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Executive Summary
Connecting Communities
n the next 30 years, Michigan’s
Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Region is predicted to experience
unprecedented growth and land use
change. In fact, land in this region is
already being developed faster than ever
before. Even though the population in
its communities has remained stable,
growth continues to convert this region’s
landscape into a developed environment.

I

This rapid land consumption and the
fragmented open spaces that result are
the primary conservation challenges facing
the nation, Michigan, and the Genesee,
Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region today.
As part of an ongoing focus on
regional land use issues and as a means
of building awareness about the value of
green and open space, Greenlinks was
formed in the fall of 2003 through the
Flint River Watershed Coalition and the
University of Michigan – Flint’s Center for
Applied Environmental Research. Funding
for Greenlinks has been made possible
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through the generous support of the
Ruth Mott Foundation, the Saginaw Bay
Watershed Initiative Network, Flint Rotary,
the Kodak American Greenways Program,
and the Michigan State University Land
Policy Institute.
Through the development of a regional
green infrastructure network, Greenlinks
envisions “connected communities, both
natural and cultural, created through
regional collaboration and effective
planning that protects and enhances
our region's green infrastructure.”
Using a science and community based
approach to identify land best suited for
conservation and recreation throughout the
Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region,
Greenlinks is working to provide a framework – a green infrastructure network –
for resource protection and conservation
activities. With successful implementation
and proper management, this approach
will help ensure the sustainability of the
region's natural resources. Greenlinks has
taken significant steps toward meeting this
challenge, and this Conservation Needs

Assessment is offered as one tool that can
assist communities and organizations as
the difficult work of implementation begins.

Conservation
Needs Assessment
This Conservation Needs Assessment was
conducted to gain a better understanding
of local residents’ perspectives on conservation and recreation in their communities.
Michigan State University’s Department
of Community, Agriculture, Recreation,
and Resource Studies led the Needs
Assessment in collaboration with staff from
the University of Michigan – Flint’s Center
for Applied Environmental Research and
the National Park Service’s Rivers, Trails,
and Conservation Assistance Program. The
Assessment included three components
that were conducted in 2005 – a parks
and recreation plan review, focus groups
with major stakeholders and key decision
makers, and a random sample mail survey
of residents in Genesee, Lapeer, and
Shiawassee Region.

■ Parks and Recreation Plans for
communities in the region were
inventoried and summarized based on
existing conservation and recreation
trends, objectives, and priorities.
■ Three focus groups were held with
major stakeholders and key decision
makers in order to understand local
issues and obtain guidance on how to
best communicate conservation and
recreation issues in a mail survey format.
■ An eight-page random sample survey
was distributed to 2,100 households
in Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Counties. Using a purchased list of
residents and up to three mailings,
550 completed surveys produced a
27% response rate. An additional
non-response survey with selected
households was also conducted.

Significant Findings
■ Residents in the Genesee, Lapeer, and
Shiawassee Region have an appreciation
and attachment to many natural areas,

open spaces, parks, and rural landscapes. These places and landscapes
have long been a part of the area’s rich
agricultural and natural resource history.
Residents expressed deep concern for
the loss of these legacies brought on
by residential and commercial development, sale of farmland and parcelization, and declining quality of habitat
for resource dependent wildlife.
■ The quality of air, land, and water
resources were all very important to
residents, although water resources and
related recreation activities (swimming,
fishing, boating) were identified as
slightly more important. Residents
indicated that they felt both the quality
and quantity of water resources in the
region had “stayed the same” over the
past five years rather than decreasing.
Less than ten percent saw water
resources improving in quality or
quantity. Greater concern was given
for the state of green and open spaces,
as the majority of residents identified
the quantity of green and open spaces
as decreasing over the past five years.

■ Support exists for increased conservation
efforts in the region. Most residents
indicated that conservation planning at
a regional level should have occurred
already or should begin immediately.
Eight out of ten respondents were
willing to pay some amount to fund
conservation, and the largest proportion
of the respondents indicated the highest
level suggested – $16-$25 per year.
User fees or donations to nonprofits
invested in conservation efforts were
supported over various types of taxes.
■ Residents also preferred that many
levels of governments and interested
groups should be involved in conservation. Seven out of ten respondents felt
that collaborations and partnerships
between government, citizen volunteer
groups, and land conservancies and
other non-profits was the best route
for enhanced conservation efforts in
the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Region.

“connected communities, both natural and cultural, created through
regional collaboration and effective planning that protects and
enhances our region's green infrastructure.”

GENESEE | LAPEER | SHIAWASSEE COUNTIES | 2

Introduction
n the next 30 years, Michigan’s Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region is
predicted to experience unprecedented growth and land use change. In fact, land
in this region is already being developed faster than ever before. Even though the
population in its communities has remained stable, growth continues to convert
this region’s landscape into a developed environment.

