Minutes

WDC-14 (WERA – 1001): Experiments in Survey
Februrary 28 - 29, 2008
The 2008 annual meeting of WERA -1001 (WDC- 14) was convened by Chair Ginny Lesser at 8:15am on February 28 at Tucson InnSuites. Present were:
Virginia Lesser (Chair: Oregon) lesser@stat.orst.edu
John Allen (Utah State) johna@ext.usu.edu
Tom Allen (Washington State University)

Shorna Broussard (Cornell) srb@fnr.purdue.edu
Don Dillman (Washington) dillman@wsu.edu
Courtney Flint (University of Illinois, Champaign-Urbana) cflint@uiuc.edu
Glenn Israel (Florida) gdisrael@ufl.edu
Bob Mason (Oregon) masonr@stat.orst.edu
Angela Mertig (Middle Tennessee State) amertig@mtsu.edu
Fred Lorenz (Secretary: Iowa) folorenz@iastate.edu
Rob Robertson (New Hampshire) robertr@cisuix.unh.edu
Steve Swinford (Montana) swinford@montana.edu
There are two new members, but they weren’t able to attend this year:

Nick Place (University of Maryland)

Wuyang Hu (University of Kentucky)
The following are members or still have interest but were not able to attend:
Brad Gentner (Nat. Oceanic and Atmosph. Admin) brad.gentner@noaa.gov
Marilyn Smith (Nevada) smithm@unce.unr.edu
Brian Meekins (BLS) Meekins_B@bls.gov
Todd Rockwood (Minnesota) trockwood@mn.rr.com
Robie Sangster (BLS) Sangster_R@bls.gov
Loretta Singletary (UN, Reno) singletary1@unce.unr.edu
John Saltiel (Montana) jsaltiel@.gmail.com
Fern Willits (Pennsylvania) fkw@psu.edu
Opening administrative announcements: We discussed two related administrative concerns. First, we submitted a renewal proposal for WERA – 1001, but it was not approved. One criticism was that it did not pay close enough attention to outreach. A revised proposal is in preparation that addresses this concern. Because we were not renewed, we are meeting this year as a temporary committee (WDC – 14). We will resume next year as WERA – 1001 if the revised proposal is approved. 

Second, during the past decade Vicki McCracken has served as our administrative advisor and has contributed to the substantive discussions of the committee. Ginny announced that Vicki has stepped down from her administrative duties at Washington State. Because Vicki is no longer an administrator, she can no longer serve as our administrative advisor. Don noted that we can request specific people to serve as our administrative advisor. One suggestion was Jim Christensen, who is at the University of Arizona and an administrative director. Don agreed to follow up with Jim and appropriate Western Regional administrators to see if that would be agreeable to all concerned.

The members of WERA – 1001 thanked Vicki for her many years of service and interest.
Meeting agenda: The agenda sent out before the meeting by Chair Ginny Lesser was approved. The topics were:

(1) A critique of current web survey software, especially SM; 

(2) the US Postal Systems Delivery Sequence Files (DSF) as an alternative to increasingly more problematic approaches to sampling such as random digit dialing; 

(3) mixed-mode surveys conducted during the past year; 

(4) new research on spacing for open-ended questions; 

(5) strategies for improving outreach: and 

(6) state reports on experiments planned for the next 12 months and on completed experiments not subsumed under points (2) – (5). 

A critique of current web survey software:  Special guest Tom Allen from Washington State University presented a comprehensive discussion of the advances and limitations of software currently available for conducting web surveys. Tom has been at Pullman since 1988. He started as an interviewer and is now web coordinator in the WSU Social & Economic Sciences Research Center. Tom remarked that some of the early web survey software was so bad that they created their own systems. More recently, some of the commercial software is beginning to look good, but it’s as costly as hiring programmers and it’s not a flexible as having programmers do the work. So the question becomes, what do programs like Survey Monkey (SM) do, and what don’t they do? 

