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Abstract. Water clarity is a strong indicator of regional waler quality. Unlike other common water-
quality metrics, such as chlorophyll 4, total P, or trophic status, clarity can be accurately and efficiently
estimated remotely on a regional scale. Satellite-based remote sensing is useful in regions with many lakes
where traditional field-sampling techniques may be prohibitively expensive. Repeated sampling of easily
accessed lakes can lead to spatially irregular, nonrandom samples of a region. Remote sensing remedies
this problem. We applied a remote monitoring protocol we had previously developed for Maine lakes
>8 ha based on Landsat satellite data recorded during 1995-2010 to identify spatial and temporal patierns
in Maine lake clarity. We focused on the overlapping region of Landsat paths 11 and 12 to increase
availability of cloud-free images in August and early September, a period of relative lake stability and
seasonal poor-clarity conditions well suited for annual menitoring. We divided Maine into 3 regions
{northeastern, south-central, western} based on morphometric and chemical lake features. We found a
general decrease in average statewide lake clarity from 4.94 to 4.38 m during 1995-2010. Water clarity
ranged from 4 to & m during 1995-2010, but it decreased consistently during 2005-2010. Clarity in both the
northeastern and western lake regions has decreased from 5.22 m in 1995 t0 4.36 and 421 m, respectively,
in 2016, whereas lake clarity in the south-central lake region {4.50 m} has not changed since 1995. Climate
change, timber harvesting, or watershed morphometry may be responsible for regional water-clarity
decline. Remote sensing of regional water clarity provides a more complete spatial perspective of lake’
water gquality than existing, interest-based sampling. However, field sampling done under existing
monitoring programs can be used fo calibrate accurate models desigred to estimate water clarity remotely.
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Water clarity, often quantified in terms of Secchi
disk depth (SDBY, is a strong indicator of chlorophyll
a, total P, and trophic status {Carlson 1977). Clarity
data are relatively cheap and easy to gather compared
to these and other variables, so 50D is an ideal metric
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of regional water quality. Secchi data collected by
existing state or citizen-based lake-monitoring pro-
grams can be used in satellite-based approaches to
monitor lake water quality at regional scales (Kloiber
et al. 2002, Chipman et al. 2004, Olmanson et al. 2008,
2011, Knight and Voth 2012, McCullough et al. 2012).
Similar approaches can be used to monitor intralake
water clarity of large lakes in targeted geographic
areas {e.g., Duan et al. 2009, Zhao et al. 2011) and
other water-quality metrics, such as colored dissolved
organic matter (CDOM) (e.g., Brezonik et al. 2005,
Kutser 2012} or chlorophyvll @ {e.g., Allan et al. 2011,
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Potes et al. 2011}, However, application at-regional
scales is more limited by costs and availability of field
data than in the case of water clarity. 5DD measure-
ments are widely conducted and less costly than other
water-quality assessments requiring chemical analy-
ses. However, large-scale field-sampling programs
often gather a spatially irregular, nonrandom repre-
sentation of regional water quality because of limited
lake accessibility. Remote sensing can eliminate
spatial biases associated with nonrandem sampling,
particularly in regions with numerous lakes that
cannot be monitored efficiently with traditional field
methods. Much of existing field data is amassed by
volunteer lakeshore residents who collectively make
regional -assessments more feasible by collecting
necessary data for remote model calibration, and are
important stakeholders in lake water quality. In-
creased lake clarity positively affects lakefront prop-
erty value in Maine (Michael et al. 1996, Boyle et al.
1999) and New Hampshire (Gibbs et al. 2002) and
enhances human-perception of lake water quality in
Minnesota (Heiskary and Walker 1988).

Remote sensing often is used to detect landscape
change and can be applied to monitor change in
regional lake water quality. Peckham and Lillesand

(2006) and Olmanson et al. (2008) used Landsal

satellite imagery to evaluate long-term patterns in
water qualify of Wisconsin and Minnesota lakes,
respectively, Identification of areas undergoing
downward trends in water quality enables manage-
ment agencies to direct limited rescurces more
effectively and efficiently to remediate causes for
water-quality decline. Accuracy of detection of long-
term change is maximized with assessments focused
on late summer, a period of relative stability in lake
algal communities and lake stratification ideal for
remofe estimation of water clarity. Assessments
during this period typically capture the seasonally
poorest conditions in lake water clarity (Stadelmann
et al. 2001, Kloiber et al. 2002, Chipman ef al. 2004,
Olmanson et al. 2008, 2011).

Qur objectives were to: 1} examine spatial and
temporal patterns in Maine lake clarity during 1995~
2010 with a previously developed Landsat-based
procedure (McCullough et al. 2012), 2) evaluate the
effectiveness of Maine's existing field-sampling pro-
grams in characterizing regional water guality, and 3)
attempt to explain regional differences in Maine lake
clarity according to dominant land use {forest harvest)
or - watershed topography. Cur analyses are an
exemplary case study of the effectiveness and
shortcomings of current satellite and field-based
lake-monitoring programs from an applied perspec-
tive. We expect ocur findings to provide useful
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information to lake-management agencies inside and
outside of Maine that face the challenge of cost-
effective monitoring of numerous lakes over large
areas.

Methods

Description of study area

Maine s in the northeastern USA and ranks first
among states east of the Great Lakes in total area of
inland surface waters {Davis et al. 1978). Maine
contains over 5500 lakes and ponds >>1 ha in surface
area across an area of ~90,00¢ km®, and wetlands
cover 26% of the state (Tiner 1998). The climate is

-cold-temperate and meist with long, cold winters and

short, warm sumimers. Maine is dominated by the
Northeastern Highlands (No. 58) and the Acadian
Plains and Hills (No. 82) Level III Ecoregions
{Omernik 1987), The Northeastern Highlands are
remote, mostly forested, mountainous, and contain
numerous high-elevation, glacial lakes. The Acadian
Plains and Hills are relatively more populated and
less rugged, but the area also is heavily forested and
coniains dense concenirations of glacial lakes (USEPA
2010). Statewide lake water-clarity monitoring began
in 1870. The average annual SDD consistently has
remained 4 to 6 m, with a historical average of 5.28 m
during 1970-2011, and was 5.46 m in 2011 (n = 367;
MDEP and Bacon 2012, VLMP 2012). The number of
lakes sampled in the field by state biclogists and
volunteers changes annually and generally has
inereased from 18 lakes in 1970 to consistently =350
lakes since 1999,

We focused our study on the overlapping region of
Landsat paths 11 (rows 27-29) and 12 {rows 27-30),
which captures a strong north-south gradient over an
area of 3,000,000 ha, and includes 570 lakes >8 ha
(Fig. 1). Lakes <8 ha carnot be estimated reliably
with 30-m Landsat data {Olmanson et al. 2008). We
narrowed our study to the overlap area because it
allowed us to examine a consistent set of lakes based
on an image from either path 11 or 12, We partitioned
Maine's lakes (=8 ha) into 3 geographic regions
(northeastern: 227 lakes, south-central: 256 lakes,
western: 162 lakes) based on cluster analysis of
morphometric and chemical lake variables including
surface area, flushing rate, average and maximum
depth, elevation, color, alkalinity, and specific con-
ductance (Bacon and Bouchard 1997) (Fig. 1).

Satellite background

The Landsat satellite program was launched in
1972, Three satellites currently are in operation
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Logan, Jessamine
[iecmemt

From: _ Wiikins, Karl £

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 3:20 AM
To: Webster, Martha E

Subject: RE: web pages controlled by InforME

Wetll, an 80% reduction may not be that bad when over 85% of the confent we have is not being viewed. A page might be
"good" butif no one is locking at it, what purpose does i serve? Now | know it begs the guestion WHY is it not being
viewed - people are not interested in it or they just can't find it. If it's the fatter, reducing the number of pages and redesign
will help. if it's the former, then maybe there needs to be some other means of raising awareness besides burying a page
on a 500C, 100C or whatever the number page website. You know the web Is a living entity. Nothing will be gone forever
and if good information happens to be moved, it can always be brought back.

From: Webster, Martha E

Sent: Thursday, Aprit 14, 2011 7:58 AM

To: Wilkins, Karl E '

Subject: RE: web pages controlled by InforME

You mentioned a number at one point but it is Sam who has said that the 5,000+ pages should be reduced to 1,000. That
is an 80% decrease which is scary! It also means even if you keep the Commissioner's office to 100 pages each of the
remaining bureaus wouid only be allowed 300 each. I'm afraid a lot of good pages will be sacrificed to hit that number,

Marthg Webster

Ailr Quality Meteorologist
Py

Maine DEP ~ Bureau of Air Quality
Phone: ({207) 287-8033

Alr Qualiry Forecasts:
Hotline (800)223-1196
Website http://www.maine.gov/dep/air/ozone/

From: Wiikins, Kari E

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 7:36 AM

To: Webster, Martha E

Subject: RE: web pages controlled by InforME

I'm sorry If | gave the impressicn that there Is a magic number or page count that we're trying tc reach. | am really more
interested in reducing the amount of content that is simply not being looked at by any human beings, only search indexing
robots

From: Webster, Martha E

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 7:11 AM

To: Wilkins, Karl B

Subject: RE: web pages controlled by InforME



Logan, Jessamine
fre oo

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 3:14 PM
To: Ahe, Patricia; Winters, Ken; Dyer, Ron; Loyzim, Melanie; Kuhns, Micl Parent, Heather;

Churchill, Julie M; Cone, Marc A; Clark, Paula M, Whittier, Scott; Seel, George J; Dusch,
Hrn B Witherill, Danald T, Courtemanch, Dave L, Bergeron, Mark; Logue, Edward; Archer,
Mick D: Parker, Barbara T; Kavanah, Brian W; DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Ce: Wilkins, Karl £

Subject: DEP Website Stats

Hope this finds you ail well.

Fach of you was integral in helping get our new DEP website launched late in 2011 and after a few
months of finalizing the fransition from old site to new, including repairing broken links, bringing
content current, etc., our new and improved site is fully functioning, we continue o receive extremely
positive feedback (including from fellow state agencies who are looking at our process and the final
product as & model as they try to modernize their own sites) and | wanted to give you an update on
where we go from here when it comes to the web.

The new site has about a third of the pages and files our previous site had, and as a result, it is much
easier to navigate and the search functions are generating more relevant results. Beyond improving
the user's experience with the reduction of pages, we are now better able tc manage the content we
have, including analyzing the site’s analytics to get a fuller understanding of what our visitors are
looking for, how they are finding it and how we can improve that process for them.

Karl kindly put a summary of statistics for our first four months of the year with the new site together
and we wanted to share it with all of you because these numbers teil an interesting story about what
people are looking for that | think can inform our work. Who knew that (with the exception of our
homepage), visitors to our site are most interested in knowing how to clean-up a broken CFL? Some
other interesting trends we're seeing is that in comparison to the same period last year, the DEP jobs
listing is getting twice as many hits, and the number of hits on pages about NRFPA, GIS Data & Maps
and our Air Quality Forecasts have also experienced sizable jumps. Additionally, our newsroom page
and then the combination of visits to individual press releases have for the first time ever, broken into
the top 20 of the most visited pages, likely because we're putting out & ot more news releases and
also including adapted versions of our weekly highlights on the newsroom page (as well as the
Commissioner's Office page). Most notable, we're seeing that people are finding what they want on
our site with less clicks than ever before, that the pages they are landing on from search engines are
giving them the content they need resulting in less traveling through the site, and that our homepage
Is becoming more valuable of a page than it has in the past (likely because of the prominent inclusion
of coniact info). Here is the list of top pages for January 1 through Aprii 3C:

(Visits are unique viewers and are the most relevant measure of use. Page views are the number of
page views generated by these users, and are a larger number because most will hit the same page
multiple times.) -

Content Visits Page
views



“DEP Home page (/dep/) 78204 122886

Broken fluorescent lamp ‘ 7594 8566
(/dep/homecwner/cfibreakcleanup.htmi)

Air Quality (/dep/air/index.htmi) 5761 7212
Permits, Licenses, Certificaticns {/dep/permiis/) 5525 8658
GIS Data & Maps (/dep/gis/datamaps/) 5436 8212
NRPA (/dep/land/nrpalindex.himl) ‘ 4570 5567
Jobs at DEP (/dep/about/mdesnicbs.himi) 4500 4969
Land Resources (/dep/land/index. html) ‘ 4231 5118
Water Quality (/dep/water/index htmi) 4102 5240
Programs (/dep/programs/) 3774 4402
Waste Management (/dep/waste/index. himl} 3672 4497
Staff Directory (/dep/contact/stafi-directory.htmi) 3483 4073
Haz & Ofl Spill Report Service (/dep/rwm/hoss/report.php) 3380 6449
Underground Storage Tanks (/dep/waste/ust/index. htmf) 13232 4501
Individual News items (/dep/news/news.htmi) - 31687 4420
Newsroom {general) {/dep/news/index.himl) 2973 3114
Ercsion & Sedimentation Control Law 2857 3823
(/dep/tand/erosion/index.himi)

Spills & Site Cleanup (/dep/spilis/index.himl) 2765 3418

Alr Quality Forecast (/dep/airiozone/) 2720 3854
‘ Total site traffic 466577 802444

if you are ever in need of analytics related to the site (for example, wondering if anyone is actuatly
reading that report), please reach out to Karl and he can likely provide that for you.