I

This rapid land consumption and the fragmented open spaces that result are the
primary conservation challenges facing the nation, Michigan, and the Genesee, Lapeer,
and Shiawassee Region today.
As part of an ongoing focus on regional land use issues and as a means of building
awareness about the value of green and open space, Greenlinks was formed in the fall
of 2003 through the Flint River Watershed Coalition and the University of Michigan –
Flint’s Center for Applied Environmental Research. Funding for Greenlinks has been made
possible through the generous support of the Ruth Mott Foundation, the Saginaw Bay
Watershed Initiative Network, Flint Rotary, the Kodak American Greenways Program,
and the Michigan State University Land Policy Institute.
Through the development of a regional green infrastructure network, Greenlinks
envisions “connected communities, both natural and cultural, created through regional
collaboration and effective planning that protects and enhances our region's green
infrastructure.”
A green infrastructure network for the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region can
provide benefits such as improved water quality, wildlife habitat and diversity, outdoor
education and recreation opportunities, and accessible non-motorized transportation
corridors. By undertaking such an initiative, Greenlinks seeks to:
■ Promote smart growth and smart conservation at all scales
■ Help guide and integrate diverse conservation actions
■ Recognize and address both natural and human needs
■ Help promote conservation and development certainty
■ Provide a broad, unifying vision of a sustainable future that diverse communities and
organizations can buy into.
Using a science and community based approach to identify land best suited for
conservation and recreation throughout the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region,
Greenlinks is working to provide a framework – a green infrastructure network – for
resource protection and conservation activities. With successful implementation and proper
management, this approach will help ensure the sustainability of the region's natural
resources. Greenlinks has taken significant steps toward meeting this challenge, and this
Conservation Needs Assessment is offered as one tool that can assist communities and
organizations as the difficult work of implementation begins.
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This Conservation Needs Assessment
was conducted to gain a better understanding of local residents’ perspectives
on conservation and recreation in their
communities. It was conducted from the
summer through winter of 2005 and is
therefore representative of that era. Efforts
were made to include the opinions and
viewpoints of all levels of government,
nonprofit organizations, and citizens.
Michigan State University’s
Department of Community, Agriculture,
Recreation, and Resource Studies led the
Needs Assessment in collaboration with
staff from the University of Michigan –
Flint’s Center for Applied Environmental
Research and the National Park Service’s
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance
Program. The Assessment included three
components – a parks and recreation plan
review, focus groups with major stakeholders and key decision makers, and a
random sample survey of residents in
Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region.
■ Parks and Recreation Plans for communities in the region were inventoried
and summarized based on existing
conservation and recreation trends,
objectives, and priorities.
■ Three focus groups were held with
major stakeholders and key decision
makers to understand local issues and
obtain guidance on how to best communicate conservation and recreation
issues in a mail survey format.
■ An eight-page random sample mail
survey was distributed to 2,100
households in Genesee, Lapeer, and
Shiawassee Counties. Using a purchased
list of residents and up to three mailings,
550 completed surveys produced
a 27% response rate. An additional
non-response survey with selected
households was also conducted.

Conservation Needs
Assessment Process
he Conservation Needs Assessment proceeded in three steps: The first step
involved reviewing parks and recreation plans filed by municipalities and school
districts. The second step entailed conducting focus groups with major stakeholders
and key decision makers. The final step consisted of a mail questionnaire distributed to a
random sample of county residents in order to poll their opinions on conservation and
recreation.

T

Overview of Needs Assessment Process
Conservation Needs Assessment

Parks & Recreation
Plan Review

Focus Groups

Mail Questionnaire

Parks and Recreation Plan Review
In late February of 2005, staff from the University of Michigan-Flint’s Center for Applied
Environmental Research, and students from Michigan State University’s Department of
Community, Agriculture, Recreation, and Resource Studies reviewed and documented
all of the “in-force” Parks and Recreation Plans for municipalities and schools districts
in Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Counties.
Parks and Recreation Plans in the State of Michigan that intend to take advantage
of Michigan’s Natural Resource Trust Fund (MNRTF) monies must be on file with the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and must be updated every five years. Plans that
meet both of these criteria are considered “in-force.” These in-force plans are collected and
kept on file in the Michigan Department of Natural Resources – Recreation Grants Unit.
In order to efficiently review the in-force plans, a review worksheet was used (see
Appendix A) which was based on prior work done by University of Michigan Urban and
Regional Planning students in the fall of 2004, and the suggestions of subject matter
experts in parks and recreation planning. Michigan’s Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (2003) and samples of parks and recreation plans from around the state
were also consulted prior to the audit of plans whose extent included portions of the
Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region.
Individual plan review sheets were later compiled into one summary worksheet.
This summary worksheet was consulted throughout the Conservation Needs Assessment
process, most notably during the creation of the Focus Group Script and during the
development of questions for the Mail Questionnaire.
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Focus Groups
Three focus groups were held following the Parks and Recreation Plan Review. Focus
group participants were recruited through local conservation and recreation organizations.
Table 1 shows the date, location and number of participants in attendance. Light refreshments were provided; otherwise there was no incentive for participation. The focus group
script can be found in Appendix B.

Table 1: Date, location and number of participants in attendance
County

Date

Time

Lapeer

June 20, 2005

4:00 p.m. Lapeer County Bldg. (John T. Rich)

Location

# of participants

Genesee

June 28, 2005

4:00 p.m. Genesee County Land Bank

Shiawassee

August 31, 2005 4:00 p.m. Shiawassee Public Library

6
13
5

Focus group sessions were conducted by faculty and graduate students from
Michigan State University’s Department of Community, Agriculture, Recreation, and
Resource Studies. Each focus group was taped and fully transcribed.

