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~ Metropolitan Council 
~ Work ing for the Region, Planning for the Future 

Environmental Services 

January 13, 1999 

Dear Industrial Customer: 

In the fall of 1998, you received a copy of the results of the first two of four phases of 
MCES ' 1998 Customer Research Project: a survey of city officials and staff completed in 
June 1998, and a survey of industrial users completed in September 1998. 

Results of the final two phases of our Customer Research Project were recently published 
and are enclosed; a survey of the general public and a survey of government agencies. 

I hope you will have an opportunity to review the conclusions and recommendations of 
all four phases of the research, and that you find the information useful. Our goal is to 
engage you in a meaningful discussion about protecting the regional environment and 
shaping our priorities and budget to deliver high-quality service. To that end, some 
recommendations are being implemented immediately and others will be the subject of 
additional discussions at our annual pre-budget customer meetings, which will begin in 
early spring. 

Please let me know if you have any comments to share by calling (651)-602-1106. I can 
also be reached through E-mail at helen.boyer@metc.state.mn.us 

rr;: ~,~ ,,-
Helen Boye: U 
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0 
MCES Division Director 

230 East Fifth Street St. Paul, Minnesota 5510l · 1626 (651) 602-1005 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

Fax 602- 1183 TDD/TIY 229-3760 



Overview of 
Customer Research Project 

General Public Survey 
Objectives 

• Determine water resource 

priorities and regional needs 

• Identify areas of public 

support for water quality 

improvements 

• Measure general awareness 

of MCES and current 

performance 

• Identify communication 

opportunities 
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We're Listening 

In the past few years, th e responsibilities and chall enges under­
taken by Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) 
have become more complex than eve r. Especially as we move to 

a new approach defined by watershed management, we're also 
developing new ways of relating to our customers and address ing 
th eir expectations. 

Much of the ground work is already done. We' re continuing to 

implement the Council's Water Resources Policy Plan and 
MCES's Strategic Business Plan. And we' re committed to im­
proving our responsiveness to the region as we conduct our two 
core businesses : wate r resources planning, and wastewater 
collection and treatment. 

But we're striving for an even more thoughtful level of service. 
We recently completed an inte rnal scorecard addressing custom er 
ervice, and wanted to follow up with an exte rnal assessment to 

gr,t our customers' point of vi ew. The result was th e Customer 

Research Project, the third phase of which is reported in this 
docum ent. Phases I (City Offi cials & Staff) and II (Industrial 
Users) results have been sent to you previously. The fourth and 
final phase involved other government agencies. The results will 
be shared with you in the near future. 

The proj ect emerged from our commitment to measure our 
perceived level of servi ce, both qualitatively and quantitatively. 
The general public's knowledge about MCES was canvassed 
through the omnibus survey conducted by the University of 
Minnesota Survey Center and is contained in this report. More 

specifi c to MCES, we engaged The Research Edge to conduct in­
depth analys is with our major customer groups: 
• City offi cials and staff 
• Industrial users 

•Other government agencies. 

Our goal is to engage you in a meaningful discussion about 
protecting the regiona l environment and shaping our prioriti es 
and budget to delive r high-quality service. Please let us know if 
you have any comments to share. 

Sincere ly, 

~/~£y-
Helen Boyer 
MCES Director 

Pref erred Information Sources on 
Water Quality and Environmental Issues 

Newspapers, T V, radio 
••••••••• 78% 

22% 

Newsletters/mailings •••21% 

Flyers/ information I 5°/o 
included in wale r/sewer bills 

Web sites or other I 3 °/o 
co rn puler sources 

Community/ I 2°/o 
neighborhood events 

Special events/ I 1 O/o 
speakers/tours 

Educational programs for I 1 °/o 
students and~ 1cachers 

• yes 
no 

Access to 

Oh 
15% 

t er 

Information on Internet 
Yes, at work - 18°/0 

Yes, at home -160/0 

Yes, both -180/o 

Yes, at fa mily, fri end 13°/o 

Yes, at school I 2 0/0 

Yes, many pl aces 11 °/0 

No access 

• yes 
no 

43% 

73% 

95% 

97% 

98% 

99% 

99% 

95% 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Respondents consider the media 
(newspapers, TV, radio) a reliable source 
of information on water quality and the 
environment, and the information they 
receive changes existing attitudes about 
one-third of the time. A majority of respon­
dents (57%) have some access to the 
Internet. 

The media should be considered an 
important vehicle for public education. 

MCES should continue to strengthen its 
presence on the Internet. 



More to Come 

Continued Service/Future Surveys 

This re earch provided excellent information and 

provides an opportunity to better serve the people 

of the region and improve communications with 

the general public. 

Future surveys will be conducted to continue to 

gauge progress and needed change. 