Additionally, now that the hew site is fully functioning, we plan to methodically do proactive content
improvements so if there are pages within your divisions that you believe need to be overhauled to
make content more current, accessibie, reflect new regulations, etc., please let Kar! know s¢ he can
prioritize and develop a schedule for he and other web writers to work with you and your staff to edit
those pages (as opposed {o the reactive side of web work, ie. we need to pest notice of an upcoming
pubiic meeting). '

Again, | want to thank you and any aprlicable staff who helped make the site what it is today and
refterate the great work and appreciation for what Karl, Karen Anderson, Paula Ripiey, Mary Breton
and most recently Barb Welch have done related to www.maine gov/den.

As always, please reach out to myself or Karl with any web related questions.
-Sam

Samantha DePoy-Warren

Spokesperson/Director.of Communications & Education
Maine Department of Environmental Protection

(207 287-5842 (office) / (207) 592-0427 (cell)
samantha.depoy-warren@maine.qov




17 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333
tel.: (207) 287-7725

—--Original Message-——

From: Brown, Teco

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 9:57 AM

To: Cassida, James; Courtemanch, Dave L; Kavanah, Brian W; Witherill, Donaid T; Margerum, Mark T; Breton, Mary B
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

FYl. This is our {L/W) website compressed into its various pages.

- SMT is proposing to delete anything that doesn't get at least 40 hits/month. Since the list covers 4 months, that would
mean that all below line 247 wouid be deleted. Please iook at the entire list and let me know if anything MUST be
saved. We'll discuss this at BMT on 6/14. Thanks. Teco

-—---Original Messagg----

From: Wilkins, Karl E

Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 9:12 AM
To: Brown, Teco

Cc: Breton, Mary B

Subject: Web stats excel sheet

Teco, _
Attached Is an Excel shest with stats.from Jan 1 - Apr 30 showing all files. We can discuss when we meet at 10, See you

then.



(207) 287-5404

FAX: (207) 287-7826
MAILTO:david. ladd@maine.gov
Think Blue

Clean Water Starts With Youl

-----Original Message-----

From: Maoody, Alison R

Sent: Maonday, June 06, 2011 12:40 PM

To: Witherill, Donald T; Dumont, Aaron A; Guglielmo, Wynne; Ladd, David
Subject: RE: Web stats excel sheet

Outrageous. When was this data coliected? There are some very old items listed for multisector which haven't been
postad to the web for some time. in addition, there are some very new items which haven't been posted tor 4 manths
such as the 2011 NOI and has 40 hits. | think the 2011 MSGP was on the {ist and response to comments as well. | also
thought we had some reguirement to post records like permitted facilities, etc. '

On another note, | do think we could scale back having both word and PDF versions of the same documenf posted to
help save space.

This cut back is not going to make technical assistance easy for our permittees.

Alison R. Moocdy

Industrial Stormwater Inspector
Division of Watershed Management
Maine DEP |

312 Canco Road

Portland, ME 04103

office: {207) 791-8105

cell: (207) 615-8936

From: Witherill, Donald T

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 11:41 AM

To: Arthur Mcglaufling Ben Viola; David Ladd; David Waddell; Donald Kale; DuBois, Marianne S; Dumont, Aaron A;
Feindel, Kristin B.; Greg Beane; Guglielmo, Wynne; Jeff Dennis; Kathy Hoppe; Ken Libbey; Marianne Hubert; Mary-Ellen
Dennis; Montanez, Cynthia; Moody, Alison R; Ng, Geoffrey; Norm Marcotte; Pienta, Susan; Tony St.Peter; Welch, Barb;
Wendy Garland; William Laflamme

Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

This is in regards to a perceived need to shrink the DEP web site. This looks fike it could have a huge impact on our
outreach abiiities. The proposed cut-off seems rather draconian to me, but | need to hear back from everyone to see if
my gut reaction is valid. Take a look at what is proposed to be deleted and see if it would affect your programs, then get
back to me before june 14th,

Don Witherili
Director, Division of Watershed Management Bureau of Land & Water Quality Maine Department of Environmental
Protection



-----Qriginal Message-----

From: Brown, Teco

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 8:30 AM

To: Ladd, David

Cc: Witherill, Donald T; Courtemanch, Dave L; Kavanah, Brian W; Cassida, James; Margerum, Mark T
Subject: RE: Web stats excel sheet

Dave; | haven't talked to Den yet about your response, but | agree at least in principal with your comments. There are a
number of things in discussion about the website. | won't use the descriptive adjectives here, but suffice to say they
aren't good. After we get through ali that, it's easy to conclude that there must be a better way. So it's that task we're
embarking on. One of the things decided so far is that there is a bunch of "junk” on the site. For example, Mary found
something specifically relating to rule making 2001{not a typo). Why is this stifl on our site? Second, 6,000 pius pages
for Land & Water is just too much. There has to be a better way. The group InformMe who is working with the
Gavernor's office to make state websites better has suggested that if a page doesn't get 40 hits/moenth it isn't worth
keeping on the site. Dave C. says even if a page doesn't get 40 hits/month, by being on the website it could prevent a
FOAA and save a bunch of staff time and money. | agree. So here's my position. We, Land & Water need to heip bring
ideas to the tabie that will resuit in a smaller, better, information appropriate site. To this end, we ail need to be
reviewing the L&W pages so we can justify and organize what shouid stay. So my challenge to ail staff is to review their
portions of the site, note for me what pages should stay and suggest how to best organize thern so the site is intuitive
and useful to our customers,

Thoughts? Teco

-——-0riginal Message-----

Erom: Ladd, David

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 7:15 AM

To: Moody, Alison R; Witherill, Donald T; Dumont, Aaron A; Guglielmo, Wynne
Cc: Brown, Teco

Subject: RE: Web stats excel sheet

Don,

This is not good for business, and will be a "black eye” for the Department. Our customers/permittees use & rely on our
web site due to the recent permit reissuance. This is an important rescurce to get forms and other valuable information
for permit compliance. If this resource is no longer available for the 1,500 or so Permittees & No Expesure faciiities how
are we to get this information out to the regulated community? This is a very bad idea and wiil be 2 deal breaker for our
program. | hope the Department reconsiders this idea.

Sincersly,

David Ladd

Municipa! and Industrial Stormwater Coordinator Maine DEP
17 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04332-0017



Logan, Jessamine
focnoeeesan

From: _ Wilkins, Kart E

Sent: . Monday,June 13, 2011 3.29 PM
To DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

From: Kavanah, Brian W
Sent: Monday, fune 13,2011 3:Q2 PM

To: Wilkins, Karl £
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

From: Courtermanch, Dave L
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 10:46 AM
To: Brown, Teco; Cassida, James; Kavanah, 8rian W; Witherill, Donaid T; Margerum, Mark T: Breton, Mary B

Subject: RE: Web stats excel sheet

The hits per month criteria doesn't make sense (unless you are selling advertising).
Many of the low use pages are reports, or pages within reports, that need to be kept available to-public. [tis much
cheaper and efficient to feave these online than to have staff retrieve documents for someone from the public who is

interested.
There may be items we can identify that are out of date or have no expected future use but that wiil need a more

surgical approach.

e

---—0riginal Message-----

From: Brown, Teco

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 9:57 AM
To: Cassida, James; Courtemanch, Dave L; Kavanah, Brian W; Witherill, Donald T; Margerum, MarkT Breton, Mary B

Sub;ect FW: Web stats excel shaet
FYI, This is our [L/W) website compressed into its various pages.

SMT is proposing to delete anything that doesn't get at least 40 hits/month. Since the list covers £ months, that would
mean that all below line 247 would be deleted. Please lock at the entire fist and let me know if anything MUST be

saved. We"i discuss this at BMT on 6/14. Thanks. Teco

————— Criginal Message——-

From: Wilkins, Karl £

Sent! Friday, June 03, 2011 8:12 AM
Ta: Brown, Tecc

Cc: Breton, Mary B

Subject: Web stats excel sheet

ok



Logan, Jessamine
KRR

From: Wilkins, Karl £

Sent: - Monday, june 13, 2011 1.58 PM
To: : DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

FYl-! have not called Brian back yet.

From: Kavanah, Brian W
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 1:37 PM

To: Wilkins, Karl £
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

This is what | want to talk to you about. Please give me a call when you get back to
your desk, :

Thanks.

From: Kavanah, Brian W
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2011 6:30 PM
To: Brown, Teco; Cassida, James; Courtemanch, Dave L; Witherill, Donald T; Margerum, Mark T; Breton, Mary B:

Rushton, Peter

Subjec"’ RE: Wab stats exce! sheet

il preface my comments with the fact that | know nothing about web design, web stats,
etc. -

However, after a brief review of these stats | find them suspect. I'm seeing over 100
hits in the four month period for pages that | would not expect anywhere near that
many such as our OM newsletter from 2005 and 2008, the org chart for DWQM,
amalgam separators, a very old article on a water toxics issue. Some of the high hit
pages are aiso suspect. Did we really have 1,123 visits to the b:omomtormg page on

flatworms?

Our web page needs improvement but | don't find this approach very useful. | don'
think we have an accurate problem statement to gwde us in how improvements should

be made.

Based on this approach the entire BLWQ web page would consist of only the 247
pages above line 247. | haven't studied what that would look like but | expect it would
not be very balanced or useful. If we polled another 4 month period it could be an

~entirely different set of pages.



I hope we can have a serious discussion about this at BMT and come up with a
different approach. |suggest that SMT develop some high level goals and
requirements for our site with standardized format where that makes sense (such as
no data older than XXX, no PDF documents, certain info must be availabie within XX
clicks of the homepage, etc.) The Divisions should then be charged with ensuring
each program area has pages that are consistent with the overall goals but with
flexibility to modify if needed due to any unigue features of the program. The program
managers should know their users best. Then set a time table for revision similar to

what was done with the rule review,

From: Brown, Teco

Sent: Monday, June 08, 2011 9:57 AM

To: Cassida, James; Courtemanch, Dave L; Kavanah, Brian W: Witherill, Donald T
Margerum, Mark T; Breton, Mary B |
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

FY!l. This is our (L/W) website compressed into its various pagres.

SMT is proposing to delete anything that doesn't get at least 40 hits/moenth. Since the
list covers 4 months, that would mean that all below line 247 would be deleted. Please
look at the entire list and let me know if anything MUST be saved. We'll discuss this at

BMT on 6/14. Thanks. Teco

From: Wilkins, Karl E
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 9:12 AM

To: Brown, Teco

Cc: Breton, Mary B
Subject: Web stats excel sheet

Teco,
Attached is an Excel sheet with stats from Jan 1 - Apr 30 showing all files. We can

discuss when we meet at 10. See you then.



Logan, Jessamine

TSR

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 5:56 PM
To: Wilkins, Karl E

Subject: RE: Web stats excel sheet

This is out of control and I've talked to Teco and also to Jim and Pattie about this situation this evening. The message to
<taff is not that this is a black aye on the department but it is what the regulated community has requested because of
countless complaints about their ability to navigate the site.

A few points...

_David Ladd said " Our customers/permittees use & rely on our web site due to the recent permit reissuance. Thisis an
important rescurce to get forms and other valuable information for permit compliance. "

The reality is that the pages customers/permitees rely on will remain on the site. it's the superfiuous other junk that is
getting in the way of them finding what they need will be removed. We know what pages pecple rely on because we can
see the numbers not some anecdotal evidence from staff...

-Alison Moody said: "l do think we could scale back having both word and PDF versions of the same document posted to
help save space."

Exactly- this is a huge part of the issue and the maior thing we're going to take off the site.
-Alison Moody also said: " This cut back is not going to make technical assistance easy for our permittees.”

This is not true. The whole goal of the redesign is to make it easier for us to walk peopie.through the site to help them
find what they need via phone, or for them to get through themseives. Infermation will be streamlined and better
organized. Searches will deliver better results. This will be better for users.

If you do not wantto go to the BMT meeting, that's certainly understandable and | am fine with that. I've asked Teco (as
has Jim) to remember that as was discussed in the SMT you attend, the direction and feadership on the redesign and the
imoortance of it needs to come from the Bureau Directors. :

----- Original Message—---

Erom: Wilkins, Karl E

Sent: Monday, june 13, 2011 3:28 PM
To: DePoy-Warrern, Samantha
Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

--—-Qriginal Message-—-

From: Kavanah, Brian W

Sant: Monday, June 13, 2011 3:03 PM
To: Wilkins, Karl E

Subject: FW: Web stats excel sheet

o



Boutilier, Lynn A

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Senf: Wednesday, March 08, 2011 2:44 PM
To: Brown, Darryl; Aho, Patricla

Subject: Stormwater Ducky Ad

Darryl and Pattie,

[ wanted to give you a head’s up to the “Ducky II” ad that DEP largely created and funded and that will soon be appearing

. . . . . - =
on Maine television stations. The ad is a follow-up to the Ducky I ad which ran last year, and can be seen here:
http://mediz.maine gov/egi-bin/vidid=utCwke LRt3cLALY.

This year’s Ducky II ad was created by Burgess Advertising (owned as you likely know by Rep. Meredith Burgess) and is
about maintaining a healthy lawn without using harmful chemicals to do so. You can view the ad here: “\oit-
isalfsemc01\dep-data\ COMMITTEES\Webmastersitest depiwideo\ducky2\index.htm. Tt will roll out in the Portland
media market on March 28, in Bangor on April 4 and in Presque Isle on April 11. It will air for four weeks in some

markets and three 1 others.

