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Introduction

In the world today, citizens are increasingly coming into contact with complex environmental
problems at a local and global scale. While awareness of environmental issues is becoming
progressively more mainstream, there is still a significant gap between knowledge of issues and
environmentally conscious behaviors. More and more, local governments are focusing on
individual behaviors as a means to reduce non-point source pollution. The Mississippi
Watershed Management Organization, located in the twin cities metro area, hopes to promote
programs that will encourage residents to reduce the quantity of water leaving their property and
entering storm sewers (For more on environmentally positive behaviors, see Appendix A). In
this project we have chosen two environmentally pro-active neighborhoods (the greater
Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods in south Minneapolis) to evaluate the connection
between knowledge, attitudes and behaviors regarding storm water management in an urban
neighborhood. We also investigate conditions under which residents are willing and able to
change their behavior to be more environmentally pro-active.
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landscapes into nearby waters (Figure
1). In highly urbanized systems, water
guality is often directly associated with

water quantity. When it rains in the Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods water is caught by
gutters, hits paved surfaces or falls on lawns where it picks up excess fertilizers, toxins from
chemicals in the streets, and excess nutrients from pet waste and lawn waste and is rushed to
storm sewers. Within a very short amount of time, this runoff enters the Mississippi River.
MWMO and neighborhood activists are working to encourage local residents to decrease the
guantity of water, and improve the quality of water leaving their property by promoting

behaviors that encourage infiltration and reduce nutrients and hazardous materials from entering
the storm sewers.



Bridges

\

Knowledge <4 | Attitudes —» | Behaviors

/

Barriers

Figure 2. Conceptual diagram of our research design.

There is a rich history of watershed oriented programming in the Longfellow and Seward
neighborhoods. Along with the Mississippi Watershed Management Organization, the
Longfellow Community Council and the Seward Neighborhood Group both have environment
committees, sponsor native plant and rain barrel grant programs, and work with groups such as
the Friends of the Mississippi River, Great River Greening, the National Park Service and the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Department to encourage programs such as the Gorge
Stewards, and the storm drain stenciling program, natural resource inventories and habitat
restoration.

As part of an effort to improve watershed education, this project was funded by the Mississippi
Watershed Management Organization to further our understanding of what will improve resident
behavior. Specifically, we are interested to know: what do people know about urban design and
water quality? Do they care about the state of the environment? Are they taking action to
improve the quality and reduce the amount of storm water from leaving their property? What are
the barriers and bridges to changing personal behaviors to improve water quality (Figure 2)? To
gain insight, we conducted a survey in the Greater Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods of
Minneapolis, Minnesota. Adults were surveyed for their knowledge about, attitudes toward, and
behaviors related to water quality and storm water issues. We compared the environmental
knowledge of citizens in these neighborhoods with the general population of Minnesota as
assessed ihe Minnesota Report Card on Environmental Liter@diNOEA 2004). Using the

New Environmental Paradigm (Dunlap & Van Liere 1978) we measured respondentsO general
environmental attitudes about the concepts of limits to growth and the existence of an eco-crisis.
We assessed the relative value that they placed on local natural resources. We asked them a
series of questions regarding individual behaviors that can impact storm water. Lastly we asked
them to consider the personal barriers and bridges to changing their actions.



Methods

ThelLongfellow/Seward Neighborhood Environmental Suwag developed collaboratively by

the Higher Education Consortium for Urban Affairs (HECUA) Environmental Sustainability
Program and environmentally active residents of the two neighborhoods. Questions focused on 5
broad categories: knowledge, attitudes, behaviors, barriers to action, bridges to action (See
Figure 2.) While many questions are original to this survey, we replicated questions from: The
Minnesota Report Card on Environmental Literacy, The 2003 Longfellow Community Survey
(Minnesota Center for Survey Research 2004), the New Environmental Paradigm (Dunlap and
Van Liere1978), and the Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District, Water Management
Public Survey (2004).

A copy of the entire survey is available in Appendix A. For the final frequencies of responses to
each individual question see Appendix B.

We created a randomized list of the 13,060 households (including owners and renters) in the
Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods using 2000 census data. Each household was given a
numerical code that correlated with its position on the block. To further randomize the selection,
surveyors asked for a household member over 18 who had the most recent birthday. From
November through February, 2004-05, a random sample of 238 adult residents of Greater
Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods responded to a series of questions in a door-to-door
survey conducted by students from the Environmental Sustainability program and neighborhood
volunteers. The response rate was 75 percent, with a refusal rate of 19 percent (319 households
were contacted while 238 households responded to the survey). Based on the sample size, our
margin of error is 5.3% with 90% confidence.

Data Analysis

Data from the completed surveys were analyzed using frequencies of occurrence. A composite
score representing knowledge, attitudes and behaviors were calculated (see individual sections
for details) and the relationship among variables was compared using linear regression (Sall et al.
2005). Other comparisons of means were conducted using one way Analysis of Variance with
Tukey Kramer Honestly Significant Difference Test or the two tailed t-$edk €t al. 2005). All

tests were performed using JMP IN software (Sall et al. 2005). For more details on our
methodology, see Appendix C.



Results
Demographics

Table 1 includes a demographic profile of survey respondents. As would be expected from a
random selection of residents, our sampleOs demographic characteristics reflect the adult
population of Minnesota, as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau. Note, however, that the
population of Longfellow and Seward appears to have more minorities represented and is
significantly more educated than the Minnesota population.

Table 1: Demographics of
Longfellow/Seward Survey
Respondents vs. Minnesota Census  gyrvey MN Census

from 2000. Population 2000
Sex

Male 45% 48%

Female 55% 52%

Age

18 to 24 years old 9% 13%
25 to 44 years old 44% 41%
45 to 64 years old 33% 29%
65 or older 15% 16%
Educational attainment

Less than a high school diploma 3% 11%
High school graduate or GED 18% 31%
Two year degree 9% 23%
Some college 19% 7%

Bachelor's degree 26% 19%
Graduate degree 24% 9%

Race/ethnicity

African American 7% 3%

American Indian 1% 1%

Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander 3% 2%

White or Caucasian 81% 90%
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 1% 2%

Biracial or multiracial 3% 1%

Other 3% <1%



Knowledge

To collect data about environmental knowledge, Longfellow/Seward residents were asked 10
fact-based questions. Five of the questions (Questions 5 - 8 and 10) were multiple-choice
guestions taken from the Minnesota Report Card on Environmental Literacy 2004 (MNOEA
2004). Question 11 was a multiple-choice question that inquired about the source of Minneapolis
drinking water. The other four questions (Questions 9, 14, 16, and 17) were open-ended
guestions that asked specific questions about how to improve local water quality (from the most
important actions one can take, to the role of native plants to their knowledge of ordinances that
address water quality.)

Environmental knowledge of Seward and Longfellow Residents vs. Minnesota residents

Figure 1 compares the number of Longfellow and Seward residents who correctly answered the
five multiple choice knowledge questions with the number of Minnesota residents who correctly
answered these same questions in the Environmental Literacy survey. Longfellow/Seward
residents are significantly more knowledgeable than Minnesota citizens in each question area.
The two most notable areas where Longfellow/Seward residents scored higher than the general
Minnesota citizens are in the knowledge of mercury sources (22% difference) and the endpoint
of storm sewer water (25% difference).

Scores on Five Water Knowledge Questions

oLongfellow/Seward
Residents

mMinnesota Residents 77% 78%
(2003)

66%
63%

61%

53%
49%

45% 44%

22%

—

Non-point pollution Impact of Mercury in lakes Benefits of Storm sewers
phosphorus wetlands

Figure 3. Scores on Water Quality Knowledge Questions from the Minnesota Environmental
Literacy Survey (MN Office of Environmental Assistance 2004), Seward/Longfellow
respondents vs. MN state wide survey.

Knowledge of drinking water source and sewer water endpoint

The Minneapolis water supply originates from the Mississippi River upstream of the Longfellow
and Seward neighborhoods. Do residents understand that their drinking water comes from the
river? Do they realize that their storm sewers run directly into the river without water being

o)



treated? 78% of respondents correctly responded to Q10: OWhere do you think water entering
storm sewers goes?O (the Mississippi River) However only 46% answered Q11 correctly,
illustrating an understanding that their drinking water came from the Mississippi River north of
town. 17% of respondents answered both questions incorrectly.

Knowledge of personal action strategy

Question 9 asked respondents: OWhat is the most important action you can take on your property
to improve water quality in the Mississippi River?Q Table 2 reflects the multitude of positive
responses given by the neighborhood residents. Some respondents included more than one
theme in their answer, thus the percentages indicate what percentage of the 238 respondents fell
into that category.

Many of the responses placed in the OmiscellaneousO category had no positive effect on water
guality, but each of the other categories represent steps homeowners can take that improve water
quality. It is interesting to note that while the Mississippi Watershed Management Organization
views Oretaining storm water on your propertyO as the single most important action that people
can take, only 6.3% of the respondents gave this answer or a form of it.

While concrete conclusions cannot be made, the numerous responses related to fertilizer use
most likely are a result of the newly placed phosphorus ban on home lawn fertilizers. Similarly,
the responses related to storm gutters and sewers likely result from the fact that sewer drains in
the Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods have been stenciled with a message informing people
that they lead directly to the Mississippi River.

Table 2. What is the most important acti
you can take on your property to impro Percent of
water quality in the Mississippi River? Respondents
Don't use fertilizers 17.2%
Don_t use chemicals on lawn (e.g. pesticides, 14.3%
herbicides, etc.)
Use environmentally healthy lawn & home 12.6%
care products
Dump waste appropriately 11.8%
Keep lawn waste and chemicals out of storm

7.1%
gutters/sewers
Limit use of fertilizers, other lawn care

9.2%
products, and home care products
Control yard waste in environmentally sound 5.0%
ways
Plant native/natural vegetation 4.2%
Control/conserve/retain rainwater on property 6.3%
Miscellaneous 21.4%
Don't know 6.4%
No response 19.3%
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Native plants and water quality

Question 14 prompted respondents to share their knowledge of native plantsO effects on water
quality. While only three-fourths of adults surveyed answered this question, many diverse ideas
were articulated. Of those who responded to the question, 68% had at least some knowledge of
how native plants enhance water quality, while 32% provided incorrect responses. Correct
responses included native plantsO needs for less water and no fertilizer and their ability to allow
for greater storm water infiltration due to their deep and extensive root systems. An answer was
considered correct if it contained at least one of the previous three characteristics of native
plants. Those surveyed expressed varying degrees of understanding of these characteristics
based on the complexity of their answers. Some responded with only one of the positive
characteristics, while others provided all the characteristics in their answers.

