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Assessment Tool

sHliEGiNICal Understanding off Iandscape
URCction and Water guality:

o Contextuall communit/AVallues

- e \/isions of leadershipiand project
structure
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Meaningl and Attachment

o AWareness & Valle off Ron-
NUMEnN SPECIES) Natlral
|dNASCAPES, 10l FEStoration
PROJECLS

o SelfF Elicacy

o Self-perceivediroleranad
motivation

e Perceptions off cHallENgE
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Invertebrates

Species
names of
fish
indicated

Common
species: +
birds/waterf
owl (no
species
given),
turtles

Common
species:
deer,
raccoons,
fish (no
species
listed),
squirrels,

coyote, etc.

Cattle, hogs,
pet dogs
and cats
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External

Regulatory Ssues
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Issues 4% Internal

8% Issues
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WFunding
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54% of challenges
expressed were
process-related
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Widespread
acceplance that a
problem exists
involving nitrate
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Accurate knowledge
beyond this is limited




Minimal differences
in technical
knowledge between
rural and urban

samples
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Necessary changes
in watershed will

likely be difficult
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Leadership in rural
watershed
y




Resistance to
changing agricultural
practices.: grazing,
tile intakes/outlets on
lerraces




Cedar Lake is valued
as a utility, rather
than an important

natural area
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Insufficient
communication
between agencies &

residents
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Most city and county
organizations lack
understanding of

their role
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Visions of project
leadership are
distorted and

confused

22222222



Strong support for a
coalition structure
with shared

leadership
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