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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND ON THE PLAN

This plan was produced for the Carson River CaalifCRC) by Responsive Management. The
CRC is a large stakeholder group that acts astéesisg committee for integrated watershed
planning and management (the CRC is coordinatdddoarson Water Subconservancy
District’'s Watershed Program). The plan describesstrategies and tactics that will be used to
fulfill the following primary objective:

Increase awareness that human behavior affectsralad health and use education to
promote changes in behavior that will ultimatelypnove habitat, water quality, and water
supply to benefit the watershed as a whole.

The Carson River Watershed is a Priority Watershter the Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection's Nonpoint Source ManagerReogram Update (NDEP 2015). The
CRC will undertake outreach and education effartsriplement the Watershed-Literacy Action
Plan 2015, along with actions derived from the cletgal Watershed-Literacy Survey (DEP-S
14-029) and this marketing and communications plan.

Outreach and communication efforts are intendesddan implementing the vision for
environmental stewardship; in other words, takiegponsibility for our choices with a
commitment to use natural resources effectivelgtgmt our ecosystems, and ensure compliance
with environmental requirements, where applicaflbis sense of responsibility is a value that
can be reflected through the choices of individuadgnpanies, communities, and government
agencies, and shaped by unique environmental,|san economic interests.

This marketing and communications plan is intenaed planning strategy that the CRC will
use to inform planning and campaigns to developeneffiective means of outreach. The level of
implementation will be dictated by funding, prigeg, and encumbrances.

INITIAL PLANNING MEETING

To initiate the project, Responsive Management Htree Director Mark Damian Duda and
Business Manager Alison Lanier participated in afeeence call with CRC project managers
Brenda Hunt and Courtney Walker on January 28, 2018s teleconference served as an
opportunity for the partners to discuss expectation the draft marketing report.

It was clarified that Responsive Management witiyade the whole list of recommended
marketing themes and target audiences in the @adtrt, from which the CRC will select 3-5 of
the recommendations for potential implementatioardkie next few years. The selected topics
will be refined into specific messages or taglinpsn further coordination by the CRC, if
applicable.
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SCIENTIFIC SURVEY OF CARSON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENTS

Responsive Management conducted a scientific suovetain current quantitative data
regarding Carson River Watershed residents’ awaseoielocal watershed concepts, attitudes
toward watershed health, and activities or behawiwat may impact the watershed’s
environment. The study entailed a telephone suov&€arson River Watershed residents, ages
18 and older.

The telephone survey questionnaire was developepecatively by Responsive Management
and the CRC. The survey was conducted in June. 2BR&Sponsive Management obtained a
total of 846 completed interviews with Carson RiWatershed residents. Survey results were
weighted by demographic characteristics (age andeyg so that the sample would represent
residents in the Carson River Watershed as a whidle.sample was representative of residents
from six counties that compose the Carson Riverevgaed:

Alpine County, California

Carson City, Nevada (independent city)
Churchill County, Nevada

Douglas County, Nevada

Lyon County, Nevada

Storey County, Nevada

The survey results, including extensive crosstdlmria among the various respondent groups,
are summarized in the repoWatershed-Literacy Survey of Carson River Waterstesidents
2015.

EXTENSIVE CROSSTABULATIONS OF SURVEY DATA

In addition to the overall survey results, Respaméflanagement conducted extensive
crosstabulations to compare various subgroupsmitie data. These crosstabulations provided
insights into demographic differences in awarenasggyudes, and behaviors, as well as
comparisons among the counties. The respondenpgwere analyzed and presented
separately in the results.

HOW TO INTERPRET THE DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATION GRAPHS

Graphs are included that show how various demodgraybtaracteristics correlate with various
opinions or activities. Each graph shows an oVeeallt, and then it shows the result for that
guestion among various demographic groups. Thomeg at the top of the graph have a
greater percentage giving a specific response, acadio respondents overall; those groups at
the bottom of the graph have a lower percentagegia specific response, compared to
respondents overall. An example of a demograpirietation graph is provided on the
following page.
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These demographic correlation graphs are the badiise initial qualitative review of the

project survey. The graphs were used to identifgraness, attitudes, and behaviors—strengths
or weaknesses—across all demographics to detemtiiod audiences need what type of
information. Once the topics and audiences weestified, statistical analysis was performed to
determine any statistically significant variabési
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

For this report, both parametric and nonparametralyses were used to examine how the
various responses related to behavioral, attitdamal demographic characteristics. Because of
the use of post-stratification weights upon thedAM Statistical Software was used for all
inferential analyses due to its more appropriatedhag of standard errors for complex samples
(Hahs-Vaughn, 2005). Comparisons involving onlynntal data (e.g., county of residence)
were examined using the Generalized Mantel-Haer@3zeEquare test, and comparisons
involving interval data (e.g., age) were examinsihg regression.

Thep-values reported in the following section indictte likelihood of the observed data given
that no relationship between the noted variabléest®ewithin the population. For example, a
p-value of <0.01 would indicate that the likelihoofdfinding the observed data purely by
chance, assuming that no relationship actuallytedtis the true population, was less than 1%—
which would in turn offer meaningful evidence tlia observed relationship within the
collected data is likely to reflect one that alsests in the population.

For the purposes of this report, an alpha levé.05 (5% risk of error) was used as a boundary
to determine significance.
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SURVEY RESULTS

The 2015 survey revealed that most residents awane of their connection to the Carson
River and its watershed. Despite this, fortunatedgidents generally value the importance of
the watershed’s health. Although a majority ofveyrrespondents do not believe they
personally affect the health of the Carson Rivetéithed, a majority nonetheless currently
engage in actions that benefit the watershed’srenrient and/or plan to take or continue taking
such actions in the future. These and other fgglsre summarized below.

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

This study was conducted for the Carson River @oal(CRC) to determine Carson River
Watershed residents’ attitudes toward watershelihhéamowledge of local watershed concepts,
and activities or behaviors that may impact theangkted’s environment. The study entailed a
telephone survey of Carson River Watershed resdages 18 and older.

The telephone survey questionnaire was developepecatively by Responsive Management
and the CRC. The survey was conducted in June.2B&Sponsive Management obtained a
total of 846 completed interviews with Carson RiWatershed residents. The sample was
representative of residents from six counties tbatpose the Carson River Watershed:

Alpine County, California

Carson City, Nevada (independent city)
Churchill County, Nevada

Douglas County, Nevada

Lyon County, Nevada

Storey County, Nevada

For the survey, telephones were selected as tliermeé sampling medium because of the
almost universal ownership of telephones amongddariver Watershed residents (both
landlines and cell phones were called). The sottwiaed for data collection was Questionnaire
Programming Language. The analysis of data wdsnpeed using Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences as well as proprietary softwarelkd@ed by Responsive Management.

ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES

First, respondents were asked in an open-endedantmname the most important
environmental issue facing their area of resideri®gfar the top response was the general
category “water-related issue,” at 62%.

Of the demographic groups, those that most oftee fas response are those who live in
Churchill County (74%), those with an educatioradfachelor’s degree or greater (69%),
Hispanic or Latino respondents (67%), and femapardents (66%).

Of the 62% who selected a water-related issue, loa#1(57%) named drought or water
guantity as their top concern.

In an open-ended question, respondents were askatthey value most about living in the
Carson River Watershed: accessibility, an enjoyibleg environment, and the regional
economy were most often mentioned.
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Many respondents described access to differengshas the most valued aspect of living

in the Carson River Watershed. Access to an almaedaf clean water; clean air;

wildlife (often fish for the purpose of recreatiore listed); and access to different types
of landscape, such as snowy mountains, desertogmuénts, and active waterways, were
all listed.

Many responses referred to the area’s aestheteahpRespondents described the area
as beautiful, green, and open. In addition, maspondents felt that the more rural and
less populated environment was the most valualpleca®f the area. Respondents
reported being pleased with the quiet, small-toeelifhg of living in the Carson River
Watershed.

Several respondents listed economic reasons asdbkevalued aspect of living in the
watershed. Tax structures were mentioned, as wasexall less expensive cost of
living.

KNOWLEDGE OF WATERSHEDS

Respondents were asked in an open-ended mannez ditaénage (such as storm or
rainwater) from their property ultimately goes ss@ass their propensity to identify its Carson
River destination. The top responses are “absariiedhe ground/soil” (37%) and “flows
into the street” (21%). Only 9% accurately indezhthat it ultimately flows into the Carson
River, although 5% generally said it flows intcogdl water body without specifying the
name of that water body.

-~ Respondents who generally stated that drainage tilnemproperty flows into a local
water body were asked to name the local water tiwatyreceived this drainage. Over
half (56%) stated the Carson River, with 37% whd #zey did not know and 7% who
gave another water body.

Combining these responses, 9% of all respondemea#he Carson River without
prompting, and another 3% named the Carson Rivenyanompted to specify a water
body. The vast majority (87%) did not specify d@evdody or gave a response not
related to a water body.

Nearly half (49%) of respondents said that grourtdwar well water is the source of their
tap water; the second most named response is atgr\(non-specific) at 11%. Only 2%
named the Carson River.

When asked how much they know about watershedsriargl, respondents most often
answered “a little” (39%) or “nothing at all” (30%)

Demographic groups that are more likely to say treyw at least a little about
watersheds are those with an education level a@ichddor's degree or greater (88%
stated this), those who live in Douglas County (7880d those at or above the median
age of 52 (75%).

While a substantial percentage of respondents atyriedicated they do live in a watershed
(38% said they do), a majority of residents say the not live in a watershed (42%) or they
do not know (20%).
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HEALTH OF THE CARSON RIVER WATERSHED

Respondents are divided on their perceptions ofh#adth of the Carson River Watershed’s
environment. Slightly more say it is unhealthy¥g)2han healthy (38%), with most of the
latter saying it isomewhahealthy (as opposed wery healthy). There is little variation
among demographic categories.

In an open-ended question, respondents were agldastribe the characteristics of a
healthy watershed. The four most often mentiorietaxcteristics of a healthy watershed
were: 1) plenty of flowing water, 2) a clean watexd free of contaminants and pollutants
(mercury, oil, arsenic) that can be used for huc@rsumption and agricultural needs, 3)
presence of healthy vegetation and wildlife, andahsistent precipitation by way of rain or
snowfall.

Respondents were asked to rate how important thighhaf the Carson River Watershed'’s
environment is to them, on a scale of 0 to 10, wlfeis not at all important and 10 is
extremely important. The mean score was 8.27, B8& of respondents rating this a 9 or
10. A large majority (83%) rated this 7 or higher.

Demographic groups more likely than residents diveraate the watershed
environment’s importance a 9 or 10 are those abowe the median age of 52 (62%
gave this rating) and female respondents (61%).

In an open-ended question, respondents who rageidnibortance of the Carson River
Watershed’s health a 7 or higher were asked taridbesihe main reasons the health of the
Carson River Watershed is important to them. Aamiiy of respondents either replied that
the environment’s health was important becauseigtheir residence or 2) should it become
contaminated, life would not be able to continuéhi@ environment.

When asked how much they affect the health of thes@h River Watershed’s environment,
respondents most commonly answered “a little” (44@d)owed by “not at all” (26%).

Demographic groups who most often stated they tffecwatershed’s health a great
deal or moderate amount were those who live in €hilliCounty (36% stated this) and
female respondents (31%).

Respondents most often stated the most importsumessthat negatively affect the health of
the Carson River and its watershed are pollutigi¥q3tated this) and drought (25%).

Respondents were asked to rate a series of envenatahactions on each action’s

importance to the health of the Carson River Wagson a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not
at all important and 10 is extremely important. tkd actions listed, the highest mean ratings
are for reducing polluted runoff (mean rating d)9 protection of the river's headwaters
(also 9.0), and human efforts to protect or corsevrater (8.9).



Responsive Management

The following is a partial list of the environmehéa&tions listed in the survey, presented with
the percentage of all respondents who rated thensas very important (9 or 10 rating).
Demographic groups who most often gave a 9 or tigare presented below the total.

Reducing polluted run-off (71% of all respondemtted this 9 or 10)
o Female (78%)
o Younger than the median age of 52 (75%)

Protection of the river’'s headwaters (67% of adjp@ndents rated this 9 or 10)
o Lives in Churchill County (77%)
o Younger than the median age of 52 (72%)

Human efforts to protect or conserve water (68%llofespondents rated this 9 or 10)
o Lives in Churchill County (81%)
o Female (78%)

Protection of the habitat along the river (56% lbfespondents rated this 9 or 10)
o Years of residence less than the median of 15 y6a&P$)
o Female (61%)

Watershed outreach and education (56% of all redgruts rated this 9 or 10)
o Female (64%)
o Lives in Churchill County (61%)

Addressing invasive species (49% of all respondextésl this 9 or 10)
o Years of residence less than the median of 15 y&4P%)
o Hispanic or Latino (53%)

Floodplain conservation (42% of all respondentsdahis 9 or 10)
o Median age of 52 or older (50%)

o Lives in Douglas County (50%)

o Education level is at least a bachelor’'s degre&o46

Respondents most often stated the primary sourpelhlited run-off into the Carson River
and its watershed are humans/people without fueladrorating (28% stated this),
farming/agriculture (17%), and industrial/commefdavelopment or practices (15%).

Two-thirds (67%) of respondents stated that yatiland maintenance practices affect the
health of the Carson River and the watershed’srenmient.

Of the demographic groups, those who most oftdedthis are those who live in
Churchill County (85%) and female respondents (75%)
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ACTIVITIES THAT AFFECT WATERSHED CONSERVATION

Respondents were asked to name the single mosttanpaction they can take to help
protect or improve the health of the Carson Rivet ibss watershed’s environment. Over
three-quarters (76%) named a specific action; avem®and education were most often
listed. Respondents felt that becoming more cagninf their own usage and behavior was
key in protecting the river and the watershed.

Of those who named an action, 85% state they arertly taking this action (that is,
65% of the total sample).

o Demographic groups who most often stated they ntlyréake action to help improve
the health of the Carson River Watershed are Hispgar_atino respondents (75%),
those with an education level of at least a baclsettegree (72%), and female
respondents (70%).

Of those who named an action, 92% state they plaake or continue taking this action
in the next 5 years (that is, 70% of the total Samp

o Demographic groups who most often stated they fgdake action in the next 5
years are those with an education level of at la@dstchelor’'s degree (78%), those
younger than the median age of 52 (75%), and HisgarlLatino respondents (75%).

Respondents were asked if they had taken speciiiwns within the past 5 years that affect
the health of the Carson River Watershed. Of tistipe actions listed, the highest
percentages were for “picked up their pet's wa&eiong pet owners) (87% of pet owners
had taken this action), “cleaned their watercrafivaders to avoid spreading aquatic invasive
species” (among boat owners) (73%), “modified ootdaigation to reduce water use”
(among those who own a yard or lawn) (71%), anthtreed any noxious or invasive weeds
on their property” (among those who own a yardaaml) (70%). Regarding the two

negative actions listed, 41% of car owners washeil tar in the driveway and 2% of all
respondents disposed of oil down the storm drathiwthe past 5 years.

The following is a partial list of the personaliaas listed in the survey, presented with the
total percentage of respondents who had takerattien within the past 5 years.
Demographic groups who had most often taken thisraare presented below the total.

Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa@ of those who own property with
landscaping have done this)

o Hispanic or Latino (46%)

o Median age (52) or older (43%)

o Female (43%)

Replaced appliances or water fixtures with onesréduce water usage (67% of all
respondents have done this)

o Younger than the median age of 52 (78%)

o Hispanic or Latino (77%)

o Lives in Churchill County (75%)
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Disposed of oil down the storm drain (2% of allp@sdents have done this)
o Hispanic or Latino (7%)

o Lives in Douglas County (4%)

o Median years of residence (15) or longer (3%)

Reduced fertilizer use (63% of those who own a yaridwn have done this)
o Education level is at least a bachelor’'s degre@o)68

o Lives in Douglas County (67%)

o Hispanic or Latino (66%)

Picked up their pet’'s waste (87% of pet owners ltoree this)
o Female (91%)

o Lives in Carson City (90%)

o White or Caucasian (89%)

Washed their car in the driveway (41% of car owinerge done this)
o Lives in Lyon County (55%)

o Lives in Douglas County (48%)

o Younger than the median age of 52 (48%)

Next, respondents were asked if they are veryylikekake these specific actions in the next
5 years. The highest percentages were for “coatiaypick up their pet's waste” (among pet
owners) (87% of pet owners plan to do this), “remawexious or invasive weeds on their
property” (among those who own a yard or lawn) (848ad “clean their watercraft or
waders to avoid spreading aquatic invasive spe¢asabdng boat owners) (81%).

A strong majority (82%) of respondents state therething that prevents them from
personally taking action to improve the healthraf Carson River and the watershed’s
environment. Those who did state they are predeinten taking action were asked in an
open-ended question to list any barriers; respaisdenst frequently reported problems
associated with age or health and a lack of knogdezh existing issues or ways to resolve
issues.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

When asked where they get their information onlla@dershed or water quality issues,
respondents most often stated newspapers (36%mdmdents stated this), TV (22%), and
websites (19%).

Of the 7% who get their information from a goverminagency or office, the most often
cited government sources were their local governrf@b9o stated this) and the Carson
Water Subconservancy District (23%).
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MAJOR FINDINGS

The category “water-related issue” is by far thesmmportant environmental issue to
Carson River watershed residents.

Most residents are unaware that drainage from fhveperty flows into the Carson River.

Nearly half (49%) of respondents said that grourtdwar well water is the source of
their tap water; the second most named resportgy iwater (non-specific) at 11%.
Only 2% named the Carson River.

A majority of residents claim to know little or fmmg about watersheds in general. Also,
a majority are unaware that they currently livaiwatershed.

