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Living on the Land 2007

This is a summary of major findings from the Living on the Land  (LOTL) 2007 evaluation. Stated succinctly, the course has demonstrated excellent results in improving the knowledge, attitudes and skills participants’ need to become good land stewards.

The information presented in this summary is an aggregate of the Eastern and Western data sets unless noted otherwise. Site specific information can be obtained from the excellent summaries provided by Karen Frusti. Please note that not all responses sum to 44 (the number of participants) or 100% due to missing responses.

Demographics

A total of 44 individuals participated in the course, 28 from Boise/Caldwell and 16 from Parma/Marsing. Almost half (10) of the participants were between the ages of 35 and 54. Three (3) were 18 years or younger, four (4) were 19-35, 10 were 55-65 and four (4) were over age 65. There were 21 women and 20 men. Five participants were enrolled in the course for credit. Twenty-seven participants (69%) indicated they were born outside of Idaho. This substantiates the program rationale that non-natives need the kind of information provided by the course. The remainder of this summary will follow the questionnaire.
A-K. Knowledge, Preparedness, Understanding and Skill

Participants were asked to indicate their level of knowledge, preparedness, understanding and skill in several areas before LOTL and after LOTL. The before and after ratings were compared using the appropriate t-tests. Results indicate statistically significant (p<.05) improvement on all items (Table 1).
Table 1.

	Item
	Mean Before
	Mean After
	Significant
Increase 
(p <.05)

	A. Knowledge
	2.48
	3.93
	Yes

	B. Preparedness
	2.32
	4.05
	Yes

	C. Understand: physical/social
	2.4
	3.95
	Yes

	D. Understand: renewable and nonrenewable
	2.66
	4.14
	Yes

	E. Understand: impact
	2.75
	4.30
	Yes

	F. Understand: education model
	2.02
	3.86
	Yes

	UNDERSTANDING TOTAL
	2.47
	4.05
	Yes

	G. Skill: tests
	1.68
	4.02
	Yes

	H. Skill: systems
	2.00
	3.8
	Yes

	I. Skill: network
	1.88
	3.63
	Yes

	J. Skill: supplies and equipment
	2.49
	3.85
	Yes

	K. Skill: resources
	2.15
	4.13
	Yes

	SKILL TOTAL
	2.08
	3.85
	Yes


L. Overall 2007 LOTL Class Evaluation
The overall evaluations were very positive. The average score for “usefulness” was 4.47 on a 5 point scale. The average score for “knowledge gained” was 4.40 on a 5 point scale.

M. What Mattered Most

Detailed responses can be found on the site summaries. Three major themes emerged from the aggregate responses to this question: Interaction, Class Resources and Subject Matter Content. 

· Interaction included networking with other students and the instructors.

· Class Resources included the instructors, reference materials, contacts, and sources for additional information.

· Subject Matter Content included planning, soil and water tests, and water issues

N. Knowledge Inventory

The knowledge inventory consisted of 20 items (37 points maximum). The average score was 28 points. An independent samples t-test indicated there were no statistically significant differences in scores between the two (2) sites. This indicates a level of consistency in presenting the information.

O. Practices Planning to Implement
The responses to these items are best viewed in tabular form (see Table 2). Results indicate a majority of participants plan to implement some combination of items. Independent samples t-tests were conducted on all items to determine whether there were any differences in implementation plans between the sites. The following items demonstrated statistically significant differences between the sites: nutrients/manure management, scheduled drinking water testing, pasture fencing/paddocks, pasture management/maintenance, and grazing system. This information is perhaps more interesting than revelatory.
Table 2
	 (Reported as percent & number of  responses)
	Yes

% (#)
	Maybe

% (#)
	No

% (#)
	Doesn’t apply

% (#)

	Well care and wellhead protection
	88.1 (37)
	4.8 (2)
	0
	7.1 (3)

	Nutrients and animal waste management   
	76.2 (32)
	11.9 (5)
	0
	11.9 (5)

	Septic system management
	85.7 (36)
	7.1 (3)
	0
	7.1 (3)

	Scheduled drinking water testing
	88.1 (37)
	11.9 (5)
	0
	0

	Pest management                                      
	81.0 (34)
	19.0 (8)
	0
	0

	Weed control                                            
	95.2 (40)
	4.8 (2)
	0
	0

	Weed ID/Mapping
	64.3 (27)
	31.0 (3) 
	4.8 (2)
	0

	Erosion control                                          
	66.7 (28)
	19.0 (8)
	2.5 (1)
	11.9 (5)

