ANALYSIS PLAN

Demographics:
Whoresponded?

Stakeholder Profile:
Distinguishing Variables

Contact

Approach

APPLICATION
APPLICATION
APPLICATION

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).
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Green Lake Watershed

Demographics:

Who responded?

Please answer the following questions about yourself,

the information will be used for classification

purposes only.

What is your gender?

In what year were you born?

O Male
O Female

What is your
highest level of
formal education?

[ Some high school

[ High school graduate or GED
1 Some college

[ 2 year degree

[ 4 year degree

O Graduate degree

3 Other (specify)

In 2016 how many

a. Own (Total) .....

acres of land did you:

[ ]

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

¢. Set aside for conservation...........

[ ]

[ ]

Which of these
responses best
describes your
retirement plans?

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

Check all that
apply.

[ I will never fully retire from
farming (retaining control of
management and providing
some labor).

[ I 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.

0 Sell my land to another
farmer.

[ Sell all or part of the land to a
developer.

O Sell all or part of the land for
conservation.

O I don’t know what options are
available for my land.

Please indicate
which best
describes your
farm operation
based on gross
farm sales.

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

[ Less than $50,000
[ $50,000 - $100,000
1 $100,000 - $250,000
[ $250,000 - $499,999
[ More than $500,000
[ Do not farm

[ Farmer -- primarily row crops

[ Farmer -- primarily dairy

[ Farmer -- other: not dairy or row crops
[1 Primarily a landlord -- do not farm

[0 Hobby farm -- full-time, off-farm job

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

—12 -
FINAL REPORT | PAGE 50



Farmer Survey Report

FARM OPERATION TYPE

Combining the responses to the 6%
bottom two demographic questions
shown on the previous page (gross
farm sales and farming operation)

M Active Farm, Sales > $100k

M Active Farm, Low Sales (or

allowed for constructing an overall Unreported)
profile of our sample of agricultur- ¥ 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

mGender (% male) m Gender (% female)

Nearly 80 percent of all respon-

100%

90% dents are male, which is consistent
;’x with other surveys conducted in
60% Wisconsin of those who make

50% farm management decisions. It

o is important to note that between
20% active farms and landlords there is
lg: a significant difference in gender

(%) PERCENTAGE

ALL ACTIVE ACTIVE LANDLORD HOBBY diStI’ibUﬁOI’l, with signiﬁcantly
RESPONSES FARM, SALES FARM, LOW . ..
>$100K  SALES more women reporting their in-

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

EpucaTiON

i Overall education levels are very

o 2-Year Degree - similar with the average respon-

. 3 R - dent having “some college”

5o 1 someCollege m S B training.
“ %
§ 2.5
Z,0 -8 Hghschool & & N M | _
=

1.5

1.0

05

0.0

ALL ACTIVE ACTIVE LANDLORD HOBBY
RESPONSES FARM, SALES FARM, LOW
> $100K SALES
_ 13—
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64.0

ALL

RESPONSES

m Age (Mean)

©
~
o
= ~
3 o
o
0
o
3

ACTIVE FARM,ACTIVE FARM, LANDLORD
SALES > S100K LOW SALES

HOBBY

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.

ALL RESPONSES ACTIVE FARM,
SALES > $100K

mmm Acres (Owned)

I 2409
B a5

718.5

mmm Acres (Rented) — ===-- Linear (Acres (Owned))

ACTIVE FARM,
LOW SALES

LANDLORD

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.

VALID PERCENTAGE

I 382

0
™

ALL RESPONSES

I 25.7

ACTIVE FARM,
SALES > $100K

m Never Retire  mSemi-Retire  m Fully Retire

=t
o
@
~
=]
g =
o
<
N
< =
a

ACTIVE FARM,
LOW SALES

37.5

— 14—

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

mFamily mSell to Farmer mSell to Develop mSelltoCons ®Don't Know M Multiple Options
Continuing the trend active farms

and landlords also have different
plans for the future of their land.
Around 70 percent of active farms
. intend to pass the land along with-
‘ in their family, while that number
[

77.8

52.4
69.7

VALID PERCENTAGE

~ 8 , ‘ 2 0 1s half that rate for landlords. Also
HEEIE 3 g S Se IESIS = of note is that nearly 1 in 4 land-

che e | e (LI | P lords don’t know what they will do
AL RESTONSES eSS Slook “lowsaes oo with their land in the future.

121

AWARENESS OF GLA

Demographics: Familiarity with the work of the Green Lake Association is extremely
Who responded? 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.

D Never heard about D 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
B Not familiar m Slightly familiar B Moderately Familiar m Very Familiar
80
o0
70 =
wvy
9 60 ®
5 2 i 3
& s0
g m
a 40 . = ’
I 30 N ~ o~ -
> AR o
S 20 x - & - o
R - o < - = - I
10 m -
o I I [ I B I I I 2
ALL ACTIVE FARM, ACTIVE FARM, LANDLORD HOBBY
RESPONSES SALES > S100K LOW SALES
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BENEFITS OF GREEN LAKE

Demographics:

Who responded?

BENEFITS OF GREEN LAKE

a3 %
The following series of questions asks about possible community &8 ég% %\ép g Qgi)yo &
X

benefits of Green Lake. Please indicate your level of agreement with the S Y &
following statements, which begin with “I personally benefit from ...” SD D N

Big Green Lake.

$
g
A
1 personally benefit from ... access to fishing or hunting opportunities on m
[]

... local tax dollars generated by shoreline development on Green Lake. 2] [1] [0] [1

are attracted to the area by amenities around Green Lake.

