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Mr. Thomas J. Graves

Vice-President, General Counsel, and
Corporate Secretary

American Coatings Association

1500 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005

Dear Mr. Graves:

This letter responds to your June 11, 2010, Information Quality Guidelines (IQG) Request for
Correction (Request), which was submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), on behalf of the American Coatings
Association (ACA). In your Request, the ACA challenges the objectivity and utility of information in a
national childhood lead poisoning prevention multimedia public service advertising (PSA) campaign
sponsored by EPA, HUD, the Coalition to End Childhood Lead Poisoning and the Ad Council (the
“Partners™).

The national childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA campaign was developed by the Ad Council
under a cooperative agreement funded by EPA and HUD and administered by EPA. The non-profit
Coalition to End Childhood Lead Poisoning is also a key sponsor of the PSA campaign and provides
additional separate funding to the Ad Council for the campaign. The purpose of the PSA campaign is to
educate the target audience (parents and caregivers of children under six years old) about the potential
dangers of childhood lead poisoning to motivate them to take action to learn more, and to empower and
provide them with information and access to resources to prevent or address lead hazards.

EPA and HUD believe the information presented in the childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA
adheres to the objectivity and utility standards established in the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Guidelines for Ensuring and Maximizing the Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity of
Information Disseminated by Federal Agencies', as well as Information Quality Guidelines established
by EPA” and HUD? respectively.

Concern about the PSA graphics. ACA raises concerns about the graphics used in the lead poisoning
prevention PSA and maintains that the images are not accurate depictions of a recognized exposure
pathway for lead. ACA indicates its view that this PSA does not represent “honest, straightforward, and

' Guidelines for Ensuring and Maximizing the Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity of Information Disseminated by
Federal Agencies, OMB, 2002 (67 FR 8452, February 22, 2002).

267 FR 63657, October 15, 2002.
http://www.epa.gov/quailty/informationguidelines/documents/EPA_InfoQualityGuidelines.pdf.

*67 FR 69642, November 18, 2001. http://www.hud.gov/offices/adm/grants/qualityinfo/fr4769n02-final.pdf
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readily discernable messaging.” This PSA, like other public service advertisements generally, is
intended to make an impact and attract the viewer’s attention in a way that will motivate the viewer to
take action to learn more. The eye-catching discordant images of a rusted paint can pouring into a
bottle, sippy cup, or cereal bowl is a metaphor that conveys the message old paint and young children is
a harmful combination. The text accompanying the graphics also prompts viewers to stop and
reconsider that the lead paint issue is still a problem. Children can ingest paint scrapings and dust that
remains after the painting, and, in older homes, children may be at risk of lead poisoning from ingestion
of these lead-based paint hazards.

Powerful imagery is often used in public service advertising to convey a key message to viewers about
an issue of public importance. For example, the image of two beer mugs toasting and breaking apart
conveyed the dangers of drunk driving as a result of social drinking in the Ad Council/U.S. Department
of Transportation “Friends don’t let friends drive drunk” PSA campaign.

The text of the childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA provides context for the image and useful
information to the intended audience. The text provides a clear, accurate and unbiased description of:

the fact that lead poisoning still affects a very large number of children today;

the serious adverse health effects associated with elevated blood lead levels in young children;
the link between pre-1978 housing and lead-based paint hazards;

places in the home where lead-based paint is often found, namely walls, doors, windows and
sills; and

e . the fact that a very small amount of lead can poison a child.

The inclusion of a Web page link and toll-free hotline where viewers can get more information enhances
the utility of the PSA. In short, the information provided deals with the substantive content that lead
hazards are transmitted through many ways, including contact and ingestion and that lead-based paint
exposure has long been one of the most common causes of clinical lead toxicity®.

As part of its well-established Research and Evaluation Process® for campaign development, the Ad
Council conducted extensive, and iterative, primary research prior to the release of the PSA’s in April
2010 to refine the content and graphics for each of the childhood lead poisoning prevention PSAs. This
process involved a literature review, exploratory research, communications checks as well as a post-
launch assessment.

In June 2009, the Ad Council conducted a Lead Awareness Study® consisting of six focus groups of
mothers with children six or younger and pregnant women from differing demographics in different
regions of the country. The results of this study indicated that the target audience had limited awareness
of childhood lead poisoning and their role in protecting children in their homes. The focus groups
identified the important elements of a PSA, including the health effects to children from exposure to
lead, the number of children poisoned, and the small amount of lead dust required to make a home toxic.
This exploratory research laid the foundation for the development of four potential creative concepts,
which were discussed with the Partners. Two creative concepts (“Pour” and “Cracks™) were selected for
further review. “Pour” was the creative concept ultimately selected by the Ad Council for the PSA;

* USEPA Air Quality Criteria for Lead, EPA/600/R-5/144aF, October 2006, p. E-6.

% Research and Evaluation Procedures, Ad Council - http://www.adcouncil.org/Impact/Research/Overview-of-Ad-Council-
Research-Evaluation-Procedures.

° Ad Council Lead Awareness Study, Qualitative Research Report, Kudzu, June 22, 2009. This information is enclosed.
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“Cracks” used the image of cracks on the walls spelling out “violent behavior,” “brain damage,” and
“convulsions” in several settings (a young girl’s play room, a baby’s room with a crib, and an older
child’s room) to emphasize the potential adverse health effects associated with lead poisoning.

In November 2009, these two campaign ideas were tested qualitatively among mothers of young
children and expectant mothers in six focus groups (four in English and two in Spanish) in two different
regions of the country. The research found that, while both campaigns were salient, relevant and
motivating, “Pour” was more effective at prompting action. The report concluded that “[t]he visual
power of “Pour” is hard to escape, whereas “Cracks” gives the viewer more chance to disengage...or
misinterpret....”” Consequently, the “Pour” concept was used in the PSA campaigns. Throughout the
PSA clevelopment process, the Partners, target audience, and the Campaign Review Committee (the
advertising industry’s committee of communications experts), provided input and review of the concepts
being considered.