	Re-vegetation of bare ground                    
	78.6 (33)
	11.9 (5)
	0
	9.5 (4)

	Pasture fencing/paddocks                          
	64.3 (27)
	7.1 (3)
	4.8 (2)
	21.4 (9)

	Overseeding pasture                                 
	40.0 (16)
	25.0 (10)
	7.5 (3)
	25.0 (10)

	Pasture management/maintenance            
	78.6 (33)
	4.8 (2)
	0
	14.3 (6)

	Fertilization System                                 
	64.3 (27
	23.8 (10)
	0
	9.5 (4)

	Hay production System                             
	51.2 (21)
	14.6 (6)
	9.8 (4)
	22.0 (9)

	Grazing System                                            
	67.5 (27)
	7.5 (3)
	2.5 (1)
	20.0 (8)


P. Teaching Effectiveness

There were five (5) scaled response items included under teaching effectiveness. The results indicate that participants were very positive about the instructors and the material presented (see Table 3). Independent samples t-tests were conducted on all items to determine whether there were any differences in teaching effectiveness between the sites. One item, “instructors informed and interesting” was statistically different between the two (2) sites. 
Table 3
	(Reported as percent of responses)
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	i. Information met needs
	39.5
	48.8
	9.3
	2.3
	0

	ii. Presentation clear
	22.7
	52.3
	20.5
	4.5
	0

	iii. Teaching aids helpful
	34.1
	50.0
	15.9
	0
	0

	iv. Instructor informed
	43.2
	36.4
	15.9
	4.5
	0

	v. Encouraged questions
	40.9
	47.7
	9.1
	2.3
	0


There were four (4) open-ended questions included under teaching effectiveness. Detailed responses can be found on the site summaries. 

vi. List most important idea you plan to put into practice

Major themes: Well Heads, Pasture Management, Water Management

· Well Heads included placement and maintenance of well heads and septic tanks.

· Pasture Management included weed control, maintenance, renovation, rotation, and soil testing.

· Water Management included irrigation, testing, and treatment.

	Payette 6 
	Boise

	Ontario 5
	Emmett

	Fruitland 3
	Meridian

	Eagle 2
	Nampa

	Kuna 2
	Nyssa

	New Plymouth2
	Star 

	Weiser 2
	Wilder


vii. Please suggest locations for expansion to Treasure Valley
viii. How much have you saved as a result of the course
Answers ranged from “none” up to $15,000. Many will have a better idea next year. A couple of individuals indicated the question should have been framed along the lines of “how much have you spent.” Non-monetary savings were listed as well (i.e. spared headache, didn’t buy a tractor, etc.)

ix. Suggestions to improve educational course

Major themes: Instructors, Materials/Course Organization, Topics

· Instructors included better focus, staying on topic and on schedule, and reducing need for substitutes. Instructors were also asked not read the PowerPoint slides.

· Materials/Course Organization included factors related to class and course length, increasing opportunities for class discussion, organizing the LOTL book/materials in a more user-friendly manner, and integrating all materials and lessons.

· Topics included suggestions for targeting the classes, and requests for more time engaged in water conservation, test results, and animal feeding. There were three (3) suggestions to add vericulture/nematology lectures. 

Q. Effectiveness of Modules

The responses to these items are best viewed in tabular form (see Table 4). The results indicate participants found the modules to be very to extremely useful. Independent samples t-tests were conducted on all items to determine whether there were any differences in degree of usefulness reported between the sites. The following modules demonstrated statistically significant differences between the sites: Wk 13 module 4:3, Wk 15: module 5:4, and Week 17: module 5.3. Again, this information is perhaps more interesting than revelatory.
Table 4
	 (Reported as percent of responses)
	5