... opportunities for water-based recreation, such as boating or swimming,
on Green Lake. [ [o] [

DK
[]
[]
... access to customers for local products, such as Farmers Markets, who 1 [o] [ []
L]
[]

... places for friends, family, or other groups to gather and enjoy leisure ) 1 5
time together around Green Lake. El @

MEAN SCORE
o o o
=] oo
I
||
[ I—
H
et
| E—
[
|

Active Farm,
Active Farm,

All Responses Sales > $100k Low Sales (or Landlord Hobby
Unreported)
B Fishing / Hunting 0.3 -0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7
M 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 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.5 1.0
B Family / Social Gathering 0.7 0.5 0.4 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—
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FARMERS VIEWS OF THE ENVIRONMENT (FVE)

stakeholder Profile: 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 Do o $
3 O ~ K
The next series of questions ask about trade-offs farmers must make {QQ cg‘\o’ ‘13’3 5,:@ & ‘é,oq' & & O&
between production and conservation considerations. Please indicate & Q@ Q@ £ Y§5 < VQ‘?J’ <Q @
whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: SD D N X SA
Good farming requires using all available acreage as efficiently as El

possible to maximize yields.

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

natural processes. -
Stewardship

Modifications to my farm that increase production, such as the remowval

of grasslands, fence rows, or grass field buffers have little impact on the EI
environment.

Programs to protect soil and water resources should emphasize
S . . [-2] 0] H
approaches that primarily benefit agricultural production. - E n III !
Stewardship
As aresult of modern agricultural practices, farmers must exert more
’ 2 [

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

h le of f: h d f food and related =
The primary role of farms is the production of food and relate
agricultural products; the protection of the environment is separate from II'

this purpose. ]

Good farming results from placing equal importance on the management

of both the agricultural and natural areas of my farm. — @ El

A successful farmer is someone who continuously evaluates the
environmental impact of their farm and adopts new approaches to protect IIl

the environment. Stewardship
The results, shown in the chart, reveal 25
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
(FVE_Stewardship) are above neutral —— FVE_Business
(score of 0), while the Business Scale
(FVE_Busines) is more diverse as some 5

land owners are strongly agree with these Al 58 . g 1
. SUMMATED SCALE SCORE
views and others do not.

N I Y I e O =

VALID %
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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 B

e 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.

a

1Aug

(G2) Positive Stewardship, Positive Business

e These individuals hold views that balance

[B}udWIuo.

both conservation and business goals. This

reflects a set of dual-interests that can influence

IQ——
S

conservation decisions depending on specific

circumstances.

diyspae

(G3) Negative Stewardship, Positive Business =

* These individuals view farming as a busi-

ness, while being neutral (or more negative than B

other members of their community) toward

conservation goals. 5

Age (Mean) Gender (% Acres Acres
female) (Owned) (Rented)
Positive Stewardship, 61.8 30.6% i11325! 41.1

Negative Business
Positive Stewardship, 65.0 13.1% 284.9 142.4

Positive Business
Negative Stewardship, 64.0 11.8% 470.1 95.3
Positive Business

(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
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
Farms (~70% hold Positive Stewards, Neg
landlords (non-farming households) are ev

farm operation type. With the exception of Hobby
ative Business attitudes) both active farm types and
enly 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,
Neg Bus
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
300% @
20.0_0/;.—':
1_0'3';’;
Do 1
o
c'-'.........::.'ﬁii::-.".} ''''''' B
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

M Active (all) / +Stew, -Bus
M Active (all) / +Stew, +Bus
M Active / -Stew, +Bus

W Landlord / +Stew, -Bus
M Landlord / +Stew, +Bus
M 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—
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AvrpPLICATION: USING THE TYPOLOGIES

Stakeholder Profile:
Distinguishing Variables

Contact

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.

Application

H
.
.
.
.
:
.
.
'
:
.
'
: 3
. "
. $ = Improvement All Al Al Interest NRCS .
H
E Reduce Yield Intensive Use Production Intensive Use Benefit WDNR
H
. Barnyard Management . .
: Lack Funding Intensive Use Production All Costs Paid GLLandCon
1 Manure Pits
N .
Lack Skil Production Riparian Riparian County Maintenance FOLLandCon :
H —
H ]
Install = WQ+ Riparian Long-term Contract GL San
H
H Stream Fencing
H

g! Paperwork Stream Restoration Short-term Contract GLA
:
H
1 100 Costs UWEX
'
R —————
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| I

Goals

Contact

Approach

APPLICATIC

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.

MANAGEMENT DECISIONS & .
Many agencies and groups are working with farmers to improve land & &

. . . s g &
management practices to improve water quality. These efforts often offer § § $ &
cost sharing or expertise to implement new practices; however, there are @ & & §
many valid reasons why people aren’t interested in these programs. How ,;5.& Q“# - @ &Qf’
important are each of following reasons when you make decisions about S &5@& §‘," éf c\\ Bort

1 1 2 9
changing land management practices on your farm? R S Know
Uncertainty about whether the money I invest will result in improvements
in local water quality. -2 III I:l
Concern that changing land management practices might reduce yields or
overall farm productivity. @ III |:|
The lack of a source of funding to install or maintain these practices. [o] [1] []
Concern that I don’t have the skills and knowledge necessary to install or
maintain these practices on my property. -2 @ El D
Uncertainty about whe.ther installing th.ese practices on my property 1s ) m D
likely to reduce undesirable water quality problems in nearby waterways.
The additional time spent doing paperwork isn’t worth the cost share

] 7

provided by organizations working to improve land management practices. — @ m D
Not wanting to invest my own money in water quality practices, as I’d be

. e . : =20 -1 0 2
more likely to participate if someone else covers 100 percent of the costs. =2 II' E D

m $= Improvement  mReduce Yield m Lack Funding Lack Skill m Install=WQ+ mPaperwork ® 100 Cost Share

