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Department of Ecology

2008 Permit Applicant Survey

Introduction

The Washington State Department of Ecology (E
environmental permit processes amigractions with applicant3. h e a gvesionasy 0 s

Thecitizens of Washington trust that our employeesswitiport and assist them in
promoting the sustainabknvironmental and economic weking of the state.

Predictable and clear permit and regulatory processeshow welEcologyemployees work
with permit applicants areery importanto the agencyOver the passix yearsEcology has
focused on creating work force that is supportive, helpftesponsive, and knowledgeablde
agencyhas also invested in improving its permit processes. This has beewittom& lowering
environmental standards to prot&#¢a s h i n @rtlandy, énd water.

Ecologyd o permit process improvemeabjectivesare

1. Improve business practices to acleigredictable, clear, and timely permit proesssSince
2002,the agency has

Established and tracked permit timeliness targets.

Developed permit flow charts and guidance materials.

Made it easier to find permit information on the Internet.
Establishegre-application conferences in our Regional Offices.
Improved permit processes.

Streamlined transportation permitting.

2. Promote a problersolving work force to achieve helpful, responsive, and knowledgeable
service. Since 200#he agency has

Establishd a Code of Conduct

Consultedwith external Business Advisors.

Developed permit and regulatory improvements and measures.

Surveyed our customers for feedbackhow well the agency is doing to improve
permit processes and interactions with permit custamer

Ecologyd managers anpgermit staffwill be reviewingthe survey result#\ctionswill be
developed tdurther improvet h e a germitprdesses and customer service.
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Background

In thelate summeof every other year since 20(2cology hasontracted with the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Services (NASS) office in
Washington State to conduct agey ofits permit applicantsThe 2002 survey established a
baseline for customer opinion abduh e a gpemtservices, the permit process, and
customer service. In the summer of 20he agency contracted wiASS again to surveys
permit customers to find out how wétley thinkthe agency isloing to improveservices

Scope

Ecology is Washington Stateds primaryThenviron
agencyissue environmental permits to individuals, businesses, and corporations. These permits
tell the regulated person or compamlyat theymustdo tocomply with environmental laws:

e To control pollution discharges into the air and water.
e To saféy manage toxic and solid wastes.
e To protect natural resources and habitat.

Many people have their first contact wHeologythrough theenvironmental permit process.
How well the agencyvorks with its permit customer and how easiy is to navigate through the
permit processare important foclarity and predictabty . In an ongoing effort to improviés
servicesE ¢ o | qermittapplicantsvere askedheir opinion of:

e Satisfaction with customer service.
e The clarity, timeliness, and predictability of permit processes.
e Thepermit requirements.

Ecology will use thesurveyresults to target continued improvementpénmit processes and
how Ecology work with permit @plicants

Survey Method

The U.S.D.A. National Agricultural Statistics Services (NASS), Washington Field Office,
provided an independent, naltadministration of the survegnd collection, validation, and
compilation of the data. Twelve different permit typesre the focus of the surveyetween
April 2006 and May 2008, Ecology receivé@d61permit applicationsEcologygave NASS a
random samplef 1,849 people and businessfrom that listto survey A random samplevas
selectedrom permits where Ecology received over 250 permit applicatieorspermit applicant
numbers unde250, the entire population was surveygietail on page 4)
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In earlyJuly 2008 NASS mailed a letter to the sample group to tell them they hadsktsated
to take part in a telephonarsey on behalf of Ecology. From midily throughAugust 20@,
NASStrained phone surveyoc®nductedhe survey. NASS used Statistical Analysidt®&are
to enter the response daldneytabulatedhedata in September 28@nd gave the results to
Ecology on September 30, 2008

Response Rate

NASScalled1,849 Ecology permit applicants to survey themtbephonen 2008 The number

of calls thatesulted in a complete survey wB882 or 75%. Eighty-nine people refused to
participate inthe survey. NASS could not rea8fA8survey respondent3his wasprimarily due

to a couple of reasondie person who applied for an Ecology permit was no longer employed at
the businessr the contact information was not longer valieor detailed response rate by

permit type, refer to the table on page

75% Response Rate

Person Not
Accessible

20%
Completed Survey
P Refusals
Surveys 50,

Twelve different types of environmeniadrmits were the focus of the survey. &bharton the
following pageshows the number of permit applications received by Ecology betvagn,

2006 and March 31, 2008. The chart also shows the nuwoh&acted as part of the surnfey

each permit typeral the response rate.