In June 2010, the Ad Council in collaboration with the Coalition to End Childhood Lead Poisoning
conducted a post-launch assessment of message comprehension in a nationwide copy test.® The copy
test included 200 members of the target audience (parents of children 0-6 years old). The results of the
copy test indicate that 80% of respondents understood that harmful effects of lead paint exposure or the
harmful effects specifically to children were the main message of the ads. At least 75% of respondents
also said the PSAs were clear, believable, relevant and motivating. Eighty-one percent of the
respondents indicated that the PSAs made them want to visit a Web site to learn more. The results of
the copy test demonstrate the utility of the PSAs to the intended audience and that the lead poisoning
prevention message is readily discernable.

Concern about the PSA text. The ACA Request also raises a concern about the accuracy of the PSA’s
phrase “lead paint poisoning affects over one million children today” and contends that this number is
not consistent with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimate of 250,000 children
aged 1-5 years with blood lead levels greater than 10 micrograms of lead per deciliter of blood.

The President’s Task Force on Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children ‘states, “No
single definition of ‘lead poisoning’ suits all purposes.” For the purposes of that report, published in
2000, “the term ‘lead poisoning’ is used to describe blood lead levels of 10 pg/dL or above in children
under six.” Likewise, CDC’s Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program has identified
blood lead levels greater than 10 micrograms of lead per deciliter of blood, as “the level at which CDC
recommends public health actions be initiated”. However, CDC also recognizes that “No safe blood
lead level has been identified”'. Accordingly, the CDC’s National Center for Health Statistics monitors
blood lead levels well below 10pg/dL (e.g., limit of detection for blood lead is below 1 pg/dL) in its
National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) program. To this same end, The Forum
on Child and Family Statistics points out that “A blood lead level of 10 micrograms per deciliter (ug/dL)
or greater is considered elevated, but adverse health effects can occur at much lower concentrations. wh

There is substantial scientific evidence that lead causes significant adverse health effects at levels below

¢ Lead Poisoning Creative Research, Topline Report, Ted Manager, November 19, 2009. This information is enclosed.
¥ Lead Poisoning Prevention Copy Test — Message Comprehension, Ad Council and Coalition to End Childhood Lead
Pmsomng, June 28, 2010. This information is enclosed.
® Eliminatin g Childhood Lead Poisoning: A Federal Strategy Targeting Lead Paint Hazards, February 2000.
httD /lyosemite.epa.gov/ochp/ochpweb.nst/content/leadhaz.htm/$file/leadhaz.pdf.
° http://www.cdc.gov/exposurereport/Lead_FactSheet.html.
" http://www.childstats.gov/americaschildren/phenvirod.asp.
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10 micrograms of lead per deciliter (ug/dL) of blood. Exposures to low levels of lead early in life have
been linked to effects in IQ, learning, memory and behavior.'> EPA has promulgated regulations
intended to prevent the adverse health effects that may occur at these lower levels. For example, in
setting its National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) regulations for Lead,'® EPA relied, in part,
on studies showing adverse effects of lead on populations of children with average blood lead levels of
approximately 3-4 ug/dL. In a recent Science Advisory Board review'* of EPA’s Approach for
Developing Lead Dust Hazard Standards for Residences (November 2010 Draft), “The SAB supports EPA’s
selection of target blood lead concentrations of 1.0 and 2.5 micrograms per deciliter for children. The SAB
does not support the high target blood lead concentration of 5 micrograms per deciliter due to recent studies
indicating significant adverse health effects in children with blood lead concentrations well below 10
Recognizing the evidence of adverse effects of lead occurring below 10 pg/dL, the one million number
is derived from the 2003-2006 National Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys (NHANES) data of
children with blood lead levels at or greater than 5 micrograms per deciliter."’

In addition, the CDC, was consulted in the development of the childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA
campaign. CDC continues to use 10 pg/dL as the blood lead level for individual interventions, however,
CDC recommends primary prevention through elimination of lead hazards and other childhood lead
exposures as the first line of defense against childhood lead poisoning. The HUD and EPA goal for the
childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA campaign is to raise awareness and promote prevention of all
lead poisoning, regardless of whether medical interventions are effective.

Concern about the PSA purpose. As noted above, the purpose and intent of the childhood lead
poisoning prevention PSA campaign is to educate parents and caregivers of children younger than six
about the potential dangers of childhood lead poisoning, and to provide them with information and
access to resources to prevent or treat any related hazards. The ACA Request erroneously suggests that
the main purpose of the childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA campaign is to raise awareness about
EPA’s Lead Renovation, Repair and Painting program rule (RRP rule). In fact, the Ad Council
campaign is designed to raise awareness of the childhood lead poisoning issue broadly. EPA has its own
separate and more targeted RRP-focused outreach effort underway aimed at educating contractors and
those who are planning renovation, repair and painting activities about the RRP rule’s new requirements.
This effort also focuses on raising awareness among consumers about the importance of hiring an EPA
lead-safe certified contractor. The Ad Council’s PSA campaign complements the Agency’s separate
effort to raise awareness of the RRP rule requirements.

EPA and HUD believe the objectivity and utility of the information in the lead poisoning prevention
PSAs as determined by the extensive research with the audience focus groups are appropriate for its
intended use and the intended audience. The childhood lead poisoning prevention PSA research and
evaluation process described in this response enhanced the objectivity and utility of the information.
Also, the information found in the text of the PSAs is reliable, accurate, clear and unbiased. As stated
above, the quality of the information included in the childhood lead poisoning prevention PSAs,
including its objectivity, utility and integrity, was thoroughly reviewed. For these reasons, EPA and
HUD are not granting your Request for withdrawal of agency participation and sponsorship of the

12U.S. EPA. Air Quality Criteria for Lead (2006) Final Report. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC,

EPA/600/R-05/144aF-bF, 2006, (Sections 6.2.6, 6.2.7, 8.4.2.2, 8.4.2.3).

:i National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Lead; Final Rule; 73 FR 66964, November 12, 2008,
http://yvosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/0/CD0O5SEA314294B683852578C60060FB08/$File/EPA-SAB-11-008-

unsigned-revised.pdf.

'8 hitp://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes.htm.
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childhood lead poisoning prevention PSAs.

If you would like to appeal this decision, the guidelines allow you to submit a Request for
Reconsideration (RFR). The EPA and HUD request that any RFR be submitted within 90 days of the
date of this response. HUD is waiving its 60-day deadline so that, if you choose to submit an RFR, you
may submit the same one to both agencies within the longer of the two agencies’ submittal periods. If

you choose to submit an RFR, please send a written request both to the EPA and HUD via mail,
electronic mail or fax, as follows:

EPA: Mail: EPA Information Quality Guidelines Processing Staff , Mail Code 2811R,
U.S. EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20460;

Electronic mail: quality@epa.gov; or

Fax: (202) 565-2441.

