
“How we done it” 
On 10/14 I made a pitch to the core group 
to do a survey as a feasibility study for a 
ballot measure.  If I had been rejected I 
would have attempted to go it alone and it 
would have been a disaster. I would still be 
hand addressing envelopes, asking 
respondents to pay their own return postage 
and I would have randomized an out of date 
voter registration list that someone sent me 
that is several hundred names short of the 
list we used.  I may have ended up with an n 
of 80 sometime in December and that still 
would have given me information accurate to  

+/- 10%.  I would have felt like George McGovern who was seen at a Kinkos copying 
his own campaign material in 1984.  I am truly indebted to NAG for this opportunity 
and particularly to Tom and Marlene for their invaluable assistance and constant good 
humor. 

Once NAG accepted my proposal we were able to pull off a class act.  I was never 
overly concerned about the error rate because I know what that means and this study 
was conducive to low error.  Only the opinions of voters were important so a current 
voter registration list was critical – no DMV, assessor or fishing license lists.  I was 
fishing for random registered voter respondents in a pool that contains only that 
species and that entire species – little chance for error here.  The poll results of 
Humboldt County voters were: favor the landfill = 14%, oppose the landfill 
= 78%, undecided = 8%. 
The list was totally randomized – all 5774 registered voters had an equal chance of 
being included which is the most important factor in reducing error and assuring that 
the sample is representative of the entire population (current registered voters).  Tom 
was responsible for this part, like Boss Hogg I just told him to “handle it”.  When he 
encountered problems Marlene brought in a UNR friend of Jay’s who was currently 
studying this stuff and, after staying up half the night, out of 200 they came up with 
198 because they used a randomization program with replacement, the purest form 
and #6 came up twice reducing the total to 199.  The computer “spit out” (I don’t 
know, ask Tom) one number reducing the total to 198.  I thought, ½% possible error 
here I can live with it, move on. 

Possible error rate is figured mathematically between the population N and the sample 
n, 127 out of 5774 gives an error rate of 8.5%.  An n of 360 would have reduced the 
error rate to 5% but would have entailed sending out 720 surveys at $1.00 each.  I live 
on a fixed income with three horses and various other animals and we all like to eat 
every day, consequently I have learned to be very frugal and I saw no point in being 
less frugal with NAG’s money ‘cuz  I knew I could reduce potential error to a minimum 
by using the KISS (keep it simple stupid) theory.  I used mutually exclusive discrete 



variables – yes, no, don’t know - with no weighting or gradation, i.e. “strongly oppose,” 
and I used no sub sets – political party, gender, etc.  I simply ignored suggestions to 
add anything not absolutely necessary – (why don’t you ask for money or volunteers or  

add another category for people who may not 
be aware of the issue?)  I used a simple survey 
instrument that attempted not to bias the 
sample by anonymity (Jungo Land Use Survey 
not NAG) was easy to read and left little room 
for checking the wrong box.  I included a 
stamped, addressed return envelope to 
encourage response.  I guaranteed 
confidentiality and explained how.  I was polite 
and considerate – comments (optional). 

I resisted the hordes who wanted to help stuff 
envelopes and monitored the process carefully 

so each envelope going out had a survey instrument (see attached below) and a 
stamped return envelope all folded uniformly.  The address and return labels were all 
computer printed, there was no hand written anything.  Marlene and I took the 
envelopes to the PO and here’s a picture of her mailing them. 

Only Tom and Marlene had access to the PO Box and only Marlene knew the 
combination to the safe.  Returns were picked up and counted daily and placed in the 
safe.  The original of the survey instrument was safeguarded so no additional copies 
could be made.  The samples passed out at the opening were clearly labeled. 

At the opening one of the 128 was rejected because the respondent had checked both 
“oppose” and “undecided” reducing the total to 127 and one envelope was found to 
have two surveys of which one was an obvious copy and was rejected.  The day after 
the opening two more surveys showed up in the PO Box, they too will be rejected for 
safety reasons. 

Another reason why I was unconcerned about the error rate is that I understand that 
any error will itself be totally randomized and subject to the same principals of central 
tendency and distribution as all units, meaning rather than accumulating at the 
extreme (8.5%) they will tend to accumulate around the median (4.25%). 

This study is, in my opinion, well designed, simple, carefully carried out with all due 
diligence and the results can be taken to the bank. 



Jungo Land Use Survey 
PO Box 2392 

Winnemucca, NV 89446-2392 
 
 

Dear Humboldt County Registered Voter: 
 
You have been chosen from voter rolls at random to participate in a survey to end 
speculation and determine what Humboldt County residents actually want regarding 
the proposed Jungo landfill that would bring 4000 tons of garbage a day to a site west 
of Winnemucca. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary; however, your opinion is important and 
you are encouraged to participate. Confidentiality of your response is guaranteed.  You 
are one of more than 100 registered voters who have been mailed this survey and 
there is no way to determine any individual’s response. 
 
To participate in this survey simply check the appropriate statement below and return 
in the enclosed stamped addressed envelope.  Please mail your response no later than 
10/30/09.  Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 
 
 
____     I am in favor of the proposed landfill. 
 
 
___     I am opposed to the proposed landfill. 
 
 
___     I am undecided about the proposed landfill. 
 

 
Comments (optional) 

 
 
 

SAMPLE 
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