, the mean or median may
hide important differences in opinions, for example if 1/2 circled 1 and 1/2
circled 7, then the resuitant mean snd median of 4 would mask sn important
difference.

The standard devistion can be used as an index of consensus among the responses; the
lower the standsrd devistion, the grester the similarity of responses—-generally on

a 5 to 7-point scale, a standard devistion of 0.8 to 1.0 or less can be considered low. -
mmmwmdammmmmmehwrmn
the most spread-out

The frequency distributions and graphs provide you with the exact information as to
how the respondents answered each item

Please note the percentage of responses to each item The further away from 100%,
the more you are desling with the opinions of only & portion of the group. If there
were only 8 few responses to an item, you probably should disregard it

The options column lists the various response aiternstives that ere avsilable on different
general purpose answer gheets. They are listed as reference to the integer weight
sssigned to esch alternative.

When you sre studying these resuits, be cereful not to overinterpret them Differences -
between means of less then one-hsif to three—quarters of a point are not meaningful
in a practical sense; the biggest differences are the most trustworthy.

If you have any questions about your results, plesse feel free to contact us.




CITIZEN GROUP Office of Measurement Services
October 28, 1992

Item Key: 9210048

Geove &

NUMBER OF SURVEYS = 27
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM -- 1982

Items: Optiens: Responses :

i. When was your last contact with the MPCA Never 1) RIS 7( 26.8%)
Board? Over 3 Years 2 o( 0©0.0%)
Mean = 3.77 Median = 4.69 wWithin 3 Years 3 1 3.
Stendard Deviation = 1,74 Within 2 Years 4
Responses to item = 26 ( ©6.3%) Within {1 Year -]

. 2. ¥When did you last attend a Regular Board Never 1
Meeting? Over 3 Years 2
Masan = 3,62 Median = 4.63 Within 3 Years 3
Standard Deviation = 1,80 Within 2 Years 4
Responses to item = 26 ( ©6.3%) Within 1 Year 8

3. If so, did you participate or observe the Never 1
Regular Board Meating? Over 3 Years 2
Mean = 3.18 Median = 4,58 Within 3 Years 3
Standard Deviation = 1,98 Within 2 Years 4
Responses to item = 22 ( 81.8%) Within 1 Year ]

4. ¥hen did you last attend a Board Committee Never 1
Meeting? Over 3 Years 2
Mean = 3,19 Median = 4.80 Within 3 Yearse 3
Standard Deviation s 1,82 Within 2 Years 4

]

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%) Within 1 Year

$. If so, did you participate or observe the Never

Board Comnittee Meeting?
Wean = 3,44
Standard Deviation = 1.88

Median = 4,68

Over 3 Years
Within 3 Years
Within 2 Years

RAEWDN -~

Responees to item = 18 ( 66.7%) Within 1 Year

The MPCA Board enhances the envirommental Strg Disagree 1
decision making process. Disagree 2
Mean = 3.46 Median = 3,77 No Opinion 3
Standard Deviation = 1,22 Agree 4
Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%) Strongly Agree -]

7. The Board holds the Agency accountable for Strg Disagree
decisions on rules, permits, enforcemente, Disagree

PRLWN
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-

]
| ]
]
Mean = 3.3% Median = 3.88 No Dpinien [ ]
Standard Deviation = 1,21 Agree
Responses to item = 26 ( 86.3%) Strongly Agree | ]

. The Board ensures that staff decisions are Strg Disagree M s( 19.2%)
presented in understandable language.... Disagree 2)8 2( 7.7%)
Mean = 3,18 Median = 3.28 No Opinion 3 8( 30.8%)
Standard Deviation = 1,385 Agree 4 ) e( 23.1%)
Responses to item = 28 ( 96.3%) Strongly Agree (S)HER  B( 19.2%)

. The Board provides a forum for citizens of Strg Disagree 3] | 2( 7.7%)
the state to appeal staff actions and.... Disagree 2) 4( 15.4%)
tean = 3.85 Median = 3.94 ' No Opinten )M - 3( 11.5%)
Standard Deviation = .27 Agree BRERE o 34.6%)
Responses to ftem = 26 ( 96.3%) Strongly Agree (S)IEER 8( 30.8%)

10. The Board’s resolution of issuss reduces Strp Disagree 3] | a( 7.7%)
the nuaber of court chsllenges to Agency.. Dissgree 2) 2i 7.7%)
Mean = 3,27 Median = 3,32 No: Opinfon 3 11( 42.3%)
Standard Deviation = 0.98 Agree )R o 34.68%)
Responses to item = 28 ( ©6.3%) strongly agree (S)M 2( 7.7%)

11. The Board assures that decisions are made Strg Disagree 1) 2( s.0%)
in & public forum. Disagree 2)  4( 16.0%)
tean = 3.60 Median = 3.86 No Opinien EEE  4( 16.0%)
Standard Deviation = 1.30 Agres 4 = 7( 28.0%)
Responses to item = 25 ( 92.6%) Strongly Agree (S 8( 32.0%)




CITIZEN GROUP

1882
NUMBER OF SURVEYS = 27
Items:
23. The Board doss not have sufficient exper-

24,

tise and experience to make sound....
Mean = 2,69 Median = 2,50
Standard Deviation = 1,07

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board 18 inconsistent in i1ts cecision
mak ing process.