HUD: Mail: Executive Secretariat Division, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 451 Seventh Street, SW (10139), Washington, DC 20410

Electronic mail: infoquality@HUD.gov; or

Fax: (202) 619-8365.

More information on submitting an RFR is available from the EPA and HUD Information
Quality Guidelines websites, http://www.epa.gov/quality/informationguidelines/ and
http://portal.hud.gov/portal/page/portal/ HUD/program offices/administration/grants/qualityinfo.

Sincerely,

ames J. Jones
Acting Assistant Administrator PITe

Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention ~ Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Enclosures (3):
Ad Council Lead Awareness Study, Qualitative Research Report, Kudzu, June 22, 2009.
Lead Poisoning Creative Research, Topline Report, Ted Manager, November 19, 2009.

Lead Poisoning Prevention Copy Test — Message Comprehension, Ad Council and Coalition to End
Childhood Lead Poisoning, June 28, 2010.

cc:  Malcolm D. Jackson, Assistant Administrator and Chief Information Officer, -
Office of Environmental Information, U.S. EPA
Lisa Danzig, Director, Office of Strategic Planning and Management, U.S. HUD
Wendy Cleland-Hamnett, Director, Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics/OCSPP, U.S. EPA
Monica D. Jones, Acting Director, Office of Environmental Information, U.S. EPA
Barbara S. Dorf, Director, Senior Advisor, Grants Management Oversight, U.S. HUD
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See reference to this enclosed document in Footnote No. 6 of RfC 10002:

Ad Council Lead Awareness Study, Qualitative Research Report, Kudzu,
June 22, 2009.



AD COUNCIL LEAD AWARENESS STUDY
QUALITATIVE RESEARCH REPORT
6/22/09

Background

There are an estimated 38 million homes in the United States known to
contain lead-based paints. Lead is a powerful and detrimental
neurotoxin, which can have serious negative effects on normal brain
development in young children and babies in utero.

A national public service campaign is needed to raise awareness about
the dangers of leaded dust, how to recognize potential hazards and what
proactive steps can be taken (among local and national resources), to
ensure homes are safe and lead-free.

Objectives

Determine the most motivating message that will make Mothers and
Mothers-to-be take action against the threat of lead poisoning in their
homes.

Methodology

Qualitative Exploration: (6) focus groups total, (3) per market in Houston
and Philadelphia. Recruit 6 for 4-6 to show. Groups were 1.5-2 hours in
length, specifically:

Houston, 6/4
e 2 groups Caucasian mothers with children 0-6
* 1 group Hispanic mothers with children 0-6

Philadelphia, 6/5
* 2 groups Caucasian pregnant women
* 1 group Hispanic pregnant women



Detailed Findings
I. What Moms Fear, in General

* In general, Moms are extremely aware of and focused on protecting
their children from a number of possible, negative outcomes, from
physical accidents to inadvertent poisoning to abduction. Being a
parent means on-going vigilance and attention to their surroundings,
particularly in a world where there are so many toxins and uncertainties
(e.g., Swine Flu).

o ‘"l pay attention to everything”
o “lfight to protect my children from poisons everyday”

o “You just can’t take your eyes off them... it only takes a second for something
to go wrong” (Hispanic mom)

* Mom'’s greatest fears were of sudden, uncontrollable events that can
happen outside the home. Accidents, losing children, and abduction
were the top three:

o "You hearit on the news all the time, and you worry someone’s going to take
your child”
o ‘“It's what you can't control”

“Stuff that can hurt them. Things they can find”

o “We wish we could be with our kids every minute, but we can’t” (Hispanic
mom)

(@)

* Following these sudden, devastating possibilities, was a long list of
hazardous substances and unsafe materials that could occur inside the
home. Most mothers claimed to lock away or kept out-of-reach,
power tools, cleaning supplies, plastic/dry cleaning bags and
medicines. A few claimed to be “germ freaks,” and/or conscious of

electrical wiring, but these were lower on the list of concerns.
o ‘“Theycan climb, so | have to place everything way out-of-reach”
o “He gefsinto everything, so | have to lock everything up”

* Among Hispanic moms, a fop mention was the electrical outlets and
cleaning substances. There were a few un-aided mentions of lead
poisoning, more so in Philadelphia. Hispanic moms also mentioned
they worried that their small children would hurt themselves on furniture
with sharp edges and staircases.

+ Mothers of boys in particular, feared their sons could fall from heights
and had taken precautions, via fencing to prevent them from climbing
on cabinets and TV tables.

o ‘“lkeep the kitchen closed off so he can't getin there”

o “I've heard that an entire TV fell on a boy and crushed him. I'm always
pulling him of tables”



While one pregnant woman had already safeguarded her home, the
maijority focused on those substances that were toxic to the growing
fetus -- solvent fumes, mercury in fish, and imported unpasteurized
cheeses. One woman avoided dry cleaning bags for the toxins they
might carry. Their awareness of potential hazards was received

through friends/family and pre-natal doctor visits.
o ‘“Medicine | take for my thyroid problem”
o “Fumes from cleaning solvents. | buy green cleaners now”
o "Mosquito sprays”

Among Hispanic moms there was very little mention or awareness
about the negative side effects that toxics have for the unborn baby.
Moms were more worried about the now, and they made sure to “eat
healthy for the ‘baby’”

Both General Market and Hispanic mothers claimed to receive
information on child safety issues/treatments from a variety of different
sources. They gathered printed materials, such as pamphlets and
brochures, from their doctor’s office or Hospital waiting area. They
received many e-mails from their school nurse, community groups,
Mom'’s Groups, and friends/family alerting them to a recent outbreaks
and other dangers. They also did quite a bit of searching online at
websites like WebMD and (for the pregnant Moms) BabyCenter.
Parenting magazines were also sited as a place to learn about child

safety issues.
o ‘“The Texas Learning Hospital has hand-outs”
o ‘“lalways read the brochure in the waiting room at my doctors’ office”
o ‘“lgettons of stuff. | have fo confess | don’t read it all”
o ‘“l'got this list of poisons and what to do. It's on my refrigerator”

Among Hispanic moms one key additional source of information was
magazines (i.e. Parents), followed by television. Word of mouth was
also key among all groups. Family information or “recommendations”

was also a resource.
o "My friend’s toddler was affected by lead poisoning... she was lucky”

. Lead Awareness/Attitudes

Lead was neither top-of-mind nor considered a topical issue for the
majority of respondents in both cities. Among Hispanic moms there
was one mention in Houston, and a few more in Philadelphia on an un-
aided basis. There was universal disbelief that lead could still be an
issue, especially in Houston where housing was built more recently
(most respondents lived in houses built after 2000). Some respondents



in Philadelphia did know that lead paint was phased out in the late
‘70’s. However, they believed the problem was over, as layers of non-
lead paint had covered the lead paint, and government sponsored

abatements had taken care of the problem where it was severe.
o “Buildings are newer now, that was a long time ago”
o ‘“lassumed it was over”
o “No one ever talks about it. You just assume it isn't a problem anymore”

Among Hispanic mothers the issue of lead was not such a “worry”, but

more of a lack of knowledge.
o ‘“lfeelso useless not knowing about the dangers of lead before”
o ‘“Lead could be affecting my family, and | would never be able to notice”

Respondents did remember the Chinese lead toy incident in Winter
'08, but felt it was a one-time event and that the problem had been
remedied. They depend on TV news to inform them of serious

problems — but if the news is not talking about it, they assume it's over.
o ‘“l'went all around my house tossing foys”
o “That was the last time | thought about lead paint”
o "You kind of depend on the news fo tell you what's important”

Among Hispanic moms there was no recall about the Chinese incident
specifically, but they did mention that lead could be found on certain
types of toys.

The majority of Moms, General Market and Hispanic, had no idea what
lead poisoning meant, both the causes and the symptoms, or how
they could protect their family from it. Some Hispanic moms had the
impression that making their home “lead-free” would be expensive
and tedious.

Many misperceptions exist about lead’s toxicity, particularly regarding
the amount of lead necessary to cause damage. Importantly, Moms
were not aware of lead “dust” and only thought significant exposure

to lead chips could cause poisoning.
o ‘“ldon'tknow, it takes like > cup of paint chips (fo cause lead poisoning?)”
o ‘“It's from chewing on window sills2”
o “Stained glass has lead”
o "“Can you breathe lead?”

Among Hispanic moms there was some confusion with lead and
“asbestos”. Some thought one caused the other.

Only a few knew there was a connection to neurological disorders
and/or death. Among Hispanic moms in Philadelphia the incidence
was higher. Two General Market and one Hispanic women in



Philadelphia did have direct experience with lead poisoning when
their toddlers were tested at high levels. But since there were no
obvious symptoms and the levels were low, nothing was done about it.
With the exception of one Hispanic mom who sought treatment for her

child and according to her, her child had been cured.

“It makes you sick in some way, but | don’t know how”

“Like being poisoned, you throw up...”

“I'really don't know..."”

“Neurological issuese Death?”

“It affects your blood, your breathing, your brain” (Hispanic momes)

“It can be mortal” (Hispanic mom)

“It is a ghost killer because you can'’t see it” (Hispanic mom)

“Affects children with asthma, I think, but don’t know how” (Hispanic mom)

O 0O 0 0 o0 o0 o0 O

* Once the actual effects of lead poisoning were revealed, Mothers
became highly fearful for their children, and questioned why their
doctors or any other public service organization (school) had not
made it a more top-of-mind issue. With the exception of some
Hispanic moms who were asked to test their children for lead, most
expressed outrage that their doctors did not tested their toddlers as a

part of their yearly check-ups.
o ‘“lcannot believe the doctors aren't testing for this”
o ‘"It should be on the wall... what to look out for, what to do...”
o “This should be a regular blood test, given every year”
o “They make the vaccinations a routine need, why can’t they add this to it?”
(Hispanic mom)

+  Pregnant women tended to think that their fetuses were better
protected from lead as their bodies served as a buffer. Most Moms-to-
be were surprised that the issue of lead was not discussed in pre-natal
visits. Among Hispanic pregnant women there was not mention of the
affect it can have on her unborn baby.

o ‘"Here | was pregnant and the doctor knew we were renovating, and she only
said — “you don’t want to be near that.” What about my other kidse”

o "My doctor never even mentioned it”

o “Alllremember is my dad telling me ‘stay away from here, don't breathe this’
when they were painting our house” (Hispanic mom)

lll. Concept Statements Feedback
A fotal of (5) concepts were explored, covering a spectfrum of potential
friggers: Note: See separate Hispanic findings
1. (Awareness-building): “Every year 300,000 children are poisoned...”
2. (Education): "It takes a paint chip the size of a nickel...”
3. (Home Prevention): “If you live in a older home, or are thinking about doing
renovations...steps can be taken”



4. (Home Prevention) Alternate: “If you live in a older home, or are thinking about
doing renovations... get your child tested”
5. (Fear tactics): ** Children can suffer irreversible damage”

Overall, response to the concepts was consistent across all groups.
While no concept was a clear winner, together they served to reveal
the (4) key ingredients to a highly motivating message. The most
emotional response was to the possible negative effects of lead
exposure. These effects provided the greatest wake-up for Mothers,
convincing them they need to “do” something immediately to
safeguard their children. Realizing that lead is such an

invisible/unknown threat elevated its importance to the highest level.
o “Thisis what makes me want to do something”
o “Thatis what we need to know, otherwise we won't be scared”
o ‘“lhad noidea it was so bad”
o ‘“Hearing loss2 Violent behavior? Those are news to me”

However these negative effects were not relevant without first asserting
that lead poisoning is a problem, particularly because Mothers were
universally unaware that lead is still so prevalent. The fact that lead
poisoning effects “300, 000 children/year” was the single most
important piece of information mothers needed to hear in order to pay

attention at all.
o ‘“lthoughtlead poisoning wasn't a problem anymore, now | know differently”
o ‘“Lead poisoning is still a BIG problem”
o "Youreally need to hear that 300,000 number first to pay aftention”

As respondents sorted through the concepts, two additional pieces of
information surfaced as motivating. The first was the notion that
miniscule doses of lead (both “3 granules” and “paint chip the size of a
nickel” were equally relevant articulations), could cause such serious
problems. Mothers were under the misimpression that it took far larger
quantities overtime to create real trouble. One respondent felt
granules of “sand” was better than granules of “sugar” -- seemed

worth noting.
o ‘“It'sincredible something so small could be so toxic”
o “It'ssuch a small amount!”
o “Sugarseems wrong in this (negative) context, maybe sand?”

Finally, Mothers needed to know what they could do to protect their
children from lead poisoning... the steps necessary to safeguard their
homes and test their children. Many Mothers were clear that these
steps should be simple and memorable, utilizing alliteration or rhyming
to make the information easy to get and do. Again, lead “dust” needs

to be explained, so that wiping toys (as a step), makes sense.
o ‘"It should be quick and easy to remember”



o "Yeah like bam, bam, bam. Have it rhyme”
o ‘“lI'want to test my child right now, to make sure she’s OK”
o “Where can | take my childreng”

* One concept approach that was not as relevant was the “older
home, renovations” scenario. This fended loose most women, as they
lived in neither an older home, nor were they planning to renovate.
We did learn that there was some interest in understanding lead risks
associated with basic “home improvements” -- a much more common

occurrence.
o "“What happens if | use a drill and hang shelving? Does that cause lead
duste”

Hispanic Moms

*  Among Hispanic moms the concepts with more information were the
most impactful. In general, “Concept D" was a clear winner. This
concept touched their mind and heart, with easy to understand facts
about the causes of lead and the idea that “there is hope”. It also had
a strong call to action: “Call our hot line”.

* In general, the messaging needs to take a step back for Hispanic
moms and answer the preliminary question of “What is lead?2”. The
following key points parallel the General Market moms: What does it
cause?e Where is itg What can | do@¢

Concept A:
* For some moms, this concept “assumed” that they knew something

about lead positioning. A few mentioned this was somewhat limited
to children, that it is something that really affects the entire family.

* The idea that lead poisoning can affect anyone (it is something that
does not discriminate) was strong,

* There is power in numbers. Although one more wanted the
statement to clarify that the number was in the U.S., 300,000 was a
grabber.

Concept B:

* |t was shocking to discover how little it takes to be affected. Strong
call to action.

* Theidea of what a parent could do to prevent lead poisoning was
empowering. Although when compared to Concept C, it was
preferred to use the example of sugar grains.



o ‘“lttells you what you can do... you don't feel too lost”
“I like that it makes you aware about the paint, something we can tedn to
ignore”

Concept C:

* Hispanic moms found this concept lacking information and limited
to only those that are remodeling, a message that other moms
could ignore. Also, it lacks more education about lead in general.

o “I'm not doing a remodeling, so it doesn’t talk fo me”
o Anold home is a home thatis about 10 yrs old.

Concept D:

* The strongest of all concepts, this idea communicated the key
information Hispanic moms are looking for: was it lead — a poison,
what it causes —irreversible damage, what can | do — avoid it, how-
call. It is shocking, but relevant and important.

o ‘"It grabs you... you want fo know what you need to do to prevent this”
o ‘“Theidea thatitis ‘avoidable’ gives you some kind of hope... you are nof
lost”

Concept E:

* Tells you what you can do to prevent it. It makes you feel that you
have some power, a chance to help your child.

o “I'm not doing a remodeling, so it doesn’t talk fo me”
o Anold home is a home thatis about 10 yrs old.

IV. Spreading the Word

*  Many Moms, both General Market and Hispanic, felt that the lead
problem needed to be elevated to TV news, both local and national,
and consistently/comprehensively covered in all the other
online/printed materials they encounter at doctor’s offices, schools,
community groups... Many sources were names:

o "“Doctor’s offices and websites”

“School offices and websites”

“Yahoo"

“Baby Center”

“Web MD”

“General contractors and architects newsletters”

O O O O O



“CNN"

“Local news channels”

“PSA"

“What to expect when you're expecting.com”

Parents.com

Print / Magazines: American Baby Ser Padres, Nuevos Padres,
Parenting

O O O O O O

VI. Conclusions & Recommendations

* Awareness of lead poisoning — both its causes and effects, and how
they can protect their family - is little to none. There is great need for
an awareness-building campaign around the continuing threat of lead
poisoning. Many potential partners exist that can help carry the
message... from doctors/school nurses, to health/baby websites, to
community/Moms groups newsletters.

* The most impactful call-to-action was the many, disastrous effects of
lead poisoning. Mothers become extremely engaged and concerned
once they knew what lead could do to their children, and they would
do what was necessary to protect them. Many Mothers expressed
outrage (in Philadelphia mostly) that their doctors did not test their
child as part of their yearly check-up.

* Pre-natal doctor visits are an opportunity time to infroduce the idea of
testing for, and abating, lead. Moms-to-be are already highly
engaged in their/their children’s heath and safety at this time, often
taking on “home preparation” projects with greater zeal, in order to
make the home “baby-ready.” Lead abatement could be one of
those projects.

* The concepts proved among General Market and Hispanic moms, that
there was a handful of ingredients that could drive a more relevant
and motivating message:

o 300,000 children suffer lead poisoning every year

o Lead poisoning leads to learning disabilities, loss of 1Q, hearing
loss, mental retardation, violent behaviors and death

o Allit takes is 3 granules, or a chip the size of a nickel to make a
whole home toxic

o Keep babies safe with simple steps

o It can be avoidable

o There is a hotline ready to help



* The recommended steps to protect children from lead poisoning,
need to be easy and memorable. Look to the “Skin Cancer
Awareness Campaign in Australia, Slip-Slop-Slap,” for an example of a
kid/adult-friendly, behavior-changing, public health campaign that
required multiple steps. Also, it is important to remember that wiping
toys is not relevant unless lead “dust” is explained.

o http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slip-Slop-Slap

Hispanic Mom Specific:

* Take a small step back and begin by simply educating “what is lead”,
without assuming the target has heard about it.

* Communicate in a simple, direct and emotional manner. It is a
situation that affects “your family”, not just the children. Hispanics in
general have more of a *we" attitude to community.

* Consider communicating the facts, but without making it too “number
overwhelming”. Aim at a more personal message, as statistics was not
a strong driver in general.
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LEAD POISONING CREATIVE RESEARCH
TOPLINE REPORT
11.19.09

BACKGROUND

ALTHOUGH MANY AMERICANS THINK LEAD POISONING ISN’T AN ISSUE ANYMORE (LEAD
PAINT WAS BANNED IN 1978), IT REMAINS A SERIOUS PROBLEM. THE CDC ESTIMATES
THAT EVERY YEAR 300,000 CHILDREN IN THE US ARE POISONED BY LEAD AND
MILLIONS MORE ARE AT RISK. TO RAISE AWARENESS AND ENCOURAGE THOSE AT RISK
TO TAKE ACTION, THE AD COUNCIL HAS ASKED MERKLEY + PARTNERS TO DEVELOPED A
PUBLIC SERVICE CAMPAIGNS FOR THE COALITION TO END CHILDHOOD LEAD
POISONING.

TwO CAMPAIGN IDEAS, “POUR” AND ‘“CRACKS” WERE TESTED QUALITATIVELY AMONG
MOTHERS OF YOUNG CHILDREN AND EXPECTING MOTHERS. A TOTAL OF SIX 90 MINUTE
FOCUS GROUPS WERE CONDUCTED IN PHILADELPHIA AND CHICAGO; 4 WITH NATIVE
ENGLISH SPEAKS AND TWO IN SPANISH.

OBJECTIVE

THE OBJECTIVE OF THE RESEARCH IS TO UNDERSTAND WHICH OF THE TWO
RECOMMENDED CAMPAIGNS, “POUR” AND ‘“CRACKS” IS MOST EFFECTIVE IN RAISING
AWARENESS AND MOTIVATING PARENTS, CAREGIVERS AND PREGNANT WOMEN TO TAKE
ACTION TO PROTECT THEIR CHILDREN FROM LEAD POISONING.

SUMMARY

BOTH CAMPAIGNS WERE SALIENT, RELEVANT AND MOTIVATING. BOTH RAISE
AWARENESS AND FORCE RECONSIDERATION OF THE ISSUE. HOWEVER, ‘“POUR” WAS
MORE EFFECTIVE AT PROMPTING ACTION, PRIMARILY BECAUSE IT WAS A QUICKER READ
AND A BROADER MESSAGE. ‘“CRACKS’ WAS ALSO MOTIVATING BUT THE MESSAGE WAS
LESS ABOUT GENERAL AWARENESS AND MORE FOCUSED ON THE SPECIFIC DANGERS
AND SYMPTOMS OF LEAD POISONING. BOTH CAMPAIGNS COULD BENEFIT FROM MORE
EXPLANATORY COPY AND MORE EXPLICIT CALL TO ACTIONS (WEBSITE AND 800#).

“POUR”

“POUR” WAS FOUND TO BE ICONIC AND POWERFUL, WITH HIGH STOPPING POWER.

THE MESSAGE, THAT LEAD PAINT IS STILL A PROBLEM, WAS CLEAR AND MOTIVATING. IT
CAUSED RESPONDENTS WHO CAME INTO THE GROUP THINKING THAT LEAD WAS NO
LONGER A PROBLEM OR NOT A PROBLEM FOR THEM, TO RECONSIDER THE ISSUE.

THE CAMPAIGN’S STRENGTH LIES IN ITS VISUAL POWER, WHICH MAKES IT A QUICK
READ (‘I DON’T HAVE TO THINK ABOUT IT”’) AND FAR LESS DEPENDENT ON TV THAN
“CRACKS”. THE EMOTIONAL POWER (“THAT’S DEEP” SAID ONE RESPONDENT) IS
ROOTED IN THE JUXTAPOSITION OF SYMBOLS OF CHILDREN WHICH ARE “INNOCENT”,
“PURE”, AND “VULNERABLE” CONTRASTED WITH THE PAINT WHICH SYMBOLIZED,
TOXINS AND HARM). AND BECAUSE THERE WERE NO PEOPLE/INTERIORS, RESPONDENTS
WERE ALL ABLE TO RELATE TO THE MESSAGE.
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THE COPY WAS ALSO WIDELY PRAISED FOR ITS STRAIGHTFORWARD TONE AND FACTUAL
DETAILS (““SINCE 1978” AND “3 GRANULES”), ALTHOUGH SOME FELT MORE SYMPTOM
SPECIFIC INFORMATION COULD HELP. NO ONE, SPONTANEOUSLY, OR WHEN PROBED,
THOUGHT IT WAS ABOUT NEW PAINT. EXECUTIONS THAT FEATURED KID-ASSOCIATED
VISUALS (MILK AND CHEERIOS) DID BETTER THAN ICE CREAM (WHICH COULD BE FOR
EVERYONE). AS ONE RESPONDENT PUT IT, “CHEERIOS AND MILK ARE HEALTHY, GOOD
FOR YOU, ICE CREAM, ALTHOUGH | LOVE IT, IS NOT”.

RESPONDENT REACTIONS:

“] DON’T USUALLY STOP AND READ (PRINT ADS) BUT I’D STOP AND READ THIS.”
“THAT WAS DEEP”

“Wow, THIS IS REALLY POWERFUL”

“IT MADE ME VERY UNCOMFORTABLE BUT IN A GOOD (TAKE ACTION) WAY”

“IT MADE ME REALLY NERVOUS AND DEFINITELY GAVE ME THE CHILLS — SEE LOOK IT
GAVE ME THE CHILLS!”

“WITH THE MILK, CHEERIOS AND ICE CREAM — IT WAS IMMEDIATE. | KNOW THAT A KID
WOULD INGEST OR BREATHE IT — WHICH IS POWERFUL”

“] KIND OF THOUGHT | WAS SAFE...NOW | WOULD CHECK INTO IT | THINK.”

“CRACKS”

ALTHOUGH MORE CONFUSING (IS IT FOR CHILD ABUSE”), THE ‘“CRACKS’” CAMPAIGN
WAS SUCCESSFUL IN HIGHLIGHTING THE SYMPTOMS, WHICH WERE NEW NEWS AND
HIGHLY MOTIVATING, ESPECIALLY THE MORE SEVERE SYMPTOMS LIKE BRAIN DAMAGE.
OVERALL THE CONSUMER TAKEAWAY WAS MORE ABOUT THE SEVERITY OF THE
(POSSIBLE) SYMPTOMS , THAN AWARENESS OF THE ISSUE.

“CRACKS” SEEMED TO SUFFER FROM A LEVEL OF FINISH ISSUE, AS MANY
RESPONDENTS WEREN’T SURE IF THE CRACKS WERE PAINT OR HANDWRITING,
ESPECIALLY IN PRINT. ONCE RESPONDENTS SAW THE TV, THEY RATED THE PRINT
MUCH HIGHER THAN ON IT’S OWN. HOWEVER IT WAS STILL RATED LESS MOTIVATING
THAN “POUR” IN EVERY GROUP BUT ONE.

THE STRENGTH OF THE IDEA LED IN THE SPECIFICITY NOT ONLY OF THE SYMPTOMS,
BUT ALSO, HOW PAINT COULD BE A PROBLEM. IF “POUR’” WAS ABOUT LEAD PAINT,
“CRACKS” WAS ABOUT LEAD PAINT IN YOUR HOME AND HOW IT COULD BE RELEASED.
SOME APPRECIATED THE “UPSCALE” VISUALS, WHICH COMMUNICATED A SENSE THAT
LEAD COULD BE A PROBLEM FOR ALL INCOME LEVELS. HOWEVER, OTHERS FELT THE
UPSCALE INTERIOR DIDN’T RELATE TO THEM (MY BABY DOESN’T HAVE HER OWN
ROOM” AND MANY MORE WERE CONFUSED (ESPECIALLY IN VIOLENT BEHAVIOR) ABOUT
EXACTLY WHAT WAS CAUSING THE HARM (IS IT HER TOYS, THE CRIB ETC.) AND THE
DISCONNECT BETWEEN THE IMAGE AND THE WORDS (““SHE DOESN’T LOOK VIOLENT”.)

RESPONDENT REACTIONS:

“BRAIN DAMAGE IS A HUGE RED FLAG — FOR PARENTS. | WOULD THINK THIS IS A
REALLY GOOD COMMERCIAL”
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“l WOULD DEFINITELY LOOK THIS UP AFTER SEEING THIS AD”

“THIS MADE ME THINK THAT THIS ISSUE COULD HAPPEN TO ANYONE, NOT JUST IF YOU
LIVE IN A POVERTY STRICKEN AREA”

“THOSE ARE SOME REALLY SERIOUS AND SCARY SIDE EFFECTS”

“THE NURSERY DOESN’T REFLECT MY LIFE. MY KID DOESN’T HAVE HIS OWN ROOM!”
“THE COMMERCIAL WAS MORE INFORMATIVE THAN THE PRINT FOR ME”

“TOO CREEPY AND DARK”

“CONVULSIONS KIND OF TOOK ME TO CHILD ABUSE”

OTHER FINDINGS
RESPONDENTS SUGGESTED A WIDE VARIETY OF MEDIA TO REACH THEM INCLUDING:

®* PRIME TV

® PARENTING MAGAZINES AND SITES

®* DOCTOR’S OFFICE

® OOH (TRANSIT)

® CELEBRITY GOSSIP MAGAZINES

® OPRAH (TV AND PRINT)

® CHILDREN’S PROGRAMMING (CARTOONS ETC.)

® COOKING SHOWS (ESP. FOR “POUR?”)

®* HOME RENOVATION SHOWS (ESP. FOR ‘“CRACKS”)

®* EMAIL AND ISP HOME PAGES

® SPORTS (‘MEN CAN BE EDUCATED TOO”)

OF THE URLS TESTED, LEADFREEKIDS.ORG WAS THE FAVORITE, FOLLOWED BY
GETTHELEADOUT AND FINALLY LEADOUT .ORG (WHICH COULD BE FOR ANYTHING).

CONCLUSIONS

BASED ON THIS RESEARCH, WHILE BOTH ARE GOOD OPTIONS, | WOULD RECOMEND
“POUR”. POUR IS A QUICKER READ, HAS A BROADER MESSAGE AND IS MORE
MOTIVATING THAN CRACKS. "POUR DOES A BETTER JOB RAISING AWARENESS OF THE
ISSUE OF LEAD POISONING WHILE CRACKS DOES A BETTER JOB RAISING AWARENESS
OF THE SYMPTOMS OF LEAD POISONING." THE VISUAL POWER OF POUR IS HARD TO
ESCAPE, WHEREAS CRACKS GIVES THE VIEWER MORE CHANCE TO DISENGAGE (THAT
ROOM DOESN’T LOOK LIKE MINE) OR MISINTERPRET (IS THAT ABOUT CHILD ABUSE).
AND ALTHOUGH BOTH CAMPAIGNS USED FEAR TO MOTIVATE ‘“POUR” WAS DESCRIBED
MORE AS ‘“SCARY IN A GOOD WAY”, WHILE ‘“CRACKS” WAS SEEN AS DARKER AND
“CREEPY”. ADDITIONAL EXECUTIONS (I.E. REPLACING ICE CREAM WITH SIPPY CUPS
OR JUICE POPS) AND OPTIMIZED COPY WOULD LIKELY FURTHER STRENGTHEN THE
CAMPAIGN.
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Key Findings




Key Findings: Message Comprehension

® The majority of respondents understood that the main message
of the PSAs was about the dangers to children posed by lead
paint in the home.

* 80% of respondents listed the harmful effects of lead paint exposure or
the harmful effects specifically to children as the main message of the
ads.

* 33% say the main message is that lead paint is present in homes built
before 1978.

* Very few respondents (2%) mentioned cereal or milk as part of the
message.




Key Findings: Message Ratings

Respondents overwhelmingly said that the ads were clear,
believable, relevant, and motivating.

95% of respondents agreed completely or somewhat that the ad was
clear.

95% of respondents agreed completely or somewhat that the ad was
believable.

75% of respondents agreed completely or somewhat that the ad was
relevant.

87% of respondents agreed completely or somewhat that the ad was
motivating.

Few (16%) thought the ad was confusing.




Key Findings: Scare Tactics

® A significant majority of respondents (74%) said that the ad was
scary.

® Similarly, 65% of respondents thought the ads were depressing.

® However, when asked why they found the ads scary, most (65%)
said they were afraid about the potential risk to their children,

suggesting that the ads create a sense of urgency among parents.

® Indeed 81% of respondents indicated that the ads made them
want to visit a website to learn more.
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Background




Research Objectives

® In April 2010, the Ad Council, the Coalition to End Childhood Lead
Poisoning, EPA, and HUD launched a national public service
communications campaign that encourages parents with young
children and pregnant women, who live in homes built before
1978, to learn more information about the dangers of lead paint
poisoning and discover steps to protect their children from its
irreversible effects.

® Shortly after launch, a copy test was fielded in order to help
gauge comprehension of the PSA’s main message.



Methodology

Lead Poisoning Prevention
Copy Test

June 11 - 23, 2010

National sample: 200 parents of children 0-6.

50% living in homes built pre-1980

50% living in homes built post-1980

Respondents surveyed in the recently completely benchmark
study were excluded.

Nationwide

Online survey fielded by Lightspeed Research. Respondents are
members of Lightspeed’s large national opt-in panel, which has
access to more than 2 million members of U.S. households.



Sample Demographics

N =200
Age % HH Income % Urbanicity %
18-34 52 % | <$30K 30 % City 32 %
35-54 46 % | $30-49K 24 % Suburbs 52 %
55+ 4% | >$50K 47 % Other 17 %
Gender Education % Age of %
Children*
Male 42 % | High School incomplete 2% 0 — 3 years 45 %
Female 59 % | High School graduate 33 % 3-6 years 55 %
Race/Ethnicity Some coll/Associate’s Degree 31 %
White 69 % | College degree + 35 %
Black/African- 13 % House built in: %
American
Hispanic 12 % | 1970s or earlier 50 %
Other 6 % | 1980 or later 50 %

*Note: totals might exceed 100% due to rounding




Findings




Message Comprehension

® The majority of respondents understood that the main message
of the PSAs was about the dangers to children posed by lead
paint in the home.

* Very few respondents (2%) mentioned cereal or milk as the main

message.

Lead paint is harmful to kids 56 % 112
Lead/Lead paint is harmful/bad 24 % 72
Lead paint is present in houses built prior to 1978 33% 66
Urge you to test for lead in your home/prevent lead 12 % 24
poisoning

Violent behavior 3% 6
Call # or Visit the website for more information 3% 5

Q: What was the main idea of the ad? Please be specific

11 *Note: totals might exceed 100% due to single responses being coded into multiple categories




Thoughts & Feelings

® When asked what was going through their minds when watching

the ads, respondents had a wide array of initial thoughts,
primarily expressing concern about the problem.

* 5% or less mentioned “feeling good,” “bad,” “scared,” “shocked,” or “upset”

Thoughts while watching the ad % “

| thought it was a milk/cereal/baby formula ad 23%
Made me concerned/want to test my house 10%
Shocked/Disturbed 10%
Glad/relieved that my house is not that old/would 9%
not be affected/does not affect me

Makes me concerned for my child/makes me want 8%
to test my child

Sad 7%
Got my Attention 7%

Q: What, if anything, was going through your mind as you watched this ad? How did it make you
feel? Please be as specific and detailed as possible.
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Message Ratings

® More than 9 in 10 respondents said they thought the ads tell you

something important, are clear, believable, appropriate, and

unique.
Does not describe | Describes it | Describes the ad
Lt the ad at all somewhat completely -
Tells you something important 6% 18 % 77% 95%
Is clear 5% 23% 72% 95%
Is believable 6% 27% 68% 95%
Is appropriate for the issue 8% 26% 67% 93%
Is unique 8% 31% 62% 93%
sta:)rL:\d you would tell other people 15% 37% 49% 86%
Is motivating 14% 39%% 48% 87%
Is an ad you liked 15% 42% 44% 86%
Tells me something new 20% 38% 43% 81%
Is relevant to you 26% 36% 39% 75%
Makes you want to visit the website 20% 42% 39% 81%

Q: The following is a series of statements that could be used to describe the ad. For each statement,
please indicate if it describes the ad not at all, somewhat, or completely.

A



Message Ratings

® Few respondents (16%) said that the ads were confusing.

® Many parents (74%) agreed somewhat or completely that the ads
were scary.

The ad...... Does not describe | Describes it | Describes the TOP 2 BOX
the ad at all somewhat | ad completely

Is scary 27% 36% 38% 74%

Is depressing 36% 46% 19% 65%

Is offensive 82% 13% 6% 19%

Is confusing 85% 13% 2% 16%

Q: The following is a series of statements that could be used to describe the ad. For

each statement, please indicate if it describes the ad not at all, somewhat, or

completely.

A



Reasons for fear

® Of the 38% of respondents who agreed completely that the ad
was scary, most said that they felt that way because the ad made
them worry about their children potentially being poisoned.

Reasons why some respondents found the ad to be “scary” % “

The dangers to my children posed by lead poisoning are 62% 45
scary

Lead poisoning is a scary issue 15% 11
Alarmed to know that my home - built before 1978 - could 12% 9
harbor dangerous lead paint

Disturbing 5

Scary to see paint juxtaposed with baby bottle 5 4

Q: Why did you think the ad was confusing?

A



Message Retention

® 80% of respondents agreed somewhat or completely that the ad
made them realize the potential dangers to their children posed

by old lead paint.

: : Somewhat Neither s . c oot
The ad...... Frong ¥ Disagree agree nor omewnal | _LOMBPE e Top 2 Box

Disagree ; agree Agree

disagree

Made me realize the
g tial dangersto,my 2% 2% 17 % 23 % 57 % 80 %
children posed by old
lead paint.

: How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement:

A
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Selected Verbatims

® “Just knowing there are over 1 million children affected by lead
poisoning each year is scary, because who would have thought
that this was still an issue when we are now in a day and age
where lead is taken out of most paint products.”

® “The idea of living in a home where your children could be at risk
of lead poisoning...it's more eye opening than scary.”

® “I've seen the effects that toxins, such as lead poisoning, can do
to a child’s growing brain and how unaware most parents are to
where these dangers lurk.”

® “l didn't realize my home could be harming my child.”
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Conclusions

® The message is clear.

e Both ads (“Milk Bottle” and “Cereal Bowl”) communicate equally well and
there were no major differences between parents living in newer and older
homes.

* This suggests that the PSAs will be relevant to and educate all parents,
regardless of the age of their house, or which PSA they may view.

® Some viewers initially thought the ads were for a cereal or milk
product — but it’s clear from the main message responses that they
understood the lead poisoning message clearly once the ad finished

playing.

® Those respondents who found the ad “scary” did so because of the
inherently frightening nature of lead paint poisoning, and the
possibility of it affecting their child.