1.50

1.26

1.18

<
=
=]
o
<
=]
: o o~
b
=
=
=
=

1.00
0.96

1.00

0.88
0.80

0.70

47

[}
=

=3 «
iy o

. 023

W 050 = § i S’ n
8 I I [
wvi
4 g . 8 = I =
o < < b
S 000 n-n -
ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE |/ -STEW, LANDLORD /
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +STEW, -BUS
-0.50 i ;H.‘
-1.00
—21 -

0.77

LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS

0.81

0.77

0.57
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Goals

Contact

Approach

APPLICATION: CONSERVATION PRACTICES

The following section focuses on understanding differences between the 6
groups (Typology 1) based on their overall experience, interest, and perceived
benefit with using 13 different conservation practices that were selected for their
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 like to know more about your experience with

conservation practices that have the potential to

improve water quality in your area. The practices

presented below (and 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 -- [
have not heard of this before to (3) very experienced -- currently 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
quality to (3) very beneficial -- would significantly improve water quality.

. ) . EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT

Intensive Use Area Practices on your land in trying practice to the watershed
BARNYARD WATER MANAGEMENT Very Experienced Very Interested Vely Beneficial
is a set of practices, such as gutters, roof - . = B

structures over barnyards, or other methods Some Experience | [ 2 |Some Interest Some Benefit
that divert clean water (rainfall) away from Little Experience | [ I|Little Interest [ | |Little Benefit
possible sources of contamination. Unfamiliar No Interest @No Benefit
Production Area Practices

GRADE STABILIZATION o Very Experienced Very Interested Very Beneficial
STRUCTURES are constructed retaining - . - =

walls, or retention ponds, used to stabilize Stz [E ez ST s sl Faiil
areas within a field that are highly susceptible E’Little Experience |I]Little Interest Little Benefit

0 erosion. nfamiliar o Interest o Benefit

: [0]Unfamili [0]Nol [7]No Benefi
Riparian Area Practices

SEREAMI FENCH:G are prfactiees that hﬁlp [ 3] Very Experienced | [ 3] Very Interested |[ 3 ]Very Beneficial
:ﬁeelgci:};)rt)\?err(:;?s :;frl:fi dzn:t]fr;ogp:tcieﬁz [ 2]Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
place for people, it by Al [ T]Little Experience |[ I ]Little Interest |[ | ]Little Benefit
access or cross streams or other water bodies. |[0]Unfamiliar [ 0]No Interest [0]No Benefit

_20_
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2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

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.

—4—Experience == Interest =—d— Benefit

2.5000

2.0000

1.5000

1.0000

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.

—4—Overall_EXP —@—Overal _INT =—d—0Overall_Benefit

<> \i_—‘}____‘__:-.—l
ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE / -STEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS
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2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

2.50

2.00

150

1.00

0.50

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_Intensive Use === |NT_Intensive Use =@ Benefit_Intensive Use

L —h
ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE / -STEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS

PRODUCTION AREAS

—&—EXP_Production = ——INT_Production = —&—Benefit_Production

—3
ACTIVE (ALL) /  ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE /-STEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS

RIPARIAN AREAS

=fl=—EXP_Riparian  ==de=INT_Riparian === Benefit Riparian

i -, O

—a
ACTIVE (ALL) /  ACTIVE (ALL) / ACTIVE/-STEW, LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +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.

— 24—
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% RESPONDING YES

CONSERVATION PRACTICES -- HARVESTABLE BUFFERS

MAKING CONSERVATION WORK FOR YOU

Please respond to the questions below to help us understand
changes that could make new programs a better fit for you.

INTEREST BENEFIT

in frying practice to the watershed

HARVESTABLE BUFFER PROGRAM is a proposed county

government program that would provide funding to establish perennial Some Interest Some Benefit
grass cover along streams and ditches. The grass reduces stormwater

runoff impacts and may also be harvested and used by the landowner.

[ 3] Very Interested |[>]Very Beneficial

[ T]Little Interest |[ | |Little Benefit
[0]No Interest [0]No Benefit

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?

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

more ifcteresred 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

3.50

3.00

250

2.00

=4 Interest == Benefit

approximately .75 to 1.5). 150
» Perceived benefit is stronger than 1.00

ACTIVE / ACTIVE / ACTIVE /- LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / -

current interest, suggesting that this may 050
be an issue with a new program having 000
unknown effectiveness (revealed as a pri- it

mary barrier in previous section).

m All Costs Paid ~ m County Maintenance  m Long-term Contract Short-term Contract

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

ACTIVE / ACTIVE / ACTIVE / - LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD /
+STEW, -BUS  +STEW, STEW, +BUS +STEW, -BUS  +STEW, -STEW, +BUS
+BUS +BUS

— 25—

-BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +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.
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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

\% < 78} \‘%

- , : : SPIFCIES RIS
This series of questions ask about your beliefs regarding how government & cggto $ §F Ly FE
should be involved in private land management. Please indicate whether < Qg Q'f? £ Y?? % v‘-‘?‘of Q @
you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: SD D N A SA
Government expertise is esse_:ntlal to addressing problems facing resource 1] 1]
management in my community.

Local residents are better able to address issues that concern the El E E’

management of the rural landscape than the government. Thdividual

Solving problems currently facing farming like agricultural runoff

DK
affecting local water quality must rely on the innovation and ingenuity of II' |:|
farmers, not the government. -

> Individual
Government agencies are an important partner who assists me in the EI @ El I:l
management of my land. Covernment
Govemrpent programs do not provide me the flexibility that is needed to 2 El D
appropriately manage my land. N
ndividua
Govemr_nenlt paymentz a;‘re n;cissarﬁ to f(‘en}fure that fa_rmland 1S El |:|
appropriately managed for the benefit of the community.
overnment
Privatf: property ?s aright crefclted by government that can be changed El I:l
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 [-1] [1] []
to negatively impact others. Thdividual
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)
views regarding government’s role in
land management decisions based on
cluster analysis results.