Metropolitan Council 
Environmental Services 

230 East Fifth Street 
SL. Paul, Minne ota 55101-1633 

651/602-1129 
(65 l /229-3760 TTY) 

Council email: 
data.center@metc.state.mn.us 

iVeb site: 
http://www.metrocouncil.org 

~ Metr o p o li tan Council 
~ Envi r onmental Se rv ices 

• General Public • 
• City Officials & Staff • 

• Industrial Users • 
• Other Government Agencies • 

Highlights of General Public Survey 
Quality of Life and Water 
• A majority of re pondents consider air and 
water quality in the Twin Cities area abo e 
average compared to other cities; and the level 
of service provided for ta ' dollars to be average. 

• Regarding the environment, respondents 
indicated th e most important activity for 
regional government to be increased environ­
mental protection, followed closely by publi c 
education. 

• Respondent were more satisfi ed with the 
quality of their drinking water than with th e 
water quality of area lakes and rivers. 

Water Quality Improvements 
• A majority of respondent can co rrectly 
identify the ultimate destination of wastewater 
and surface water runoff. 

• Protection of lakes and rivers and reduction of 
agri cultural runoff were named most often as 
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the most important way to improve water 
quality. 

• Respondent indicated strong support for use 
of a 'set aside' from re idential sewer bills to 
fund activities to improve water quality and the 
addition of a water pollution charge to th e cost 
of lawn fertilizers. 

• Most respondent rated protection of the 
environment a a relati ely more important 
consideration in treating wastewater, and cost 
relatively less important. 

Perception of MCES 
• Forty percent of respondents have some 
awareness of MCES. A majority of those believe 
MCES i doing a "good" or "very good" job. 

Public Information & Communications 
• Respondents rely heavily on the media (n ew -
paper , TV, radio) and prefer it for information 
about water quality and the environment, 
although they beli eve th e media does not 
change their attitude about water quality. 



Quality of Life and Water 

Quality of Life in the Twin Cities 
Over the Last Year or Two 

Gotten better 25°/o 

Stayed the sam e 58°/o 

Gotten worse 

Quality Characteristics of Twin Cities 
Compared to Other Cities 

Employment 
opportunjties 

' 1% 
18% 

Air and water 61% 
quality - 4% 

35% 

Climate 46% 
32% 

Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

A majority of respondents 
consider air and water 
quality to be above average 
compared to other cities; 
and the Level of service 
provided for tax dollars to 
be average. 

Educational efforts stressing 
the link between a cleaner 
environment and improved 
quality of life should be 
considered, as should be 
improving the perceived 
value of services provided to 
the taxpayer. 

80% 

Entertainment 62% 
opportunities - 6% 

32% 

Concern for 55% 
the disadvantaged - 1% 

38% 

32% 
Personal safe ty 47% 

- 9% 
How easy it is 33% 

47% - Above average 
to get around 20% Average 

Quality of the 45% - Below average 
public schools 14% 

41% 

Level of service 28% 
provided for tax dollar 53% 

19% 
52% 

Health care 36% 
12% 

Shopping facilities 20% 
78% 

• 2% 
AffordabiLlty and 28% 

61% quality of housing 12% 

Perception of MCES 

l(nowledge of MCES 

Yes 

No 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

40% of respondents had some 
knowledge of MCES. Of those having 
knowledge, a majority considered MCES 
doing a 'good' or 'very good ' job in four 
named areas of service. 

Greater awareness ~f MCES and the 
services it provides should be pursued. 

How is MCES Doing? 