Mail Questionnaire
In order to understand the general public’s perspectives on conservation and recreation in
their communities, a mail questionnaire was selected as the best method of contact. The
mail questionnaire was created by reviewing other surveys that had been implemented in
Michigan and throughout the United States. Once an initial draft was completed, staff
from the University of Michigan – Flint’s Center for Applied Environmental Research and
the National Park Service’s Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program reviewed
the questionnaire and provided further guidance.
Because the target population for the Mail Questionnaire included all potential
residents living in one of the three counties (not just homeowners or voters), a list was
purchased from Survey Sampling, Inc. Bad addresses and other undeliverable mail consisted of only .03 percent, a considerably low rate (table 2). Once these bad addresses were
subtracted from the purchased list of 2,100 or 700 per county, a net sample of 2,031 was
obtained. This process followed a Dillman mail procedure, which includes a first mailing of
a personalized letter (see Appendix C), questionnaire (see Appendix D), and business reply
envelope; a postcard mailed one week after the first mailing; and a second mailing similar
to the first mailing. A total of 550 usable surveys were obtained. Overall, this yielded a 27
percent response rate.

Table 2: Mail questionnaire response rates
Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee

Total

Original Sample

700

700

700

2,100

Deceased, bad address

30

14

25

69

Net sample

670

686

675

2,031

1

2

0

3

Incomplete, not interested
Usable surveys
Overall response rate
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170

190

190

550

25.4%

27.7%

28.1%

27.0%

A non-response survey (Appendix E)
was mailed to selected areas with
low response rates. These areas
were determined by comparing
actual response rates to expected
response rates based on population
proportions. The zip codes selected
for non-response contact were:
48504, 48505, and 48406 in Genesee
County (n=100), 48446 in Lapeer
County (n=50), and 48867 in
Shiawassee County (n=50). Only 29
or 15 percent of the non-response
surveys were returned.

Parks and Recreation Plan Review Findings
arks and Recreation Plans in the
state of Michigan are generally
focused on the acquisition of
Michigan Natural Resource Trust Fund
(MNRTF) monies. The Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) sets the minimum requirements that must be fulfilled
by a parks and recreation plan in order to
qualify for such monies. Often, due to
time and financial constraints, a community’s plan meets only these minimum
requirements. MNRTF monies can be
applied for in two areas – acquisition and
development. Consequently, the majority
of the plans reviewed in the Genesee,
Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region have
been focused on development and
maintenance, and reflect the minimum
requirements set by the DNR.

Well over 90% of the Parks and
Recreation Plans reviewed as part of the
Conservation Needs Assessment were contracted out to private consulting firms, and
two or three firms in particular. While the
use of a consultant or firm is an appropriate tactic for the development of a strong
plan, this may also lead to over-standardization of methodologies or approaches
to planning. An individual community’s
vision, mission, and goals should emerge
as a recurrent theme throughout their
parks and recreation plan, resulting in a
distinct representation of their needs.
Of those plans reviewed, the majority did
a thorough job of illustrating the demographics of their respective community,
but neglected to focus specifically on the
recreation needs of that community.

Guidelines established by the DNR
require parks and recreation plans to be
updated every five years; so various plans
were at different stages in their lifecycle.
At the time of this review, of the three
counties, only Genesee County had an
in-force plan on file with the DNR. Within
the region as a whole, the majority of
cities had in-force plans but towns and
villages did not. Coverage for townships
was sparse, particularly in rural areas. Rural
townships with small populations were
the least likely to have had in-force plans,
although those that did, often had more
individualized approaches to recreation
planning. For example, two rural township
plans, one in Shiawassee and one in
Lapeer County, were from communities
that presently had no public land. This
suggests a proactive step toward ensuring
that conservation and recreation land will
be available in the future, by identifying
the need before development occurs.

The overwhelming majority of the
plans reviewed contained the common
theme of maintenance. Park improvements
generally focused on the acquisition of
new park equipment and little focus was
given to acquisition of additional conservation or recreation land. The preservation of
natural areas, the development of linkages
between natural areas, and the maintenance of high quality public land for the
purpose of biodiversity was absent in
all but three of the reviewed plans. It is
important to note, however, that at the
time of this review the DNR was in the
process of updating their recommendations to communities for plan content to
include items such as habitat and water
quality protection, watershed management, and green infrastructure.

P

to school properties is a direct artifact of
the DNR’s suggestion that communities
identify all nearby conservation and recreation lands regardless of public ownership
and access. However, few had developed
official partnerships with their school
districts to ensure that this land would be
available in the future or that public access
would continue to be granted. Notable
exceptions include communities in
northern and southern Genesee County.
Many of the small communities in the
Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region
also indicated a heavy reliance on their
respective regional park systems (e.g.
county and state parks), especially those
in Genesee and Lapeer Counties. Little
attention was given to the development
of community parks that were located
close to neighborhoods or within walking
distance of existing commercial and
residential development.
One recurrent pattern that emerged
from the parks and recreation plans was
the view of conservation and recreation
land as an amenity. Few of the plans
reviewed described conservation areas,
parks, or park systems as a vital part of or
a necessity to their community. The one
exception to this pattern was the reference
in a small number of plans to the development of trail networks to connect the
region’s social resources. The recommendations for these networks, however,
stopped at the individual municipality’s
boundaries.

More than half of the reviewed plans
included school property as part of their
community’s public land. This reference
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Focus Group Findings
focus group session was held in each of Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Counties. The size of the sessions was 13, 6, and 5 participants respectively,
and efforts were made to invite a range of major stakeholders and
decision makers.