Question 16 asked respondents if they knew what a rain garden was. Thirty-three adults who
took the survey (14%) responded OyesO, and were asked to explain, in their own words, how rain
gardens affect water quality. Only 31 individuals provided a response, and of these, twenty-four
(77%) correctly explained how rain gardens affect water quality. It can be inferred that just 10%
of the surveyed population truly knows what a rain garden is.

Knowledge of local water quality policies

Question 17 asked respondentsdegoribe a city ordinance, county or state law that helps

reduce nutrients entering the Mississippi Rivéd&2rly half of those surveyed did not respond
(47%). Of the respondents, 78% knew of at least one ordinance or law that helps reduce
nutrients entering the Mississippi River. Many of the correct responses addressed the new
phosphorus ban for lawn fertilizers. Other correct responses included not dumping waste down
storm sewers and not raking leaves into the street.

11



Attitudes

An environmental attitude can be defined as "a learned predisposition to respond in a
consistently favorable or unfavorable mannerO with respect to the environment (Fishbein and
Ajzen 1975). Respondents were asked a number of questions concerning their attitudes toward
the environment. The questions were divided into three groups: 1) environmental attitudes taken
from the Dunlap and Van LiereOs New Environmental Paradigm (Q 4a-f); 2) general
environmental attitudes that asked respondents to clarify their view on local natural resources
and who is responsible for them (Q2, 3, 4g, 19a-b, 19e-g, 20 and 22); 3) attitudes toward water
quality in particular (Q 4h-k,19c&d, 19h-k).

New Environmental Paradigm Score

In the United States a belief in progress, development, and a laissez- faire economy can be
considered the dominant worldview. Thinking about the environment is often an afterthought,
rather than a core part of decision-making. An increasingly popular environmental or ecological
worldview offers an alternative. It recognizes that humans are part of the balance of nature, there
are fundamental limits to growth and there is currently an ecological crisis. The New
Environmental Paradigm is an attitude scale developed by Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) to gauge
the degree to which an individual falls within the environmental worldview. In this survey we

use two components of this scale to judge whether respondents generally agree or disagree that
there is an eco-crisis (Q4dce), and that there are limits to growth (Q4 a,b,f) (Dunlap 2000).
According to the original methodology proposed by Dunlap and Van Liere (1978), respondents
reflected on each statement and chose from the following categories: | strongly agree, |
moderately agree, | am neutral, | moderately disagree, and | strongly disagree. Based on the
responses to each question they received an Eco-crisis/Limits to growth attitude score
representing the sum of their responses to the 6 NEP quéstiomsa scale of D12 to 12,

respondents had a mean attitude score of 3.4 with a standard deviation of 4.9, indicating that
Longfellow and Seward residents tend to favor the belief that there is some level of eco-crisis
and/or limits to growth.

Water Quality Attitudes

Using the same scale as the New Environmental Paradigm attitude questions, four questions
relating to water quality were posed to respondents (Q4h-k). These questions prompted
respondents to think about their concern for general water quality and their ability to make a
difference in water related issues. 63% generally agreed that they have the power to improve
water quality in their community, however, they are divided fairly equally on the issue of being
more concerned about issues other than water quality. 38% of respondents agreed that they were
concerned about other issues, while 32 % disagreed with this statement. This nearly even spread

! Questions 4a, ¢, d and f were considered pro-NEP questions, whereas questions 4b and e were
considered anti-NEP questions. For each of these questions respondents received a score of B2
to +2 indicating the level of agreement with NEP. For example on a pro-NEP question an
answer of Ostrongly agreeO received a +2, moderately agree received a score of +1, neutral
received a score of zero, moderately disagree received a score of D1 and strongly disagree
received a score of D2. Alternately on an anti-NEP question those answering Ostrongly agreeOQ
received a score of B2, while those who Ostrongly disagreedO received a +2.

12



could be accounted for by the plethora of social and environmental issues with which people are
involved. Respondents felt very strongly about peopleOs ability to clean up the Mississippi
River: 84% of the respondents moderately or strongly agreed that, if everyone did just a little bit,
the Mississippi would be much cleaner. See Table 3 for categorized responses.

Table 3. On a scale of 1 to
indicate whether you agree
disagree with the following
statement.

I §trongly I mpderately | am neutral | moderately | | strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

4H. | have the power to make
changes where | live that will 4% 6% 27% 39% 24%
help improve water quality.

4]. While 1 am concerned about
water quality, | am not in the 15% 33% 25% 22% 6%
position to do much about it.

4J. While | am concerned about
water quality and know that
individuals can make a small

0 0 0 0 0
difference, | am more concerned 8% 26% 29% 31% %
about other issues and so don't
devote much energy to this.

4K. If everyone did just a little bit
the Mississippi would be much 2% 5% 9% 44% 40%
cleaner.

Environmental Responsibility

Longfellow/Seward residents were asked who they think is Oultimately responsible for the
environmentO (Q2). Respondents were given four choices with an option to write in their own
answer. Figure 4 shows the breakdown of responses. Nearly half of the population (49%)
believes that individuals are ultimately responsible for the environment, while one quarter (25%)
believes that government should be responsible. Only 5% believed that local authorities are
ultimately responsible, and 3% that environmental protection groups were. Of the 18% who
wrote in their own answers, the majority believe that all of the groups listed are ultimately
responsible.

13



Other
18%

Environmental
protection groups
3%

Individals
49%

State or Federal
government
25%

Local authorities
5%

Figure 4. Proportion of the respondents responding to each category when asked OWho do you
think is ultimately responsible for the environment?0O

Perception of Environmental Quality

In Q3 Longfellow/Seward residents were asked if they think the quality of the environment in
Minnesota is improving, staying about the same or declining. Only 13% of respondents believe
it is improving. About half of the neighborhood adults (48%) think environmental quality is
staying about the same, while 39% of those surveyed believe it is declining.

Attitudes Toward Natural Areas in their Community

The Mississippi River Gorge Regional Park is a natural area that borders the Mississippi River.
The park includes areas in St. Paul and Minneapolis and spans the length of the western border
of the Seward and Longfellow neighborhoods (See Figure 5). The park includes paved and
unpaved trails in the wooded area, a bike path along West River Road and provides access to a
variety of recreational activities including fishing, picnicking, wildlife observation and hiking.
Question 22 asked residents whether the Mississippi River Gorge was valuable to them
personally. 81.5% of respondents (N=232) said OYes.O Of those positive respondents, Q22a
asked why they OmostO value the River Gorge. 60% of respondents indicated that they valued it
because of its natural qualities: it either provides habitat for native plants and animals (19%),
has aesthetic beauty (26%) or provides a natural area for me to explore (15%). 33% valued it
most for itOs recreational value (providing a place to walk, run or exercise their pet) and only 3%
said they most valued it because it increased their property value.

14
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Figure 5. Mississippi River Gorge in the Longfellow Neighborhood (outlined area). The River
Gorge Stewards and Ecological Strategies are currently conducting a natural resource inventory
of the marked area.

Attitudes toward Community Based Environmental Actions

Respondents were asked eleven questions on how important they felt specific environmental
actions were within their community. Six of the questions address actions that affect water
quality (Q 19b-c and h-k), especially related to the Mississippi River. The other five questions
cover more general environmental actions from importance of natural areas to use of hazardous
household materials (Questions 19a-b, e-g).

The responses to the five general questions are shown in Table 4. Overall, residents of the
Longfellow and Seward neighborhood appear to support the need for local environmental
actions. Nearly every person who took the survey (99%) believes that the preservation of
community natural areas in his/her community is important. However, less than half of
respondents believe it is very important to preserve and maintain paved (26%) and unpaved trails
(42%). It is also interesting to note that significantly more people believe it is very important to
preserve and maintain the unpaved trails rather than the paved trails.

Table 4: How important is it to you that the Very  |Somewhat | Notvery |Not at all
following take place in your community? important | important | important |important
19_a. Preservation of community natural areas 72% 2704 0% 1%
(n=230)

19b. Reduced use of environmentally hazardous o o o o
household materials (n=232) 63% 32% 4% 0%
(1r?=ez.§or)eservatlon and maintenance of paved trails 26% 47% 2304 3%
19q. Pr(iservatlon and maintenance of unpaved 42% 39% 15% 3%
trails (n=233)

199. Preservation and maintenance of the River o o o o
Gorge (n=230) 50% 42% 8% 1%
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Table 5 displays the responses to the six water quality related themes. With the exception of the
installation of green roofs (48% believe this action is important), the vast majority of respondents
believe all these actions are important, in fact 96% of respondents believe it is either very or
somewhat important to improve the water quality in the Mississippi River.

Table 5: How important is it to you that the Very |Somewhat | Notvery | Not at all
following take place in your community? important | important |important |important
19c¢. Planting native plants on residential and 26% 560 16% 201
commercial lots (h=232) 0 0 0 0
19.d Improvement of water quality in Mississippi River 70% 26% 4% 0%
(n=237)

19h. Community stewardship of the Mississippi River 43% 28% 10% 0%
(n=230) ° ° ° °
19i. Planting and maintaining boulevard trees (n=232) 49% 41% 9% 1%
19j. Installation of green roofs (n=191) 14% 34% 41% 12%
19k. Planting of native plants in natural areas (n=231) 42% 45% 12% 1%

16



Behaviors

Survey respondents were asked a series of fourteen questions (Q 21a-k) to determine their
environmental behaviors. Three of the questions addressed general, individual environmental
behaviors (Q21c, m-n) and two of the questions addressed social behaviors (Q 21i-j). Nine
guestions related directly to behaviors that affect water quality (Questions 21a-b, d-h, and k-I).

Behavior Profile

Twelve of the questions were used to create a behavioral profile of the survey respondents
(Q21a-h and j-n). These questions were classified as one of two types and given scores: positive
behaviors (Q21c, e-f, h and k-n) and negative behaviors (Q21a-b, d and g). Table 6 illustrates
responses to the 12 individual behavior responses.