-;;;;i1~2~%~~ .......... .. Treating ~ 54% 
wastewater ~------- 27% 

7% 
1% 

--11% 
Getting industrial ~~~~~~~~!'~~·· 

users to control 30% 
wastewater pollution 

Planning for 
water resources 

for the future 

12% 
3% 

9% 

6% 
3% 

.... 10% 

36% 

44% 

• Very good 
• Good 
D Fair 

46% Poor 
Very poor 

Protecting 
the environment 

in the m etro area 

~~~~~!ll!l~ ....... 54% 
'-------~ 27% 

8% 
1% 
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~ Metropolitan Co u nci l 
~ E n vi ronm e nl al Se r v ices 

• General Public • 
• City Officials & Stiiff • 

• Industrial Users • 
• Other Government Agencies • 



~Metropo l it a n Co u ru·il 
~ En, iro nm t! nlal Se n ices 

• General Public • 

Public Information & 
Communications 

Aware of Receiving Information 
on Metro Area Water Quality in Last Year 

Yes 45°/o 

No 55% 

How Water Quality Information Was Received 

Newspaper , T V, radio 
•••••••• 78% 

22% 

N I I .L. .10% 
cws etlc rs mai mgs 

Communi ty/ I 4 % 
neighborhood events 

Flye rs/ information I 4 °/o 
incl uded in wale r/sewe r bills 

Educational programs for I 2°/o 
students and teachers 

Web sites o r other 11 °/o 
computer sources 

• yes 
no 

Special eve nts/ 11 °/o 
spea ke rs/tours 

Other 
-12% 

Attitudes About Water Quality Changed 
by Receiving This Information 

Yes 31% 

No 69% 

90% 

96% 

96% 

98% 

99% 

99% 

88% 

General Public 
Respondent Profile 

This report contains selection from th e Quality of Life, 
Governm ent, and Environment sections from th e 1997 
Twin Cities Area Survey (TCAS'97). 

TCAS '97 was th e fifteenth omnibus survey of adult , 
age 18 and over, who reside in the seven county Twin 
Cities metropolitan area. Data collection was con­
ducted from November 1997 to February 1998 by the 
Minnesota Center for Survey Research at the University 
of Minnesota . 

A total of 803 telephone interviews were completed for 
TCAS '97. The overall respon e rate wa 65%. 

Since the indjvidua]s who participated in TCAS '97 
were randomly selected from the population of th e 
Twin Cities metropolitan area, the survey result can he 
generalized to the entire Twin Cities area. 

There is a 95 % chance or better that if all household 
in the Twin Cities metropolitan area were surveyed, the 
results would not differ from the TCAS '97 findings by 
more than 3.5 percentage points. 

Survey Sample Characteristics 

Respondent county Number Percent 
Anoka 82 10.2% 
Carver l8 2.3% 
Dakota 98 12.2% 
Hennepin 368 45.8% 
Ram ey 162 20.2% 
Scott 21 2.6% 
Washington 55 6.8% 



Water Quality Improvements 
Destination of Stormwater 

Aware of where stormwater goes 
after it leaves the catch basin? 

64% 

No 

1 If yes, where does the water go? 

Wastewater/sewage - 21 0/ 
treatment plant /0 

Stream or lake - 3 5°/o 
Mississippi River - 34°/0 

Under the ground/ 1
3 01 

groundwater /0 

Other I 3% 
Minnesota River I 20/0 

Local pond I 2 0/0 

Destination of Household Wastewater 
Aware of where household wastewater goes 
after it leaves the drain? 

67% 

No 

Do you know the name or location of the plant? 

Yes, Pigs Eye, ••••• 
St. Paul, or main plant 25% 

Yes, Other ••• 20% 

0 55% 

If yes, where does the water go? 

Wascewarer/sewage •••••••• 69% 
rreacmem planr 

Stream or lake I 4 °/o 
Miss issipp i River • 90/0 

Septic rank/ • 13 01 
cesspool /O 

Other I 2% 
Sewer I 3°/o 

Most Important Way to Improve 
Water Quality 

Protect lakes and rivers 44°/o 
Reduce agricultural runoff 

All equal 1Q0/o 

Other I 10/0 

' 

Use Sewer Bills to Improve 
Water Quality 

Yes 

No 16% 

84% 

Add Water Pollution Charge 
to Cost of Lawn Fertilizers 

Yes 70% 

No 

Perceived Importance, When Purchasing, 
of Effects of Products on Water Quality 

Purchase household cleaners 18% 
and automotive products 2% 

1% 

Purchase lawn fertilizer 19% 
and other lawn products 2% 

1% 

Dissose of paint, oil . 6% 
an other products 1% 

1% 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

A majority of respondents are aware of the 
ultimate destination of wastewater :from 
homes and business and of surface water 
runoff. 

Protection of lakes and ri vers and reduction 
of agricultural runoff were named most 
often as the most important way to improve 
water quality. 

A s.ignificant majority of respondents felt 
that money from sewer bills should be set 
aside to improve water quality, and that a 
water pollution charge should be added to 
the cost of lawn fertilizers. 

79% 

79% 

92% 

• Very important 
• Somewhat important 

Not very important 
Not at all important 

As well, a majority of respondents (70%) felt 
it to be 'very important' to consider the 
effects of household products, lawn 
fertilizers and the disposal of paints and 
other household hazardous products when 
purchasing them. 

Funding for new initiatives such as those 
designed to improve water quality, through 