Residents are divided on their perceptions of #adth of the Carson River watershed,
with nearly equal numbers saying it is healthy wnealthy.

The health of the Carson River watershed’s envigmns very important to most
residents.

A majority of residents think they have little a» mpact on the health of the Carson
River and its watershed.

In contrast to the previous finding, two-thirdsresidents believe that lawn maintenance
practices affect the health of the Carson Riveevsed.

The factors rated as most important regarding dadtlh of the Carson River watershed
are the reduction of polluted run-off, protectidritee river’s headwaters, and efforts to
conserve water.

A majority of Carson River watershed residents enity take actions that benefit the
watershed’s environment (such as minimizing padlutr conserving water) and plan to
continue these actions in the future.

Although Hispanic or Latino residents indicate lowe/areness of the Carson River
watershed than other demographic groups, thesgerdsiare the most likely to take
action to improve the health of the watershed.

Residents most often get their information on laeatershed or water quality issues
from newspapers, followed by TV and websites.
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MARKETING AND COMMUNICATIONS APPROACH

This section provides an overview of the approaeh@RC should adopt to develop a full plan
to market and communicate conservation informatiiotine relevant audiences and inspire
behavioral change among watershed residents. rfgadiom the research, including behavioral
tendencies among certain demographics, can betogpide a marketing effort, but it is
essential that the CRC first assess its organizaticapabilities and identify specific goals for
desired outcomes. The survey data and other wsdemcussed in this document make up the
foundations for the full plan. While the stepslm&d in this section detail the process for
developing the plan, the final marketing and comivations effort will be the result of careful
planning, introspection, and coordination on the pathe CRC.

As noted in this report, the CRC has a varietyashmunications options at their disposal. For
example, the partners may communicate with watdrsbgidents through in-house owned media
such as websites, blogs, or social media accoastsgell as publications, news releases, and
organization staff. Such owned media may be thst mificient avenues for communicating to
target audiences, although it may also amount masgimple output, that is, information
distributed with little knowledge of whether ite$fective. Another important potential

drawback to keep in mind regarding owned medilas, like advertising, it may not be trusted
by those it is intended to reach. This appearsaalby true in the counties that make up the
Carson River Watershed where newspapers are theimmusrtant source of information on the
watershed.

The ultimate goal is to convert owned media to edmmedia, the result of residents deciding to
support a cause or embrace a campaign. Mediaraéd” when objective third parties are
persuaded to write favorably about an organizatiocampaign. Earned media translates into
positive publicity and may be the result of initiedws releases, story pitches, press conferences,
blogs, or social networking. The benefit of earneztlia is that it is most credible to average
citizens, in that non-biased sources are influeppeople and encouraging them to talk and
share information about an organization or campaiywareness and interest generated by
earned media can be highly influential and valuable

The importance of following through on the markgtand communications strategies discussed
here also cannot be overstated. Often the impleatien of a marketing or communications

plan does not occur in full because the proceg®sed by staff as being too overwhelming. It
is therefore recommended that the CRC addressugoiotreach components through
prioritization. First, determine what can be acpbahed easily and take the necessary steps to
implement these tasks. Next, determine prioritie may require a higher level of time, effort,
and funding. Accomplishing these tasks, eventdkes a period of a year or more, will help
pave the way for lower priority items that depemdtioe implementation of the higher priority
items. Progress is achieved as each item in #hreipladdressed and completed. Initial
accomplishments will help build momentum and sustla¢ desire to advance and improve.

A marketing or systematic communications approaekls$ to the most effective decisions and
the development of the most appropriate programeslyets, or services (in this case, a
campaign or series of outreach efforts to generasreness and inspire behavioral or attitudinal
change).
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Within the context of conservation and natural tese management, marketing is the deliberate
and orderly step-by-step process of first definirigat exactly is to be achieved; understanding
and defining different groups of constituents (nedsk through research; and then tailoring
programs, products, or services to meet those rnbealsgh the manipulation of the marketing
mix: product, price, place, and promotion (seauFagl).

Figure 1. Marketing/Communications Matrix.

Demographic/
economic
environment

Technological /

physical
environment

Marketing
Intermediaries

Political/ Competitors Social/
legal cultural
environment environment

Source: Kotler, 2002.

The purpose of marketing and communications irctrgext of the Carson River awareness and
conservation effort is to both better meet the goélthe agencies and organizations and to better
meet the needs of watershed residents and comdfitbg providing them with beneficial
programs, information, or services. Again, while tnformation in this section provides a
roadmap of sorts to guide the CRC in the developplease, the ultimate strength of the plan
depends on long-term commitment, organized anteiglie planning based on current research,
and consistent assessment and evaluation.
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Figure 2. Marketing/Systematic Communications Process Model.
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PROCESS FOR PLAN DEVELOPMENT

There are four major steps in marketing and comoatioins planning: analyzing opportunities,
developing strategies, planning programs, and magagfforts (Kotler, 2002). This process
follows the standard format for good planning (Begire 2 on the previous page).

It asks the following questions:

1. Where are we now? (Situation assessment)

2. Where do we want to be? (Opportunities and divEes)
3. How will we get there? (Strategies and progrenming)
4. Did we get there? (Evaluation)

The initial effort will require the CRC to look irawd by assessing organizational capabilities,
resources, shortcomings, and essential needs.

SITUATION ASSESSMENT: WHERE ARE WE NOW?
For a situation assessment, the organization takeseful look at where it is now.

Identifying Publics

There is no such thing as the general public. rékearch in this report clearly indicates that
people’s relation to the Carson River Watersheaffescted by a variety of factors, including age,
race, and gender, among other variables. A lishefs publics is important in identifying one’s
place in a particular market.

Choosing Publics

A commonly heard phrase in marketing is that “Yan’tbe all things to all people.” Marketing
and a systematic communications process means gelkoices, and making choices means
deciding specifically which groups will be target&toany given time, with timing being different
for different target markets (audiences). Differsrarkets require different strategies. It is all
right to choose more than orearket to target, but it is important to keep imcheach group
may require different strategies.

Current Conditions

The trend identification portion of the marketingpess allows an organization to become
proactive rather than reactive. A SWOT (Strengilleaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats)
analysis is a strategic assessment of an orgammzsturrent conditions, including internal
organizational strengths and weaknesses, and aktgyportunities and threats (see Figure 3 on
the next page). The SWOT analysis helps idenofyd@ions that influence the success
fulfillment of marketing objectives. The analyssused to determine marketing strategies by
capitalizing on strengths, minimizing weaknességzing opportunities, and mitigating threats.



16

Responsive Management

Figure 3. SWOT Analysis Model.

STRENGTH
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Source: Adapted from a model by SmartDraw.com

SWOT Analysis—Carson River Coalition

While a detailed evaluation of the CRC is not witthie scope of this initial planning effort, it is
nonetheless a recommended process in which thed@aR€valuate current internal and external
conditions prior to developing marketing and comioations strategies. The resulting bullet
point lists, offered as examples, may assist planeiforts with an understanding of the “big
picture” by compiling extraneous facts into an Basnderstandable visual model.
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The following items are suggested for consideration

Strengths
The CRC should take stock of existing resources.

Motivated staff with substantial professional exeece

CRC is in charge of a resource that is valued dyesidents
Technical resources, including the CRC websitesauibl media
Administrative and internal support

Existing partnerships

Weaknesses
The CRC should assess any limitations that apply.

Staff turnover

Lack of adequate resources for communications

A need for the CRC to track who they are reaching

A need to improve communications in general atotfganization
Lack of experience in outreach methods

A need to improve and/or drive traffic to the CREbsite
Organization branding issues

Opportunities

The marketing and communications plan will be almap for change and improvements
Social media including Facebook, Twitter, Instagréiogs, and YouTube

Management and some degree of coordination ischireagplace

Existing relationships with local news outlets

Threats

Diminished funds for marketing and communications

Difficulty in changing entrenched behavior

Low levels of awareness among residents

Lack of effective coordination, cooperation, andgnoounications among partners

MARKETING/COMMUNICATIONS OBJECTIVES: W HERE DO WE WANT TO BE?

Once an organization identifies where it is ormisketing and communications, the next step is
to decide where it wants to be. In this phaséefalanning, the CRC should develop specific
objectives directed toward the accomplishment @lgje-these should be specific and
measurable statements of what, when, and how milcherachieved (Crowe, 1983). Itis
important to note where this objective settingleepd in the marketing process—at the end of
the situation assessment. This is because realigjiectives cannot be set until there is a
thorough understanding of where the organizatigmresently. In other words, the CRC should
carefully note current knowledge and attitudinakls, conservation behaviors, and other
essential baseline information against which fupnegress may be measured. After completing
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a comprehensive situation analysis, the organizasimow ready to set informed, measurable
objectives for evaluative results.

For the marketing/communications plan to be effegtit must both set and serve specific, firm
objectives. Key elements to consider in definingyketing/communications objectives include
identifying a target audience (public), determinthg organization’s public image or how the
organization wants to be perceived by the pubkwetbping attainable timelines, and defining
metrics to evaluate the results. Marketing/commatnons objectives are a major touchstone for
the overall marketing/communications plan; the reéirig/communications plan will be written
with clearly defined objectives in mind, and ultiely, marketing and communications efforts
will be evaluated against these criteria.

Objectives should be clearly defined and commuagtatMany programs and initiatives fail
from the start because objectives are not agreed apd written down by those involved.
Perhaps the best example of obtuse objectives ®&then it comes to “informing and
educating” a market about environmental/water caadi®n issues. Informing and educating a
target market is a laudable goal but not a feasibjective. In the objective portion of the
marketing process, “informing and educating” thélfguneeds to be refined to something more
specific, such as increasing factual knowledgegiasing concern, altering opinions, changing
attitudes, or altering behavior. Taking the time&bdmplete a situation assessment is extremely
valuable. After all, if an organization does nabl where it is or where it wants to be, how will
it get there?

MARKETING/COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY: HOW WILL WE GET  THERE?

At this point, the plan has identified where thgaoization is and where it wants to be. The
“marketing strategy” section of the plan identiftfesw it will get there.

Market Segmentation

First, the market should be segmented; this sedfidtime marketing/communications plan
identifies the specific market segment(s). Whothey exactly? Recall that there is no such
thing as a general public. Additionally, what #re demographics of the market segment?
What do they want and what do they need? Whahereattitudes and opinions about the topic
under consideration? It is important to understiwadl marketing is not a “one size fits all”
effort. Itis clear from the research that mankgtefforts need to be tailored to provide specific
information or motivation to specific groups.

By targeting specific groups with specific messagegrketing efforts will become more
effective and their outcomes can be more effegtiveasured. Outcome evaluation and
program success can be measured by comparing asarattitudes, and behaviors before and
after implementation of these efforts. Limitatiangime, budgets, and staffing require that the
CRC identify the highest priority audiences.

This plan contains detailed quantitative informatam the full range of potential target markets
within the Carson River Watershed and should bd tsset specific marketing and
communications objectives.
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Media (Journalists)

Because the media plays an essential role in conmaiing to the recommended target
audiences, the CRC should focus on cultivatingdsarid positive relationships with these
organizations and individuals. Specifically, thRCwill need to consider the following media
groups when implementing the recommendations irplue:

Traditional Media: newspapers, magazines, television
Online Media: blogs, newsletters, online editions of newspapatsmagazines
Special Interest Media: environmental, health-based, and nature-baseétamed

Demographic Locations

Beyond individual groups, geography plays an imgratrtole in segmenting audiences—regional
delineations throughout the Carson River Waterstaa@ implications on demographics and,
consequently, the manner in which the CRC commtescaith the audiences in each area.
Projections of the population and demographic dtarsstics of each county can be found on
pages 58-61 of this report.
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HOW MESSAGING CAN CHANGE BEHAVIORS

Ample literature exists exploring the process tiglowhich people may be motivated to change
their behavior or engage in certain actions, witicimof this research focusing on behavioral
changes relating to conservation or environmestalas specifically. Such information provides
useful context for the ways in which the proposatadollection and outreach tasks may
facilitate the desired changes in behavior amommg@aRiver Watershed residents.

First, Heberlein in his book, Navigating EnvironrterAttitudes (2012), warns against the
expectation of consistency in a person’s attitudeting that while attitudes may tend toward
consistency, they are not strictly bound by thieberlein further notes that attitudes based on
direct experience tend to be the strongest and staiste. In line with this, Heberlein states that
strong attitudes may be especially resistant togbdecause they are based on direct
experience, identities, and values. Finally, uslata from several experimental studies,
Heberlein asserts that merely providing the publit information (i.e., educational outreach) is
unlikely to produce changes in behavior on its own.

This latter observation, in fact, is in direct agrent with research findings from Schultz (2011),
which likewise indicate that education through naggsg or outreach alone is generally
insufficient for causing changes in conservatiohawsors. Schultz finds that motivation, rather
than information and education, is the primary eanfschanges in conservation behaviors;
accordingly, he recommends that messages intendgthhge behaviors focus on or otherwise
include a motivational component designed to mbeerécipient to action. According to Stern
(2000), some of the most prominent motivating elet®éclude self-interest, social
responsibility, and self-transcendent values.

In separate research, Schultz (2001) also fourtdrilviduals who perceive themselves as
being connected to and a part of nature tend todre likely to engage in various conservation
actions and behaviors—this concept may be apphiedessages that present an opportunity to
reinforce such feelings of interconnectedness.

Expounding on the development of effective messagieddini (2003) provides some critical
insights into how outreach messages ought to Imeeida Specifically, Cialdini recommends that
messages avoid depicting problematic behavioreegsiént or commonplace: in doing so, such
messages may inadvertently reinforce the ideantnaerous people are engaging in a
problematic behavior, thereby subtly communicatheybehavior as socially normal. (This
principle may be relevant to messages that attéongliscourage washing cars in the driveway,
disposing of oil down a storm drain, or wasting evatdepicting such behavior as rampant or
especially common may weaken the argument agajrest individuals may perceive such
behavior to be a social norm or even acceptable.)

The point regarding the effect of perceived sosa@ins is based on a study carried out by
Cialdini et al.(1990) in which two separate groups of participavese given the opportunity to
litter in either a pristine environment or an eoniment already covered in litter. As predicted,
participants were far more likely to litter in tleter setting, thereby adhering to the social norm
suggested by the state of the environment. Itea éxperiment, Cialdiret al. (2006) examined
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the effect of wording on a sign posted in Airzon@&rified Forest National Park, which
mentioned that the everyday theft of petrified wdmain the forest resulted in a total of “14 tons
a year, mostly a small piece at a time.” To testdffect of messages that avoided
communicating the extent of the theft by visitoesearchers erected other signs that simply
instructed park visitors not to steal the woodtekait was determined that these instructively
phrased signs resulted in significant decreas#seitheft of the wood, in stark contrast to the
signs which communicated theft as a social norm.

It must be noted that social norms may also becw¥ie at reinforcingpositivebehavior, as was
found in a study conducted by Ferratal (2013) exploring how best to encourage water
conservation behaviors. In the experiment, rebeasadistributed two types of messages to
residents of Cobb County, Georgia: the first mgssgpe only included information on how to
conserve water, while the second type includedémee information but added a “socially
normative” component comparing the recipient’'s watage with median county water usage
rates for the previous year (in this way, the riegcipwas able to compare his or her behavior to
the behavior of the wider community). The researsheport that the socially normative
messages strongly appealed to high-use consunnershat water consumption rates were more
likely to decrease among those who received thesages containing the social norm
component.

The perceived achievability of the actions commat&d in outreach messages may also
influence likely receptivity and compliance. Omstpoint, Costanzet al (1986) found that
messages communicating “single, achievable, speaitions” are generally more likely to
facilitate changes in behavior than are more gdizechor vague exhortations (“Protect the
environment” and “Save the planet” are given asrgxtas of the latter).

As a case illustrating the relative effectivenelssiessages characterized by focus and brevity,
one may refer to the National Safe Boating CouscWear It!” campaign: this initiative,
intended to increase rates of life jacket use antmagers, employs simple, direct messaging.
Indicators of program effectiveness are encouragingecent years, more states have adopted
the campaign materials, and boating fatalitiesomatide have trended downward (U.S. Coast
Guard, 2014). Additionally, the most recent “Wé8rcampaign evaluation found that boaters
in locations with high campaign activity, compatedoaters in locations with no campaign
activity, were significantly more likely to weafdijackets always or most of the time (Paul
Werth Associates, 2014).

Other literature provides insights into the marinexhich outreach and education may be
distributed, and this information may help refiregtain approaches to the proposed research
objectives pertaining to public engagement and emess.

Building on theoretical foundations in psychologyarketing, and social science research,
McKenzie-Mohr and Smith (1999) propose a “commubidged social marketing” approach to
fostering sustainable behaviors. Community-basethsmarketing proceeds from the
understanding that the most effective deliverywf@ach will come from the community level.
A central aspect of this approach is the removélaofiers that prevent engagement or
participation in an activity, while at the same ¢immphasizing or enhancing benefits of the
activity.
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McKenzie-Mohr and Smith outline five major stepgtod community-based marketing
approach: 1) Selecting a behavior to target; @ptidying barriers to and benefits of the
behavior; 3) developing a strategy that both redi@eriers to the behavior and increases
perceived benefits of the behavior; 4) implemenanglot approach to the strategy; and 5)
continually evaluating the strategy once it hasldfedly implemented. Following primary data
collection using surveys and, potentially, thisqass may be usefully applied to the distribution
of messages targeting resident groups.

