WREC’s ability to conduct effective education and outreach depends on: understanding how people feel
about local water resources; how much they know about water quality concerns; what practices they
adopt on the land they manage; and what factors affect their land management decisions. Social
indicator surveys provide one way to analyze these attitude, awareness, behavior, and constraint
measures. The data obtained provide a snapshot of a given time, helping to direct outreach efforts and
allowing for measurement of temporal change observed during future assessments. WREC education,
urban, and rural committee members worked with a group of Purdue University social scientists to tailor
an existing survey system that was originally developed for use in nonpoint source pollution projects by
a regional team of researchers.
In order to assess the significant differences between agricultural and urban populations, two distinct
surveys were developed. While the general format of the survey remained the same, questions relating
to specific practices and water quality concerns differed between the two versions. Recipients for the
agricultural/rural survey were selected from a Farm Service Agency database of agricultural producers in
Tippecanoe County. The 12‐page agricultural survey was sent to 715 producers, garnering an overall
response rate of 51%. Recipients for the urban survey were selected randomly from the census blocks
within the boundaries of Greater Lafayette’s MS4. In order to compensate for an anticipated low
response rate from households in the 18‐34 age range, we oversampled that demographic by 25%. The
12‐page urban survey was sent to 1097 residents in the targeted area, garnering an overall response
rate of 38%.
A standardized delivery and collection method was used for both surveys. In late Summer/Fall 2010, a
five‐wave mail survey was utilized to collect the data (Dillman, 2000). An advance notice letter was sent
to potential respondents to inform them of the survey’s purpose and to notify them that they would be
receiving a paper survey in the next week. This letter also included instructions on how to complete the
survey online. The paper survey was sent the following week and included verbiage similar to the
original advance letter, instructions for completing the survey online, and a summary of the survey’s
purpose. A postcard reminder was sent two weeks later, followed by a replacement survey the following
week. After two more weeks, a third replacement survey was sent to all non‐respondents.
The survey covered the social indicators developed for use in 319‐funded watershed projects. The
indicators are grouped into four categories: awareness, attitudes, constraints, and behaviors.
Sociodemographic information was also collected. Survey copies and detailed tables, including raw
statistical data, of results are included in Appendix D and E, respectively.
Survey Results
Water Quality for Recreational Use: Respondents were asked to rate the suitability of local water
resources for a number of activities. For the agricultural survey, “scenic beauty/enjoyment” was the
highest rated response category, while swimming and eating fish caught in the water received generally
“poor” ratings. Agricultural respondents generally thought that water quality was “okay” for boating,
fishing, and picnicking near the water. This suggests a prevalent “look but don’t touch” attitude toward
recreational use of the water within the agricultural community. Urban respondents also indicated that
“scenic beauty/enjoyment” rated the highest, while swimming and eating fish caught in the water
received generally “poor” ratings. Water quality was generally thought to be “okay” for boating, fishing,
and picnicking near the water by urban residents. These results are similar to those of the agriculture
survey. Respondents were also asked to rank the same activities in terms of their importance. Scenic
beauty/enjoyment ranked highest among respondents with 64% of responses, followed by picnicking
and family activities near water, fishing, and canoeing/kayaking/other boating.
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Sources of Water Pollution: Respondents were asked to rate the severity of 18 different sources of water
pollution. For agricultural respondents, discharge from sewage treatment plants, dumping/littering, and
industrial discharge were seen as the most serious contributors to water pollution. Soil erosion from
farm fields and streambanks was also seen as a slight‐to‐moderate problem for agricultural producers.
Excessive use of fertilizers and pesticides on lawns was viewed as a greater problem than excessive use
of fertilizers for crop production. Waste materials from pets, droppings from waterfowl, and manure
from farm animals, stream channelization, and removal of riparian vegetation were also seen as slight
problems within the agricultural community. For urban residents, industrial discharge, discharge from
sewage treatment plants, dumping/littering, soil erosion from farm fields, and excessive use of fertilizers
for crop production were seen as the most serious contributors to water pollution. Waste materials
from pets and stream channelization were rated as the least severe problems. Views on sources of
water pollution differ considerably between the two communities especially with concern for water
pollution associated with farm operations; urban residents rated this of high concern while agricultural
residents viewed these as a less severe problem.
Information Sources: Respondents were asked about the extent to which they trust a number of
conservation groups and related agencies. In the agricultural community, the three most trusted
information sources were (in order) the Tippecanoe County SWCD, Purdue University, and the Natural
Resources Conservation Service. These sources would thus be the best options for promotional and
outreach materials. NICHES Land Trust, the EPA, and the Nature Conservancy garnered the least amount
of trust, with all three scoring just about the slightly trusted mark. Respondents indicated that they
slightly‐to‐moderately trusted the Wabash River Enhancement Corporation, though 36% reported that
they were not familiar with the organization. Within the urban community, the three most trusted
information sources were (in order) Purdue Extension, Indiana DNR, and the Tippecanoe County SWCD.
These sources would thus be the best options for promotional and outreach materials. Lawn care
companies and home improvement centers garnered the least amount of trust, with both response
categories being only “slightly trusted” on average. Respondents indicated that they moderately trusted
the Wabash River Enhancement Corporation, though 43% reported that they were not familiar with the
organization.
Survey Summary
Measures of attitude toward water quality concerns are similar between urban and rural populations.
Most Tippecanoe County residents believe that good water quality is important for the communities
that they live in for both economic and quality‐of‐life reasons. Most individuals feel a degree of personal
responsibility for the actions they take that affect local water resources, though they may be unwilling
to pay for improvements. It’s clear that individuals frequently feel that they must compromise between
desired environmental outcomes and their financial concerns.
In general, survey respondents readily identified visible water quality concerns such as littering and
turbidity. Other problems, especially those related to nutrient loading and aquatic habitat alteration, are
less understood. Urban residents in particular demonstrated a widespread lack of knowledge regarding
many water impairments. Education and outreach efforts are needed across the board in order to
effectively change management behaviors.
Rural respondents, particularly those who are agricultural producers, frequently identified financial
factors as the primary constraint to adopting conservation practices. A detailed cross tabulation will be
necessary to identify non‐financial restraints for specific groups of non‐practitioners. While urban

residents also cited economic concerns, they also expressed little to no familiarity with many urban
water conservation practices. Increasing the distribution of information about these practices,
improving access to equipment, and using demonstration areas may convince many urban residents to
adopt better management practices without having to provide financial incentives.
Purdue University and the Tippecanoe County Soil Water and Conservation District are two of the most
trusted information sources for natural resource management concerns and would thus make excellent
partners for outreach efforts. This survey indicates that WREC has a fairly low public profile; 43% of
urban residents and 36% of rural residents were not familiar with the organization. WREC should take
advantage of its partnerships with other well‐known agencies in order to bolster its own name
recognition and ability to achieve its goals.

