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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The “2010 Stormwater Education Public Perception Survey” was developed and completed
to satisfy a requirement for the APDES Permit No. AKS-052558 held by the Municipality of
Anchorage (MOA) and the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
(AKDOT&PF). The requirement was to implement or participate in an education and outreach
program within one year of the effective date of the permit. This 39-question survey to a random
sample of citizens within the Municipality was designed, presented, tabulated, and analyzed in the
fall of 2010. Its structure was built around a similar survey completed in fall of 1996 titled
“Campbell Creek Watershed Education Program Initial Assessment of Public Perceptions.”
Several of the earlier survey questions were used as they were written, although some modifications
had to be made. Additionally, new questions and responses were added. The objective was to try
and make a comparison of the perceptions, actions, interests, and responsiveness of Anchorage
citizens over the past 14 years in regard to water quality and to identify issues that should be
included in a 4-year public education program.

In some areas, improvements have occurred:

e Overall there is a slight increase in citizens’ perceptions that Anchorage’s water
quality is better than they believed it was 14 years ago

e Some of the categories of threats to water quality are better articulated, one being
animal waste

e Fewer people than anticipated think that stormwater is treated before it enters our
creeks and lakes

¢ Residents are acknowledging their role in helping to improve water quality

e A large percentage of the respondents say that they pick up animal waste (despite
what we see on the ground)

e A consciousness has developed around the impact of yard chemicals and, although
the earlier survey was not detailed, the overall usage of yard chemicals appears to be
somewhat less now than in 1996

e There is a good deal of composting and mulching of green waste

e Automatic car washes may be preferred to hand washing which uses a lot more
water and puts soap, grime, and other pollutants down storm drains

e The visibility (not necessarily membership) of environmental organizations is good

e And, there is a healthy increase in volunteerism.

Places where it’s clear that there are shortcomings or areas to focus on include:

e Anchorage residents need to understand the importance and concept of a watershed

e They should be able to articulate why “runoff” is bad (what is in it and which of our
actions tend to either increase or pollute it)

e Users and suppliers of chemical ice melt need to be more clear on how it works, the
impacts it has on water, fish, and wildlife, the ingredients, and how much is
necessary as well as alternatives to chemicals

e And, people are still doing a considerable amount of vehicle repairs at their homes as
well as washing their cars in the driveway or on the street. Since we have learned
that these are still common activities, it is clear that education in ways to reduce and
eliminate potential pollutants or excessive runoff is needed.

Despite these conclusions, there are many other questions that need to be asked. Asan
example, we do not know whether people use the prescribed amounts of fertilizers (if a little is
good, a lot must be better), or if they are aware of the problems that fertilizer runoff causes in
waterways. The value of this survey has been to provide target areas that will be used in education
and outreach campaigns during the subsequent four years of the permit. The campaigns will be
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developed using guidance from the survey as well as metrics to evaluate their effectiveness, and
another major survey as well as smaller, more targeted surveys will be given during this coming
permit period.



I1. INTRODUCTION

Il.a. Background

On February 1, 2010, the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) and the Alaska Department
of Transportation and Public Facilities (AKDOT &PF) became co-permittees (known as the
“permittee”) with authorization to discharge, under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES), from all separate storm sewer system (MS4) outfalls to the MOA’s receiving
waters as listed in the permit no. AKS-052558". As part of the permit compliance for Public
Education and Outreach, the MOA’s Watershed Management Services (WMS) contracted with
the Anchorage Waterways Council (AWC) for certain services.

In summary, the MOA-AWC agreement is based on Parts 11.B.6.a(i) 1-3) of the permit,
and specifies that an ongoing education and public involvement program aimed at residents,
businesses, and industries shall be implemented within the first year. Over the five-year permit,
the goal of the education program is to reduce or eliminate behaviors and practices that cause or
contribute to adverse storm water impacts.

The permit suggested that the public education program be designed and conducted using
the recommendations from the MOA’s 2005 public awareness study, or other more recent
assessments of public knowledge. AWC, with the assistance of WMS, has developed an outreach
program that is designed to achieve measurable improvements in each target audience’s (general
public, general public & businesses, homeowners, landscapers, and property managers)
understanding of the problem and what they can do to solve it. This program will span the next
four years of the permit. There are several stipulations and suggestions placed by EPA in the
permit on the types of information that each group should be provided with. Some of these
include the impacts of stormwater runoff, impervious surfaces and best management practices
(BMPs) for residents, property managers, landscapers, and businesses (particularly home-based
and mobile), and a reduction in polluting agents such as fertilizers, animal waste, and vehicle
fluids.

The education program that has been created will be carried out through the following
components:

1. design and conduct a survey and tabulate the results
2. develop a matrix of target audiences and messages based on survey results and
permit requirements
3. develop outreach materials aimed at the target audiences and messages
4. deliver the educational materials
5. evaluate the success of the educational program
This report describes the first component of the educational and outreach plan.

I1.b. Survey Design and Methodology

Survey Design - The permit cited the MOA’s 2005 public awareness study as a basis,
however AWC found that an earlier report supplied by the WMS titled the “Campbell Creek
Watershed Education Program Baseline Perception Survey” (1997)? was actually a better starting
point for developing the 2010 survey. The earlier survey was more comprehensive and allowed
several comparisons on a 14 year basis rather than 5 years. The 2010 survey was designed based
on the 1996 survey in order to make comparisons and to review changes in the attitudes, habits,
perceptions, knowledge, values, and actions of Municipal residents almost a decade and a half
later.

Some differences between the design and presentation of the two surveys exist. The

! All compliance information is contained in the 57-page permit document.
% The survey was given in fall 1996, but it was not published or provided to the MOA until April 1997. It will be

referred to as the”1996” survey.
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1996 survey was confined to residents in the 74 square mile (sm) Campbell Creek watershed,
while the survey completed by AWC in November and December 2010 encompassed residents
within the entire 1,961 sm Municipality that is comprised of 27 watersheds including Campbell
Creek. The primary goal then and now is to use the information to develop and implement a
comprehensive public education and involvement plan to meet the permit requirements. The
2010 survey closely follows the 1996 survey although there are some deviations. These
departures, which were decided upon by WMS and AWC after several drafts and meetings, were
the result of various factors and include:

1 The need for additional information that was not asked in the first survey, i.e. do

residents realize that they live in a watershed and can they name it?

2 The removal or rephrasing of some questions that were not clear, deemed irrelevant, or
appeared too personal and did not particularly contribute to the survey outcomes, i.e.
ethnicity or marital status and “credibility” of entities in terms of water quality issues.

3 The expansion of terminology and activities regarding waterways that are more
contemporary and reflections of 2010, i.e. rain gardens, Low Impact Development, and
disc golf.

Additionally, due to the manner in which this survey was given, the majority of the
responses used the questionnaire service Survey Monkey, care had to be taken to reduce
ambiguity because there was not a person available to explain aspects of questions that might be
unclear. A small portion of the surveys (4%) were done face-to-face, but this proved to be very
time-consuming, and AWC had to use a faster means of getting the data in order to meet the
deliverable deadline. Survey Monkey also tabulates many of the answers, but when individual
answers were needed, i.e. “What do you think is the biggest threat to the water quality of
Anchorage lakes and streams?”, they were hand tabulated and categorized.

Once the 2010 survey was completed, the next step was to review changes in the
attitudes, habits, perceptions, knowledge, values, and actions of Municipal residents 14 years
after the earlier survey was given.

Methodology: AWC used much of the methodology that was employed in the 1996
survey, and made some alterations and additions. The first task was to prepare a survey to
compare against a previous survey of citizens’ understanding of water quality and watershed
issues within the MOA and measure the effectiveness of past education and outreach in order to
make recommendations on how best to reach “audiences” to improve their knowledge of and
practices regarding the health of our waterways, lakes, and watersheds. Undoubtedly, one of the
most dramatic departures from the previous survey, besides the geographical extent, was the way
it was given. In the 1996 survey, Campbell Creek watershed residents were telephoned
randomly and given the survey over the phone. Three hundred and eighty-four residents were
surveyed, which provided a 95% confidence that the survey results were within 5% of
representing the true responses of the adult population, according to the summary report.