Jensen (2010) provides an overview of how the Usityeof Minnesota’s Sea Grant Program
incorporated certain aspects of the community-basadketing approach into its adoption of the
“Stop Aquatic Hitchhikers” program, an initiativpansored by the national Aquatic Nuisance
Species Task Force, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 8enand the U.S. Coast Guard to raise
awareness of invasive species among boaters aadrettreationists. As program coordinator,
Jensen examined survey data indicating the mosttefé delivery modes for information as
well as chief motivations for taking action on theasive species issue. Signs, billboards, and
stickers produced for the program also took intmaat the social norm principle by
incorporating images of boaters checking their elssfor invasive species. The investigation of
incentives for the desired behavior identified laamsl regulations, enforcement activities, and
fines. Evaluation components included a literatergew, direct observation, interviews, focus
groups, and survey questionnaires, with the lagermining that, after program
implementation, overwhelming majorities of boaterdlinnesota indicated that they would be
very likely to take action to prevent the spread@fatic invasive species.

FEASIBILITY OF TECHNIQUES

Surveys and focus groups are commonly used toolgaieging the human dimensions
component of resource management, as they proei@éet, timely, and scientifically sound
data. These methods are also routinely used tim aiicé discipline of communications,
particularly in the evaluation of campaign effcatsd strategies.

In one pertinent case study, Landetrsl.(2006) implemented a campaign to reduce nutrient
pollution affecting the Chesapeake Bay. The cagrpaias designed to convince residents of
the Washington, D.C. area to fertilize their laumshe fall, rather than in the spring (when
runoff had the greatest potential to flow into Begy). One of the innovations of the campaign
was to reframe the environmental issue of Chesa&pBal protection as an appeal to ensure the
availability of seafood from the Bay (it was hypesized that this approach would resonate
better with the urban D.C. audience). A 2004 @eyoaign telephone survey of watershed area
homeowners established that while residents exgpdessncern about Bay protection, few
engaged in direct actions to ensure the sustaityabilthe Bay.

Campaign materials implemented included paid telemiand print ads, media stories in various
outlets, posters, brochures, lawn signs, decats, la@ngers, and restaurant coasters (campaign
partners included lawn care companies as well @®agé restaurants). A post-campaign
telephone survey conducted in 2005 found that 72Béspondents could recall a major theme of
the campaign. Comparisons of treatment and natrent groups revealed that 46% of those
not exposed to the campaign planned to fertilizér tlawn in the spring, compared to only 40%
of those who were exposed to the campaign (thootdible, this difference was not statistically
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significant). However, the data also suggestetittiteacampaign may have influenced some
individuals to stop fertilizing their lawns altoget.

A similar study was conducted by Responsive Managef2003) for the Georgia Department
of Natural Resources’ Pollution Prevention AssistaBivision. This research, implemented to
better understand Georgia residents’ attitudesogindons toward water resource issues in the
state, examined residents’ willingness to parti@pa water conservation measures, incentives
and constraints to water conservation in Georgid,the educational messages to which the
Georgia public was likely to respond in a statewidder conservation campaign. There were
three phases to the project: a series of pre-gdogeis groups with Georgia residents, a
telephone survey of the Georgia public, and a sefigost-survey focus groups with Georgia
residents.

Results from the study demonstrated that a majofitiie Georgia public was concerned about
water resource issues, although there was greaeem for watequality over wateiquantity.
The implication was that an effective water conagon campaign would need to tie water
quality to water quantity in order to elevate oVlemavareness and concern about water
conservation in Georgia. Additionally, the datggested that Georgia residents needed to be
informed about household activities that consumedenwater than residents thought.
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND MARKETING INFORMATION FOR KEY
AUDIENCES

The following tables provide a summation of the 2@toject survey results, presented for all
survey respondents as well as for key demograpbigpg. For the total sample of respondents
and each demographic group, the tables below artlkdeoiollowing pages present (a)
demographic characteristics and (b) responsesytglkestions related to awareness, attitudes,
and behaviors regarding the Carson River Watershed.

CARSON RIVER WATERSHED SURVEY RESPONDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 51% White / Caucasian 82.4%
Female 49%

Hispanic / Latino 9.6%

Age* Native American /
! 1.8%

Mean 51.3 years Alaskan native
Median 52 years East Asian 0.4%

Years of Residence

Silucalion Level (Mean = 17.4; Median = 15)

Professional or doctorate 3% 50 years or more 2%
degree 41-50 years 4%
Master's degree 6% 31-40 years 8%
Bachelor's degree 20% 21-30 years 18%
Associate's or trade schopl 15% 16-20 years 14%
degree 11-15 years 17%
Some college or trade 2306 6-10 years 16%
school 0-5 years 21%
High school graduate 29%

Not a high school 204

graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0.6%

Carson City, NV

(Independent City) 35.4%

Churchill County, NV 18.5%
Douglas County, NV 25.0%
Lyon County, NV 19.7%
Storey County, NV 0.8%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED SURVEY RESPONDENTS: KEY MAR KETING

INFORMATION
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whedamater-
related issues as the most important environmésaé facing their| o  62%
area of residence.
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whedsthat 0 9% (unprompted)
drainage from their property flows into the Car&iwer. 0 3% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whedsthat they
L o 38%
live in a watershed.
Mean rating of importance of the health of the GarRiver
Watershed’s environment, on a scale of 0 to 10cgrerwho rated 0 8.3 (53% rated 9 or 10)
the importance a 9 or 10).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (9.0)
Top 5 environmental actions according to theimgdiof importance] o Protection of the river's headwaters (9.0)
to the Carson River Watershed’s environment (ma#ing on a scald o Human efforts to protect or conserve water (8.9)
of 0 to 10). o Protection of habitat along the river (8.6)
0 Watershed outreach and education (8.3)
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whedsthat yard
and land maintenance practices affect the Carsoer RVatershed’'s| o 67%
environment.
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whouarently o 65%
taking action to benefit the Carson River Water&hedvironment.
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whotplaontinue
taking action to benefit the Carson River Water&hedvironment o 70%
over the next 5 years.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (87% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (73% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag&%
of those who own a lawn)
0 Removed any noxious or invasive weeds on their
property (70% of those who own a lawn)
Percent of Carson River Watershed residents whottelisted 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixtureh wit
. > ; ones that reduce water usage (67%)
actions over the past 5 years that are benefizitde Carson River o % of th h
Watershed's environment. o] Red_uced fert|I|_zer use (63% of those who own a Jawr]
o0 Redirected their gutter downspout to help wateir the
landscaping (54% of those who own property with
landscaping)
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
o Participated in a watershed related work day, figjd
workshop, or public meeting, or contacted an etkcte
official about watershed issues (19%)
Percent of Carson River Watershed re5|de_nts whottoolisted _ o Washed their car in their driveway (41% of car owshe
actions over the past 5 years that are detrimémtale Carson River . . :
; ) o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (2%)
Watershed’s environment.
. . : o Newspapers (36%)
;l.;,cs)ﬂ essources of information on local watershed otewguality o TV (2?% )
' 0 Websites (19%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—HISPANIC RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

10% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents were Hispanic or

Latino.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 41% . . 0
Female 29% White / Caucasian 7%

Hispanic / Latino 100%

Age* Native American /
. 1%
Mean 36.0 years Alaskan native
Median 32 years East Asian 0%
, Years of Residence
E ion Level .
SEEIiEh S2vE (Mean = 15.0; Median = 16)

Professional or doctorate 0% 50 years or more 1%
degree 41-50 years 0%
Master's degree 0% 31-40 years 2%
Bachelor's degree 22% 21-30 years 37%
Associate's or trade schopl 6% 16-20 years 13%
degree 11-15 years 5%
Some college or trade 5% 6-10 years 15%
school 0-5 years 28%
High school graduate 66%
Not a high school 206
graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0%

Carson City, NV

(Independent City) 68%

Churchill County, NV 3%
Douglas County, NV 11%
Lyon County, NV 19%
Storey County, NV 0%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—HISPANIC RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

. ; . . ; 0 67%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 1% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 1% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. o 13%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o 28%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (66%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (61%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (65%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (56%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (57%)
0 Addressing invasive species (53%)
o0 Floodplain conservation (31%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenaractiqes affect o 35%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
) . 0o 75%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 75%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (80% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (89% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag8%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (77%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (66% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (34% of car orghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (7%)
. . . o Newspapers (30%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o Website§.(24%)
' o Water utility (13%)




Storey County, NV

1%
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—MALE RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS
51% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents we  re male.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 100% : ; o
Fermale 0% White / Caucasian 83%

Hispanic / Latino 8%

Age* Native American /
! 1%
Mean 51.0 years Alaskan native
Median 53 years East Asian 0%
Education Level Years of Residence
(Mean = 17.7; Median = 15)
Professional or doctorate 4% 50 years or more 3%
degree 41-50 years 4%
Master's degree 6% 31-40 years 9%
Bachelor's degree 20% 21-30 years 16%
Associate's or trade schopl 12% 16-20 years 14%
degree 11-15 years 21%
Some college or trade 24% 6-10 years 15%
school 0-5 years 19%
High school graduate 31%
Not a high school 3%
graduate
County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0%
Carson City, NV o
(Independent City) 33%
Churchill County, NV 14%
Douglas County, NV 29%
Lyon County, NV 23%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.

*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.



Marketing and Communications Plan for the CarsomeRWatershed 29

CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—MALE RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

. ; . . ; 0 58%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 14% (unprompted)
Carson River. o0 5% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0 44%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o  45%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (63%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (64%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (58%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (52%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (48%)
0 Addressing invasive species (47%)
0 Floodplain conservation (43%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamactiqes affect o 59%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
, . 0 59%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 67%
Carson River Watershed's environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (83% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (65% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag8%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (66%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (61% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (47% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (2%)
. . . o Newspapers (39%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (2:.]_%)
' 0 Websites (17%)




30 Responsive Management
CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—FEMALE RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS
49% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents we  re female.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 0% : ; o
Fermale 100% White / Caucasian 82%

Hispanic / Latino 11%

Age* Native American /
! 3%
Mean 51.6 years Alaskan native
Median 52 years East Asian 1%
Education Level Years of Residence
(Mean = 17.1; Median = 15)
Professional or doctorate 204 50 years or more 2%
degree 41-50 years 4%
Master's degree 7% 31-40 years 7%
Bachelor's degree 20% 21-30 years 20%
Associate's or trade schopl 19% 16-20 years 14%
degree 11-15 years 13%
Some college or trade 2204 6-10 years 18%
school 0-5 years 22%
High school graduate 29%
Not a high school 1%
graduate
County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 1%
Carson City, NV o
(Independent City) 38%
Churchill County, NV 23%
Douglas County, NV 20%
Lyon County, NV 16%

Storey County, NV

1%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—FEMALE RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

. ; . . ; 0 66%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 5% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 2% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. o 31%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o 61%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (78%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (70%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (78%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (61%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (64%)
0 Addressing invasive species (50%)
o0 Floodplain conservation (41%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamaatiqes affect o 75%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
, . o 70%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 72%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (91% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (83% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usagad%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (68%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (64% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (34% of car orghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (2%)
. . . o Newspapers (33%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (23%)
' 0 Websites (21%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS YOUNGER THAN THE M EDIAN AGE
(52):

DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

45% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents were younger than
the median age of 52 years.

Gender Race/Ethnic Background
Male 49% . . 0
Fernale 51% White / Caucasian 7%
Hispanic / Latino 18%
Age* Native American /
. 2%
Mean 34.4 years Alaskan native
Median 35 years East Asian 0%

Years of Residence

Selliesiion LEVE (Mean = 14.3; Median = 12)

Professional or doctorate 1% 50 years or more 0%
degree 41-50 years 3%
Master's degree 3% 31-40 years 4%
Bachelor's degree 20% 21-30 years 18%
Associate's or trade schopl 16% 16-20 years 14%
degree 11-15 years 16%
Some college or trade 17% 6-10 years 19%
school 0-5 years 26%
High school graduate 40%

Not a high school 3%

graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 1%

Carson City, NV

(Independent City) 35%

Churchill County, NV 21%
Douglas County, NV 22%
Lyon County, NV 22%
Storey County, NV 0%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS YOUNGER THAN THE M EDIAN AGE

(52):

KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . ; 0 60%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 12% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 2% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0 36%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥shed’s o  45%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (75%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (72%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (71%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eting of 9 | o Protection of habitat along the river (57%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (59%)
0 Addressing invasive species (51%)
o Floodplain conservation (35%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamactiqes affect o 65%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
) . 0o 67%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 75%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (87% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (91% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag@&%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirentn 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (78%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (66% of those who own a Jawr
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wat&Yo
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (48% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (2%)
Top sources of information on local watershed otewguality 0 Websites (29%)
iSSLES. o Newspapers (29%)
0 TV (25%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS AT THE MEDIAN AGE (52) OR
OLDER:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS
55% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents were at the median
age (52) or older.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background
Male 51% - ; o
Female 29% White / Caucasian 92%
Hispanic / Latino 3%
Age* Native American / 201
. 0
Mean 66.5 years Alaskan native
Median 64 years East Asian 0%
, Years of Residence
Selliesiion [LEVE (Mean = 20.1; Median = 17)
Professional or doctorate 506 50 years or more 4%
degree 41-50 years 6%
Master's degree 9% 31-40 years 10%
Bachelor's degree 20% 21-30 years 20%
Associate's or trade schopl 16% 16-20 years 14%
degree 11-15 years 15%
Some college or trade 279 6-10 years 15%
school 0-5 years 16%
High school graduate 22%
Not a high school 206
graduate
County of Residence
Alpine County, CA 1%
Carson City, NV
(Independent City) 35%
Churchill County, NV 17%
Douglas County, NV 29%
Lyon County, NV 17%

Storey County, NV

2%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED— RESIDENTS AT THE MEDIAN AGE (52) OR

OLDER:

KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . ; 0 64%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 8% (unprompted)
Carson River. o0 4% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. o 40%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥shed’s o 62%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (71%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (67%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (69%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eting of 9 | o Protection of habitat along the river (59%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (59%)
0 Addressing invasive species (51%)
o Floodplain conservation (50%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenaractiqes affect o 72%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
) . 0o 67%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 68%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (88% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (58% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usa@d@%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirentn 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (59%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (61% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (37% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (1%)
. . . 0 Newspapers (45%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o T\./ (22%) |
' 0 Friends / family / word-of-mouth (11%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS WHOSE EDUCATION LE VEL IS AT
LEAST A BACHELOR’S DEGREE:

DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

28% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents had an education
level of at least a bachelor’s degree.

Race/Ethnic Background

White / Caucasian 82%

Hispanic / Latino 7%

Native American /

0,
Alaskan native 1%

East Asian 1%

Years of Residence
(Mean = 18.1; Median = 16)

50 years or more 2%
41-50 years 3%
31-40 years 6%
21-30 years 27%
16-20 years 15%
11-15 years 18%
6-10 years 10%
0-5 years 18%

Gender
Male 52%
Female 48%
Age*
Mean 55.3 years
Median 57 years
Education Level

Professional or doctorate

9%
degree
Master's degree 22%
Bachelor's degree 70%
Associate's or trade schopl 0%
degree
Some college or trade 0%
school
High school graduate 0%
Not a high school 0%
graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 1%
Carson City, NV o
(Independent City) 40%
Churchill County, NV 10%
Douglas County, NV 35%
Lyon County, NV 13%

Storey County, NV

1%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.

*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED— RESIDENTS WHOSE EDUCATION L EVEL IS AT
LEAST A BACHELOR’S DEGREE:

KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . ; 0 69%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 13% (unprompted)
Carson River. o 5% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. o 47%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥shed’s o 57%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (66%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (61%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (62%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eting of 9 | o Protection of habitat along the river (51%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (53%)
0 Addressing invasive species (41%)
o Floodplain conservation (46%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamactiqes affect o 72%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
: . o 72%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 78%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (88% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (78% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usagé%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirentn 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (70%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (68% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&#Yo
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (37% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (1%)
. . . o Newspapers (42%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (2:.]_%)
' 0 Websites (21%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS WHOSE EDUCATION LE VEL IS
LESS THAN A BACHELOR'S DEGREE:

DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

70% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents had an education
level less than a bachelor’s degree.

Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 50% - ; o
Fermale T0% White / Caucasian 84%

Hispanic / Latino 11%

Age* Native American /
. 2%
Mean 49.6 years Alaskan native
Median 51 years East Asian 0%
Education Level Years of Residence
(Mean = 17.2; Median = 15)

Professional or doctorate 0% 50 years or more 3%
degree 41-50 years 4%
Master's degree 0% 31-40 years 9%
Bachelor's degree 0% 21-30 years 15%
Associate's or trade schopl 2204 16-20 years 14%
degree 11-15 years 16%
Some college or trade 33% 6-10 years 19%
school 0-5 years 22%
High school graduate 42%
Not a high school 3%
graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 1%

Carson City, NV

(Independent City) 34%

Churchill County, NV 22%
Douglas County, NV 21%
Lyon County, NV 22%
Storey County, NV 1%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED— RESIDENTS WHOSE EDUCATION L EVEL IS
LESS THAN A BACHELOR'S DEGREE:

KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . ; 0 60%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 8% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 2% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0o 35%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥shed’s o 520
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (73%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (70%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (71%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eting of 9 | o Protection of habitat along the river (59%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (57%)
0 Addressing invasive species (52%)
o Floodplain conservation (40%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamactiqes affect
; ) . 0 66%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
: . 0 62%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 67%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (87% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (72% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag@&%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (66%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (60% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wét#Yo
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (42% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (2%)
. . . 0 Newspapers (34%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (23%)
' 0 Websites (18%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS WHO HAVE LIVED IN THE AREA
FOR THE MEDIAN OF 15 YEARS OR LONGER

DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

52% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents had lived in the
area for the median of 15 years or longer.

Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 52% : ; o
Fermale 189 White / Caucasian 84%

Hispanic / Latino 9%

Age* Native American /
! 1%

Mean 54.3 years Alaskan native
Median 56 years East Asian 0%

Years of Residence

el L (Mean = 26.9; Median = 24)

Professional or doctorate 204 50 years or more 4%
degree 41-50 years 7%
Master's degree 7% 31-40 years 15%
Bachelor's degree 22% 21-30 years 35%
Associate's or trade schopl 12% 16-20 years 27%
degree 11-15 years 11%
Some college or trade 280 6-10 years 0%
school 0-5 years 0%
High school graduate 27%

Not a high school 3%

graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0%

Carson City, NV

(Independent City) 42%

Churchill County, NV 21%
Douglas County, NV 26%
Lyon County, NV 10%
Storey County, NV 1%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS WHO HAVE LIVED IN THE AREA
FOR THE MEDIAN OF 15 YEARS OR LONGER

KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . ; o 57%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 8% (unprompted)
Carson River. o0 4% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0 43%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥shed’s o 520
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (68%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (67%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (67%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eting of 9 | o Protection of habitat along the river (52%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (53%)
0 Addressing invasive species (43%)
o Floodplain conservation (42%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamactiqes affect o 67%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
: . 0 62%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 66%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (87% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (66% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag@a%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirentn 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (66%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (62% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (40% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (3%)
. . . o Newspapers (45%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (29%)
' 0 Websites (16%)




42 Responsive Management

CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS WHO HAVE LIVED IN THE AREA
LESS THAN THE MEDIAN OF 15 YEARS

DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

48% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents had lived in the
area less than the median of 15 years.

Gender Race/Ethnic Background
Male 49% : ; o
Fermale S1% White / Caucasian 81%
Hispanic / Latino 10%
Age* Native American /
! 3%
Mean 48.1 years Alaskan native
Median 49 years East Asian 1%

Years of Residence

Education Level (Mean = 7.1; Median = 7)

Professional or doctorate 3% 50 years or more 0%
degree 41-50 years 0%
Master's degree 5% 31-40 years 0%
Bachelor's degree 19% 21-30 years 0%
Associate's or trade schopl 20% 16-20 years 0%
degree 11-15 years 23%
Some college or trade 18% 6-10 years 34%
school 0-5 years 43%
High school graduate 33%
Not a high school 204
graduate

County of Residence
Alpine County, CA 1%
Carson City, NV
(Independgnt City) 28%
Churchill County, NV 17%
Douglas County, NV 24%
Lyon County, NV 30%
Storey County, NV 1%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—RESIDENTS WHO HAVE LIVED IN THE AREA
LESS THAN THE MEDIAN OF 15 YEARS

KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . ; 0 65%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 11% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 2% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0o 33%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥shed’s o 54%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (74%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (66%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (69%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eting of 9 | o Protection of habitat along the river (61%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (59%)
0 Addressing invasive species (54%)
o Floodplain conservation (42%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamactiqes affect o 67%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
: . 0 68%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 74%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (88% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (82% of boat owners)
o Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag@é%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirentn 0 Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (69%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (64% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less WatEYo
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (42% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (0%)
. . . o Newspapers (26.7%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (25%)
' 0 Websites (22%)




(Independent City)

Churchill County, NV

0%

Douglas County, NV

0%

Lyon County, NV

0%

Storey County, NV

0%
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—CARSON CITY RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS
35% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents li  ved in Carson City.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background

Male 46% . . 0
Female 1% White / Caucasian 71%

Hispanic / Latino 19%

Age* Native American /
. 3%
Mean 53.2 years Alaskan native
Median 52 years East Asian 1%
, Years of Residence
Solreaien Level (Mean = 19.3: Median = 18)
Professional or doctorate 3% 50 years or more 2%
degree 41-50 years 5%
Master's degree 6% 31-40 years 10%
Bachelor's degree 24% 21-30 years 25%
Associate's or trade schopl 13% 16-20 years 12%
degree 11-15 years 16%
Some college or trade 279 6-10 years 13%
school 0-5 years 17%
High school graduate 26%
Not a high school 206
graduate
County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0%
Carson City, NV 100%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—CARSON CITY RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

. ; . . ; 0 60%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 10% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 3% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0 36%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o 520
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (69%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (66%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (64%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (56%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (54%)
0 Addressing invasive species (45%)
o0 Floodplain conservation (37%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamaatiqes affect o 72%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
, . 0 66%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 71%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (90% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (70% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usagad%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (65%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (66% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&#Yo
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (28% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (1%)
. . . o Newspapers (31%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (29%)
' 0 Websites (18%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—CHURCHILL COUNTY RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

18% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents li ~ ved in Churchill County.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background
Male 37% - ; o
Female 63% White / Caucasian 98%
Hispanic / Latino 1%
Age* Native American /
. 1%
Mean 46.4 years Alaskan native
Median 48 years East Asian 0%
. Years of Residence
Scligiiton e (Mean = 21.6: Median = 17)
Professional or doctorate 1% 50 years or more 6%
degree 41-50 years 6%
Master's degree 4% 31-40 years 12%
Bachelor's degree 11% 21-30 years 9%
Associate's or trade schopl 29% 16-20 years 19%
degree 11-15 years 15%
Some college or trade 239 6-10 years 22%
school 0-5 years 11%
High school graduate 32%
Not a high school 1%
graduate
County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0%
Carson City, N\( 0%
(Independent City)
Churchill County, NV 100%

Douglas County, NV

0%

Lyon County, NV

0%

Storey County, NV

0%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.

*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—CHURCHILL COUNTY RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . : 0 74%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 1% (unprompted)
Carson River. o 0% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. o 40%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o 49%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (70%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (77%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (81%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (51%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (61%)
0 Addressing invasive species (50%)
o0 Floodplain conservation (38%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamaatiqes affect o 85%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
, . 0 68%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 71%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (81% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (78% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usagad%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (75%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (54% of those who own a Jawr
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (42% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (0%)
. . . o Newspapers (38%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (29%)
' 0 Websites (28%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—DOUGLAS COUNTY RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS

25% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents li

ved in Douglas County.

Race/Ethnic Background

Gender
Male 59%
Female 41%
Age*
Mean 52.6 years
Median 55 years

White / Caucasian 90%
Hispanic / Latino 4%
Native Amerlcan / 206
Alaskan native

East Asian 0%

Education Level

Years of Residence

(Mean = 16.0; Median = 15)

50 years or more 1%
41-50 years 2%
31-40 years 5%
21-30 years 22%
16-20 years 17%
11-15 years 18%
6-10 years 10%
0-5 years 25%

Professional or doctorate 4%
degree

Master's degree 10%
Bachelor's degree 27%
Associate's or trade schopl 11%
degree

Some college or trade 19%
school

High school graduate 26%
Not a high school 4%
graduate

County of Residence

Alpine County, CA 0%

Carson City, NV

: 0%
(Independent City)
Churchill County, NV 0%
Douglas County, NV 100%
Lyon County, NV 0%
Storey County, NV 0%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—DOUGLAS COUNTY RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

. ; . . ; 0 60%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 8% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 3% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0 39%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o 56%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (71%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (69%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (65%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (60%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (54%)
0 Addressing invasive species (49%)
o0 Floodplain conservation (50%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamaatiqes affect o 63%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
, . 0 61%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 70%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (89% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (75% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usagé%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (63%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (67% of those who own a Jawr
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wa&#Yo
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (48% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (4%)
. . . 0 Newspapers (48%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed atewguality o TV (23%)
' 0 Websites (17%)
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—LYON COUNTY RESIDENTS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND CHARACTERISTICS
20% of Carson River Watershed survey respondents li  ved in Lyon County.
Gender Race/Ethnic Background
Male 60% : ; o
Fermale 20% White / Caucasian 79%
Hispanic / Latino 9%
Age* Native American /
! 2%
Mean 50.2 years Alaskan native
Median 51 years East Asian 1%
Education Level Years of Residence
(Mean = 11.9; Median = 10)
Professional or doctorate 204 50 years or more 0%
degree 41-50 years 1%
Master's degree 4% 31-40 years 5%
Bachelor's degree 14% 21-30 years 9%
Associate's or trade schopl 13% 16-20 years 10%
degree 11-15 years 19%
Some college or trade 2204 6-10 years 26%
school 0-5 years 31%
High school graduate 42%
Not a high school 3%
graduate
County of Residence
Alpine County, CA 0%
Carson City, N\( 0%
(Independent City)
Churchill County, NV 0%
Douglas County, NV 0%
Lyon County, NV 100%
Storey County, NV 0%

Note: “Other/don’t know/none of the above/refused’removed; results may not sum to 100%.
*Survey was administered to those ages 18 and older.
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CARSON RIVER WATERSHED—LYON COUNTY RESIDENTS:
KEY MARKETING INFORMATION

Percent who named water-related issues as theimpsttant

) : . . : 0o 57%
environmental issue facing their area of residence.
Percent who stated that drainage from their prggdtmvs into the 0 17% (unprompted)
Carson River. 0 3% (when prompted to specify a water body)
Percent who stated that they live in a watershed. 0 39%
Percent who rated the health of the Carson Rivele¥§hed’s o 48%
environment as very important (rating of 9 or 10 @iul0).
0 Reducing polluted runoff (74%)
o Protection of the river's headwaters (56%)
Percent who rate the following environmental actias very 0 Human efforts to protect or conserve water (64%)
important to the Carson River Watershed'’s enviramn(eating of 9 o Protection of habitat along the river (57%)
or 10 out of 10): 0 Watershed outreach and education (58%)
0 Addressing invasive species (51%)
o0 Floodplain conservation (42%)
Percent who stated that yard and land maintenamaatiqes affect o 49%
the Carson River Watershed’s environment.
Percent who are currently taking action to berthéitCarson River
, . 0 66%
Watershed’s environment.
Percent who plan to take or continue taking actiobenefit the o 67%
Carson River Watershed’s environment over the Bepdars.
o Picked up their pet’'s waste (87% of pet owners)
o Cleaned their watercraft or waders to avoid spreadi
aquatic invasive species (62% of boat owners)
0 Modified outdoor irrigation to reduce water usag8%
Percent who took the following actions over thetsagears that are of those who own a lawn)
beneficial to the Carson River Watershed’s envirenin o Replaced any major appliances or water fixturef wit
ones that reduce water usage (68%)
0 Reduced fertilizer use (58% of those who own a Jawr]
0 Replaced turf with landscaping that uses less Wat¥o
of those who own property with landscaping)
Percent who took the following actions over thetfaagears that are] o  Washed their car in their driveway (55% of car oxghe
detrimental to the Carson River Watershed’s envivent: o Disposed of oil down the storm drain (1%)
. . . o Newspapers (27%)
;I;(;Bessources of information on local watershed aewguality o TV (29%)
' 0 Websites (14%)
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CENSUS DATA AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

For any marketing and communications plan it i€esal to understand the demographic
makeup of the target population. Therefore, thigien presents the following data for residents
of the Carson River Watershed:

(a) pie graphs reflecting current demographic datd,
(b) trend graphs reflecting population and demogi@projections.

CURRENT CENSUS DATA

The graphs shown were built from the American ComityuSurvey population estimates for the
year 2014, as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau.

The age group distribution of the combined CarsmeiRNatershed counties is modestly older
than that of Nevada and the United States as aewhidiis is reflected in the Watershed's higher
estimated median age (44) than that of NevadadBifje U.S. (37).

The gender split of the Watershed (49% femaleptaotably different than that of Nevada
(50% female) or the U.S. (51% female).

Among those who are age 25 or older, about 20%axd in the Carson River Watershed have
an education level of a bachelor's degree or hjgimenpared to about 23% of those in Nevada
and about 29% of those in the U.S. A similar patie observed when examining those who are
age 18 or older: 18% of individuals in the Watetshave a bachelor's degree or higher,
compared to 19% of those in Nevada and 25% of thodee U.S. However, the portion of
individuals who have some college experience oelavAssociate's degree in the Carson River
Watershed (25+: 39% / 18+: 37%) is modestly lathan that of Nevada (34% / 33%) or the
U.S. (29% / 30%).

The portion of Hispanic residents in the CarsoreRWatershed (16%) is similar to that of the
U.S. as a whole (17%), but notably smaller thanpibr¢ion of Hispanic residents in greater
Nevada (27%).

The following pages show pie graphs reflecting thesnographic information. (For convenience
the Carson River Watershed is referred to as th&\@Rrshed on the graphs.)
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CR Watershed Population Age
Groups, 2014

Estimated
Median
Age: 44

Nevada Population Age
Groups, 2014

Estimated
Median
Age: 37

National Population Age
Groups, 2014

Estimated
Median
Age: 37
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CR Watershed Population
Gender Split, 2014

Male
51%

Nevada Population Gender
Split, 2014

Male
50%

National Population Gender
Split, 2014

Male
49%
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25+ CR Watershed Population
Educational Breakdown, 2014

Graduate or Less than 9th

professional Qf"tde 9th to 12th
4% grade, no

degree
0, -
Bachelor's 7% diploma
degree 8%
13%
High school
Associate's graduate
degree (includes
9% equivalency)
29%
Some college,
no degree

30%

25+ Nevada Population
Educational Breakdown, 2014

Graduate or Less than 9th

professional grade
degree 6%  othto 12th
grade, no
Bachelor's diploma
degree 9%
15%
Associate's High school
degree graduate
8% (includes
equivalency)
28%
Some college,
no degree
26%

25+ National Population
Educational Breakdown, 2014

Graduate or Less than 9th
professional grade
degree 6% 9th to 12th
11% grade, no
diploma
Bachelor's 8%
degree
18% ‘
High school
graduate
Associate's (includes
degree equivalency)
8% 28%
Some college,
no degree

21%
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18+ CR Watershed Population
Educational Breakdown, 2014

Bachelor's
degree or higher
18%

Less than high
chool graduate
16%

High school
graduate
(includes

equivalency)
Some college or 29%
associate's
degree
37%

18+ Nevada Population
Educational Breakdown, 2014

Bachelor's
degree or higher
19%

Less than high
school graduate
20%

High school

Some college or graduate

associate's (includes
degzee equivalency)
33% 28%

18+ National Population
Educational Breakdown, 2014

Less than high
school graduate
18%

Bachelor's
degree or higher
25%

High school
graduate

(includes
Some college or equivalency)
associate's 27%
degree

30%
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CR Watershed Hispanic
Population Breakdown, 2014

Non-Hispanic
84%

Nevada Hispanic Population
Breakdown, 2014

Hispanic
27%

Non-Hispanic
73%

National Hispanic Population
Breakdown, 2014

ispanic
17%

Non-Hispanic
83%
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS

The following figures show the estimated demograptands of the 6 counties in the Carson
River Watershed from 2000 to 2033, as publishethbyNevada State Demographer's Office
(2014) and the California State Department of Foeaf2013, 2014). Estimations for the total
population of the combined Carson River Waterslmohttes show a steady rise from 2015 to
2033, with the total population increasing by abb2{000 persons every 5 years and the
majority of these gains being in Carson City andr.ounty.

The population of Hispanic residents in the Watedsalso shows a steady rise from 2015 to
2033, with the total population increasing by ab®@00 persons every 5 years and the majority
of these gains being again in Carson City and L@ouanty. Accordingly, Hispanic residents are
also predicted to make up an increasingly largéignoof the Carson River Watershed (from
about 15% in 2015 to about 22% in 2033), partidular Carson City.

Projections of the age categories of the Watersgiaidate a relatively flat and stable trend from
2015 to 2033, with the portion of older individualsreasing only modestly over the noted time
period.

Total Population

250,000

228,475
222,034

225,000 209,674

196,628
200,000

185,377

178,743 9 181,832

175,000 .
15p,667

150,000 A

125,000

100,000 A

o M
50,000 (e—*=* = B B A A o . = B B B B BE B B B e e
"_;‘;-/‘Hy‘r —e—Carson City
25000 s s wnessssssnssssasensssesseesaaiy —a— Churchill

—4— Douglas
0 Hee e e e e e e e e e ——Lyon
2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 —e— Storey
—— Alpine
—@—Total

Disclaimer: When examining the data, the Nevada State Dempbgra Office states "these estimates and
projections may not add up to the total for theéestand the county [due to] minor rounding differesi though they
conclude that such differences are likely to beanand do not have a significant impact on overafulation
distributions. Additionally, as cautioned by thalifrnia State Department of Finance, these ptigjes "involve
the use of assumptions about future events thatanayay not occur... [and] may not accurately projbetfuture
population[s]. These projections should be usdt am awareness of the inherent limitations of fetan
projections in general and with an understandingheir] procedures and assumptions.” (Specifithoeéology
relating to the formation of these estimations lsarfound in the relevant source publications).
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Percent

Hispanic Population
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Percent

50+ Population
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Percent

Under 50 Population

250,000

225,000

200,000

175,000

150,000
126,217130’E 21

125,000 112,305 o
"Mo0ba39 109484 107,867 108,113 7

100,000

75,000

50,000

25,000

0 A\A\ T T eEE s o o T T A T T A\A\A

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Percent Under 50 Population

100

20

0

2000 2005 201 2015 2020 2025 2030

—e— Carson City
—&— Churchill
—4— Douglas
——Lyon

—e— Storey

—— Alpine
=@—Total

—e— Carson City
—a&— Churchill
—— Douglas
——Lyon

—e— Storey

—a— Alpine
=@—Total




62 Responsive Management

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
MESSAGE SELECTION PROCESS

The project survey’s results were evaluated witke@phasis on data most relevant to the health
of the Carson River Watershed. This evaluatiordsutbed the survey questionnaire into the
following topic categories:

Awareness. Questions that measured residents’ knowledgddeggarding their
watershed and water supply.

Attitudes. Questions that measured residents’ opinions emtiportance of the
watershed’s environment and activities that imp@otnvironment.

Behaviors. Questions that measured residents’ behaviordthad positive or negative
effects on the watershed’s environment.