Detailed results for eaclepmit type are included in Appendix A: Survey Résbly Permit
Type, page 19
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Response Rate by Permit Type

Permit Population Number Completed Refusals NOt. Percent
Sampled  Surveys Accessible Response
Agricultural & Outdoor Burning 1,895 383 288 29 66 T5%
Air Operating 16 16 15 0 1 94%
Air New Source 196 196 140 13 43 71%
401 Water Quality Certification 196 171 126 2 43 74%
Water Quality Individual NPDES* 141 140 108 5 27 77%
Water Quality General NFDES”™ 1,796 554 412 18 124 74%
Biosolids 20 20 17 1 2 85%
Water Rights New 116 116 87 6 23 735%
Water Rights Change 238 206 155 15 36 75%
Dam Safety 24 24 17 0 7 71%
Industrial Section™ 19 19 13 0 G 58%
Dangerous Waste 4 4 4 0 0 100%
Totals 4,661 1,849 1,382 89 378 75%

* NPDESI Water Quality National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
** Industrial Sectioni Major refinery, pulp and paper, and aluminum facility permits
Permits are defined on pages248

Response Rate Comparison by Survey Year

Population Number Completed Refusals Not. Percent
Sampled  Surveys Accessible Response
2002 2,559 2,320 1,193 908 219 51%
2004 3,351 1,835 1,431 63 341 78%
2006 3,100 1,858 1,567 33 258 84%
2008 4 661 1,849 1,382 89 378 75%

The2002 survey wasonducted bynail, with a phoneall follow-up from NASS to non
regpondents. The 2002 response rate was Wittoa high (908yefusal to participate in the
survey.The mail survey coupled with a phone follayw boosted the initial response rate from
just mail returns. Based on this finding, the 2004 survey was conduntiedlyeby phoneThe
response rate increased while the refusal rate dropped significatdgision was made in
2006 and 2008 to continue conducting the suemyely byphone.
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In 2004, 2006 and 2008, many respondents noted that they were lookwagdoo participating
in the surveyEcology publicizethe results of the survey through a press release and has posted
all reports on its Website dtttp://www.ecy.wa.gov/quality/suey/customersurvey.html

To make sure all responsesnainconfidential, NASS will keep all original survey responses
and the identity ofhe respondents

Response Rate by Region

Survey respondents were askedavhich countythe facility or site being permitted was located.
The county data was grouped into the four Ecology regional locations, as shown in tiidisap.
information is useful t&cologybecause its organized into ten environmental programs located
in headquaers (Lacey) and four regional offices (Lacey, Bellevue, Yakima and Spokane).

Looking at the survey results by where the facility / site is located is used to help determine
overall trends in permit applicant opinion of our services from each officedoca@he regional
data coupled with the specific permit data is used by the agency to target areas for process
improvement.

Sample Group

by Washington State Region o B N I
- Vo ol
_ \ g -
Eastemn Northwest i pe = 0
29% 30% e

___ﬂl'_nﬁ _________

Central Pl

22% \ _________

Regional data is based upon wher
the permitted facility or site was
located. Fosurvey results by
regionallocationsee pages 189.
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Decision Status of Permit Applications

Survey respondentsere asked if their application for an Ecology permit was:

Approved and issued by Ecology.