Wean = 2.73 Median = 2,72

Standard Deviation = 1,02

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board process results in delaying
issuance of permits and rules.
Mean = 2.96 Median = 3,00

" Standard Deviation = 1.19

a7.

28.

29.

31.

26 ( 96.3%)

The Board is too accessible in the deci-
sion making process resulting in delays...
Mean = 2,23 Median = 2. 14

Standard Deviation = 0.97

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

Responses to ttem =

The Board is not sufficiently invoived in
long-range planning, setting priorities...
Hean = 3,314 Mecian = 3.30

Standard Deviation = 1.20

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board s too involved in {ssues not
related to specific permit and rule....
Mean = 2,54 Median = 2,81

Standard Deviation = 1.01

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board lacks accouitability to the
Governor.

Mean = 2.69 Median = 2.%0
Standard Deviation = 0.95

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

. The Board lacks accountability to the

Legislature. .

Mean = 2.80 Median = 2.81
Standard Deviation s 1,06
Responses to 1tem = 25 ( 92.6%)

The Board lacks accountability to the
citizens.

Mean = 2.88 Median = 3,08
Standard Deviation = .21

Responses to item = 25 ( 92.6%)

Environmental issues are becoming too
complex for volunteer Board menbers.
Mean = 2,23 Median = 1,75
Standard Deviation s .34

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board weakens accountability for the
MPCA (by having & board and staff both....
Mesn = 2,19 Hedian = 2.00

Standard Deviation = 1.04

Responses to item = 26 ( ©6.3%)

0ffice of Measurement Services

Options:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

Ne Opinion
Agree

strongly Agree

Strg Disagree

‘Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree
No Optinton

Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagres

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagres

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagree

No Opintion
Agree

Strongly Agree

strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree

strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagres

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagres

No Opinion
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinien
Agree

Strongly Agree

NEWON -

ABWN -
" -

REAWN s FRBRWN-2 TBEAWDN -
T Nt Nt e e e - N N i -t P e Yt N st - e S e ' o S S S e ) e Nt St T e nt uff s’

AEWN -

ARWDN -

RN

ADWN -

P, O N N, P P S S g, g, N, S S, J g, P G, g, g, P S, S, S, S S g PN, S L e Y L L L) PN S g, PN g e Lo L Lane T ) Y Y Y e Ty

ROLWN -

Dctober 28, 1992
Page 3
item Key: 9210048

@RouvP C

3( 11.5%)

5 10( 38.%5%)
6( 23.1%)

6( 23.1%)
3.8%)

3( 11.8%)
8( 30.8%)
8( 94.6%)
s( 19.2%)
1( 3.8%)

3( 11.8%)

8( 30.8%)
4( 15.4%)

9( 34.6%)
2( 7.7%)

6( 23.1%)
11( 42.3%)

3( 11.5%)
2( 7.7%)
10( 38.5%)
6( 23.1%)
8( 19.2%)

=====ll 8( 19.2%)
7( 26.9%)

8( 34.8%)
S( 19.2%)
o( 0.0%)

2( 7.7%)
11( 42.3%)
6( 23.1%)
7( 26.9%)
o( 0.0%)

3( 12.0%)
7( 28.0%)
8( 32.0%)
6( 24.0%)
1( 4.0%)

S( 20.0%)
4( 16.0%)
- 6( 24.0%)
o( 36.0%)
1( 4.0%)

12( 46.2%)
4( 15.4%)
3( 11.8%)
e( 23.1%)
1( 3.8%)

7( 26.9%)
12( 46.2%)
2( 7.7%)
8( 19.2%)
o( 0.0%)




CIT1ZEN GROUP

1992
NUMBER OF SURVEYS = 27

Items:

45,

46.

47.

48.

The Board should approve the MPCA
legisliative agenda.

Mean = 2,77 Median = 2.67
Standard Deviation s 4,28
Responses to item = 26 ( ©6.3%)

The Board should give more congsideration
to the relative health risks of pollution
Wean = 3,42 HHedian = 3.50

Standard Deviation = 1,34

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board should delegate more responsibi-
1ities to the commissioner.

Hean = 2,96 Median = 2,78

Standard Deviation = 4,37

Responses to item = 26 ( 96.3%)

The Board neede to meet more frequently.
Mean = 2,96 Median s 3.00

Standard Deviation = 0.92
Responses to item = 25 ( 92.6%)

B
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Options:

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disegree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagree
Disagree

No Opinion
Agree
Strongly Agree

Strg Disagres
Disagrees .
Ne Opinion
Agree .
Strongly Agree

October 28, 1992
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= - Erove O

Responses

(1) S( 19.2%)
(2) 7( 26.9%)
(3) 6( 23.1%)
(4) 8( 19.2%)
()  3( 11.8%)

€] | 2( 7.7%)
(2)E - 6( 23.1%)
(PEEE 5( 19.2%)
(«)EE  s( 19.2%)
(s) i 8( 30.8%)
(DR 4( 15.4%)

(2) 8( 30.8%)
(3)IB  4( 15.4%)
()R s( 19.2%)
()R s( 19.2%)
(1)) 2( 8.0%)
2)EB < 16.0%)
(3) 13( 82.0%)
()R  5( 20.0%)
(s)R 1( 4.0%)