For the 2010 survey, the same confidence level of 95% was used. The entire population
estimate for the Municipality at the end of 2009 was 290,588, which includes approximately
48,000 K-12 students. Some of this survey’s respondents were under 18, so almost all of the
responses are based on the entire estimated population of 290,588 with a 95% confidence level
and a confidence interval of 5%. The total number of answers needed was also 384, and the
2010 survey responses tallied 527 in the beginning. Not every survey was completely filled out,
and 30 surveys (5.7%) were started and not completed leaving a total of 497 respondents near
some of the later questions and at the end. Although all questions required an answer to proceed,
some respondents would place answers that were not useful, i.e. N/A, in the “Other” box and
were allowed to proceed. Accordingly, there is some variation in the respondent numbers for
each question, and they diminish overall towards the end of the survey. Regardless, AWC is
confident that the threshold of 384 respondents was met and exceeded.
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For delivery, the 2010 survey also took advantage of a social media tool—on-line
surveying—using Survey Monkey, rather than doing the survey by phone. Ninety-six percent of
the surveys were completed on-line, while the remaining 4% (20 surveys) were done on paper
face-to-face. The face-to-face responses were then entered into Survey Monkey for consistency
and ease of tabulation. Initially the survey link was provided to a few primary groups, which
included the 2010-11 Leadership Anchorage class, the Leadership Anchorage Alumni, the AWC
Board of Directors and members, Anchorage’s state legislators, the Anchorage Assembly,
teachers at King Career Center, Polaris K-12, and Begich Middle School, and UAA students and
professors. All of the people in these groups in addition to several individuals were then asked to
disseminate the survey link through their own social networks. From the survey results it is
apparent that the survey spread from there to Master Gardeners, attorneys, educators, retired
persons, engineers, hospital staff, business owners and many others. The variety of
“occupations” listed in the Appendix depicts a good cross-section of Anchorage’s population.
Additionally, we did our utmost to ensure the entire Municipality was covered geographically.
This meant surveys were distributed (in person and by email) as far south as Girdwood and as far
north as Eagle River and Chugiak.

gt

4o CHUGIAK
P ’9"9 oo 9

“

% EAGLE RIVER
" &%
;9 LY 9 Q

Fig. 1 - Municipality of Anchorage Displaying Locations of Survey Respondents (439)°
Map by Matt Kays using Google Earth®

® Not all respondents put their cross streets, so if only one street was provided--it was not able to be mapped.
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I11. SUMMARY OF 2010 QUESTIONS AND SURVEY RESULTS

The following 39 questions reflect those given in the 2010 survey, and are displayed in
bold, sans-serif font. Any other comments including whether or not this question was given in
1996 will be noted in italics. Both basic surveys can be found in the Appendix.

1. What are the closest cross streets to your residence? (Your residence must be within the
Municipality of Anchorage--from Chugiak to Girdwood). (This was asked in 1996.)

The first question helped to identify where people lived. Despite the qualification that
they had to live within the Municipality, a few people still wrote about the Mat-Su Borough, and
their responses were eliminated. This question helped us map out the response areas to show a
good distribution of answers (see Fig. 1). A total of 439 addresses were complete enough to
map. This question was also helpful for the next question regarding knowledge of watersheds.

2. Do you live in awatershed? If you answered yes, can you name it? (This was not asked in
1996.)

Over the last several years AWC has found through outreach and education to adults and
youth that the concept of a watershed is not well understood. Because of the need for our
citizens to understand the broader effects and have a more holistic view using a watershed
approach, it was decided to include this with a follow-up question asking if they could name the
watershed (if they answered yes to the question).

Do you live in a watershed?

80 %

324

60 % —

20 % —

Yes No

Fig. 2 - Respondents = 527

While 61% (324) answered that they lived in a watershed, only 68.5% (222) of those
“Yes” responses came reasonably close to the actual name of the watershed. Thirty-nine percent
(203) of the respondents do not think they live in a watershed. One respondent wrote, “Everyone
lives in a watershed, is this a trick question?”



3. Do you think the water quality of creeks and streams in Anchorage is generally: “Very
good”, “Somewhat good”, “Moderate”, “Somewhat poor”, “Very poor”, “Do not know”, or
“No opinion”. (This was asked in 1996.)

Do you think the water quality of creeks and streams in Anchorage is generally:

175 175

20%

15%

10 %

Somawhat good Somewhat poor Do not know

Wery good Modermte Very poor Mo opinien

Fig. 3 - Respondents = 527

Of the 2010 respondents, the “Somewhat good” and “Moderate” responses were identical
at 33% (175) each. The next largest category, only 11% (59), was from those stating “Very
good”. A combined total of 15% (72) believe water quality is “Somewhat poor” or “Very poor”,
and 9% (46) of the respondents “Do not know” or have “No opinion”.

In 1996, 52.7% thought creeks were “Somewhat good” and 6.3% said “Moderate,” while
14.8% thought water quality was “Very good” and 20.7% believe water quality is “Somewhat
poor” and “Very poor”. Overall, the number of those thinking the water is “Somewhat good” or
“Moderate” was 59% in 1996 compared to 66% in 2010—an increase of 7%. In the current
survey, the percent of those who believe the waterways are “Somewhat poor” or “Very poor”
was 15% compared to 20.7% in 1996—a decrease of nearly 6%.

4. What do you think is the biggest threat to the water quality of Anchorage lakes and
streams? (This was asked in 1996.)

This question was entirely open-ended and had to be tabulated by reading each response.
A total of 808 responses were provided by 498 respondents. These were then put into similar
categories. The highest response was “Runoff” with 20% (160) and the next six highest answers
were “Animal waste” with 10% (83), “Garbage/trash/litter” with 10% (78), “Pollution” with
7.5% (61), “Vehicle fluids” with 6% (46), “Urban development” with 5% (41), and “Lawn care
products” with 5% (39). The balance were responses with >4% covering 33 categories or 36.5%

of the overall responses. They are listed in the Appendix. The lack of specificity for some of the
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answers, i.e. “runoff” and “pollution”, does not help in identifying what the respondent actually
knows. These same categories were used in the 1996 survey, and the responses follow the graph
(Fig. 4). For the future, having these categories more detailed might be preferable.

What do you think is the biggest threat to the water quality of Anchorage lakes and

streams?

25 -

160
20
15

83 78
10
61
46
41
0 T T T T T T
Runoff Animal w aste Garbage Pollution Vehicle fluids Urban development Law n care products

Fig. 4 — 498 Respondents, (63% of Respondents’ Highest Answers = 508 answers of 808 total)

In the 1996 survey, the report states that there was a wide range of perceived threats to
Anchorage lakes and streams. The most common answers were “People’s garbage” (24.3%),
“Pollution” (21.4%), “Runoff”’ (14.6%), “Sewage” (4.8%), and “Animal waste” (4.7%). The
2010 survey repeats “Runoff” (20%), “Animal waste” (10%), “Garbage” (10%), and “Pollution”
(7.5%) as the top four which is somewhat consistent with the earlier survey, however the
doubling of “Animal waste” recognition is important because AWC and others have been
actively promoting a Scoop-the-Poop campaign.

5. Sewage from your house flows to the sanitary sewer and then through a wastewater
treatment plant. (This was asked in 1996 although the wording was changed slightly.)

This question is part of a trio of questions to see how well people understand their own
wastewater and stormwater treatments. According to the MOA website, there are over 15,000
on-site septic systems within the Municipality serving more than 50,000 people®. Many of these
on-site septic systems are on the “Hillside” in Anchorage as well as in Eagle River. About 75%
(399) of the 2010 respondents are on a sanitary sewer system, whereas in the 1996 survey, 82%
(316) were. A January 8, 2011, personal communication with Chris Kosinski, the public

4
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information officer of Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility (AWWU), provided
approximate figures of 55,000 sanitary hookups in the Municipality for 2010. Proportionally,
there are about 79% of Anchorage’s current hookups on the sanitary sewer and about 21% on
septic systems. This corresponds closely with the responses.

Sewage from your house flows to the sanitary sewer and then through a wastewater
treatment plant.

399

20%

0%

True

Fig. 5 - Respondents = 527
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6. Sewage from your house flows into an on-site septic system. (This was asked in 1996
although the wording was changed slightly.)

