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 Greenhouse Gas Education & Public Awareness Working Group

Meeting #2:  May 27, 2004, 10 am-3pm

Chewonki Foundation

Meeting Summary

Attending:
Peter Arnold, Chewonki Foundation; Jon Reisman, University of Maine-Machias; Andy Burt, Maine Council of Churches; Mark Hays, NRCM; Saskia Janes, Maine Public Health Foundation; Dan Thompson, Advanced Management Catalyst, Inc.; Peter Cooke, Deb Avalone-King, Kristen Colby, Malcolm Burson (convenor), Maine DEP.

Unable to attend: Tatiana Brailovskaya, Nereus Communications
Malcolm opened the meeting by asking the group to re-visit the purpose statement adopted last time,  

To develop an outreach, education, and marketing strategy with specific actions designed to communicate the purpose, goals, and benefits of the Climate Change Action Plan; and to foster its adoption by policy makers, and implementation by businesses, organizations, communities, and the public.

There was agreement that it’s our job to frame the conversation, for both the legislature and the general public, around 

· The plan as a whole; and

· The individual proposed mitigation options.

We will need to balance our efforts, and not spend more time on legislative adoption than public awareness building.

Jon Reisman invited the group to review lessons from the “Car test” project of the 1990’s.  We identified the following learnings:

· The climate change project must be perceived by affected parties as fundamentally fair, and this may be even more important than “cost effective;”

· Presentation of the Plan and its elements must be straight-forward and honest, or transparent (to use one of Malcolm’s favorite adjectives);

· Interest groups/stakeholders must be committed to being part of the legislative process, AND the subsequent implementation/oversight actions;

· Social marketing is a preferred approach;

· We need to identify and plan for reaching out to specific stakeholders to assure their engagement.

Jon also noted that he believes there are constitutional issues, which may be litigated in Federal court, and we should be prepared for this possibility.  In an additional discussion of “viewpoint diversity,” he noted that the case for climate action is strengthened when the any claims are matched against possible dissenters.  Thus, it’s important to develop response to anticipated criticism as part of the outreach effort, especially in areas where there is risk or uncertainty.

The group agreed, in considering the way in which options are being developed and will be presented (i.e., carbon saved/cost per unit of saved carbon) that the perception of fairness and effectiveness are more important than number crunching.  Others pointed out that it’s important to “meet people where they are,” and quantifying abstract numbers doesn’t necessarily lead to behavioral and cultural change.

The group then identified a set of criteria that can be used to evaluate each mitigation option from an education/outreach/public awareness view.  Dan suggested we might eventually utilize a “value points” system to assign relative values to each option.  The following list was identified:

· Carbon saved
· Cost per unit of carbon saved

· Ease of implementation
· Fairness/perceived equity

· Estimate range of outreach costs and resource needs
· Ancillary benefits, including economic development, jobs, etc.

· Audience/market/population group
· Affected populations (+ / -)

· Ease of explanation
· Core theme(s) of the option

· Cultural barriers / incentives
· “Public favorability index”

· Policy evaluability and feedback mechanism
· Time needed for effective implementation

· Potential strategies for presentation, including social marketing approach
· Links to existing outreach / education programs

· Public recognition possibilities
· Potential for pilot programs

The group then “field tested” the above criteria on several examples of likely mitigation options.  There was broad agreement that in evaluating any given option, some of the above criteria would be more relevant than others.  The group asked that Malcolm send along the list of ancillary considerations already adopted by the Stakeholder Advisory  Group.

In closing discussing, members noted that in presenting the eventual Climate Action Plan to the public, the modeling information, assumptions, etc., can be very difficult for the general public, or legislators, to understand, and this may be a barrier to acceptance.  Trust is a critical element.  Thus, the SAG and DEP will need to get the right messengers:  those who can present the underlying numbers, assumptions, etc., cogently, effectively, and understandably.

At Malcolm’s suggestion, the group agreed to schedule it’s next meeting after the SAG adopts its final recommendations.  Malcolm will distribute the list to all group members, and ask each member to use the above criteria to evaluate 4-5 measures of their choosing.  These would then be written up in 3-4 sentences for each measure, and distributed to all group members.  We would then re-convene (probably in August) to discuss our evaluations for inclusion in the DEP’s Plan.
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