Extremely Useful
	4
	3
	2
	1

Not Useful
	N/A

	1. Wk #1 Mod 1:1 What do you have
	41.5
	26.8
	24.4
	7.3
	0
	0

	2. Wk #2 Mod 1:2 What Can You Do? 
	36.6
	39.0
	22.0
	2.4
	0
	0

	3. Wk #3 Mod 1:3 Enterprises 
	27.5
	42.5
	17.5
	7.5
	2.5
	2.5

	4. Wk #4 Mod 2:2 Managing Soil 
	36.4
	48.8
	12.2
	0
	0
	0

	5. Wk #5 Mod 2:1 Getting Down and Dirty
	46.3
	36.6
	14.6
	0
	2.4
	0

	6. Wk #6 Mod 2:3 Got Water/Soils 
	43.9
	43.9
	12.2
	0
	0
	0

	7. Wk #7 Mod 3:1 Water Quality 
	40.5
	38.1
	14.3
	2.4
	0
	4.8

	8. Wk #8 Mod 3.3 Irrigation Systems

	34.1
	48.8
	9.8
	4.9
	0
	2.4

	9.  Wk#9 Mod 3.2 Protecting Drinking
	42.9
	40.9
	11.9
	7.1
	0
	2.4

	10. Wk#10 Mod 4:2 What to do Weeds
	36.6
	43.9
	14.6
	4.9
	0
	0

	11. Wk #11 Mod 4.2a Weeds Pests/Drip 
	37.5
	32.5
	27.5
	2.5
	0
	0

	12. Wk 12 Mod 4:1 How Grass Grows
	28.6
	50
	14.3
	2.4
	0
	4.8

	13. Wk 13 Mod 4:3 Pasture Establishment
	41.5
	31.7
	15.6
	4.9
	0
	7.3

	14. Wk 14 Mod 5.5 Disease
	22.5
	37.5
	30.0
	2.5
	0
	7.5

	15. Wk 15 Mod 6.1 Marketing Strategies
	14.3
	33.3
	23.8
	7.1
	4.8
	16.7

	16. Wk 15 Mod 5.4 Grazing Management
	40.0
	32.5
	12.5
	0
	2.5
	12.5

	17  Wk 16 Mod 6.3 A Whole Farm System
	28.9
	39.5
	13.2
	2.6
	0
	15.8

	18. Wk 16 Mod 5.1 Animal Owner
	17.9
	33.3
	15.4
	7.7
	0
	25.6

	19. Wk 17 Mod 6:4 Farmers Markets 
	20.0
	27.5
	10.0
	7.5
	5.0
	30.0

	20. Wk 17 Mod 5:3 Feeds & Feeding
	30.8
	23.1
	23.1
	0
	0
	23.1

	21.  Wk 18 Unit Presentations/Site Tours
	21.1
	21.1
	21.1
	5.3
	2.6
	28.9


R. Class Structure

I. Participants were asked what they thought about the option to offer two sessions simultaneously during the last four (4) weeks of class. Responses to this question were generally positive, but several participants seemed unhappy they had to choice between two equally good options. 

II. A LOTL mini series was implemented the last four (4) weeks of class for the public. Participants were asked whether this interfered with their learning. Again, participants were overwhelmingly positive (97.2%) and many felt the extra interaction was positive. Only one participant felt the process was disruptive.

S-T. Course Fees and Class Size

Participants were asked to indicate a “fair price” for the course. They were also asked about class size limits. Responses are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5
	Fees for course
	$200
	$250
	$300
	$350
	$400

	
	2.9
	37.1
	40.0
	11.4
	8.6

	Other responses: $325 (1)   $950 (1)

	Class Size
	15
	20
	25
	30
	35
	40-50

	
	2.6
	20.5
	28.2
	28.2
	10.3
	10.3


U. Other Topics Would Have Liked 

Participants were asked what other topics they would have liked covered during the course. Responses were as follows:

· Animal problems, small pets, differences & needs of different animals. 

· Vegetable growing problems, techniques and varieties

· Food canning/preservation

· How to pre-sell crops

· How to read and analyze market information.

· Pomology/orchard maintenance

· Farm safety as a focused emphasis (not just passing)

· Vermiculture (2)

V. Events or Literature Useful
This section of the questionnaire proved somewhat confusing to participants. More details and recommendations will follow in full report. The “N” next to the event indicates the number of respondents (see Table 6). The percentages reported are percent of responders. It could be argued, based upon the instructions and the answer patterns that the non-responders felt the topic/s were “not useful.” No general inferences should be made from these data pending further review and consensus.
Table 6
	 (Reported as percent of responses.)
	5