Here is the funding breakdown:

The funding to create the Ducky II ad (to Burgess, which won a national RFP):
316,000 - Board of Pesticides Contral

$5,000 - Casco Bay Estuary Partnership

$15.000 DEP (Federal 319 funds)

330,000 total

The funding to air Ducky II (media buys handled through Burgess)
60% {$47,000) from DEP _
40% ($32.500) from our stormwater partners - the regulated MS4 communities and some of the nested entities

$79,500 total

While [ appreciate the intent of the ad campaign and the hard and passionate work of the team of our staff who
shepherded this ad creation process along, Ibelieve it is a vulgar use of our department’s time and funds, regardless of
whether they are state or federal monies. I suspect many taxpayers agree, and this is the only reason that [ am not more
frustrated that despite our $100k pius investment, Maine DEP is not even recognized as a sponsor of the ad. With the ad
approved by the past administration, already paid for and airing in less than two weeks, I suspect there is nothing we can
do to prevent it from going public, but I hope in the future we can utilize more cost-effective and financially-responsible
outreach and that I have the support of both of vou and the bureau directors in conveying that to the staff. '

I had spoken to the staff involved about possibly doing a media release about the launch of this ad, however, this was
before L knew the costs associated with the creation of the campaign and before T actually saw it. I am currently weighing
the pros and cons of doing a release, and would appreciate your thoughts on this, I certainly want to honor our
department’s investment of time and money, but am concerned about the public perception about us spending so much

money in this political and financial climate.

Let me know if you have any questions.
-Sam



Hoppe, Kathy M

From: Hoppe, Kathy M

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 11:28 AM
To: Ladd, David

Subject: - Ducky !l

David Please forward the following email fo the stormwater communities.

Hey Folks

mavwd varmes s
CRL

o ot bl Faliaag
LERSI=T N [SEi-ay ]

The time is here. Du;ky il starts airing toc{ay in the P_ortiancf market, Bangor markei n and oliowing week
northern Maine. Jami has updated the ThinkBlueMaine web site with the new add and she will be watching to see if we
his

see an increase in hits which will provide some immediate feedback. DEP plans to follow-up with a phone strvey t
summer similar to the ones we have done in the past.

It is time for you to start airing the ad.on your local access stations and any other venues you have accass to.

Kathy Hoppe

Division of Watershed Management

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
1235 Central Drive

Presgue Isle, ME 04769

207-760-3134

207-7680-3143

Clean Water Starts With Youl

Please consider the environment befors printing this email,



Aho, Patricia

From: Hoppe, Kathy M
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2012 2:.07 AM
To: Curtis Behlen; Jami Fitch; 'Brenda Zollitsch'; Warren, Wendy'; (kIr@smemaine.com); Fish,

Gary; Schlein, Paul B; 'Laura Wiison'; 'CRONIN, JOHN 1stLt USAF ANG 101 ARW/MDG"
eric.johns@ang.af.mil

Ce: Ladd, David; Welch, Barb; DePoy-Warren, Samantha; Aho, Patricia; Witheril, Donald T:
DuBois, Marianne S; Archer, Nick D; Bob Demkowicz, Don Waye, 'scott.patricia@epa.gov'

Subject: Think Biue Maine TV Ad Awarded a Bronze

Attachmenis: Document.pdf

Helio Think Biue Maine Partners
Great news. I received an announcement that the Think Blue Maine Lawn Care ad (Devil ducks)
won & Service Industry Advertising Award Bronze Medal (note is says presented to Maine DEP,
we had the contract with Burgess). Apparently Burgess Advertising submittad the ad. I have
attached a scanned in copy of the award letter and the award document, along with a few pages
I printed out from their web site,

There were nearly 2,000 entries, 146 received a gold, 111 Silver and 88 Bronze. A national
panel of judges reviewed the entries for execution, creativity, quality, consumer appeal and
overall break through advertising content. SIAA recognizes the achievements of the service

industry. ‘

Congratulations to all who contributed and helped make the ad possible! Thank you for
partnering and heiping to protect Maine’s water resources and making Maine a great place to

livel

Kathy Hoppe

Division of Watershed Management
Maing DEF

1235 Central Drive

Presque Isle, ME 047690

MNote new phone number; 207-540-2134
Kathy.M.Hoppe@Mains. gov




From: Déven Morrill [mailto:dmorrili@lucasTree.com]
‘Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 11:04 AM

Subject: FW: NEW DEP supported Rubber Ducky Ad is anti-lawncare!

GbVernor LePage,
Please read the e-mail below. This have gotten WAY out of hand. Now our own government is placing adds against our

industry with false accusations, Please fea! fres fo contact me in regards fo this fopic.
Deven Morrii
240-0432

From: Christopher A, Turmelie [maitto:chris@atlanticpestsolutions.net]

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 8:07 AM
To: Ted; 'Ralph Blumenthal’; 'Christopher A. Turmelie'; Jesse C'Brian'; "Tom Sukley’; ‘Rick Lewis'; ‘Michael Guibord'; 'Mark

Pendergast’; "Joe Mitchell'; Jim Hodge'; 'Heath, Christopher’; 'George Thomas'; 'Faunce, Mark’;
edupiessis@sportsfieldsinc.net; Deven Morrill; ‘Dave Moody'; 'Bill Dixon'; "Anne Murphy'; ‘Al Lappin'; June Boston'; Tom
Estabrook'; tardy@roadrunner.com; todd@windsweptgardens.com; MngmtPlus@aol.com; norpine@roadrunner.cc;m'
kih.henderson@gmail.com; mmiller@agriumat.com; mowen@umext.umass.edu; 'Heath, Christopher, !
c.wardle@charter.net; 'Conrad Davis'; cpdii@davislandscape.com; 'Frank Perry'; Jim Hodge'; sabra@malne.rr.com;

thindsay@bartlett.com
Subject: NEW DEP supported Rubber Ducky Ad is anti-lawncare!

You have to see this new anti- lawn care add. Follow the link and watch. This is on our state government’s web site no

less! Jesse wants to talk about this at cor strategy meeting at'John Deere Landscapes (4pm) on Monday. I think we ought to
contact Darryl Brown (the DEP Commissioner) and Governar Lepage’s Staff on this if not email the Governor himself,

httn://media.maine gov/cgi-bin/vidNd=meaz Tthel2C7iy]

What's next? Maybe a picture of these ducldes coming ourt of 2 hose and drifting all over while someone sprays ornamentals
and trees?? You might say seeing this ad got me a little fired up Wwhen there is plenty of good science that shows that when lawn
products are chosen wisely and used properly, they are not going harm the environment. Ido not like a government agency
being a part of an organization that demonizes my means of earning a living like this. I encourage some of you who have not
been at too many of these meetings to get involved! I think we need & stronger coalition of lawn care and plant health care

providers now!
o

Chris Turmelle

Turf Division Manager
Atlantic Pest Solutions
P.O.BoxF

Kennebunkport, Me. 04046
1-800-439-7716 Office
207-251-0133 Cell
chris@atlanticpestsclutions.net
www.goatlanticgreen.com




Boutilier, Lynn A

From: Aho, Patricia
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 2:13 PM
To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha, Brown, Darryl

Subject: RE: NEW DEP supported Rubber Ducky Ad is anti-lawncare!

Sam - | agree you should send the response quickly and fo highlight when and where the initiative
started. | also concur with removing the ad from the website, The reaction underscores your initial
thoughts were correct.

Pattie

Erom: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Sent: Monday, Aoril 04, 2011 1:54 PM

Ta: Brown, Darryl

Ce: Aho, Patricia

sSubject; FW: NEW DEP supported Rubber Ducky Ad 5 anti-lawncare!

perhaps it is no surprise but the ducky ad has ruffled some feathers and they've in turn been in touch with the Governor.

Not sure if you'd like me © draft a response, or if & staff member shouid do it (ai of them are head over heels in love with
this ad, so | am not sure what they'd say). My letter would essentially say this was an initiative of the previous
administration, and shift the biarme that way, which may not be the best way fo handie it but is the truth,

Regardiess of who responds, I'd like to send that Tesponse out via email and not via mail, because the letter seems fairly
time sensitive. * :

Also, will you approve me puliing the ad off the state websiie?

Please advise,
" Sam

From: Boutilier, Lynn A

Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 1:43 PM

To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Subject: FW: NEW DEP supported Rubber Ducky Ad is anti-lawncare!

From: Governor
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 8:39 AM

 Te: Boutilier, Lynn A
Subject: FW: NEW DEP supported Rubber Ducky Ad is anti-lawncare!

Good morning Lynn — please respond on hehalf of our Governor? (he aiso ieft a voice mail Friday ... }
Thanks!

Patt



From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2011 8:23 AM
To: Welch, Barb; Hoppe, Kathy M

Cc: Brown, Teco

Subject: Ducky Ad

Importance: High

Hope this finds you both well, Barb and Kathy.

I wanted to check-in with you and let you know we and the Governor's Office are getting a barrage of complaints about
the Ducky Il ad, including from an organized group of landscapers, lawn care specialists and others within that

industry who are very upset about it. We've also heard from a few fellow state agencies with concerns as weil.
Obviously, an anti-lawn care ad as many see this does not sit well with those industries, who do their part to

present eco-friendly options to counsumers and who are important creators of jobs in Maine especially at this time of
year, :

For starters, I'd like this ad pulled off the Maine.gov media library page to protect the state and the department.
Secondly, | need ASAP a one-page overview that explains the details of the ad creation and buy as well as the

thought process behind the ad and the message it was trying 10 send. I'd ideally like this well before the end of the day,
50 | can forward it onto the Governor's Office, which has requested this overview.

Many thanks,

Sam

Samantha DePoy-Warren _
Spokesperson/Director of Education and Qutreach
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
17 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333-0017

(207) 287-5842 (office)
{207) 592-0427 (cell)



Boutilier, Lynn A

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2011 6:54 P
To: Brown, Darryl -

Subject: RE: Ducky I ad update

| have an interview in Porfland with Cindy Williams tomorrow morning at 10 a.m. She'd heard that the Governor's office
asked us fo pull the ad. | stressed this was not true, as it certainly isn’t. | am, in fact, the person who asked the ad o be
sulied of the Maine gov website, because without the context that is provided on the Think Blue Maine website, psopie
could think this ad solely was created by the state, and not understand that it really was part of a partnership with about
40 different entities, | am actually wondering if it is one of our staff members who contacted the press, which is an issue |

will look info tomorrow.
This will be my statement to the press:

We’re sorry that this ad has raffled feathers and [ share the concern from landscapers and lawn care experts that
it doesn’t tell the whole story of proper lawn care. I want to point out however that our message here was about
cutting back and not eliminating the use of lawn chemicals and lawn care products. Our department will be
reaching out to meet with those who are concerned to share with them the thinking that went into the ad
development and to get their perspectives on how we might better educate the public about stormwater poliution
and how it can be prevented.

This ad was created under the previous administration so unfortunately; this duck had already hatched before
our current leadership team began work in February so [ can not comment on the creation of the ad beyond what
I*ve already said. That said... both our department and the Governor’s Office are in agreement that we will not
be pulling the ad, as frankly, this is not a decision directly within our department’s purview, as the ad was
created through the Think Blue Maine partnership that includes DEP, 28 Maine municipalities, the Board of
Pesticides Control and other public and nonprofit entities. That said, in the future, we are committed to the
creation of less controversial and less costly stormwater education and outreach as required under our permit
with the Clean Water Act. I think there is lots to be leamed from this experience and both the positive and
negative feedback we received that will lead to even more effective education and outreach on this issue

moving forward moving forward.

From: Brown, Darryl

Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2011 6:43 PM
To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Subject: Re: Ducky II ad update

Sam

That is a great message o all of us as well as a challenge to respond to you in a timely fashion. Youdoa great job getting

the right message out.

Darryl

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2011 06:36 PM
To: Welch, Barb; Brown, Teco; Hoppe, Kathy M; Witheril, Donaid T

Cc: Brown, Darryl; Aho, Patricia
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Subject: Ducky II ad update

T just wanted to give everyone an update on the Ducky II ad controversy and thank everyone who put their time
and effort today into getting me the information needed so I can respond to the press inquiries. We were under
enormous pressure from the press and in those situations, I need to be available and as responsive as possible,
and I want to malke sure before I talk, | have the right information that reflects well on our department and our
staff, In the future when you get these requests for information in this context, please understand they are
urgent. If I am slow to respond to the press, it can have the appearance that we are hiding something, and

certainly don’t want that.

Just for background, a group of about 20 or so landscapers, arborists, lawn care and pest control businesses, and
retailers who sell lawn products sent a letter to the Governor’s Office and Commissioner with their sharp
concern about the Ducky IT ad. From where they sit, the ad seemed anti-lawn care. The letter said (among other
things), “You might say seeing this ad got me a little fired up when there is plenty of good science that shows
that when lawn products are chosen wisely and used properly, they are not going harm the environment. [ do
not like a government agency being a part of an organization that demonizes my means of earning a living Iike

this.”