A

The topics discussed in each focus group session can be summarized into
five thematic areas, including:
■ County specific special places and their characteristics – environmental and social
■ Participant responses to land development – feelings and actions
■ Participant wishes for future conservation
■ County specific tools and programs to educate and inform residents of
conservation issues
■ Additional conservation policy themes

County Specific
Special Places and
Their Characteristics
Special places included camps, farms,
recreation areas, historic places, parks,
family owned acreage, scenic overlooks,
cemeteries, and university campuses.
These special places were located in urban,
city and rural areas. Suburban settings
were not explicitly cited.
Environmental characteristics of these
special places included unique geological
aspects, diverse landscapes, vast open
space, an oasis of green within a built
environment, lands yielding food, amazing
views or vantage points to see rural and
urban settings. The social characteristics of
these places included family homesteads,
recreation opportunities, connections
with scouting or other youth activities,
and areas of land that provide access
for people.

Participant Responses
to Land Development
Participants expressed the following
emotions that they would feel if resources
were not conserved: upset, disappointed
(in planning process and planners),
confused, wasteful, heartbroken, and
frustrated. Some participants said that
they would take action by “trying to stop
land development,” “join causes to save
it,” or “chain themselves in front of the
bulldozer.”
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Participant Wishes
for Conservation
During the Lapeer and Shiawassee focus
group sessions, participants completed a
“legacy” exercise which was focused on a
self-selected site that they wanted to see
conserved. The following notes from this
exercise provide the list of sites shared by
the participants, identified issues, and
rationale for conservation action.
■ Acreage next to Polly Ann Trail. Has
substantial natural resource value; need
to talk to landowners about easements
and land donations (i.e., conservation
tools); county would need significant
money to purchase land.
■ Farmland near to their own family farm
(e.g., neighboring farms). Elderly woman
owns but wants/needs to sell as her
children can’t afford to own; need to
find money to purchase development
rights.
■ DBR Boy Scout camp; need to partner
with scout board to maintain as camp/
conserved area.
■ Zimmer Park. In Lapeer county, but
owned by Genesee county.
■ Zimmer Farm. Could be part of greenbelt in City of Lapeer and connector
in city limits to connect community’s
places; need city planner and planning
commission to recognize its importance
in “green infrastructure.”
■ Lapeer State Game Area; need to insure
state ownership continues for its
preservation.

■ All township and county park and recreation areas, especially those with bodies
of water need continued or expanded
preservation.

■ Stewardship programs for private
property owners (small and large lots),
target hunters with programs
(e.g., Pheasants Forever).

■ Caledonia Township. Parts of this
township are already gone – developed.

■ Continue farmland preservation programs.

■ Clinton-Ionia-Shiawassee Rail Trail. The
three counties need to form a resolution
to establish a Tri-County structure so
that they can accept a 1.25 million
dollar donation.
■ Sciota Township contains a small town,
Laingsburg centered in agricultural lands.
The feel of the small town combined
with the large fields should be conserved.
■ The pond/park south of Owosso, stream/
creek south of Perry and all prized farmland in Michigan needs to be conserved.

County Specific Tools and
Programs Used to Educate
and Inform Residents of
Conservation Issues
Participants mentioned the following types
of tools and programs to make residents
aware of conservation-minded practices:
■ Recycling programs (convenient).
■ Buying trees from Conservation Districts.
■ Need for social marketing for all
programs.
■ More and better communications
through learning-based initiatives and
outreach programs.
■ Understanding what city folks know or
should know about living in rural areas.

■ Demonstration projects (e.g., trails and
conservation areas, farmer’s markets esp.
locally grown food, field trips to other
communities to see their demonstration
projects).
■ The need for county-level planning
assistance, encourage and promote
organic farming, cluster development
(residential, retail).

Additional Conservation
Policy Themes
Other notable discussions that focused
on conservation practices or barriers in
the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Region included:
■ “Selling the farm” and dividing the land.
This causes parcelization and
fragmentation of the landscape.
■ Rights and privileges of private land
owners (with reason and zoning laws)
■ Greening the city/town. In Flint,
restoration of park and green areas.
In Lapeer, creating green infrastructure.
■ Need for more active land conservancy
groups with some funding or solid
experience in working with private land
owners (ranging from farms to camps).
■ Difficulty of working with ‘home rule’
to change or create zoning ordinances
with preservation/conservation practices
and enforcement.
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Mail Questionnaire Findings
he mail questionnaire was targeted
at a general population assessment
of conservation opinions. The eightpage instrument included 31 questions of
close-ended and open-ended formats
(see Appendix D). In total, 2,100 were
mailed to residents of Genesee, Lapeer
and Shiawassee Counties (700 per county)
based on a mailing list purchased from
Survey Sampling, Inc., a reputable firm
for general population mailing lists. After
bad addresses and deceased residents
were accounted for, 2,031 households
were considered the “net” sample. After
two mailings of the questionnaire and a
reminder postcard a total of 550 completed
surveys were returned and tallied, yielding
a 27% response rate. A non-response
survey (see Appendix E) was mailed to
selected areas (zip codes) in each county
of high levels of non-responses. From
those individuals, a final, but shortened
version of their opinions was received.
Lack of time, health reasons and disinterest in surveys were the top reasons
for not completing the longer version.