non-traditional measures, has considerable 
public support and should be explored 
.further. 

Continue our commitment to nonpoint source 
pollution programs which contain elements 
such as planning, education, research and 
development, grants, monitoring and 
assessment. 



Water Quality Improvements continued 

Note: 
Questions on this poge reflect public interest in decisiom related 
to new solids processing equipment for the Metro Plant. 

Most Important in 
Treating Wastewater 

How it e ffects 
the e nviro nm ent ••• 83% 

Both .10% 

How much it costs I 6°/o 

Othe r I 1 % 

Aware of Problems to 
Air Quality in Treating 
Wastewater 

Yes 19% 
No 91% 

Most Important in Replacing 
Outdated Wastewater 
Treatment Equipment 

Producing treated sludge 

Reclucing emissions 

Lim iting negati ve impacts - 18°/o 

All ec1ual - 9°/o 
Other 12% 

Concerns about Uses of 
Treated Sludge 

Yes -27% 

No 1 73% 

44% 

Aware of Negative 
Neighborhood Impact 
from Treating Wastewater 

Yes I 6% 

No 94% 

Where Should Emphasis 
be Placed When Making 
Decisions about 
Wastewater Treatment 

All reside nts 74% 
Those who li ve - 2401 

dose by /0 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

A majority (83%) of respondents fe lt that 
considering the environment was most 
important when treating wastewater 
compared to only six percent who felt that 
cost was most important. 

When considering decisions on wastewater 
treatment, respondents were three tim es as 
likely to place prefe rence on all residents 
than on just those who li ve close by to a 
treatment plant. 

Both the environmental impacts and the 
costs of treating wastewater should be 
communicated to the general public on a 
regular basis, m should be the benefits of 
the reuse of treated sludge and wastewater 
treatment to the region. 

Most Important for Regional Government 
Increase environmental 

protection 

Educate the public 

Control water pollution 

Improve odor control 

33°/o 

28°/o 

All equal 6°/o 
Reduce sewer rates • 3 0/0 

Other . 3°/o 

Quality of Area Water 

-=====~42% Quali ty of drinking I 38% 
wate r at home ~ 12% 

7% 
1% 

-11% 

• Very satisfied 
• Somewhat satisfied 
D Not very satisfied 

Not at all satisfied 
Don't know 

Quality of water in .. !1!!!!1!!!!1!!!~11·• 51% 
metro lakes and rivers ~ 27% 

~--~ 

8% 
3% 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Hegarding the environment, respondents 
indicated the most important activity for 
regional government to be increased envi­
ronmental protection, followed by pubJic 
education. 

A majority of respondents were satisfied 
with both the quality of drinking water 
at home and the quality of water in metro 
lakes and rivers, although they were more 
satisfi ed with drinking water quality. 

Build on the public's strong general aware­
ness of environmental issues and introduce 
increasingly more detailed aspects of those 
issues through outreach and education. 

Examine ways to expand environmental 
protection efforts as well as broaden public 
education learning opportunities regarding 
the actions the public can take. 



Overview of 
Customer Research Project 

Government Agencies 
Survey Objectives 

• Help clarify roles 
of MCES and other agencies. 

• Identify high priority and 
emergrng issues. 

•Identify opportuniti es for 
cooperation and coordination 
between agencies. 
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We're Listening 

In the past few years, the responsibiliti es and challenges under­
taken by Metropolitan Council En vironmental Services (MCES) 
have become more complex than ever. Especially as we move to 
a new approach delined by watershed management, we're also 
developing new ways of relating to our customers and other 
government agencie and addressing their expectations. 

Much of the ground work is already done. We're continuing to 
implement the Council's Water Resources Policy Plan and 
MCES's Strategic Business Plan. And we're committed to im­
proving our respon iveness to the region as we conduct our two 
core businesses: water resources planning, and wastewater 
collection and treatment. 

But we're striving for an even more thoughtful level of service. 
We recently completed an internal scorecard addressing customer 
service, and wanted to follow up with an external assessment to 
get our customers' point of vi ew. The result was the Customer 
Research Project, the fourth phase of which is reported in this 
document. The results of Phases I (City Offi cials & Staff) , II 
(Industrial sers) and Ill (General Public) have been previously 
rep01ted. 

The project emerged from our long-term commitment to mea­
sure our perceived level of service, both qu alitatively and quanti­
tatively. To start out, the general public's knowledge about 
MCES was canvassed through the omnibus survey conducted by 
the University of Minnesota Survey Center. More specific to 