As would be expected, the answers on questions 5 and 6 almost perfectly mirror each other as
opposites. In the 1996 survey, 16.7% (64) respondents were on septic systems, and in 2010 there
are 25.2% (133).

Sewage from your house flows into an on-site septic system.

80 %

394

60 %

40 %

20%

0%
True

Fig. 6 - Respondents = 527

7. Surface water runoff and snowmelt from your neighborhood are treated and cleaned. If
you answered “True,” please describe how this water is treated. (This was asked in 1996
although the wording was changed slightly.)

This question is the last of the trio and was asked to see what citizens think about where
street runoff goes. Our primary goal was to find out if respondents believe runoff is treated
before it is discharged directly into our creeks. There are a variety of configurations for runoff,
including some settling methods such as bioswales. The most visible runoff recipient is the
storm drain, which carries runoff through the storm sewer system and then directly untreated into
creeks. A concern was that using the term “storm sewer” in the answer choices would bias
respondents one way or the other even though this is terminology that stormwater professionals
constantly use. AWC submitted a question to the Nonpoint Source Info e-Forum (NPSINFO) to
see if other entities working with the public had a similar concern, and nearly 100 people
responded with a variety of suggestions and the main point being that for the public it’s probably

5
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preferable to use alternative terminology and avoid the word “sewer”. Thus, this question was
asked as above.

The good news is that the number of respondents who believe that runoff is treated is
much smaller than anticipated. Fourteen percent (73) answered true and 86% (454) do not think
that runoff is cleaned, although we cannot ascertain from this question how many know that
runoff generally goes into our waterways untreated. Interestingly, the number from the 2010
survey who think that runoff is treated is fairly consistent to those responding in 1996. The 1996
summary states, “When asked about surface water and snowmelt in their neighborhood being
cleaned and treated prior to release, respondents who think that it is consistently is in the range of
13 to 16%” (p. 13). A similar survey in early 1996 among Chester Creek watershed residents
was higher with 23.3% answering true®.

Surface water runoff and snowmelt from your neighborhood are treated and cleaned.

100 %

454

80 %

60 %

40 %

20%

73

0%

True False

Fig. 7 - Respondents = 527

What is interesting about the 2010 responses is that the survey also asked those who
answered “True” to describe how the runoff is treated. There were 96 responses, however 17
were eliminated as not being relative to the question. Of the 79 remaining responses: 34% (27)
think it is treated in a water treatment plant or has some type of plant filtration, 44% (35) do not
know how but think it’s treated, and 22% (17) had some fairly good ideas about ground
percolation, using wetlands, and sedimentation ponds. There was one mention of a Rain Garden
as well.

® A survey was completed on the Chester Creek Watershed by HDR in early 1996, and their results were used by
the authors of the Campbell Creek Watershed survey for comparison. We do not have the summary report, but do
have the tabulated results that were compiled by Hellenthal & Associates as well as a few references that were

discussed in the 1996 Campbell Creek report.
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8. How much responsibility for water quality of Anchorage waterways does each of the

following entities have? “Municipality of Anchorage”, “State of Alaska”, “Federal

Government”, “Businesses”, “Schools/Universities”, “Community Groups”, “Anchorage

Waterways Council”, and “Other”. (This was asked in 1996 although altered by removing the

“Don’t Know” response and adding *“ Ottlsé€r "o.ut Alogo,a we

separate question.)

Entity 1996 2010 1996 2010 Some 1996 2010
Very Very Much Some Not Not Much
Much Much
Municipality of Anchorage 80.1% | 69.5% (358) 18.9% | 26.6% (137) 1.1% 4.1% (21)
State of Alaska 50.9% | 54.9% (281) 40.2% | 40.4% (207) 8.8% 5.7% (29)
Federal Government 25.4% | 32.5% (166) 37.1% | 47.8% (244) | 36.8% | 20.4% (104)
Businesses 55.8% | 30.8% (156) 33.9% | 42.0% (213) 9.3% | 27.8% (141)
Schools/Universities 39.1% | 26.5% (134) 40.6% | 40.5% (205) | 19.2% | 33.4% (169)
Community Groups 30.6% | 20.6% (104) 42.9% | 46.7% (236) | 23.8% | 33.5% (169)
Anchorage Waterways N/A | 41.0% (201) N/A 43.6% (217) N/A | 16.7% (83)
Council

Table 1 — Comparison of 1996 and 2010 Answers for Water Quality Responsibility

In comparing the responses of this group as far as their responsibility for water quality,
the MOA still presides with the highest marks for both surveys. Several of the other answers are
similar in terms of numbers between the two time periods.

How much responsibility for water quality of Anchorage waterways does
each of the following entities have?

a0 %
60 %
I Very Much
%
40 N Some
I Mot Much

20 %

0%

Stata of Alasks (=.g. Businessas Community Groups Other:
Dept. of Envionmantal
Conservation)
Municipality Faderal Govemmant Schoolk/Universities Anchorage
of Anchorage (=.g. EPA) Waterways Counail

Fig. 8 - Respondents = 517 (Responses = 3,713, multiple responses permitted)
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Unfortunately a category for “Residents” was omitted from the initial survey until about
half way through the process. If the original question was altered in Survey Monkey, it would
delete all the answers that had been collected to that point. A decision was made to add an extra
question, #9, that was devoted entirely to residents’ levels of responsibility. Fortunately, the
“Other” category in Question 8 was comprised of answers that mostly pointed to residents,
citizens, and individual responsibility. Of the 100 respondents for “Other,” 63% (63) clearly
noted that we should all be accountable.

9. How much responsibility for water quality of Anchorage waterways do residents have?
(This question was asked separately from question 8, but was in the original 1996 survey
which was asked similarly with three choices.)

For this question, it is interesting to note that there was seemingly more personal
responsibility suggested in the 1996 survey, although the total percentages are close. If you add
the “Very much” and “Some” responses together for both groups, they are almost identical with
88.7% and 88.4%. In Question 8, it was noted that there were 63 responses in the “Other”
category about personal responsibility.

Entity 1996 2010 1996 2010 1996 2010
Very Much | Very Much | Some | Some | NotMuch | Not Much
Residents 50.4% 44.7% | 37.4% | 43.7% 11.7% 11.6%

Table 2 — Comparison of 1996 and 2010 Answers Regarding Residential Responsibility

How much responsibility for water quality of Anchorage waterways do residents have?

50%

20 %~

10 %

0%
Mot much

Some

“ery much
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Fig. 9 - Respondents = 215’

10. Do you own a dog(s)? If you answered Yes, how many? (This was asked in the 1996
survey as one question. The 2010 survey split the question into four questions, because
fecal coliform is one of the larger issues that the Municipality and other locations are faced
with in stormwater runoff.)

Dog ownership was almost evenly divided with 51 % (263) respondents answering “Yes”
and 49% (254) responding “No.” These 263 dog owners have 417 dogs or (1.6 dogs per
respondent). In the 1996 survey there were fewer dog owners at 43.8% with 56.2% respondents
not having dogs. The number of dogs owned was not asked in the earlier survey.

Do you own a dog(s)?

263

254

20%

0%
Yes No

Fig. 10 - Respondents = 517

" See explanation above in Question 8 regarding the smaller number of respondents for Question 9.
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11. If you own adog or dogs, do you pick up after your pet at home? (As mentioned above,

this was asked as partofquestion 9 in the 1996 surveyandandl two c
do not own adog”” were added to the current survey. The 1996 survey combined the

guestion to ask if owners picked up at home and out walking, whereas it was separated in

2010).

If you own a dog or dogs, do you pick up after your pet at home?

50 %

246

40 %

30 % —

20 % —

10 % —

0%

Always Maost of the time Sometimes MNever | do not own a dog

Fig. 11 - Respondents = 517

Assuming the validity of answers, a large number of people are picking up after pets in
their yards, which would be expected. A very small number of respondents, 1.7% (9), state that
they “Never” pick up after their pets in their yard. An option for having a poop-scooping service
could be added to the future surveys. To summarize, 60% (164) of the 270 dog owners
“Always” clean up their yards, 24% (65) clean up their yards “Most of the time,” and 12% (33)
do it “Sometimes”.