1 can see how this ad got the reaction from these professionals that it did. I’ll admit I had a similar reaction
when [ first saw it and was even more concerned when I saw the costs associated with the ad’s creation
(regardless of whether the funding is federal or state, it’s still our tax dollars at work and so the publichas a
right to let us know their reactions). I think that if viewers of the ad don’t take the initiative to go to the Think
Blue website and really read the recommendations and the science behind the ad, they could certainly walk
away with the impression that the ad is anti lawncare, as it opens with the line “A picture perfect lawn may look

harmless, but its effects can be a real horror show.” Pardon the pun here, but the devil is in the details!

The Governor’s Office shares our view that this ad should not be pulied and wili not be pulled. They also share
our commitment to not discounting the science and the efforts of all of our staff and others in the partnership
that went into the creation of Ducky IT as we respond to those who are concerned about the ad and to the press.
You worked hard on this with the best of intentions, and I don’t want that to be lost 1n this. My statements to the

press will reflect just that.

Moving forward, [ am excited to work with you all on less controversial and less costly stormwater education
and outreach as required under our permit with the Clean Water Act. [ think there 1s lots to be leamed from this
experience and both the positive and negative feedback we received that will lead to even more effective
education and outreach moving forward. As the Director of the unit that leads education and outreach for our

department, I look forward to having a leadership role in that process.

Please let me know if you have any further questions.

-Sam

Samantha DePoy-Warren
Spokesperson/Director of Education and Outreach

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
17 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0017

(207) 287-5842 (cffice)
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-—--0riginal Message-----
From: ted@atlanticpestsolutions.net [mailto:ted @atlanticpestsolutions.net]
Sent: Thursday, Aprit 07, 2011 7:37 AM

From: "Ted St. Amand" <ted @atlanticpestsolutions.net>

To: "'Christopher A. Turmelle"™ <chris@atlanticpestsolutions.net>, 'Ralph Blumenthal' RPB@atlanticpestsolutions.net>;
“Jesse O'Brian™ <jobrien@downeastturf.com>, ""Tom Sukley™ <tsukley@keystonehort.com>, "'Rick Lewis™
<ralgolf52@aok.com>,"'Michael Guibord™ <mguibord @turf-links.com>, ""Mark Pendergast
mark@salmonfallsnursery.com>, "'Joe Mitchell’" <SLSGorham@hotmail.com>, "Jim Hodge' <jhodge @agriumat.com>,
""Heath, Christopher™ <CHeath@johndeerelandscapes.com>, "'George Thomas™ <doctoroz1975@yahoo.com>,
""Faunce, Mark'™ <mfaunce@mchutchison.com>, <eduplessis@sportsfieldsinc.net>, ""Deven Morrill™"
<dmorrill@LucasTree,com>, ""Dave Moody'" <dave@agrolinksturf.com>, "'Bill Dixon"
<WDhixon@jchndeerelandscapes.com>, "'Anne Murphy'" <anne@gnomelandscapes.com>, "'At Lappin"
<alappinl@maine.rr.com>, "June Boston'" <hostonco@prexar.com>, "'"Tom Estabrook™
<tom@estabrooksonline.com>, <tardy@roadrunner.com>, <todd@windsweptgardens.com>, <MngmtPlus@aol.com>,
<notpine@roadrunner.com>, <kjh.henderson@gmail.com>, <mmiller@agriumat.com>, <mowen@umext.umass.edu>,
“'Heath, Christopher™ <CHeath@johndeerelandscapes.com>, <c.wardle@charter.net>, "'Conrad Davis"
<cdavis@davislandscape.com>, <cpdil@davislandscape.com>, "Frank Perry’™ <ferry@goodalllandscaping.com>, "Jim
Hodge™ <jhodge@agriumat.com>, <sabra@maine.rr.com>, <tlindsay@bartlett.com>

¢: "Ladd, David"™ <David. Ladd@mame gov>, <Barb. Welch@maine.gov>
Subjec:t RE: Ducky Ad
Date: Thu, 7 Apr 2011

Great job - Let's keep the momentum going!

Ted St. Amand

President .
Atlantic Pest Solutions

1903 Portland Road

P.O. Box F

Kennebunkport, Maine 04046
ted@atlanticpestsolutions.net
ofc: 207-985-7716

celf: 207-251-3144



From: Christopher A. Turmelle [maiito:chris@atlanticpestsoiutions.net]

Sent: Thursday, Aprit 07, 2011 7:28 AM

To: Ted; ‘Ralph Blumenthal'; 'Christopher A. Turmelie’; 'Jesse O'Brian’; 'Tom Sukley'; 'Rick Lewis’; 'Michael Guibord’;
'Mark Pendergast'; 'Joe Mitchell'; 'Jim Hodge’; 'Heath, Christogher’; 'George Thomas'; 'Faunce, Mark’;
eduplessis@sportsfieldsinc.net; 'Deven Morrill'; 'Dave Moody’; 'Bill Dixon'; *Anne Murphy'; 'Al Lappin’; 'June Boston';
'Tom Estabrook’; tardy@roadrunner.com; todd@windsweptgardens.com; MngmtPlus@aol.com;
narpine@roadrunner.com; kjh.henderson@gmail.com; mmiller@agriumat.com; mowen@®umext.umass.edu; 'Heath,
Christopher’; c.wardle@charter.net; 'Conrad Davis'; cpdii@davistandscape.com; 'Frank Perry'; 'Jim Hodge'; .
sabra@maine.rr.com; tlindsay@bartlett.com Cc: ‘Ladd, David'; Barb.Welch@maine.gov

Subject: FW: Ducky Ad
Importance: High

Hi all, | wanted vou to know that we are definitely getting some traction on this issue and getting some positive points
across. To David and Barb at DEP, thank you for continuing to work with us on this!

Chris Turmelle

Turf Division Manager

Atlantic Pest Solutions
P.0O.BoxF

Kennebunkport, Me..04046
1-800-439-7716 Office
207-251-0133 Celi
chris@atlanticpestsolutions.net
www.goatlanticgreen.com



From: Ladd, David [mailto:David.Ladd@maine.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2011 6:25 AM

To: Athert Presgraves; Allan Thomas; Barb Welch; Barbara Cox; Betty Mclnnes; Bilt Robertson; Bob Burns {E-mail);
robert.malley @capeelizabeth.org; Brenda Z; Carla Nixon; Carol Potter; Christine Rinehart; D Fortier; David Hediger;
DAVID THOMES (E-mail); David Wight; Dillon, Frederick ; Donna Larson (E-mail); Doug Roncarati; Eric Cousens; Eric
Dudley (E-mail); Eric Labelle; Franceschi, jennie; Jan Patterson; lay Flagg; lay Reynolds; leff Beaule; fohn Branscom;
John Murphy {E-mail) ; Jon Carter ; Kate Peiletier (E-mail}; Katherine Earley (E-mail); Kathy Hoppe; Keith Barnhard ; keith
trefethen; Ken Locke (E-mail}; Kristie Rabasca; Lou cotburn; Mark Gallup; Mark Ward; Mary Ann Conroy; Michael Sauda;
Phil Ruck; Poirier, Rhonda; Rob Yerxa; Robyn Saunders; Sarah Bernier; Scott Wilkerson; Sharon Newman; Steve LeBrun ;
Susan Lessard; Tamara; Tom Milligan {(E-mail); W. Daniel lellis (E-mail}; Wendy Warren; William Murphy; Zach
Henderson

Cc: Brown, Teco; Christopher A, Turmelle; DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Subject: FW: Ducky Ad
importance: High

Hi all,

Yesterday | received an email from Samantha Deploy-Warren, DEP's Director of Education and Cutreach, about our
Ducky 1| PSA that is currently receiving air time. Prior to yesterday’s email | had discussed the PSA with our new
Bureau Director, Teco Brown, and had explained a bit of the history of where the ad had come from through the focus
group research and our follow-up research assessment of Ducky | ad, as well as the coliaborative efforts of

Maine's municipal stormwater program to educate the general public on sources of polluted stormwater runoff. Teco

seemed supportive of our past efforts and was impressed that we had received an Environmental Merit Award
for EPA Region One for the Ducky ! ad,

That being said, | have received some phone calls and an email about the following words that ad displays.
DEP Ducky TV Il
Announcer Yoiceover:

A picture-perfect lawn may lock harmless, but its effects can be a real horror show. Rain washes fertilizer, bug and
weed killers off your lawn...down ditches and drains and into our rivers, lakes and bays.where they can be toxic to
wildlife and poliute our water, So cut back on lawn chemicals, mow higher, leave the clippings and enjoy a beautiful,
healthy, safer lawn. Visit think blue Maine dot org to learn more.

{ know our target audience is homeowners that conduct their own lawn care, but | believe that we need to do a better
job working with lawn care businesses/professionals on our education efforts. | am currently working

with Chris Trumelle, Turf Division Manager of Atlantic Pest Selutions in Kennebunkport, ME to potentially get an
additional message cut on the thinkbluemaine.org website. The following are some thoughts that Chris

provided that we might add to the Think Blue web site. Chris and his organization are very willing to work with all of us
and | believe that we should not miss this opportunity.

- Turfis both Beneficial and Functional when used properly in landscape design.

Turfis an important and effective component of environmental landscaping; when properly maintained, it filters
contaminants from groundwater and can significantly lower surface temperatures surrounding buitdings.

Proper installation and care enhance turf and allow it to naturally resist pest populations.



Responsible local professionals care about the environment!

Responsible local professionals have the education to care for lawns and plantings with the least environmental
risks.

Responsible local professionals have the lowest risk products and metheds at their dispasal; like water-insoluble
and slow-release fertilizers or the ability 1o use spot treatments for weeds and insect pests.

Responsibie local professionals use best management practices and integrated pest management to determine
what apalications are necessary, which products and methods offer the least risk, and when the proper
applications of fertilizers or control products should be made.

Responsibie local professionals should: Test the soil {at least once every 2-3 years); scout the property for and
identify pests; blow fertilizers and granular control products that fand on hard surfaces back onto the lawn; use spot
treatments instead of "blanket” applications whenever possible; and encourage homeowners to use plants and turf in
the right places to reduce environmental risk.

| know you are all busy, but | would greatiy appreciate your feedback in this matter 50 we may effectively work with all
concerned parties to reduce polluted stormwater runoff and keep Maine's waters clean.

Sincerely,
David Ladd

Municipal and Industrial Stormwater Coordinator
Maine DEP

17 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333-0017

(207) 287-5404

FAX: (207) 287-7826

<mailto:david.ladd@maine.gov> MAILTO:david.ladd@maine.gov
Think Blue
Clean Water Starts With You!



Boutilier, Lynn A

From: Hoppe, Kathy M

Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2011 2:00 P

To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Cc: Witherill, Donaid T; Archer, Nick D

Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBiue Receiving National Recognition

Kathy Hoppe

o=t o~ - - o g E I Ty i
Maing Department of Environmanta! Protection

207-760-3134

From: DePoy-Wa%ren, Samantha
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2011 12:57 PM

To: Hoppe, Kathy M
Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBiue Receiving National Recognition

As | have asked, the DEP logo shouid be on every FowerPoint slide we put together and if # fits, the agency name and
web address so that we have ownership over our work. Typically, the loge would be in one of the lower corners.

I .am sorry I apparently wasn't clear, let me try again. EPA’s Watershed Academy coilects the
PowerPoint files from all presenters regardless of agency or affiliated group. They then place
them into a uniform format. Think of EPA’s webinar as a journal or other publication. Like &
publication there is a set format, style and requirements. The publication (the webinar in this
case) has a uniform published look and format, Just as the author of an article is limited in the
formatting so is the presenter in the webinar, All the siides have the same background or ‘base’
and other formatting features. This is an EPA 'publication’. T hope this explanation clears any

confusion,

FYI the DEP logo does appear in at least 2 locations, one on the introductory slide to ‘'my’ part of
- the file and on the slide listing the ThinkBlueMaine partners.

l'assume if you are not including the information | asked you to include in a slide(s), you will be sharing it verbaily and |

can expect to hear that when | listen in?
As I explained in my earlier email T wil! clarify verbally the target audience the MS4s indentified

are Do-It-Yourseifers not the lawn care industry. Therefore the MS4s have identifled ways to
interact with people who apply the product to their lawn themselves. Some of the activities they
have identified inciude point of sale (stores), lawn care classes through adult ed programs, door
hangers, web sites, brochures, fiyers etc. I believe this addresses the confusion or lack of
clarity recarding who the MS4s worked with (retail outlets) in the presentation and why they did

not approach the lawn care professionals.

Thank you,
Sam

From: Hoppe, Kathy M
Sent: Tuesday, Cctober 25, 2011 9:23 AM
To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha



Ce: Witherilt, Donald T; Archer, Nick D
Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBlue Receiving National Recognition

Kathy Hoppe
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
207-760-3134 :

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Zent: Monday, Oclober 24, 2011 5:02 PM

To: Hoppe, Kathy M '
Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBiue Receiving National Recogniticn

Are you sending me your updated slideshow with the new slide that | suggested?
I am sorry I did not interpret your comments to indicate adding slide(s). However, your

comments did highlight a need for a clarification. The comments indicated that I had
inadequately described our target audience. Hence I plan to verbalize a clarification that the
target audience is Do-it-Yourselfers (DIY) rather than the lawn care professionals (I am alsc
Irying to work with EPA to add text to one slide to aid in this clarification). The plans developed
by the MS4s are specifically targeted at DIY with point of sale (werking with retai '
establisnments), adult education classes and so on. At sometime in the future they may

identify or work with the lawn care professionals.