T

Data for the region were weighted to
reflect the proportion of residents in each
county to the region. County data are
unweighted. For weighting, the Genesee
respondents were “up-weighted” to
represent a large proportion of the region’s
population and the other two counties
were “down-weighted.”
The results of the mail questionnaire
are presented in two ways in this Assessment. For most variables, the regional
statistics are provided in a graph format,
as well as the right column of the tables.
These statistics are both weighted figures.
Then, a table provides the data for each
county. The text accompanying the graphs
and tables is primarily focused on a
regional perspective, not how counties
are similar or different from each other.
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Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee

Weighted Total

Male

56.6%

63.0%

64.5%

58.6%

Female

43.4%

37.0%

35.5%

41.4%

Under 20 years old

0.0%

0.5%

0.5%

0.1%

20 – 24

3.5%

2.1%

0.5%

0.7%

Table 3: Gender of respondents

Table 4: Age of respondents

25 – 34

4.9%

7.3%

4.9%

3.2%

35 – 44

16.9%

19.9%

17.0%

13.2%

45 – 54

26.1%

21.5%

23.2%

21.2%

55 – 64

21.1%

25.7%

25.3%

26.6%

65 – 74

18.3%

18.3%

19.3%

23.8%

75 – 85

8.5%

3.7%

7.9%

9.3%

Over 85

0.7%

1.0%

1.6%

1.9%

Table 5: Length of residency in current home
Before 1970

16.7%

14.2%

21.2%

13.8%

1970 – 1989

37.5%

26.8%

29.6%

36.2%

1990 – 1999

21.5%

34.2%

24.6%

24.7%

2000 – Present

24.3%

24.7%

24.6%

25.3%

Table 6: Length of residency in county
1 – 5 years

8.9%

13.2%

9.9%

9.7%

6 – 15 years

13.7%

27.4%

17.6%

16.2%

16 – 35 years

24.0%

28.9%

24.2%

24.7%

Over 35 years

53.4%

30.5%

48.3%

49.4%

Rent

21.7%

7.9%

8.8%

18.0%

Own

78.3%

92.1%

91.2%

82.0%

0

0.7%

0.0%

0.5%

0.6%

1

26.2%

13.0%

19.2%

23.3%

2

56.5%

74.6%

64.4%

60.2%

3

12.4%

8.8%

11.0%

11.7%

4

2.8%

2.6%

4.9%

3.0%

5

1.4%

1.0%

0.0%

1.2%

Table 7: Home ownership of residents

Table 8: Number of adults in household

Table 9: Number of children in household
0

66.0%

64.9%

67.2%

66.4%

1

12.5%

9.4%

11.7%

11.9%

2

11.1%

16.3%

13.9%

12.3%

3

8.3%

7.3%

5.0%

7.8%

4

0.7%

1.6%

2.2%

1.0%

5

0.0%

0.5%

0.0%

0.1%

Over 5

1.4%

0.0%

0.0%

0.5%

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee

Weighted Total

Table 10: Employment industry of household members (multiple responses allowed)
Agriculture

4.8%

17.6%

20.2%

8.5%

Student

20.4%

17.6%

23.5%

20.3%

Manufacturing

49.7%

58.5%

48.6%

50.9%

Tourism/recreation

4.1%

4.7%

1.1%

3.8%

Forestry

1.4%

1.6%

0.0%

1.2%

Mining

0.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.5%

Health or medical

23.8%

23.8%

21.9%

23.6%

Retail or commercial services

28.6%

25.9%

27.9%

28.1%

Education

23.1%

19.7%

18.6%

22.1%

Other government

6.8%

11.9%

10.4%

8.0%

Table 11: Ethnicity/race of respondent (multiple responses allowed)
Euro-American/White

93.5%

98.5%

97.2%

94.7%

African American/Black

5.8%

0.5%

0.0%

4.3%

American Indian

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

0.1%

Asian or Pacific Islander

0.7%

0.0%

0.6%

0.6%

Hispanic/Latino(a)

0.0%

0.5%

1.1%

0.2%

Other

0.0%

0.5%

0.0%

0.1%

Table 12: Household income in 2004 from all sources and before taxes
Less than $25,000

17.6%

13.1%

18.7%

17.1%

$25,000 - $49,999

41.2%

31.0%

33.3%

38.8%

$50,000 - $99,999

30.9%

37.4%

36.9%

32.5%

$100,000 – or more

10.3%

18.5%

11.1%

11.6%

Demographics of Respondents
Tables 3 to 12 provide the demographic profile of the respondents. The respondents were
more likely to be male, than female (table 3). The greatest number of respondents came
from the 45 to 64 age cohort (table 4). Respondents also had long tenures of residency
in the area. Slightly more than a quarter of the respondents had lived in their current
residence since 2000 (table 5). Close to half of the respondents lived in their residence
since 1989 or earlier. Respondents were also asked how long they had lived in the county
in which they currently reside. Almost half indicated over 35 years (table 6). Eight out of
ten residents owned their homes (table 7).
Six out of ten households included two adults (table 8). Two out of three households
did not include children under 18 years (table 9). For those households with children,
one or two children were most common.
Respondents were also asked which industries best represent where members of
their households have held jobs, or spend their time getting ready for the job market
(i.e., student status). Five out of ten households worked in manufacturing (table 10).
Approximately one-quarter of households were dependent on other industries such as
health or medical, retail or commercial services, education, and a student or in a training
program. Only nine percent indicated working in agriculture, four percent in tourism/
recreation, and one percent in forestry.