12. If you own a dog or dogs, do you pick up after your pet when out? (As mentioned above,
this was asked as part of question 9 in the 1996 sul
do not own adog”® were added).

This response shows a slight variance in the behavior of dog owners between keeping
their yards picked up and what they do out in public. The number of those picking up “Always”
dropped 5% from 31.7% (164) to 26.7% (138). To the contrary, those picking up “Most of the
time” increased by nearly 3% from 12.6% (65) to 15.5% (80). “Sometimes” stays almost

® This category needed to be added in order to make sure that respondents answered the question in Survey
Monkey. All questions required an answer or the person could not continue the survey.
° This category needed to be added in order to make sure that respondents answered the question in Survey

Monkey. All questions required an answer or the person could not continue the survey.
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consistent for both, but the “Never” category increased from 1.7% (9) in their yard to 4.1% (21)
when out. In the 1996 survey, which combined both “At home” and “When out,” only 26.3% of
the respondents “Always picked up after their dogs”.

If you own a dog or dogs, do you pick up after your pet when out?

244

40%

20 %~

10 %

Always Most of the time | do not own a dog

Fig. 12 - Respondents = 517 (Responses = 541, multiple responses permitted)

There were 24 qualification remarks in the “Other” category to the answers on why
people tended less to pick poop up when out. They are actually interesting comments that range
from carrying extra bags to give to people to discovering that a lot of people pick up after other
peoples’ dogs—often in their own yard from a visiting neighbor dog. One person complained
that there weren’t enough “doggy poo bags and trash cans in public running areas” so it was too
difficult to run with a dog on a leash in one hand and a “packet of poo” in the other.

13. Where and how do you dispose of pet waste? “Bag/garbage”, “Compost”, “Bury it”,
“Scoop-the-Poop service”, “Leave it”, and “l do not own a dog”. (check all) (This was not
asked in the 1996 survey.)

According to the respondents, 52% (269) bag and put the dog waste into the garbage.
The rest were small numbers mostly 5% or less. Nearly 5% (25) “Compost”, 3% (16) “Bury it”,
2% (10) have a Scoop-the-Poop service, 5% (27) “Leave it”, and there were 19 “Other” answers:
which included flush it, place it in a dumpster, put it in the newspaper without using plastic bags,
or toss it in the woods behind their house. A few were very careful to explain that they made
sure anything they left was deep in the woods and not likely to run into a waterway. Thus we
know they are aware of the potential impacts, it’s just a matter of how likely their justification
won’t negatively affect some type of waterway.
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Where and how do you dispose of pet waste? (check all)

20 %

0%

Compost Scoop-the-Poop samice | do not own a dog

Bag/garbage Bury it Leave it

Fig. 13 - Respondents = 517 (Responses = 582, multiple responses permitted)

One discrepancy in these three questions was that the number of people checking that they
do not own dogs varied. In question 11 there were 246 without dogs, in question 12 there were
244, and in question 13 there were 235, although there were still 517 respondents for each of
these questions.

19



14. At your residence, do you or a gardening service apply any of the following lawn or
garden products? Please check ALL that apply. (This was asked in 1996 but it combined the
three inputs into a single question.)

Our objective was to see how many yard applications (fertilizer, weed killers/herbicides,
and pesticides) were used; and if there was a preference of organic over conventional.

At your residence, do you or a gardening service apply any of the following
lawn or garden products? Please check ALL that apply.

80 %

60 %

m Conventional
B Organic
I Both

40% B MNone

. A

20 %

0%+
Fertilizer \weed killers/herbicides Pesticides

Fig. 14 - Respondents = 512 (Responses = 1,465, multiple responses permitted)

It is interesting to note that “Pesticides” were the least used of the three categories with
64% (298) reporting that they do not use them, and organic certainly holds good sway in the
survey. For fertilizer 24% (123) use organic vs. 19% (97) for conventional, though for weed
killers/herbicides the conventional is higher with 17% (86) as opposed to 11% (55) using
organic. This question also had some “Other” responses of note. People listed Compost Tea,
vinegar, coffee grounds, and lime; many are bothered by the worms that eat gooseberry bushes
(including the author); some do hand weeding; and several live in condos so they do not know
what, if anything, is used.

In the 1996 survey, 60.9% of the respondents used some type of chemical treatment
(fertilizer, weed killer, or bug killer) on their lawn or garden, but the answer had all three
treatments lumped together and there was no mention of organic, while 37.2% stated that they
did not use any, and 1.9% did not know. In the 2010 survey, 30.6% did not use any fertilizer,
51.1% did not use any weed killers/herbicides, and 64.1% did not use any pesticides. If you total
these three and average them, the result is 48.6% do not use any fertilizers, herbicides or
pesticides, which is an increase of 11.4% of non-users from 1996.
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Perhaps one of the more interesting answers from 2010 is, “I live in a rental. The owners
add too many chemicals to our lawn, but they believe the lawn ‘needs’ it despite the yellowing
and half-death of the grass for the two weeks after application.” Some people commented in the
“Other” choice that they were aware of using smaller amounts, and conversely others mentioned
buying whatever big bag Costco carried.

15. Which of the following statements represent(s) your gardening preferences (you can
answer more than one)? (This was not asked in 1996.)

This question developed from reading other national surveys, and is targeted to finding
out what type of yard is preferred—the more manicured or natural. Because lawns are less
permeable surfaces than natural vegetation, those who strive for more natural yards should have
better percolation of stormwater into their yards. And, hopefully little, if any, chemical runoff
will be associated with them.

Which of the following statements represent(s) your gardening preferences (you can
answer more than one)?
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Fig. 15 - Respondents = 512 (Responses = 751, multiple responses permitted)

As is common in many surveys, when people are asked what they believe or prefer, it
does not necessarily translate into what they actually practice. Regardless, it is important to note
that 47.3% (242) of the responses prefer natural or native vegetation compared to 30.3% (155)
who favor a nicely manicured yard. It is unclear on the reason(s) for 20.5% (105) who
responded that they are not “really interested” in landscaping. The answers could range from a
true lack of interest to an access issue (physically) or not having a place to garden or a lifestyle,
i.e. working on the slope two weeks on and two weeks off, that does not permit one to have
certain responsibilities such as gardens or pets.
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The first three categories total 98% (502), which is nearly the number of overall
respondents on the question. There were another 41% (210) who have vegetable/fruit gardens,
so the number of them is probably spread somewhat over the first three categories. In the future,
it might be best to separate this response out of this question, but it is important because when
there are fruit and vegetable gardens, inputs may be used by some to produce “healthy” edible
produce. There were 12% (65) “Other” responses. Some people clarified what their gardens are
like, i.e. some are a mixture of natural and lawn, others have combinations of natural, manicured
and gardens, and some do container gardening due to lack of space. In the future, this should
probably be broken into two questions.

16. How do you typically dispose of green waste (lawn clippings, leaves, etc.)? Please answer
all that apply. (This was not asked in 1996.)

The motivation for this question was a history of AWC staff finding a lot of grass and
yard clippings dumped in and alongside creeks. This most likely occurs due to a lack of public
understanding about the biological oxygen demand (BOD) that results from the decomposition of
green waste. It is also difficult to say if these respondents are the people who live along creeks
and greenbelts, therefore using them as dumping grounds for their green waste is “easy”. If
anything, this survey might result in a “teachable” moment for those to ponder where they do
dump their green waste—and why we are asking this in a waterway survey.

How do you typically dispose of green waste (lawn clippings, leaves, etc.)? Please
answer all that apply.
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Fig. 16 - Respondents = 512 (Responses = 731, multiple answers permitted)

A total of 3.5% (17) respondents admit to dumping their green waste into wetlands, water
bodies, or along creek or bank edges. This set of responses shows that the majority of the people
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are being conscientious about their green waste, or perhaps they do not live near wetlands, water
bodies, or creeks. The general responses from the “Other” category use the word “compost”
frequently. Some compost differently than the question asked (in your yard), and the
respondents explained how and where, such as a worm composter. These people are not
dumping it into waterways. The idea of composting in these responses and the closing of the Pt.
Woronzof composting facility a few years ago show that it is still a popular and important action.
Some of the responses include giving green waste away or selling it for mulching and
composting, some feed it to their chickens, and for others it is out of their hands due to living in a
condo or having a landlord or property manager.