MCES, we engaged The Research Edge to conduct in-depth 
analysis with our major customer groups: 
• City officials and staff 
• Industrial users 
· Government agencies. 

Our goal is to engage you in a meaningful discussion about 
protecting th e regional environment and shaping our priorities 
and budget to deliver high-quality service. Please let us know 
if you have any comments to share. 

Sincerely, 

IJL4y~ 
Helen Boyer 
MCES Director 

•I 

Success Factors for Joint Efforts 
Identified Success Factors 
for Joint Projects 
• Shared goa ls 
• Common und erstanding of goals and value of participati on 
• Defin ed roles/ responsibilities and levels o f' authority for project members 
• Defin ed expectati ons and rules for the project 
• Building or presence of' long te rm relationship with project members 
• Communi cati ons 
·The project made a pri ority and th e resul ts supported 
• A poin t pe r on identi fi ed in each project member orga ni za ti on 
• All sta keho lde r~ have part of' the project 
• End date set for project wo rk 
• All th e necessa ry resourees to th e project assigned 
• The projl:'cl cost shared among members 
• Project rules kept constant over time as much as possible 
• The processes in vo lved in projects streamlined/ minimize red tape 
•The 'glo ry' of successful projects shared with all participants 
• Good 'chemistry' and personalities, and the ability lo staff in a way 

that creates it 

Areas With Collaborative Potential 
Potential Area 
Water qua lity in St Croix Va ll ey 

Pla nning/ technica l ass ista nce for 
watershed distri cts/ loca l gove rnm ents 

Storm wate r issues/maintenance 

Su rface wate r issurs 

'on-point pollution 

Co nve rsion of Watershed Management 
Orga ni zations lo watershed distri cts 

Land use/ resource issu<'s 

Si mplify join t reb'lilatory wo rk 

Urba n sprawl/ open spaces/ 
growth patte rns 

Transportat ion 

Water suppl y plan ni ng/ resea rch 

Environnw nta l indi cato rs/biometri cs 

Environme nta l educati on 

Susta ina ble de velopme nt 

\Va tPr mo nit o rin g/gra nts 

Wate r qua li ty resea rch 

Agency/ Agencies 
Nationa l Park Service 

MN Boa rd of Water and Soil Hcsourccs 
Army Corps of Engineers 

MN Department of Hea lth 
MN Boa rd of Water a nd So il Hesources 
MN Department of l atu ra l Hesourccs 

MN Department of Hea lth 

MN Board of Water a nd oil Hcsou rccs 
MN Department of Ag ri cult u re 
MN Department of atura l Hesou rces 

MN Boa rd of Water and So il Hesources 

MN Boa rd of Wale r and So il Hesou rces 
MN De pa rtment of Agriculture 

MN De pa rtment of Agricu lture 

MN De pa rtment of Natu ra l Hesources 
M Po llutio n Contro l Agency 

"1 Po llutio n Cont ro l Agency 

M De pa rtrnc nl of Natu ra l Hesources 

MN De partment of Natura l HPsourccs 
MN Po llution Control Agency 

MN De pa rtme nt of atural Hesources 
Watershed Ma nageme nt Organi zati ons 

MN De partme nt of Natura l Hrsourccs 

\Vatershcd Managcmr·nt Orga nizatio ns 
Watershed di stri cts 

Watershed distri cts 

Water qua lity goa ls/standard setting MN Pollution Control Age ncy 

Custome r resea rch/ pu hlir fp!'ffhark MN Po llution Contro l Agency 

Shari ng vi sions/planning/long term focu s MN Pollution Contro l Age ncy 
MN Board of Wate r a nd So il He ources 

Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

State and national agencies 
were most positive about 
cooperati ve projects, due in 
large part to prior work with 
MCES and pressure by th e 
gen eral public to reduce 
competition and inefficien-. . 
c1es among agencies. 

Succes fa ctors for joint 
efforts revolve around clear 
communications and mutual 
understanding and agree­
m ent of shared goals. 

Of several potential areas for 
cooperation and coordina­
tion identifi ed, priority areas 
to pursue appear to include 
areas of some overlap 
related to data gathering, 
public education, and 
planning. 

Ensure joint efforts are based 
on a clear understanding of 
shared goals and the need to 
deliver concrete results. 

Pursue cooperative projects 
from a systems approach and 
select those with high impact 
and the potential for measur­
able environmental outcomes 
and cost savings . 
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Future Dialogue 
The government survey concluded the final phase of MCES's 

] 998 re ea rch project. nqucstionably, our customers 

and government agencies a re at the center of all we do. 

Therefore, it is imperative we stay connected to their 

em erging and changing needs. With that in mind , we will 

continu e customer and government agency d iscuss ions. 

Government Agency Discussion 
Jn th e nea r future, we plan to get together with all th e govern­
ment agencies we contacted and explore opportunities for further 
di a logue and involvement. One model for this is a recent MPCA 