Extremely Useful
	4
	3
	2
	1

Not Useful
	No Response

	1.  Composting and animal waste management (N=27)
	29.6
	51.9
	14.8
	3.7
	0
	17

	2.  Basics of groundwater (N=26)
	30.8
	27.7
	7.7
	3.8
	0
	18

	3.  Groundwater contamination (N=27)
	51.9
	40.7
	3.7
	3.7
	0
	17

	4.  Well protection (N=31)
	61.3
	32.3
	6.5
	0
	0
	13

	5.  Drinking water testing (N=35)
	57.1
	34.3
	8.6
	0
	0
	9

	6.  Drinking water treatment (N=23)
	39.1
	43.5
	17.4
	0
	0
	21

	7.  Septic systems/maintenance (N=32)
	34.4
	46.9
	12.5
	6.3
	0
	12

	8.  Weed identification/control (N=34)
	38.2
	35.3
	23.5
	5.9
	0
	10

	9.  Erosion control (N=23)
	21.7
	47.8
	21.7
	8.7
	0
	21

	10. Pest management
(N=29)
	34.5
	37.9
	20.7
	6.9
	0
	15

	11.  Soil testing (N=36)
	52.8
	44.4
	2.8
	0
	0
	8

	12.  Forage testing (N=24)
	37.5
	45.8
	12.5
	4.2
	0
	20

	13.  Tour of exemplary acreages (N=19)
	47.4
	36.8
	15.8
	0
	0
	25

	14.  Forage id and varieties(N=23)
	34.8
	52.2
	8.7
	4.3
	0
	21

	15.  Animal waste management (N=22)
	36.4
	40.9
	13.6
	9.1
	0
	22

	16. Tour State Health Lab (N=30) 
	43.3
	30.0
	20.0
	3.3
	3.3
	14

	17.  Pesticide Product Displays (N=20)
	25.0
	20.0
	30.0
	20.0
	5.0
	24

	18.  Market Gardening Equip (N=22)     
	27.3
	31.8
	27.3
	4.5
	9.1
	22

	19.  Livestock Fencing Equip (N=24)
	45.8
	37.5
	4.2
	12.5
	0
	20

	20.  Enterprise Budget (N=24)                 
	29.2
	33.3
	25.0
	4.2
	8.3
	20

	21.  SARE publications  (N=24)
	33.3
	37.5
	16.7
	12.5
	0
	20

	22.  ATTRA Publications (N=18)
	38.9
	27.8
	22.2
	5.6
	5.6
	26

	23.  Organic Production (N=22)                 
	9.1
	45.5
	27.3
	4.5
	13.6
	22

	24.  Networking with others (N=35)
	48.6
	34.3
	14.3
	2.9
	0
	9


W. Change in Level of Knowledge
Participants were asked to indicate their level of knowledge in several topics before LOTL and after LOTL. The before and after ratings were compared using the appropriate t-tests. Results indicate a statistically significant (p<.05) improvement on all items (see Table 7). There were no statistically significant differences between the sites.

Table 7
	 (Scale 1-5)
	Mean Before
	Mean After
	Significant

Increase 

(p <.05)

	Well care and wellhead protection
	2.31
	4.24
	Yes

	Septic system maintenance
	2.72
	3.95
	Yes

	Groundwater contamination
	2.74
	4.08
	Yes

	Drinking water testing & treatment 
	2.40
	4.21
	Yes

	Small farm/acreage inventories & planning 
	2.26
	4.08
	Yes

	Groundwater problems Treasure Valley
	2.0
	3.89
	Yes

	Non-point source pollution
	2.18
	3.81
	Yes

	Enterprise budgeting and selection 
	2.11
	3.71
	Yes

	Weed identification & management
	2.13
	3.72
	Yes

	Pest identification & safety
	2.26
	3.53
	Yes

	Manure and composting
	2.62
	3.86
	Yes

	Nutrients and animal waste management
	2.36
	3.63
	Yes

	Best management practices
	2.21
	3.83
	Yes

	Animal production, care & management
	2.41
	3.55
	Yes

	Fires and defensible space
	2.65
	3.88
	Yes

	Forage, Grass & Lawn production & management 
	2.23
	3.84
	Yes

	Pest Management
	2.43
	3.75
	Yes

	UICES (University of Idaho Cooperative Extension System) 
	2.03
	3.81
	Yes

	NRCS (Natural Resource Conservation Service)
	1.73
	3.34
	Yes

	Soil & Water Conservation Districts
	1.89
	3.42
	Yes

	APHIS (Animal & Plant Health Inspection Service)
	1.53
	3.06
	Yes

	CDC (Center for Disease Control)
	2.36
	3.51
	Yes

	Zamzow’s
	2.95
	3.95
	Yes

	ISDA (Idaho Department of Agriculture)
	2.18
	3.51
	Yes

	Nutra - Vet Nutritional Products 
	1.71
	2.65
	Yes

	Planning and Zoning for small acreages 
	2.58
	3.81
	Yes

	Fertility and fertilization
	2.41
	3.68
	Yes

	Grazing & pasture management
	2.21
	4.05
	Yes

	‘Touch the Soil’ publication
	1.69
	3.43
	Yes

	Marketing strategies
	2.22
	3.31
	Yes

	Whole farm systems
	2.17
	3.62
	Yes

	Organic production
	2.12
	3.24
	Yes

	Farmers markets & market gardening 
	2.25
	3.60
	Yes

	Feeds & feeding systems for animals
	2.46
	3.64
	Yes

	Irrigation systems 
	2.54
	3.92
	Yes

	SARE (Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education Program)
	1.84
	3.25
	Yes