17. How do you usually dispose of snow? (This was not asked in 1996.)

This question was added because of concerns similar to Question 16. AWC has
encountered several business property owners which border creeks who tend to use the waterway
as a place to dispose of their plowed snow. From the survey we did not expect to find a large
number of residents doing this. However, again it, too, can be used as a teachable example.
Snow is a form of water, so it would seem natural to some people to put it into a creek. The
problem is that everything the snow is carrying, i.e. vehicle fluids, sand, gravel, trash, etc., also
ends up in the creeks, and many people don’t make the connection.

The survey shows that most people leave it or move the areas to be cleared into a part of
their yards. Two and a half percent (13) push it into a waterway or ditch. A significant number
admit to pushing the snow into the street, which is against Municipal Code. There was nothing
of significance in the “Other” category for notation.

How do you usually dispose of snow?
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Fig. 17 - Respondents = 512 (593 Responses, multiple answers permitted)

1024.80.070 and 24.80.090 Anchorage Municipal Charter, Code and Regulations
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18. Do you use any chemicals to melt ice in your yard, on walkways, or your driveway? (This
was not asked in 1996.)

This question is similar to the one regarding yard chemical use. One of the challenges of
living in a northern city is the need to keep walking areas clear and safe. Forty-four % (224)
respondents use chemicals to melt ice in their yards, while 56% (288) do not. Of the 224 who
use chemicals, there were 276 responses to the “If yes, do you know what it is?”” and of those, 71
responded that they don’t know what they’re using or they did not provide an answer. After
some research, it appears that the information on packaging is not always clear about how safe or
unsafe ice melting products are. One of the more popular advertisements for ice melt products
uses the terms “Pet Safe” or pictures of fuzzy puppies. Warnings by several companies,
including a report by the ASPCA, show that ice melt products affect animals in a variety of
ways, and it is often dependent on the composition of the ice melt. The worst one appears to be
calcium chloride (CaCl,), which causes animals’ paws to dry out and, when ingested, is
poisonous. Since it is water soluble, it’s carried in dissolved form in runoff that can reach
waterways. Some “pet safe” products use a derivative of calcium magnesium acetate
(CaMgCH3C02), and the manufacturer (Happy Paws) claims that it is no more corrosive than
tap water'’. Urea is also sometimes used, but reports show it is not very effective at melting ice,
and it can damage surrounding vegetation and contaminate water runoff. Because it is basically
a fertilizer, this could promote higher algae growth in waterways.

There are several other brands on the market. Factors to consider are cost, effectiveness,
and impact to humans, animals, and the environment. Magnesium chloride (MgCl,) is
considered one of the best overall, because it is less corrosive and relatively harmless to plant life
compared to sodium chloride (NaCl) and calcium chloride. Sodium chloride is probably the
most commonly used because of its availability and low cost. At the same time, it’s the most
corrosive, harms plant life, and is not good in extremely cold temperatures. Consumers have
many choices, although some of those decisions are out of their hands if applications are made
by property managers.

Do you use any chemicals to meltice in your yard, on walkways, or your driveway?
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Yes No

Fig. 18 - Respondents = 512

1 http://greenicemelt.blogspot.com/
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Although 224 respondents state that they use chemicals to melt ice, only 192 provided
answers which totaled 238 “usable” responses (some use multiple types of ice melt methods).
These had to be categorized manually. Arctic Melt®, an Alaskan product, was commonly
described along with “Ice Melt”, which is a name for two manufacturers’ products. To try and
determine if “Ice Melt” was a real product or just a generic name, the author went to Lowe’s t0
see what is typically for sale. There were the Alaska-manufactured Arctic Melt® and Arctic
Grip® products (both with different ingredients), and another adjacent to Arctic Melt® that was
labeled “Ice Melt” on the container and packing boxes. Upon closer inspection, it was found to
be called Road Runner'? Ice Melt®.

From the survey responses, a total of 27% (74) used Arctic Melt® or Ice Melt® or “Ice
Melt”, 18% (49) of the respondents specified NaCl or “salt” 2% (5) said magnesium chloride
(McCly), 2% (6) said calcium chloride (CaCl,), 1% (3) uses potassium chloride (KCI), 4% (12)
use an unspecified “Pet Friendly” brand, only 4% (11) use plain sand or gravel, and 2% (7) state
that it’s in the hands of their property manager or condominium association. Twenty-Six percent
(71) do not know what they use (chemically) or provided no answer. The balance of the
responses, 14% (38) were not applicable to the question.

If yes, do you know what it is?
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74 71
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49
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Ice Melt/ Arctic MgCl2 CaCl2 NaCl KCl Sand/Gravel Pet/Enviro Landlord/Condo Don't know, no
Melt Friendly Assc. answ er

Fig. 19 - Respondents = 192 (Total responses = 276, only 238 were used in this graph, the other
38 were not applicable)

2" The “Road Runner” was not as apparent on the labeling as “Ice Melt”, which might explain the references to “Ice

Melt” in the survey.
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19. Do you do ANY of your own vehicle repairs at your residence? (This was asked in 1996,
thought it was merely a Yes or No answer. For 2010 we asked what the repairs were.)

This question is important to find what types of repairs are done at residences, which can
result in leftover fluids or even spills. A majority of 327 (65%) stated that they do not do repairs
at their homes, and 143 (28%) do repairs at their residence. Thirty-six respondents (7%) do not
own a vehicle. In 1996, 36.4% (140) did auto repairs at their home, and 63.6% (244) did not.
The number who do home repairs is decreasing minimally.

Do you do ANY of your own vehicle repairs at your residence?
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Fig. 20 - Respondents = 506

The types of repairs were categorized from 96 respondents who provided 171 answers.
Twenty-five percent (43) answered “Yes” but did not provide what they do, and 27% (46) did a
variety of tasks that were not categorized. Those changing fluids or oil accounted for 30% (52)
and 18% (30) do tire changeovers. Clearly the fluid/oil changeovers are a significant number.
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If yes, please describe?
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Fig. 21 - Respondents = 96 (Responses = 171, multiple responses permitted)

20. Do you wash your vehicle at: (check all that apply). “l do not own a vehicle”, “A car
wash”, “In your driveway”, “On the street”, “On your lawn”, and “Other”. (This question was
not asked in 1996.)

Residential car washing detergents can be a source of pollutant mobilization due to
runoff into the storm drains and then into creeks. These detergents can contain high amounts of
phosphates and the dirt, road salts, chemicals, etc. removed from vehicles can combine with
whatever is on an impervious surface compounding what enters the storm drain. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) suggests that residents wash their vehicles at a
commercial car wash, or at least wash it on an unpaved surface so the excess water can be
absorbed by the ground®. Phosphates contribute nutrients to waterways, which promotes aquatic
plant growth. The subsequent plant die-off can then impact the dissolved oxygen levels used by
fish and other aquatic life. Commercial car washes are not, however, inexpensive, and it is not
reasonable to expect all residents to use them. They do use less water due to high pressure, and
the resulting water is treated and sometimes recycled.

The people surveyed in 2010 responded in large numbers that they use a car wash.
Multiple answers were allowed, which means that respondents probably use a variety of car
washing options (511 respondents gave 612 answers). Sixty-two percent (381) of the responses
are from people who use car washes and about 34% (206) responses wash cars in their driveway
and on the street. Only 3% (15) wash their cars on their lawn—which is one of the better
choices.

¥ http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/stormwater-feature.html
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Do you wash your vehicle at: (check all that apply)
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Fig. 22 - Respondents = 511 (Responses = 612, multiple responses permitted)

There were a few interesting responses in the “Other” category. Some people don’t wash
their cars (one states that “the dust has formed a protective coating”), some wash their cars in
their garage, others use community car washes on the street'®, and some don’t use detergent or
use an organic one. It was gratifying to see the following statement, “In the dirt alley behind our
house the water does not run off [because it] is absorbed by the dirt. (I learned from Cherie
Northon NOT to wash the car in the driveway or on the street at one of her presentations at the
Campbell Creek Science Center a couple of years ago.).”

21. How do you usually dispose of materials such as used motor oil, old paint, thinners, or
other similar items? (This question was asked in 1996, a few minor changes were made for
2010.)