20

in
7]

VALID %

Gov_Support

<

Gov_Individual

]

o

-4 -2 0 2 4 6 8 10
SUMMATED SCALE SCORE

-10 -8

o
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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

m+Gov, -Individual  m-Gov, +Individual

70.0%

59.4%
54.7%

R R
(combining high and low sales) and EEZ) % 2 B 2
Landlords. While there is a slightly high- =
er rate of Pro-Individual (-Gov) views —
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
SALES > $100K LOW SALES (OR

farm operation types.
P yp UNREPORTED)

FARMERS VIEWS OF THE ENVIRONMENT X ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

The relationship between Farmers Views
of the Environment and the Role of Gov-

B +Gov, -Individual ~ ®-Gov, +Individual

66.7%
66.7%

ernment is more complex. It appears that o -

those who hold Positive Stewardship, Neg-  **™* g g

ative Business views are more Pro-Gov- e . _ .
ernment (+Gov) and that for those hold AGDS % %
Negative Stewardship, Positive Business 30.0%

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

dividual (-Gov) views. However, there are  10.0%

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

M Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov 3%
M Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov
M Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov
M Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov
M Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov
M Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov

M Active / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov
M Active / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov
M Active / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov
W Active / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov
M Active / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov
M Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov

..............................................................
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Green Lake Watershed

APrPLICATION: TRUST & PARTNERS

Goals

The survey explored several key attributes necessary to building
relationships with agricultural stakeholders. Of particular important
is determining who the farmers trust to work with (“contact”) to make
decisions that may have an impact on water quality.

Contact

Approach

TrUST IN ORGANIZATIONS

We would like to know your level of trust in organizations that are DS N Y
working to address water quality 1ssues in the Green Lake Watershed. For 5" -$9 -;&Q" & § q_\}\ F &

; . . o Y T Y EEQSE
each of the following how likely are you to work with the organization to &y & WD L @
1dentify new opportunities to address issues on your land? : : : -

VUL UL N I WAL DK
USDA Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS)
- A federal agency that provides landowners with financial and technical 1]

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 El

assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.

Green Lake County Land Conservation Department

assistance to 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 [-1]

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]

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.

L]
[]
- A local agency that provides landowners with financial and technical [-1] [ ]
[]
L]
L]

University of Wisconsin Extension

- Local university professionals that provides landowners with |:|

educational programs and publications.

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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AcCTIVE FARMERS: LIKELIHOOD WORKING WITH ORGANIZATIONS

ENRCS ®mWDNR m®mGLLandCon ®FDLLandCon ®mGLSan ®mGLA mUWEX

1.75
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0.75

0.25

% OF VALID RESPONSES
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I 0.71

I 1.56
I 1.13

I .22

I 1.56

I 0.39

I 1.14
I 0.80

I (.33

I 1.10

I 1.11
I 122
I 1.00
I 0.71

0.00

I 026
I 0.56
I 0.50
I 0.30
I 0.86
I 027

. 0.17

I .71

I .25

I 0.50
I (.20
I 0.50
I 0.39
HE 008

I 0.36

I 0.43
I 0.60

-0.08 N

-0.36 ——
-0.50

-0.25

0.14 N
0.17 I
-0.38 I
-0.45 I

‘ , &
w© =]
|n

ACTIVE / +STEW, - ACTIVE / +STEW, - ACTIVE / +STEW, ACTIVE / +STEW, ACTIVE /-STEW, ACTIVE /-STEW,
BUS / +GOV BUS / -GOV +BUS / +GOV +BUS / -GOV +BUS / +GOV +BUS / -GOV

-0.75

LANDLORDS: LIKELIHOOD WORKING WITH ORGANIZATIONS

BMNRCS WMWDNR mGLlLandCon ®mFDLLandCon ®WGLSan mGLA mUWEX

175

1.25

0.75 -

0.25

% OF VALID RESPONSES

I 1.17
_ 1.25

I 1.28
I 0.92

I 0.95
I 1.00
I 0.41
I 0.0
I (.90
I 0.92
I 0.63
I, .53
I 1.00
I 0.25
_ 1.00

I (.63
I 0.56
I 0.44
I 0.71
I (.38
I (.63
I 033
I .75
I 0.62
I 0.55
I 045
I 0.55
_ 0.46

0.09
— 045

| I I
025 - g pe — s 3
E § 3
S

: :

0.75 i S
LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / - LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS / +STEW, -BUS / - +STEW, +BUS / +STEW, +BUS / - STEW, +BUS / STEW, +BUS / -

+GOV GOV +GOV GOV +GOV GOV
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Green Lake Watershed

APPLICATION: SUPPORT FOR FARMER-LED COUNCIL

\TION

Goals

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.

o
L

Contact

Approach

APPL!