Wi thdrawn by t
Denied by Ecology.
Pending a decision by Ecology.

he

applicant or

t

he applican

Of the1,382completed survey$0 respondentdid not answer this questiofihe following pie
chartandtablearebased on B22responses to thguestionon permit status

Status of Application

Pending
14%

19 Withdrawn

by Applicant

1%
Approved 6 E’Eﬁf;fd
84% '
\u
Withdrawn .
Approved by Applicant Denied

Agrcultural & Outdoor Burning 272 2 1
Air Operating 12 0 0
Air New Source 125 2 0
401 Water Quality Certification 115 0 0
Water Quality Individual NFDES™ 80 0 0
Water Quality General NPDES* 368 7 0
Biosolids 14 0 0
Water Rights New 20 0 3
Water Rights Change 79 6 2
Dam Safety 16 1 0
Industrial Section™ 11 0 0
Dangerous Waste 1 1 0
1113 19 6

* NPDESI National Pollutant Dischardelimination System
** Industrial Sectioni Major oil refinery, pulp and paper and aluminum facility permits

Pending
2
3
6
4]

25
15
3
59
6.2
0
2
2

184
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Results: Promptness in Response Time

Question 4 of thewsvey (Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire) askedpondents if they were
satisfied withEc o | orgspanse time to their phone callsnail messages, letters, and requests
for materials.

Legend

B Percensatisfied
PercenDissatisfied

Response time to phone calls.

2002 18
2004 5
2006 6
2008 8

Response time to emails.

2002 17
2004 5
2006 4
2008 7

Responsetime to letters.

82
92

2002 30 70

2004 7 3
2006 10

2008 12 8

Response time for requests for material.

2002
2004
2006
2008
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Results: Communicating with Ecology Staff

Questions through 2 of the survey{Appendix B Survey Questionnaiyaskedhe respondent
if they agreed or disagreed with stateme&msommunicaing with Ecology staff about their
permit application.

Legend

I Perceniigreeor Strongly Agree
PercenDisagreeor Strongly Disagree

Ecology staff were helpful.

2002 41 I
2004 = I}
2006 :
2008 :

Ecology staff were friendly.

2002
2004
2006
2008

w

(% B ¥ ) B ¥ ) B |

Ecology stafflistened.

2002
2004
2006
2008

=
(= IR IR
w

~J
w

| |! w |
wlw IIIWI

Ecology staff used professional judgment, not personal opinion.

2002 2o ™Y
2004 > ]
2006 1o ™
2008 > I
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Ecology staff communicated information clearly.

2002
2004
2006
2008

=
=

Ead

[T =BT =]

=
=1

Ecology staff viewed the applicantas a partner.

2002
2004
2006
2008

]
e]

—

=
Flt
(=]

=
=l

1‘ -q
=]
(7]
==]

=
[2,]

Ecology staff worked on a cooperative relationship.

2002
2004
2006
2008

F B K
MO M

=
]
(=)
a3

=
(4]

Ecology staff worked on innovative ways to solve problems.

2002 s I
2004 ic) IR Y
2006 22
2008 23
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Results: Permit Process

Questionsl 3 through 21 of the survey (Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire) asked the respondent
if they agreed or disagreed with statements about the permit process.

Legend

I Perceniigreeor Strongly Agree
PercenDisagreeor Strongly Disagree

Ecology told applicant whatwas needed for a complete application.

2002 13
2004 9
2006 8

2008 7

Ecology staff answered questions about the permit process.

2002 7
2004
2006
2008

Ecology stafftold applicant how long the decision would take.

2002 53
2004 20 I "
2006 25
2008 21

The permit forms were easy to use.

2002 33

2004 o 85
2006 18 82
2008 22
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The permit application instructions were clear.

2002 »2 Y
2004 13
2006 13
2008 15 [ T

The permit environmental standards were clear.

2002
2004
2006
2008

L
Ln

=1}
N

=t |k
[= IR =

=
V]

The permit decision was timely.