The final demographics measured
were ethnicity and household income.
The respondents were primarily EuroAmerican/White. Overall, four percent of
the respondents were African American/
Black and less than one percent of the
respondents were American Indian,
Asian, or Hispanic/Latino. Households
represented in the sample were primarily
from either the $50,000 to $99,999
household income bracket or $25,000 to
$49,999. Slightly more than one in ten
households earned $100,000 or greater
and slightly less than two in ten households earned less than $25,000 (table 12).
Demographic variables which matched
the U.S. Census variables were then
compared to determine how similar the
sample of respondents was to the actual
population (Appendix F). Comparisons
between the questionnaire sample and the
U.S. Census figures on households with or
without children were similar. On age, the
questionnaire sample of respondents for all
three counties tended to be older than the
population with the questionnaire sample
including fewer young adults (20-24 and
25-34 age segments). With regard to
ethnicity, Lapeer and Shiawassee County
respondents were similar to U.S. Census
population. However, in Genesee County,
African Americans represent 20 percent
of the population and the questionnaire
sample was six percent (and only included
eight respondents). On income, the
questionnaire sample of respondents
included fewer lower income households
(less than $25,000) than the population.
Based on these analyses, the non-response
survey was targeted at zip codes representing households most likely to include
African Americans, lower income, and
young adults.
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Conservation and
Resource Issues
Residents of the Genesee, Lapeer, and
Shiawassee region equally rated the
quality of green and open spaces in their
community as “staying the same” or
“decreasing” in the past five years (figure
1). About one in ten residents rated the
quality of green and open spaces as
increasing. For water resources, a majority
of the residents viewed quality “staying the
same” over the past five years (figure 2).
The majority of residents saw the
quantities of green and open spaces
“decreasing” (figure 3), and viewed water
resource quantities “staying the same”
(figure 4). Table 13 provides the figures
on change in green and open spaces and
water resources for each county.

Figure 1:
Change in Quality of Green and
Open Spaces in the Last 5 Years

Increased 11%

Decreased 44%
Stayed the Same 45%
Increased 9%

Figure 2:
Change in Quality of Water
Resources in the Last 5 Years
Decreased 34%

Stayed the Same 57%
Increased 8%

Figure 3:
Change in Quantity of Green and
Open Spaces in the Last 5 Years
Decreased 57%

Stayed the Same 35%
Increased 6%

Figure 4:
Change in Quantity of Water
Resources in the Last 5 Years
Decreased 28%

Stayed the Same 66%

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee

Weighted Total

Table 13: Views about quality and quantity of green and open spaces and water resources
Quality of green
and open spaces
Quantity of green
and open spaces
Quality of water
resources
Quantity of water
resources
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Decreased

44.2%

47.9%

35.4%

43.7%

Stayed the same

44.9%

41.5%

55.1%

45.6%

Increased

10.9%

10.6%

9.6%

10.7%

Decreased

56.3%

66.1%

52.0%

57.3%

Stayed the same

34.8%

27.4%

43.9%

34.7%

Increased

8.9%

6.5%

4.1%

7.9%

Decreased

34.6%

31.3%

29.9%

33.5%

Stayed the same

56.4%

60.5%

58.6%

57.3%

Increased

9.0%

8.2%

11.5%

9.2%

Decreased

26.7%

31.1%

28.5%

27.6%

Stayed the same

67.4%

63.4%

65.7%

66.6%

Increased

5.9%

5.5%

5.8%

5.8%

Support for Conservation

“greater support was

Residents were asked, in a variety of ways, to express their level of support for conservation.
The first choice for conservation support was directed at geographic focus – highly
populated or urban areas and low populated or rural areas. As shown in figure 5 and
table 14, greater support was expressed for rural natural resources (over urban areas) to be
conserved with 68% of respondents selecting “strongly agree.” Strong support, however,
still exists for natural resource conservation in urban areas (61% “strongly agreeing”). The
second choice for conservation support was directed at sources of financial resources and
ownership. Significantly greater support was expressed for conservation areas being public
resources and publicly owned over privately owned resources (figure 5 and table 14).

expressed for rural
natural resources.
Strong support, however,
still exists for natural
resource conservation
in urban areas.”

Figure 5: Attitudes toward geographic-focused and public versus private conservation
Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Conservation areas
privately owned
Conservation with public
resources and publicly owned
Conservation in low
populated areas (rural)
Conservation in highly
populated areas (rural)
0%

20%

40%

Genesee

Lapeer

60%

80%

100%

Shiawassee Weighted Total

Table 14: Attitudes toward geographic-focused and public versus private conservation
Natural
resources in
highly populated
areas (urban)
are important
to conserve

Strongly disagree

1.4%

2.6%

4.5%

Somewhat disagree

6.9%

4.7%

2.8%

1.9%
6.1%

Neither agree nor disagree

8.9%

6.3%

6.1%

8.2%

Somewhat agree

22.8%

19.3%

24.9%

22.5%

Strongly agree

60.0%

67.1%

61.7%

61.3%

Natural
resources in
low populated
areas (rural)
are important
to conserve.

Strongly disagree

1.4%

2.1%

2.8%

1.7%

Somewhat disagree

0.7%

4.2%

2.2%

1.4%

Neither agree nor disagree

6.9%

5.7%

5.0%

6.5%

Somewhat agree

24.3%

17.7%

19.9%

22.8%

Strongly agree

66.7%

70.3%

70.1%

67.6%

Conservation
areas should
be public
resources
or publicly
owned.

Strongly disagree

5.6%

5.7%

7.3%

5.8%

Somewhat disagree

4.2%

10.4%

8.5%

5.6%

Neither agree nor disagree

22.2%

22.4%

27.7%

22.9%

Somewhat agree

28.5%

22.9%

24.9%

27.2%

Strongly agree

39.5%

38.6%

31.6%

38.5%

Conservation
areas should
be privately
owned.