Survey data were analyzed in two stages:

Demographic Crosstabulations

Researchers first reviewed the demographic comelgiraphs from the survey report to note
apparent demographic trends for key questionso,Alsw crosstabulations were run to assist
the examination of additional questions and denpigcavariables of interest. Several
guestions were selected for further evaluatiorhefdemographic groups that most often or
least often provided the given responses.

Statistical Analyses

For the selected questions and demographic vasiailierential analyses at a confidence level
of 95% were used to identify the statistical sigr@ihce of various demographic groups with
study responses.

For all statistical tests herein, the null hypotkésthat there is no relationship between the
predictor and criterion variables—that groups duga on a predictor variable do not differ
significantly in relation to a criterion variable ithe broader population (for example, that two
gender groups, male and female, do not differ gare to mean scores on an attitude scale).
Thep-value of a given test indicates the likelihoodhef observed data under the assumption
that the null hypothesis is true, and a very fpwalue indicates that there is reasonable
evidence to reject the null hypothesis in favothaf alternate hypothesis (that there is a
relationship between the predictor and criterionaldes in the broader population).

Throughout this report, a comment that a variab$tatistically significanin relation to a
response refers to the difference between thaabiariand its counterpart. For example, the
notation that "female" is statistically significantrelation to another variable indicates that
there is reasonable evidence (a lewalue) to reject the null hypothesis (that femaled

males have similar values on that variable or simikelihoods of selecting a response in the
greater population) in favor of the alternate hjagsis (that males and females have different
values or different likelihoods of selection in fh@pulation).
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In all, 13 messages and their target audiences sebeeted. The following pages present the
recommended message topics and target audien@edirggresidents’ awareness, attitudes, and
behaviors in relation to the Carson River WatershEge recommendations include
demographic correlation graphs, with summationefdemographic crosstabulations and
statistical significancepfscore) of selected demographic variables.
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AWARENESS

Survey findings demonstrated that overall awarerselesv among residents regarding the
Carson River and its watershed. In an open-endedtipn, survey respondents were asked
where drainage from their property goes: only 9% @@ the Carson River without prompting,
with another 3% who named the river when prompoespecify a water body. Likewise, only
2% named the Carson River as a source of theiw#@r and only 38% stated that they live in a
watershed.

1. Inform residents that reducing runoff from their property can improve water quality in
the Carson River.
(Target audiences: Hispanic or Latino residentsChurchill County residents, female
residents)

12% of all survey respondents stated that waten fieeir property drains into the Carson River.
The demographic correlation

graph shows this response to b Percent of respondents who stated that the water

IOW_eSt am_ong Hispanic or from their property drains into the Carson River.
Latino residents (2%), those
who live in Churchill County

(2%), and female residents
0, Education level is at least a bachelors
(8 A)) degree

D

Lives in Lyon County

Male

Throughout this report, a

comment that a variable is White or Causcasian
StatI_Stlca"y Slgnlflcanin Younger than the median age (52)
relation to a response refers to

the difference between that Lives in Carson City
variable and its counterpart. Fqgr Yearsof feside?fg 'eesajst;a“ the median
example, the likelihood of a g

response from female residents
would be significantly different Median age (52) or older
from that of male respondents.

Total

Median years of residence (15) or longer

Education level is less than a bachelors

Each of these demographic degree
variables is statistically Lives in Douglas County
significant:
Hispanic or Latino$=0.044) Female
Lives in Churchill County Lives in Churchill County
(p=0.004)

Hispanic or Latino

Female §p=0.006)

0 20 40 60 80 100

(Recall that g-value less than Percent
0.050 demonstrates significanc
at a 95% confidence level.)

At the other end of the scale, 20% of those whe ilivLyon County gave this response. This
result is also statistically significarg<0.033).
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It is important to note that demographic varialaes analyzed independently for statistical
significance. In other words, Hispanic or Latiesidents and Churchill County residents are
statistically significant groups for this questidnut that is not the same as saying tigpanics
or Latinos living in Churchill Countyre a significant group.

2. Inform residents that the Carson River and its vatershed is the source of their drinking
water.
(Target audience: all)

Depending on the area of the watershed in whichaggondent lives, the river may be a major
contributing source of his or her drinking wat&ecause a major goal of this outreach effort is
to increase environmental stewardship of the Cardeer and its watershed, the researchers
recommend that the CRC educate its constituentseopossibility or probability that the Carson
River is part of their drinking water supply.

Only 2% of survey
respondents named the Q35. Percent who believe the Carson River is the
Carson River as the source source of their tap water.
of their tap water.
Crosstabulations show that

those who gave this Lives in Carson City 6.1
response most often are
those who live in Carson Hispanic or Latino #5.7
City (6%) and HiSpaniC or Education level is at least a bachelors 35
Latino residents (6%). . degree
Median years of residence (15) or 31
longer '

Regarding significance, the
variable of Carson City

residents meets the thresho|d Younger than the median age (52) J§ 3.0
(p<0.001) but the variable of

Female 3.1

Hispanic or Latino residents Total 2.4
does not>0.050). Education level is less thana g,
i bachelors d :
Nonetheless, given the low achelors degree
percentages across all Median age (52) or older 1.9

groups who named the
Carson River as a water

White or Causcasian 1.8

source, it is recommended Male 1.7
that the CRC attempt to Years of residence less than the 16
educate all watershed median (15 years) '

residents on the importance Lives in Lyon County |0.7

of protecting this river.
Lives in Douglas County |0.4

Lives in Churchill County (0.0

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent
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3. Inform residents that they live in a watershed.
(Target audiences: Hispanic or Latino residentsfemale residents)

Although a sizable percentage of survey respondstated that they live in a watershed (38%), a
majority either said they do not live in a watersl@¢2%) or they do not know (20%).

The demographic

groups who least often Percent who believe they live in a watershed.
stated that they live in g

watershed are Hispanic Education level is at least a bachelors 473

or Latino residents degree '
(13%) and female Male

residents (31%).
Median years of residence (15) or longer
Both of these groups

are statistically Median age (52) or older

SIgI’_]Iflcal’?tZ . White or Causcasian
Hispanic or Latino
(p=0.005) Lives in Lyon County

Female §p=0.025)

Lives in Douglas County
Lives in Churchill County

Total

Younger than the median age (52)

Lives in Carson City

Education level is less than a bachelors
degree

Years of residence less than the median
(15 years)

Female

Hispanic or Latino

60 80 100

Percent
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4. Inform residents that yard and land maintenanceffects the Carson River and its
watershed.
(Target audiences: Hispanic or Latino residentsLyon County residents, male residents)

Two-thirds of survey respondents (67%) statedyaed and land maintenance activities affect
the Carson River Watershed (the responses of ‘@ geal” and “a moderate amount” were
combined for this analysis).

Demographic groups
that least often gave this

combined response are Percent who believe that yard and land
Hispanic or Latino maintenance affects the Carson River Watershed (a
residents (35%), those great deal or moderate amount).
who live in Lyon
County (49%)' and mal€g Lives in Churchill County 85.0
residents (59%). At the Female a9
other end of the scale,
those who live in Education level is at least a bachelor's
. degree
Churchill County most _ _
often gave this response White or Causcasian
(85%)' Median age (52) or older
All of these groups are Lives in Carson City
Stat_|5t|ca!|y S|gn|f!cant: Years of residence less than the median
Hispanic or Latino (15 years) |
(p<0 '.OO 1) Total
Lives in Lyon County 1
(p:O_OOZ) Median years of residence (15) or longer
Male (p=0.008) Education level is less than a bachelor's
Lives in Churchill degree
County ()=0.003) Younger than the median age (52)

Lives in Douglas County
Male
Lives in Lyon County

Hispanic or Latino

100

Percent
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ATTITUDES

Although the project survey showed a general ldan@reness from residents regarding the
Carson River and its watershed, a series of queshad encouraging results in showing that the
health of the Carson River Watershed is very ingurto its residents. The general category
“water-related issue” was by far the top respongmfresidents when asked about the most
important environmental issues facing their area.

Residents highly value the health of the CarsoreRmnatershed, rating its importance a mean of
8.3 out of 10 (45% rated it a 10). A series otdes related to the health of the Carson River
watershed were also rated highly in importanceh it top mean ratings being given to
reduction of polluted run-off, protection of theer’'s headwaters, human efforts to protect or
conserve water, and protection of habitat alongithes.

5. Outreach should focus on connecting residentselalth and quality of life to the health of

their watershed.

(Target audiences: younger residents, Hispanar Latino residents, male residents)

Most Carson River Watershed residents already waki@nportance of their watershed, and it is
reasonable to believe that this attitude will is® in correlation to increased awareness.

Crosstabulations show that the
demographic groups that least often
rated the importance of the Carson
River Watershed’s healtha 9 or 10 o

of 10 are Hispanic or Latino residents

(28%, compared to 53% of all survey

respondents), those younger than the

median age of 52 years (45%), and
male residents (45%).

Significance testing wasontinuous
for the ratings from 0 to 10; that is,
demographic variables were analyze
against the spectrum of ratings rathe
than the grouping of 9 and 10 scores
as shown in this demographic
correlation graph. Likewise, testing
was continuous regarding the
respondents’ ages; ages were not
analyzed based on the binary
groupings (above and below the
median age) as shown in this graph.

ut

b

174

&N

Percent who believe that the health of the Carson

Education level is at least a bachelor's

Years of residence less than the median

Median years of residence (15) or longer

Education level is less than a bachelor's

Younger than the median age (52)

River Watershed is very important (9 or 10).

Median age (52) or older

Female

White or Causcasian

degree

Lives in Douglas County

(15 years)

Total

degree

Lives in Carson City
Lives in Churchill County
Lives in Lyon County

Male

Hispanic or Latino

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent
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Of those three demographic groups, age meets téghibld for statistical significancp=<0.049)
but Hispanic or Latino residents=<0.096) and male residen{s=0.204) do not.

In other words, as the residents get older, tlaings get higher. The CRC should target
younger residents regarding the importance of thes@h River Watershed’s health.

6. Residents should be educated on the importancéreducing polluted run-off.
(Target audience: male residents)

Following the above question, in which the surveleal respondents for an overall rating of
importance regarding the health of the Carson RivVatershed, a series of questions asked
respondents to rate the importance of specificrenmental actions. A majority of respondents
(71%) stated that reducing polluted run-off is vemportant (rating of 9 or 10 out of 10).

Male residents were the

least likely to rate the Percent who believe that reducing polluted run-off
importance a 9 or 10 is very important (9 or 10 rating).
(63%). The gender
breakdown is significant Female 78.4
(p=0.002), so male Younger than the median age (52) 75.0
residents should be targeted '
for outreach on this topic. Lives in Lyon County 74.4
Years of residence less than the median
73.7
(15 years)
Education level is less than a bachelor's
73.4
degree
White or Causcasian 73.0
Lives in Douglas County 70.7
Total VAAASSSSS SIS IS 707
Median age (52) or older 70.6
Lives in Churchill County 704
Lives in Carson City 68.8
Median years of residence (15) or longer 67.7
Hispanic or Latino 66.4
Education level is at least a bachelor's
65.6
degree
Male 63.2

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent
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7. Emphasize that human efforts to protect water gality and avoid wasting water are very
important.
(Target audience: male residents)

Two-thirds of survey respondents (68%) believe thahan efforts to protect or conserve water

are very important.

Again, male residents
were the least likely to
rate the importance a 9
or 10 (58%). The
gender breakdown is
significant £<0.001).

In all, the project survey
had a series of 10
guestions asking
respondents to rate the
importance of specific
environmental actions.
On all the topics except
floodplain conservation,
male residents gave
lower ratings than
female residents. Some
of the question/variable

Percent who believe that human efforts to protect
or conserve water are very important (9 or 10
rating).

Lives in Churchill County 80.9

Female 78.1

White or Causcasian 70.8

Younger than the median age (52) 70.7

Education level is less than a bachelor's

degree 0.7

Median age (52) or older

Years of residence less than the median
(15 years)

Total YA ASSLSSLSSLSSLY 67 8

Median years of residence (15) or 1

66.7
analyses met the longer
threshold for statistical Lives in Douglas County 65.3
significance and some
did not (see the Hispanic or Latino 65.0
tabulations on page 76)' Lives in Carson City 64.2
but the general
conclusion is that male Lives in Lyon County 63.7
residents are in greater Education level is at least a bachelor's 615
need for outreach degree '
regarding the importance Male 57.7

of actions that affect the
health of the Carson

River Watershed.

0 20 40 60 80
Percent

100
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BEHAVIORS

As with the attitudinal questions in the 2015 pebjgurvey, results from the questions regarding
resident behaviors are encouraging. A majoritguwf/ey respondents (65%) have taken action
over the past 5 years to protect or improve théthedthe Carson River Watershed. Also on a
positive note, across all demographics there agbtbf higher percentages who state they plan
to take or continue taking action over the nexeéarg (for more detail, refer to the tables in the
previous section titled “Demographic and Marketinfprmation for Key Audiences”). It will

be interesting to note, in a future trends sureegMaluate the effectiveness of the marketing
program, if the percentages of residents who takerawill closely match those who currently
state that they plan to do so.

8. Emphasize the environmental hazards of dumpingiloon the land or down a storm drain.
(Target audiences: Hispanic or Latino residentsDouglas County residents)

Fortunately, only 2% of survey respondents statatithey disposed of oil down a storm drain
over the past 5 years. However, given the extrieanm that this behavior does to the
environment, it is critical that this percentagedb@en as close to zero as possible.

The demographic correlation

graph shows that the groups Percent who have disposed of oil down the storm
who most often disposed of oil drain in the past 5 years.

down a storm drain over the past

5 years are Hispanic or Latino Hispanic or Latino 4
residents (7%) and those who Lives in Douglas County

live in Douglas County (4%).

Median years of residence (15) or
longer

Both of those groups are Educatljtion Ieve:l is less than a
Significant: achelor's éegree

Hispanic or Latino m=0007) Younger than the median age (52)

Lives in Douglas County Female

(p:0 0 19) Total

It is highly recommended that Male

this topic be included in the
“first wave” of marketing
efforts. Lives in Lyon County

Median age (52) or older

White or Causcasian

Lives in Carson City

Education level is at least a bachelor's
degree
Years of residence less than the
median (15 years)

0 5 10 15 20
Percent
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9. Inform residents that washing their car in the diveway is harmful to the watershed.
(Target audience: Lyon County residents)

A substantial number of survey respondents who wastncles (41%) have washed their car in

the driveway within the past 5 years.

The demographic groups
who most often washed
their car in the driveway in
the past 5 years are those
who live in Lyon County
(55%), those who live in
Douglas County (48%), and
those younger than the
mean age of 52 years
(48%).

At the positive end of the
scale, those who least ofter
took this action are those
who live in Carson City
(28%) and Hispanic or
Latino residents (34%).

These demographic groups|
are significant:
Lives in Lyon County
(p=0.033)
Lives in Carson City
(p=0.002)

These groups are not
significant:
Lives in Douglas County
(p=0.165)
Younger residents

Percent who have washed their car in the driveway
in the past 5 years (asked of those who own

vehicles).

Lives in Lyon County

Lives in Douglas County

Younger than the median age (52)
Male

White or Causcasian

Education level is less than a bachelor's
degree

Lives in Churchill County

Years of residence less than the median
(15 years)

Total

Median years of residence (15) or longer

Education level is at least a bachelor's
degree

Median age (52) or older
Female
Hispanic or Latino

Lives in Carson City

54.5

48.2

47.5

47.1

43.9

40 60 80
Percent

100

(p=0.159)
Hispanic or Latino§=0.514)
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10. Encourage residents to replace major appliances water fixtures with ones that
reduce water usage.
(Target audience: older residents)

Two-thirds of survey respondents (67%) have replacejor appliances or water fixtures with
ones that reduce water usage in the past 5 years.

The demographic

groups who most often Percent who have replaced major appliances or
replaced appliances or water fixtures with ones that reduce water usage in
fixtures are those the past 5 years.

younger than the median
age of 52 years (78%),
Hispanic or Latino
residents (77%), and Hispanic or Latino
those who live in
Churchill County (75%).

Younger than the median age (52) V7.5

76.5

Lives in Churchill County 75.4

Education level is at least a bachelor's
degree

Statistical analyses Years of residence less than the median

showed significance (15 years) P
based on ag_ep:éO.C_)O4) Female 65.1
but not for Hispanic or

Latino residents Lives in Lyon County 67.6

(.p:O.'242) or thOSG who White or Causcasian 66.9
live in Churchill County |

(p=0.131). Total 66.9
L Education level is less than a bachelor's | 66.3

(Recall that statistical degree -

anal_yS|s based on age ig Male 65.6

continuous (younger

residents are more |Ik€|y Median years of residence (15) or longer 65.5

to take this action) and
not performed on the

binary age categories Lives in Douglas County
shown in this graph.)

Lives in Carson City

Median age (52) or older

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent
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11. Encourage boat owners to clean their watercrato avoid spreading aquatic invasive
species.
(Target audience: older boat owners)

A solid majority of boat owners (73%) have cleatteglr watercraft to avoid spreading aquatic
invasive species in the past 5 years.

Among boat owners, the

demographic groups who Percent who have cleaned watercraft or waders to

most often took this avoid spreading aquatic invasive species in the

action are those younger past 5 years (asked of boat owners).

than the median age of 52

years (91%)' Hispanic or Younger than the median age (52) 91.2

. . o

Ia“f]‘gr}gr:]eajf?:;?d(eigt?)’ Hispanic or Latino 891

(83%). Female 82.6
Years of res_idence less than the 82.0

Statistical analyses ; | m?d'a” |<15 Vea:) .