Tom identified three types of online survey services: (1) fully hosted companies that will do everything for you, (2) online survey software like SM, and (3) “do it yourself” systems. In deciding which services, if any, to use, consider cost, support, design, security, and what will the data look like. For SM, the cost is free if you have only a few questions, fewer than 100 respondents, and are okay with a summary report rather than the raw data. They also have a $200/year contract which allows you to do larger surveys and get the data.  SM on-line support is pretty good, with new on-line help tools and a survey library question inventory. It has developed greater flexibility in design (fonts; colors; layout; etc), even with the free version. It has nice drop-down grids, etc, and you can set text boxes any size you want. In addition, it allows for question randomization and it allows for “other” responses. It now has a progress bar and it lets you upload graphics to personalize and to put photos into questionnaires. SM provides live, real-time frequencies, but no cross-tabs in the free version. In the paid version, you do get the data in Excel-readable form. 

But Survey Monkey has limits, as do most programs like it.  First, it works on both PCs and MACs but it will not work on systems that do not support Javascript or “Cookies.” SM relies on Javascript, but Javascript is susceptible to viruses. At least 6% of all computers have it turned off, a percent that increases noticeably when there are virus scares. Don noted that Census and USDA do not allow JavaScript for surveys that go out of there offices. 
Second, there are problems with visual design. For example, it is very limited in its question response formats: it has small “radio buttons” and poor formats. As a second example, it can’t handle cascading style sheets (CSS) which allows adjustments for different screen resolutions. With out CSS, when you reduce the resolution, you can end up displaying only incomplete tables. SM has recently improved in this area, but they are still inflexible with fixed margins, so that many formats look off-center on the page. To maintain a consistent visual design, a percentage of screen width should be used whenever possible (as opposed to fixed width).  SM now uses percentage width, except for margins which are fixed width.
Third, Survey Monkey has coverage problems. It has four approaches to delivering surveys, although they openly talk about 3 ways: (1) place the link on a webpage; (2) upload your e-mails to SM and they will use their system to collect data and monitor follow-ups; (3) create a pop-up invitation on your website. The “make a link” option is a link to the survey. The problem is that it is wide open: anyone can do the survey, and it can be forwarded to others. In an attempt to address this problem, SM has put in an option to prohibit more than one response from a machine (as indicted by the IP address). However, you don’t know who responses are from. Second, SM’s new sampling management tool permits only one response per name on the list of respondents. This means you have to provide SM with everyone’s e-mail address, which is important with mixed modes when you ask some to go to a website. This is a good option, but SM requires that you first get permission for each respondent before you send the questionnaire. This is very restrictive. Third, SM allows you to create survey invitation pop-up when visitors view a website. This too is a coverage problem because you don’t know who the respondents are, and they are irritating so most programs have pop-up blockers turned on. 
There is a 4th method to reach respondents, but they don’t advertise it. You can embed unique ID numbers into the survey URL. The link is:

 http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=v*MbvURxoHkWfvud7Or3Cg_3d_3d&c=10987 

and respondents are unlikely to type the entire address to complete the survey (see tiny url to make a shorter link). This allows researchers to track respondents without using the SM sample management tool. A person can respond over & over, but you would know. In any case, all 4 options with sample management capabilities rely on respondent having email access and the researchers having a complete list of those addresses. And, excluding a postal mail option severely limits coverage. Coverage is also limited by requirements of JavaScript and “cookies;” both must be enabled to get the surveys. 
SM’s privacy policy is not adequate for most survey research. You can opt out, but they still have some rights to override. SM collects IP addresses and keeps that information (see Information Use policy). You have little protection given that static IP addresses can be used to identify respondents and SM may use for their own purposes. That information is more specific than a zip code, so they can use it and even sell it. Most IRBs would not allow SM surveys if they new about this. In addition, SM does not have an option to allow the data to be stored on the researcher’s server. Why? It’s an issue of control and their way to make money. The data sits on a SM machine until it is downloaded, which does not allow for security. To add to the complexity: SM contracts with others to store data, in this case, Data Sun. Consider the case of legal actions: can courts approach SM and get specific responses? 
Finally there are issues of flexibility. There is not a single survey done for WSU’s survey center that could be done on SM because it doesn’t allow the designers sufficient design control.

In conclusion SM is inexpensive, easy to use, and is flexible. But its limits on design, coverage, and storage are problematic. One additional observation, from Bob and others: SM is especially concerned with market research and marketing.