Table 6: For each of the following things indica
whether you never do it, rarely do it, or regularly
do it

I never do || rarely do || regularly Not
this this do this |applicable

Positive Behaviors
21c. Consider Environmental issues when choosing to

0, 0 0, 0
vote for a political candidate. (n=234) 10% 38% 48% 3%
21e. Pick up pet waste. (n=232) 7% 5% 41% 47%
le. Mulch or leave grass clippings on my lawn. 7% 15% 64% 13%
(n=234)
21h. Use hazardous waste facility to dispose of old 15% 17% 5306 14%

household waste. (n=234)
21Kk. Pick up litter in the street. (n=235) 5% 37% 56% 2%

_21I. Try to keepl/vater from running from my property 239 3206 26% 18%
into the street (n=233)

21m. Donate to environmental groups (n=235) 26% 46% 23% 6%

21n. Attend public hearing about environmental o o o o
issues in the neighborhood (n=234) 59% 34% 4% 3%

Negative Behaviors
21a. Take showers that are more than 5 minutes. 10% 38% 48% 3%
21b. Drain water away from my house and foundation

0, 0 0, 0,
and into the street or alley. 48% 24% 16% 13%
21d. Sweep/blow grass or leaves into the street. 65% 22% 2% 11%
21g. Wash my car in the street or driveway. 47% 30% 12% 12%

Tallying responses to each behavior and then dividing by the number of Ol regularly do thisO
responses created the positive behavior score. This score reflects the percentage of positive
environmental behaviors regularly done by each respondent. The negative behavior score was
tallied in the same manner. The total number of responses to each answer was tallied and then
divided by the number of Ol regularly do thisO responses. This score reflects the percentage of
negative environmental behaviors regularly done by each respondent. The negative score was
then subtracted from the positive score to create a final behavior score. A score between zero
and one relates to a positive behavioral profile, while a score between negative one and zero
relates to a negative behavioral profile.
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Figure 6 displays a range of behavior scores for the Longfellow/Seward survey respondents. On
a scale from B1 to 1, the mean behavior score was 0.27 with a standard deviation of 0.31. More
than half of the respondents (67%) have a behavior score greater than zero, which means they
regularly take part in positive environmental behaviors more often than negative behaviors,
however less than 25% of the respondents were within the top third of behavior scores.

Behavior Scores

30%
30% 1

24%

o
20% 20%

238)

17%

10% 1

Percent Response (n:

6%

3%

0%

-491t0-.25 -24t00 1t0.25 .26 t0 .50 .51t0.75 76t01

Figure 6. Percentage of respondents with behavior scores in each of 6 ranges.

Use of River Gorge for Recreation

The Mississippi River Gorge stretches from St. Anthony Falls to Fort Snelling and contains a
natural area that runs along the river throughout the Seward and Longfellow neighborhoods.
Many miles of both paved and unpaved trails offer residents a multitude of recreational ways to
use this natural area. Question 23 asked Longfellow/Seward residents whether they used the
Mississippi River Gorge for recreation. 64% of respondents make use of the River Gorge for
recreation at least one day per week during the year. Recreational use of the River Gorge varies
from season to season (Figure 7). Longfellow/Seward residents make good use of the River
Gorge during the summer with 50% of the respondents using it at least two to three days a week
during this season.
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Days Per Week Residents Use the Mississippi River
Gorge for Recreation

100% 1+

75% 1

=238)

do0-1 days
M 2-3 days

50% A

0O4-5 days

06-7 days

Percent Response (n:

25% 1

0%

Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season

Figure 7. Frequency of Mississippi River Gorge use in each season represented by the
percentage of respondents (Q 23a).

Residents who use the River Gorge for recreation engage in a number of different activities as
shown by Table 7. Nearly half (49% and 43% respectively) of all adults surveyed replied that
they or someone in their household spends time hiking, running, or walking on paved and
unpaved trails in the River Gorge. Residents who selected OOtherO gave responses that ranged
from biking to bird watching to geocaching. These data show that many people from the
Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods make recreational use of the Mississippi River Gorge.

Table 7: In which of the following

activities do you, or others in your Percent of
household, participate in at the River respondents
Gorge?Q 23b (n=238) participating
Hiking, running, or walking on paved

trails 49%
Hiking, running, or walking on unpaved

trails 43%
Boating 3%
Picnicking 15%
Exercise for pets 22%
Fishing 4%
Other 13%
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Integrating knowledge, attitudes, and behavior

As illustrated in Figure 2, we were interested in knowing whether individuals with greater
knowledge or ecologically sensitive attitudes were more likely to engage in environmentally
beneficial behaviors. We used Analysis of Variance and Single linear regression (Sall et al.
2005) to test for a relationship among these indicator variables. Analysis of variance indicated
that the knowledge scores were not significantly correlated with Attitude scores (Figure 8.)
illustrating that knowledge of water quality did not increase the chance that people would be
concerned about the state of the environment. We then were curious to see whether
environmental concern translated into environmentally beneficial behaviors. Figure 9 illustrates
that while there is a statistically significant correlation between attitudes and behaviors
(p<0.0001), only 9% of the variance is explaine@=(R09). Lastly we were interested to see if
knowledge was correlated with behavior. Analysis of variance indicates that those who received
a knowledge score of 4 or 5 had significantly higher behavior scores than those scoringa 1 ora 2
(Figure 10).

Knowledge Score vs. Attitude Score

Attitude Score

0 1 2 3 4 5

Knowledge Score (# correct)

Figure 8. Knowledge Score vs. Attitude Score. Analysis of Variance indicated that there was
no significant difference among attitudes for the different categories of knowledge scores.
(R*=0.03; p=0.13)

20



Behavior Score vs. Attitude Score

15

10

Attitude Score

-10

-15
-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

Behavior Score

Figure 9. Behavior Score vs. Attitude Score. Analysis of Variance indicated that there was a
significant difference among attitudes for the different categories of behavior scér&s00R

p<0.0001).
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Knowledge Score vs. Behavior Score

0.5 - ab a
B a
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Figure 10. Behavior Score vs. Knowledge Score (number of answers corréef). (R;
p<0.0001). People who answered 4 or 5 questions correctly had significantly higher knowledge
scores than people who answered one or two questions correctly.
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Barriers and Bridges

Several questions in the survey address barriers and bridges to making environmentally positive
behavioral choices (Q15, Q18, and Q24). Questions 15 and 24 address barriers to planting native
plants and taking measures in their yards to improve water quality. Q18 addresses incentives
that would encourage people to take measures to improve water quality.

Barriers

Table 8 displays the various responses given to the open-ended question, OWhat would keep you
from planting native plants in your yard instead of purely turf grass?0 Many respondents filled

in multiple reasons for not planting native plants. Responses were categorized for ease of
reference. The table gives equal weight to specific responses by dividing each by the total
number of survey respondents.

planting native pants inyour yard | | Percentof
. respondents
instead of purely turf grass?

Money 11%
Time 8%
Appearance 12%
Work/Upkeep 9%
Lack of knowledge 10%

| already plant natives 3%
Have no yard or control of planting 7%
Nothing 17%
Miscellaneous 15%
Don't know 8%

Money (11%), appearance (12%) and lack of knowledge (10%) were three of the most popular
responses. It is interesting to note, 17% of those responding wrote that nothing is keeping them
from planting native plants. This might mean that these people already have native plants on
their property, or they might not have been able to think of a specific barrier at the time they
answered this question.
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Q18 sought more general feedback on why people might fail to take measures to improve water
quality in their own year. Respondents were given six options and were allowed to choose as

many options as they wanted. Figure 11 visually represents the percent of respondents that chose
each option.

What prevents you from taking measures in your yard to improve
water quality?

60%

54%

50% A

40% -+

=236)

30% A

20% A
17% 16%

Percent Response (n

% -
10% 7%
5%

—— ]
0% T T T T

| don't care to take It's not a priority. | would make | don't have the It costs too much. | have personal or

these measures Other issues are changes, but | time. physical
more important to don't know what limitations.
me. actions to take that
will enhance water
quality.

Figure 11. Percentage of respondents who believe the following are barriers to taking
measures to improve water quality.

Only 20% of respondents either donOt care to take such measures or donOt believe taking these
measures is a priority. On the other hand, 54% responded that they would make changes, but
donOt know what actions to take that will enhance water quality. This reflects that a large

number of people are willing to make changes, but they are lacking information that guides them
in this direction.
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Bridges

Longfellow/Seward residents were asked what would encourage them to take measures to
improve water quality. They were given five choices and an option of writing in their own
response. Respondents were allowed to choose as many responses as they wanted. Figure 12
displays the percentage of their responses to each choice.

What would encourage you to either start taking measures or take
more measures to improve water quality?

% -
70% 66%

60% -
50% 4
3
&
£ 40% 37%
[
2] 32%
%30% R 29%
Q
4
<
8
o 20% A 19%
o
10% A 7%
0% T T T
Support from local More information Seeing my Penalties (laws and  Financial incentives Other
government neighbors doing ordinances)

things that
improve water
quality

Figure 11. Percentage of respondents who believe the following would help them to take
measures to improve water quality.

The majority of respondents (66%) believe that more information would encourage them to take
actions to improve water quality. The least popular response, chosen by only 19% of
respondents, is penalties in the form of laws and ordinances. Written responses in the OOtherO
category (7% of respondents) included self-motivation, more time and energy and directly
learning from neighbors how to take proper actions.
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Conclusions
What do people know about water quality in the Seward and Longfellow neighborhood?

While residents scored significantly higher than in a statewide survey on Environmental

Literacy, they may lack key pieces of specific knowledge that could help them to take action.
Only 6.4 % of respondents wrote in that retaining water on their property would positively

impact water quality. ResidentsO higher general knowledge may be a result of the
neighborhoodsO demographics. The residentsO surveyed tended to be more educated than the
general Minnesota public. This reflects the idea that with more education one can expect to be
more knowledgeable on various issues. One could conclude that more focused environmental
education may increase an individualOs knowledge of environmental issues.

Do people care about the Mississippi River and are they empowered to take action?

80% of respondents indicated that they valued the River Gorge and 84% agreed that if everyone
did just a little bit the Mississippi would be much cleaner. People care about the river and its
surrounding natural area, want to take action, and have general knowledge about water quality,
but may lack the specific tools needed to understand how to enact those changes where they live.
When asked about the barriers to action, only 16% indicated that time was a barrier, and only 5%
indicated that cost was a barrier. In contrast, 54% indicated that they would make changes, but
didnOt know what to do. When asked what might help them to take more action to protect water
quality, 64% indicated that they would be able to take further action if they received more
information. What kind of information are they lacking? Is this really the primary barrier?

The survey data revealed that residents with higher knowledge scores were more likely to have
higher behavior scores. Combining this result with the previous information one may hope that a
community educated on water quality issues and ways to take action would actually take steps to
make behavioral changes. Would they need more basic educational information or more
information about action strategies? What would be the most effective way to educate a
community of individuals with diverse backgrounds and interests?

Final thoughts

As with any research project the data received from this survey have prompted more questions
and opened up new lines of thought regarding citizensO knowledge, attitudes and behaviors on
water quality issues. In the future we hope to conduct in depth interviews so that we can
understand the nuances of these important bridges and barriers. By more closely examining the
lives and motivations of a subset of this surveyOs respondents we hope to develop specific
recommendations as to what organizations such as the Mississippi Watershed Management
Organization, the Longfellow Community Council and Seward Neighborhood Group can do to
educate and motivate positive action.
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument
Note: For a copy of the oral survey instrument, contact the Mississippi Watershed Management
Organization.

L ONGFELLOW AND SEWARD
NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY

Conducted by Higher Education Consortium for Urban Affairs,
Environmental Sustainability Program

Funded by Mississippi Watershed Management Organization

Questions or comments can be directed to:

Julia Nerbonne or Robby Schreiber
2233 University Ave. W., Suite 210
St. Paul, MN 55114
(651) 646-8831
jnerbonne@hecua.org ~ rschreiber@hecua.org
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Q1. How well do these statements describe your personal experience?
(Circle one answer for each question.)

Describes Describes Describes

Does NOT me, but me fairly me
describe me not well well very well
a. Evenin nice weather | prefer
sleeping indoors rather than 1 2 3 4
camping.
b. | §pent lots of time outdoors as ¢ 1 2 3 4
child.
c. | prefer spending my time
outdoors in developed areas (i.e.
. 1 2 3 4
my yard, ball fields, golf courses,
playgrounds, manicured parks)
d. | prefer spending my time
outdoors in undeveloped areas (i
. 1 2 3 4
natural areas, parks with unpave
trails, state parks, national parks
e. | would rather ride an all-terrain 1 5 3 4

vehicle than go for a hike.

Q2. Who do you think is ultimately responsible for the environmeiPcle one.)

1) Individuals

2) Local authorities

3) State or Federal government

4) Environmental protection groups
5) Other:

Q3. |think the quality of the environment in Minnesota (€ircle one.)

1) Improving
2) Staying about the same
3) Declining



Q4. Onascale of 1to 5, indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following
statements(Circle one answer for each statement.)

I I I I I
strongly moderately am moderately strongly

disagree disagree neutral agree agree
a. We are approaching the limit of the
number of people the earth can 1 2 3 4 5
support.
b. The earth has plenty of
natural resources if we just lear 1 2 3 4 5
how to develop them.
c. Humans are severely abusing the 1 > 3 4 5

environment.

d. If things continue on their present
course, we will soon experience a 1 2 3 4 5
major ecological catastrophe.

e. The so-called Oecological crisisO
facing humankind has been greatly 1 2 3 4 5
exaggerated.

f. The earth is like a spaceship with

very limited room and resources. 1 2 3 & 5
g. The government must take a stron
stance on conserving our nationOs 1 2 3 4 5
resources.
h. | have the power to make changes
where | live that will help improve 1 2 3 4 5

water quality.

i. While | am concerned about water
guality, I am not in the position to d 1 2 3 4 5
much about it.

j- While | am concerned about water
guality and know that individuals ce
make a small difference, | am more 1 2 3 4 5
concerned about other issues and ¢
donOt devote much energy to this.

k. If everyone did just a little bit the
Mississippi would be much cleaner. 1 2 3 4 5

This group of questions is about issues that have been covered in the media in the past couple of
years. We are interested in seeing how much accurate information people are getting from
television, newspapers, magazines and other sources.

Q5. What is the most common cause of pollution of streams, rivers and o¢Eanione)

1) Dumping of garbage by cities

2) Surface water running off yards, city streets, paved lots and farm fields
3) Trash washed into the water from beaches

4) Waste from factories
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Q6.

Q7.

Qo.

Q10.

Q11.

Many lawn fertilizers and dishwashing detergents contain phosphorous which can be
damaging to the environment. Which of the following is the major environmental impact
of phosphorus?Circle one.)

1) It is poisonous to fish

2) It has an unpleasant smell

3) It promotes excessive plant and algae growth in lakes and rivers
4) It pollutes ground water

Mercury from air pollution is a health concern in lakes because it settles out of the air
into water. What is the largest source of mercury in MinnesotaO€atfe one.)

1) Coal-burning power plants

2) Exhaust from motor vehicles

3) Burning of batteries in incinerators
4) Smoke from fireplaces

Q8. What is one of the main benefits of wetlands? Do thefrcle one.)

1) Help to control global climate change

2) Help filter and store water before it enters a water body
3) Prevent the spread of undesirable plants and animals
4) Provide good sites for landfills

What is the most important action you can take on your property to improve water quality
in the Mississippi River{Please describe in the space below.)

The city of Minneapolis has storm sewers that limit flooding by draining rainwater from
streets and parking lots. Where do you think water entering storm sewers goes? Does it
goE (Circle one.)

1) To wastewater treatment plants
2) To lakes, rivers and wetlands
3) Into groundwater

Drinking water in the Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods comes {fdincie one.)

1) Ground water reservoirs

2) The Minneapolis Chain of Lakes

3) The Mississippi River up stream (north) of Minneapolis
4) The Mississippi River downstream (south) of St. Paul
5) The MN River at Shakopee
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AS AN EFFORT TO ENHANCE WATER QUALITY THERE IS A NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAM
FORLONGFELLOW AND SEWARD RESIDENTS THAT PROVIDES ASSISTANCE WITH THE
PLANTING OF NATIVE PLANTS ON THEIR PROPERTY NATIVE PLANTS INCLUDE TREES
SHRUBS FLOWERS AND OTHER PLANTS THAT WERE FOUND IN THIS AREA BEFORE
EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT CHANGED THE LANDSCAPE

Q12. Do you know of this program®Circle one.)

1. YES
2. NO

Q13. Have you patrticipated in this progran@ircle one.)

1. YES
2. NO

Q14. Why does planting native plants enhance water qua(@l@ase describe in the space
below.)

Q15. What would keep you from planting native plants in your yard instead of
purely turf grassq{Please describe in the space below.)

Q16. Do you know what a rain garden ig€ircle one.)

If YES: How do rain gardens affect water quality?

Q17. Can you describe a city ordinance, county or state law that helps reduce nutrients entering
the Mississippi Riverq{Please describe in the space below.)

Q18. What would encourage you to either start taking measures or take more measures to
improve water quality{Circle all that apply)
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1) Support from local government

2) More information

3) Seeing my neighbors doing things that improve water quality
4) Penalties (laws and ordinances)

5) Financial incentives

6) Other:

Q19. How important is it to you that the following take place in your commuii@yzle one
answer for each topic.)

Notatall Notvery Somewhat Very
important important important important

a. Preservation of community natural areas 1 2 3 4

b. Reduced use of environmentally

: 1 2 4
hazardous household materials 3
c. Planting native plants on residential and
. 1 2 3 4
commercial lots
d. Improvement of water quality in
T 1 2 3 4
Mississippi River
e. Prgservatlon and maintenance of paved 1 > 3 4
trails
f. Preservation and maintenance of
: : 1 2 3 4
unpaved walking trails
g. Preservation and maintenance of the Riv
1 2 3 4
Gorge
h. Community stewardship of the Mississipf
: 1 2 3 4
River
i. Planting and maintaining boulevard trees 1 2 3 4
j- Installation of green roofs 1 2 3 4
k. Planting of native plants in natural
areas 1 2 3 4

Q20. Which one of the following statements best represents your gardening preferences:
(Circle one.)

1) 10Om not really interested in landscaping.

2) | prefer the look of a mowed yard with grass and flower beds.

3) | prefer gardens with prairie plants, but only if they are planted in flower beds.
4) | prefer the look of a prairie garden that is designed to look like a natural prairie.
5) Other:
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Q21. For each of the following things, indicate whether you never do it, sometimes do it, or
frequently do it.(Circle one answer for each activity.)

| never do | rarely do | regularly Not
this this do this Applicable
a. Tak_e showers that are more tt 1 > 3 4
5 minutes
b. Drain water away from my
house and foundation and into 1 2 3 4

the street or alley

c. Consider environmental
issues when choosing to vo 1 2 3 4
for a political candidate

d. Sweep/blow grass or leaves ir

the street 1 2 € 4
e. Pick up pet waste 1 2 3 4
f. Mulch or leave grass clippings 1 5 3 4
on my lawn
g. Wash my car in the street or
driveway 1 2 3 4
h. Use the hazardous waste facil
to dispose of old household 1 2 3 4
waste
I. Tra_de plants with others in my 1 5 3 4
neighborhood
j. Talk about lawn care and/or
landscaping with others in my 1 2 3 4
neighborhood
k. Pick up litter in the street 1 2 3 4
I.  Try to keep water from running
. 1 2 3 4
from my property into the stree
m. Donate to environmental grouj 1 2 3 4
n. Attend public hearing about
environmental issues in the 1 2 3 4

neighborhood

The Mississippi River Gorge stretches from St. Anthony Falls to Fort Snelling and contains a
natural area that runs along the river throughout the Seward and Longfellow neighborhoods.
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Q22.

Is the Mississippi River Gorge valuable to you persona{$i?cle one.)

If YES:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)
7)
8)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)
7)
8)

Q22a.

Q22b.

| most value the River Gorge because it:
(Circle one.)

increases property values in my neighborhooc
provides me a place to walk or run

provides me a place to bike or roller blade
provides me and my pet a place to walk or rur
provides breeding habitat for native plants anc
animals, including migratory birds

has aesthetic value/general beauty

provides a natural area for me to explore
Other:

| also value the River Gorge because it:
(Circle one.)

increases property values in my neighborhooc
provides me a place to walk or run

provides a place to bike or roller blade
provides me and my pet a place to walk or rur
provides breeding habitat for native plants anc
animals, including migratory birds

has aesthetic value/general beauty

provides a natural area for me to explore
Other:
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Q23. Do you, or does anyone in your household, use the Mississippi River Gorge for
recreation?(Circle one.)

If YES:

23a. About how many days per week do you use the
Mississippi River Gorge for recreation during the
following seasons®Fill in one number for each
season; please write in a zero if none.)

Spring ___ days per week
Summer ___ days per week
Fall __ days per week
Winter _ days per week

Q23b. In which of the following activities do you, or othe
in your household, participate in at the Mississipg
River Gorge?(Circle all that apply.)

Hiking, running, or walking on paved trails
Hiking, running, or walking on unpaved trails
Boating
Picnicking
Exercise for pets
Fishing
Other:

NookwhNpE

Q24. What prevents you from taking measures in your yard to improve water qugicte
all that apply.)

1) | donOt care to take these measures.

2) ItOs not a priority. Other issues are more important to me.

3) | would make changes, but | donOt know what actions to take that will enhance
water quality.

4) | donOt have the time.

5) It costs too much.

6) | have personal or physical limitations.
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Q25. Have you or another member of your household been involved in any of the
following activities? (Circle one answer for each activity.)
NO, but 10d
like
YES NO to getinvolved
a. Received assistance with native plant, buckthorn c

rain barrel projects from the Longfellow or Seward 1 2 3
neighborhood
b. Attended local educational workshops or school 1 5 3
programs about the local environment
c. Participated in a neighborhood or river clean up 1 2 3
d. Participated in a block club event 1 2 3
e. Volunteered with the River Gorge Stewards /Frienc 1 5 3

of the Mississippi River

Q26. How have you learned about efforts to protect and improve water quality in the
neighborhood?Circle one response for each topic; fill in a written response if you know
the specific source.)

Yes No Specific Source? (optional)
a. Brochures or other information
: . . Y N
received in the mail
b. Neighborhood newspapers Y N
c. One of Seward or LongfellowOs
programs related to native plants,
. Y N
buckthorn removal or rain barrel
installation.
d. River Gorge activities such as
the annual clean up, restoration Y N
projects, etc.
e. School programs or projects Y N
f. Any other types of information Y N
g. Personal friends or contacts Y N
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Now we have just a few questions to make sure we interview a representative cross-section of
Longfellow and Seward residents so that we can help the watershed develop programs that the
community can best utilize. All personal information you offer will be kept strictly confidential.

Q27. In what year were you born?

Q28. How long have you lived in this residence? __ years

Q29. How long have you lived in the Longfellow/Seward community? __ years
Q30. How many people are in your household?

Q31. Do you have a dog?Circle one.) YES NO

Q32. What is the highest level of education that you have complé@iat?e one.)
1) Less than a high school diploma
2) High school grad or GED
3) Two year degree
4) Some college
5) BachelorOs degree
6) Graduate degree

Q33. What was your total household income, before taxes, in 2Q0B@le one.)
1) Less than $15,000
2) $15,001 to $30,000
3) $30,001 to $50,000
4) $50,001 to $75,000
5) $75,001 to $100,000
6) Over $100,000

Q34. Gender (Circle one.) Male Female

Q35. What racial or ethnic group best describes you?
1) African American
2) American Indian
3) Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander
4) White or Caucasian
5) Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin
6) Biracial or multiracial
7) Other:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FORCOMPLETING THIS SURVEY.
WE GREATLY APPRECIATE YOUR SUPPORTOF OUR PROJECT
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Appendix B: Final Frequencies

Q1. How well do these statements describe your personal experience?

Q1A. Even in nice weather | prefer sleeping indoors rather than camping.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1. Does NOT describe me 44 18.49 18.64 18.64
2. Describes me, but notw 55 23.11 23.31 41.95
3. Describes me fairly well 78 32.77 33.05 75.00
4. Describes me very well 59 24.79 25.00 100.00
Total 236 99.16 100.00

Missing No Response 2 0.84

Total 238 100.00

Q1B. | spent lots of time outdoors as a child.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1. Does NOT describe me 13 5.46 5.60 5.60
2. Describes me, but not w 31 13.03 13.36 18.97
3. Describes me fairly well 66 27.73 28.45 47.41
4. Describes me very well 122 51.26 52.59 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00

Missing No Response 6 2.52

Total 238 100.00

Q1C. | prefer spending my time outdoors indeveloped area§.e. my yard, ball
fields, golf courses, playgrounds, manicured parks).

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1. Does NOT describe me 59 24.79 25.21 25.21

2. Describes me, but notw 72 30.25 30.77 55.98

3. Describes me fairly well 72 30.25 30.77 86.75

4. Describes me very well 31 13.03 13.25 100.00

Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00




QA1D. I prefer spending my time outdoors inundeveloped area.e. natural areas,
parks with unpaved trails, state parks, national parks).

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1. Does NOT describe me 36 15.13 15.25 15.25

2. Describes me, but notw 55 23.11 23.31 38.56

3. Describes me fairly well 71 29.83 30.08 68.64

4. Describes me very well 74 31.09 31.36 100.00

Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00

QL1E. | would rather ride an all-terrain vehicle than go for a hike.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1. Does NOT describe me| 161 67.65 68.80 68.80
2. Describes me, but notw 42 17.65 17.95 86.75
3. Describes me fairly well 17 7.14 7.26 94.02
4. Describes me very well 14 5.88 5.98 100.00
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q2. Who do you think is ultimately responsible for the environment?
Valid
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Individuals 111 46.64 49.12
2. Local authorities 11 4.62 4.87
3. State or Federal 56 2353 2478
government
4. Environmental protectior 7 294 310
groups
5. Other 41 17.23 18.14
Total 226 94.96 100.00
Missing No Response 12 5.04
Total 238 100.00
Q3. | think the quality of the environment in Minnesota is:
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Improving 29 12.18 12.55
2. Staying about the same | 111 46.64 48.05
3. Declining 91 38.24 39.39
Total 231 97.06 100.00
Missing No Response 7 2.94
Total 238 100.00




Q4. On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following
statements.

Q4A. We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 29 12.18 12.45 12.45
2. | moderately disagree 30 12.61 12.88 25.32
3. I am neutral 56 23.53 24.03 49.36
4. | moderately agree 70 29.41 30.04 79.40
5. | strongly agree 48 20.17 20.60 100.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00

Missing No Response 5 2.10

Total 238 100.00

Q4B. The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 26 10.92 11.16 11.16
2. | moderately disagree 60 25.21 25.75 36.91
3. I am neutral 33 13.87 14.16 51.07
4. | moderately agree 68 28.57 29.18 80.26
5. | strongly agree 46 19.33 19.74 100.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00

Missing No Response 5 2.10

Total 238 100.00

Q4C. Humans are severely abusing the environment.

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 6 2.52 2.53 2.53
2. | moderately disagree 14 5.88 5.91 8.44
3. I am neutral 17 7.14 7.17 15.61
4. | moderately agree 70 29.41 29.54 45.15
5. | strongly agree 130 54.62 54.85 100.00
Total 237 99.58 100.00

Missing No Response 1 0.42

Total 238 100.00
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Q4D. If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major

ecological catastrophe.

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 8 3.36 3.45 3.45
2. | moderately disagree 24 10.08 10.34 13.79
3. I am neutral 56 23.53 24.14 37.93
4. | moderately agree 73 30.67 31.47 69.40
5. | strongly agree 71 29.83 30.60 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
Q4E. The so-called Oecological crisisO facing humankind has been greatly
exaggerated.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 84 35.29 36.05 36.05
2. | moderately disagree 57 23.95 24.46 60.52
3. I am neutral 54 22.69 23.18 83.69
4. | moderately agree 28 11.76 12.02 95.71
5. | strongly agree 10 4.20 4.29 100.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00
Missing No Response 5 2.10
Total 238 100.00
QA4F. The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and resources.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 16 6.72 6.90 6.90
2. I moderately disagree 41 17.23 17.67 24.57
3. I am neutral 52 21.85 2241 46.98
4. | moderately agree 74 31.09 31.90 78.88
5. | strongly agree 49 20.59 21.12 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
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Q4G. The government must take a stronger stance on conserving our nationOs

resources.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 5 2.10 2.11 2.11
2. | moderately disagree 9 3.78 3.80 5.91
3. I am neutral 19 7.98 8.02 13.92
4. | moderately agree 67 28.15 28.27 42.19
5. | strongly agree 137 57.56 57.81 100.00
Total 237 99.58 100.00
Missing No Response 1 0.42
Total 238 100.00
Q4H. | have the power to make changes where | live that will help improve water
quality.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 9 3.78 3.81 3.81
2. | moderately disagree 15 6.30 6.36 10.17
3. I am neutral 64 26.89 27.12 37.29
4. | moderately agree 92 38.66 38.98 76.27
5. | strongly agree 56 23.53 23.73 100.00
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
Q4l. While I am concerned about water quality, | am not in the position to do much
about it.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1. | strongly disagree 35 14.71 14.83 14.83
2. | moderately disagree 79 33.19 33.47 48.31
3. I am neutral 58 24.37 24.58 72.88
4. 1 moderately agree 51 21.43 21.61 94.49
5. | strongly agree 13 5.46 5.51 100.00
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
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Q4J. While | am concerned about water quality and know that individuals can

make a small difference, | am more concerned about other issues and so donOt

devote much energy to this.

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 18 7.56 7.66 7.66
2. | moderately disagree 61 25.63 25.96 33.62
3. I am neutral 67 28.15 28.51 62.13
4. | moderately agree 72 30.25 30.64 92.77
5. | strongly agree 17 7.14 7.23 100.00
Total 235 98.74 100.00
Missing No Response 3 1.26
Total 238 100.00
Q4K. If everyone did just a little bit the Mississippi would be much cleaner.
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent | Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 strongly disagree 4 1.68 1.71 1.71
2. | moderately disagree 11 4.62 4.70 6.41
3. I am neutral 21 8.82 8.97 15.38
4. | moderately agree 104 43.70 44.44 59.83
5. | strongly agree 94 39.50 40.17 100.00
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q5. What is the most common cause of pollution of streams, rivers and oceans?
Valid
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent
Valid i
1_. _Dumplng of garbage by 13 546 583
cities
2. Surface water running
off yards, city streets, 158 66.39 70.85
paved lots and farm fields
3. Trash washed into the 4 168 179
water from beaches
4. Waste from factories 48 20.17 21.52
Total 223 93.70 100.00
Missing No Response 15 6.30
Total 238 100.00
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Q6. Many lawn fertilizers and dishwashing detergents contain phosphorous which can be
damaging to the environment. Which of the following is the major environmental impact

of phosphorus?

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Vvalid 1. Itis poisonous to fish 18 7.56 7.83
2. It has an unpleasant smg¢ 6 2.52 2.61
3. It promotes excessive
plant and algae growth in 150 63.03 65.22
lakes and rivers
4. It pollutes ground water 56 23.53 24.35
Total 230 96.64 100.00
Missing No Response 8 3.36
Total 238 100.00

Q7. Mercury from air pollution is a health concern in lakes because it settles out of the air

into water. What is the largest source of mercury in MinnesotaOs air?

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid - i
1. Coal-burning power 104 43.70 47 49
plants
2. E_xhaust from motor 71 29.83 32 42
vehicles
3. Burnlng of batteries in 41 1723 18.72
incinerators
4. Smoke from fireplaces 3 1.26 1.37
Total 219 92.02 100.00
Missing No Response 19 7.98
Total 238 100.00




Q8. What is one of the main benefits of wetlands? Do theyE

Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Help to control global 31 13.03 13.72
climate change
2. Help filter and store
water before it enters a 183 76.89 80.97
water body
3. Prevent the spread of
undesirable plants and 5 2.10 2.21
animals
4. Prpwde good sites for " 294 3.10
landfills
Total 226 94.96 100.00
Missing No Response 12 5.04
Total 238 100.00

Q9. What is the most important action you can take on your property to improve water

quality in the Mississippi River? (open-ended question)

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid MWMO favored response 15 6.30 7.85
Other response 176 73.95 92.15
Total 191 80.25 100.00
Missing No Response a7 19.75
Total 238 100.00
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Q9. Categorized answers

! ! Frequency| Percent
Valid 1. Don't use fertilizers 41 17.23

2. Don't use chemicals on

lawn (e.g. pesticides, 34 14.29
! herbicides, etc.)

3. Use environmentally.

healthy lawn & home care 30 12.61
! products
| 4. Dump waste appropriatel 28 11.76

5. Keep lawn waste and

chemicals out of storm 17 7.14
! gutters/sewers

6. Limit use of fertilizers,

other lawn care products, ar 22 9.24
! home care products

7. Cpntrol yard waste in 12 504
| environmentally sound ways

8. Plant_ native/natural 10 4.90
! vegetation

9..ControI/conserve/retaln 15 6.30
! rainwater on property
I 10. Miscellaneous 51 21.43
Missing Don't know 15
! No Response 46

Q10. The city of Minneapolis has storm sewers that limit flooding by draining rainwater

from streets and parking lots. Where do you think water entering storm sewers goes?

Does it goE
Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid 1. To wastewater treatmen| 21 3.82 9921
plants
2. To lakes, rivers and 186 78.15 8158
wetlands
3. Into groundwater 21 8.82 9.21
Total 228 95.80 100.00
Missing No Response 10 4.20
Total 238 100.00
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Q11. Drinking water in the Longfellow and Seward neighborhoods comes from:

Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Ground water reservoirs 68 28.57 32.08
2. The Minneapolis Chain ¢ 14 588 6.60
Lakes
3. The Mississippi River up
stream (north) of 108 45.38 50.94
Minneapolis
4. The Mississippi River
downstream (south) of St. 20 8.40 9.43
Paul
5. The MN River at 5 0.84 0.94
Shakopee
Total 212 89.08 100.00
Missing No Response 26 10.92
Total 238 100.00

As an effort to enhance water quality, there is a neighborhood program for Longfellow and
Seward residents that provides assistance with the planting of native plants on their
property. Native plants include trees, shrubs, flowers and other plants that were found in
this area before European settlement changed the landscape.

Q12. Do you know of this program?

Valid
Frequenc) Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Yes 58 24.37 24.89
2. No 175 73.53 75.11
Total 233 97.90 100.00
Missing No Response 5 2.10
Total 238 100.00
Q13. Have you patrticipated in this program?
Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Yes 10 4.20 4.29
2. No 223 93.70 95.71
Total 233 97.90 100.00
Missing No Response 5 2.10
Total 238 100.00
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Q14. Why does planting native plants enhance water quality? (open-ended question)

Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid  Correct response 83 34.87 67.48
Incorrect response 40 16.81 32.52
Total 123 51.68 100.00
Missing Don't know 59 24.79
No Response 56 23.53
Total 115 48.32
Total 238 100.00

Q15. What would keep you from planting native plants in your yard instead of purely turf
grass? (open-ended question; grouped)

! ! Frequenc) Percen
valid 1 Money 26 | 10.92
’ 2. Time 19 | 7.98
!
’ 3. Appearance 29 12.18
|
' 4. Work/Upkeep 22 9.24
|
' 5. Lack of knowledge 23 9.66
|
' 6. | already plant natives 8 3.36
!
’ 7. Have no yard or control of planti 17 7.14
|
' 8. Nothing 40 16.81
|
' 9. Miscellaneous 35 14.71
Missing Don't know 18 !
No Response 48 !
Q16. Do you know what a rain garden is?
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Yes 33 13.87 14.22
2. No 199 83.61 85.78
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
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Q16YES. How do rain gardens affect water quality?

Valid
Frequency| Percent Percent
Valid  Correct response 24 10.08 77.42
Incorrect respon: 7 2.94 22.58
Total 31 13.03 100.00
Missing No Response 207 86.97
Total 238 100.00

Q17. Can you describe a city ordinance, county or state law that helps reduce nutrients
entering the Mississippi River? (open-ended question)

Valid
! ! Frequency | Percent | Percent
Valid Correct responsg 49 20.59 77.78
! Incorrect respong 14 5.88 22.22
! Total 63 26.47 100.00
Missing Don't know 111 46.64 !
! No Response 64 26.89 !
Total ! 238 100.00 !

Q18. What would encourage you to either start taking measures or take more measures to
improve water quality? (a circled response reflects a respondentOs positive reyponse
Q18-1. Support from local government

Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid  Circled 86 36.13 36.75
Not Circled 148 62.18 63.25
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q18-2. More information
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid Circled 155 65.13 66.24
Not Circled 79 33.19 33.76
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
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Q18-3. Seeing my neighbors doing things that im

prove water quality

Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid  Circled 67 28.15 28.63
Not Circled 167 70.17 71.37
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q18-4. Penalties (laws and ordinances
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid Circled 44 18.49 18.80
Not Circled 190 79.83 81.20
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q18-5. Financial incentives
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid  Circled 75 31.51 32.05
Not Circled 159 66.81 67.95
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q18-6. Other
Valid
Frequenc) Percent| Percent
Valid  Circled 17 7.14 7.26
Not Circled 217 91.18 92.74
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
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Q19. How important is it to you that the following take place in your community?
Q19A. Preservation of community natural areas

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 2 0.84 0.87 0.87
2. Not very important 1 0.42 0.43 1.30
3. Somewhat important 62 26.05 26.96 28.26
4. Very important 165 69.33 71.74 100.00
Total 230 96.64 100.00
Missing No Response 8 3.36
Total 238 100.00
Q19B. Reduced use of environmentally hazardous household materials
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 1 0.42 0.43 0.43
2. Not very important 10 4.20 4.31 4,74
3. Somewhat important 75 31.51 32.33 37.07
4. Very important 146 61.34 62.93 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00

Q19C. Planting native plants

on residential and commercial lots

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 4 1.68 1.72 1.72
2. Not very important 38 15.97 16.38 18.10
3. Somewhat important 129 54.20 55.60 73.71
4. Very important 61 25.63 26.29 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
Q19D. Improvement of water quality in Mississippi River
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Not very important 9 3.78 3.80 3.80
3. Somewhat important 62 26.05 26.16 29.96
4. Very important 166 69.75 70.04 100.00
Total 237 99.58 100.00
Missing No Response 1 0.42
Total 238 100.00
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Q19E. Preservation and maintenance gsavedtrails

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 8 3.36 3.48 3.48
2. Not very important 54 22.69 23.48 26.96
3. Somewhat important 109 45.80 47.39 74.35
4. Very important 59 24.79 25.65 100.00
Total 230 96.64 100.00
Missing No Response 8 3.36
Total 238 100.00
Q19F. Preservation and maintenance ainpavedwalking trails
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 7 2.94 3.00 3.00
2. Not very important 35 14.71 15.02 18.03
3. Somewhat important 92 38.66 39.48 57.51
4. Very important 99 41.60 42.49 100.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00
Missing No Response 5 2.10
Total 238 100.00
Q19G. Preservation and maintenance of the River Gorge
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 2 0.84 0.89 0.89
2. Not very important 17 7.14 7.59 8.48
3. Somewhat important 93 39.08 41.52 50.00
4. Very important 112 47.06 50.00 100.00
Total 224 94.12 100.00
Missing No Response 14 5.88
Total 238 100.00
Q19H. Community stewardship of the Mississippi River
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Not very important 22 9.24 9.57 9.57
3. Somewhat important 110 46.22 47.83 57.39
4. Very important 98 41.18 42.61 100.00
Total 230 96.64 100.00
Missing No Response 8 3.36
Total 238 100.00
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Q19I. Planting and maintaining boulevard trees

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 2 0.84 0.86 0.86
2. Not very important 22 9.24 9.48 10.34
3. Somewhat important 95 39.92 40.95 51.29
4. Very important 113 47.48 48.71 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
Q19J. Installation of green roofs
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 22 9.24 11.52 11.52
2. Not very important 78 32.77 40.84 52.36
3. Somewhat important 64 26.89 33.51 85.86
4. Very important 27 11.34 14.14 100.00
Total 191 80.25 100.00
Missing No Response 47 19.75
Total 238 100.00
Q19K. Planting of native plants in natural areas
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1. Not at all important 3 1.26 1.30 1.30
2. Not very important 28 11.76 12.12 13.42
3. Somewhat important 103 43.28 44.59 58.01
4. Very important 97 40.76 41.99 100.00
Total 231 97.06 100.00
Missing No Response 7 2.94
Total 238 100.00
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Q20. Which one of the following statements best represents your gardening preferences?
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent

Valid 1. I'm not really interested i
landscaping

2. | prefer the look of a
mowed yard with grass an¢ 69 28.99 30.40
flower beds

3. | prefer gardens with
prairie plants, but only if
they are planted in flower
beds

4. | prefer the look of a
prairie garden that is
designed to look like a
natural prairie

32 13.45 14.10

42 17.65 18.50

43 18.07 18.94

5. Other 41 17.23 18.06
Total 227 95.38 100.00
Missing No Response 11 4.62
Total 238 100.00

Q21. For each of the following things, indicate whether you never do it, sometimes do it, or
frequently do it.
Q21A. Take showers that are more than 5 minutes

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 never do this 24 10.08 10.21 10.21
2. | rarely do this 90 37.82 38.30 48.51
3. | regularly do this 113 47.48 48.09 96.60
4. Not applicable 8 3.36 3.40 100.00
Total 235 98.74 100.00

Missing No Response 3 1.26

Total 238 100.00

Q21B. Drain water away from my house and foundation and into the street or alley
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 never do this 112 47.06 48.28 48.28
2. I rarely do this 55 23.11 23.71 71.98
3. I regularly do this 36 15.13 15.52 87.50
4. Not applicable 29 12.18 12.50 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00

Missing No Response 6 2.52

Total 238 100.00
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Q21C. Consider environmental issues when choosing to vote for a political

candidate
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 13 5.46 5.56 5.56
2. | rarely do this 55 23.11 23.50 29.06
3. I regularly do this 145 60.92 61.97 91.03
4. Not applicable 21 8.82 8.97 100.00
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q21D. Sweep/blow grass or leaves into the street
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 152 63.87 64.68 64.68
2. | rarely do this 51 21.43 21.70 86.38
3. | regularly do this 5 2.10 2.13 88.51
4. Not applicable 27 11.34 11.49 100.00
Total 235 98.74 100.00
Missing No Response 3 1.26
Total 238 100.00
Q21E. Pick up pet waste
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 16 6.72 6.90 6.90
2. | rarely do this 11 4.62 4.74 11.64
3. I regularly do this 96 40.34 41.38 53.02
4. Not applicable 109 45.80 46.98 100.00
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
Q21F. Mulch or leave grass clippings on my lawn
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 17 7.14 7.26 7.26
2. | rarely do this 36 15.13 15.38 22.65
3. I regularly do this 150 63.03 64.10 86.75
4. Not applicable 31 13.03 13.25 100.00
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
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Q21G. Wash my car in the street or driveway

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 109 45.80 46.58 46.58
2. | rarely do this 70 29.41 29.91 76.50
3. | regularly do this 27 11.34 11.54 88.03
4. Not applicable 28 11.76 11.97 100.00
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q21H. Use the hazardous waste facility to dispose of old household waste
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 36 15.13 15.32 15.32
2. I rarely do this 40 16.81 17.02 32.34
3. I regularly do this 125 52.52 53.19 85.53
4. Not applicable 34 14.29 14.47 100.00
Total 235 98.74 100.00
Missing No Response 3 1.26
Total 238 100.00
Q211. Trade plants with others in my neighborhood
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 102 42.86 43.78 43.78
2. | rarely do this 58 24.37 24.89 68.67
3. I regularly do this 42 17.65 18.03 86.70
4. Not applicable 31 13.03 13.30 100.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00
Missing No Response 5 2.10
Total 238 100.00
Q21J. Talk about lawn care and/or landscaping with others in my neighborhood
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent
Valid 1.1 never do this 79 33.19 33.47 33.47
2. | rarely do this 76 31.93 32.20 65.68
3. I regularly do this 58 24.37 24.58 90.25
4. Not applicable 23 9.66 9.75 100.00
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
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Q21K. Pick up litter in the street

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 never do this 11 4.62 4.68 4.68
2. | rarely do this 88 36.97 37.45 42.13
3. | regularly do this 131 55.04 55.74 97.87
4. Not applicable 5 2.10 2.13 100.00
Total 235 98.74 100.00

Missing No Response 3 1.26

Total 238 100.00

Q21L. Try to keep water from running from my property into the street
Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 never do this 54 22.69 23.18 23.18
2. I rarely do this 75 31.51 32.19 55.36
3. I regularly do this 61 25.63 26.18 81.55
4. Not applicable 43 18.07 18.45 100.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00

Missing No Response 5 2.10

Total 238 100.00

Q21M. Donate to environmental groups

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc] Percent| Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 never do this 61 25.63 25.96 25.96
2. | rarely do this 107 44.96 45.53 71.49
3. I regularly do this 53 22.27 22.55 94.04
4. Not applicable 14 5.88 5.96 100.00
Total 235 98.74 100.00

Missing No Response 3 1.26

Total 238 100.00

Q21N. Attend public hearing about environmental issues in the neighborhood

Valid Cumulative
Frequenc) Percent| Percent Percent

Valid 1.1 never do this 137 57.56 58.55 58.55

2. | rarely do this 80 33.61 34.19 92.74

3. I regularly do this 9 3.78 3.85 96.58

4. Not applicable 8 3.36 3.42 100.00

Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00




Q22. Is the Mississippi River valuable to you personally?

Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid 1. Yes 194 81.51 83.62
2. No 38 15.97 16.38
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
Q22A. | most value the River Gorge because it:
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid
1. Increases property value
) ) 6 3.09 3.28
in my neighborhood
2. Provides me a place to 33 17.01 18.03
walk or run
3. Provides me a place to
bike or roller blade 10 515 5.46
4. Provides me and my pet 18 9.8 984
place to walk or run
5. Provides breeding habitg
for native plants and anima 34 17.53 18.58
including migratory birds
6. Has aesthetic 48 24.74 26.23
value/general beauty
7. Provides a natural area 57 13.92 14.75
me to explore
8. Other 7 3.61 3.83
Total 183 94.33 100.00
Missing No Response 11 5.67
Total 194 100.00




Q22B. | also value the River Gorge because it:

Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid
1. Increases property value
; ) 6 3.09 3.37
in my neighborhood
2. Provides me a place to 27 13.92 15.17
walk or run
3. Provides me a place to
bike or roller blade 11 5.67 6.18
4. Provides me and my pet 12 6.19 6.74
place to walk or run
5. Provides breeding habit
for native plants and animg 42 21.65 23.60
including migratory birds
6. Has aesthetic 49 25 26 27 53
value/general beauty
7. Provides a natural area 1 24 1237 13.48
me to explore
8. Other 7 3.61 3.93
Total 178 91.75 100.00
Missing No Response 16 8.25
Total 194 100.00

Q23. Do you, or does anyone in your household, use the Mississippi River Gorge for
recreation?

Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid 1. Yes 147 61.76 63.91
2. No 83 34.87 36.09
Total 230 96.64 100.00
Missing No Response 8 3.36
Total 238 100.00




23A. About how many days per week do you use the Mississippi River Gorge for

recreation during the following seasons?

Q23A. Spring
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid 0 days 92 38.66 40.71
lday 52 21.85 23.01
2 days 25 10.50 11.06
3 days 29 12.18 12.83
4 days 8 3.36 3.54
5 days 11 4.62 4.87
6 days 4 1.68 1.77
7 days 5 2.10 2.21
Total 226 94.96 | 100.00
Missing No Response 12 5.04
Total 238 100.00
Q23A. Summer
Valid
Frequenc) Percent| Percent
Valid 0 days 87 36.55 38.33
lday 27 11.34 11.89
2 days 38 15.97 16.74
3 days 22 9.24 9.69
4 days 18 7.56 7.93
5 days 17 7.14 7.49
6 days 9 3.78 3.96
7 days 9 3.78 3.96
Total 227 95.38 | 100.00
Missing No Response 11 4.62
Total 238 100.00
Q23A. Fall
Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid 0 days 91 38.24 40.27
lday 54 22.69 23.89
2 days 31 13.03 13.72
3 days 22 9.24 9.73
4 days 8 3.36 3.54
5 days 11 4.62 4.87
6 days 5 2.10 2.21
7 days 4 1.68 1.77
Total 226 94.96 | 100.00
Missing No Response 12 5.04
Total 238 100.00
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Q23A. Winter

Valid
Frequenc) Percent| Percent
Valid 0O days 153 64.29 69.86
lday 31 13.03 14.16
2 days 17 7.14 7.76
3 days 6 2.52 2.74
4 days 3 1.26 1.37
5 days 5 2.10 2.28
6 days 2 0.84 0.91
7 days 2 0.84 0.91
Total 219 92.02 | 100.00
Missing No Response 19 7.98
Total 238 100.00

Q23B. In which of the following activities do you, or others in your household,
participate in at the Mississippi River Gorge? (a circled response reflects a
respondentOs positive response)

Q23B-1. Hiking, running, or walking on paved trails

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid  Circled 115 48.32 48.52
Not Circled 122 51.26 51.48
Total 237 99.58 100.00
Missing No Response 1 0.42
Total 238 100.00

Q23B-2. Hiking, running, or walking on unpaved trails

Valid

Frequenc) Percent | Percent

Valid Circled 102 42.86 42.86

Not Circled 136 57.14 57.14

Total 238 100.00 100.00
Q23B-3. Boating

Valid

Frequenc] Percent | Percent

Valid Circled 8 3.36 3.36

Not Circled 230 96.64 96.64

Total 238 100.00 100.00




Q23B-4. Picnicking

Valid

Frequenc} Percent | Percent

Valid  Circled 35 14.71 14.71

Not Circled 203 85.29 85.29

Total 238 100.00 100.00

Q23B-5. Exercise for pets

Valid

Frequenc]) Percent | Percent

Valid  Circled 52 21.85 21.85

Not Circled 186 78.15 78.15

Total 238 100.00 100.00
Q23B-6. Fishing

Valid

Frequenc} Percent | Percent

Valid  Circled 10 4.20 4.20

Not Circled 228 95.80 95.80

Total 238 100.00 100.00
Q23B-7. Other

Valid

Frequenc] Percent | Percent

Valid Circled 30 12.61 12.61

Not Circled 208 87.39 87.39

Total 238 100.00 100.00

Q24. What prevents you from taking measures in your yard to improve water quality?

Q24-1. | donOt care to take these measures.

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid  Circled 7 2.94 2.97
Not Circled 229 96.22 97.03
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
Q24-2. 1tOs not a priority. Other issues are more important to
Valid
Frequenc) Percent | Percent
Circled 39 16.39 16.53
Valid  Not Circled 197 82.77 83.47
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00

me.

A3



Q24-3. | would make changes, but | donOt know what actions to take that will
enhance water quality.

Valid
Frequenc) Percent | Percent
Valid  Circled 127 53.36 53.81
Not Circled 109 45.80 46.19
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
Q24-4. | donOt have the time.
Valid
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent
Valid Circled 37 15.55 15.68
Not Circled 199 83.61 84.32
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
Q24-5. It costs too much.
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid  Circled 12 5.04 5.08
Not Circled 224 94.12 94.92
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00
Q24-6. | have personal or physical limitations.
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid Circled 16 6.72 6.78
Not Circled 220 92.44 93.22
Total 236 99.16 100.00
Missing No Response 2 0.84
Total 238 100.00




Q25. Have you or another member of your household been involved in any of the following
activities?
Q25A. Received assistance with native plant, buckthorn or rain barrel projects from
the Longfellow or Seward neighborhood

Valid
Frequenc) Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Yes 13 5.46 5.56
2. No 167 70.17 71.37
_3. No, but I'd like to get 54 22 69 2308
involved
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00

Q25B. Attended local educational workshops or school programs about the local

environment

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Yes 25 10.50 10.68
2. No 183 76.89 78.21
_3. No, but I'd like to get 26 10.92 11.11
involved
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00

Q25C. Participated in a neighborhood or river clean up

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Yes 44 18.49 18.80
2. No 155 65.13 66.24
_3. No, but I'd like to get 35 14.71 14.96
involved
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
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Q25D. Participated in a block club event

Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 97 40.76 41.81
No 112 47.06 48.28
_No, but I'd like to get 23 966 991
involved
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00

Q25E. Volunteered with the River Gorge Stewards / Friends of the Mississippi

River
Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 14 5.88 6.03
No 188 78.99 81.03
!\Io, but I'd like to get 30 12,61 12.93
involved
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00

Q26. How have you learned about efforts to protect and improve water quality in the

neighborhood?