By the way, depending on how things shape out of the New Engiand Governors’ Conference,
there Is a position statement titled “New England Governors’ Conference Committee on the
Environment Joint Statement of Intent Reducing Nutrient Pollution through Voiuntary Turf
Fertilizer Guidelines”, which Pattie has signed, DEP may be come more girectly involved
providing the opportunity to work with the lawn care professionals.

Also, EPA may have the intro slides, but we want to mzake sure there is proper branding on our presentations. As 've said
before, we'll be putting out some templates soon, but at the very least, our agency name and lego should be noted, and a

web address is ideal,
EPA takes the slides from all the presenters and creates a common look/theme to them, this is

especially true for their Watershed Academy series (this is the 60 in the serfes). I am sure you
can relate to this approach :) They create/include the intro/housekeeping slides, the question
slides, the transition and acknowledgement and contact slides. As a presenter we simply
provide our presentation to them. I did provide the DEP logo to EPA which they intend to use,

-Sam

From: Hoppe, Kathy M
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2011 8:23 AM
To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Ce: Witherill, Donald T
Subject: RE: Maine's Coilaborative ThinkBlue Receiving National Recognition

Thank you for the suggestions, |

By the way, EPA will have slides indicating the speakers with contact information and weh

addresses.



Kathy Hoope
Maing Department of Envircnmental Protection
207-760-3134

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Sert: Thursday, October 20, 2011 5:34 PM

To: Hoppe, Kathy M

Ce: Witherill, Donald T ‘
Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBlue Receiving National Recognition

Thank you for sharing.

Given the coniroversy that arose over Ducky I, | think it would only be fair to this audience to include something about

that in your presentation. it was a huge learning opportunity and in a presentation that's all about collaboration, we need
to admit that we weren't as inclusive as possible (it's impossible fo ever be) and as a result, we did ruffle feathers in the
fawn care industry. We've hopefully ieared from that experience and by inciuding that message in your presentation, |

think others would learn from it too and look for ways o engage industry better in this process and have a message that is
sticky, but not the point of afienation,

A good example you could refer to is the tank ads we have running now, in which we referred fo the private sector and got
a wonderful response from that! We even had the private sector join us at our CGF booth and promote their tank festing,
and they've been so appreciative of our engagement, they've expressed a willingness to consider financial supporting our
ads moving forward. Through that ad, we've educated the public, and also created opporiunity for the private sector- a

true win-win

Additicnally, In DEF staif presentations, there needs to be branding that promotes the department, including a web
address and logo. The person who is working on the PowerPoint templates hasn't yet finished them, but those will be

available soon. in the meantime, { am sure you can find places to add it in.

Thanks,
Sam

From: Hoppe, Kathy M
Sent: Thursday, Ociober 20, 2011 2:07 PM

To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Subject: RE: Maine's Coliaborative ThinkBiue Receiving National Recognition

Kathy Hoppe
Maine Department of Environmental Protection

207-760-3134

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 1:57 PM

To: Hoppe, Kathy M
Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBlue Receiving National Recognition
Please send me the PowerPoint immediately and | will get feedback tc vou as soon as possibie.

Thank you,
Sam




From: Hoppe, Kathy M

Sent: Thursday, Cctober 20, 2011 1:55 PM

To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Ccr Mullen, Mike; Witherill, Donaid T: Archer, Nick D

Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBlue Recelving National Recognition

Hi Sam

As a result one of the EPA presenters being tied up with an EPA report for the better part of the
summer and only becoming available at the start of the new FFY, the final planning; including
the agenda was only recently been pulled together. In fact it wasn’t untii yesterday that we saw
the final schedule. And yet yesterday was the day EPA had requested the PowerPoints be
submitted, [ emailed my PowerPoint per EPA’s request by the close of business yesterday,

As always I have been in communication with my supervisor regarding this opportunity.
Kathy Hoppe

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
207-760-3134

From: DePoy-Warren, Samantha

Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 11:01 AM

To: Heppe, Kathy M

Cec: Mulien, Mike; Witherill, Donaid T

Subject: RE: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBlue Receiving National Recognition

Kathy,

Hope this finds you well and dry up north.

I wanted to remind you of the expectation that all public presentations are run through my office prior to them being given.
When your presentation is prepared, please pass it along for me to review with appropriate lead time so | can provide
feedback before you pass it on to EPA or give it via the webinar {which | plan to sit in on).

Also as a reminder, it is also the expectation that before speaking engagements like this are booked, my office is to be
congulied for approval. In some cases, it may be more appropriate for someone from management (like a Division
Director, Bureau Director, Commissioner or me as depariment spokesperson) or from one of our partnering agencies to

speak with a staff member, or even in ligu of che.

Many thanks,
Sam

From: Hoppe, Kathy M
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 3:13 PM

To: DePoy-Warren, Samantha
Cer Witherill, Donald T; Aho, Patricia; Mullen, Mike; Archer, Nick D
Subject: Maine's Collaborative ThinkBlue Receiving National Recognition

Good news - Maine is getting some good naticnal press!

I was asked by EPAs OWOW if I would be willing to tell the ThinkBiueMaine collaboration story as
an example of group collaboration and an effective outreach example. It is also a nice example
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for EPA's 2 tools - the NPS ToolBox & Getting In Step guide. We started all those years ago
pulling 3 PSAs from the ToolBox and showing them to stormwater focus groups. Because of our
good relationship with EPA they brought TetraTech with the Getting In Step workshop to Maine

approximately 8 years ago.

This is also a chance for us to say thank you to EPA for their support for our NPS & stormwater
programs and a chance for Maine fo shine. It will be a nice story about how we work together to

get things done here In Maine!

Kathy Hopps
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
207-780-3134

From: Allison Gold [mailto:gold.allison@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 10:42 AM

To! Marcotte@mintra02.rip.epa.gov; Marcotte, Norm G

Subject: [watershed-news] Register for EPA’s Watershed Academy Webcast: "Conducting Effective Stormwater

Outreach™ 10/27 12:30pm-2:00pm

EPA's Watershed Academy is pleased to sponsor its 60th free Webcast Seminar on Thursday,
October 27, 2011

"Cenducting Effective Stormwater OQutreach”
by Don Waye, Nonpoint Source Cutreach Coordinator, EPA's Office of Wetlands, Oceans and

Watersheads; Holly Galavotti, Environmental Protection Specialist, EPA's Office of Water's Water
Permit Division; and Kathy Hoppe, Environmental Specialist, Maine Department of
Environmental Protection, Divisicn of Watershed Management

This webinar will help state and local agencies, municipalities, watershed groups and others design
effective outreach initiatives. Tt will showcase EPA's Nonpoint Source (NPS) Outreach Toolbox, which offers
a variety of stormwater TV, radic and print ads and other tools. Featured products cover: general
stormwater, lawn and garden care, pet care, septic system care, motor vehicle care, and household
chemicals. The webinar wiil also feature ThinkBiueMaine. This successful awareness and behavior change
outreach effort by the ThinkBlueMaine partnership included the development and airing of a 30-second
Public Service Announcement {Devil Ducks)and the creation of posters, deorhangers and other

products. Recent survey resuits show a marked increase in public understanding and a willingness to take

actions to protect water quality,

Please register for webcast in advance

The presentation will be posted in advance at www.epa.gov/watershedwebcasts, Also, Webcast
participants are eligible to receive a certificate for their attendance.
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CASE STUDY

Maine Department of Environmental Protection

When the Department of Environmental Protection wanted to raise awareness of the potential harm
lawn care products can have on water quality and human health, it chose Burgess {and co-producers,
Gum Spirits) to create a sequel 1o its highly visibie “Ducky” campaign from 2004. This spot featured a
rubber duck tracing the path of harmful stormwater runoff into the public water supply.

In 2010, we were asked 1o develop a new TV spot continuing the use of rubber ducks, and clearly
conveying the message that pesticides and other lawn chemicals end up in lakes and rivers, with
negative effects on the envirchment.

We used innovative special effects and suspenseful music to dramatize the transformation of the
apparently harmless rubber ducks into a flock of “Devil Ducks” to represent the harmful fertilizer,
bug and weed killers that rainwater washes from lawns down ditches and drains and into our rivers,
lakes and bays. )

The spot aired in the spring of 2011, a key time for lawn care, to educate Mainers on the risks
associated with using these producs and encourage healthy, safer lawns,

Resgarch after the TV flight showed a significant increase in awareness of the problem of fawn
chemical runoff.

Sampie of telavision spot “Devil Ducks” at

htto:hawwy burgessadv.comiour-workicategory/television
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METHODOLOGY

THE SAMPLE

The current Maine Survey is based on telephone interviews conducted from July 13" — July 30",
2011 with 400 randomly selected adults throughcut Maine. The sample of the {elephone
numbers called was based on a complete updated list of telephone prefixes (the first three digits
in a seven-digit number) used throughout the state. The sample was generated using software
provided by GENESYS Sampling Systems. This software ensures that every residential
telephone number has an equal probability of selection. When a working residential number
was called, an adult age 18 or older in the household was randomly selected to complete the
interview. The results of this survey are considered generalizable to Maine households with
telephones.

SAMPLING ERROR

The percentages reported for the entire sample (questions WATERO02, WATERO3, WATEROS5,
DEPFRTS8, DEPFRTY, BASWG13a, BASWG13e and WATERO7) are within plus or minus 4.9%
that would be found if all telephone households in Maine were interviewed. For example, if our
survey showed that 50% of the sample feeils that storm water runoff has a major impact on the
quality of our waterways in Maine, then the comparable figure for the population would be
somewhere between 45.1% and 54.9% with a confidence level of 95%.

The percentages reported for question WATER04 {asked among those who could recall
advertising) are within plus or minus 8.4% that would-be found if all telephone households in
Maine were interviewed.

The percentages reported for WATERO7a (asked among those who took action or planned to
take action to reduce storm water runoff) are within plus or minus 10.2% that would be found if
all telephone households in Maine were interviewed.

DATA WEIGHTING

The results presented in this report have been weighted to reflect the actual distribution of
Mainers with respect to their age, gender and the region of the state where they reside. The
weights are calculated by dividing the percentage of the Maine population in a given age, sex,
and area group (for example, women whao live in Cumberland County that are between 30 and
39 years of age) by the percentage of the sample belonging to the same group. Because
percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, they do not always sum exactly
to 100%. In addition, muitiple-response questions take into account all responses mentioned by
respondents, therefore, percentages will not always sum exactly to 100%.
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RESPONSE RATES:

Response Rate 45.3%
Respondent Cooperation Rate: 82.9%
Household Cooperation Rate: 69.0% |
Household Refusal Rate 14.3%
Respondent Refusal Rate 3.0%
Contact Rate 65.3%

Response Rate — Designated as the ratio of the number of completed interviews divided by the
total number of eligible and unknown units in the sample. This is AAPOR RR3.

Cooperation Rates — This represents the proportion of all cases interviewed of all eligible units
ever contacted. That is, what percent of identified respondents (and households for which we
knew the respondent was a resident) ended up completing the interview. This includes cases
where a respondent refused to do the survey, began but did not complete the survey, cases
where a respondent wished to-complete the survey at another time but did not end up
completing the survey, respondents who did not speak English, and respondents who were .
infirm. It is broken in household cooperation (a member of the household was spoken with) and
respondent cooperation {the actual client was at some time spoken with).

Household Refusal Rate — The household refusal rate represents the proportion of all cases in
which a household member or the respondent refuses to be interviewed, or breaks-off an
interview, of all potentially eligible cases. The refusal rate includes hard and soft refusals.

Contact Rate — A contact rate measures the proportion of all cases in which some responsible
member of the housing unit was reached by the survey.




COUNTIES THAT MAKE UP SOUTHERN, COASTAL, CENTRAL AND NORTHERN
MAINE:

Southern — Cumberland, York Counties

Coastal — Sagadahoc, Linceoln, Knox, Waldo, Hancock Counties

Central — Androscoggin, Oxford, Kennebec, Franklin Counties

Northern — Aroostook, Pencbscot, Washington, Piscataquis, Somerset Counties




FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Jen MacBride, Project Manager
ienm@marketdecisions.com
Telephone extension: 100

Dr. Brian Robertson, Director of Research
brianr@marketdecisions.com
Telephone extension: 102

Market Decisions

75 Washington Ave, Suite 206
Portland, Maine 04101
Telepheone: 207-767-6440
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KEY FINDINGS

&

Nearly three-quarters of Mainers (73%) feel that storm water runoff has an
impact on the quality of our waterways in Maine, with 30% indicating it has a
major impact. _ :

Top of mind, 34% of Mainers have seen, read or heard advertisements
regarding water pollution in the past six months.

Among those who could recall advertising top of mind, looking at all responses
provided, 70% could recall specific messages important to the DEP while 41%
could recall an ad or article with rubber ducks.

When aided, nearly two-thirds of Mainers (65%) could recall seeing an
advertisement about storm water pollution that featured rubber ducks
accumulating and flowing downstream into rivers and the ocean.

Mainers perceive lawn fertilizer products (87%) and lawn and garden pesticide
products (86%) as equally threatening to Maine’s water quality.

Nearly a quarter of Mainers (23%) are likely to take action to reduce the amount
of lawn fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides that they use; 14%.are unlikely.
Two in five (40%) have already taken action while 17% indicated that the
question does not apply or that they do not have a lawn.