The committee members thanked Tom for sharing his observations with us. A discussion followed about how to best make these observations known to survey practitioners. One suggestion was to write it up for a journal, but questions were raised about how best to do this. Lorenz suggested that one approach would be a direct criticism, and he cited an article that appeared in the American Statistician ( May 2004, vol 58 (2): 160 – 164) that directly criticized the SPSS missing values option. An alternative is to write up points of concern, and let people judge the extent to which different programs like Survey Monkey have the concerns. Lorenz agreed to forward a reference in SEM to Tom about criticisms of the SPSS missing values option. The article is at:

http://www.sociology.ohio-state.edu/people/ptv/publications/MVA/published.pdf
The potential of Postal Delivery Sequence Files: Random Digit Dialing (RDD) response rates are falling, making web surveys relatively more attractive. Sill, many people don’t all have computer access (30%), or don’t have high speed internet access (50%), and Public Opinion Quarter had a recent article outlining problems with cell phones. One alternative to RDD as it relates to coverage is the Postal Service Delivery Sequence File (DSF). The USPS makes available complete lists. So, one variant on the question about whether to use mail or web surveys is to ask: should we (a) mail out a survey use DSF or (b) use DSF to mail out instructions that show people how to find and complete the web version of the survey? In other words, will household respond to web if approached by mail? 
Don Dillman reported the following on an experiment that had 4 treatments: send mail and mention web (mail preference); send mail Q but don’t mention web for 2 weeks (mail preference); no mail Q but say it will be sent in about 2 weeks (web preference); and encourage response by either mode (equal preference). Data were collected using a $5 incentive to complete the survey. Multiple contacts (5) were made: pre-notice, questionnaire or web request, etc., and N = 1800. In this experiment, the web survey looks identical to the printed questionnaires, so we have common visual design. Here are the response rates:






Initial

Final

Mail preference:

   54
%

 62%
(4% by web; 58% by mail)

Mail preference: 

   62%

 71%
(1% by web; 70% by mail)

Web preference:

   38


 55

(41% by web; 14% by mail)

Equal preference:

   52


 63

(13% by web; 50% by mail).
Who responds by paper, and by web? Compare the 41% and 14%  in the 3rd group. The differences are smaller when you look at the 2nd group. The findings suggest that postal DSF can produce reasonably high coverage and response rates, and that withholding mail option drives up web responses. Currently, there may be a notable asymmetry in response patterns: many web respondents will also respond by mail but mail respondents are not as likely to respond to web. Web survey and mail survey respondents are different. Web respondents are more likely to be under 50; married; employed; college educated and have incomes over $25k.

Overall, what is to be learned here?  Mixed mode improve response rate and reduce non-response error, but measurement differences are likely. The use of both gives better response while minimizing negative measurement consequences. In follow up discussions, Glenn asked: have you done cognitive interviews? Don: No, didn’t take time, but the card for accessing the survey on the web was shown to a variety of people for informal feedback. Ginny: Is the web cost effective?  Discussion followed about the conditions under which these methods work, especially when dealing with other languages and rapidly growing minorities.

Mixed mode surveys: Ginny Lesser reported on comparisons of delivery methods in a survey distributed by internet, mail and telephone. She used DSF. The survey was about satisfaction with highways using RDD and mail questionnaires. There were 3 groups: 1013 telephone interviews were completed by dialing 12,683 numbers up to 15 times. They also mailed out 1335 mail and 1770 web/mail questionnaires. There were no incentives. 

Results: One variation was to compare response rates when the letter head was from the Department of Transportation or from the Survey Research Center. Response rates: 34% ODOT pre-letter and 29.8% SRC pre-letter for mail, and 24.5% and 20.3% for the web/mail survey where web site and pin# preceded a follow-up mailing of questionnaires to non-respondents. The telephone response rate was 30%. Item non-response rates were 3.7% telephone, 10.3% mail and 10.7% web/mail. The weighted analysis to account for sampling fractions and other factors, and the demographic comparisons were also made. For age, telephone respondents averaged 52 compared to 56 and 57 for mail and web/mail. When looking more carefully at outcomes to specific questions to check for homogeneity of responses: 40 of the 68 questions had significant differences across modes, but no differences between mail and web/mail. The telephone mode was different, with the 1st category being used 11% more often. There was no notable pattern to help define when differences exist and when they don’t. 
The next experiment was for the 2007 Oregon State Department of Education Report on disabilities. The survey was about what the disabled liked and disliked when traveling. The sampling was RDD and a sample was provided from the National Multiple Sclerosis Society, with over 200,000 members. Ginny compared mode effects. The survey of members (N = 15,000) led to 2756 completed screener questionnaires (including phone number and email). From among these 2756, 1041 had a disability and traveled, of whom 708 completed the subsequent questionnaire. Some interviews were done by web, others by mail and by telephone. There were 4 experimental groups: (1) mail with 4th mailing offering web as a choice; (2) mail/web with 4th by mail; (3) web/mail with 4th by mail; and (4) phone with up to 20 attempts. The results are on the next page:

Group

Sample
1st/3rd/4th

Final RR


Mail


251

170/7

76%


Mail/Web
251

162/3/11

73%


Web Mail
251

102/40/41
77


Phone

251




70%
Discussion followed; Angela asked, why do web survey? One is trend and another is that we are getting more open-ended comments on the web. Some of Don’s data suggest that people are more likely to answer web surveys: web respondents; 90% preferred internet; mail respondents; 86% preferred mail.

Ginny is also doing a General Oregon study using 2100 names/addresses from DSF: 700 will receive paper versions for all mailing; 700 will have web but paper version for last mailing; 700 will be send web sit invitation. Note: DSF must be purchased from Marketing Systems Group at www.m-s-g.com or one other company.  Also, you can google “Postal Delivery Sequence File” for the contractors.

Open ended questions: Glenn Israel began by reviewing the work he presented last year at the Joint Statistical Meetings (JSM) on the size of boxes and responses they generated. Between 2003 and 2006 he did a series of two-page surveys for the Florida Cooperative Extension customer satisfaction surveys. The overall response rate for 4 years was 63%. The box sizes ranged from 1 line to 4- 5 lines of text. He asked is there a linear affect between space provided and amount written, and does change in size affect content of what is said. Variables included number of word, lines, sentences and coded content, including valence and types of elaboration, including additional detail, emotive expressions of satisfaction, and agent competence and skills. The basic results indicate that more words, and more sentences, are given when there is more space (true in each of the 4 years and across several questions). There was no relationship in the valence; most were overwhelmingly positive. More box space provided for more detail, some significant emotive elaboration, but not too much due to extension agent competence. Demographically, women wrote more words and lines than men and added more detail and emotional content. There were only very small differences due to education. There were no discernable ceiling effects. 
Steve Swinford also presented results shown at the JSM. He compared boxes and no boxes, and assessed characters used and number of words. There were 5 surveys and 6 questions. In the 1st survey, the number of characters and number of words used were significant. In the 2nd study, of government officials, the presence of a box INCREASED the number of words and characters. This was the only one to get this result. In the other studies, the presence of a box significantly REDUCED both the number of words and number of characters used. In all these, the t-ratios were often double digits, suggesting strong effect sizes. Summary: in 4 of the 6 experiments, the box prompts a response but it does not generate more words. Glenn: the box is a foreground figure, giving cues about how much to write; the lack of box is a different kind of cue. The box vs. no box distinction didn’t make much difference among government officials and on a controversial issue, where perhaps the salience if the issue overrides the cues. 
Don did something similar with words, themes and elaborations. The magnitudes of effects were not large but they were consistent. The last (late) respondents were affected by the size of the box; they may have been less motivated. Space makes a difference on both web and mail.

Another experiment offered a preamble that said “we really need an answer” and the number of respondents who elaborated increased. We hypothesized that what space does is provide cues about how much to say, but a box is giving a cue that an answer is needed. Don also looked at lines or no lines for questions that suggest listing things. Five line boxes resulted in more responses than 3 line boxes, but no differences in elaboration. However, with more lines came more non-response. One elaboration was to label the lines (business 1; business 2; etc); that led to no appreciable differences. These studies have sample sizes of 300 – 500. Don also played with telephone survey questions, comparing questions like “what are the favorite” with “what are the three favorite,” but again there were no real differences.

In related research, Ginny looked at color and one option was to compare blue and green questionnaires. What happened? In 2006, B/W (37%) vs Blue (30%). In 2007 they used a scanable form: BW (36.5%) and Carribean (47.5%); and for BW (44.4%) vs Avocado (44.5%). Ginny has open-ended questions to code. 
Meeting resumed Friday morning with continued discussions of open ended questions. Attempts were made to summarize what has been accomplished and what remains to be done. Don observed that we have pieces of results:

· Glenn established the effects of different size boxes, and there are expectations set by boxes, giving better quality data.