	ATTRA (Appropriate Technology Transfer for Rural Areas)
	1.81
	3.09
	Yes

	Sustainable Systems Thinking 
	2.03
	3.69
	Yes


X. Classroom Arrangements

Participants were asked to comment on the classroom arrangements. Respondents felt the facilities were adequate, though a couple mentioned specific, short-term problems.

Y. Miscellaneous

Participants were asked to indicate their opinions on several logistical type items (see Table 8). The following additional comments and suggestions were offered: 

· Fine 

· Good job-met my expectations and then some.

· Meals/snacks

· Not enough people in Parma for meals, some did more than on meal. More vegetarian options

· A snack during class is fine, but not a full meal.

· Discontinue snacks/meal

· Students need to be informed on handouts that they will need to volunteer to bring snacks; avoid overlap where we brought food two times or more. 

· A larger class size could be a financial burden potential to prepare food, drink paper products etc.

· It got long.

· I would like to have had better lectures on topics. Some of the lecturers could not even answer questions.

· Stay in the allotted time frame 

· Classes suggestions: Boise- evening, Boise–day time, Caldwell, Marsing/Parma, New Plymouth /Ontario 

· Hold class in Parma/Caldwell.

Table 8
	(Reported as percent of responses.)
	5

Great
	4
	3
	2
	1

Needs Improvement

	Marketing, Advertising, Awareness

	20.0
	35.0
	35.0
	7.5
	2.5

	Registration

	43.6
	38.5
	15.4
	2.6
	0

	Required Snacks/Meals once during class
	54.1
	24.3
	10.8
	0
	10.8

	Reminders, Communications from organizers
	66.7
	25.6
	7.7
	0
	0

	Class schedule and sequence 

	42.5
	45.0
	10.0
	2.5
	0

	Location (i.e. Boise & Caldwell; Parma & Marsing)
	43.6
	33.3
	12.8
	7.7
	2.6


Z.  How Learned About LOTL

Participants were asked how they found out about the LOTL class. The majority learned from the newspaper (50%) and word of mouth (39%). An additional 5% learned from direct mail, 5% from a local business, and 1% from the web.

A.A.  Pluses and Wishes
Participants were asked to identify three (3) pluses (+) for the 2007 LOTL class and three (3) wishes for future classes. Detailed responses can be found on the site summaries.

Pluses for the 2007 Living on the Land Class
Major Themes: Topics, Instructors, Interaction, Materials/Resources, Understanding/Knowledge

· Topics mentioned most frequently related to water and soil, pasture management, and animal management.

· Instructors were praised for their enthusiasm, knowledge, and presentation skills.

· Interaction included networking, feeling less isolated, and variety of views. 

· Materials/Resources included organization, handouts, and information

· Understanding/Knowledge included learning about the importance of systems, practical tools and solutions, and awareness of issues.

Wishes for the Future Living on the Land Classes
Major Themes: Instructors, Schedules, Continuation/Awareness, Course Structure, Topics
· Instructors were asked to focus on content, refrain from reading PowerPoint slides, and improve attitudes where needed.
· Schedule wishes included adhering to posted/announced times, need to control breaks, and class time (more and less).
· Continuation/Awareness indicated what participants feel the course is important and more people should have the opportunity to benefit from the experience.
· Course Structure included suggestions to provide more hands on activities, discussion, networking time and a concise course outline.

· Topics included a wide variety of suggestions for additional topics. 
BB/DD. Better Land Steward/Other Comments
BB. Participants were asked to explain “how” they had become better land stewards. Detailed responses can be found on the site summaries. The primary themes indicated that understanding the whole systems approach and knowing where to find resources will make them much better land stewards. 
DD. Other comments consisted primarily of praise for a job well done.

Submitted by:

Lydia B. Blalock, Ph.D.

Assistant Extension Specialist for Youth Development

New Jersey Agricultural Experiment Station

71 Lipman Drive

New Brunswick, NJ 08901

732-932-9705

blalock@njaes.rutgers.edu
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