One-third of Mainers (33%) are likely to take action to mow their lawn no shorter
than 2.5 to 3 inches; 20% are unlikely. Nearly a quarter (23%) has already

‘taken action while 11% indicated that the question does not apply or that they do

not have a lawn.

Seven in ten Mainers (70%) did not take or do not plan to take action to reduce
storm water runoff while 23% has taken action or plans to take action.

Among those who took action or plan to take action to reduce storm water
runoff, looking at all responses provided, 34% have used or will use natural or
organic fertilizer and pesticides or none at all, 18% have planted or will plant
trees, shrubs or grass, 13% have mowed or will mow their lawn less often and
keep it longer, and 11% have built or will build rock walls or fences to divert
runoff.




SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Nearly three-quarters of Mainers (73%) feel that storm water
runoff has an impact on the quality of our waterways in Maine,
with 30% indicating it has a major impact.

WATERO2: How much of an impact does storm water, that is, the water
after it rains that drains into storm drains or drains off the land, have on
the quality of our waterways in Maine?

80%

52%
49%~y 48%
50% i e

4‘” °2%43%

40%

30%

20%

15%

10%10%10% 11" 8% 1%
) o

Somewhsatofan  Not much of an No impact at all DK-REF
impact . impact

9%

10%

4%
2%3%0/ ° %30

O% 1
A major impact

[ mApr-04 00ci-04 ®Oct-05  OJul-06  WJan-10  mJul-11 |

Comments:

Nearly three-quarters of Mainers (73%) feel that storm water runoff has an impact on the quality of
our waterways in Maine. In particular, 30% indicated that storm water runoff has a major impact
while 43% stated it has somewhat of an impact. Nearly one in five Mainers (18%) feels that storm
water runoff does not have an impact on the quality of our waterways in Maine. More specifically,
15% said not much of an impact while 3% said no impact at all. Nine percent were not sure, or they
refused to answer the question,




Significant Differences by Group {Using the Pearson Chi-Square Test):

Major Impact

s Women were more fikely than men (36% vs. 24%) to indicate that storm water has a
major impact on the quality of our waterways in Maine.

No Impact at all

e Men were more likely than women (5% vs. 1%) to indicate that storm water has no
impact at all on the gquality of our waterways in Maine.

s Those ages 18-29 {10%) were more likely than those ages 60+ (1%) to indicate that
storm water has no impact at all on the quality of ocur waterways in Maine.

e Those residing in Northern Maine (9%) were more likely than those residing in Southern
Maine (1%} and Central Maine (1%) to indicate that storm water has no impact at all on
the quality of our waterways in Maine.

" Percents and infermation for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations
section, which begins on page 48.
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Top of mind, 34% of Mainers have seen, read or heard
advertisements regarding water pollution in the past six
months.

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

WATERO03: Have you seen, heard or read any advertisements regarding
water pollution in the past 6 months?

68%
52%
39%
: 34%
30%
1% _ 1% 1% 1%
I P T
YES DK-REF

| DOct04 ®Oct-05 DJu-06  ®Jul11 |

*Note: In July 2011, respondents were asked if they had seen, heard or read any advertisements regarding water
pollution in the past 8 months. In all other survey administrations, the time frame specified in the question was the

ast 30 days.

Comments:

Top of mihd, 34% of Mainers have seen, read or heard advertisements regarding water pollution in
the past six months; 65 have not.

There has been an 18-percentage point decrease among those recalling advertising, top of mind,
since July 2006.

Note:

fn 2004, DEP advertisements ran in July and August while The Maine Survey was
administered in October. This was the first year the ads were run.

In 2005, DEP advertisements ran in September and October while The Maine Survey
was administered in October.



s In 2006, DEP advertisements ran in June and July while. The Maine Survey was
administered in July.

e In 2011, DEP advertisements ran in March and April while The Maine Survey was
administered in July.

Recall of advertisements tends to drop off quickly. The longer the duration between when
campaign advertisements are run and when The Maine Survey is administered will impact the level
of recall.

Significant Differences by Group (Using the Pearson Chi-Square Test)"

¢« Women were more likely than men (40% vs. 27%) to indicate that they have seen, read
or heard advertisements regarding water pollution in the past 6 months.

s Those with some college education (42%) were more likely than those with a high
school education or {ess (25%) to indicate that they have seen, read or heard
advertisements regarding water pollution in the past 6 months.

" Percenis and information for Significant Difference s by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations
section, which begins on page 48.
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Among those who could recall advertising top of mind, looking
at all responses provided, 70% could recall specific messages
important to the DEP whiie 41% could recall an ad or article
with rubber ducks.

"WATERO4: IF YES - What have you seen, heard or read?

July 2006 Qct 2005 Oct 2004
{1st (ist {1st
Response Respanse Response
Cniy) Cniy) Only)
MESSAGE RECALL (This includes all
mentions of specific messages that could be
recalled from general advertisements as well as 48% 35% 14%
from known DEP advertisements — ones with
ducks or rubber duckies}
+  Anything on the ground ends up in waterways o " o
(GENERAL) 4% 3% 0%
s Anything on the ground ends up in waterways 14% 79 {code did
{DUCK AD) ? ? not exist}
*  Keep water clear/Protect waterways/Don't
poflute 3% 2% 0%
{GENERAL)
e K ter clean/Protect wat s/Don’t .
eﬁ,c; water clean/Protect waterways/Don 5% 29 (code did
poiute ? ¢ not exist)
(DUCK AD)
~ o Be aware, cautious of what goes in storm drains § o - o
(GENERAL) : 5% 4% 0%
e  Be aware, cautious of what goes in storm drains 4% 2% (code did
(DUCK AD}) 3 ? ’ not exist)
e Don't use, ar limif fertilizers/Chemicals destroy
walerways 0% 5% 0%
{GENERAL) :
e Don't use, or limit fertilizers/Chemicals destray .
. walerways 0% 0% f;tafxgg
(DUCK AD)
e Qi spills and leaks pollute waterways o a "
(GENERAL; 1% 1% 0%
o Ol spills and leaks pollute waterways 19% 0% {code did
(DUCK AD) ? ‘ ? nof exist)
«  Storm water runoff " o o
{GENERAL) 10% % 14,'6




July 2006 Cct 2005 Oct 2004
(1st {1st {1st
Response Response Response
Only) Only} Onty)
DUCK AD RECALL (This includes all
mentions of an advertisement that involved a 28% 31% 19%
duck or rubber ducky)
s DUCK AD - Anything on the ground ends up in 14% 7% {code did
waterways ° ? not exist)
. ; . o o (code did
DUCK AD - Rubber ducks represent polfution 2% 5% not exist)
« DUCK AD - Keep waler clean/Protect 6% 29 {code did
waterways/Don't poflute ? e not exist)
¢ DUCK AD - Be aware, cautious of what goes in 4% 29 (code did
storm drains- ’ ? not exist)
s  DUCKAD - Don't use, or limit 0% 0% {code did
fertilizers/Chemicals desiroy waterways ’ ? ot exist}
s« DUCKAD - Oil spills and leaks po!lu;te 19 0% {code did
waterways ? ? not exist)
»  Ad/Article with rubber ducks (no further 1% 15% 19%

information provided)




- WATERO4: IF YES - What have you seen, heard or read? (Continued)

1 Ouly2011 | Juty2006 | Oct2005 | Oct2004
Ist ol (1st (1st (1st
Response | Response Respanse Response
ot Onlyy Only} Only} Only)
ALL OTHER RECALL:
Saw something on TV (general} 6% 3% 4%
Water quality\Water testing 0% 0% 0%
Sawfread something in a paper or magazine (general) 1% 4% 6%
Pollutants in water {trash, chamicals, oil} - general 4% 4% 15%
Water clean up (milfoil_, oil spilis, pollution) 0% 0% 0%
- Milfeil in water (generat) 3% 4% 3%
Ecosystem is suffering 0% 0% 0%
Pcllution (general) 2% 0% 0%
Heard something on the radio (general) 5% 2% 1%
Use "green” products/Go ‘.‘green" 0% 0% 0%
Red tide 3% 0% 0%
Mercury in water (general) 2% 2% 7%
Law preventing dumping of sewage in water 2% 0% 0%
Acid rain (general) 0% 0% 1%
Boiling water (generai) 0% 0% 2%
Bond for better water treatment 0% 1% 0%
Clam flats closed due to surface water 0% 1% 0%
eD#\mgwﬁér; ‘:NatenNays causes damage to the 29, 29, 0%
agtivr\\fernisc}f damage waste does to people and 4% 00, 0%
High bacteria levels at beaches/Poor water conditions 1% é% 0%
.| Other 2% 12% 17%
DK-REF 5% 9% 1%




Comments:

Those respondents who indicated that they saw, read or heard any advertisements regarding
water pollution in the past 68 months were then asked what they could recalt about the
advertisements. In past survey administrations, only the first response that was provided by
respondents was recorded. In the July 2011 administration, up to three responses that
respondents provided were recorded. Therefore, data for the first response thal was provided in
July 2011 is presented so that comparisons can be made to previous survey administrations. In
addition, data for all respones that were provided in July 2011 is presented in order o fully capture
what respondents could recall.

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection’s current ad campaign uses red devil rubber
ducks o show how lawn fertilizers and bug and plant pest kiilers that people use on their yards can
become a problem and pollute Maine waters. Along with using rubber ducks in the ads, there are a
series of messages and themes regarding water pollution that are also relayed to viewers. The
DEP was interested in learning whether or not respondents could recall any of these specific
messages from their ad campaign.

When looking at responses provided by respondents, many mentioned that they “saw a duck ad”
and then also provided an explanation as tc what message of the ad was. For example, they saw
“an ad with rubber duckies and the message of the ad was that anything on the ground ends up in
waierways.” However, there were also respondents who indicated that they saw an ad with the
message that “anything on the ground ends up in waterways,” but they did not mention that the ad
also had a duck in it. Since these respondents did not mention seeing a duck in the ad, it was
difficult to determine whether or not the ad that they saw was part of the DEP campaign. Therefore,
when categorizing responses, it was necessary to separate out those responses that inciuded
mentions of a duck or rubber ducky, and those that did not.

The information presented in the above tables is broken down by “Message Recall”, “Duck Ad
Recail” and “All Other Recall.” The Message Recall table presents all mentions of specific *
messages or themes that the DEP ad campaign was highlighting and promoting. The total
nercentage that could recall messages in the “Message Recall” table includes those that could
recall the specific message without mentioning that a duck or rubber ducky was in the ad, as well
as those who could recall the specific message while also mentioning that a duck or rubber ducky
was in the ad. Overall, 70% of respondents who saw, read or heard advertisements regarding
water pollution in the past 6 months could recall specific messages that were promated by the DEP
ad campaign.

The “Duck Ad Recall” table presents all mentions of an advertisementi that included a duck or
rubber ducky. Overall, 41% of respondents who saw, read or heard advertisements regarding
water pollution in the past 6 months could recall an advertisement with a duck or rubber ducky in it.

The “All Other Recall” table presents all other mentions of what respondents could recall about
advertisements regarding water pollution that they saw, read or heard in the past 6 months.
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Significant Differences by Group for “1*! Response Only” (Using the Pearson Chi-Square
Test) :

Note: Significant Differences by Group are only presented for the “1st Response Only.” There are
no Significant Differences by Group for “Alf Responses,” as multiple response questions have small
sub-samples. However, for this question, percents and information for “1st Response Only” and for
“Alf Responses” can be found in the Cross Tabulations section, which begins on page 46.

e Among those who could recall advertising, those ages 50-59 (15%) were more likely
than those ages 60+ (1%) to indicate that they saw, read or heard something about
pollutants in the water, such as trash, chemicals and oil.

¢ Among those who could recali advertising, those ages 18-29 (34%) were more likely
than those ages 50-59 (2%) to indicate that they saw something on TV (but could not

recall specific details).

s Among those who could recall advertising, those ages 30-39 (40%) were more likely
than those ages 40-49 (6%) and 60+ (2%) to indicate that they saw a Duck Ad where

the ducks represenied pollution.

+ Among those who could recall advertising, those with a high school education or less
(14%) were more likely than those with some college education (1%) and those with a
college degree or more (1%) to indicate that they saw, read or heard something about
water clean up (milfoil, oil spills, pollution). -

¢ Among those who could recalil advertising, those with a college degree or more (18%)
were more likely than those with a high school education or less (1%) to indicate that
they saw a Duck Ad where the ducks represented pollution.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations
section, which begins on page 48




When aided, nearly two-thirds of Mainers {65%) could recall

| seeing an advertisement about storm water pollution that
featured rubber ducks accumulating and flowing downstream
into rivers and the ocean.

WATERO5: Do you recall seeing an advertisement about storm water
pollution that featured rubber ducks accumulaiing and flowing
downstream into rivers and the ocean?

80%

70%

| 68%

60%

50%

4G%

3%, 34%
=1 27%  27% S

3G%

26%

10%

0%

YES | NO DK-REF
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Comments:

Respondents were asked if they could recall seeing an advertisement about storm water polfution
that featured rubber ducks accumulating and flowing downstream and into rivers and the ocean. if
a respondent indicated "no” or “don’t know,” the foliowing description of the advertisement was
read: “The ad uses red devil rubber ducks to show how lawn fertilizers and bug and plant pest
killers that people use on their yards can become a problem and poliute our waters.” Respondents
were then asked again if they could recall seeing this advertisement,

When aided, nearly two-thirds of Mainers (65%) could recall seeing an advertisement about storm
water pollution that featured rubber ducks accumulating and flowing downstream and into rivers
and the ocean; 34% could not. Two percent were not sure, or they refused to answer the question.
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[n 2004, DEP adveriisements ran in July and August while The Maine Survey was
administered in October. This was the first year the ads were run.