Strongly disagree

36.3%

32.6%

23.5%

34.2%

Somewhat disagree

21.0%

20.0%

22.9%

21.1%

Neither agree nor disagree

28.0%

31.6%

35.2%

29.4%

Somewhat agree

9.1%

10.5%

12.3%

9.7%

Strongly agree

5.6%

5.3%

6.1%

5.6%
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Support for conservation was also
examined by the level of importance
of benefits that may be attributed to
conservation efforts and the level of
support for various types of conservation
projects or initiatives. The highest levels
of support were for protecting and
conserving water and air quality,
followed by providing green and open
spaces for healthy living and quality of
life, providing habitat for high quality
or diversity of plant and animal species,
providing for forest lands, and providing
for vital agriculture, including locally
grown food (figure 6 and table 15).
Importantly, all benefits received greater
than 50 percent of the respondents
rating as “very or extremely important.”

Figure 6: Importance of benefits of green and open spaces
Very or Extremely Important

Slightly or Moderately Important

Not at All Important

Protect and conserve
water quality
Protect and conserve
air quality
Provide for healthy living
and quality of life
Provide habitat for a high quality or
diversity of plant and animal species
Provide
forested lands
Provide vital agriculture,
including locally grown food
Provide access to outdoor
recreation opportunies
Provide important recreational
values to the public
Provide scenic and
aesthetic values
Provide local cultural vitality
to communities
Provide economic vitality
and jobs for communities
0%

20%

40%

Genesee

Lapeer

60%

80%

Shiawassee Weighted Total

Table 15: Importance of benefits of green and open spaces
Provide scenic
and aesthetic
values

Provide local
cultural vitality
to communities

Provide
economic
vitality and
jobs for
communities

13 | Conservation Needs Assessment

100%

Not at all important

2.1%

3.7%

1.7%

2.3%

Somewhat important

10.3%

6.3%

8.4%

9.5%

Moderately important

17.9%

19.0%

23.0%

18.7%

Very important

35.2%

34.4%

36.6%

35.2%

Extremely important

34.5%

36.6%

30.3%

34.3%

Not at all important

1.4%

3.9%

3.9%

2.1%

Somewhat important

10.4%

10.6%

10.7%

10.5%

Moderately important

26.4%

29.6%

28.7%

27.1%

Very important

31.9%

31.3%

29.7%

31.6%

Extremely important

29.9%

24.6%

27.0%

28.7%

Not at all important

3.4%

5.9%

5.6%

4.1%

Somewhat important

12.4%

12.4%

8.9%

12.0%

Moderately important

22.8%

31.2%

26.7%

24.5%

Very important

29.7%

27.4%

32.7%

29.7%

Extremely important

31.7%

23.1%

26.1%

29.7%

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee Weighted Total

Table 15: Importance of benefits of green and open spaces
Provide
habitat for a
high quality
or diversity of
plant and
animal species

Not at all important

Provide for
healthy living
and quality
of life

Provide
forested lands

Protect and
conserve
water quality

Protect and
conserve air
quality

Provide
access to
outdoor
recreation
opportunities

4.2%

2.2%

2.4%

Somewhat important

2.1%

3.7%

5.5%

2.7%

Moderately important

12.4%

10.1%

11.0%

11.9%

Very important

35.2%

31.2%

36.5%

34.7%

Extremely important

48.2%

50.8%

44.8%

48.3%

Not at all important

1.4%

1.6%

2.2%

1.5%

Somewhat important

1.4%

3.2%

2.2%

1.7%

Moderately important

10.3%

8.0%

8.2%

9.7%

Very important

32.4%

31.4%

37.9%

32.9%

Extremely important

54.5%

55.8%

49.5%

54.2%

Not at all important

0.7%

1.1%

2.2%

0.9%

Somewhat important

2.8%

6.9%

5.0%

3.7%

Moderately important

14.7%

13.3%

12.7%

14.2%

Very important

32.2%

28.2%

35.4%

31.9%

Extremely important

49.6%

50.5%

44.7%

49.3%

Not at all important

0.7%

2.1%

2.2%

1.1%

Somewhat important

0.7%

3.7%

1.6%

1.3%

Moderately important

7.0%

6.3%

6.0%

6.8%

Very important

26.1%

21.2%

23.6%

25.0%

Extremely important

65.5%

66.7%

66.6%

65.8%

Not at all important

0.7%

2.7%

2.2%

1.2%

Somewhat important

0.7%

3.2%

1.7%

1.2%

Moderately important

6.9%

8.6%

6.1%

7.1%

Very important

28.5%

22.6%

25.7%

27.3%

Extremely important

63.2%

62.9%

64.3%

63.2%

1.4%

2.7%

2.2%

1.7%

4.9%

5.3%

3.3%

4.7%

15.3%

10.6%

14.3%

14.5%

27.1%

32.5%

34.0%

28.7%

Extremely important

51.3%

48.9%

46.2%

50.4%

Not at all important

1.4%

1.1%

4.9%

1.8%

Somewhat important

2.8%

8.5%

6.6%

4.1%

Moderately important

22.7%

25.9%

25.8%

23.6%

Very important

33.1%

32.3%

35.8%

33.3%

Extremely important

40.0%

32.2%

26.9%

37.2%

Not at all important

1.4%

1.1%

4.9%

1.7%

Somewhat important

2.1%

7.4%

5.5%

3.3%

Moderately important

17.8%

20.6%

20.9%

18.6%

Very important

34.2%

30.7%

36.8%

34.0%

Extremely important

44.5%

40.2%

31.9%

42.4%

Not at all important
Provide vital
agriculture,
Somewhat important
including locally Moderately important
grown food
Very important