. e Education level is at least a bachelors
showed significance degree

based on age€0.021)

. . Lives in Churchill Count
but not for Hispanic or Y

Latino residents Lives in Douglas County
(p=0.509) or female
residents§=0.130). Total

White or Causcasian

Education level is less than a
bachelors degree

Lives in Carson City

Median years of residence (15) or
longer

Male
Lives in Lyon County

Median age (52) or older

100

Percent
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12. Encourage property owners to redirect their guier downspouts to help water their

landscaping.

(Target audience: older residents)

A slight majority of survey respondents who ownpedy (54%) have redirected their gutter

downspouts to help water their landscaping.

Among property owners,
the demographic groups
who most often took this
action are those who live
in Churchill County
(67%), those younger
than the median age of 5}
years (66%), and female
residents (60%).

Statistical analyses
showed significance
based on age€0.009)
but not for those who live
in Churchill County
(p=0.059) or female
residents§=0.077).

Percent who have redirected gutter downspout to
help water their landscaping (asked of those who
own property with landscaping).

Lives in Churchill County 66.5
Younger than the median age (52) 66.3
Female 59.9
Hispanic or Latino 59.4
Education level is less than a bachelors
55.4
degree
Years of residence less than the median
(15 years)

White or Causcasian

Total

Lives in Douglas County

Median years of residence (15) or longer

Education level is at least a bachelors
degree

Lives in Carson City
Lives in Lyon County
Male

Median age (52) or older

80
Percent

100
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13. Inform residents that appropriately controlling noxious weeds can improve the health

of the Carson River and its watershed.
(Target audience: Carson City residents)

A majority of survey respondents who own proper%) have removed noxious or invasive

weeds on their property.

Among property owners,
the demographic groups
who most often took this
action are those who live
in Lyon County (84%) and
those who live in Churchill
County (80%), whereas
those who least often took
this action are those who
live in Carson City (58%)
and Hispanic or Latino
residents (61%).

These demographic group
are significant:
Lives in Lyon County
(p=0.015)
Lives in Carson City
(p=0.002)

These groups are not
significant:
Lives in Churchill
County
(p=0.085)
Hispanic or Latino
(=0.302)

2]

Percent who have removed noxious or invasive
weeds on their property (asked of those who own a
yard or lawn).

Lives in Lyon County

Lives in Churchill County

Younger than the median age (52)
Male

White or Causcasian

Education level is less than a bachelors
degree

Median years of residence (15) or
longer

Total

Years of residence less than the 1
median (15 years)

Lives in Douglas County
Median age (52) or older

Female

Education level is at least a bachelors
degree

Hispanic or Latino

Lives in Carson City

fI LSS ILIISN 70.0

68.3

68.1

67.2

67.0

66.5

61.4

58.4

0 20 40 60 80

Percent

100




Marketing and Communications Plan for the Ca

rsoveRWatershed

77

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL ANALYSES

A total of 62 tests were run to determine if stataly significant relationships exist between
various survey responses and demographic groups.table below shows the tested survey
responses, demographic groups, significance reg@ssno), angb-scores (g-score 0.05

indicates statistical significance at a 95% confaielevel).

Results of Statistical Analysis.

Demographic N ol
Survey Response Group Significant? | p-score
AWARENESS
Do not claim to know a great deal or moderate Hispanic/Latino | Yes 035+
amount about watersheds in general
Lo Hispanic/Latino | Yes .005**
?_
Do you live in a watershed? — No Female Yos 025"
Do you live in a watershed? — Yes Male Yes .029*
Believe they affect the health of the Carson Rivetlc‘:'xef 'r?.” Count No .064
Watershed a great deal or moderate amount urchiff --ounty
Female Ng .055
Do not believe they affect the health of the Carg
River Watershed a great deal or moderate amo ﬂrﬂale No 055
Believe that yard and land maintenance affects theves in Yes 003**
Carson River Watershed a great deal or moderat€hurchill County '
amount Female Yes .008**
Do not believe that yard and land maintenance | Male Yes .008**
affects the Carson River Watershed a great dealldispanic/Latino | Yes <.001**
moderate amount Lyon County Yes .002**
Believe the Carson River is the source of their ta@i\ss in Carson Yes <.001***
water Hispanic/Latino No .116
Stated that water from their property drains into lC_:IXﬁfltI; Lyon Yes .033*
the Carson River Male Yeos 006+
Female Yes .006**
Did not state that water from their property draindHispanic/Latino | Yes .044*
into the Carson River Lives in x
Churchill County ves 004
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Demographic

Survey Response Significant? | p-score

Group
ATTITUDES

Higher ratings of importance of the health of the | Older Yes .049*
Carson River Watershed (continuous) Female No .204
Lower ratings of importance of the health of the Male No 204 =
Carson River Watershed (continuous) Y_ounggr . Yes .049

Hispanic/Latino No .096
Higher ratings of importance of reducing polluted Female Yes 002+
run-off (continuous)
Lower ratings of importance of reducing polluted Male Yes 002%
run-off (continuous)
Higher ratings of importance of floodplain Male No 566
conservation (continuous)
Lower ratings of importance of floodplain Female No 566
conservation (continuous)
Higher ratings of importance of recreational use ANcemale No 757

management (continuous)

Lower ratings of importance of recreational use an?\/lale

. No 757
management (continuous)
Higher ratings of importance of addressing invasi Female No 955
species(continuous) '
Lower ratings of importance of addressing invaSiveMaIe No 955
species(continuous) '
Higher ratings of importance of the protection of Eemale No 071
habitat along the river (continuous) '
Higher ratings of importance of the protection of Male No 071
habitat along the river (continuous) '
Higher ratings of importance of the restoration of Female Yes 004**
habitat along the river (continuous) ]
Lower ratings of importance of the restoration of Male Yes 004**
habitat along the river (continuous) ]
Higher ratings of importance of human efforts to Female Yes < 001+
protect or conserve water (continuous) '
Lower ratings of importance of human efforts to Male Yes < 001 ***
protect or conserve water (continuous) )
Higher ratings of importance of the protectiontod t Eemale No 161
river's headwaters (continuous) '
Lower ratings of importance of the protection df th Male No 161
river's headwaters (continuous) '
Higher ratings of importance of watershed OUtreaCtl]:emale Yes 007
and education (continuous) '
Lower ratings of importance of watershed outreach,vIale Yes 007+

and education (continuous)
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Demographic R
Survey Response Significant? | p-score
Group
BEHAVIORS
Stated they take action to help improve the health of theHispanic/Latino No .264
Carson River Watershed Female Yes .050*
Did not state they take action to help improve the health .
of the Carson River Watershed Male ves 050
Replaced major appliances or water fixtures with ones|thlispanic/Latino No 242
reduce water usage Lives in Churchill
No 131
County
Younger Yes .004**
Did not replace major appliances or water fixtures with Older Yes 004**
ones that reduce water usage
Reduced fertilizer use Lives in Douglas No 414
County
Lives in Lyon Yes 033*
County
Washed their car in the driveway Lives in Douglas No 165
County
Younger No .159
Older No .159
Did not wash their car in the driveway H_|spa_n|c/Lat|no No 514
Lives in Carson
. Yes .002**
City
Did not replace turf with landscaping that uses less water esliivLyon
No 210
County
(L;'Xﬁﬁt'y” Lyon Yes .015*
Removed weeds on their property Lives in Churchill
No .085
County
Did not remove weeds on their property I(_:Ii\'gjs in Carson Yes 002%
Hispanic/Latino No .302
Cleaned watercraft or waders to avoid spreading aquatitlispanic/Latino No .509
invasive species Female No .130
Younger Yes .021*
Did not clean watercraft or waders to avoid spreading | Older Yes .021*
aguatic invasive species Male No .130
|(_:I(\)/3f]tl)l; Churchill No 059
Redirected gutter downspout to help water landscaping Female NG 077
Younger Yes .009**
Did not redirect gutter downspout to help water Older Yes .009**
landscaping Male No 077
Hispanic/Latino Yes .007**
Disposed of oil down the storm drain Lives in Douglas Yes 019*

County

* (p 0.050) — 95% confidence level
** (p 0.010) — 99% confidence level
*** (p 0.001) — 99.9% confidence level
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MESSAGE DELIVERY METHODS

Now that the recommended messages and target aadibave been identified, it is essential to
determine the best means of reaching each tardetraae. To that end, the project survey asked
respondents where they currently get their inforomabn local watershed or water quality

issues. Among all survey respondents the top resgsoare:

Newspapers (36%)
TV (22%)
Websites (19%)

Keeping in mind that there is no such thing asreega public, which the survey results clearly

indicate, crosstabulations were performed for thepenformation sources to observe the
demographic groups that most often and least aféereach source.

Groups who most often get thein
watershed or water quality
information from newspapers ar
those who live in Douglas
County (48%, compared to 36%
of all survey respondents) and

those at the median age of 52 or

older (45%).

Both of these demographics are
statistically significant:
Lives in Douglas County
(p=0.010)
Older residents (continuous)
(p=0.049)

11%

Percent who get their information on local
watershed or water quality issues from
newspapers.

Lives in Douglas County
Median age (52) or older

Median years of residence (15) or longer

Education level is at least a bachelors
degree

Male
White or Causcasian
Lives in Churchill County

Total

Education level is less than a bachelors |
degree

Female

Lives in Carson City

Hispanic or Latino

Younger than the median age (52)

Lives in Lyon County

Years of residence less than the median
(15 years)

Percent

80

100
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Groups who most often get
watershed information from TV
are those who live in Churchill
County (29%) and those who
least often get this information
from TV are Hispanic or Latino
residents (4%).

Statistical analysis shows that
the positive relationship is not
significant for Churchill County
residents§=0.239) but the
negative relationship is
significant for Hispanic or
Latino residentsp=0.019). In
other words, TV is a less
effective medium for reaching
Hispanic or Latino audiences in
the Carson River Watershed.

Percent who get their information on local
watershed or water quality issues from TV.

Lives in Churchill County

White or Causcasian

Years of residence less than the median
(15 years)

Younger than the median age (52)

Education level is less than a bachelors
degree

Female
Lives in Douglas County
Median age (52) or older

Total

Male

Education level is at least a bachelors
degree

Median years of residence (15) or longer
Lives in Carson City
Lives in Lyon County

Hispanic or Latino

25.4

25.1

24.6

21.2

20.2

20.0

28.4

40 60

Percent

80

100




82 Responsive Management

Groups who most often get watershed informatiomfieebsites are those younger than the
median age of 52 (29%, compared to 19% of all surgspondents) and those who live in
Churchill County (28%).

Statistical analyses

showed significance based Percent who get their information on local
on age p=0.001) but not watershed or water quality issues from websites.
for Churchill County

residents m=0-123)- Younger than the median age (52) 28.5

Age (COﬂtiﬂUOUS) tested as Lives in Churchill County 27.9

a significant variable for Hispanic or Latino 24.0

bOth newspapers and Years of residence less than the median 21.9
websites as the top sourcq (15 years) :

of information on local
watershed or water qualityf . .

. . Education level is at least a bachelors

issues. Therefore, it can degree 20.6

be stated that older Total EZZZA 183
residents are more likely |

Female 20.9

to get this information White or Causcasian 18.7
from newspapers and Education level is less than a bachelors 185
younger residents are more degree
|Ik€|y to get this Lives in Carson City 18.4
information from websites,
Male 16.7
Lives in Douglas County 16.7
Median years of residence (15) or longer 15.9
Lives in Lyon County 13.9
Median age (52) or older 11.4
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent

The next step was to analyze the delivery methoeslia) for target audiences that were
identified for the recommended message topics. fall@mving pages show tabulations of:

Recommended message topics

Target audiences

Media most used by target audiences (for watergtfedmation)

Statistical significance of media types for targetliences (including-scores)

Note that all the following demographic groupseesas significant for the relevant survey
responses; the significance results prstores in these tables refer to the relation batvilee
demographic groups and the media types used niest loy these groups.



Marketing and Communications Plan for the CarsomeRWatershed 83

1. Inform residents that reducing runoff from their property can improve water quality in
the Carson River.

Target Audiences Type of Media Significant? p-score
Hispanic or Latino Newspapers No 411
Lives in Churchill County Newspapers No 744
Female Newspapers No .257

2. Inform residents that the Carson River and its vatershed is the source of their drinking
water.

Because only 2% of survey respondents named treo@&iver as the source of their tap water,

it is recommended that any educational campaigndecall residents of the Carson River

Watershed. (Residents of Carson City were signitiy more likely to give this response

(p<0.001), but it was only 6% of this group.)

3. Inform residents that they live in a watershed.

Target Audiences Type of Media Significant? p-score
Hispanic or Latino Newspapers No 411
Female Newspapers No 257

4. Inform residents that yard and land maintenanceffects the Carson River and its

watershed.

Target Audiences Type of Media Significant? p-score
Hispanic or Latino Newspapers No 411
Lives in Lyon County Newspapers No 123
Female Newspapers No 257

5. Focus outreach on connecting residents’ healtmd quality of life to the health of their

watershed.

Target Audiences Type of Media Significant? p-score
Younger Websites Yes .001
Hispanic or Latino Newspapers No 411
Male Newspapers No 257

6. Educate residents on the importance of reducingolluted run-off.

Target Audience Type of Media Significant? p-score

Male Newspapers No 257
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7. Emphasize that human efforts to protect water gality and avoid wasting water are very

important.

Target Audience

Type of Media

Significant?

p-score

Male

Newspapers

Np

257

8. Emphasize the environmental hazards of dumpingiloon the land or down a storm drain.

Target Audiences Type of Media Significant? p-score
Hispanic or Latino Newspapers No 411
Lives in Douglas County Newspapers Yes .010

9. Inform residents that washing their car in the diveway is harmful to the watershed.

Target Audience

Type of Media

Significant?

p-score

Lives in Lyon County

Newspapers

No

123

10. Encourage residents to replace major appliances water fixtures with ones that

reduce water usage.

Target Audience

Type of Media

Significant?

p-score

Older

Newspapers

Yes

.049

11. Encourage boat owners to clean their watercratb avoid spreading aquatic invasive

species.

Target Audience

Type of Media

Significant?

p-score

Older

Newspapers

Yes

.049

12. Encourage property owners to redirect their guer downspouts to help water their

landscaping.

Target Audience

Type of Media

Significant?

p-score

Older

Newspapers

Yes

.049

13. Inform residents that appropriately controlling noxious weeds can improve the health

of the Carson River and its watershed.

Target Audience

Type of Media

Significant?

p-score

Lives in Carson City

Newspapers

No

162

Note that most relationships between demograploicgg and their most used media types are
not significant—the exceptions are Douglas Coumyspapers, age/newspapers, and
age/websites. (It should be noted that an impogart of the issue is probably due to low
sample sizes given the crosstabulations of theatatahe sample sizes of the original data).
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Nonetheless, these forms of media are recommend#tedasis of their observed frequencies

in the project survey.

Statistical analyses of the relationships betwesmafraphic groups and media types are

summarized below.

Survey Response Derg?g;%phlc Significant? | p-score
Top Information Source
Llyes in Carson No| 162
City
Lives in
Douglas County ves 010
Lives in
Newspapers Churchill County No| .rad
Lives in Lyon No| 123
County
Male No| .257
Female Ng .257
Hispanic/Latino Ng .411
Older Yes .049*
Newspapers (not source) Younger Yes .04p*
TV (not source) Hispanic/Lating Yes .019F
Lives in
Websites Churchill County No| .123
Younger Yes L0071 ***
Websites (not source) Older Yes 0014
Response x Information Source
Lives in watershed / Newspapers Yes .02p*
Takes action / Newspapers No .085
Carson River is water source / Newspapers N698
Carson River is water source / Websites Na861
Drainage goes to Carson River / Websites No731

* (p 0.050) — 95% confidence level
** (p 0.010) — 99% confidence level
*** (p 0.001) — 99.9% confidence level
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Frequency of Message Delivery

The previous tables clearly show that newspapdteisnedium of choice to reach most target
audiences (the one demographic exception is yourgatents, who most often get their
environmental information from websites). Accoglio AllBusiness.com, “In most cases, a
single exposure to [a newspaper] ad has very ldnitdue. It takes a campaign of
advertisements to affect shoppers....” Evidencecetds that a minimum of three exposures to
an ad in a seven day period is the minimum requogaoduce a positive return on investment.
However, because the overarching goal is a long-tdrange in residents’ awareness and
behavior, as opposed to the sale of a producgsaftequent yet nonetheless persistent campaign
is encouraged.

It is recommended (budget permitting) that the ragss selected by the CRC be run on a
weekly basis in th&levada Appedlthe daily newspaper for Carson City), which is gnimary
newspaper source covering the watershed area.tdbe close proximity of Reno to the
watershed, th&eno Gazette-Journéthe daily newspaper for Reno) will be considetes
secondary newspaper source. A message shoulch e theReno Gazette-Journah a
monthly basis, to help ensure marketing coverageatershed residents who may opt for the
Reno newspaper. CRC messages should be run hritteey editions of both newspapers, as
residents’ around-the-home activities such as yamd or car washing are more likely to occur
during weekends.

As a marketing rule-of-thumb, “the rule of severndwd apply to this situation. This means that
a person must see an ad at least seven times émnieen it (note that taking action or being
educated is a different story). Keep in mind, thesans the same ad, not variations with
different messages. Therefore, the same messagtidie run at least seven to ten times before
being replaced with a different message.

In addition, any new or existing websites set upheyCRC for this marketing and outreach
effort should include the newspaper messages ontmaous or rotating basis.
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MESSAGE RECOMMENDATIONS
OVERALL MARKETING THEME

The results of the survey show that while CarsoreRWatershed residents care about water
resources and general watershed-related issuasllduewledge levels and connectivity to the
river, the watershed, and its benefits are lowe fost important goal of communications
should be to establish a connection between theéemts of the Carson River Watershed to the
river, the watershed, and its many benefits.