This is an important question to get at peoples’ habits in handling hazardous materials.
Multiple responses were permitted, and percentages were applied to each choice in the graph.
According to those responding, they were mostly taking polluting liquids and other items to a
landfill or waste transfer station or recycling it at a drop-off site. The response on these two
answers might not be entirely clear. The “Landfill and waste transfer stations” had 252
responses as places where hazardous liquids are disposed, but it’s not evident if the respondents
used the landfill just as a place to dump or they actually went to the hazardous recycling drop-
off. “Recycle at drop-off sites” was checked by 213. These recycling sites take time and are
only available on certain days and during specified hours. One “Other” response was, “Can be a
hassle with hazardous waste disposal not open every day. | can hit the wrong day reliably.”. For
the future, this question should be clarified more. Of the responses, 52 place hazardous liquids

" These can violate clean water laws because of their locations, the amount and type of soap used, etc.
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in the shed, garage, or outside in the yard. This might be unclear as well. Were these items
placed there until they were used up, or will they sit there forever? Forty put it into the garbage,
12 admit to putting them in the gutter or down a storm drain, 10 flush it down the sink or toilet,
and 4 pour it on soil or vegetation. These need no further explanation.

How do you usually dispose of materials such as used motor oil, old paint, thinners,
or other similar items?
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Fig. 23 - Respondents = 511 (Responses = 653, multiple responses permitted)

Some of the “Other” responses focused on used motor oil and pointed out that they have
their oil changed by a shop, so they don’t worry about how to dispose of it. This might be one of
those questions that should be broken down by type of hazardous material: oil, paints, etc.

In 1996 80.8% took their hazardous materials to a landfill or transfer station, 52.3% recycled it,
26% stored it in the garage or backyard, 14.1% threw it into the garbage, 2.4% put it down the
sink or toilet, 0.8% poured it into a gutter or storm drain, and 0.5% poured it into the soil.
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22. What do you think is the most important action you could take on your property to

improve water quality in our local creeks, rivers, or lakes? (This question was not asked in
1996.)

This question did not receive the full number of respondents. Three hundred and forty

respondents provided 390 answers, and 187 skipped the question altogether—for whatever

reason. The highest number of responses was 19% (76) who suggested the reduction of toxic
chemical usage. Thirteen percent (50) thought that drainage™, erosion control, and vegetation
should be improved. The next highest response was pet waste disposal at 9% (36) responses, and
proper chemical disposal was suggested by 7% (29). This accounts for 49% of the answers,
which are depicted in the following graph. Twenty-three percent (54) answered that they did not
know. Other answers included clean up trash (6%), don’t litter (6%), education (5%), and reduce
de-icing (5%). What is positive is that there are some good responses that show people are, at

least, thinking. There was still a high percentage, 35%, of non-respondents (187).

%

What do you think is the most important action you could take on your property to

improve water quality in our local creeks, rivers, or lakes?
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Fig. 24 - Responses depicted in this graph = 191 of 390 (49%)

> Rain gardens were mentioned 11 times in this answer.
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23. Which of the following activities on or near the Municipality's waterways (between
Chugiak and Girdwood) do you do? Check all that apply. (This was asked in 1996, but new
categories were added and some were deleted. In all, there were 25 choices.)

Five hundred and five respondents provided multiple answers totaling 3,561. The top 7
answers are depicted in the following graph. A full list is provided in the Appendix.

Which of the following activities on or near the Municipality's waterways (between
Chugiak and Girdwood) do you do?
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Fig. 25 - Respondents = 505 (Responses depicted in this graph=2,218 out of a total of 3,561 or
62% of all responses, multiple responses permitted)

In the 1996 survey, 82% of the respondents chose “Walk™ and 68.1% chose “Bike”,
which closely aligns with the 2010 survey. From here the choices diverge slightly as “Picnic”
was third with 54.2%, “Fish” was fourth at 51.3%, and then “X-country ski” with 34.1%. The
other responses of the top seven for 1996 included “Bird watch” at 32.4% and “Walk a dog” with
31.9%. For the most part, the recreational activities are still very similar as far as the top
choices.
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Another aspect of this question asked the respondents to list places where they recreated.
Two hundred and twenty-five people added locations which totaled 558. The places that had the
double-digit users totaled 374 (67%) of the responses are shown in the following table.

Location Respondents
Campbell Creek 60
Chester Creek 59
Coastal Trail 42
All over 33
Westchester Lagoon 29
Eagle River 21
Goose Lake 19
Kincaid Park 19
Chugach State Park 16
Far North Bicentennial Park 15
University Lake 15
Ship Creek 13
Municipal parks 12
Neighborhood 11
Potter Marsh 10
374

Table 3 Top places in the Municipality used by respondents for activities near waterways

The 1996 survey asked for a ranking of places most often visited, and since that survey
was of the Campbell Creek watershed, the results are skewed in its favor so no comparison will
be made.

24. Have you heard of any of the following programs or activities and do you participate in
them? (This question was asked in 1996, but in 2010 about half of the choices were removed
or added to question 25.)

It was decided that these four choices, “Spring Clean-up,” “Creek Clean-up,” “Adopt-A-
program,” and “Scoop-the-Poop,” were the most germane to the goal of keeping our waterways
healthier. “Adopt-A-programs” were the highest as far as recognition 90% (409), but the lowest
in participation 15% (66). There is rarely a place you can look and not see some sort of “Adopt-
A-Program” sign—they have high visibility. The next highest was “Scoop-the-Poop” with 88%
(366) respondents having heard of it, and it had the second lowest participation 20% (84).
However, it’s not clear if respondents interpreted this as picking up after their pets or a formal
program or activity. Considering that only about half the respondents have dogs, this may
explain part of the difference. “Creek Clean-up” had the next highest response of 78% (347)
responses who were familiar with the program, but also the third lowest 35% (155) in terms of
participation. “Spring Clean-up” had the lowest score for being “Heard of” with 74% (345), but
the highest participation at 45% (207). In general terms, these all have pretty high marks as far
as visibility.
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Have you heard of any of the following programs or activities and do
you participate in them?
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Fig. 26 - Respondents = 503 (Responses = 1,777, multiple responses permitted)

25. Have you heard of the following organizations and/or are you a member of them? (This was
a new question for 2010, but used part of question 15 from 1996 and had some additions.)

This question was designed to see how visible some of the major environmental groups in
Anchorage and Alaska are. Some are fairly local, i.e. Anchorage Waterways Council, ALPAR,
Cook Inletkeeper, and the Anchorage Soil and Water Conservation District, while others have a
more national following, i.e. Ducks Unlimited, The Nature Conservancy, and Greenstar. Again,
we asked if people had heard about these organizations and if they were members. The
organizations include:

Organization Heard of Member of
Anchorage Waterways Council 412 58
Greenstar* mostly business organizations with certification 382 23
Alaska Center for the Environment 348 84
ALPAR (Alaskans for Litter Prevention & Recycling)* 295 12
Anchorage Soil & Water Conservation District* 324 7
Alaska Conservation Foundation* 307 25
Great Land Trust 340 33
Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT) 254 11
Cook Inletkeeper 309 26
The Nature Conservancy 369 48
Trout Unlimited 348 14
Ducks Unlimited 390 19

Table 4 Major environmental organizations
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* Organizations that do not have a typical membership structure and might be restricted to
businesses, donors, providing grants, and assisting in regulatory issues.

Because of the type and mission of the organizations, the use of the term “member”
might be misleading. This probably should have been separated out into two questions—one
where people can actually join and one to find out what organizations people are familiar with.
A breakdown of frequency and percentages is in the Appendix.

Have you heard of the following organizations and/or are you a member
of them?
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Fig. 27 - Respondents = 503 (Total responses for “Heard of” = 4,078 and for “Member of” = 360,
multiple responses permitted)

26. Which of the following terms have you heard of? (This question was asked in 1996
although a few of the previous terms were omitted and several more contemporary ones were

added.)

