
PSCWMC KAP Study 

Summary Report 

January 16 2014 

Dr. Karlyn Eckman 

University of Minnesota 



Presentation Outline 
• Introduction/Context 

• Why a KAP study? 

• The PSCWMC KAP study process 

• Results 

• Recommendations 



Introduction/Context 
• MPCA and PSCWMC contracted with U of M 

(Eckman) to conduct a survey of watershed 

residents 

• Study author was MWMO commissioner 
representing the City of Saint Paul (2000-2009) 

• The KAP study method was used for the survey 

• Questionnaire is based upon gaps in our 
understanding about residents in the watershed 

• Questionnaire was developed jointly with local 

stakeholders 



Why a KAP study? 
• A KAP study is a limited social research method 

(survey) that measures changes in human 

knowledge, attitudes and practices in response to 

a specific project activity, usually education or 

outreach 

 

• KAP studies can be designed to identify people’s 

barriers and constraints 

 

• Measuring changes in knowledge, attitudes and 

practices are the minimum constructs needed to  

evaluate program outcomes on audiences (AEA)  

 



KAP study characteristics 

 KAP studies are done twice: pre/post project  

 two data sets 

 Each study is customized and unique 

 Everything is local: KAP explores issues with local 

relevance 

 Limited focus on three core constructs: 

 Audience knowledge about x 

 Audience attitudes toward x 

 Audience practices related to x 
 



The PSCWMC KAP Study 
• Survey administered by Internet via letter  of invitation to 

residents.  90 residents responded. 

• Sampling frame as determined by JAS: 
o 288 lake residents 

o 231 large parcel respondents 

o Total: 519 

 

• Low response rates are attributed to anti-government 

sentiment (activists called  others in the watershed and 

told them not to take the survey) 

• Response rate is not high enough to be considered 

representative for producers 

• However the study yielded valuable data for planning, 

education and engagement 



Study Results: Lakeshore owners 

• For lakeshore property owners: great interest and 

readiness to work on water quality issues 

• Great interest and potential to motivate residents to 

adopt clean water practices 

• Lakeshore property owners = low hanging fruit 

(people are keen to adopt). 

• Respondents have a reasonable degree of 

knowledge about watershed processes and 

functions.  

• But there is considerable room for improvement 

• (adoption and maintenance of WQ practices) 



Study results: Producers 

• Farmers are a tough nut to crack! 

• Study had very few producer respondents (told not 

to take the survey) 

• Activists are present in the watershed, working 

against water quality programming and messages 

• Need a water quality educator to develop a 

producer-appropriate curriculum  

• Recommend partnering with agencies that are 

trusted by producers (MN Extension, local coop, 

crop consultant)  

 



Education and Outreach Findings 

• There is very strong support and unmet demand for WQ 

education and outreach programs. A significant 

majority (88%) want PSCWMC to develop education 

and outreach/action programs  

• 88% say PSCWMC should inform and educate the public 

on water quality issues.  

• 73% say PSCWMC should provide incentives and grants 

to property owners for rain gardens, rain barrels and 

native vegetation.  

• 72% say PSCWMC should consider projects such as rain 

gardens and pervious pavement to clean up lakes and 

streams.  

• 100% of producers say PSCWMC should inform and 

educate the public on water quality issues.  



Civic Engagement Findings 
• CE is a requirement of the TMDL process 

• Many respondents expressed interest in specific 

engagement activities 

• 31% (n = 20) willing to comment on a watershed 

management plan 

• 42% willing to participate in a community clean-up of 

a stream or lake 

• 34% willing to attend a water workshop 

• 28% willing to attend PSCWMC board meetings 

• 17% willing to organize neighbors to solve a WQ 

problem 

• Nine willing to join the PSCWMC CAC 

 

•   

 

 



Civic Engagement Recommendations 
 

• Continue to consult with 

MPCA (Lynne Kolze) on 

CE ideas 

• Consider some CE 

models (Como Clean-

ups for Water Quality) 

• Allocate budgetary 

resources for CE 

 



Otter Tail County Pre-KAP messaging (2008) 

View of lake is blocked Audience perceives a 
“wall of vegetation” 



Post-KAP messaging (2011) 

Clear views of sky and 

water 
Good sightlines for children 

(safety) 



Pre-KAP image (2008) Post-KAP image (2011) 



Findings: Role/Function of PSCWMC 
• People expect the PSCWMC to lead, to set a vision, 

to act and enforce, to protect water resources, and 

especially -  to educate. 

• 87% feel PSCWMC should educate and inform the 

public on water quality issues 

• Support for enacting and enforcing WQ laws, and 

taxation authority 

 



Education and Outreach Recommendations 
• Create a water quality E/O 

program with a dedicated 

budget and tailored 

curriculum 

 

• Hire an education and 

outreach coordinator. Elm 

Creek and Pioneer Sarah 

are two of the few MN 

watershed commissions 

without such a position 

 

• Watershed educators are 

highly skilled. Cannot be 

done by a volunteer. 

 

 



Using KAP study data to inform WQ messages 

• Everything is local!  KAP results don’t translate from 

one watershed to another. 

• KAP study results form the basis for WQ curricula that 

are customized for the local audience.  Helps you 

to get the most bang for the buck. 

• Should not use the same messaging for producers 

that you use for lakeshore property owners 

• Combine education with promotion of BMPS. Great 

interest in rain barrels, rain gardens, native shoreline 

buffers and shoreline management.  

 

 



Discussion 

• Why not use just use educational material from a 

different watershed? 

 

• Results for PSCWMC audience are very different 

than for Elm Creek.  Pioneer-Sarah respondents 

have specific needs and priorities not met by 

materials from other watersheds. 

 

 



Recommendations 
• PSCWMC 

Commissioners should 

consider taking 

advantage of MWMO’s 

View from the Big River 

program – NEMO 

 

• Helps WMCs to prioritize 

and make decisions 

about scarce resources 

 



Recommendations 
• Education and outreach!  

• Strong unmet demand.  
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