2002
2004
2006
2008

= = L
o -l
Cad

=
[fe]

The permit decision was clear.

2002
2004
2006
2008

= ka2
=
e |

!u
w
Sl 1

o]

Thetime to issue the permit was reasonable.

2002 Question Not Asked in 2002
2004
2006
2008

=
=l

]
(=]
oo

]
(=]
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Results: Permit Requirements

Questions 22 through 2 the survey (Appendix BSurvey Questianaire asked the respondent
if they agreed or disagreed with statements about the peuirements.

Legend

I Perceniigreeor Strongly Agree
PercenDisagreeor Strongly Disagree

The permit conditions are reasonable.

2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002
2004
2006
2008

The reporting requirements are reasonable.

2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002
2004
2006
2008

The permit monitoring requirements are reasonable.

2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002

2004 21
2006 10 I D
2008 22
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Results: Using the Web for Permit Information

Question 25 of the survey (Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire) asked respahtentsised
Ecologyds Web site for i nfpemimlatheyansweredoyeshel p t h
they were asked if the Web site wa¥easy to useand, bhelpful. These questions were not

asked in the 2002 survey.

Legend
B Yes
No

Was the Ecology Web site usedto find permitinformation?

2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002

2004 68 =
2006 ss I
2008 m =

If Yes, a) Was it easy to find the permit information?

2002 CQuestion Mot Asked in 2002
2004 17
2006 17
2008 16| I TS

b) Was the permit information on the Web site helpful?
2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002
2004 2 |
2006 8
2008 B
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Results: Agency Coordination on Permits

Question 29 of the survey (Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire) asked respondents if their project
required environmental permits from other agencies. If the answer was yes, the respondent was
asked about theievel of satisfaction with coordination between the permitting agencies. These
guestions were not asked in the 2002 and 2004 surveys.

Legend
B Percentes

PercentNo

Did the project require environmental permits from otheragencies?

2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002
2004 Question Mot Asked in 2004

2006 =
2008 72

If Yes, the survey respondent was asked if the permitting agencies weoeavdihated.

I Percent Agreer Strongly Agree
Percent Disagreer Strongly Disagree

The permitting agencies involved were well coordinated.

2002 Question Not Asked in 2002
2004 Question Mot Asked in 2004
2006 +s I

2008 a3
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Results: Office of Regulatory Assistance

The Office of Regulatory Assistance (ORA) is a Goveilrgel service cdocated with

Ecology. This office helps permapplicants sort out what permits from multiple agencies and

local government are needed for their project. Question 30 of the survey (Appendix B: Survey
Questionnaire) asked the respondent if they had worked with the Office of Regulatory Assistance
on ther project. If the answer was yes, a follays question was asked about their help in

applying for permits from multiple agencies. These questions were not asked in the 2002 and
2004 surveys.

Legend
B Percentyes

PercentNo

Did you work with the Office of Regulatory Assistance?

2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002
2004 Question Mot Asked in 2004
2006 a1 . g
2008 il ¢

If Yes, the surveyespondent was asked if their assistance was helpful in applying for permits
from multiple agencies.

I Percent Agreer Strongly Agree
Percent Disagreer Strongly Disagree

Their assistance was helpful in applying for permits from multiple

agencies.
2002 Question Mot Asked in 2002
2004 Question Mot Asked in 2004

2006 :
2008 1= ™
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Regional Response Summary

Northwest Region
Percent Agreed or Strongly Agreed

Ecology Staff: 2002 2004 2006 2008
Were helpful 85 92 93 91
Were friendly 95 95 96 95
Listened 91 92 95 91
Used professional judgment, not personal opinion 80 91 90 88
Communicated clearly 82 a0 94 88
Viewed the applicant as pariner 75 86 85 79
Worked on a cooperative relationship 76 a0 90 85
Woarked on innovative ways to solve problems 55 82 a0 75
Told the applicant what was needed for a complete application a7 89 92 91
Answered questions about process 86 91 95 96
Told the applicant how long decision would fake 65 76 75 75