The most direct way to do this is to first connesidents to the river itself, followed by a
campaign to connect them to the watershed. Conuations research (see page 20) has shown
that direct experience, self-interest, and perogiane's self as being connected to and part of
nature are important in producing positive behaliohange. Communications efforts that
focus on connecting the dots between watershedengts and the river, as well as the water in
the watershed, should be effective in ultimatelyducing desired behavioral changes. Coupled
to this overall theme would be the specific actimmommended in this report as
communications research also indicates the impogtah communicating "single, achievable,
specific actions” (Costanza et. al. 1986). Sewveralketing themes have been recommended in
this chapter, ranging from a "Brought to You by @&rson River" campaign theme to a "Love
Thy Neighbor" campaign theme. However, Respongigsaagement understands that campaign
themes like this are highly personal and shouldnaltely be developed based on an interplay
between the research, the CRC, and Responsive Idiareang.

A common theme or tag line will maximize the expesof all the outreach efforts. This
combination of a general overall theme that tiesditizens of the watershed to the Carson River
and the water resources it provides will providesHiactive basis for a marketing and
communications outreach program for the next yed&rs. Following are the specific messages,
target audiences, and media that should be thel&tioms for communications along with the
overall theme described above.



88 Responsive Management

SPECIFIC MESSAGES

Recommendation 1. Inform residents that reducing unoff from their property can
improve water quality in the Carson River.
Target Audiences (Media): Hispanic or Latino (Npaysers)
ChutkcBounty (Newspapers)
Fem@ewspapers)

Recommendation 2. Inform residents that the CarsoRiver and its watershed is the source
of their drinking water.
Target Audience (Media): All (Newspapers)

Recommendation 3. Inform residents that they livén a watershed.
Target Audiences (Media): Hispanic or Latino (Npeysers)
Fem@ewspapers)

Recommendation 4. Inform residents that yard anddnd maintenance affects the Carson
River and its watershed.
Target Audiences (Media): Hispanic or Latino (Npaysers)
Ly@ounty (Newspapers)
Fem@Newspapers)

Recommendation 5. Focus outreach on connecting rdents’ health and quality of life to
the health of their watershed.
Target Audiences (Media): Younger (Websites)
Hispanic or Latino (Newspapers)
Male (Newspapers)

Recommendation 6. Educate residents on the impontae of reducing polluted run-off.
Target Audience (Media): Male (Newspapers)

Recommendation 7. Emphasize that human efforts tprotect water quality and avoid
wasting water are very important.
Target Audience (Media): Male (Newspapers)

Recommendation 8. Emphasize the environmental haz#s of dumping oil on the land or
down a storm drain.
Target Audiences (Media): Hispanic or Latino (Npaysers)
DoaglCounty (Newspapers)

Recommendation 9. Inform residents that washing thir car in the driveway is harmful to
the watershed.
Target Audience (Media): Lyon County (Newspapers)

Recommendation 10. Encourage residents to replaceajor appliances or water fixtures
with ones that reduce water usage.
Target Audience (Media): Older (Newspapers)
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Recommendation 11. Encourage boat owners to cledémeir watercraft to avoid spreading
aguatic invasive species.
Target Audience (Media): Older (Newspapers)

Recommendation 12. Encourage property owners to direct their gutter downspouts to
help water their landscaping.
Target Audience (Media): Older (Newspapers)

Recommendation 13. Inform residents that approprigely controlling noxious weeds can
improve the health of the Carson River and its wateshed.
Target Audience (Media): Carson City (Newspapers)

OVERARCHING RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are applicable relgasdof the targeted messages and
audiences; these strategies should be considaxaetiout the marketing planning and
implementation process. With the recommended niackenessages, target audiences, and
delivery methods identified, these guidelines stiqubvide a basis for the approach moving
forward.

Recommendation 14. Develop the recommended themedatagline and test it in the

market.
It is recommended that the CRC develop the overagdiagline as discussed previously and test
it along with its variants to determine their valdo the target markets. It is essential that th
campaign maintain a consistent look and brand, attemthe target audience of the message.
The challenge will be to keep the theme similabasrall CRC communications, including its
online presence. All branding images and logosikhimclude language or images focused on
the target audience.

Recommendation 15. A designated marketing managelifector for the communications as
outlined in this report should be responsible for naintaining
consistency and balance among all outreach efforts.

It is important that the CRC designate an individuaa committee to manage all promotional

and campaign efforts, if possible, or designateragn in-house to serve in this capacity. This

will result in consistent messaging and ensure sighaess throughout the effort.

Recommendation 16. Centralize all marketing and aamunications across the CRC so

that anything produced has a consistent look, brandand message.
This applies to all press releases, signage, pratérial, websites, social media, publications,
videos, etc. Everything should be approved bydésgnated marketing director.

Recommendation 17. Develop a high-quality mail, eail, and telephone database of all
target audiences for future marketing efforts.

The key to reaching the target audience is to lig@dated, accurate contact information. For

this reason, it is imperative that the CRC develog maintain a high-quality mail, email, and

telephone database of all target audiences fordutarketing efforts. In addition to simply

providing a database for future contact with targatkets, this information could be used to
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determine which marketing approaches and outref@hissmight be more effective. These
capabilities are also invaluable for evaluatingghcomes of marketing efforts.

Recommendation 18. Focus on local newspapers ag tmedia of choice in the early phases
of the campaign and continue this focus to increasavareness and
empathy for the Carson River Watershed.
Newspapers are an important source of informatimhthe CRC and its partners should focus on
this medium for its efforts. A monthly column sldbe considered to assist in connecting
residents to the river, the watershed, and itscéastsal benefits.

Recommendation 19. Take timing and seasonality intconsideration.

Seasonal events provide an important connectidinetoiver and can enhance communications
and outreach efforts. For example, the onsetmfig@an provide a natural launch pad to talk
about the river and the watershed's water suppiynmer can provide a launch pad for
communications that focus on washing cars and disgf oil properly. Timing should also be
an important part of communications in the amodhégwork and time it takes to produce items
recommended for this plan. For example, prepahedayout, graphic design, printing,
programming, and editing newspaper ads or coluemasjls, or mailings requires significant
amounts of lead time, particularly if it must bepegpved through several management steps.
Recognize that coordinating and completing necgsgaps prior to actual implementation often
takes three to six months or more.

Recommendation 20. Explore the possibilities of geng information on the Carson River
Watershed into water bills of watershed residents.

Information about the Carson River Watershed cbeldhcluded in local water bills as it

provides a natural connection between the riverisndtizen during a "teachable moment."

Recommendation 21. Consider males as an importaotverall target market for marketing

and communications efforts.
Overall, men demonstrated less overall empathywlaage, and positive actions toward the
Carson River Watershed. Overall themes could beded with this in mind, such as the "Treat
Her Like a Lady” campaign recommendation in théofwing section. Specific actions such as
the negative effects of washing cars in drivewdnmutd also be emphasized to this demographic

group.

Recommendation 22. Make full use of partnership stngth and coordinate all efforts.
Numerous agencies and organizations have a stakeore empathetic and aware constituency
of the Carson River Watershed. These strengthddibe utilized and all marketing and
communications efforts should be coordinated. Bnthly meetings are recommended among
partners to coordinate marketing and communicatsbfzsts to maintain consistency of efforts.

Recommendation 23. Identify and Prioritize Issues

The primary objective of the marketing/communicasiglan is to establish a connectivity
between the constituency and the Carson Rivertandatershed; to increase awareness that
human behavior affects watershed health; and tmgt® changes in behavior that will
ultimately improve habitat, water quality, and wagapply to benefit the watershed as a whole



Marketing and Communications Plan for the CarsomeRWatershed 91

Moving forward, it would be in the CRC'’s best irgsts to be as specific as possible and create a
list of resident behaviors that would help improlve watershed and its surrounding habitat.

Recommendation 24. Take full advantage of socialedia.

Pamphlets and brochures can be useful in reacHerg@ number of watershed residents, but
this medium can sometimes cost an “average of gweniventy-five cents per message per
individual” (Duda, Bissel, and Young, 1998). Udesocial media and owned media, such as
websites, Facebook pages, etc., can be extremsfeffective and have the ability to reach a
large audience.

Recommendation 25. Stay consistent with messagewiacontinue hitting target audiences
multiple times.
Information fromSave the Bagampaigns like those used for the San FrancisccaBdythe
Chesapeake Bay can be very effective in gettingrtegsage across. According to The Financial
Brand (2015), messages work best when they ar¢ ashdorepeatedften: “The 1st time people
look at an ad, they don’t see it,” but The FinahBiand adds, “The 20th time prospects see the
ad, they buy what it is offering.” Creating sticgebuttons, and postcards like those used in the
Save the Bagampaign allow the message to be seen many timewhy people.

Recommendation 26: Evaluate everything.

It is important to be as flexible as possible wtengeting a particular audience. Methods and
media of communication may or may not work and@RC must be willing to evaluate and
change where necessary. Implement methods of mezasnt to identify levels of
communication before, during, and after a commuiuna plan, and then decide the
effectiveness of those methods.

Recommendation 27: Learn as much as possible abaiie Hispanic/Latino market in the
watershed.

Demographic crosstabulations show that Hispanideess are the group who most often stated

they disposed of oil down the storm drain in thstgayears (7% did this, compared to 2% of all

survey respondentsps aforementioned in the chapter on the surveyirigg however,

Hispanic populations also reported a higher likadith of taking action to improve the health of

the watershed.

In recent years, The Recreational Boating and RiggRbundation (RBFF) (2013, 2015) has been
working to launch a “Hispanic Outreach Plan” intparship with several states’ fish and

wildlife agencies. The plan includes general deraphics of the Hispanic population, as well as
communications strategies created specificallyafblispanic audience. Many of these data are
valuable to any organization working with a Hisgaaudience.

Hispanic Population Characteristics

People of Hispanic/Latino origin nationwide makel86 of the population, and account for
48% of all population growth from 2012 to 2013. eTHispanic population is predicted to reach
20% of the general population in the next five geafrhe median age in the Hispanic community
is 28, in comparison to 42 in the non-Hispanic wlpbpulation. In the Carson River Watershed,
the Hispanic/Latino market is smaller comparechsNevada population as a whole but still a
significant and growing demographic market.
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In their description of Hispanic characteristit®e RBFF noted that Hispanic populations are
generally:

Young and active families that “enjoy outdoorsj@ttand excitement”

Social, frequently group-oriented, and “enjoy shaegperiences”

Not likely to research things as frequently orrasiépth as non-Hispanics

Likely to rely on word-of-mouth or anecdotal evidermore than non-Hispanics
Likely to place more trust in authority figures feducation and information

Likely to have language barriers (RBFF notes that‘bar is low and acceptance of
efforts is high”)

Communication Strategies for Hispanic Audiences

The CRC has an important need to establish eflectivnmunication strategies with its Hispanic
population. Practical suggestions on how to bpgt@ach communication with Hispanic
populations follow:

Utilize consumer databases in order to directit@acinmembers of the target population.

Reach target audience via most consumed mediardiogoto RBFF, television, Spanish
cable television, radio, internet, and social mede&the top five most frequently used
forms of media by Hispanic populations. (Howevkis project survey demonstrated
that Hispanic residents are not likely to get wstted or water quality information from
television).

Make all materials bilingual to ensure inclusion.
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PRODUCT SUGGESTIONS

Following are a few possible recommendations faral themes. At this point they are ideas
and the researchers are not tied to any of thelney &re meant as a starting place for discussion
on the best overall theme for raising awarenesseWvatershed, increasing positive behaviors,
and decreasing negative behaviors.

Message recommendations are based on the reskatdupports direct experience (making the
connection between the individual and the CarsmeiRand its water); motivation (securing and
protecting clean drinking water), and reinforcieglings of interconnectedness (with the Carson
River, the watershed, and the water). The resess@ncourage the development of specific
actions watershed residents can take and devebsp thto themes once the highest priority
recommendations are agreed upon by the CRC.

Carson River Coalition

Phoo Credit: arson River by Reno Tahoe Terrif{@neative Commons License)
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arson River

Carson River Coalition

Photo Credit: Carson River by Reno Tahoe Terri{@reative Commons License)

Carson River Coalition

Photo Credit: Carson River, Royalty Free Images
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- Carson River Coalition

Photo Credit: Carson River, Royalty Free Images
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Drink It Up

Photo Credit: The Mix (thesite.org)
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| Can't Live Without It
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Top Photo Credits (left to right): The Mix (thesiirg); RenoRiverfest by AVargas (Creative Comntdrense, or CCL);
Showerhead Water Drops by StevenDepolo (CCL); YRiler Diving In by moonjazz (CCL)
Bottom Photo Credit: Carson River, Royalty Freades
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EVALUATION

The key to refining marketing and communicatiomatsgies is to evaluate efforts by
determining their outcomes. Evaluation should dresaered a general rule for any and all
marketing and communications efforts undertaken.

Some organizations fall into the trap of produagputswithout having a clear idea of
outcomes This may result because a) organizations alréadig they know what their

audiences want, or b) they initiate marketing é¢ffdmased on research but then fail to evaluate
them. The former is problematic because the orgdion has no true understanding of what its
constituents want or need, so the material or cagnpaeated has no basis in research. Thus,
there is no scientific way to evaluate it. Thedats problematic because, though the material or
campaign was developed based on data, there washmtion done to determine if the
approach had an impact.

Without proper evaluation, there is no way to knelether efforts were a success, why they
were a success, and the degree to which they wecessful. It is much more beneficial to scale
back the size of a campaign in order to presermddudor evaluation than to spend valuable
resources on the campaign without accounting faomaplete understanding of the outcomes.
Small efforts that are evaluated will prove morecassful because the results can often be
applied to larger efforts. Also, implementatiortioé plan amounts to a learning process—
recognize that each effort will provide insightslamswers to questions which can then be
applied to subsequent efforts. In this way, theCGfan hone strategies over time and become
increasingly successful in its approach.

When evaluating plan components, strive to anshefdllowing questions:

o In a broad sense, did the effort work?

o Did the organization accomplish what it set ouddowith the effort?

o Did the organization meet its goal for the effdor @xample, increase awareness or desired
behaviors)?

For this project, a follow-up trend survey will pide valuable insight into the effectiveness of
these marketing efforts. Currently, the plan iadoninister the survey in the next 3 to 5 years,
which will provide ample time to observe differeade awareness, attitudes, and behaviors
resulting from the communications and outreach aagmp Marketing effectiveness will be
measured by a scoring or grading system basedroemieehange in: awareness responses, mean
ratings of attitudes (0 to 10 scale questions),l@tthviors that are beneficial or detrimental to

the health of the Carson River Watershed. Thermsgaystem will be used to classify the
messages into one of the following grade categories

F — no planning; negative change in attitudes/biehnswv

D — minimal planning; negligible change in attitsfleehaviors

C — some planning; minor positive change in ategidehaviors

B — adequate planning; positive change in attit(ogsviors

A — excellent planning; strong positive changettitues/behaviors
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FUTURE ASSESSMENTS AND GRADING

For an internal evaluation assessment, the CRCaasider adopting a letter grade system that
may be applied to the results of future assessmeiitsthe grade assigned reflecting both the
planning done prior to initiating communicationslanarketing efforts as well as the specific
outcomes of said efforts. In the table below,stmmary of metrics for each grade accounts for
the planning accomplished and the quantitativecatdrs of progress (or lack thereof) as
determined through follow-up surveys of residents.

Note that the survey response percentage increegeised for the “A” and “B” grades apply
only to the first follow-up survey; while positivatings cannot increase indefinitely, additional
follow-up surveys should nonetheless be measuramhstghew baseline data as necessary.

Grade Metrics
F Quantitative indicators from follow-up survey:
no planning; negativeg - Awareness and knowledge levels and positive coatiervbehaviors
( I t A d knowledge level d beh
change in decrease from baseline beyond the margin of error.
attitudes/behaviors)
D Quantitative indicators from follow-up survey:
(minimal planning; - Awareness and knowledge levels and positive coasiervbehaviors
negligible change in increase by 1% or less from baseline.
attitudes/behaviors)

Quantitative indicators from follow-up survey:
Desired results show increases of at least 3 peErgemoints

o0 Atleast 12% of residents indicate that they kreogreat deal
about watersheds (baseline is 9%).
0 Atleast 41% of watershed residents correctly iattichat they
live in a watershed (baseline is 38%).
o Regarding the importance of the health of the GaRiwer Watershed environment]
C achieve a mean rating of at least 8.52 (baselitiegres 8.27).
0 At least 10% of residents indicate that they affeethealth of the Carson River
Watershed’s environmeatgreat dealbaseline is 7%).
o Atleast 74% of residents rate the importance dficeng polluted run-off
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 71%).
0 At least 59% of residents rate the importance ofgqmtion of habitat along the river
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 56%).
0 At least 52% of residents rate the importance dfesking invasive species
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 49%).
0 Atleast 70% of residents indicate that yard amd laaintenance practices affect the
health of the Carson River and watershed environiff@seline is 67%).

(some planning;
minor positive changd
in attitudes/behaviors
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Grade

Metrics

B

(adequate planning;
positive change in
attitudes/behaviors)

Quantitative indicators from follow-up survey:
Desired results show increases of at least 5 peErgemoints

o Atleast 14% of residents indicate that they kreogreat deal
about watersheds (baseline is 9%).
0 Atleast 43% of watershed residents correctly iattichat they
live in a watershed (baseline is 38%).
o Regarding the importance of the health of the GaRiwer Watershed environment]
achieve a mean rating of at least 8.75 (baselitiegres 8.27).
0 At least 12% of residents indicate that they afteethealth of the Carson River
Watershed’s environmeatgreat dealbaseline is 7%).
o Atleast 76% of residents rate the importance dficeng polluted run-off
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 71%).
0 Atleast 61% of residents rate the importance ofgation of habitat along the river
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 56%).
0 Atleast 54% of residents rate the importance df@sking invasive species
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 49%).
0 Atleast 72% of residents indicate that yard amdl lamaintenance practices affect te
health of the Carson River and watershed environifieseline is 67%).