and MCES forum , from which we've already developed a prelimi­
nary li st of issues we want to pa rtn er on in the future. 

Customer Discussion 
A forma lized survey method will be applied again in the year 
2000. Our current customer strategy is to: 

• Apply th e information we 
learned from the 1998 survey 
to improve our services and 
produ cts. 

• Loo k for new ways to ask 
what our customers expect 
from us. 

tilizc our resources to 
provid e the highest level of 
custom er servi ce. 

• Measure the resul t of our 
efforts and test those resu lts 
with our customers. 

• Continually refin e the process 
of co llecting custom er satisfac­
tion data to ensure th e quality 
of information we get back is 
timely and is targeted to 
changing customer groups. 

Metropolitan Council 
Environmental Se r v ices 

230 East Fifth Street 
St. Pau l, Minnesota 55101-1633 

651/602-1129 
(6511229-3760 TTY) 

Council email: 
data.center@metc.state.mn.us 

Uleb site: 
http://www.metroco uncil.o rg 

~ Metropolitan Council 
~ E n v ironm e ntal S e rvice s 

• Other Government Agencies • 
• General Public • 

• City Officials & Staff • 
• Industrial Users • 

Highlights of Government Agencies Survey 

Common Interest Areas 
• Environmental issues of common interest included 
seven water resource topics in addition to land use 
and transportation impacts. 

• Sustainable development is an emerging issue area 
for several agencies. 

• Restructuring and organizational development 
along a geographic, cross-functional basis is an 
emerging trend. 

• Most of the agencies interviewed are 
interested in cost effectiveness in response to 
expectations of the general public. 

Interactions and Effective 
Relationships 
• High rating were gi en MCE in the areas of 
professionalism and service vaJue; improvement 
opportunities ex ist in the areas of access and 
customer responsiveness. 

• MCES results are generally viewed favorabl y. 
Mixed perceptions regarding both operational and 
planning functions reflect a need for greater aware­
ness of MCES results and provide opportunities for 
improvement in some specifica ll y identified areas. 

December 1998 

• ear ly all respondents reported a positive experi­
ence with building relationship between their 
agency and MCES. MCES is viewed as a partner by 
the majority of interviewed national and state 
agencies; an opportunity exists to improve relation 
with watershed management organizations and 
distri cts. 

• Suggestions to enhance partnership resu lts in­
cluded streamlining bureaucracy, in creas ing efficien­
cies, focusing on high-leverage activities and measu r­
able outcomes, listening to the diverse community 
and bei ng more customer-focused. 

Success Factors For Joint Efforts 
• Success factors revolve around clear communica­
tions and mutual understanding and agreement of 
shared goals. 

• Several potential areas for cooperation and coordi­
nation were identiJied; priority areas to pursue 
appear to include areas of overl ap related to data 
gath ering, public educa tion, and planning. 

•Outcome-based reporting and use of a coord inated, 
systems approach provide a basi for effective, 
cooperative efforts. 



Common Interest Areas 
The natural e nvironm ent inherently crosses 
politica l boundaries. This reality creates a n 
opportun ity for government agencies to 
work togethe r, as reflected in the table to 
the right which list areas of common 
interest with MCES. 

Respondents were asl ed about new initia­
tives o r directions they are pursuing. In 
addition to comments received related to 
the environmental issues conta ined in the 
table, topics noted included agency 
reorgan izations, su tainable development, 
and cost effici encies. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Agencies inte rvi ewed identifi ed a common 
inte rest with MCES within nin e broad areas. 
Coordination level va ri es aero agencie . 
Water monitoring wa the most frequently 
mentioned common interest. 

Among the new directions reported, agency 
reorgan izations along geographic lines 
provide the biggest potential impact. A 
shifting emphasis from an activ ity-based 
focus to an outcome-driven process is 
beginning Lo emerge among man y of the 
agencies inte rviewed. 

Defin e roles and responsibilities through an 
information sharing process. Use water 
monitoring as a discussion .starting point. 
Promote a more coordinated effort on water 
and other environmental issues. 

Initiate contact with reorganized agencies 
to ensure MCES maintains appropriate 
contacts and understands the changed 
organizations. 

Perceived Areas of 
Common Interest 
with MCES 

Agency 

Surface water quality 
i\ati ona l Pa rk "e rvice 

Arm y Corps of Enginee rs 

\1innesota Board of Water and 
Soil Hcsou rc<'s 

\li ntH'SOUI D" partnw nl of Agri r 11hure 
~'li nnesota Dl'parlmc nt of 

Natura l Hcsources 