·  Don found that larger boxes gave more responses from less motivated respondents.

·  Steve found that no boxes yield more responses compared with equal size boxes, but the presence of a box increases the likelihood of a response

· Don found that extra messages (“This question is really important) increased themes and number of words on web surveys.

· In addition, both Don and Ginny also compared lines and no lines. 
Goal: There should be a unifying experiment in this to bring some closure to the pits and pieces. The theme is that web compared with mail gets more detailed response than paper to open ended questions. The question: how do we get better quality answers to open-ended questions?

Courtney suggests that there can be a box by context interaction, and she has the opportunity to compare 6 communities; John also has that opportunity, so that gives us 11 communities. The question is how best to design the studies and coordinate them. Shorna is about to do a mail survey but would like to encourage a web response. The questions are written but the questionnaire is not yet formatted. This could be shared with Courtney and John. Angela notes that we have 24 cells when cross-classifying, so that a comprehensive controlled experiment might be possible, but probably only with student populations and large classes. Here are what we decided were the key comparions: 


Box vs ~box



Size of box or space: small; medium; large


Lines vs ~lines



Extra messages

Theme: how do you set expectations for open ended questions? Discussion continued with Don pointing out that “box vs ~box” comparison is the most urgent. We have good data size of box. Ginny added that we don’t have much data on lines vs ~lines. Steve said he could do a nice study to check some of these ideas. With lines, there is also the issue of whether you are asking lists or opinions; lines may be more important in dealing with lists (e.g., what “new businesses” vs. “what 3 new businesses”). Here are some potential cross-classified experiments that should be designed and executed during the next year if at all possible:
	
	Box by line factorial 
	Box by message  
	Box by spacing factorial

	
	Line
	~ line
	Message
	~message
	Small 
	Medium 
	large

	Box
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No box
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Also:

	
	Lines by message

	
	message
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	No lines
	
	

	
	
	


Ginny notes that agreeing on outcome variables will be important when it comes time to pull the experiments together for an article. We should agree on these as outcomes: #characters, #words, #themes, amount of elaboration, and response rate, timing of response, and item non-response. Definitions were discussed: Themes are counts of the number of unique and relevant pieces of information. Elaboration has been coded as a dichotomous variable depending on whether respondents give additional information with regard to a theme w/o giving a new theme. The idea is to circulate papers already prepared and email others about which designs are about to be implemented. Bob had a couple of ideas about the literature. The citations are:  
Brock, TC. 1967. Communication Discrepancy and intent to persuade as determinants of counterargument production. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 3 296 – 309.

Perloff & Brock . 1980. Cognitive response to persuasion. Pp 67 -99 in M E Foloff & G R Miller (eds)., Persuasion: New directions in theory and research. Sage: Beverly Hills. 
Outreach: The committee discussed their continuing concerns about how best to disseminate the results of our experiments. Among practitioners, there is an on-going concern about the quality of data and the ability of policy makers to evaluate survey data. Many members of this group have given public presentations but we haven’t documented them. Ginny has made one-hour presentations that help people understand how to do surveys; Glenn and Don have also done some of the same. Don reported doing about 10 workshops, and his notes are available. Rob drew attention to the web site of the National Park Service that includes helpful “tools.”

But still, we need a “best practice” summary of our papers. Ideas were exchanged that attempted to come up with strategies for disseminating the findings of this group. One immediate thing we decided we should do is report our public activities as they relate to the conduct of surveys. Ginny asks us to keep records and include it in our minutes next year. Steve proposed that he could host a website for the group. 
State Report

Steve Swinford talked about his plans for next years. He will work on student norms and Kenya study that will include box vs ~box. A 3rd one is with the western transportation institute on human factor experiments. 

Don’s priority for the next year is to work with the DSF and driving people to web surveys. Don noted that the new International Handbook of Survey Methodology is out, and he is working on a new revision of the TDM book, to come out in September. 

Bob Mason reported on an invited paper in Law and Psychology on duel process models to explain obeying tax laws.

Shorna Broussard reported on surveys she is conducting in upstate New York. Currently she is attempting to conduct periodic surveys more frequently to improve data recall. She is also concerned about outreach. Her work at Cornell includes extension, and they are attempting to better use social science data. 