In 2005, DEP advertisements ran in September and Cctober while The Maine Survey
was administered in October.

in 2006, DEP advertisements ran in June and July while The Maine Survey was
administered in July.

In 2011, DEP advertisements ran in March and April while The Maine Survey was
administered in July.

Recall of advertisements tends to drop off quickly. The longer the duration between when
campaign advertisements are run and when The Maine Survey is administered will impact the level

of recall.

Significant Differences by Group (Using the Pearson Chi-Square Test)

e Those agés 30-39 (71%), 50-59 (76%) and 60+ (72%) were more likely than those ages

18-28 (43%) to indicate that they saw an advertisement about storm water pollution that
featured rubber ducks accumulating and flowing downstream into rivers and the ocean.

Those with a college degree or more (72%) were more likely than those with a high
school education or less (56%) to indicate that they saw an advertisement about storm
water pollution that featured rubber ducks accumulating and flowing downstream into
rivers and the ocean.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations

section,

hich be__giqs on

48,




Mainers perceive lawn fertilizer products (87%) and lawn and
garden pesticide products (86%) as equally threatening to
Maine’s water quality.

DEPFRTS + 9: How much of a threat would you say pose to
Maine's water quality?
(2010 + 2011}
60% "
55 Yo 53% 54% 53%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

i

| Lawn Fertilizer Products | Lawn + Garden Pesticide | Lawn Fertilizer Products | Lawn + Garden Pesticide
Products i Products

Jan-10 Jul-11

0%

®No threat ESomewhat of athreat B Significant threat DK/REF
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DEPFRTS8: How much of a threat would you say lawn FERTILIZER
products pose to Maine's water quality?

55%

No threst

54%

Somewhat of 3 threat

Significant threat

#.Jan-10 #Jul-11

DK/REF

DEPFRTY: How much of a threat would' you say lawn and garden
PESTICIDE products, including crabgrass, broadleaf weed, grub or insect
controis pose to Maine's water quality?

53%

No threat

Somewhat of a threat

53%

Significant threat

®.ian-10

WJu-11

DK/REF

15
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Comments:

Nearly equal numbers of Mainers feel that lawn fertilizer products (87%) and lawn and garden
pesticide products (86%) pose a threat to Maine's water quality.

Nearly nine in ten Mainers (87%) feel that lawn feriilizer products pose a threat to Maine’s water
quality. In particular, 33% feel they pose a significant threat while 54% feel they pose somewhat of
a threat, Ten percent feel that lawn fertilizer products pose no threat to Maine's water guality.
Three percent were not sure, or they refused to answer the question.

Nearly nine in ten Mainers (86%) feel that |lawn and garden pesticide products pose a threat to
Maine's water quality. More specifically, 33% feel they pose a significant threat while 53% feel
they pose somewhat of a threat. Eight percent feel that lawn fertilizer products pose no threat to
Maine's water quality. Six percent were not sure, or they refused to answer the question.

There has been little change since January 2010 when a similar number of Mainers aiso perceived
lawn fertilizer products and lawn and garden pesticide products as equally threatening to Maine’s
water gquality.

Significant Differences by Group for lawn FERTILIZER products (Using the Pearson Chi-
Square Test) :

Significant Threat

e Those residing in Southern Maine (49%) were more likely than those residing in Central
Maine (23%) and Northern Maine (14%) to indicate that lawn fertilizer products pose a
significant threat to Maine’s water quality. '

e Those residing in Coastal Maine (41%) were more likely than those residing in Northern
Maine (14%) to indicate that lawn fertilizer products pose a significant threat to Maine’s
waler quality.

No Threat

¢ Those residing in Northern Maine (21%) were more likely than those residing in
Southern Maine (2%) and Coastal Maine (4%) to indicate that lawn fertilizer products
pose no threat to Maine’s water quality.

» Those residing in Central Maine (14%) were more Iikély than those residing in Southern
Maine {2%) to indicate that lawn fertilizer products pose no threat to Maine’s water
quality.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabuiations
section, wh‘iclj begirjﬁ on page 48




Significant Differences by*Group for lawn ang_gafden PESTICIDE products (Using the
Pearson Chi-Square Test) : '

Significant Threat

e \Women were more likely than men {40% vs. 27%) to indicate that lawn and garden
pesticide products pose a significant threat {o Maine’s water quality.

e Those ages 30-39 (35%) and 40-49 (46%) were more likely than those ages 18-29
{16%) to indicate that lawn and garden pesticide products pose a significant threat to
Maine’s water quality.

e Those with an annual household income of less than $30k (39%) were more likely than
those with an annual household income of $30-$80k (25%) to indicate that lawn and
“garden pesticide products pose a significant threat to Maine’s water quality.

s Those residing in Southern Maine (44%) and Coastal Maine (39%) were more likely
than those residing in Central Maine (20%) to indicate that lawn and garden pesticide
products pose a significant threat to Maine's water guality.

No Threat

o Those residing in Ceniral Maine (12%) were more likely than those residing in Southern
Maine {2%) to indicate that lawn and garden pesticide products pose no threat to
Maine's water quality.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Crass Tabulations
section, Wh% egir]? on page 48 _




Nearly a quarter of Mainers (23%) are likely to take action to
reduce the amount of lawn fertilizers, pesticides and
herbicides that they use; 14% are unlikely. Two in five (40%)
have aiready taken action while 17% indicated that the
question does not apply or that they do not have a lawn.

BAGWG13a: On a scale of 1 fo 7 where 7 is very likely and 1 is not at all
likely, how likely are you to take action to reduce the amount of lawn
fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides that you use?

1 - Not at ail likely

5 "

3 -
4 - Neither likely nor uniikely (SR
5 |

8

7 - Very likely

ALREADY DO/ALREADY DONE s 0%

DOES NOT APPLY or DO NOT HAVE LAWN

' |
. 2o
DK/REF (B 1%[

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%.35% 40% 45% 50%

#Jul-11 (400 telephone surveys, weighted data)
BJul-08 (201 in-person interviews, unweighted data)

Note: The July 2008 data derives from 201 in-person infercept interviews (un-wefghted data) whereas the July 2011 data
derives from 400 telephone interviews (weighted data). Therefore, the data cannct be directly compared but is presenred
for information purposes at the request of the DEP.




Comments:

Respondents were asked fo rate how likely there are to take action to reduce the amount of lawn
fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides that they use on a 7-point scale where 7 is very likely and 1is
not at all likely.

Nearly a quarter of Mainers (23%) are likely to take action (ratings of 5, 6 and 7) to reduce the
amount of lawn fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides that they use while 14% are unlikely (ratings of
1, 2 and 3). Four percent are neither likely nor uniikely to take action (rating of 4). Two in five
Mainers (40%) indicated that they have aiready taken action to reduce the amount of lawn
fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides that they use while 17% stated that the question does not
apply or that they do not have a lawn. Two percent were not sure, or they refused to answer the
question.

Significant Differences by Group {Using the Pearson Chi-Square Test):

7 — Very Likely

e Those residing in Southemn Maine (22%) were more likely than those residing in
Northern Maine (7%) to indicate that they are very likely to take action to reduce the
amount of tawn fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides that they use.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations
section, which begins on page 48,

olp)




One-third of Mainers (33%) are likely to take action to mow
their lawn no shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches; 20% are unlikely.
Nearly a quarter (23%) has already taken action while 11%
indicated that the question does not apply or that they do not
have a lawn.

BAGWG13e: On a scale of 1 to 7 where 7 is very likely and 1 is not at all
likely, how likely are you to take action to mow your lawn no shorter than
2510 3_inches‘? '

1 - Not at all likely |

4 - Neither fikely nor uniikely ;

5 |

6 E

7 - Very likeiy 38

ALREADY DO/ALREADY DONE [l

DOES NOT APPLY or DO NOT HAVE LAWN ¥

§ 6%
DK/REF 59,

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

E.Jul-11 {400 telephone surveys, weighted data)

BJul-08 {201 in-person inferviews, unweighied data)

Note: The July 2008 data derives from 2071 in-person intercept interviews {un-weighted data) whereas the July 2011 data
derives from 400 telephone interviews (weighted data). Therefore, the data cannot be directly compared but is presented
for information purposes at the request of the DEP.,
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Comments:

Respondents were asked to rate how likely there are to take action to mow their lawn no shorter
than 2.5 to 3 inches on a 7-point scale where 7 is very likely and 1 is not at all iikely.

One-third of Mainers (33%) are likely to take action (ratings of 5, 6 and 7) to mow their lawn no
shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches while 20% are unlikely (ratings of 1, 2 and 3). Seven percent are
neither likely nor unlikely to take action (rating of 4). Nearly a quarter {23%) indicated that they
have already taken action to mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches while 11% stated that
the question does not apply or that they do not have a lawn. Six percent were not sure, or they
refused to answer the question.

Significant Differences by Group (Using the Pearson Chi-Square Test)

1 — Not at all Likely

« Men were more likely than women (22% vs. 7%) to indicate that they are not at all likely
to take action to mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches.

e Those ages 18-29 (29%) were more likely hthan those ages 30-39 (4%) and 50-59 (9%)
to indicate that they are not at all likely to take action to mow their lawn no shorter than
2.5 1o 3 inches.

¢ Those with an annual household income of more than $60k (23%) were more likely than
those with an annual household income of less than $30k (10%) and $30-$60k (7%) to
indicate that they are not at all likely to take action to mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5
to 3 inches.

¢ Those with a high school education or less (18%) and those with some college
education (17%) were more likely than those with a college degree or more (6%} to
indicate that they are not at all likely to take action to mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5
to 3 inches.

e Those residing in Southern Maine (18%) were more likely than those residing in Coastal
Maine (3%) to indicate that they are not at all likely fo take action to mow their lawn no
shorier than 2.5 to 3 inches.

7 — Very Likely

¢ Those with an annual household income of $30-$60k (27%) and more than $60k (27%)
were more likely than those with an annual household income of less than $30k (13%)
to indicate that they are very likely to take action to mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5
to 3 mches

¢ Those with a college degree or more {37%) were more likely than those with a high
school education or less (11%) and some coilege education (19%) to indicate that they
are very likely to take action to mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Crass Tabulations
sectlon Wthh begms on page 48
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Already Do/Already Done

e Those ages 40-49 (27%), 50-59 (31%} and 60+ (26%) were more likely than those ages
18-29 (6%) to indicate that they already mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches.

e Those residing in Coastal Maine (42%) were more likely than those residing in Southern
Maine (22%), Central Maine {18%) and Northern Maine (17%) to indicate that they
already mow their lawn no shorter than 2.5 to 3 inches. ]
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Seven in ten Mainers (70%) did not take or do not plan to take
action to reduce storm water runoff while 23% has taken action
or plans to take action.

WATEROT: Did you already take or do you plan to take action to
reduce storm water runoff?
80%

68% 70%
70% —

B80% 56%

60%

50%

38%
35%

40%

26%
30 UA) P DO,

23%

20%

10%

0%

YES NO _ - DK-REF

OOct-04 ®WOct-05 BJul-06 nJul-‘H*i

Comments:

Seven in ten Mainers (70%) did not take or do not plan to take action to reduce storm water runoff
while 23% has taken action or plans to take action.

Significant Differences by Group (Using the Pearson Chi-Square Test):

e Those ages 40-49 (40%) were more likely than these ages 30-39 (17%) and 60+ (21%)
to indicate that they have already taken or plan to take action to reduce storm water
runoff.

e Those with an annual household income of more than $60k (32%) were more likely than
those with an annual household income of less than $30k (16%) to indicate that they
have already taken or plan to take action o reduce storm water runoff.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations
section, which begins on page |
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e Those with a college degree or more (35%) were more likely than those with a high

L]

school education or fess (15%;) to indicate that they have already taken or plan to iake
action to reduce storm water runoff.

Those residing.in Southern Maine (35%) were more likely than those residing in Coastal
Maine {16%), Central Maine (17%) and Northern Maine (17%) to indicate that they have
already taken or plan to take action to reduce storm water runoff.



have used or will use natural or organic fertilizer and

walls or fences to divert runoff.

Among those who took action or plan to take action to reduce
storm water runoff, looking at all responses provided, 34%

pesticides or none at all, 18% have planted or will plant trees,
shrubs or grass, 13% have mowed or will mow their lawn less
| often and keep it longer, and 11% have built or will build rock

WATERO7a: IF YES - What action did you take, or are you planning to take?