WORKING TOGETHER FOR WATER 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
section asks about a new way that you 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 Neutral Likely Know

-4 -3 0 : 4 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 MIUGIkely
. B 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

m Unlikely m® Neutral m Likely

66.7%

70.0%
&
60.0% % e
4 z 2 3 " %
2 50.0% 3 3 & .
o = ®
(=8 -
D 40.0% 5 5 8
o " ES ES @
= ES &
2 30.0% .
> 5 3 R
O 20.0% ] ] 2 9 ] v
X = :
10.0% I I I I
0.0%
ACTIVE / ACTIVE / ACTIVE / ACTIVE / ACTIVE / - ACTIVE / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS / STEW, +BUS /
/ +GOV / -GOV / +GOV / -GOV +GOV -Gov

LANDLORDS: SUPPORT FOR FARMER-LED COUNCIL

m Unlikely m® Neutral m Likely

90.0% g
(=]
(=]
80.0% -
® ~
Y 70.0% 3 b
%]
=
O 60.0% » g
& o R
W 50.0% < & _—
o b oo
(] ~ o~ §
= 40.0% G o
e R - ES ES
> (=] o D'
v n wn
™ ~ § ﬁ ~ ~
o = - X
X s
-

10.0%

B 10.0%

30.0% 3
20.0% ]
10.0% £
[ g
0.0%

LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD / LANDLORD /- LANDLORD / -
+STEW, -BUS +STEW, -BUS +STEW, +BUS +STEW, +BUS STEW, +BUS / STEW, +BUS /
/ +GOV / -GOV / +GOV / -GOV +GOV -GOovV

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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Factors Motivating Conservation Agriculture

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 you call home, such =
as Green Lake versus Fond du Lac County, to
help us better understand different landowner
priorities across the watershed. Remember if .
any questions make you uncomforiable feel Princaton
free to skip to the next question. 3

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

andon

(.
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 / LANDSCARE,STRATEGY:
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AREA 1: NORTH OF GREEN LAKE
% of Total Acres Reported
Active / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov [ 13.7%
Active / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Active / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [l 5.1%
Active [/ +Stew, +Bus / -Gov I 52.1%
Active [ -Stew, +Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov [N :7.4%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 1.5%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov | 16.2%
Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov [l 4.1%

Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov  0.0%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

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 2.5%

Active / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov  0.0%

Active / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 5.8%

Active / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 6.7%

Active / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov [N 11.2%

Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 26.7%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov | 9.0%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov [l 5.2%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov | 9.8%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov | 12.7%
Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov [l 4.2%
Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 6.4%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

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.

e 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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A BVd 7 &
. F
"L FOND DU LAC GOUNTY

%.

AREA 3: NORTHEAST OF GREEN LAKE

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

0.0%

% of Total Acres Reported

0.0%

| EE

0.0%

0.0%

I 24.8%

0.0%
I 33.8%
I 12.6%

I o5%
B 43%

0.0%

Bl s5%
10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

50.0% ©60.0%

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

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

0.0%

% of Total Acres Reported
s
0.0%
I, 53.0%
B s
0.0%
I 13.0%
B 16%
0.0%
R 14.0%
B s.0%
0.0%
B o13%
10.0% 200%  30.0% 40.0%

50.0% 60.0%

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 / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Active / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov [ 10.0%
Active [/ +Stew, +Bus / +Gov W 1.7%
Active / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov [N :4.9%
Active / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov [ 29.1%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 14.2%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 7.5%
Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 12.8%

Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov  0.0%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

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
- 0,
GREEN \_-K ‘COUI Wr . Active / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov _/OOsz;Oﬂial Acres Reported
Active [ +Stew, -Bus / -Gov [l 3.6%
Active [ +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 7.4%
Active [/ +Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 18.1%
Active / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov [ 26.6%
Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 5.7%

Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov | 0.8%

Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov [l 2.2%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 6.2%

Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov  0.0%

Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [l 3.6%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

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 / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Active / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov  0.0%
Active / +Stew, +Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Active [ +Stew, +Bus /-Gov  0.0%
Active [ -Stew, +Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Active / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov [ 78.8%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / +Gov  0.0%
Landlord / +Stew, -Bus / -Gov [l 4.2%
Landlord / +Stew, +Bus /+Gov [ 14.9%

w Ty r :‘_ 1 Landlord / +Stew, +Bus /-Gov Wl 2.1%
mh—‘zﬁ;/ 1:6 < ) Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / +Gov  0.0%
) n 1= N@‘ "L ND DU LAC COU Landlord / -Stew, +Bus / -Gov  0.0%

00% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 400% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

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 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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Farmer Survey Report

GENERAL TRENDS: OWNERSHIP ASSEMBLAGE
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GENERAL TRENDS: CROP ROTATION
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Green Lake Watershed

ConcrLusioN #3: BuiLbD RELATIONSHIPS & AWARENESS

GROWING AWARENESS WITHIN THE AGRICULTURE COMMUNITY

GREEN LAKE AREA
CONSERVATION

SATURDAY

AUGUST 26

10:00 am - 2:30 pPm

WILKE FARM

PRAIRIE ROAD, RIPON

LEARN ABOUT
LOCAL EFFORTS
T0 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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Farmer Survey Report

ConcrusioN #4: REspoND TO EMERGING OPPORTUNITIES

SurPORT FOR WOMEN WHO OwN FARMLAND

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY ™ The prevalence of non-farming households

Extension and Qutreach

(Iandlords), that is now an established
—— trend across multiple studies of watersheds
ooz in Central Wisconsin conducted by Dr.
EXTENDING KNOWLEDGE Aaron Thompson, presents unique out-
S R R EL 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,
ol while also addressing the challenge that
; e o P e " B only 1 in 4 landlords have clear plans for
S the future of their land. Green Lake is not
Farm management education for women in lowa completely unique and existing “women in
agriculture” programs could be contacted
for support and resources (Iowa State Uni-
versity, 2017).

