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Innoevating Outreach to Great Lakes
Basin Absentee: Landewners

Non-point source pollution Is the prmary.
pollution threat facing Great LLakes with surface
runoflia majoer facterimpacting guality of the
Great LLake Basin.

Goals of Three-Year Project:

= Reduce amount of nuthents & sediment enterng the
Great LLakes through installation of vegetative filter
StIips.

= Improve abllity of natural reseurce agencies in Great
Llakes Basin to: market conservation: practices to
absentee landowners.



Map of Study: Sites

Great Lakes Basin Qutreach

Arenac & Tuscola Counties, MI
Saginaw Bay Watershed

Orleans County, NY
Manitowoc-Sheboygan Watershed Oak Orchard Watershed

Manitowoc County, WI




Survey Methods

= Conducted in Spring 2007



a Wisconsin - 67% response rate,



A QuiIckdIntreduction 1o the bata



Important Tepics Regarding Lanad

(% Indicating ‘yes’)

Soll/lland Censervation
Wildlife Consernvation

\Water Conservation

Govi. Conservation Programs

(1%
(30
66%0
52%0



Influences Upon Becision-Making
(I=not at all te'4=a good deal)

Conservation/concern for envirenment 3.22
Recreational or wildlife value 3.21

Need for Income 2.10



llevel of Invoelvement
N Conservation Programs

Currently or previously enrolled in state o federal
conservation programs

Yes 24906
NO 6990
Don't knew 7%

IT yes, type of programs = (n=253)

Set aside (WRP/CRP) 58%0
Cost share 14946
Both 690

Don't Know. 32%0



Important Seurces of Infermation
(I=not Important te 4=Vvery iImportant)

SWED 2.43
DNR 2,41
NRCS 2.34
Operator/ lenant 2.24

SpPouse 2.17



Top-line Conclusions

Low. Invelvement In traditional’ censervation
programs

No natural reseurce agency. ranks nighly: asran
Impoertant Infermation seurce for AeciSions

Yet, conservation cleanly important
x As topics of Importance to them regarding their land

x As factors influencing thelr decision-making eon the
lana.



Set-Aside (CRP/ZWRP) and Cost Share
Program Invelvement

A Closer Look ...



Table 1. Logistic Regression Results Predicting Participation in Set-Aside Programs
(N=551)
» Socio-Economic Characteristics Exp(B) Sig.
00 091 387
» Factors Influencing Decision-Making
» Information sources

000

VU1




~

Table 2. Logistic Regression Results P

N=551)

Socio-economic Characteristics

Factors influencing decision making

Information sources




Key Eindings

LLarger landewners & these with higher levels of
education are more likely to participate in
CONSErvation programs

Not eneugh knewledge Is a facter inhibiting
participation 1N conservation preograms



Conservation Decision-Making

A Closer Look...



Patterns in Land Ownership

42%0 of private agriculturaliland in the Unitea

States Is farmed by semeone other than the ewner
(“non-eperatoer owner s AELOS 1999, p. 248)

Many ag landewners ne lenger live en the lanad
(o even intthe state the land'is lecated=—Duffy: 2008, p. 12)

s lewa landewners net living en owned farmiand::
372 in 1982

42496 In 2007

x lowa farmland ewned by lowa residents :
949 in 1982

79% In 2007



Patterns in Land Ownership

Ownership of agriculttral land by Wemen: Is 6n

the rise, particularly by older Women
(Duffy 20085 p- 14)

Despite these changes :

x \We know. venry littie"about teday’s |andeWRers

s Even'less about ansentee landewners of agricultural
land

» Research which does exist seldom' differentiates
petween male & female landoewners.



Research Question

FOr those absentee landewners Who rent their
land, What factors Influence their invelvement in
conservation decisions ?



Ihvoelvement 1n Conservation Practices

Who IS the primary. decision-maker (eWner or

tenant) regarading consern/ation; practices used
on land? (0O=no invelvement, 1=invelvement)

20% of female & 32% of male landewners

Indicate they're the primary decision maker on
conservation practices used on their land.



Logistic Regression Results Predicting Participation
In Conservation Decision-Making

Female | EXp Male EXP
() ()

Age -0.086%* 0.918 -0.018 0:982
[land’s importance as seurce of income -0.898* 0.408 -0.108 0:898
Retired -1.137* 0.321 -0.012 0.988
Acquired through'inheritance -0.823* 0.437 -0.044 0.957
Own land with sibling -2.732"° 0.065 0.226 1.253
Own land ' with spouse 1.826" 6.210 0)10)5]0) 1.051
LLand farmed by local farmer: -1.429* 0.240 -0.487** 0.614
R sguare 261 .056
*n<.05, **p=<.01




Additional Findings

For beth male & female landlerds, When renting
10 a lecal farmer;, Iess Invelved in consern/ation
decision making on the land.

In adaition, elaer, retired Woemen Who: have
Inherited the land & own' it wWith siblings are less
INVeIVed In conservation decision-making on their
land. None of these factors appear to be obstacles
for invelvement of male landewners.



Conservation Implications

Different approaches for outreach needed basead
On tyjpe of landewner.

Should landowners, tenants, or bhoth be the
focus ofioutreach?

IS conservation hindered by tenants' reltictance
o conserve land they don't own? Or do
landlerds not want te disrupt relatienship wWith
tenants? Or both?



More Conservation Implications

Little 1S known about abhsentee landewners’
motivation to conserve - or the most effective
messages & media to reach these landoewners.

0 Yet absentee landowners; represent a significant
OppertunIty torexpand acres enrelled in
conservation pregrams.

g Need for a successiul Absentee Landowner:
Outreach & Enreliment Pregram
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