The Permit:
Forms were easy to use 71 83 83 76
Instructions were clear 69 88 85 80
Standards were clear 67 82 82 77
Decision was timely 60 a1 80 78
Decision was clear 78 87 il 90
Issuance time was reasonable nia 80 76 76
Conditions were reasonable nia 86 79 79
Reporting requirements are reasonable nia 80 78 78
Manitoring requirements are reasonable n/a 80 74 71

Southwest Region
Percent Agreed or Strongly Agreed

Ecology Staff: 2002 2004 2006 2008
Were helpful 88 91 93 90
Were friendly 95 91 97 92
Listened 92 89 93 89
Used professional judgment, not personal opinion o4 a7 90 90
Communicated clearly a7 a7 92 86
Viewed the applicant as partner 77 a4 81 80
Worked on a cooperative relationship 80 a4 88 83
Worked on innovative ways to solve problems 75 78 78 72
Told the applicant what was needed for a complete application 89 86 03 90
Answered questions about process 90 89 97 92
Told the applicant how long decision would take 71 68 1 76

The Permit:

Forms were easy to use 69 85 83 77
Instructions were clear 71 85 87 85
Standards were clear 65 78 81 79
Decision was timely 67 77 79 a0
Decision was clear 83 85 95 92
Issuance time was reasonable nia 75 79 80
Conditions were reasonable nia 81 83 78
Reporting requirements are reasonable n/a 76 a7 77
Manitoring requirements are reasonable n/a 76 81 74
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Regional Response Summary

Central Region
Percent Agreed or Strongly Agreed

Ecology Staff: 2002 2004 2006 2008
Were helpful 86 94 89 93
Were friendly 92 96 94 97
Listened 04 03 03 04
Used professional judgment, not personal opinion 77 94 88 91
Communicated clearly 81 94 89 94
Viewed the applicant as partner 64 91 81 86
Woarked on a cooperative relationship 68 a0 85 89
Worked on innovative ways to solve problems 57 a6 77 78
Told the applicant what was needed for a complete application 81 94 90 94
Answered questions about process 85 95 96 97
Told the applicant how long decision would take 70 85 75 81

The Permit:

Forms were easy to use 64 a7 81 a0
Instructions were clear 61 88 &4 86
Standards were clear o8 a7 82 80
Decision was timely 63 a7 81 82
Decision was clear 76 92 04 93
Issuance time was reasonable n/a 86 78 79
Conditions were reasonable n/a 80 82 82
Reporting requirements are reasonable n/a 83 &4 82
Monitoring requirements are reasonable n/a a1 83 83

Eastern Region
Percent Agreed or Strongly Agreed

Ecology Staff: 2002 2004 20086 2008
Were helpful 85 96 91 95
Were friendly 92 97 95 95
Listened o8 05 04 94
Used professional judgment, not personal opinion a0 91 92 94
Communicated clearly &4 92 90 93
Viewed the applicant as partner 70 89 84 89
Worked on a cooperative relationship 74 92 86 91
Woarked on innovative ways to solve problems 68 a7 76 83
Told the applicant what was needed for a complete application 89 04 93 95
Answered questions about process a7 94 95 97
Told the applicant how long decision would take 64 88 78 83

The Permit:

Forms were easy to use 65 84 81 80
Instructions were clear 71 a7 89 88
Standards were clear 66 a7 89 86
Decision was timely 63 a8 82 o4
Decision was clear 78 90 94 91
Issuance time was reasonable n/a g9 85 85
Conditions were reasonable n/a 78 81 79
Reporting requirements are reasonable n/a 80 87 86
Monitoring requirements are reasonable n/a 78 85 &4
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Appendix A

Survey Results
by Permit Type
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Permit Descriptions

The following pemits were included in all four survey€harts that compare results from 2002,
2004, 2006and 200&re on page®4-45. For more detail about a particular permit, \iisé
EcologyWeb site athttp://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/pac/index.html

: _ Results on
Permit Type Description Page
This permit isrequiredfor burning vegetative
agricultural wastedand clearing debris, and fore 22-23
slash

Agricultureand Outdoor
Burning

Thisfive-year permit is required for major
Air Quality Operating facilities that release contaminantghe air
Permit (facilities that release a large quantity of air
contaminants).