In 2010, 19 terms were listed and the question posed was to see if the respondent had
“heard” of them. In neither of the surveys (1996 or 2010) is there an indication that the
respondent knows what the term actually means. That would have complicated the survey and
added considerable time for taking it. Having heard of the terms is not unimportant, especially in
respect to more current issues such as invasive plants and animals, Low Impact Development
(LID), rain gardens, bioinfiltration, etc. In all, there were 503 respondents. The term most
commonly heard was “Storm drain” with nearly 90% (450) of the respondents, but only 48%
(243) had heard of “Nonpoint source pollution”. Nonpoint source pollution is considered by
many states to be the leading cause of water quality problems according to the EPA®, however,
the responses rose considerably from 14.1% in 1996, so that is an improvement. As far as

18 http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/nps/whatis.cfm
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whether or not the respondents understand what nonpoint source pollution means—is another

question.

Which of the following terms have you heard of?
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Fig. 28 - Respondents = 503 (Responses = 6,407, multiple responses permitted)

Terms 2010 Response 2010 %-Yes 1996 %-Yes
Watershed 417 82.9% -
Wetlands 449 89.3% 96.3%
Stormwater runoff 416 82.7% 90.7%
Water Quality Standards 410 81.5% 93.4%
Storm drain 450 89.5% -
Storm drainage system 407 80.9% 88.7%
Stream restoration 390 77.5% 79.6%
Fecal coliform 321 63.8% 48.0%
Nonpoint source pollution 243 48.3% 14.1%
Macroinvertebrates 261 51.9% -
Invasive plants 409 81.3% -
Invasive animals 381 75.7% -
Low Impact Development (LID) 280 55.7% -
Rain gardens 305 60.6% -
Pervious pavement 208 41.4% -
Best Management Practices (BMPs) 275 54.5% -
Bioinfiltration 175 34.8% -
Storm water retention 300 59.6% -
Green roof 291 57.9% -
I have heard of none of these terms 20 4.0% -
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Table 5 Comparison of 2010 and 1996 terms

The table above shows the terms that were asked in 1996 (less several that were not used as
indicated by a dash) and the percent of responses. It is interesting to see the increase in familiarity
of terms such as nonpoint source pollution and fecal coliform in 2010. However, overall there has
been a reduction in recognition of the few terms that span both surveys, which is puzzling.

27. Approximately how many hours annually do you or other family members volunteer in
some type of community activity? (This question was asked in 1996 but on a monthly rather
than annual basis.)

It is apparent that most respondents 55% (276) tend toward volunteering between 0 and
50 hours a year, or at the maximum nearly five hours a month. Eighteen percent (91) do not
volunteer at all, and 27% (134) contribute more than 50 hours a year to volunteer activities. In
1996, 27% of the respondents spent ten or more hours a month, 31.6% spent less than ten hours a
month, and 41.4% did no volunteering. There is a considerable decrease between 1996 and 2010
in those that state they do not volunteer, down from 41% to 18%. The increase in volunteerism
IS a positive trend.

Approximately how many hours annually do you or other family members volunteer in
some type of community activity?

60 %

276

40 %

20%

0%

MNone 0 to 50 hours More than 50 hours

Fig. 29 - Respondents = 501

28. Do you specifically volunteer or participate in any of the following activities? (Check all
that apply.) (This question was asked in 1996 with a few modifications.)
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Besides ascertaining a level of volunteerism, it was important to see where most of the
respondents put their energy. Those that were listed on the survey included: “School activities”,
“Church activities,” “Youth program,” “Service organizations,” “Creek clean-up,” “Spring
clean-up,” “Adopt-A-Program,” and “Other.” The top volunteer activity had to do with schools,
but the Creek and Spring Clean-up programs fared quite well. In reviewing the “Other” category,
there are several things that people volunteer in: animal organizations, general nonprofits, sports
and recreation, Master Gardener programs, the arts, community needs (homeless, library, disaster
planning, museum, etc.), Campbell Creek Science Center/Eagle River Nature Center, trail watch,
Scouts/Campfire, hospital, politics, Community Councils, Habitat for Humanity, public
TVI/radio, weed pulls, ski associations, and a variety of environmental organizations. One
person’s volunteer activity is “ongoing participation in ‘Dog Poop’ pickup at University Lake
Dog Park and recreation sites.”

Because of the variation in activities asked between 1996 and 2010, it is not clear how
they compare other than “School activities” remain the highest for both (41.7% and 44.5%
respectively). “Creek clean-up” remained similar with 30.1% and 28.7%, but “Spring clean-up”
fell from 62.6% in 1996 to 33.9% in 2010.

Do you specifically volunteer or particpate in any of the following activities? (Check all
that apply.)

223

20 %

10 % —

Church activities Sarvice organzations Spring clean-up Other

School activities Youth programs Crask clean-up "Adopt A" Program
[read, trail, park,
highway, stream)

Fig. 30 - Respondents = 501 (Responses = 1,240, multiple responses permitted)

29. Are you interested in hearing more about the watershed in which you live? (This was
asked in 1996.)
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As part of this study it was important to see if the respondents were, indeed, interested in
learning more about their watershed. A few odd responses were noted here. One pertained to
the following question (# 30) on what would be the easiest ways to get information on the
respondent’s watershed. Many of the people who said they weren’t interested in learning more
about their watershed proceeded to provide answers on how they would like the information
(they said they didn’t want). Sixty-nine percent (344) answered “Yes” about learning more, and
31% (157) answered “No.”

When compared to the 1996 survey, nearly 284 (of 384 respondents or 74%) stated that
they wanted to learn more, so the current survey is a slight decrease in the percentage by 5%.

Are you interested in hearing more about the watershed in which you live?

344

20%

0%
Yes

Fig. 31 - Respondents = 501
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30. Which of the following ways is easiest to provide that opportunity for information?
Multiple answers were allowed. (This question was asked in 1996 but with a few updates for

the current question.)

This being such a high tech age (compared to 1996 when Email was just beginning its
popularity and accessibility), it is no wonder that “Email” with 55% (276) respondents and a
close follow by the “Internet/websites” with 49% (243) were the top two choices. The other
higher choices were “Radio,” “Newspaper,” “Television,” and “Direct mail”. Very few chose
“Class or workshop,” although some of the “Other” responses had suggestions for venues, i.e.
the Botanical Garden or Master Gardener workshops, and Community Council Meetings had a
fair number of 67 respondents. It appears that many people want to control when they receive
information and how much time they spend on it. The major choices give the respondent the
ability to participate at their convenience.

In 1996 the most popular category was “Direct mail” with 40% (153), and in 2010 it was
the sixth choice with 55% (109). Conversely and understandably, the lowest choice in 1996 was
the “Internet” with one respondent (0.2%) and in the current survey it was second. Thisis a
good question to ask and use to update methods for information delivery.

Which of the following ways is easiest to provide that opportunity for information?
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Fig. 32 - Respondents = 501 (Responses = 1,506 of which 1,358 are represented in graph,
multiple responses permitted)
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The following questions describe the demographics of the people surveyed.

31. How many people, including children and adults, presently live in your household? (This
guestion was asked in 1996.)

The 2010 survey response total was 1,500 people answered by 500 respondents. The
range is one to twelve per household, and the average number is three per household. The 1996
survey was tabulated in a different fashion: the percentage of household size was given based on
1,2, 3,4, 5 or more, so it’s not possible to separate their total number from five and above. To
compare the 2010 figures as percentages against those of 1996, there is the following:

1996-% of household | 2010-% of household
1 14.3 3.8
2 29.8 23.9
3 19.1 20.4
4 24.1 22.9
5+ 12.6 29.0

Table 6 Comparison of 1996 and 2010 household numbers

32. Of the people presently living in your household, how many are under the age of 18? (This
guestion was asked in 1996.)

In 2010 the number of residents under 18 living in households was 440 in 216 households
(respondents). The 1996 poll was done by percentages, and 49.5% of the homes had no one
under 18, whereas in 2010 57% of the homes had no one under 18.

33. How many years have you lived in Anchorage? (This question was asked in 1996, but was
asked in terms of years and months. The 2010 survey only used years although some
respondents used partial years.)

There were 492 responses for this question with a sum of 9,029.55 years. The mean is
18.46 and the range was 0.25 to 63 years. For 1996 the mean was 17.725; the range was not
presented in the 1996 report.
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34. What type of residence do you live in? (This was asked in 1996 but there were more
options for the answer. For 2010itwas deci ded to narrow the choices toc
“Mufaamily”, “Mobile home”, and “Other”.)