July 2008 Oct 2005 Oct 2004
{1st {1st (st
Respense Response Response
Only) Only} Oniy)
Used/Will use natural or organic fertilizer and o : o o
pesticides, or none at all 9% - 12% 6%
Planted/Will piant trees, shrubs, grass 3% 2% 3%
iHave mowed/\Will mow lawn less often, keep 0% 0% 0%
onger
Buitt/Will buiid rock walls, fences, trenches, etc. 6% 12% 15%
Built/Plan to build holding pond, collect rain water 3% 6% 0%
Altered/Will alter house construction, adjustments 9% 0% 0%
to land
Built/Plan to build gutters, ditches 6% 6% 0%
Have 'been/W fil be careful about oil leaks, 0% 10% 19%
chemicals
Don't know what to do, what action to take 7% 4% 4%
Toock action/Plan to take action (general) 6% 7% 2%
{I\)Aﬁake/Made sura property is clean so nothing runs 4%, 11% 6%
Cleaned/Will clean up after pets, animals 4% 0% 0%
Use rair water for garden 0% 0% 0%
Have done all that | can/Can't do much more 0% 0% 0%




July 2006 Oct 2005 Oct 2004
(st {1st {1st
Response Response Response
Only) Only) Only)
Toek/Will take politicai action 3% 3% 0%
Will not/Do not fertilize near water 0% 0% A%
Disposed/Will dispose of trash properly 4% 3% 0%
Will do what needs to be done/Conscious of it 8% 4% 3%
Deon't wash vehicles in driveway 1% 1% 0%
Will not dump things into drains/Will keep drains 0% 4% 6%
clear
;Nl” not pollutefthrow trash, cigarettes/Will pick up 13% 6% 10%
rash )
Other - 4% 10% 23%
Comments:

Those respondents who indicated that they aiready took or planned to take action to reduce storm
water runoff were then asked what action they ook, or were planning fo take. In past survey
administrations, only the first response that was provided by respondents was recorded. In the July
2011 administration, up to three responses that respondents provided were recorded. Therefore,
data for the first response that was provided in July 2011 is presented so that comparisons can be
made {o previous survey administrations. In addition, data for all respones that were provided in
July 2011 is presented in order to fully capture what actions respondents took to reduce storm
water runoff.

Among those who took action or plan to take action to reduce storm water runoff, looking at all
responses provided, 34% have used or will use natural or organic fertilizer and pesticides or none
- at all, 18% have planted or will plant trees, shrubs or grass, 13% have mowed or will mow their
lawn less often and keep it longer, and 11% have built or will build rock walls or fences o divert
runoff, among other responses.

Nots:

In keeping with the coding systern from past surveys, Market Decisions has continued to use the
code “Used/Will use natural or organic fertilizer and pesticides, or none at all” to capture all those
who indicated that they have used or will use organic fertilizer, organic pesticide, or both — as well
as to capture those who indicated that they do not use or will not use fertilizer, pesticides, or either.
However, it has come to our attention that separating organic products from using no products
would be more accurate and possibly more valuable. ‘
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Therefore, for information purposes, looking at all responses, among those who indicated that they
“Used/Will use natural or organic fertilizer and pesticides, or none at all™

18% used/will use organic fertilizer

5% used/will use organic pesticides

8% used/will use both organic fertilizer and pestlcsdes
- 24% do notwill not use fertilizer

32% do not/will not use pesticides

15% do not/will not use fertilizer and pesticides

e ® © 8 B @

S;gmﬁcant Differences by Group for “1* Response Only” (Using the Pearson Chl Square
Test)

Note: Significant Differences by Group are only presented for the “1st Response Only.” There are
no Significant Differences by Group for “All Responses,” as multiple response questions have smalf
sub-samples. However, for this question, percents and information for “1st Response Onfy” and for
“All Responses” can be found in the Cross Tabulations section, which begins on page 46.

«  Among those who aiready took or plan o take action to reduce storm water runoff,
those ages 30-39 (65%) were more likely than those ages 40-49 (4%}, 50-59 (4%} and
80+ {6%) to indicate that they planted or will plant trees, shrubs or grass.

" Percents and information for Significant Differences by Group can be found in the Cross Tabulations
section, which begins on page 48
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PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS POLICY

. APPLICABILITY. This policy applies to employees of the Maine Department of Environmental
Protection and is intended to guide their contact with the public and media in their roles as state
employees and representatives of the department.

2. PURPOSE. As part of its commitment to transparency and to creating and maintaining public
understanding and support for its objectives and programs, the Maine Department of Environmental
Protection will provide the public and media with accurate and consistent information in an
accessible, professionally-presented and timely manner. It also ensures the appropriate, coordinated
use of Department-related materials, including its logo.

3.  OVERVIEW OF DEP PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS POLICY. The Department has a
fundamental responsibility to communicate consistently, clearly and effectively with all constituents.

" As a trusted informational resource regarding current and emerging environmental issues, DEP is
positioned to engage the public in the protection, improvement and sustainability of the state's natural
resources, Maine’s natural resource-based economy and public health. Working effectively with the
public and media is critical to achieving this goal. The Office of Communications & Education within
the Commissioner’s Office directs all DEP communications and education efforts, including the
development and dissemination of all official agency announcements such as media releases, weekly
highlights, educational columns and other documents/materials of interest to the public and regulated
community; coordinates, prepares and promotes department staff public presentations, trainings and
media conferences; responds to requests for public information; and develops, approves and manages
all DEP’s web content, including the Department website and social media presence. The Director of
Communications & Education serves as the agency spokesperson.

4. PROCEDURES.
4.1 Providing Public Access to Departmenfal Information and Proceedings

4.1.1 DEP conforms to the letter and spirit of the Freedom of Access Act (FOAA). All files,
except enforcement, personnel, and others required by law to be kept confidential, are
available for inspection during business hours. Staff must follow DEP’s SOP on
Confidential Information in determining the appropriate response to requests for
confidential information or consult the Department’s FOAA Coordinator or Director of
Enforcement for guidance.

4.1.2 Media representatives and members of the public have rightsto observe the conduct of
DEP business. The FOAA governs those rights, both regarding “public records” and
“public proceedings.” The only ongoing DEP activities subject to compliance with FOAA
provisions are Board of Environmental Protection (BEP), Fund Insurance Review (Board
(FIRB), Board of Underground Tank Instailers (BUSTI) and the Maine Oil Spill Advisory
Council (MOSAC) meetings and DEP Rulemaking hearings. Questions regarding media
attendance at any other DEP functions must be directed to the Director of Communications
& Education.
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4.2 Providing Information to the Public and Media In a Timely Manner

DEP is committed to providing the highest level of transparency and customer service. A critical
element of that commitment is to the extent practicable, to respond to all requests from members
of the public or media in a timely manner. Responding to media inquiries is a high priority, given
their deadlines. To the extent possible and in accordance with Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of this Policy,
requests from the media will receive a response immediately upon receipt, unless additional time
is allowed by the requestor’s articulated deadline. If staff cannot return the request in a timely
manner, it should be forwarded directly to the Director of Communications & Education.

4.3 Representing the Department on Departmental Policy or Position

The Commissioner and Director of Communications & Education or their approved designee is
responsible for articulating Department policy, positions and any public personnel information,
inclhuding but not limited to budgetary matters, legislative and regulatory positions and
staffing/structural decisions. Any media mquiries on these matters should be referred directly to
the Director of Communications & Education.

4.4 Responding to Press Inquiries Regarding Specific Projects, Technical Issues (non-policy) or
Agency Processes

4.4.1 All staff have the authority to respond directly to a reporter’s inquiries regarding specific
projects or technical issues within their professional purview. The Director of
Communications & Education is always available to advise staff regarding effective
communications and if requested, will respond on behalf of those uncomfortable
performing this task. Inquiries regarding matters outside the request recipient’s
jurisdiction should be directly transferred to the appropriate agency contact if it known, or

. to the Director of Communications & Education, who will either respond to the inquiry or
forward it to the appropriate staff person for response.

4,42 Responding staff should provide objective facts (size of project, nature of review
process, meeting time and location, review timeline, etc.) and never engage in
speculation or opinion. When answering questions, staff should take advantage of
opportunities to cite additional background or Department-developed reference
material, including relevant links to the DEP’s website. Questions about BEP
processes/procedures in matters where that Board has jurisdiction or is hearing an
appeal should be referred to the Board’s Administrative Assistant or Executive
Analyst.

4.4.3 Under no circumstances is it appropriate for a staff member to disclose a staff
recommendation on an Order until it has been reviewed and approved according to
Department policy. Typically this process requires Bureau Director involvement.

4.44 Many aspects of pending enforcement cases are not appropriate for discussion with the
public or the media. (NOTE: A Notice of Violation that has been issued to the alleged
violator is available as a public document. No other enforcement documents are in the
public domain until they are final.) Any inquiries related to an active enforcement case
should be reviewed with the Director of Enforcement in the Office of the Commissioner
prior to a departmental response.
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4.4.5 The Media Contact Form (attached and on the DEP Intranet) is used to document
all calls or interviews with reporters. Copies of completed forms are to be sent
electronically within the same business day to appropriate bureau management and
to the Director of Communications & Education. With respect to applications
pending before the BEP or under appeal to that body, a copy must also be sent to
the Board’s Administrative Assistant or Executive Analyst. If the form is
inaccessible (for example, the staff person is in the field), a phone call or email to
the Director of Communications & Education and appropriate bureau management
is an acceptable alternative.

4.5 Initiating Media Contacts

4.5.1 Media relations is the responsibility of the Office of the Commissioner. Suggestions for
media releases, events and other public and media activities representing DEP to the public or
media are weicomed and should be brought directly to the Director of Communications &
Education before any action is pursued with as much advanced notice as possible. If the
suggestion is approved, the Director of Communications & Education will delegate roles and
responsibilities to move it forward, in consultation with the appropriate bureau management.

4.5.2 All media releases and media-related activities (events/activities orchestrated for the press
and public with the intent of heightening awareness) must be approved by the Director of
Communications & Education and the Commissioner or their approved designee. Media
releases will conform with Associated Press Style, be distributed by the Director of
Communications & Education, and also be displayed on the Department’s website newsroom.

4.6 Corrections/Letters to the Editor/Opinion Pieces

When the media seems to have erred or unfairly represented DEP staff, their actions or
Department policy positions, it is important to correct to the misinformation and/or
mischaracterization via a request for a correction, letter to the editor, etc. Please contact the
Director of Communications & Education who will determine and coordinate the appropriate
response in partnership with staff to ensure the record is corrected.

4.7 Public Speaking/Presentation Engagements and Trainings

4.7.1 When a staff member is requested.to represent the Department in a public speaking
engagement or exhibition, training or policy-related forum (not including mandated public
meetings or hearings), he/she must inform the Director of Communications & Education and the
Bureau Director of the engagement, audience, objective, subject matter and resources required
before accepting. The Director of Communications & Education in partnership with the Bureau
Director will review the request and advise on the response. Staff is not permitted to present on
behalf of the Department unless approved through this process.

4.7.2 Requests from extemnal entities for Department speakers may be submitted directly to the
Director of Communications & Education or their approved designee, who will decide whether it
is appropriate for the Department to be represented and coordinate and help to prepare the
appropriate representatives. Department staff is not to solicit speaking/presentation engagements
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but can bring suggestions for potential opportunities to the Office of Communications &
Education for consideration.

4,7.3 All Department presentations including trainings must vtilize the DEP PowerPoint template
(available on the Intranet and H drive within the “Forms and Templates” folder) and branding
styles, and be reviewed and approved by the Director of Communications & Education and/or
their approved designee prior to the presentation being given. PowerPoints are to be provided to
the Director of Communications & Education or their approved designee as soon as possible but
no less than five full working days in advance of the staff person’s departure for the presentation
for review.

4.8 Department Education and Outreach Materials

Any-education or outreach materials- —including but not limited to letters, brochures, postcards,
technical bulletins, issue profiles, print/broadcast/web advertisements or promotions, reports, etc.
not specific to an individual facility, policy, project, etc. for dissemination in printed, broadcasted
or electronic formats must be approved by the Director of Communications & Education, and as
necessary, additionally by the Policy Director and Webmaster. If staff require an outreach piece to |
be developed or wish to partner on an advertising/promotional campaign, they are to contact the
Director of Communications & Education or their designee who will coordinate staff within the
Office of Communications & Education to develop the appropriate materials in partnership with
the relevant program staff if appropriate advanced notice has been provided. The Office of
Communications & Education has Department-branded display materials available for use,
inchuding banners, tableskirts and general DEP brochures and stands.

4.9 Sponsorships/Use of Department Logo

A sponsorship by the Department —whether monetary, in-kind or via logo only— suggests
endorsement of the sponsored initiative. Therefore, all requests for sponsorship or DEP
endorsement must be approved by the Office of the Commissioner and by the appropriate Bureau
Director. Requests should be reviewed by the appropriate Division Director with the request and a
recommendation made concurrently to the Director of Comumunications & Education and the
Bureau Director. If the sponsorship and use of the DEP logo is approved, the Director of
Communications & Education will provide the correct logo file to the requestor.

4,10 Social Media Usage

The Director of Communications & Education is the Department’s designated Social Media
Supervisor and is the only DEP employee authorized to engage in social media as a representative
of the agency or to designate other Department staff to do so, as outlined in the OIT Social Media
Policy, which can be found at http://www.maine,gov/oit/policies/socialmediapolicyfinal htm.
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Maine Department of Environmental Protection

MEDIA CONTACT FORM
Subject: Date:
Media Contact: Staff Contact:
Affiliation:
Telephone: Desk Phone:

Information requested/provided:

Reason for inquiry/interview: (please mark with "X")

[:] Background/ Gen' | information:

D Follow-up from previous contact:

D Article in print (date?):

D Tape for broadcast {date?):

Is media follow-up expected? Why?
Is DEP foliow-up appropriate? If so, by whom?
Additional comments:

If you referred the original contact to another person, program, agency, etc., please identify:





