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Survey Invitation Letter

We're asking for vour help! A group in your
community — the Green Lake Management 5
Planning (LMP) Team - is working hard to o
protect the health of Big Green Lake. The
multi-organization team works around Green

Lake’s shorelines, urban and agricultural areas

in their effort to improve lake water quality. As
highlighted in green in the map shown here, N f
this lake is part of an agricultural landscape, 4 ¢
which means that problem solving help from | S R .
the farming community is critical to the i ST 7
success of community efforts. Markesan

FOND DU LAC COUNTY
We want your input on the priorities of those who know the land best: agricultural producers and landowners in
the Green Lake watershed. We are asking you to complete this survey, which should take about 20 minutes of your
time. The survey is being conducted by the UW-Extension Center for Land Use Education at UW-Stevens Point
that assists communities in understanding the priorities of key stakeholders. Please contribute to this effort by
completing the survey and returning it in the enclosed postage paid envelope.

Here are a few important notes about this study:

*  All results will be kept confidential; we're just looking for vour important perspective about how to better
manage Green Lake and the surrounding watershed.

= All responses will be treated as anonymous and records used to contact respondents containing identifying
information will be destroyed prior to the research team reviewing data.

= Please skip any questions that make you feel uncomfortable or that you don’t know how to answer.

= We do not anticipate any potential for risk or harm due to participation in this study; however, if you have any
complaints about your treatment as a participant in this study please contact Dr. Debbie Palmer, IRB Chair
at (715) 346-3953, e-mail at irbchain@uwsp.edu, or mail at University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point, Science
Building D240, Stevens Point Wisconsin 54481,

While your participation is voluntary your input can help bring local voices into these important efforts to benefit
Green Lake! If you have any questions or comments about this project you may contact me using the information
provided below.

Thank you for your time and we're looking forward to hearing from you!

Dr. Aaron Thompson, Associate Professor
E-mail: aaron.thompson{@uwsp.edu Phone: 715.346.2278

Extension

University of Wisconsin-Extension
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

The goal of protecting water quality in our lakes,
rivers, and streams drives significant investment of
time, money, and other resources in rural Wiscon-
sin. The challenge of carrying out this work in an
agriculturally dominated landscape, like the Green
Lake watershed, requires an understanding that
this is a multi-functional place that means different
things to different groups of people. Those work-
ing to protect lakes and streams must also con-
sider the goals of those earning a living from the
land, because these are critical partners necessary
for the success of their efforts. This relationship

is critical and often the needs of the agricultural
community are not well understood. This report

is designed to answer some of these questions and
support relationship building between stakeholders
in the Green Lake watershed by sharing the results
of a confidential survey of agricultural landowners
designed to support the development of strategies
to improve participation in conservation agricul-
ture initiatives.

Project DESCRIPTION

This research has been led by Dr. Aaron Thompson to support efforts cited in the Green Lake
Management Plan to improve agricultural operations performance with NR151 by focusing on
understanding the needs and priorities of this community. Using data collected from an attempted
census of agricultural landowners, a stakeholder profile has been developed to provide a better
understanding of their current behaviors (i.e. adoption of conservation practices), attitudinal
factors motivating support or opposition to watershed management, and informs discussion of
governance alternatives (i.e. support for farmer-led initiatives) for decision-making about conser-
vation efforts on agricultural lands. This report begins by examining who responded to the survey
and comparing this with information about agricultural landowners and producers in the region to
evaluate the potential for bias in the survey results. Once this basic level of demographic analysis
is completed, the process uses attitude information measured by the survey questionnaire to dif-
ferentiate amongst producers based on their goals and priorities. These groups are then analyzed
to determine their preference for different application variables, such as experience and interest

in conservation practices, perceived barriers to participation, and trusted partners working within
the watershed. Finally, the report summarized what is known about landowners in 7 unique areas
within the watershed to support the development of landscape strategies that are responsive to the
needs of those who live and work the land in these areas.

PRroject OVERVIEW
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Project TIMELINE

A goal of this work is to provide community-driven research that will enhance the ability of local
partners to work together on complex challenges, such as meeting water quality goals in the
Green Lake watershed. Beginning in early 2015 conservations with Green Lake Association staff
generated the idea of conducting this survey of agricultural producers to address specific outreach
needs. Since approval of the WDNR grant in early 2016 the key steps in the survey research
process are provided below:

» April 2016: Coordination meeting with local agricultural specialists, including representa-
tives from local, state and federal agencies.

* Fall 2017: National political campaign closed window for survey data collection.

* March - April 2017: Development of final survey instrument and Human Subject Protection
(IRB) approval (UWSP Protocol #16-17.051).

* April - June 2017: Data collection phase of the project.

» July-September 2017: Initial review of survey results with GLA board and survey analysis.

*  October 2017: Development of survey report.

CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE

The sub-title for this report addresses the
need to identify factors motivating “con-
servation agriculture”. This terminology
was selected as it is broadly frames the
challenge while suggesting the desire to
support a multi-functional landscape. The
intent is simply that both conservation
initiatives (especially those designed to
support the protection of water quality)
and agriculture can both thrive when a
community works together toward a com-
mon strategy for their landscape (Cornell
University, 2017).
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Project LoCATION

o [
-
/-_/’?}?’
:Supcri-:-r " P
It T 4
F b = S 7 e
'F [ AR iy Ay
17 AR bt g P louss s - LAKE MICHIGAN
el ol t 5t ' Green Bay
# = '{‘f’ ¥
]
& Lt r ;
— ; Fox RIVER SYSTEM
- .
g Y * Lower Fox River
5 | EsiClairs
Yzt Fox RIVER SYSTEM
Gy - Upper Fox River
l-l:-l‘ 5
a Cpolise
GREEN LAKE WATERSHED
Green Lake &

Fond du Lac Counties

T
e il wankee

The Social Science Assessment project is focused on the Big Green Lake (‘Green Lake”) wa-
tershed located in portions of Fond du Lac and Green Lake Counties. Green Lake is a large
drainage lake (7,346 acres) and is the deepest natural inland lake in Wisconsin, reaching a max-
imum depth of 236 feet and an average depth of 100 feet. Green Lake stratifies and maintains a
two-story fishery (Sesing, 2013).

STuDY AREA
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GREEN LAKE WATERSHED LAND COVER

The Green Lake watershed (68,676 acres) is dominated by agriculture with only 3% developed
land use. In 2014, Green Lake was listed as impaired for low DO caused by TP loading (Sesing,
2013). In response, the Lake Management Planning team for Green Lake has been aggressively
implementing agricultural BMPs in the watershed. The social science assessment is intended

to support these efforts and enhance approaches to build lasting relationships with agricultural
producers in the region.

a;z-f.g_; Agricultural Land Cover

Study notes:
The map above highlights the areas of agricultural land cover in green, which have been
overlaid on top of the topographic information to highlight elevation changes. Of particular

interest is the limited area of agricultural land cover directly north of Green Lake that
is within the watershed. However, the overall trend is that agricultural land use clearly
dominates the landscape.
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SURVEY PROCESS

Data was collected using an 8-page mail ques-
tionnaire that was administered using a 5-contact
process, adapted from Dillman’s Tailored Design
Method (2000). Agricultural landowners were
recruited to participate in the voluntary survey
using the following contacts:

* Introductory Letter

* Survey Packet #1

* Reminder Postcard #1
* Survey Packet #2

* Reminder Postcard #2

The multiple contact approach is intended pri-
marily to raise awareness and recruit participa-
tion with prompts and reminders; as the quality
of the final dataset is dependent upon participa-
tion from a large enough group of agricultural

e[ O O] el O 8

landowners to represent the diversity of views

held by this community.
SAMPLE DEVELOPMENT

The survey “sample” is the list of individuals re-
cruited to participate in the study. The intent was to
collect data from all households owning more than
40 acres of agricultural land within the watershed,
or in close proximity to its boundary. Additionally,
the list was screened to remove any non-agricultur-
al landowners (such as forest landowners with less
than 50 percent agricultural landcover). As shown
in the Table on the next page a total of 459 valid
addresses were identified along with their ownership
type -- individual, business, or trusts.

GREEN LAKE COUNTY -
-

FOND DU LAC COUNTY

Study notes:
All agricultural landowners within 1 mile of the HUC 10 watershed boundary were included
in the survey. The purpose of extending this boundary was to ensure that those individuals

who live outside the watershed and either own or rent land inside the boundary were eligible
to participate.

SURVEY SAMPLE
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RESPONSE RATE

* As shown in the table below out of more than 450 agricultural landowners slightly more than
40 percent of those invited to participate completed survey.

» Based on comparing reports of land ownership from survey participants with total available
agricultural lands approximately 50 to 60 percent of all agricultural land in the study area is
represented by survey responses.

» There is strong representation from different ownership types (individual, business, or
trusts); however, the higher participation of trusts is likely responsible for the slightly elevated
participation in the survey by non-farming households (landlords).

Response Rate

Valid Responses Valid Addresses
184 459 Total 40.09%
141 358 1000 series 38.83% Individual
Landowners
10 33 3000 series 30.30% Business
addresses,
LLCs
33 68 5000 series 48.53% Trusts
(Living &
Revocable)
Refusal Rate Total 4.36%

(Refusal / Total Addresses)

Non-Response Participation Total 14.18%
Valid Responses Sent
39 275

Total involvement:
Valid Responses Valid Addresses Total 48.58%
223 459

NoN-REesPONSE CHECK

Following the survey collection phase all
non-participating households were mailed a
1-page questionnaire asking why they didn’t
participate. The demographics of this group
are similar to those of that completed the
survey, except that a higher rate of females
(39 percent) completed the non-response
form. Additionally, as the chart shows
primary reason is that they aren’t actively
involved in farm management decisions.

B Didn't Apply / Not actively involved

B Involved in land management / not
imterested in filling out

® Completed and returned (9000
series)
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SAMPLE ANALYSIS

Wisconsin Fon du Lac Green Lake Survey
# Farms 69754 1399 608 185
Land in Farms 14568926 315553 154595 46741
Average Farm Size 209 226 254 241
Percent farms 67.8% 68.1% 73.0% 70.3%
>=50 acres
# Farms >=50 47326 953 444 130
acres
Percent farms 8.8% 10.7% 13.2% 11.4%
>=500 acres
# Farms >=500 6136 149 80 21
acres
Percent of farm 75.4% 62.2% 73.5% 60.2%
sales <5100000
Percent of farms 24.6% 37.8% 26.5% 39.8%
sales >=5$100,000
Percent of farms: 49.8% 59.0% 48.4% 36.2%
primary
occupation
Percent of farms: 16.5% 20.7% 15.3% 15.2%
Milk cows
Percent of farms: 39.9% 49.7% 52.6% 58.2%
Corn for Grain
*Note "do not farm, hobby" excluded from milk / corn
Percent of farms 66.3% 52.4% 59.4% 69.7%
sales < $50,000
Percent of farms 9.1% 9.8% 14.6% 10.3%
sales $50,000-
$99,999
Percent of farms 24.6% 37.8% 26.5% 20.0%
sales >=5$100,000
*Note "do not farm" included in <$50,000

While the non-response check didn’t reveal any significant issues with the survey data, it is
always important to determine the similarities and differences between those that responded and
the rest of the community the results are intended to represent. Using U.S. Census of Agriculture
(2012) data the table above compares the demographic characteristics of survey participants to
state and county trends. These results demonstrate that the survey performed extremely well in
terms of capturing a representative group of agricultural landowners. However, as noted previ-
ously the slightly elevated participation of non-farming households (landlords) is also evident
here by a smaller percentage who reported pursuing farming as their primary occupation.

—10-
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ANALYSIS PLAN

Demographics:
Who responded?

Stakeholder Profile:
Distinguishing Variaohles

© |
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A social science assessment is simply another tool that can be used to understand how best to
work with the community in a given context. For the purposes of the Green Lake Farmer sur-
vey this analysis begins with understanding the demographic characteristics (a) of agricultural
landowners . Next, by developing a stakeholder profile (b) to identify different groups based on
attitudes toward key ‘distinguishing’ variables it becomes possible to better understand where
agricultural landowners agree and where they don’t. In order to support this type of differentia-
tion, social science has developed methods for combining survey responses to identify different
‘groups’ of stakeholders who share a key attitude or belief relevant to conservation decision mak-
ing. To better understand agricultural landowners in the Green Lake watershed this study uses a
2-step typology approach using the following distinguishing variables:

* Typology 1: Distinguishing Variable -- Farmers Views of the Environment
» Typology 2: Distinguishing Variable -- Role of Government in Land Management

The results of the measures of each of the distinguishing variables is then combined with a mea-
sure of farm operation type focusing the comparison on active farmers versus non-farming land-
lords and used to develop strategies to apply this information (c) to support implementation of the
watershed plan. The overarching goals is that by learning about agricultural landowners efforts
can be better designed to meet landowners where they’re at by responding to them, which in-
cludes understanding influences on conservation practice adoption (goals), determining who they
wish to work with and who they don’t (contact), and how they’d like to be included in decisions
(approach).

SUrRVEY RESULTS

—11 -
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Demographics:

Who responded?

Please answer the following questions about yourself,
the information will be used for classification

purposes only.

What is your gender? O Male
yours O Female

In what year were you born?
What is your £ Some high school
highest level of | High school graduate or GED
formal education? |3 Same colleze

O 2 year degree

O 4 year degree

O3 Graduate degree

0 Other (specify)

In 2016 how many acres of land did yvou:

L1

& O (Total) ....oooiiiimsiisicnimsninss

b. Rent from others...........oocoovenenis

—

¢. Setaside for conservation...........

L1

Please indicate [T acs than $50,000

which best 2

et e | $50,000-$100,000

o vonr |2 100,000 - 250,000

based on gross 01 5250,000 - $499,999

farm sales. O More than S500,000
O Do not farm

To understand what we can learn from the survey of agricultural landowners we begin by discuss-
ing the characteristics of those who responded to the survey. The following demographic infor-

mation does not in and of itself provide conclusions about how to engage agricultural landowners
in watershed planning; rather it assists in understanding who voluntarily contributed to the water-

Describe your
farming operation
by marking the
response that best
describes yvou.

Which of these
responses best
descnibes your
retirement plans?

What would you
consider to be
the most likely
outcome for your
farm when vou
decide to quit
farming?

Check all that
apply.

O 1 will never fully retire from
farming (retaining control of
management and providing
some labor),

O T will semi-retire from
farming (providing some
management and [ or labor).

O 1 will fully retire from farming|
(leaving all management and
labor to others).

O A family member will
continue the farm operation,

O Sell my land to another
farmer.

O Sell all or part of the land 10 a
developer.

O Sell all or part of the land for
conservation.

O I don't know what options are
available for my land,

[ Farmer -- primarily row crops

O Farmer - primarnily dairy

O Farmier - other: not dairy or row crops
O Frimarily a landlord -- do not farm

1 Hobby farm - full-time, off-farm job

shed planning process by participating in the Green Lake Farmer Survey.

— 12—
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FARM OPERATION TYPE

Combining the responses to the
bottom two demographic questions
shown on the previous page (gross
farm sales and farming operation)

W Active Farm, Sales > 5100k

B Active Farm, Low Sales (or

allowed for constructing an overall Unrapor ted)
profile of our sample of agricultur- W Landlord
al landowners. The chart shows
B Hobby
that respondents are about 40
percent active farmers, 45 percent B Missing

landlords, and 15 percent hobby
farms.

GENDER

m Gender (% male] & Gender (% female)

Nearly 80 percent of all respon-

100%

o dents are male, which is consistent

TE: with other surveys conducted in

6% Wisconsin of those who make
farm management decisions. It

i is important to note that between

% active farms and landlords there is

‘ﬁ a significant difference in gender

(%] PERCENTAGE
3

ALL ACTIVE ACTIVE LANDLORD HOBBY distribution, with signiﬁcantly
RESPONSES FARM, SALES FARM, LOW 5 .o
» 100K SALES more women reporting their in-

volvement as landlords (non-farm-
ing) than active farming situations.

EDUCATION

Overall education levels are very
similar with the average respon-
dent having “some college”

3“' -: . .
- ‘Some College S I N  tramng
15

10

as

[all1]

45

a1

L L e e e - R R ek EE

[
A

MEAN SCORE

L

=4

=
.
=2
a
g

ALL ALCTIVE ACTIVE LANDLORD HOBAY
BLSPONSES FARM, SALLS FARM, LOW
» 51008 SALES
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= Age [Mean)

ALL ACTIVE FARM,ACTIVE FARM,. LANDLORD HOBEEY
RESPONSES SALES > S100K LOW SALES

AGE

The average age of all respondents
is 64 years. There is a small de-
gree of variation, which suggests
paying attention to the trend of
landlords being the oldest popu-
lation on average and the active
farms with sales over $100,000 /
year being somewhat younger.

Aoy [Oavred)  Acres |Rented] 0 ====- Limeasr (Acres [Cavred))

.. s
i P
. l . |

ALL RESPOMNSES ACTIVE FARM, TIVE FARM, LANDLORD HOBBY
SALES = S100K I-".II.'A.I SALES

LAND OWN & RENT

The takeaway on land ownership
is that farm size is directly related
to the type of farming operation.
Active farms with sales over
$100,000 / year are the largest and
hobby farms are the smallest on
average with other types falling
in between. However, it should be
noted that with an average farm
size of nearly 130 acres landlords
still control a sizable area of the
agricultural land in the watershed.

m Mever Botire  ®%emi-Betire @ Fully Retire

£
" =
- ‘ -
5 " m B
o = ~

ALL RESPOMSE: ACTIVE FARM, ACTIVE FARM, LAMDLORD HOBBY
SALES » S100K LW SALES

VALID PERCENTAGE
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RETIREMENT PLANS

Another difference between active
farms (of all sales levels) and land-
lords emerges related to retirement
plans as 70 percent of landlords
are looking to fully retire, while
around 90 percent those manag-
ing active farms intend to stay
engaged in farm management in
some capacity for the rest of their
lives.
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FuTure PLANS

B Family BSal tFarmmer B 50 o Develop 8 56l to Cons B Don't Know (0 Multiphs Opticns
Continuing the trend active farms

5 and landlords also have different
plans for the future of their land.
3 Around 70 percent of active farms
g " intend to pass the land along with-
= . in their family, while that number
- ¥ w ‘ ‘ . is half that rate for landlords. Also
i I 1 -1l

ELy

36.1

VALID PERCENTAGE

i o I 3 i - e Re of note is that nearly 1 in 4 land-
.11 ST PR | PR lords don’t know what they will do
ALL RESFOMSE: ACTIVE FARM, ACTIVE FARM, LANDLORD HOBEBY . . .

SALES = 5100 LOW SALES with their land in the future.

AWARENESS OF GLA

Demographics: Familiarity with the work of the Green Lake Association is extremely
Who respondedy limited, with more than half of all farmers (regardless of farm oper-
ation type) reporting that they don’t know much about the work or
purpose of the organization.

Green Lake Association

Have you heard about Green Lake Association’s efforts? They work to promote the conservation of
Green Lake by addressing negative water quality trends before they become a critical issue that will affect
this lake over the long term. Please select the response that best describes your familiarity.

I:l Never heard about D Heard of them, but don’t D Heard of them and know D I've attended meetings

these efforts know much about them what they are doing or events in the past
B Not familiar m Slightly familiar B Moderately Familiar ® Very Familiar
EBO
70 £
w1
A
9 60 = 2 ﬂ
Q e 3 % %
& 50
[= ™
e . - .
= 30 i ~ " ok
= ) B o
n 3 2 | PR
* o I I x = =
Nl 411 ] [
0 H = i m =
ALL ACTIVE FARM, ACTIVE FARM, LAMDLORD HOBBY
RESPOMSES SALES > 5100K LOW SALES
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BENEFITS OF GREEN LAKE

Demographics:

._EH-J'P“H’ el et —.,_,..-—-—--’“—-ﬂ—--“"-"'" e

i
Who responded? w .

@ Frvaacy e -

BeneriTs oF GREEN LAKE

*5-‘9‘“

]
The following series of questions asks about possible community &F.& l__?_&i £ & QFQ
benefits of Green Lake. Please indicate your level of agreement withthe ~ & & =¥ T"B T VS

"

following statements, which begin with *1 personally benefit from ... SD D N A SA

I personally benefit from ... access to fishing or hunting opportunities on =1 I =
Big Green Lake. EI III

... local tax dollars generated by shoreline development on Green Lake. 2] [-1] [1]
... access to customers for local products, such as Farmers Markets, who -
are attracted to the area by amenities around Green Lake. i E! III

... opportunities for water-based recreation, such as boating or swimming,
on Green Lake. -2 E EI

a(o|l0|0ol0l:

... places for friends, family, or other groups to gather and enjoy leisure 2t [ 3
time together around Green Lake, IEI m

MEAMN SCORE
=

gl

Active Farm, Active Farm,
All Responses Sales > 5100k LLT-'.r!‘aJeﬂar Landlord Hobiby

nreported)
o Fighing / Hunting 0.3 0.1 0.1 03 or
W Local Tax -0.3 0.1 0.5 0.3 -0.1
B Customers 0.2 0.6 -0.3 0.0 0.2
= Boating / Swimming (i ] 01 i X ] 0.5 1.0
B Familly f Sodal Gathering 07 0.5 (L 0.7 1.0

In general, the most likely time to find agricultural landowners benefiting directly from Green
Lake is when they are spending time at family and social gatherings. They also report not bene-
fiting directly from local tax dollars generated by shoreline development or access to customers.

— 16—



Farmer Survey Report

FARMERS VIEWS OF THE ENVIRONMENT (FVE)

stakeholder Profite: To develop this measure the items below are grouped into 2 separate
Distinguishing Variables scales with one group of 4 items representing pro-business views of
farming and the other set representing pro-stewardship. These sets
of items are analyzed to ensure compatibility and then combined into
2 summated scales, each with a possible score range from -8 to +8
(adapted from Thompson, 2015).

FARMERS AND THE ENVIRONMENT S o $
The next series of questions ask about trade-offs farmers must make ,&CF 4 & 5? &a _567"“ 6? & éi-
between production and conservation considerations. Please indicate i) 3 .:f’h - = =0 {f}@
whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: SD D N . SA
Good farming requires using all available acreage as efficiently as = =
possible to maximize yields. . E EI D

To protect the rural landscape, farmers must move away from
conventional agricultural practices to approaches that more closely mimic
natural processes,

[
&
=
=
(]

Stewardship
Modifications to my farm that increase production, such as the removal
of grasslands, fence rows, or grass field buffers have little impact on the El III m
environment.
Programs to protect soil and water resources should emphasize
Sonches tabpriial - i 00O G
approaches that primarily benefit agricultural production.
Stewardship
As a result of modern agricultural practices. farmers must exert more I;_LI EI I__LI
effort now to protect the environment than was necessary in the past. - E
- - . Stewardship
The primary role of farms is the production of food and related - -
agricultural products; the protection of the environment is separate from III E III
this purpose. i

Good farming results from placing equal importance on the management
of both the agricultural and natural areas of my farm.

(] O] [0

]
Oy gjojgy Uf ofjdE

Business
A successful farmer 1s someone who continuously evaluates the
environmental impact of their farm and adopts new approaches to protect m m III
the environment.

I

Stewardship

The results, shown in the chart, reveal 2
that there is a strong sense of stewardship
that is part of the identity of agricultural
landowners in the Green Lake watershed.
Most responses to the Stewardship Scale
(FVE_Stewardship) are above neutral
(score of 0), while the Business Scale
(FVE_Busines) is more diverse as some .
land owners are strongly agree with these '~“' : g 2 n
views and others do not. e e i

— YV _Sewardibep

VALID %

=—=FVE_Buninais




Green Lake Watershed

CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Once the responses to the FVE (farmers views of the environment) scales are calculated a statis-
tical procedure called cluster analysis is used to separate respondents into groups based on the
pattern of responses in the data. Agricultural landowners in the Green Lake watershed separated
into three distinct groups reflecting different perspectives on the role of business and stewardship.
The mean scores of the three groups are shown in the graph and can be characterized as:

(G1) Positive Stewardship, Negative Business
» These individuals view conservation as a
primary goal for their land, while holding nega-
tive views of actions that maximize production
at the expense of the land.

(G2) Positive Stewardship, Positive Business
* These individuals hold views that balance
both conservation and business goals. This
reflects a set of dual-interests that can influence
conservation decisions depending on specific
circumstances.

(G3) Negative Stewardship, Positive Business
* These individuals view farming as a busi-
ness, while being neutral (or more negative than
other members of their community) toward
conservation goals.

Age (Mean)

Positive Stewardship, 61.8

Megative Business

..H-II._f.-.IIq.-I.I*-.

[Ejuawpoaany -

Gender (%

- Farm-as-a-

w
B

&

&
=
i

Acres

(Owned)
132.2

female)
30.6%

Acres

(Rented)
41.1

Positive Stewardship, 65.0

Positive Business

13.1% 284.9

142.4

MNegative Stewardship, 64.0

Positive Business

11.8% 470.1

95.3

(G1) Positive Stewardship, Negative Business
* 43 percent of survey responses

» Higher % female owned, smaller farms
(G2) Positive Stewardship, Positive Business
* 37 percent of survey responses

* Mid-size farms, more rental acres
(G3)Negative Stewardship, Positive Business
* 20 percent of survey responses

* Largest farms (average acres owned)

_ 18—
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TYPOLOGY 1: FVE X FARM TYPE

Farmer Survey Report

To develop the final groups for Typology 1 the results of the FVE cluster analysis (3 attitude
groups) are then separated based on farm operation type. The the graph below shows the re-
lationship between the attitude groups and farm operation type. With the exception of Hobby
Farms (~70% hold Positive Stewards, Negative Business attitudes) both active farm types and
landlords (non-farming households) are evenly distributed across the 3 attitude groups. The final
step was to produce the summary of key groups, so high and low sales active farms have been
grouped together and separated from landlords, resulting in a total of 6 groups for Typology 1.

Pos
Stew,
MNeg Bus

FOL0%

B0

B0.0%
8

400% ',
30.0% @ -
i
2000
100

- Po%

Neg
Stew,
Pos Bus

ACTIVE FARMS

Positive Stewardship, Negative Business
* 13 percent of survey responses
Positive Stewardship, Positive Business
* 18 percent of survey responses
Negative Stewardship, Positive Business
* 14 percent of survey responses

LANDLORDS

Positive Stewardship, Negative Business
* 24 percent of survey responses
Positive Stewardship, Positive Business
* 21 percent of survey responses
Negative Stewardship, Positive Business
* 10 percent of survey responses

---@-- Active Farm, Sales > $100k
---@-- Active Farm, Low Sales (or Unreported)
@+ Landlord

Hobby

Pos
Stew,
Pos Bus

W Active (all} / +Stew, -Bus
m Active [all) / +5tew, +Bus
B Active / -Stew, 4Bus

B Landlord / +Stew, -Bus
B Landlord / +5tew, +Bus
® Landlord / -Stew, +Bus

The graph (and list) shown here demonstrate the diversity
of attitude perspective held by both active farm and land-
lord households. The emphasis of the application variables
described on the following pages is to learn how to respond
to this diversity in order to improve participation in conser-
vation agriculture efforts within the watershed.

— 19—



Green Lake Watershed

Typology 1

AvrpPLICATION: USING THE TYPOLOGIES

Stakeholder Profile:
Distinguishing Variables

Goals Goals Goals

Contact Contact Contact

Approach

Approach

Approach

APPLICATION
APPLICATION
APPLICATION

The following sections focus on using Typology 1: FVE x Farm Operation Type to determine
how these groups respond to important application variables. Specifically the analysis begins by
exploring barriers to conservation followed by an analysis of conservation practice experience,
interest, and perceived benefit to the watershed. Then, after introducing Typology 2, the report
will further explore governance options and trust implications of the landowner groups.

Typology 2
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Farmer Survey Report

APPLICATION: BARRIERS TO CONSERVATION

Exploring factors that influence whether an agricultural landowner chooses to
participate in conservation is an important starting point in assessing current out-
reach and developing new programming. The graph below shows overall respons-
es indicating that practice effectiveness ($=improvement), concern about reduced
yields, and lack of funding are important concerns for all respondents. Additionally,
attitude specific concerns also emerge such as those with positive business (FVE)
views being significantly more concerned about yield loss.

APPLICATION

MANAGEMENT DECISIONS §
Many agencies and groups are working with farmers to improve land - -’f
management practices to improve water quality. These efforts often offer 5? &F $
cost sharing or expertise to implement new practices; however, there are & 5 &
many valid reasons why people aren’t interested in these programs. How -E:-“'S F
- : i S & & &
important are each of following reasons when you make decisions about & & & & a
changing land management practices on your farm? A8 o8 gﬁ}

Uncertainty about whether the money 1 invest will result in improvements

in local water quality. El E El

Concern that changing land management practices might reduce vields or =
overall farm productivity. 2 O @& O

The lack of a source of funding to install or maintain these practices. 2 [ 1 [2]

Concern that I don't have the skills and knowledge necessary to install or
maintain these practices on my property. EI EI E III E

Uncertainty about whether installing these practices on my property is = -
likely to reduce undesirable water quality problems in nearby waterways. EI E] III

The additional time spent doing paperwork isn’t worth the cost share -
provided by organizations working to improve land management practices, EI EI EI III

i B B R EE Dg

Mot wanting to invest my own money in water quality practices, as I'd be -
more likely to participate if someone else covers 100 percent of the costs. EI EI E] III

| 5= Improvement  mReduce Yield  mLack Funding @ Lack Skil  ® Install = WO+ mPaperwork 8100 Cast Share

150
100 i
wo0s0 i
= - I I
= 000 [ | .
AC'I'I'H'E [ﬂul.L] ! ACTIVE [ALL} S ACTIVE f STE LANDLORD [ LANDLORD f LANDLORD [ -
+5TE'H; -BUS +«STEW, +BUS +Hl.|5- +5TEW, -BUS +5TEW, +«BUS ETEW, +BUS
LIk ot
100
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Green Lake Watershed

.

- APPLICATION: CONSERVATION PRACTICES

3 .

= s The following section focuses on understanding differences between the 6

L Contect . . . .

= groups (Typology 1) based on their overall experience, interest, and perceived

E é: benefit with using 13 different conservation practices that were selected for their
b 4

relevance to current efforts in the Green Lake Watershed. The figure below

provides the specific questions asked about each practice, along with a represen-
tative example of the 13 practices from each of the areas of the farm included in
the questionnaire (Intensive Use, Production, and Riparian Areas).

We'd hike to know more about your experience with
conservation practices that have the potential to
improve water quality in your area. The pracrices
presented bhelow fand on the next page) are
appropriate for different parts of a farm property and
have been organized into the 3 groups shown in the
diagram here,

Please read the practice descriptions provided below and respond to these 3 questions for each:

EXPERIENCE: What is your experience using each practice on your land? Please rate from (0) unfamiliar - I
have not heard aof this before to (3) very experienced -- curvently use this practice extensively on my farm.

INTEREST: What is your level of interest in trying, or expanding the use of, each practice? Please rate
from (0) no interest -- would not work on my farm to (3) very interested - would be a good fit for my farm.

BENEFIT: How much benefit to water quality do you believe would come from funding installations of each
practice on farms across the Green Lake Watershed? Please rate from (0) no benefit — would not improve water
guality to (3) very beneficial — would significantly improve water quality.

: : : EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT
Intensive Use Area Practices on yerier land in trying practice e the watershed
g:ﬂ:ﬂ :‘;T&T”LF%?T [7] Very Experienced | [T ] Very Interested |[=]Very Beneficial
PG ]{:;v = ban;yard . Df:m e [Z]Some Experience | [2]Some Interest |[Z]Some Benefit
that divert clean water (rainfall) away from ||| JLittle Experience | [T]Little Interest |[T]Little Benefit
possible sources of contamination. EUnfamiliar EINO Interest EIND Benefit
Production Area Practices
gTR:[?CETiIT:I?S]L]mn:;tﬂed St [ﬂ‘u’ery Experienced mvw Interested Very Beneficial

are ¢ ining ; =

walls, or retention ponds, used to stabilize |—JSome Experience | [ Some Interest [7]Some Benefit
areas within a field that are highly susceptible |[|]Little Experience |[1]Little Interest |[ T]Little Benefit
to erosion. [0]Unfamiliar [7]No Interest [0]No Benefit
Riparian Area Practices
S'I';REM*?I FENCING are Pf;;:: ﬂmtﬂ*;'? [] Very Experienced | [] Very Interested |[=]Very Beneficial
{: l:cie St mooee Dy DEROE ol ar. ot e [~ ]Some Experience [ [ ~]Some Interest |[~]Some Benefit

eld improvements, to provide a very specific i } ) )
place for people, animals, and vehiclesto  |[_]Little Experience | [ T]Little Interest |[ T]Little Benefit
access or cross streams or other water bodies. |[0]Unfamiliar [(]No Interest [0]No Benefit
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Farmer Survey Report

CONSERVATION PRACTICES -- OVERALL M EAN SCORES

The first graph shows overall experience, interest, and perceived benefit for each of the 13 prac-
tices based on all responses from the survey. The results suggest:

» Experience and interest is highest for Production Area practices.

* Most practices were similarly rated “Some Benefit” for perceived impact in the watershed.

» There is a large gap between experience and perceived benefit for Intensive Use and Ripari-
an Area practices.

= fppericnoe == inlereil == bonefit

20000
15000
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Q.5000
00000
% ] & L & iy ]
& o & & - & Gl & &
LLa & - a0 ok al 0 L& .
o
Ny ‘Vn} - n;,“' *‘\_-t- o 11_a_-;.-. - ﬂ:kr s
o ) b oF & o oF - o o
b ar ¥ @ a al
% & = 4] e o o - !
- 1,?':\ v * e & E
& " ot a\?‘
\3‘:' 11-" b o
A o X

CONSERVATION PRACTICES -- STAKEHOLDER (GROUPS

Upon introducing Typology 1 the results begin to reveal differences not shown in the overall
trends. For this analysis an average score has been calculated from all 13 questions for the prac-
tices associated with each area of the farm.

» Those who hold Positive Stewardship, Negative Business views are more interested in
adopting conservation practices and hold a higher level of perceived benefit of installation.

* Active farms have more experience with conservation practices than landlords, regardless of
their underlying views.

=p=0worall_EXF =@=Owerall_MT =ir— {nvorall_Bomnedit

. —

ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE [ALL) f ACTIVE f -STEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +5TEW, -BUS +5TEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS
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Green Lake Watershed

This analysis uses averaged responses from experience, interest, and benefit questions for the set
of practices associated with each area of the farm (Intensive Use Areas, Production Areas, and
Riparian Areas).

INTENSIVE USE AREAS

== EXP |mtensive Lse g (T IVt res e Ll == enefit_Intensive Lse

200

1.50

1.00

ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE f -STEW, LANDLORD Jf LANDLORD J LANDLORD [ -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS

PRODUCTION AREAS

==de=EXF_Production — ===INT_Production  ==de—Benefit_Production

200 - =i
1.50 i —=f]
1.00
050
ACTIVE (ALL) [/ ACTIVE [ALL) / ACTIVE f -5TEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+5TEW, -BUS +5TEW, +BUS +BUS +5TEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW. +BUS
RIPARIAN AREAS
= [P Riparian  —be—INT fpafian —8—Bereft Riparian
250
200
150
1.00
050 =_
ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE [ALL) / ACTIVE f -S5TEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD f -
+5TEW, -BUS +5TEW, +BUS +BUS +5TEW, -BUS +5TEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS

These results reveal the following lessons for conservation practices within these areas:

» There is little experience or interest in Intensive Use Area practices, except for Active Farms
that hold Positive Stewardship, Negative Business views.

» Experience with Production Area practices is strong; however, experience is higher than
overall interest except for Landlords that hold Positive Stewardship, Negative Business views.

» There is also little experience or interest in Riparian Area practices, but the perceived benefit
is higher than experience for all groups.
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Farmer Survey Report

CONSERVATION PRACTICES -- HARVESTABLE BUFFERS

MakmnGg ConservaTiON WoRrk FOR You

Please respond to the questions below to help us understand

INTEREST BENEFIT
changes that could make new programs a better fit for you. in trying practice {0 the wotershied
HARVESTABLE BUFFER PROGRAM is a proposed county 7] Very Interested |[7]Very Beneficial
government program that would provide funding to establish perennial ESome Interest EESDI‘I‘]E: Benefit
grass cover along streams and ditches, The grass reduces stormwater Little I ; Little Benefi
runoff impacts and may also be harvested and used by the landowner. %NI ]e i %Nm; ;ﬁm '

0 Interest 0 Beneht

YES NO

Would you be more interested in trying Harvestable Buffers if ...

more interested if ... all the costs to install the harvestable buffer are paid by the County?

mare interested if ... the County occasionally inspected and handled any necessary maintenance?

more interested if ... a long-term (25 years, 50 years, or permanent) contract were available --
assuming that longer contracts would receive a better rate (more years = more money)?

more interested if ... a short-term (5 years or 15 years) contract were available -- even if it paid less?

The harvestable buffer is a conservation
practice that is not currently available (for
cost share) in Green Lake, although it is
being considered as a possibility.

* Interest in a harvestable buffer practice
is not very strong (mean scores range from
approximately .75 to 1.5).

» Perceived benefit is stronger than
current interest, suggesting that this may
be an issue with a new program having
unknown effectiveness (revealed as a pri-
mary barrier in previous section).

m Al Costs Paid Short-1emn

bLLEE

ACTIVE [ ACTIVE ACTIVE [ LANDLORD f LANDLORD /
+STEW. -BUs =STEW, STEW. =BUS +STEW. -BUS +STEW,
+BUs +BUS

m County Mainfenance @ Long-term Cont ract

100.0%
DL
RO
7O
GO
SO0L0%
400
B0ure
20.0%
10

0%

200
150
100
0.50

000

Confract

LANDLORD }
ATEW, «BUS
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ACTIVE
+STEW, -BUS +5TEW, =BUS 5TEW, «BUS

ACTIVE [ ACTIVE [ LANDLORD f LAMDLORD / LANDLORD /

«STEW, -BUS «5TEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS

Participants were also asked to evaluate 4
possible scenarios for this program by indi-
cating if each option would make them more
interested.

» All costs paid seems most important to
landlords who hold Positive Business (FVE)
views.

* County maintenance is appealing for
many, but not for active farms who hold Posi-
tive Business (FVE) views.

* Long term contracts are more appealing
to landlords than active farms.

» Short term contract were less well re-
ceived than long term contracts overall.



Green Lake Watershed

ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

stakeholder Profile: Similar to the FVE items these are grouped into 2 separate scales with
Distinguishing Variables one group of 4 items representing pro-government views and the oth-
er set of 4 items representing pro-individual views of farming. These
sets of items are analyzed to ensure compatibility and then combined
into 2 summated scales, each with a possible score range from -8 to
+8.

(GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT

& o
This series of questions ask about your beliefs regarding how government & &9 ‘?a} $§' & &e § &
should be involved in private land management. Please indicate whether TS F L & % g
you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: SD D N Y

A
Government expertise is essential to addressing problems facing resource III EI m
management in my community. - ~
Local residents are better able to address issues that concern the EI EI EI
management of the rural landscape than the government. Thdividual

Solving problems currently facing farming like agricultural runoff
affecting local water quality must rely on the innovation and ingenuity of 2 [ [0 [O

farmers, not the government. Thdividual
Government agencies are an important partner who assists me in the II] @ m

management of my land.

Government

Government programs do not provide me the flexibility that is needed to El D El El
appropriately manage my land.

Individual
Govermnment payments are necessary to ensure that farmland is EI E[ E[
appropriately managed for the benefit of the community.
Private property is a right created by government that can be changed EI E EI EI
over time according to changing needs of society.

The government should not be allowed to regulate land management
practices on private property, even if current activities have the potential El E| E
to negatively impact others. Thdividual

O Of Of Of Of O | Of U=

Unlike the results of the FVE scales the 2
Role of Government scales revealed

a normal distribution that suggests
individuals generally hold Pro-Govern-
ment (+Gov) or Pro-Individual (-Gov) Gow_Suppor
views regarding government’s role in ——Gov_indiidual
land management decisions based on
cluster analysis results.

| 1

2

=]

T

WALID %

W

(=

-

-
o

4 2 o ] 1 b L] 10
SUMMATED SCALE SCORE
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FARM TYPE X ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

No significant differences were identified
for views of government involvement in

land management between Active Farms

(combining high and low sales) and

Landlords. While there is a slightly high- ...
er rate of Pro-Individual (-Gov) views 30.0%
among Active Farms with sales greater 20.0%
than $100,000 per year, the data reveals 10.0%

that both Pro-Government and Pro-In- 0.0%

dividual views are distributed across all ACTIVE FARM,  ACTIVE FARM, LANDLORD
farm operation types SALES > $100K LOW SALES (OR
' UNREPORTED)

-+, -indmadual  w -Gow, +indradial

FARMERS VIEWS OF THE ENVIRONMENT X ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

The relationship between Farmers Views _ - _ -
. . 5oy, -Indhiduad @ -Gow, +individual
of the Environment and the Role of Gov- 5 5

ernment is more complex. It appears that e " : -
those who hold Positive Stewardship, Neg- " £ 5

ative Business views are more Pro-Gov- 2o i ' "

ernment (+Gov) and that for those hold e 3 2
Negative Stewardship, Positive Business 30.0%

views they are more likely to hold Pro-In- 200

dividual (-Gov) views. However, there are 100

important differences in each group related ..

to the Role of Government that may impact POS STEW, NEG POS STEW, POS NEG STEW, POS
participation in conservation efforts. BUS BUS BUS

TYPOLOGY 2: FVE X FARM TYPE X GOV

.
|-
.
.
v
&
.
.
1

Tl

W Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus [ +Gov 3%
B Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus [/ -Gov
W Landlord [ +5tew, +Bus [ +Gov
W Landlord [ +5tew, +Bus [ -Gov
W Landlord [ -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov
B Landlord [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov

B Active / +5tew, <Bus / +Gav
B Active J +5tew, -Bus [ -Goy
B Active f +5tew, +Bus [ +Gov
B Active f +5tew, +Bus [ -Gov
W Active / -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov
W Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov

C
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z ( APPLICATION: TRUST & PARTNERS

E . The survey explored several key attributes necessary to building

S e relationships with agricultural stakeholders. Of particular important
S T is determining who the farmers trust to work with (“contact”) to make

TrusTt IN ORGANIZATIONS

We would like to know your level of trust in organizations that are
working to address water quality issues in the Green Lake Watershed, For
each of the following how likely are you to work with the organization to
identify new opportunities to address issues on your land?

decisions that may have an impact on water quality.

Syl A, -
AT ponde
PFFFS FEELTS
RO “F &
VUL UL N I V1 DK

USDA Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS)

- A federal agency that provides landowners with financial and technical
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)
- A state agency that provides landowners with financial and technical
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.

2 g 5 1 O R Y

Green Lake County Land Conservation Department
- A local agency that provides landowners with financial and technical
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.

£ R 1 ) 0 A

H

Fond du Lac County Land and Water Conservation Department
- A local agency that provides landowners with financial and technical
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.

53 0 (O

'

Green Lake Sanitary District

- A local district created to protect Green Lake by providing leadership on
sanitation and related air, land, and water quality matters.

R

Green Lake Association

- A group of local citizens who are interested in addressing water quality
challenges.

21 [0 (0] [1]

o=

University of Wisconsin Extension
- Local university professionals that provides landowners with
educational programs and publications.

(51 g 1 I O R Y

Cl

[]

The graphs on the following page show the results for each of the twelve Typology 2 groups (ac-
tive farm groups in the top graphic and landlord groups in the bottom graphic). Based on these

results it is important to understand that:

* Individuals holding Pro-Government (+Gov) views are more likely to work with government

agencies than those holding Pro-Individual (-Gov) views. Willingness to work with specific
partners does vary based on Typology 1 (stewardship and business attitudes), suggesting that

determining a primary contact is more than just selecting between government and non-govern-

ment partners.

« It will be a struggle, or not possible, to reach some groups and these results suggest that this
problem is most acute for those who hold Negative Stewardship, Positive Business and Pro-In-
dividual views. This result holds for both active farms and landlords that hold this combination

of attitude views.

* Due to the variability observed in these results it is appropriate to consider identifying pri-
mary contacts to take the lead with agricultural landowners in different parts of the watershed.
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Farmer Survey Report

AcCTIVE FARMERS: LIKELIHOOD WORKING WITH ORGANIZATIONS

s
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LANDLORDS: LIKELIHOOD WORKING WITH ORGANIZATIONS
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Green Lake Watershed

APPLICATION: SUPPORT FOR FARMER-LED COUNCIL

Another key attributes of relationship building with the agricultur-

al community is soliciting their input about how they would like to
participate (“the approach”) in efforts to manage watershed issues.
Farmer-led councils have emerged as one pathway that focuses on
building this relationship by asking agricultural stakeholders to assist
directly in identifying problems and developing practical, acceptable
responses that are appropriate for the local context.

APPLICATION

WorkING ToGETHER For WaTer QuUALITY
Input from local stakeholders is critical in natural resource management. Local knowledge of people, places and
resources can only be obtained if local landowners are given the opportunity to be heard and participate, This
section asks about a new way that yvou as a rural landowner could participate in water quality management.

Description: A Farmer-Led Council ...
FARMER-LED A. Relies on the participation of interested landowners and parallels a farm advocacy group.
COUNCILS B. The council of local farmers would work with interested landowners to get water quality
projects completed on private properties.
C. This group would primarily consist of individual landowners with a vested interest in this
landscape with support from individuals with technical expertise.

Question: How likely are you to participate in an effort that uses FARMER-LED COUNCILS for informing
decisions that impact how water quality is managed in the Green Lake Watershed?
Extremely Extremely Don’t
Unlikely MNeutral Likely Know

-4 2 - 0 | ) ; | DK

The survey asked respondents to rank their like-
ly of support on a scale from extremely unlikely
(-4) to extremely likely (+4). During the data
cleaning stage these responses were recoded to

reflect 3 categories: Unlikely (-4 to -2), Neutral W n el
. W Neutral
(-1 to +1), and Likely (+2 to +4). The results, u Likely

shown in the graph here, indicate that slightly
more than 1/3 of agricultural landowners indi-
cated a willingness to participate, while most
other responses fell into the neutral category.
This is likely the result of farmer-led councils
still be a relatively new approach and aware-
ness levels in general are very low. Overall, the
result is positive that a farmer-led initiative is an
option for engaging stakeholders in the Green
Lake watershed.
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AcTIvE FARMERS: SUPPORT FOR FARMER-LED COUNCIL
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LANDLORDS: SUPPORT FOR FARMER-LED COUNCIL
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On this page these results for farmer-led councils are broken down for the twelve Typology 2
groups (active farm groups in the top graphic and landlord groups in the bottom graphic).

» Farmer-led councils appear to have broad appeal (or similar pattern of unlikely responses)
from all active farm groups.

» There is a slight trend of greater uncertainty (neutral responses) from landlord groups than
active farms, regardless of Typology 2 views.
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FPhoto credit: Green Lake Assocation

WHICH PART OF THE WATERSHED IS YOURS?
We're asking you to give us a general idea of GREEN LAKE COUNTY
the part of the watershed vou call home, such -
as Green Lake versus Fond du Lac County, to
help us better understand different landowner
priorities across the watershed. Kemember if
any gquestions make you uncomfortable feel
Sfree 1o skip 1o the next guestion,

Please draw a circle about
this size that best describes
the general area where you
farm, or own farmland, in
the Green Lake watershed.

FOND DU LAC COUNTY
ConcLusIOoN #1: REsPoOND TO SociAL CONDITIONS ON THE GROUND

In order to support the development of landscape strategies based on the social science assess-
ment, participants were asked to provide an approximation of their location. These results were
then summarized into 7 areas of the watershed to maintain confidentiality. Roughly 60 percent
of survey respondents (111 individuals) provided enough information to locate their approxi-
mate area of the watershed. The result is 7 unique areas representing responses from landown-
ers controlling more than 25,000 acres of agricultural lands in the Green Lake watershed.

CONCLUSIONS / LANDSCAPE STRATEGY
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AREA 1: NORTH OF GREEN LAKE
% of Total Acres Reported
Active f+5tew, -Bus [ +Gov [ 1) 7%
Active [ +5tew, -Bus [ -Gav i
Active [ +5tew, +Bus [ +Gov [ 1%
Active [ +5tew, +Bus [ -Gov I i
Active [ -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov  oum
Active [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov  ous
Landlord / +5tew, -Bus [ +Gov [N :7.0%
Landlord / +5tew, -Bus [ -Gov oo
Landlord / +5tew, +Bus [ +Gov ] 15%

Landlord [/ +5tew, +Bus / -Gov [ -
Landlord [ -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov [l 41%

Landlord [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov  ous

Ll 10.0% il 3L 0.0 S0.0% GO

A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Active / Landlord, share +Stew views, +/-Bus, +/-Gov):

* Barriers to conservation: Does $ invested achieve desired result, lack of funding

* Practices: Gap between low current experience with practices and high desire for landlords.
* Trusted Partners: Green Lake County Land Conservation Department

* Approach (farmer-led): Yes -- for active farms, but landlords are unlikely to participate.

AREA 2: SOUTH OF GREEN LAKE
% of Total Acres Reported

Active [ #Stew, -Bus / +Gov [l 25%
Active / +5tew, -Bus / -Gov  oo%
Active f +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 5%
Active / #Stew, +Bus / -Gov I 7%
Active J -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov [ 11.%
Active / -5tew, +Bus [/ -Gov [ :: 7%
Landlord f #5tew, -Bus / +Gov [ o.0%
Landlord / #5tew, -Bus / -Gov [ 5%
Landlord f #5tew, +Bus / +Gov [ 5%%
Landlord f #5tew, +Bus / -Gov [ 12 7%
Landlord Jf -Stew, +Bus / +Gov [l 4%
Landlord [ -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 4%

s 10 009 T, S0 0.0 L

A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Active, share -Stew, +Bus views, +/-Gov):

* Barriers to conservation: Reduced yield is the primary concern

* Practices: Lowest level of interest or perceived benefit of the conservation practices.

* Trusted Partners: Pro-Government (+Gov) Green Lake County Land Conservation Depart-
ment, Pro-Individual (-Gov) unlikely to work with any of the active partners.

» Approach (farmer-led): Yes -- there is strong support, especially from those holding
Pro-Individual (-Gov) views.
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AREA 3: NORTHEAST OF GREEN LAKE
% of Total Acres Reported

Active f+5tew, -Bus [ +Gov  oom
Active [ +Stew, -Bus / -Gov [ &%
Active [ +5tew, +Bus / +Gov  oos
Active [ +50ew, +Bus [ -Gov  oox
Active [ <Stew, +Bus [ +Gov [N :
Active [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov oo
Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus / +Gov I i &
Landlord / +5tew, -Bus / -Gov [N 1} 5%
Landlord [ #5tew, +Bus [ +Gov [ 2 5%
Landlord [ +5tew, +Bus / -Gov [l 2%
Landlord f -Stew, +Bus / +Gov ook
Landiord [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov [ 55%

0. pLile 1 0. 0% 300 SO0 S0 0L

A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Landlord, share +Stew / -Bus views, +/-Gov):

* Barriers to conservation: Does $ invested achieve desired result, lack of funding

e Practices: For the dominant group (Landlords, +Stew / -Bus, +/-Gov) current experience
with practices is low, but there is a high level of interest in practices for landlords.

* Trusted Partners: All partners, except WDNR.

e Approach (farmer-led): No -- this group is unlikely to participate.

Note: Secondary group -- active farm (24.8%)that shares characteristics with those in Area #2.

AREA 4: SOUTHEAST OF GREEN LAKE
% of Total Acres Reported
Active [ +5tew, -Bus [ +Gov [ 5.0
Active [ +5tew, -Bus [ -Gov oo
Active / +5tew, +Bus [ +Gov I =3
Active [ +5tew, +Bus [ -Gov [ 5%
Active [-Stew, +Bus [ +Gov  oom
Active [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov [ 1).0%
Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus / +Gov [l 16w
Landlond / +Stew, -Bus [ -Gov oo
Landlord [ +5tew, +Bus / +Gov [N 1+
Landlord [ +5tew, +Bus [ -Gov [ s.0%
Landlord [ -Stew, +Bus [ +Gav oo

Landlord / -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov [ 1.9%

0% T00% 0.0 Tl &10% S0.0% GO,

A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Active / Landlord, share +Stew, +Bus views, share +Gov views):

e Barriers to conservation: Availability of 100 percent cost share (in addition)

* Practices: Limited room for improvement as current experience matches practice interest.
* Trusted Partners: Most partners, except for WDNR, Fond du Lac County Land Conserva-
tion Department, and the Green Lake Association.

e Approach (farmer-led): No -- there is a high degree of uncertainty with mean neutral re-
sponses between 55-80 percent.
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AREA 5: NORTH OF RirON
% of Total Acres Reported
Active [ +5tew, -Bus / +Gov  aow
Active / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov (I 10.0%
Active [ +5tew, +Bus / +Gov [l 1.
Active [ +Stew, +Bus / -Gov (I (7%
Active [ -5tew, #Bus / +Gov ook
Active [ -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov oo
Landlord / +5tew, -Bus [ +Gov [ .1
Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus [ -Gov  aow
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus [/ +Gov [ .7
Landlord / #5tew, +Bus / -Gov [ '+
Landlord / -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov [ 1%
Landlord f -Stew, +Bus [ -Gov 0w
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A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Active / Landlord, share +Stew views, +/-Bus, +/-Gov):

» There is a lot of diversity in farmers views of the environment (Typology 1) resulting in a
lot of distinct groups within this area; however, the Positive Stewardship views are a dominant
feature even if there is disagreement about Business views.

* The general trend is that active farms tend to hold Pro-Individual (-Gov) views and landlords
in this area of the watershed generally hold Pro-Government (+Gov) views.

AREA 6: SOUTH OF RiroN

% of Total Acres Reported
Active f +5tew, -Bus / +Gov I 5%

Active / +5tew, -Bus [ -Gov [l 36%
Active / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 7%
Active Jf +5tew, +Bus / -Gov I 1:1%
Active [ -Stew, +Bus /[ +Gov [
Active [ -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ =
Landlord [ #5tew, -Bus / +Gov | oaw
Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus / -Gov 00w
Landlord f #5tew, +Bus / +Gov [l 2%
Landlord f #5tew, +Bus / -Gov [ &=
Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gav  o0%
Landlord f Stew, +Bus / -Gov [l 35%

nirs pLie F00% Ja0u 00 LT SO0 SO0

A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Active, +/-Stew, +/-Bus, +/-Gov):

* There are few landlords in this area (at least that provided their location on the survey).

* The active farms in this area represent nearly every possible Typology 2 group, suggesting a
wide range of barriers, practices, and trusted partners must be considered for this area.
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AREA 7: SOUTHEAST OF RIPON
% of Total Acres Reported

Active [ +5bew, -Bus [ +Gov oo
Active [ +5bew, -Bus [ -Gov  oow
Active [ +5tew, +Bus [ +Gov  ouom
Active [ +5tew, +Bus [ -Gov oo
Active [ -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov i
Active [ -Stew, +Bus /[ Gov I 7.
Landlord [ +5tew, -Bus [ +Gov  oo%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus [ -Gov [l 43%
Landlord / +5tew, +Bus f +Gov [ 145%
Landlord [ +5tew, +Bus [/ -Gov Bl 2%

Landlord [/ -Stew, +Bus [ +Gov oo

Landlord [ -5tew, +Bus /-Gov oo

o0% M0 J00%  300M  40UME  S00% B0OM PO BOU0N

A landscape strategy for this area should recognize the following social characteristics for the
dominant groups (Active, share -Stew, +Bus, -Gov views):

* Barriers to conservation: Reduced yield is the primary concern

e Practices: Lowest level of interest or perceived benefit of the conservation practices.

* Trusted Partners: Pro-Government (+Gov) Green Lake County Land Conservation Depart-
ment, Pro-Individual (-Gov) unlikely to work with any of the active partners.

»  Approach (farmer-led): Yes -- there is strong support, especially from those holding
Pro-Individual (-Gov) views.

Note: Shares characteristics with those in Area #2, but more dominant here.

ConNcLUSION #2: INTEGRATE SocIAL & EcoLoGICAL DATA
APPLICATION OF SPATIAL DATA

The survey data, and social breakdown of

the watershed presented above, can provide

i ‘ insight into the practical realities of finding
willing landowners to participate in con-
Social Science servation efforts. This information needs

to be integrated with biophysical science
that identifies where landscape strategies
can intervene effectively to resolve or miti-
gate conditions that are leading to impair-

ments in local waterways. The Green Lake
Biophysical Science Association has already invested in this

information and maintains partnerships
promoting BMPs within the watershed, but
what is missing is an intentional analysis of
both social and ecological data to provide

the foundation for conservation decision
Possible Locations for Conservation making. As the maps on the next page
show this is a complex analysis, but the
data is available.

Targeted Conservation

Adapted from Walter et al. (2007)
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GENERAL TRENDS: OWNERSHIP ASSEMBLAGE

GREEN LAKE’
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ConcrLusioN #3: BuiLbD RELATIONSHIPS & AWARENESS

GROWING AWARENESS WITHIN THE AGRICULTURE COMMUNITY

GREEN LAKE AREA
CONSERVATION

FIELD
DAY

SATURDAY

AUGUST 26 -

10:00 am - 2:30 pm

WILKE FARM

PRAIRIE ROAD, RIPON

LEARN ABOUT
LOCAL EFFORTS
TO BUILD
BETTER SOIL
FOR BETTER
WATER

The survey results confirmed anecdotal evidence conveyed by partners through past experience
that the efforts of the Green Lake Association to address water quality are not widely known or
understood by the agricultural community. In fact, only about 1 in 3 agricultural landowners
are familiar with the Green Lake Association. Efforts to address this challenge must continue to
focus on building these relationships through:

* Continuing to create outreach opportunities, such as the recent GLA conservation field day
and the Green Lake producer video documentary.

* Investing in expanding GLA efforts, or supporting other community (non-governmental)
programming to coordinate conservation. *Note: Support for farmer-led councils should be
carefully considered and depends on who GLA is attempting to establish a new relationship as it
is not supported by all types of agricultural landowners.
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ConcrusioN #4: REspoND TO EMERGING OPPORTUNITIES

SurPORT FOR WOMEN WHO OwN FARMLAND

The prevalence of non-farming households
(Iandlords), that is now an established
trend across multiple studies of watersheds
somoe in Central Wisconsin conducted by Dr.
Aaron Thompson, presents unique out-
reach challenges. For Green Lake this type
of landowner is also more likely to be older
and has a higher percentage of females.
This presents an excellent opportunity to
include a new group in the conversation,
while also addressing the challenge that

har | bearned inolass led us 1o 3 kot oof oo 0 Mversa oss,

T e only 1 in 4 landlords have clear plans for

Women in Agriculture Program the future of their land. Green Lake is not

. e completely unique and existing “women in

agriculture” programs could be contacted
for support and resources (Iowa State Uni-
versity, 2017).

BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE NEXT GENERATION

)

‘_. A e xﬁ:l n
YOUNG

[ELEISEY  ABOUT RESOURCES CAMPMGNS BLOG CHAPTERS MAEDIA  JOWN/GIVE Q

USDA PROGRAMS

Uk programs. affect o N Couness warys. bul i can be il i know The B and ouls
of the programs meslsbie  Boiow are queck SyNopses of & few of e more common
pOgIEmS AN what impact Sy hare 0n young femens. Thinkng of ong s rol hens

ol i e el e T @

While the average age of those surveyed is over 60 years, it is important to note that active farms
(especially high sales) had a slightly lower average age and that 70 percent plan to have a fam-

ily member continue their operation in the future. If GLA wants improved relationships with
farmers in the future it is important to begin investing in relationship building with the next
generation today. This may include efforts through 4-H or FFA programming to youth, but
perhaps most importantly is focusing on identifying ways to support producers who are actively
transitioning into farm management roles. Farm transition is a significant challenge and there are
many programs to support young farmers (USDA, 2017). However, there are also many aspects
that impact local waterways, like land management decisions, that could be an opportunity for
new local conservation programs and support.
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ConcrusioN #5: DEFINE “CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE” FOR GREEN LAKE

HOM0R ANARTI

Orongo Station Conservation Master Plan \ Tuatara Preserve

Poverty Bay, North Lalasd, Mew Zealand

oron 0 Station

Te Mamaku Wetland

Coastal Reforestation

0 ASLA PROFESSIONAL AWARDS

LANDSCAMN ARDHITICTS

Presented here is an award winning project from New Zealand focused on allocating conserva-
tion agriculture practices at the landscape scale. The purpose of this example is to suggest that
a more detailed landscape plan for Green Lake, developed with input from agricultural stake-
holders, could provide a stronger plan for protection of Green Lake and some needed clarity
for agricultural landowners regarding what is being asked of them to protect local waterways.
Additionally, the survey revealed the following design challenges:

» Unlike Production Area practices (high experience and interest), Riparian Area practices did
not generate significant interest from landowners. There is a belief that they are very beneficial
to the watershed; however, how do we improve the design of these practices so that they are
acceptable and generate interest from landowners?

* Related to the landscape scale challenge questions above -- how can we show agricultural
landowners the future we need in order to protect Green Lake? Would partnering with a few
landowners in the watershed to work through design challenges benefit all outreach efforts?
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APPENDIX

SURVEY INVITATION LETTER

Ciraen) Lelke Farrner Survey

College of Natural Resources
University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point

We're asking for your help! A group in your community — the Green Lake Management Planning (LMP) Team -
15 working hard to protect the health of Big Green Lake. The nmulti-organization team works around Green Lake's
shorelines, urban and agricultural areas in their effort to improve lake water quality. As highlighted in green in the
map shown here, this lake is part of an agricultural landscape, which means that problem solving help from the
farming communty 1% ¢nitical to the succéss of community ¢fforts,

The survey booklet will arrive

in the mail in about 7 -10 days.

This advance letter is simply intended te let you kanow aboul this
opportunily to contribute, but it alse helps us keep costs down by
confirming valid mailing addresses.

We want your input on the prionties of those who know the land best: agricultural producers and landowners in
the Green Lake watershed. We are asking you to complete this survey, which should take about 20 minutes of your
time. The survey is being conducted by the UW-Extension Center for Land Use Education at U'W-Stevens Point
thai assisis communities in understanding the priorities of key siakeholders. Please coniribuie fo this effort by
completing the survey and returning it in the enclosed postage paid envelope.

Here are a few important notes about this study:

* Al results will be kept confidential; we're just looking for your important perspective about how to better
manage Green Lake and the surrounding watershed.

+ Al responses will be treated as anonymous and records used to contact respondents containing identifving
mnformation will be destroyed prior to the research team reviewing data.

+  Please skip any questions that make you feel uncomfiontable or that you don’t know how to answer.

+  We do not anticipate any potential for risk or harm doe to participation in this study; however, if you have any
complaints aboul your treatment as a participant in this study please contact Dr. Debbie Palmer, IRE Chair
at (715) 346-3953, e-mail at irbchair@uwsp.edu, or mail at University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point, Science
Building 3240, Stevens Pomnt Wisconsin 54481,

While your participation is veluntary your input ¢an help bring local voices into these imporiant efforts to benefit
Green Lake! If vou have any questions or comments about this project you may contact me using the information
provided below.

Thank vou for your ime and we're looking forward to hearing from you!

Dr. Aaron Thompson, Associate Professor
E-mail: aaron.thompsong@uwsp.edu Phone: 715.346.2278

APPENDIX
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REMINDER POSTCARD

Dear Green Lake Watershed Landowner,

[ am sending you this reminder because your input is ex-
tremely valuable. We haven’t heard back from you on the Green
Lake Watershed Survey seeking your opinions about how land-
owners in your community should be included in making water
quality decisions in this watershed. Hearing from everyone is
important as your opinions and experiences are unique from
those who have already responded.

[ you've already taken the time to complete the survey thank

you for your assistance, if not please take this opportunity to
complete the survey in order to inform this important work.

Sincerely, Dr. Aaron Thompson, Assistant Professor

z E-mail: aaron.thompson(@uwsp.edu
Phone: 715.346.2278

Green Lake Watershed

£ A% College of Natural Resources
g/ University of Wisconsin-StevensPoint

Dr. Aaron Thompson

LUWSP Center for Land Use Education -- TNE. 207
00 Reserve 5t

Stevens Point, W1 54481

APPENDIX
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APPENDIX

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Cirean) Lelke Farrner Survey

College of Natural Resources
University of Wisconsin-5Stevens Polnt

We're asking for your help! A group in your
community — the Green Lake Management
Planning (LMP) Team - 15 working hard to
protect the health of Big Green Lake. The
multi-organization team works around Green
Lake’s shorelines, urban and agricultural areas
in their effort to improve lake water quality. As
highlighted in green in the map shown here,
this lake s part of an agricultural landscape,
which means that problem solving help from
the farming community is critical to the
success of community efforts,

FOND DU LAC COUNTY
We want your inpui on the priorities of those who know the land best: agnicultural producers and landowners in
the Green Lake watershed. We are asking yvou 1o complete this survey, which should take about 20 minutes of your
time. The survey is being conducted by the UW-Extension Center for Land Use Education at UW-Stevens Point
that assists communities in understanding the prionties of key stakeholders. Please contribute to this effort by
completing the survey and returming it in the enclosed postage paid envelope.

Here are a few important notes about this study:

«  All results will be kept confidential; we're just looking for your important perspective about how to better
manage Green Lake and the surrounding watershed.

= All responses will be treated as anonymous and records used to contact respondents containing identifying
information will be destroyed prior to the research team reviewing data.

*  Please skip any questions that make vou feel uncomfortable or that you don’t know how o answer.

»  We do not anticipate any potential for risk or harm due to participation in this study; however, il you have any
complaints about your treatment as a participant in this study please contact Dr. Debbie Palmer, IRB Chair
al (715) 346-3953, e-mail at rbehain@uwsp.edu, or mail at University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point, Science
Building 3240, Stevens Foint Wisconsin 54481,

While your participation is voluntary your mput can help bring local voices into these important efforts o benefit
Green Lake! If you have any quesiions or comments about this project you may conlact me using the information
provided below.

Thank vou for your time and we 're looking forward to hearing from you!

. Aaron Thompson, Associate Professor
E-mal: aaron thompsoni@uwsp.edu Phone: 7153462278
PLE

ASE READ BEFORE BEGINNING THIS SURVEY:
This survey musi be completed by an adult I8 years of age or older. Due to the type of research being conducted
it is important that the individual responsible for making land management deeisions is the individual who
completes this survey to the best of his or her ability.

Please mark all answers clearly, in pen or pencil, as indicated below.
pamplear | O B s |0 O M

» The survey questionnaire shared on these pages is the product of multiple years of research
and the development has been funded by multiple agencies and organizations. As a result, this
work product is intellectual property possessed solely by the author and elements contained
within are not to be used or copied without written permission.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

ConservarioN PrIORITIES

e To begin we'd like to understand your priorities for the Green Lake Watershed,
P 4 P Please indicate whether you suppen each of the following goals by responding
s & Yes or No,
& E: TES NO - gncouraging land management practices that promote good soil
H\ %, . -"j-j D D ]'I.l:‘-‘llth
oy & A " . - -
™, ¥ r YES NO Reducing sol erosion entering into waterways from both shoreline

y i;’-_ﬂ_c. ; ﬂ D D and upland sources.
— .a""-‘ # YES NO Funding practices on local farms that help reduce phosphorus
[:! D munoff, which can improve local water quality.

E YES NO Promoting the protection and restoration of riparian wetlands and

[] [] meeber

YES NO Reducing habitat fragmentation and promoting the protection and
D I:I restoration of areas for wildlife.

YES5 WO  Ensuring that someone who can provide technical assistance for
D D installing conservation practices is available to come out to mry
property and meet with me.

FARMERS AND THE ENVIRONMENT P
By
The nexi series of questions ask about trade-offs farmers must make £ & ;?g = {:_, fe‘.f' Qét 6_1.
between production and conservation considerations. Please indicate < ﬁ? P *E‘é‘ ‘iva = =
whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statemenis: N N

Good fanming requires using all available acreage as efficiently as = =
possible to maximize yields. 1 R i

To protect the rural landscape, farmers must move sway from
conventional agricultural practices to approaches that more closely mimic EI I;__Ll [EI D]
natural processes,

o]
L1l
=
Lty
o
o]
=<
L14]
A
O
= |
=
(i}
o
O

Modifications to my farm that increase production, such as the removal
of grasslands, fence rows, or grass field buffers have little impact on the D E m E
environment,

Programs to protect soil and water resources should emphasize
approaches that primarly benefit agricultural production. m D E D D

As a result of modern agricultural practices, farmers must exert more E m E m m

effort now to protect the environment than was necessary in the past.

The primary role of farms is the production of food and related
agncultural products; the protection of the environment is separate from E E m m
this purpose.

Good famming results from placing equal importance on the management

of both the agricultural and natural areas of my farm. E E E |I| D

A successful farmer is someone who continuously evaluates the

environmental impact of their farm and adopts new approaches to protect E m m

the envirenment.

oo ojoygyp gy oo

-
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GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT

This series of questions ask about your beliefs regarding how govemment ‘._@Fi?% ﬁf _§" & ‘fg &oa
should be involved in private land management. Please indicate whether r'",;j & & ‘?% = o ‘fﬁ_f

vou agree or disagree with each of the following statements: T

Government expertise 15 essential (o addressing problems facing resource = =
management in my community. m E m

Local residents are better able to address 1ssues that concern the = -
management of the niral landscape than the govermment, EI IE [II =

Solving problems currently facing farming like agricultural runoff
affecting local water quality must rely on the innovation and ingenuity of B E m E
farmers, not the government.

management of my land.

Government programs do not provide me the flexabality that 15 needed 1o B E EI I:I
appropriately manage my land.

Giovernment pavments are necessary 1o ensure that farmland is E E E D m
appropriately managed for the benefit of the community.

Private property is a nght created by government that can be changed E E m m E

over ime according (o chinging needs of society.

The government should not be allowed to regulate land management

practices on private property, even if current activities have the potential -2 E E m m
to negatively impact others.

4

DK
L]
L]
u
Government agencies are an important partner who assists me in the 2 [ @ O ]
L]
L]
L}
L]

MANAGEMENT DEcIsions & .
Many agencies and groups are working with farmers to improve land . C?b -5:‘;:
management practices to improve water quality. These efforts often offer ¥ & &
cost sharing or expertise to implement new practices; however, there are é—f o &
many valid reasons why people aren’t interested in these progroms. How & ;‘3_-,“ ;5" éfb
_@ o

&
impartant are each of following reasons when you make decisions about ~
changing land management practices on your farm? _~.§-5 Eﬂég'

Uncertainty about whether the money I imvest will result in improvements

in local water quality. E El III

Concern that changing land management practices nmght reduce yields or
overall farm productivity.

The lack of a source of funding to install or maintain these practices.

Concern that [ don’t have the skills and knowledge necessary to install or
maintain these practices on my property.

Uncertainty about whether installing these practices on my property is
likely to reduce undesirable water quality problems in nearby waterways.

(& & | & [
B
B
=
L]

The additional time spent doing paperwork isn't worth the cost share = E E m
provided by organizations working to improve land management practices. - -

]
B
]
[]
O O OO oo Dgg

Not wanting to invest my own money in water quality practices, as 1'd be
more likely to participate if someone ¢lse covers 100 percent of the costs.
Ry

[
E
=
[
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We'd like to know more about your expenence with

conservalion practices that have the potential to

improve water quality in your area.  The prociices

presenfed below fand on the next pagel are

appropriare for different paris of a farm property and
have been organized into the 3 groups shown in the

diagram here.

Please read the practice descriptions provided below and respond to these 3 questions for each:

EXPERIENCE: What is your experience using each practice on your land? Please rate from () unfamiliar -- I
have nat keard of this before to (3) very experienced — enrrently use this praclice extensively on my farm.

INTEREST: What is your level of interest in trying, or expanding the use of, each practice? Please rare
Srom (O no interest - wonld not werk an my farm to (3) very interested — would be a good fit for my farm.

BENEFIT: How much benefit to water quality do you believe would come from funding insiallations of each
practice on farms seross the Green Lake Watershed? Please rare from (0) no benefit - wonld not improve waler
guality to (3) very bengficial — wonld significantly improve water quality.

oo : EXPERIENCE | INTEREST BENEFIT
Intensive Use Area Praciices ont vour land in frving prociice to the watershed
: a set of l::;'r::u!:h as u?lgf,ﬁrr 1:3]"'"“}" = . BWW g m“‘-’f g
s ‘:::rh ey ufumﬁ o S?m.e Exp-es:ienue S:_:omc Interest Slfrme Beneit
that divert clean water (rainfall) away from [T]Little Experience | [T ]Little Interest |[T]Little Benefit
possible sources of contamination, [T]Unfamiliar [7]Neo Interest [T]No Benefit
:"::: E 5:']10“"‘-"(:5 1‘1"‘-““3""“?" - [ ]Very Experienced | [7] Very Interested |[7]Very Beneficial

res in place to temporanly s 1
sikeial wiste it et bt s [C]Some Experience | [ ]Some Interest  |[T]Some Benefit
io Belda: [T]Little Experience |[T]Little Interest |[T]Little Benefit

[MUnfamiliar [[INoInterest  |[[]No Benefit

i . EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT

Production Area Praclives an your land in irying practice ta e watersied
GRADE ﬂﬁ'—'z"m“” —— ["]Very Experienced | [7] Very Interested |[T]Very Beneficial
STRUCTURES are constructed retainin ; =
i S A i abilie  |[JSome Experience | [T]Some Interest |[T]Some Benefit
arcas within a field that are highly susceptible %Lﬂﬂe Expen-mcr: %Lilﬂ: Interest gLiﬂh Benefit
10 erosion. Unfamiliar No Interest Mo Benefit
TERRACE SYSTEM is used to farm [“]Very Experienced | [7] Very Interested |[T]Very Beneficial
uneven or hilly terrain using terraced fields to : S I S Benefi
. e R S [~ ]Some Experience | [ ]Some Interest  |[Z]Some Benefit

[T]Little Experience |[T]Little Interest  |[T]Little Benefit

[MUnfamiliar [[INo Interest  |[T]No Benefit
GRASSED WATERWAY'S arc inlmh'mu_ll;f EIW” Experienced Bw Inferested m Beneficial
graded shallow channels that are seeded with .

- [ ]Some Experience | [~ ]Some Interest  |[T]Some Benefit
grass to protect natural drainage ways from ) ) i )
gully erosion during a stormwater nmoff || ] Little Experience | [T]Little Interest  |[T]Little Benefit
event, [MUnfamiliar [[]No Interest [[INo Benefit
] =
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¥ : - EXFPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT

Production Area Practices feontinued) o youtr land inn frying praciice 10 tive watershied
r:ln”i-:]ﬂm'lmf‘: a F'“““: that [ ] Very Experienced | [~ ] Very Interested |[~]Very Beneficial
ﬂlﬂmpln:::ﬂ:tmmnmn o mm&'; “1:1 othe |_JSome Experience [[]Some Interest [ ]Some Benefit
previous year’s crop residues without tilling. |[]Little Experience | [T]Little Interest  |[T]Linle Benefit

[ JUnfamiliar [[INo Interest [ 7]No Benefit
N L NANAGEMENT wnvolves [T Very Experienced | [T]Very Interested |[T]Very Beneficial
adjusting the method (L. injection of. _ |Fgome Experience | [ ]Some Interest [ ]Some Benefit
ncorporation), rate, or timing of applications : z : .
to minimize the potential for contaminated lel'llE Experience [IlthIIe Interest [:lelr: Benefit
runoff into nearby waterways or field tiles. EUnfamiliar EN""‘ Interest EN“ Benefit
Fﬂ“ﬁt‘lﬁ“ﬁ_f ﬂl::““ i o seeded | very Experienced | [T Very Interested |[7]Very Beneficial
into a alongside the commercial erop : = =
Defimectly 1 matiage with amiive:or hopsbie [Z]Some Experience | [~ ]Some Interest [~ ]Some Benefit
soil health. [TJLitle Experience | [T]Litte Interest [ T]Liutle Benefit N

[T]Unfamiliar [[No Interest [[]No Benefit g‘
CONTOUR FARMING encourages row |y Experienced | [T]Very Interested |[7]Very Beneficial m'
ot e e 8 4 [ e [ Some et [Jsome bt | (54
from ﬂn“.mg downslope in order to decrease [T]Little Experience |[1|Little Interest  |[JLittle Benefit c
erosion and surface mnoff, [T]Unfamiliar [T]No Interest [T]No Benefit %

‘{
s I : EXFPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT
Riparian Area Practices oo yeotr it Srying prociice Io the watershed
SI‘MREMiI] FEP{CB:G are F}“ﬁ?“ that h;hr [ ]Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[7]Very Beneficial
sl ey g o, . [ e [ Some s [Jsome b
place for people, animals, and vehicles to ml.:ll'llc Experience mLml-t Interest DLllllc Benefit
aceess or cross streams or other water bodies. |[7]Unfamiliar []Ne Interest []No Benefit
ﬂ“?*”ﬂf:”“ STABIL'ZAE}?N are M Very Experienced | [T]Very Interested |[T]Very Beneficial
ﬁmlmmm b;ﬁ?:;;;ﬁi:;:; q;:;.:; [ ]Some Experience | [ ]Some Interest  |[Z]Some Benefit
planting, or using other forms of sediment  |[__JLitile Experience | [T]Litde Interest  [[T]Lintle Benefit
control in eritical arcas. [T]Unfamiliar [T]No Interest [T]No Benefit
WE%?”D SCR‘“:."'S are practices that | very Experienced | [T] Very Interested |[T]Very Beneficial
::3:; ﬂ:‘:::rﬁapggcpm:ﬂ:gr [[]Some Experience | [ ]Some Interest  |[~]Some Benefit
wildlife by restoring the conditions necessary [ JLiule Experience | [ JLittle Interest | ]Liule Benefit
for the recstablishment of wetland plants. E[_I'nfm'ujlia[ END Imterest END Bencfit
‘;F-G_ETA'I;I“‘-‘ F”:‘FERS drepermanent \[T]Very Experienced | [T]Very Interested |[T]Very Beneficial
Eua:::: E:_ gﬂi?t:r:r ar:mi' in ul T::rwmt [T]Some Experience | [ ]Some Interest  |[Z]Some Benefit
stormwater runoff from carrying soil or other |[_]Litile Experience | [T]Little Interest  [[T]Litntle Benefit
pollutanis directly into the waterway. EUnfmuiliar ElHu Imterest EINID Benefit
gl
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Makmc Conservarion Work For You

Please respond to the questions below to help us understand INTEREST BENEFIT
changes that could make new programs a better fit for you. iin frying pn:rﬁrr 18 i swarerthad
HARVESTABLE BUFFER PROGRAM is a proposed county [(]Very Interested |[7] Very Beneficial

govemment program that would provide funding to establish perennial [C]Some Interest  |[T]Some Benefit

grass cover along streams and ditches. The grass reduces stormwater . .

runoff impacts and may also be harvested and used by the landowner. JL-ittle Interest [ T]Lite Benefit
[T]No Interest [[]No Benefit

MO Would you be more interested in trying Harvestable Buffers if ...
D move interested if ... all the costs to install the harvestable buffer are paid by the County?

=

mare inferested if ... the County oceasionally inspecied and handled any necessary maintenance?

EI nrore interested if ... a long-term (25 years, S0 years, or permanent) contract were available —
assuming that longer contracts would receive a better rate (more vears = more money)?

more tnferested if ... a short-term (3 vears or 15 years) contract were available - even if it paid less?

Workmg TocernEr For Warer QuaLity
Input from local stakeholders is critical in natural resource management. Local knowledge of people, places and
resources can only be obtained if local landowners are given the opportunity to be heard and participate. This

E section asks about a new way that you as a rural landowner could participate in water quality management,
o Deseripion: A Farmer-Led Council ...
E FARMER-LED A. Relies on the participation of interested landowners and parallels a famm advocacy group.
'E. COUNCILS B. The council of local farmers would work with interested landowners to get water quality
= projects completed on private properties.
W C. This group would primar st of i % with a vested interest in this
.-E-E:II landscape with support from individuals with technical expertise,
_E Cuestion: How likely are you to participate in an effort that uses FARMER-LED COUNCILS for informing
(it devisions that impact how water quality is managed in the Green Lake Watershed?
[(3] Extremely Extremely Daon’t
(3_ Unlikely Neutral Likely Know

- -3 -21 1] -1 1] l 2 3 4 DK

WHICH PART OF THE WATERSHED IS YOURS”
We're asking you o give us a general idea of
the part of the watershed you call home, such i e i
as Green Lake versus Fond du Lae County, 1o 3
help us better understand different landowner
priorities across the watershed. Remember i
any guesiions make you uncomforiable fee!
Jree ro skip to the rext guestion,

Please draw a circle about
this size that best descnbes
the general area where you
farm, of own farmland, in
the Green Lake watershed.

FOND DU LAC COUNTY
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Green Lake Association

Have vou heard about Green Lake Association’s efforts? They work to promote the conservation of
Green Lake by addressing negative water quality trends before they become a critical issue that will affeet
this lake over the long term. Please select the response that best desenbes your familianty.

D Never heard about Heard of them, but don™t D Heard of them and know I've attended meetings

these efforts know much about them what they are doing or events in the past
Benerirs oF GREEN LAKE e =
£ = £ o
The following senes of questions asks about possible community ._Q‘EIFQ;EO ﬁ f 55- ‘3,’.0 .5? {§§‘ =
benefits of Green Lake, Please indicate your level of agreement with the iz Fal .@‘ = .q.‘ﬁt-" o5
following statements, which begin with “1 personally benefit from ... S0 D N A SA

I personaliy benefit from ... aceess to fishing or hunling opportunities on = 5
Big Green Lake. £l &1 (0

... local tax dollars generated by shoreline development on Green Lake. E E m EI

DK
L]
L]
... #ceess lo customers for local products, such as Farmers Markets, who EI E El El D
L]
L]

are attracted 1o the aren by amenities around Green Lake.

... opportunities for water-based recreation, such as boating or swimming,
B OOO0OE

on Green Lake.

.. places for friends, family, or other groups to gather and enjoy leisure ] [01 [ [E]

time together around Green Lake.

Trust In OrGaNIZATIONS
We would hke to know your level of trust in organizations that are R
working to address water quality issues in the Green Lake Watershed. For ﬁl‘i-&;‘ a7 s‘i? S" é“x ;:.’ﬁ é‘éi‘
each of the following how likely are you to work with the organization 1o &F q‘s? «..? i Q
identify new opportunities to address issues on your land?

USDA Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS)

- A federal ageney that provides landowners with financial and technical | [-2] [1] [0] [0 [E]
assislance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)

- A state agency that provides landowners with financial and technical
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.
Green Lake County Land Conservation Department

= A local agency that provides landowners with financial and techmeal
assistance Lo support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.
Fond du Lac County Land and Water Conservation Department

- A local agency that provides landowners with financial and technical
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.
Green Lake Sanitary District

- A local district created to protect Green Lake by providing leadership on | |- E m EI
sanitation and related air, land, and water quality matters,
Green Lake Association

= A group of local citizens who are interested in addressing water quality
challenges.

University of Wisconsin Extension

- Local university professionals that provides landowners with
educational programs and publications,

=
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Please answer the following questions about yourself, Which of these : _ :

the information will be used for classification responses best ol will never fully retire from

purposes only. deseribes your farming ':mf:“‘d"'g mn_l:'?l of
: retiemient plang? managemen| providing

What is your gender” g ;:::;lc P some labor),

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

In what vear were you bom?

What is your
highest level of

formal education” | Some college {leaving all management and
O3 2 vear degree labor to others),
[ 4 year degree What would you - =
O Graduate degree pansider 1 ba O A family member will

[

O Some hgh school
O High school gradeate or GED

S Y —

the most likely
outeome for your

O T will semi-retire from
farming (providing some
management and / or labor).

O 1 will fully retire from farming]

eontinug the farm operation.
0 Sell my land to another

Im 2016 how many acres of land did you: faeui Whiew Yo Farras:
decide to quit O Sell all or part of the land to a
g O (Tomal) ... : .
farming? developer.
E b. Rent from others. ..o I:l Chisck il that O Sell all or part of the land for
il “]‘: a a conservation.
E c. Set aside for conservation........... I:l apply. 0 I don't knew what options are
o available for my land.
O
g Please indicate 1 Less than $50,000 Drescribe your - P D
B whichbest |0 o000 S100000 | farming opsration [ L Primarly ow crops
E¥8  describes your - 3“’6 000 - 525;} 000 by marking the O Farmer -- primarily dairy
E farm operation = ‘5250'000 1 549'91995' response that best | Fammer -- other: not dairy or row crops
| basedon gross O More than $500.000 | 9€%ibesyou. [ Primarily a landlord -~ do not farm
08 farm sales. than ’ ; .
o O Do not farm [ Hobby farm -- full-time, off-farm job
O

Your ViEws

Please record any additional thoughts and any comments about this survey in the space provided.

Thank you!

For completing this survey, please return it to us in the included pre-paid envelope.

o
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