Watershed Manageme nt Orga ni za ti ons/ 
Watershed Districts 

Water monitoring 
,\rmy Corps of Enginef'r. 

Min nesota lkpartmenl of Agri cu lture 
Watersht>d Manage me nt Organizations 
and Watcrshcd Distri cts 

~'litrn esota Pollution Cont ro l Agency 
Minnesota Boa rd of Watt•r and 

Soi I Hesou rces 

Wastewater treatment 
Arm y Corps of Enginee rs 
Minnesota Department of Agri culture 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

~1inn esota Department of 
1atu ra l Hcsourccs 

Groundwater quality 
Minnesota Depa rtm ent of I lcalth 

Minnesota Board of Water and 
oil Hcsourccs 

Agency Detail 

t. Croix basin : 
Handa rds 

Wetlands; Miss iss ippi 
n ve r 

Wetl ands 
Agri cultu ra l chem ica ls 

Phosphorus loading; 
slonnwale r 

La k<' usage impact; 
discha rges into 

Mis, issippi 

Hi,C' r sampling/ data 
sharing 

Strea111 rn o nitorin g 

Citi zens lake program ; 
gra nt :; ; access to la b 
se rvices 

Moni to ring progra ms 

Assist loca l 
govr rnmcnts 

Plant consu·uctio n 
By-product liming 

mate ri a ls 
Hcgulalor of plants/ 

p<' rrn its 

Phosphorus impact 

Flow modeling; 
monito ring 
drinking wale r/ we ll 
protection 

and Watershed \1 anage1n £> nt Organizations Poll ution prevention 
and Watershl'd Distri cts 

onpoint pollution 
~innesota Boa rd of Wate r and 

Soi l Hesources 

\'linncsola Depa rtment of Fa milies. 
Child ren & Lea rni ng 

\1innesota lk pa rtment of Agriculture 

~·tinn esota Pollu tion Control Agency 

Program funding; 
sta ndards 

Puh li c educa tion 
Urban/ rural pesticide 
and nutri e nt loading 
Pre\ c-ntion 

Perceived Areas of Common Interest with MCES t.:o ntinu t'd 

Agency 

Planning 
Ann y Corps o f Engirl!'c rs 

~linn esota Polluti on Contro l Agt• n<· 
'.l inrwsota Boa nl of Water and 

Soi I Hcsou rTcs 

\'lin ncsola Dc part11 1t'nl of 
Natu ra l H<'SOLUTCS 
Watershed Manag<' TIH' nt Organi za tions 
and Watl'rshed Distri cts 

Prevention education 
~1i n n esota Department of Agriculture 
Mi nnesota D1·pa rtment of Families, 

hildrcn & Learning 

\ atc rshccl \l anag<' mcnt Organi za ti ons 
and Wate rshed Distri cts 

Agency Detail 

Wal<' r qua lity planning 
coa lition 

Hcgiona l so lutions 

He\ ic\\ of agt>•H") 
plans 

Wate r suppl y planning 

Plans n' view<' rl hy 
MCES 

L rban/ rural no n poin t 

clr ools as too l in 
publi c education 

Hcsident educa t.i on 

Agency 

Land use/urban sprawl 
Minnesota Depa rtment of Hea lth 

\1innesola Boa rd of\ ater and 
o i I Hesou rces 

\linnesota Departmen t of 
\ atu ra l HC'sourccs 

r\rrn y Corps or Engin f't •rs 

\l i11ncsota Pollution Cnntro l Ag<'ncy 

\X'atc rshecl :\'lanagrme nl Organ izations 

Transportation 
Minnesota Po llution Contro l Agency 

Agency Detail 

Impact on wat l' r 
suppl y 

lntf'gration of land 
usc/\\a ter qua lity 

Impact on animal 
habitats 

Hchabilitati on of 
Mississippi ri ve r 
habitats 

1 mpact on air 
emission / qua lity 

Impact on water 
qua li1 y 

L rhan sprawl/ air 
quality 

Interactions and Effective 
Relationships 
Re pondents rated MCES effecti e in the 
areas of professionalism and servi ce value 
and less effecti ve in th e areas of acces and 
customer responsive nes . 

As in prior studies with cities and industri al 
customers, awareness plays a large role in 
an evaluation. Awareness levels of MCES 
programs ranged from 20-65%. Some 
fun ctions such as wastewate r treatment, 
water monitoring, laboratory analysis, and 
water quali ty grants were both known and 
pe rce ived a re latively ffective. Review of 
plans and planning received mixed evalua­
tion . Other functions were not well known 
and rece i ed mixed evaluations. 

Biennial reports and newsletters such a 
Council Directions were the best remem­
bered written communications from MCES 
by those responding for their agencies. 
When asked for suggc tions to improve 
information haring, the responses focused 
on sharing data and program goals and 
results. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Overall, MCES ha a positive image with 
most agencies in te rviewed. Improvement 
opportuniti es exist in the areas of access and 
re ponsiveness to agency inquiries, increas­
ing awarenes of MCES's le well known 
fun ctions and program resul ts, and improv­
ing the perce ived cffectivene of various 
a peels of planning. 

Promote availability of MCES's three water­
shed coordinators to facilitate access and 
address issues. Initiate contacts with agen­
cies to ensure staff know who MCES~s con­
tnct persons are. Review and update maihng 
list ·. Av aluate appropriateness of current 
publications as tools fo r interagency commu­
nications. 

Provide forums for collaborative development 
of regional environmental and water policies 
and plans and for issue identification and 
resolution. Work with Council Community 
Development Division staff to improve 
process for review of local comprehensive 