What type of residence do you live in?

80% 386

20 %

0%

Single family Multi-family Maobile home

Fig. 33 - Responses = 480 (20 omitted due to redundant answers)

It is apparent that the majority of respondents live in single family homes (77% or 386).
Multi-family, which includes condos, apartments, duplexes, etc., respondents were 17.5% (88),
and mobile homes were >2% (6). In the 1996 survey, there were 67% (259) in single family
homes, 30% (116) multi-family homes, and 3% (10) from mobile homes.
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35. Do you own or rent your residence? (This was asked in 1996.)

Do you own or rent your residence?

0% 386

20%

Rent Own

Fig. 34 - Respondents = 500

In 2010, 77% (386) owned their homes and 23% (114) were renting. In 1996 those
owning were 78.3% (301) and renting were 21.7 % (83). The respondent percentages are nearly
identical.

36. What is your occupation (including student)? (This was asked in 1996.)

In 2010, there were 500 responses of which 36 were “Other”—those that did not fit well
into a category. The top ten occupations for both years are found in the table below. The 1996
report states that 48.1% of the respondents fell into their top ten categories, so the 2010 survey
was matched similarly. These occupations comprised 73.8%, with a very high proportion of
students. This includes students from UAA, King Career Center, and Begich Middle School.

2010 Occupation % 1996 Occupation | %

Student 24.8% | Homemaker 7.7%
Education (teacher and admin) 12.1% | Retired 7.2%
Science/Technology/Environmental | 10.8% | Sales 6.2%
Retired/Disabled 6.4% | Account/Bookkeeper | 4.6%
Government 3.9% | Admin Personnel 4.3%
Engineering 3.4% | Manager 4.2%
Manager/director 3.4% | Teacher 4.2%
Service: Food/Retail 3.2% | Nurse 3.8%
Health Care 3.0% | Student 3.0%
Business/Finance 2.8% | Mechanic 2.3%

73.8% 47.5%

Table 7 Top ten occupations
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37.Whatisyourage? ( Thi s was asked in 1996, but the question
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What is your age?
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Fig. 35 - Respondents = 500

In 2010, the majority of the respondents, 34% (170) were from the 35-54 category, with
almost equal amounts in the 18-34 and 55+ categories. The 1996 survey had 31% (119)
respondents in the 18-34 range, and 69% (265) in the 35+ range. They did not report any “under
18.”
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38. What is your education level? (This was not asked in 1996.)

This answer has the largest number of respondents with “Post-graduate” degrees at 41%
(207). The next highest category is a “4-year degree” with 24.4% (122), and then an assortment
of “Less than high school,” “High school,” “Some college,” and some “2-year degrees.”

What is your education level?

50 %

207

HS or GED graduats 2-yazrdegres Postgradusts

Les=s than HS Some collega 4-yeardegras Other:
graduate (0-11)

Fig. 36 - Respondents = 500
There respondents can be characterized as over 65% with 4 year degrees or Post-

graduate. Fifteen percent were not high school graduates, but this fits with the group that was
surveyed as explained above.
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39. What is your gender? (This was asked in 1996.)

In the current survey, 56% (280) females responded and 44% (220) males responded. In
the 1996 survey, it was almost equal with 50.9% (196) males as opposed to 49.1% (189) females.

What is your gender?

280

20%
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Female Male

Fig. 37 - Respondents = 500
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IV. CONCLUSION

Based on the 2010 responses and a comparison of them to the 1996 answers, where
applicable, there are both some improvements and areas that need to be focused on. First, nearly
40% of the respondents did not know that they live in a watershed. As discussed above, this is
an essential concept to understand. Almost all of the polluting activities in a watershed can be
traced back to human actions.

The respondents’ opinions on the quality of Anchorage waterways are mostly subjective.
As was found in later questions, creeks and lakes are used plentifully for activities, and it is
important to get a feel for what the residents’ perceptions are regarding water quality. There is a
slightly higher percentage in 2010 who think that Anchorage’s water quality is “Somewhat
good” or “Moderate” than the respondents from 14 years ago.

It was very encouraging to see that current survey respondents believe the biggest threat
to water quality was runoff. That’s a substantial beginning point that can be a springboard to
educate citizens on just how bad runoff can be for water quality. The survey, by design,
undoubtedly had many people thinking about activities, products, actions, habits, etc., since they
were addressed in the document. Every question used in the survey should be something that
teaches or stimulates thinking on water quality issues.

The on-site septic situation is interesting. As noted, more information needs to be found
that gives a picture of how to work with this type of wastewater issue. It seems reasonable to
expect that the number of respondents with septic systems would be decreasing with new
construction, but in reality they aren’t—especially in areas as the Hillside where larger lots exist
and the expense of extending the Municipal sanitary sewer system is very costly. On-site septic
is also common along Eagle River and around Jewel Lake. These homes are often also on well
water, so it is in their best interest to be concerned about water quality issues.

What is the value of knowing which entities are thought by residents to have more
responsibility for water quality? The bottom line is that this is where blame will go (whether
deserved or not). Also, under the new APDES permit, the MOA does have a great amount of
responsibility that is shared with the AKDOT&PF. Some of the other entities listed as choices
for this question seem odd, such as schools and universities. Regardless, it is evident that a
general feeling among the respondents is that we are all in this, and that’s important when
working to have citizens take ownership in their water’s quality.

What are activities and actions that contribute to impaired water quality? Anchoragites
love their dogs. It is imperative to keep driving home the “Scoop-the-poop” message. In mid-
January the AWC reestablished the Scoop-the-Poop committee which is composed of several
people representing a variety of groups who have committed to getting this important message
out. Yard additives—we have a friend in local Anchorage Daily News gardening columnist Jeff
Lowenfels who is actively pushing organic gardening. There have been some grumblings about
his “new way”, but he and the Anchorage Daily News are a good venue to start converting
gardening habits. During conversations with a few Master Gardeners, | have been told that their
curriculum is changing to be more environment-friendly. Having natural yards with native
plants would be an improvement as well, and there is now a big push to educate people on
invasive species.

Snow melt chemicals also must be further researched. The mentality of getting the
“biggest bag of whatever Costco sells” needs to change (whether it be snow melt or fertilizer).
Residential car repairs seem to be lessening, so an additional focus should be on businesses that
provide oil changes and other services. The Anchorage Shop Assessment Program (ASAP),
started by the Municipality during the first term of the MS4 permit, does not appear to be in
existence, so perhaps another similar model might take its place. The impacts of vehicle
washing, hosing down driveways, spray-washing parking lots, and similar activities need
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increased attention. This includes both businesses and residents. Education on recycling or
properly disposing of hazardous waste should have a bigger focus. Perhaps there might be other
ways to make it easier for residents—including education—to leave their waste in appropriate
places. Every Municipal resident is entitled to drop off 40 Ibs. of hazardous materials annually at
the MOA’s Solid Waste Services, and there is a recycling exchange for usable paints and other
items there as well. Do all residents know this? It would also be beneficial to have more
collaboration between some non-profit groups, such as ALPAR and Greenstar, regarding waste
disposal.

It appears that some other smaller surveys or focus groups would be helpful to see what
people know about terminology. Having “heard of”” a term or concept does not mean a whole lot
unless the respondents can provide definitions. The same is true of familiarity with
environmental organizations. Knowing the name of an organization and being a participating
member are two distinct things, so it’s not clear what kind of benefit was derived from these
types of questions. On the positive, we are a community that does volunteer a lot of time despite
busy lives, many people want to learn more about their watersheds, and we now have identified
their preferred choices of getting that information.

People in the Municipality enjoy their waterways. They are heavily used, and that is a
positive note for garnering cooperation to keep them cleaner. There are several small groups
(trail users, bicyclists, graffiti removers, recreation groups, etc.) that could be good ambassadors
on issues, and all the Community Councils are as well. Obviously, approaching these and other
groups would be a good start, but campaigns that are down on the individual level will also need
to be developed.

All in all, this survey was useful and there were a few areas with surprising results. For
the future, there is a need to review and change some of the questions, perhaps do smaller
surveys to get more precise answers, etc. We do, however, now have a means of completing
surveys faster than 14 years ago. | look forward to the next several years and how we will work
to make our creeks cleaner through education.
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