Rob Robertson reported that earmarked funds are disappearing, so he is working on an NIH grant proposal and has contacts with Exon Mobile, which is interested in what he is doing. He still works with park service, which is required to continue working with public, but there isn’t money to do the kind of surveys they had been doing. He has been working with web surveys and web based engagement tools, which are different and which do allow for public comment and engagement. It allows for public interaction with agencies that are otherwise considered difficult and bureaucratic. This also is a way to take the results from this group and get them to the public. John suggested looking on-line for key words about “public citizen engagement.” There are tools available, and in fact Rob has been using earlier versions.
Angela Mertig talked about the survey of use of rodenticides used in California, and she used a business reply envelope and bulk mail. She got 20% using the PDF. In the next year she will work with people in water quality, the Clear Water Institute, including biologists, chemists, etc. They will submit internal grants for synergy projects. They will survey about water quality knowledge and attitudes. Hopefully these small surveys will then turn into something larger through USDA, Dept Energy or NSF funding. The immediate surveys will likely be next spring. She also has surveys that asked for open-ended responses in some past mail surveys. 
John Allen is doing community surveys of formal and informal decision structures that add to his work on the Five Communities study. He will do mail surveys and face-to-face focus interviews. He is also working at a Ford Foundation project of Hispanic poverty, immigration, and community preparedness to mobile resources. They are looking at the home communities of the Hispanics. Part of the idea is that the perception is that it is harder to start a business in a Mexican community than in the US, but that is probably not the case.

Courtney Flint uses mixed methods, starting with site visits and then doing more traditional surveys relating to forest management. Across 9 communities, she averaged 40% response rates but with large differences between communities. The respondents are residents. Another study was on agricultural producer attitudes about aspects of agriculture and the role of the university. Upcoming: time 2 study of 6 communities in Alaska, which offers opportunities to do some experiments and link them to past surveys. The 2nd wave will add 600 to the sample. This includes going back to people who didn’t respond to the 1st study. The awareness of environmental problems is high in these communities; they are very visible and salient to the citizens. The original 16 page survey had a 50% response rate, which was high. She has other opportunities to do more surveys relating to agriculture and forestry. They may also do studies on migration in rural China, using face-to-face surveys, and watershed partnerships, knowledge, attitudes, and cognitive mapping of watersheds. Angela, Rob and Shorna are have similar substantive interests. 
Glenn Israel focused this past year on the open-ended questions and continues collecting customer satisfaction surveys. One experiment addressed blue and gray shading of questionnaires, and there was no difference in any of the outcomes, including non-response, which Ginny had found. One of his experiments separated filterer questions with white space to see if people can better see the follow up questions. The outcome was a consistent response. No significant differences.  Glenn’s plans include more experiments on spacing, including mail and web comparisons.
Ginny Lesser has several studies in progress. On her monthly DMV satisfaction survey since 6/2001 (6 ½ years): response rates are leveling off. Last year there was an average decline of 2.1% and now its at 2.0%. There used to be a larger difference between men and women, but the young are still the lowest response rate. Don: my national park visitor survey, where visitors of parks have averaged 75% over the past years; stable over 20 years. Ginny: that is a special population. Don: two confounding effects: one problem is that the number of questions asked has increased, and they added a replacement questionnaire. This issue isn’t well documented and we should do it. Ginny also reported on other activities relating to remote sensing to quantify isolated wetlands, and the use of orthogonal functions to predict values for non-observed sites in environmental surveys using space and time information.
Aside conversation: Shorna noted a study in a natural resource journal that showed that clear envelopes resulted in higher response rates. 

Fred Lorenz reported on the results of an evaluation done by the Iowa Department of Education on a simulation his colleague, Roberta Vann, conducted to demonstrate the difficulties non-English speaking newcomers have when moving into a new community. The evaluation contained an array of design features that allowed for both independent sample and paired comparisons. It also allowed for a comparison of order effects. Preliminary analyses did not indicate any significant order effects. The evaluation instrument contained several open-ended questions, and committee members urged Fred to incorporate some of the open ended variations into the questionnaires if the simulation is repeated this coming summer. 
Meeting adjourned. 
Next year: Feb 26 – 27, 2008.
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