plans. 5 



Interactions and Effective Relationships continued 

Prior Experience Working 
with MCES 

Participants were asked what has worked 
wel l in prior contacts with MCES. Nea rly a ll 
re pondents re ported a positive ex pe ri e nce 
with building re lationship betwee n MCES 
and their agencies. Amo ng inte rviewees 
with littl e contact with MCES, the tone was 
gc nera Uy positi ve. 

Some typical positive comments included: 

" they arc part of the team·· 
"trying to be proacti\ e'' 
"good li stPnns" 
" rTsponsi\f• .. .. carc about the issups" 
" good rC'su Its"' 

•· \ o conlro\ PrS\ bet WC'C'n us"' 
"' helpful in program dC'vclopmcnt input'" 
'·acti' e parti<'ipant in coop effo rts" 

"good relationship" 
"communication is o n(' of the ir stre ngths.'' 

Suggestions to Enhance 
Interactions and Results 
Wh e n asked for uggl' t ions for MCES to 
enhance interactions and results, respondents 
me ntioned the following: 

·deve lop a more proactive approach, in advance 
o f complaints; 
• focus on high priority or high leverage points; 
•dri ve the procC'ss based on outcomes, not 
activiti es; 
• Ii te n to the commun ity and environmental 
group more so work can be customer focused -
let the peo ple decide what prioriti e ex ist; 
• co mmunicate open ly a nd honestly and share 
good and bad information to build the trust a nd 
confide nce of other partie ; 
•deve lop a bette r understanding o f each other, 
a common view o f each othe r; 
• identify one person as the e ntry point into 
I ES; 

· share MCES stru cture, initiative with othe r 
age ncy in a joint meeting; 
• trea mline bureaucracy to reduce time spent 
on tasks; 
• provide ass istance with planning, testing new 
techno logy, lab se rvices. 

Prior Difficulties Working 
with MCES 

When asked about prior diffi culti es in 
working with MCES, the majo rity of reported 
problems were about access and re ponsive­
ncss. 

Typical comments included: 

·'hard to get rPsponsc·s or rt'ac:h sta l'I"' 
" not enough proal'li' 1· outreach - mo re 

\\Ould lw usdul " 
·'ve rbal commitment,,;, hut not !'nough 
acti on"' 

" need to think longn t('rm " 
"sonH' c·o1111wtit ive ness" 
being " ill\ ited to pro' id1· input late in a 
project or process·' 
·'bureaucratic delays -- red tape"' 
diflicult to "'so rt out" ho docs what"' 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

MCES is viewed as a partner by a majority 
of interviewed national and state agencies. 
An opportunity exists to improve relation 
with water hed management organization 
and districts. 

Suggestions to enhance partnering include 
streamlining bureaucracy, increasing 
efficiencies, being more customer-focused, 
and focu ing on high-le erage activities and 
measurable outcomes. 

Pursue joint efforts with interested agencies, 
especially those efforts with high-leverage 
potential. 

Utilize MCES watershed coordinators and 
Board of 11iiter and Soil Resources to 
facilitate improved relations with watershed 
management organizations and districts. 

Other Government Agencies 
Respondent Profile 

Agencies in Survey 

In-depth, face-to-face interviews were conducted with 

each agency to provide a broad sampling of the various 

government perspectives. An interview guide was 

developed which was sent to the respondent agencies 

to help familiarize the respondents with the content 

areas of discussion prior to the intervi ews. In addition , 

respondents were asked to complete an evaluation 

form which was returned at the time of the interviews. 

Twenty five intervi ews were conducted between July 2 

through August 18, 1998 with twenty seven respon­

dents from ten state, local and national agencies. 

Local 
Watershed Districts 

Watershed Management Organizations 

tate 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 
Resources 

Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

Minnesota Department of Families, 
Children & Learning 

Minnesota Department of Health 
The major focus for the survey centered on asking 

questions related to areas of common interest and a 

discussing new initiatives or a change in focus, asking 

respondents to describe th eir current relationship with 

MCES, and discus ing success factor for joint effort 

and the potential for cooperative ventures. 

Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

Natio nal 
Army Corps of Engineers 

National Park Service 

Survey Sample Characteristics 

Agency Name Number of Respondents 

Army Corps of Engi neers 2 
Minnesota Board o r Water and oi l Resources 2 
Minnesota Departme nt of Agri culture 3 
Minnesota Department of Families, Children & Learning l 
Minnesota Department of Health l 
Minnesota Department of atura l Resources 4 
Minne ota Pollution Control Agency 5 

ationa l Park Service l 
Wate rshed District 4 
Wate rshed Manage ment Organizations 4 

Total number of respondents 27 