At least three out of the five following personatians show desired
increases or decreases of at least 5 percentags poi

0 Atleast 45% of those who own property with langsieg report replacing turf
with landscaping that uses less water (baselind84s).

0 Atleast 72% of residents report replacing appksnor water fixtures with
ones that reduce water usage (baseline is 67%).

0 At least 68% of residents report reducing fertilimee (baseline is 63%).
0 Atleast 92% of pet owners report picking up thpgt's waste (baseline is 87%).
o No more than 36% of car owners report washing tegirin the driveway
(baseline is 41%).

Finally, no more than 1% of residents report disppsf oil down the storm drain;
among Hispanic/Latino residents, no more than 586ntehaving done so.
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Grade

Metrics

A

(excellent planning;
strong positive chang
in attitudes/behaviors

)

Quantitative indicators from follow-up survey:
Desired results show increases of at least 10 p&ge points

o Atleast 19% of residents indicate that they kreogreat deal
about watersheds (baseline is 9%).
0 Atleast 48% of watershed residents correctly iattichat they
live in a watershed (baseline is 38%).
o Regarding the importance of the health of the GaRiwer Watershed environment]
achieve a mean rating of at least 9.00 (baselitnegrés 8.27).
0 At least 17% of residents indicate that they afteethealth of the Carson River
Watershed’s environmeatgreat dealbaseline is 7%).
o At least 81% of residents rate the importance dficeng polluted run-off
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 71%).
0 At least 66% of residents rate the importance ofgqmtion of habitat along the river
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 56%).
0 Atleast 59% of residents rate the importance df@sking invasive species
as a 9 or 10 (baseline is 49%).
0 Atleast 77% of residents indicate that yard amd laaintenance practices affect tH
health of the Carson River and watershed environifieseline is 67%).

At least three out of the five following personatians show desired
increases or decreases of at least 10 percentags: po

o0 Atleast 50% of those who own property with langsieg report replacing turf
with landscaping that uses less water (baselid9s).

0 Atleast 77% of residents report replacing appksnar water fixtures with
ones that reduce water usage (baseline is 67%).

0 At least 73% of residents report reducing fertilimse (baseline is 63%).
o0 Atleast 97% of pet owners report picking up thpet's waste (baseline is 87%).
o No more than 31% of car owners report washing ttesiin the driveway
(baseline is 41%).

Finally, no more than 1% of residents report digppsf oil down the storm drain;
among Hispanic/Latino residents, no more than 386ntehaving done so.
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ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION ROUNDTABLE

The Education Working Group of the Carson Riverlioa held the 2nd Environmental
Education Roundtable on April 26, 2016 in Carsoty,levada. The roundtable included a
discussion of the Watershed-Literacy Program, ptesiens of the Watershed-Literacy Survey
results and the draft Marketing and Communicati@las, a participant survey using “clicker”
technology, networking/water model demonstratiams] breakout discussion sessions, among
other agenda items.

The breakout sessions enable roundtable partigparirainstorm environmental messaging
topics, the most popular of which are listed beldWe full list of suggested topics is included in
Appendix A.

Environmental Message Topics—Most popular suggestis:

Where does your water shed?

Got Water? It's what's on tap.

The Carson (River) flows through us.

Only rain in the storm drain.

Water doesn’t come from a faucet.

Your water. Where does it come from? Where dbgs?
Give a shit! Commit to a clean, healthy watershed.
Nevada Floods: Are you prepared?

You're only as healthy as your watershed.

Open floodplains save lives.

You are what you drink. Protect the Carson (Riatershed).

Five out of five water experts (scientists?) recanthprotecting the Carson
River/Watershed.

Also relevant was the “what’s missing” list showeldow, which provides perspective on gaps
that may exist in current messaging topics.

What's Missing—Other message topics:

Coordination efforts in land management
Use "basin”, "river", "catchment”, "drainage" irstieof "watershed."
Environment in water rights equation
lllegal dumping

Climate change

Drought

Fuels reduction

Recreation

Fisheries issues

Habitat diversity

Efficient water use

Nevada Floods - Are you prepared?
Riparian benefits and function

Where does water flow - run - used for?
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Roundtable participants also brainstormed ideasVerarching themes. The most popular are
shown below; the full list can be viewed in Appenéi

Overarching Theme Language—Most popular suggestions

Use your head in a watershed.
One water - one watershed.

Our river, our responsibility.

Use your brain...it's more than rain.
Only youcan prevent dirty water.
Find your river connection.

Our water reflects our choices.

Our river reflects our choices.

The water reflects your choices.
Think outside the river.

In addition, participants determined the key step®Illow moving forward from this roundtable
session:

Next Steps:

Bring these results to the Education Working Group.

Bring these results back to the CRC.

Obtain funding.

Look at other national campaigns we can piggyback o

Willingness for each of you to fill out program daheets. All data will be pooled and
sent back to use in your funding efforts.

Heath map (Community Foundation of Western Nevadagh identifies who is serving
what areas and topics to determine gaps.

Army Corps of Engineers funding.

Reach out to others not participating yet - eveeymach out.

Notes and documents created during and after thedtable have been included in Appendix A.
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APPENDIX A:
ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION ROUNDTABLE DOCUMENTS

This appendix includes the following documents fribi 2nd Environmental Education
Roundtable, held by the Education Working GroughefCarson River Coalition on
April 26, 2016, in Carson City, Nevada.

Program Evaluation Form
Roundtable notes
Roundtable slideshow with “clicker” survey results

Program and agenda flyer
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4-26-16 CRC Environmental Education Round Table Nats
(see attached Roundtable Schedule)

Welcome, Purpose and Overview of the DayBrenda Hunt

Presentation of the 2015 Wendell McCurry Excellencen Water Quality Award - Dave
Emme, NDEP Administrator, and Jennifer Carr, NDE#pty Administrator awarded the 2015

Wendell McCurry award to Sue Jacox, founder ofGneat Basin Outdoor School.

Introductions/Participant Survey:

Steve Lewis asked for each participant to introdheenselves and tell what their favorite thing
about the Carson River watershed is. Responskslat:

Diverse recreational opportunities
Quality drinking water

Flora and fauna

Watershed-wide cooperation
Floodplain preservation

Diversity

Hot springs

Accessibility to the river

Bus tour

Introduction to the Watershed-Literacy Program — Brenda Hunt

Presentation on Watershed-Literacy Survey and DrafCommunication Plan— Mark Duda

Mr. Duda explained the methodology of survey takingplled cell and landlines — eliminated
businesses, answering machines, and younger kidduded Spanish-speakers (see attached
PowerPoint presentation, data sheet, and survay) for

Section 1: Watershed Literacy Survey of CR WateddResidents — talked to residents about:

Environmental values

Knowledge of watersheds

Health of the Carson River watershed
Activities that affect watershed conservation
Sources of information

Demographics

Lunch from The Tamale Lady was served.

Networking/water model demonstrations
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Workshop: Top 5 target areas- Steve, Mark, and Brenda

Breakout session #1:

Environmental messaging topics- message topics most needed to improve our viagiers
Suggestions offered:

Everything is connected

The CR Watershed: A Lifeline Connecting our Comities
What's in your drinking water?

Piggy back on Take Care of Tahoe Campaign

Floods can happen anywhere

Two campaigns: Living With Water. Living WithoWater.
Carson Clear Water Revival

What goes down your drain?

Water — just know it.

Thirsty? You're drinking your watershed.

Do you know your watershed?

Your watershed; your future.

Reconnect to the river.

Connect to your water.

Water is precious. Use it efficiently.

Give rivers room to roam and flood their floodpklin
Connect to our lifeline in the desert.

Helping our watershed - CWSD.

Do your part, don’'t waste water.

It's your water!

Protection, education & involvement — the new wa thealthy, wealthy watershed.
Water you want?

Your water. Where does it come from? Where dbgs?
Dog poop: Would you drink it?

Healthy water (or watershed) = healthy life.

No floodplains = more flooding.

The Carson River, you're connected.

Water it matters — it’s all about the Carson.

Your water. Can you drink it? Carson River Waterkh
A watershed cannot be bottled.

Your home. Your water. Your Nevada.

Home means the Carson River.

Every drop matters. Help protect your local water.
Floodplains free forever!
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Your watershed ...are you connected?
Floodplains are for floods.

A healthy watershed starts with us.

No watershed; no water.

Most popular suggestions

Where does your water shed?

Got Water? It's what's on tap.

The Carson (River) flows through us.

Only rain in the storm drain.

Water doesn’t come from a faucet.

Your water. Where does it come from? Where dbgs?
Give a shit! Commit to a clean, healthy watershed.
Nevada Floods: Are you prepared?

You're only as healthy as your watershed.

Open floodplains save lives.

You are what you drink. Protect the Carson (Riatershed).

Five out of five water experts (scientists?) recandhprotecting the Carson
River/Watershed.

What's missing: Other message topics

Coordination efforts in land management
Use "basin”, "river", "catchment”, "drainage" irestieof "watershed."
Environment in water rights equation
lllegal dumping

Climate change

Drought

Fuels reduction

Recreation

Fisheries issues

Habitat diversity

Efficient water use

Nevada Floods - Are you prepared?
Riparian benefits and function

Where does water flow - run - used for?
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Breakout session #2:

Overarching theme language:

Tahoe: Take Care Tahoe. Ifit’s your dog, thé&nyibur doody. There’s a better spot to
hide your garbage — your trash can.

Indiana: Clear Choices, Clean Water — subthemesif'pet poo choices are connected
to clean water.”

EPA Water Sense campaigns: something for everk ivethe year, like “Fix a Leak
Week.”

Don't barter with our water.

Acronym that will spell out WATER: examples. ‘atérsheds fe The Eistence of
Rivers" or “We Are The bEst Rver.”

The Carson River: our water, our life.

Cool, clear, clean Carson.

How far would you go to keep your water clean?

Carson cares, keep it clean.

Keep it clean.

The Carson River: Our lifeline in the desert.

Carson Clear Water Revival

Our river, our lifeline.

Your water; your life.

Carson River Watershed: A lifeline connecting comenunities.

Clean water; healthy foods.

Do your part for a clean, clear Carson.

Care for the Carson.

What's in your water, Nevada?

Carson River Coalition

It's your water, Nevada.

Protect your watershed; protect your future.

You're 98% Carson River.

Your health, your river.

Flow free, live well.

Even when you're in bed, you're in a watershed.

Your watershed, your health.

Your water, your choice.

Keep it clean.

Know the flow.
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Most popular:

Use your head in a watershed.

One water - one watershed.

Our river, our responsibility.

Use your brain...it's more than rain.
Only youcan prevent dirty water.
Find your river connection.

Our water reflects our choices.

Ouir river reflects our choices.

The water reflects your choices.
Think outside the river.

Where do we go from here?

Next steps:

Bring these results to the Education Working Group.

Bring these results back to the CRC.

Obtain funding.

Look at other national campaigns we can piggyback o

Willingness for each of you to fill out program datheets. All data will be pooled and
sent back to use in your funding efforts.

Heath map (Community Foundation of Western Nevadagh identifies who is serving
what areas and topics to determine gaps.

Army Corps of Engineers funding.

Reach out to others not participating yet - eveeymach out.

How are these message topics not right for youth?

Younger audiences are more empathetic - use arhmabltat as a hook.

Identified messages geared toward adults. Fohymassages need to be not so much
geared to homeowners.

Need diagrams for kids - where does water come/fjoth

Choose 5 or so topics.

Thoughts on next steps:

Rachel Orellana — working collaboratively to getding pools — upcoming opportunity
request for proposals next week — ACOE growinggbohoney to empower funding
your ideas like floodplain mgmt. plans — public aggment and involvement to hear
what public would like to have done regarding tle@dplain — Flood Risk Awareness
video — support FEMA remapping — ACOE resourcdselp get our project done - $3-6
million regionally, $15-60 million nationwide — joriity given to shared responsibility,



116 Responsive Management

floodplain mgmt. plan — call for proposals next weeollecting ideas, work with Bunny
to decide which way to go, ACOE make a proposal.

Lynn Zonge — how to get information to other enximeental educators. — Brenda
encouraged everyone to talk with co-workers anérsthBLM, USFS. Welcome ideas
how to bring folks into involvement.

Sarah Green — use national, state or regional eleanptag onto. Brenda - We have to
consider costs of campaign.

Survey monkey evaluation of this event. Is yowamization willing to be part of a
healthy watershed campaign and disseminate mesasaglesy are determined?
Unanimous show of hands.

Linda Conlin — EWG open to anyone who would likeattend. Monthly for 2 hours.
Brenda will Doodle poll next EWG meeting date.

Mary Kay Wagner — each reach out to players/pastteemvite them to engage in this
process. Many water users, lots of needs and désifanthe water system, but only one
water resource.

Steve Lewis — sense of campaign effort has contleig@oint — results of survey leads us
to the next stage — next 10 topics — message ghasientified some topics which have
not been identified — difference between adult youth audiences — overarching
themel/tag line — next steps for next phase.

Final evaluation - Steve Lewis

Closing comments- Brenda Hunt

Brenda will set up a Survey Monkey in the next fdays. Thank you to Education Working
Group members, Steve Lewis and Mark Duda, the boaaleaders and recorders, and Courtney
Walker for helping dream big dreams and making themality. CWSD staff for their various
contributions toward the event. NDEP for fundimglaean Stone, Mary Kay, and Birgit's
involvement. Thanks to the venue staff, LaVonne d&remy, and to Michael Smith for
videotaping the event which may be shown on act¥ss

Bus tour on June 7-8 — great overview of integratatershed planning and processes.

Linda Conlin thanked Brenda for her vision and taétyan taking on this job.
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Capitol Region Watershed District

Education and Outreach Plan

February 23, 2009

C_nplml Region Watershed District

(L7 1410 Energy park Drive - site 4 “'
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
651644.8888 + fox 651.644.6694

wawcapitairegionwa.org
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Thank Youl

To our partners and each person on the

Education Working Group of the Carson River Coalition Carson River Watershed
who contributed to make this roundtable a success, and

All of the Roundtable participants for making this event 2l'ld En\nr'onmenfd Edl.lcn‘hﬂﬂ

possible and for submitting program data sheets Roundtable
for everyone's benefitl

Hosted by the Education Working &roup

r :'i._ “,? . - EPE‘"E"!M Cemmecting Cur memi_ﬁ!sl:.yﬁ

Instructions for living a life.
Pay attention.

Be astonished.

Tell about it."” — Mary Oliver

Carson
River
Coalilion

T W T
Farr 8 eyl

B L 111 ISR O

ENVIRONMENTAL Cason Walkk
PROTECTION

Funding for the Roundrable was provided by a Clean Water Act
319 (h) grant
from the Mevada Division of Ervironmertal Protection,
and ako funds from the Carson Water Subconservancy District.
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ABOUT RESPONSIVE MANAGEMENT

Responsive Management is an internationally reeeginpublic opinion and attitude survey research
firm specializing in natural resource and outd@areation issues. Our mission is to help natural
resource and outdoor recreation agencies and agg@amis better understand and work with their
constituents, customers, and the public.

Utilizing our in-house, full-service telephone, mand web-based survey center with 50
professional interviewers, we have conducted nmuaa 1,000 telephone surveys, mail surveys,
personal interviews, and focus groups, as wellusmsarous marketing and communication plans,
needs assessments, and program evaluations. <dhehide the federal natural resource and
land management agencies, most state fish andfeiédjencies, state departments of natural
resources, environmental protection agencies, ptateagencies, tourism boards, most of the
major conservation and sportsmen’s organizatiamd,raimerous private businesses.
Responsive Management also collects data for mathemation’s top universities.

Specializing in research on public attitudes towaatliral resource and outdoor recreation
issues, Responsive Management has completed aavide of projects during the past 22 years,
including dozens of studies of hunters, angler&]life viewers, boaters, park visitors, historic
site visitors, hikers, birdwatchers, campers, aul climbers. Responsive Management has
conducted studies on endangered species; wateafdwvetlands; and the reintroduction of
large predators such as wolves, grizzly bearstlamdérlorida panther. Responsive Management
has assisted with research on numerous naturalneesballot initiatives and referenda and has
helped agencies and organizations find altern&iivéing and increase their membership and
donations. Additionally, Responsive Managementdoaslucted major organizational and
programmatic needs assessments to assist naggatce agencies and organizations in developing
more effective programs based on a solid foundatidact.

Responsive Management has conducted research limaititudes toward natural resources and
outdoor recreation in almost every state in thaddhbtates, as well as in Canada, Australia, the
United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Japan. Resmoianagement has also conducted focus
groups and personal interviews with residents @@frican countries of Algeria, Cameroon,
Mauritius, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zamlaiag Zimbabwe. Responsive Management
routinely conducts surveys in Spanish and has atedwsurveys in Chinese, Korean, Japanese and
Viethamese and has completed numerous studiespéthfic target audiences, including Hispanics;
African-Americans; Asians; women; children; semibizens; urban, suburban, and rural residents;
large landowners; and farmers.

Responsive Management's research has been uphgl8.ibistrict Courts; used in peer-reviewed
journals; and presented at major natural resofisteand wildlife, and outdoor recreation
conferences across the world. Company researdbeleasfeatured in most of the nation’s major
media, including CNNThe New York TimeEhe Wall Street Journgand on the front pages GBA
TodayandThe Washington PasResponsive Management’s research has also lyfdiglited in
Newsweeknagazine.

Visit the Responsive Management website at:
Www.responsivemanagement.com