Q26A. Brochures or other information received in the mail

Valid
Frequenc} Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 74 31.09 32.46
No 154 64.71 67.54
Total 228 95.80 100.00
Missing No Response 10 4.20
Total 238 100.00
Q26B. Neighborhood newspapers
Valid
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 118 49.58 51.75
No 110 46.22 48.25
Total 228 95.80 100.00
Missing No Response 10 4.20
Total 238 100.00
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Q26C. One of Seward or LongfellowOs programs related to native plants, buckthorn
removal or rain barrel installation

Valid
Frequenc) Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 53 22.27 23.56
No 172 72.27 76.44
Total 225 94.54 100.00
Missing No Response 13 5.46
Total 238 100.00

Q26D. River Gorge activities such as the annual clean up, restoration projects, etc.

Valid
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 64 26.89 28.44
No 161 67.65 71.56
Total 225 94.54 100.00
Missing No Response 13 5.46
Total 238 100.00
Q26E. School programs or projects
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 31 13.03 13.96
No 191 80.25 86.04
Total 222 93.28 100.00
Missing No Response 16 6.72
Total 238 100.00
Q26F. Any other types of information
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 45 18.91 21.43
No 165 69.33 78.57
Total 210 88.24 100.00
Missing No Response 28 11.76
Total 238 100.00
Q26G. Personal friends or contacts
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 60 25.21 27.15
No 161 67.65 72.85
Total 221 92.86 100.00
Missing No Response 17 7.14
Total 238 100.00
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Q27. In what year were you born? (grouped)
Note: Chart shows ages based on birth year subtracted from the current year, 2005

Valid
FrequencyPercent |Percent
Valid 18 to 34 years old 73 30.67 31.74
35 to 44 years old 48 20.17 20.87
45 to 64 years old 75 31.51 32.61
65 or older 34 14.29 14.78
Total 230 96.64 100.00
Missing No Response 8 3.36
Total 238 100.00

Q28. How long have you lived in this residence? (grouped)

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 0-4 years 100 42.02 42.74
5-9 years 38 15.97 16.24
10-14 years 29 12.18 12.39
15-19 years 11 4.62 4.70
20-29 years 23 9.66 9.83
30 years or more 33 13.87 14.10
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00

Q29. How long have you lived in the Longfellow/Seward community? (grouped)

Valid
Frequenc]) Percent | Percent
Valid 0-1years 48 20.17 20.69
2-4 years 41 17.23 17.67
5-9 years 31 13.03 13.36
10-19 years 39 16.39 16.81
20-29 years 29 12.18 12.50
30 years or more 44 18.49 18.97
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
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Q30. How many people are in your household?

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1 person 49 20.59 20.94
2 person 92 38.66 39.32
3 person 45 18.91 19.23
4 person 32 13.45 13.68
5 person 10 4.20 4.27
6 person 3 1.26 1.28
7 person 3 1.26 1.28
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
Q31. Do you have a dog?
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid Yes 80 33.61 34.19
No 154 64.71 65.81
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00

Q32. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

Valid
Frequenc] Percent| Percent
Valid 1: Less than a high school 8 3.36 349
diploma
2. High school graduate or
GED 42 17.65 17.95
3. Two year degree 22 9.24 9.40
4. Some college 44 18.49 18.80
5. Bachelor's degree 62 26.05 26.50
6. Graduate degree 56 23.53 23.93
Total 234 98.32 100.00
Missing No Response 4 1.68
Total 238 100.00
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Q33. What was your total household income, before taxes, in 20037

Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1. Less than $15,000 33 13.87 16.02
2. $15,001 to $30,000 30 12.61 14.56
3. $30,001 to $50,000 53 22.27 25.73
4. $50,001 to $75,000 51 21.43 24.76
5. $75,001 to $100,000 24 10.08 11.65
6. Over $100,000 15 6.30 7.28
Total 206 86.55 100.00
Missing No Response 32 13.45
Total 238 100.00
Q34. Gender
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid Male 104 43.70 44.83
Female 128 53.78 55.17
Total 232 97.48 100.00
Missing No Response 6 2.52
Total 238 100.00
Q35. What racial or ethnic group best describes you?
Valid
Frequenc] Percent | Percent
Valid 1. African American 17 7.14 7.30
2. American Indian 3 1.26 1.29
3. Asian, Asian American @
Pacific Islander ! 2.94 3.00
4. White or Caucasian 189 79.41 81.12
5. Hispanic, Latino or
Spanish origin 2 0.84 0.86
6. Biracial or multiracial 8 3.36 3.43
7. Other 7 2.94 3.00
Total 233 97.90 100.00
Missing No Response 5 2.10
Total 238 100.00
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Appendix C: Methodology

The survey population was comprised of a random sample of households within the study area.
Within each household a randomly selected adult was identified as to take the survey. The
sample of households was obtained from 2000 census data on the City of Minneapolis website.
Each household was given a unique numerical code (e.g. based on its location within a specific
neighborhood block.) and a randomized list of occupied housing units was generated.
Randomization within the household was attained by selecting the adult with the most recent
birthday.

Because a past survey in the Longfellow neighborhood did not include responses from renters, a
concerted effort was made to include responses from rental units including duplexes, small
apartment buildings (4-12 units), and large apartment complexes (over 80 units). Rental units
from large apartment complexes were noted and two complexes were randomly chosen from
which to obtain a total of thirty responses. Renter responses were included with the owner
responses in the analysis of the data.

Adults within the Seward, Longfellow, Cooper, Howe, and Hiawatha neighborhoods of
Minneapolis completed two hundred thirty-eight surveys. Given the sample size, relative to the
occupied housing units of the neighborhoods at the time (13,060), the sampling error is plus or
minus 5.3 percentage points for results with a 50/50 proportional split. This means if the survey
results show 50 percent of the sample answering OyesO and 50 percent answering Ono,O it is ver
likely that if we were to survey the entire adult population of Seward, Longfellow, Cooper,

Howe, and Hiawatha neighborhoods people who give such answers would be somewhere
between 44.7 and 55.3 percent. The sampling error is progressively smaller for results with
uneven splits.

Surveying began on November 11, 2004, and continued through Febrliadp@8. House

calls were made between 12:00pm and 9:00pm Monday through Sunday. Students from the
Environmental Sustainability program conducted surveys from NovembBéhrblgh

December 15 Volunteer surveyors conducted surveys from Januatgréugh January 31
Interviewing was not conducted from Decembe? ttiough January"2 The industry-standard
response rate (CASRO RR3) for the study was 75 percent, with a refusal rate of 19 percent.

Surveyors contacted each household door to door in person. Residents were given the option of
completing the survey verbally with the surveyor, taking the survey himself or herself, or
completing it over the phone. The vast majority of respondents completed the survey
individually. Surveyors left a survey with the respondent; the respondent filled it out on his or
her own; the surveyor then came back within one hour and one day to pick up the survey. If
there was no response and/or nobody home the household was contacted at a later date and time.
If after three visits nobody was home or responded, the household was dropped from the list.
Households that were vacant were dropped from the list as well. Three hundred nineteen
households were contacted for this survey. Two hundred thirty-eight households responded to
the survey while eighty-one households refused. Throughout the survey process seventeen
households were not reached, one household was vacant, and two completed surveys were lost.
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Appendix D: Volunteer Instruction and Introduction Protocol

Students from the Environmental Sustainability Program and community volunteers were
instructed in proper survey techniques by the research coordinator prior to contacting potential
respondents in the neighborhoods. Below is the volunteer instruction protocol flow chart that
was used to train the surveyors. The introduction script used by surveyors is found after the
volunteer instruction protocol. Surveyors used this script upon first meeting the residents to
ensure unbiased responses and results.

VOLUNTEER INSTRUCTION PROTOCOL

A. Give out Survey Packet
Introduction pasted on front
Map of survey area
List of addresses
Individually labeled surveys
Individually labeled Survey Records
One copy of Oral Survey Instrument
List of incentives / envelope with coupons
h. Citizen Info/Action Sheet
B. Go through Survey Packet materials
a. Explain survey areas
b. Explain addresses
c. Explain Introduction
i. Read through introduction
ii. Explain refusal reactions
iii. Explain survey completion options
iv. Offer ideas for convincing the resident
1. Not taking no for an answer
2. Getting the survey into the residentOs hands ASAP
3. Exhausting all options
Explain how to contact people who arenOt initially home
i. Phone number
1. Explain oral survey instrument
2. Give tips for being completely impartial and neutral
3. Show how to use the oral instrument copy with the written copy
ii. Re-visiting the house
Explain the Survey Record
i. Fill out for EVERY survey
ii. Keep with the physical survey
iii. What needs to be filled out
C. Conclusion
a. Any guestions?
b. Final reminders
i. 1tOs okay for them to refuse
ii. Ideas for persuasion
iii. Importance of following the protocol

@ oo0ow

o

@
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INTRODUCTION SCRIPT

Hi, my name is and IOm a member @hteet your neighborhood/community
affiliation here) In conjunction with Longfellow neighborhood groups and an environmental
sustainability educational program we are conducting a survey of residents in order to gain a
better understanding of what people know and how people view environmental issues in this
area.

Your household is one of 267 households selected out of 13,060 in the neighborhood and by
taking just 15 minutes to complete this survey you will be greatly helping our research! For
completing the survey we will offer you a coupon for a free item at one of the following local
businesses!

For this survey we are hoping to reach an adult member of this household (18 or over) who has
had the most recent birthday.

This is a research study so all answers will be kept confidential. There are several options on
how you can take the survey. You can either take the survey on paper, and | will come back in a
half an hour to pick it up, or we can do the survey in person right now. Alternately we can set up
a time either to come back or call you on the phoneE
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