24-25

A permit is required for either the@wgstruction of

new sources or modification of existing
equipment/processes temporary sourceblat

release contaminants to the @revention of 26-27
Significant Deteriorization, Notice of

Construction General Order, oFemporary

Source.

Air Quality New Source
Notice of Construction,
Prevention of Significant
Deteriorization,
Temporary Source, and
General Order

This permit is required fomg activity that might

401 WaterQuality result in a discharge of dredge or fill material int
e S 28-29
Certification water or wetlands or excavation in water or
wetlands.
. - Municipal sewage treatment facilities and
Gl Qualllty Municipal industrial facilities that discharge wastewater to
and Industrial 30-31

surface waters are required to get a National

Wastewater Discharge Pollution Discharge Elimination System permit.
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Permit Type

Water QualityGeneral
Wastewater Discharge

BiosolidsManagement

Water RightdNew

Water Rights Change

Dam Safety

Industrial Section

_ Results on
Description

Page
A water qualitygeneal permit covers a group of
like businesses or activities that have similar
discharges to surface waterofgnwater, boatyard, 32-33
fruit packer, sand & gravel, animal feeding
operation, and aquatic pesticidgplication)

This permitis for management andnd
application of biosolidsBiosolids are treted

sewage sludgthat meetgjuality standards that 34-35
allow it to be applied to the land for beneficial u:
A permit is required for new withdrawals of wate
36-37

from surface and ground sources.
A permit is needed for changes or transfers of ¢

- ) : ” : 3839
existing water right permit, certificate, or claim.
A permit isrequired for any dam or control of 10
or more acrdeet of water, liquid waste, or mine 40-41
tailings.
Pulp and paper, oil refining, and aluminum
smelting facilities receive their air, water, and 42-43

waste permits from onerganizational unit
(Industrial Section) within Ecology rather than
having to apply to several programs
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Agricultural and Outdoor Burning Permits

A permit is needed for burning vegetative agricultural wakiad, clearing debris, and forest

slash

Mumber of Calls  Completed Surveys Refusals Mot Accessible  Response Rate
383 288 29 66 75%

Percent who Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the statement.

The Permit: 02002 m2004 m2006 m2008
|

Forms were easy to use

Instructions were clear

Standards were clear

Decision was timely

Decision was clear

Issuance time was reasonable

Conditionswere reasonable

Reporting requirements are
reasonable

Monitoring requirements are
reasonable

m
[ ‘
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Agricultural and Outdoor Burning Permits

ECOngy Staff: 02002 ®m2004 ©=2006 m2008
|

Were helpful

Were friendly

Listened to me

Used professional judgment

Communicated clearly

Viewed applicantas partner

Worked on cooperative
relationship

Worked on innovative solutions

Told applicanthow to complete
application

Answered questionsaboutthe
process

Told applicanthow long the
decision would take

IR
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Air Quality Operating Permit

Thisfive-year permit is required for major facilities that release contaminants to the air (facilities
thatrelease a large quantity of air contaminants).

Mumber of Calls  Completed Surveys Refusals Mot Accessible  Response Rate
16 15 0 1 94%

Percent who Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the statement.

The Permit: 02002 m2004 m2006 m2008
|

Forms were easy to use

Instructions were clear

Standards were clear

Decision was timely

Decision was clear

Issuance time was
reasonable

Conditionswere reasonable

Reporting requirements are
reasonable

Meonitoring requirements are
reasonable
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Air Quality Operating Permit
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