Agriculture and Natural Resources | Events

BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE NEXT GENERATION

upoates anp action  [IEETIEIED

\

NATIONAL

FARMERS ABOUT  RESOURCES ~CAMPAIGNS BLOG CHAPTERS MEDIA  JOIN/GIVE Q

COALITION

USDA PROGRAMS

USDA programs affect us in countless ways, but it can be difficult to know the ins and outs
of the programs available. Below are quick synopses of a few of the more common
programs and what impact they have on young farmers. Thinking of one that's not here?
Let us know and we'll add itl

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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Green Lake Watershed

ConcrusioN #5: DEFINE “CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE” FOR GREEN LAKE

HONOR AWARD

Orongo Station Conservation Master Plan N atara Preserve

Poverty Bay, North Island, New Zealand IR
Poverty Bay

Nelson Byrd Woltz Landscape Architects, Charlottesville, VA USA

Orongo Station
Homestead and Gardens

Wetland

acre

Orongo Station
Work Yards and Office

Maraetaha Bridge

Maraetaha Citrus Blocks
14 hectares

Whakorekoretekai L 3 3 s Te Mama%l(g

Ngai Tamanuhiri Cemetery - = = acres

Wetland

Coastal Reforestation
3 sd

E=—= AMERICAN SOCIETY OF
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

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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Factors Motivating Conservation Agriculture
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APPENDIX

SURVEY INVITATION LETTER

)\ College of Natural Resources
University of Wisconsin -Stevens Point

Were asking for your help! A group in your community — the Green Lake Management Planning (LMP) Team —
is 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 1s part of an agricultural landscape, which means that problem solving help from the
farming community is critical to the success of community efforts.

The survey booklet will arrive

in the mail in about 7 -10 days.

This advance letter is simply intended to let you know about this
opportunity to contribute, but it also helps us keep costs down by

confirming valid mailing addresses.

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 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 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 irbchair@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

APPENDIX
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APPENDIX

REMINDER POSTCARD

Dear Green Lake Watershed Landowner,

I 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.

If 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 Lalke Watershed

% College of Natural Resources
University of Wisconsin -Stevens Point

Dr. Aaron Thompson

UWSP Center for Land Use Education -- TNR 207
800 Reserve St

Stevens Point, WI 54481

APPENDIX
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APPENDIX

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Greeni Lake)

=8 3
[elifnsr S urvey

% College of Natural Resources
University of Wisconsin-StevensPoint

Were asking for your help! A group in your
community — the Green Lake Management
Planning (LMP) Team — is 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 is part of an agricultural landscape,
which means that problem solving help from
the farming community is critical to the
success of community efforts.

B@Sn

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 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 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 irbchair@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
Z E-mail: aaron.thompson@uwsp.edu Phone: 715.346.2278
PLEASE READ BEFORE BEGINNING THIS SURVEY:

This survey must be completed by an adult 18 years of age or older. Due to the type of research being conducted
it is important that the individual responsible for making land management decisions 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.

Example “A” D D Zl Example “B” D D 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

CONSERVATION PRIORITIES

To begin we’d like to understand your priorities for the Green Lake Watershed.
Please indicate whether you support each of the following goals by responding
Yes or No.

YES

YES Redueing soil erosion entering into waterways from both shoreline

NO
[l
NO
@ |:| |:] and upland sources.
NO
Ll

Encouraging land management practices that promote good soil

health.

{ : @ YES Funding practices on local farms that help reduce phosphorus
) ﬁ D runoff, which can improve local water quality.
YES NO

Promoting the protection and restoration of riparian wetlands and

D D marshes.

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

YES NO  Ensuring that someone who can provide technical assistance for
|:| D installing conservation practices is available to come out to my
property and meet with me.

FARMERS AND THE ENVIRONMENT & &
FE E o & o~
The next series of questions ask about trade-offs farmers must make L & & & & @Q & & =&
: e : ; s 5. & F sFFE QL
between production and conservation considerations. Please indicate Q& ,%‘b YSo qu &
whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: SD D N A SATDE
Good farming requires using all available acreage as efficiently as ) 0 3
possible to maximize yields. - E’ L II' £
To protect the rural landscape, farmers must move away from
conventional agricultural practices to approaches that more closely mimic -2 El
natural processes.
Modifications to my farm that increase production, such as the removal
of grasslands, fence rows, or grass field buffers have little impact on the -2 E |I|

environment.

Programs to protect soil and water resources should emphasize
approaches that primarily benefit agricultural production.

i
H

[0 O [0 [

As a result of modern agricultural practices, farmers must exert more
effort now to protect the environment than was necessary in the past.

1
)

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

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

2] B[] [0 2]

A successful farmer is someone who continuously evaluates the

environmental impact of their farm and adopts new approaches to protect

the environment.

(ol gygjp O oj|o

o

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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APPENDIX

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

(GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT

&
Q-Q\a ;S? 73" oy Q@ %y
This series of questions ask about your beliefs regarding how government & & m’% §°’ S £ 8§ Sé
should be involved in private land management. Please indicate whether 2 Q-E? & ‘33 @ Y’QB < &5
you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: SD D N . SA DK
Government expertise is essential to addressing problems facing resource — lI] II'

management in my community.

Local residents are better able to address issues that concern the 5 EI

management of the rural landscape than the government.

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

farmers, not the government.

Government agencies are an important partner who assists me in the
management of my land.

[5e)

Government programs do not provide me the flexibility that is needed to 5
appropriately manage my land.

(]

Government payments are necessary to ensure that farmland is 5
appropriately managed for the benefit of the community.

(]

2

Private property is a right created by government that can be changed El

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 -
to negatively impact others.

L]
L]
L]
[0 [0 OO 2] L
L]
L]
L]
L]

(]

MANAGEMENT DECISIONS & .
Many agencies and groups are working with farmers to improve land %, {gf'" é;}‘
management practices to improve water quality. These efforts often offer § & & &
cost sharing or expertise to implement new practices; however, there are L i & ,:‘PQ
many valid reasons why people aren’t interested in these programs. How § & & &
. . . = &5 F N F 8
important are each of following reasons when you make decisions about $ & $ C\? BT
changing land management practices on your farm? oD %c? %‘2? %6’ AL Know

Uncertainty about whether the money I invest will result in improvements

in local water quality. -2

Concern that changing land management practices might reduce yields or

overall farm productivity. -2

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

Concern that I 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.

]
]
-1
[]
HiER RN AN

The additional time spent doing paperwork isn’t worth the cost share
; T : > : -2 -1 0 1 2
provided by organizations working to improve land management practices.
Not wanting to invest my own money in water quality practices, as I’d be
: o & -2 0 ] 2
more likely to participate if someone else covers 100 percent of the costs. El

.

» 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

en Lake Watershed

(=

CONSERVATION PRACTICES

We’d like to know more about your experience with Ak
conservation practices that have the potential to Z i
improve water quality in your area. The practices
presented below (and 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 of this before to (3) very experienced -- currently 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
Jfrom (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

quality to (3) very beneficial -- would significantly improve water quality.

. ) i EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT
Intensive Use Area Pracfices on your land in Irying practice to the watershed
BARNY?RD WATERhMAN AGEME?IT [ ] Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[]Very Beneficial
;jri:::r(;s I;rxf‘::ll::;;;::ds aZfztt}t.zS};;io s Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
et et aliesm e (r;;infan) away from E]Little Experience |I|Little Interest |I|Little Benefit
possible sources of contamination. [0 ]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
WASTE STO_RA;;E i °°n5tm°_t1"d []Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[=]Very Beneficial
::;lnizr:: aE :‘:Iﬁ tlijl ?:Z:g ;Zn;ﬁzggg :;;rl?e 4 Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
to fields. [[]Little Experience | [1]Little Interest  |[ T]Little Benefit
[0]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
. . EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT
Production Area Practices on your land in trying practice to the watershed
GRADE STABILIZATION o [ Very Experienced | [ 7] Very Interested |[ ] Very Beneficial
STRUCTURES are constructed retaining = . = =
walls, or retention ponds, used to stabilize Some Experience | [ ]Some Interest  |[2]Some Benefit
areas within a field that are highly susceptible |[|]Little Experience |[T]Little Interest |[T]Little Benefit
to erosion. [(]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [7]No Benefit
TERRACE{I?YSTE.M is used to f;mﬁ s []Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[]Very Beneficial
t 1 t o
xx;s;;siine;ﬁzi?;ge :::1::;. “E 1 T]some Experience | [7]Some Interest  |[7]Some Benefit
[T]Little Experience | [T ]Little Interest ([ T]Little Benefit
[(]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [7]No Benefit
GRASSED WATERWAYS are intentionally | very Experienced | [3 ] Very Interested |[3]Very Beneficial
graded shallow channels that are seeded with |= q
grass to protect natural drainage ways from Some Experience | [~ |Some Interest  |[Z]Some Benefit
gully erosion during a stormwater runoff [T]Little Experience |[1]Little Interest ([ T]Little Benefit
event. [ 0]Unfamiliar [ 0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
4

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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APPENDIX

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

. . . EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT
Production Area Practices (contnm ed) on your land in trying practice to the watershed
?0 TIL_I; ;’_LAP;TING i; a Pfa_"ticl: that [ ] Very Experienced | [ 7] Very Interested |[]Very Beneficial
allrl':) I‘S:i;:pl;;t;;;‘;c:cﬂr :?:;E i:l{to the [2]Some Experience Some Interest  |[2]Some Benefit
previous year’s crop residues without tilling. || | JLittle Experience | [ T]Little Interest |[ ]Little Benefit

[0]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
NdUTBIElle MﬁlNchMENT involves [7]Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[]Very Beneficial
t t {=h t .
?ni z::itiozgniat: 05-1 t?n:il:;];colfo;);lica tions Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
to minimize the pot,ential for contaminated || JLittle Experience | [ T]Little Interest [ ]Little Benefit
runoff into nearby waterways or field tiles. [0 ]Unfamiliar [0 ]No Interest [0]No Benefit
.COVEER;ITOPS. ;re }Il’la“ts that af:lse‘:ded []Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[]Very Beneficial
t t o
;r;i;ZriE( t:ﬂi:ﬁ:;:so; :f;lir:srs: inf;l‘):ve [2]Some Experience |[Z]Some Interest |[Z]Some Benefit
soil health. [T]Little Experience |[T]Little Interest |[ T]Little Benefit
Unfamiliar No Interest No Benefit
CONTOUR FARMINI? e“?ﬁ’“fag?; LOH 4 [ ] Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested |[ 5] Very Beneficial
:{;ﬁ)ﬂr;gtﬁ;icxz:i’ tiu;reilf:lt ;i;;ivifesran [ 2 ]Some Experience Some Interest  |[ 2 ]Some Benefit
— ﬂC:wing downslope in order to decrease ||| Little Experience [[T]Little Interest ([ T]Little Benefit
erosion and surface runoff. [0]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
. X EXPERIENCE INTEREST BENEFIT
Riparian Area Practices on your land in trying practice to the watershed
SEREAMI FEN_CH:G At prfactic.:es that hfllp [ ] Very Experienced | [ =] Very Interested |[ 5] Very Beneficial
;eellcl(l?njfr]o::gfelxs zoL;aSrlgfi dzn:]:/lfr;(o;pztcigl [2]Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
place for people, an’imals, and vehicles to [[]Little Experience | [ T]Little Interest |[ T]Little Benefit
access or cross streams or other water bodies. Unfamiliar No Interest No Benefit
STREAMBANK STABILIZATION are 3| Very Experienced | [ 3 | Very Interested || 3] Very Beneficial
ices desioned bili Ty EXp Ty ery
t t t t .
g;i‘:eﬁet;;:;rglﬁeo ¢ :;;e:t:::;lsbi ;;:erl)gr Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
planting, or using other forms of sediment || ]Little Experience | [T]Little Interest |[T]Little Benefit
control in critical areas. [0]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
WETLZ?ND SCRAPES are practices that []Very Experienced | [ 2] Very Interested |[ 5] Very Beneficial
f;g:ieﬂs;;?;;;ggii;gvlizp::gg:g; Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
wildlife by restoring the conditions necessary ||| Little Experience | [T]Little Interest  |[T]Little Benefit
for the reestablishment of wetland plants. Unfamiliar No Interest No Benefit
VIEG_ETAFI;IVE BU:FERS arf permanent | Very Experienced | [ ] Very Interested ([ ] Very Beneficial
t; t .
E:;::ii Zit;?e ti::ﬂj?::f;ﬂi;?f ;:revent Some Experience Some Interest Some Benefit
stormwater runoff from carrying soil or other ||| Little Experience |[T]Little Interest ([ T]Little Benefit
pollutants directly into the waterway. [0]Unfamiliar [0]No Interest [0]No Benefit
5

13

C
N
9

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

MAKING CONSERVATION WORK FOR YOU
Please respond to the questions below to help us understand

grass cover along streams and ditches. The grass reduces stormwater
runoff impacts and may also be harvested and used by the landowner.

INTEREST BENEFIT
changes that could make new programs a better fit for you. in trying practice to the watershed
HARVESTABLE BUFFER PROGRAM is a proposed county [2]Very Interested ([ ]Very Beneficial

government program that would provide funding to establish perennial Some Interest Some Benefit
[[]Little Interest  |[ T]Little Benefit
[0]No Interest [0]No Benefit

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?

more 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?

.-
d

WORKING TOGETHER FOR WATER 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
section asks about a new way that you 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

N Lake Watershe

decisions that impact how water quality is managed in the Green Lake Watershed?

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

O Extremely Extremely Don’t
) Unlikely Neutral Likely Know
-4 -3 20 -1 0 1 2 3 4 DK

WHICH PART OF THE WATERSHED IS YOURS?
We’re asking you to give us a general idea of
the part of the watershed you call home, such R A COUNTY
as Green Lake versus Fond du Lac County, to
help us better understand different landowner
priorities across the watershed. Remember if
any questions make you uncomfortable feel

Princeton’
Jiree to skip to the next question. 4

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

» 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

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.

D Never heard about D 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
BENEFITS OF GREEN LAKE §‘ & & S
The following series of questions asks about possible community & c;é% q;% éb _@}J {QQ & & §
K " PN &
benefits of Green Lake. Please indicate your level of agreement with the 2 ) Q@ = .QSO < ,{So 9 4:5‘
following statements, which begin with “I personally benefit from ...” SO D N A SA DK

I personally benefit from ... access to fishing or hunting opportunities on
Big Green Lake.

\

9|
[+
=

... local tax dollars generated by shoreline development on Green Lake.

=
38
E

... access to customers for local produets, such as Farmers Markets, who
are attracted to the area by amenities around Green Lake.

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

[
=]
[
E

=
=
[-]
[
O (4| O |dj o

... places for friends, family, or other groups to gather and enjoy leisure
time together around Green Lake.

‘
b2
=

TrusT IN ORGANIZATIONS

We would like to know your level of trust in organizations that are S > o
working to address water quality issues in the Green Lake Watershed. For E’;“%& -\33') & @ ) z\?’ Q§
each of the following how likely are you to work with the organization to 5 &FEJ o &

identify new opportunities to address issues on your land?

USDA Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS)
- A federal agency that provides landowners with financial and technical [-1] [1]

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 m El

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 technical -2 III
assistance to support the installation and upkeep of conservation practices.

Fond du Lac County Land and Water Conservation Department

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 | [-2 El
sanitation and related air, land, and water quality matters.

Green Lake Association

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

University of Wisconsin Extension

- Local university professionals that provides landowners with m m

educational programs and publications.

L]
[]
L]
- A local agency that provides landowners with financial and technical 2] [1] ]
L]
L]
[]

e

» 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

purposes only.

What is your
highest level of
formal education?

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

What is your gender?

In what year were you born?

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

O Male
O Female

[

3 Some high school
[ High school graduate or GED

[ Some college
[ 2 year degree
[ 4 year degree

O Graduate degree

1 Other (specify)

a. Own (Total) .....

In 2016 how many acres of land did you:

[ ]

Which of these
responses best
describes your
retirement plans?

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

[0 I will never fully retire from
farming (retaining control of
management and providing
some labor).

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

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

O A family member will
continue the farm operation.

0 Sell my land to another
farmer.

O Sell all or part of the land to a

farming? developer.
O Sell all or part of the land for
b: ‘Reént fromothers. ..o nnmunnns I:] Check all that ot
¢. Set aside for conservation........... apply. [0 I don’t know what options are

L ]

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

available for my land.

Please indicate
which best
describes your
farm operation
based on gross
farm sales.

[ Less than $50,000
[ $50,000 - $100,000
=3 $100,000 - $250,000
3 $250,000 - $499,999
[ More than $500,000
[ Do not farm

[J Farmer -- primarily row crops

] Farmer -- primarily dairy

[ Farmer -- other: not dairy or row crops
[ Primarily a landlord -- do not farm

[] Hobby farm -- full-time, off-farm job

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.

—8—

» The survey questionnaire shared on these pages is the product of multiple years of research
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within are not to be used or copied without written permission.

— 51—
FINAL REPORT | PAGE 89