Provide
important
recreational
values to
the public

2.1%

“The highest levels
of support were for
protecting and conserving
water and air quality,
followed by providing
green and open spaces
for healthy living and
quality of life, providing
habitat for high quality
or diversity of plant
and animal species,
providing for forest
lands, and providing
for vital agriculture,
including locally
grown food.”
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Next, respondents were asked to rate their support (or opposition) for programs or efforts
that conservation might target. The greatest levels of support were for ground water,
reservoirs and aquifers (for drinking water) followed by neighborhood, city and county
parks. Subsequent responses were water resources (lakes and rivers), trails, farmer’s
markets, forested areas, environmental education, and locally grown food (figure 7
and table 16). All of the programs or resources received at least 80 percent support.

Figure 7: Conservation efforts or programs targeted towards:
Strongly or Moderately Support

Neither Support nor Oppose

Strongly or Moderately Oppose

“The greatest levels of

Ground water, reservoirs, and
aquifers for drinking water

support were for ground

Neighborhood, city and
county parks

water, reservoirs and

Water resources
(lakes, rivers)

aquifers followed

Trails

by neighborhood,
city and county parks.”

Farmer’s markets
Forested areas
Environmental education
Locally grown food
Recycling
Animal species
Working farms, including
landscaping and nursery firms
Plant species
Sidewalks
Agri-tourism attractions
(u-pick, mazes)
Greenways for linear
corridor protection
Subdivisions with
open spaces
Golf courses
0%
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20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee Weighted Total

Table 16: Conservation efforts or programs targeted towards:
Plant
species

Animal
species

Forested
areas

Water
resources
(lakes, rivers)

Ground water,
reservoirs, &
aquifers, for
drinking water

Environmental
education

Recycling

Neighborhood,
city and county
parks

Strongly oppose

2.1%

0.5%

0.0%

1.6%

Moderately oppose

2.9%

1.6%

2.8%

2.7%

Neither support nor oppose

24.3%

27.2%

29.1%

25.3%

Moderately support

37.1%

37.0%

38.0%

37.2%

Strongly support

33.6%

33.7%

30.1%

33.2%

Strongly oppose

2.2%

1.1%

0.0%

1.7%

Moderately oppose

2.2%

2.2%

1.7%

2.1%

Neither support nor oppose

16.5%

22.0%

17.9%

17.6%

Moderately support

37.4%

28.5%

34.1%

35.6%

Strongly support

41.7%

46.2%

46.3%

43.0%

Strongly oppose

1.4%

1.1%

0.0%

1.2%

Moderately oppose

1.4%

1.1%

0.0%

1.2%

Neither support nor oppose

15.2%

15.3%

12.8%

14.9%

Moderately support

37.1%

26.2%

31.3%

34.6%

Strongly support

44.9%

56.3%

55.9%

48.1%

Strongly oppose

0.7%

1.1%

0.0%

0.7%

Moderately oppose

1.4%

0.5%

0.0%

1.1%

Neither support nor oppose

17.1%

18.6%

19.0%

17.6%

Moderately support

36.4%

36.7%

38.0%

36.7%

Strongly support

44.4%

43.1%

43.0%

43.9%

Strongly oppose

0.0%

1.1%

0.0%

0.2%

Moderately oppose

1.4%

0.5%

0.6%

1.2%

Neither support nor oppose

7.1%

11.3%

7.3%

7.8%

Moderately support

28.6%

21.0%

19.8%

26.4%

Strongly support

62.9%

66.1%

72.3%

64.4%

Strongly oppose

0.7%

1.1%

0.0%

0.7%

Moderately oppose

1.4%

0.5%

0.0%

1.1%

Neither support nor oppose

17.1%

18.6%

19.0%

17.6%

Moderately support

36.4%

36.7%

38.0%

36.7%

Strongly support

44.4%

43.1%

43.0%

43.9%

Strongly oppose

0.7%

1.1%

0.0%

0.7%

Moderately oppose

0.7%

0.5%

0.6%

0.7%

Neither support nor oppose

18.6%

22.6%

15.2%

18.8%

Moderately support

28.6%

31.7%

32.0%

29.5%

Strongly support

51.4%

44.1%

52.2%

50.3%

Strongly oppose

0.0%

1.1%

0.6%

0.2%

Moderately oppose

0.7%

1.1%

0.6%

0.7%

Neither support nor oppose

6.3%

16.0%

16.8%

9.1%

Moderately support

35.9%

39.0%

39.0%

36.8%

Strongly support

57.1%

42.8%

43.0%

53.2%
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Genesee

Lapeer

Table 16: Conservation efforts or programs targeted towards:
Strongly oppose
0.7%
2.1%
Trails
Moderately oppose
0.7%
1.1%
Neither support nor oppose 9.9%
21.8%
Moderately support
41.8%
33.5%
Strongly support
46.9%
41.5%
Strongly oppose
2.1%
3.8%
Sidewalks
Moderately oppose
3.5%
8.2%
Neither support nor oppose 25.5%
38.4%
Moderately support
32.6%
27.2%
Strongly support
36.3%
22.3%
Strongly oppose
0.7%
2.3%
Greenways
for linear
Moderately oppose
1.4%
2.3%
corridor
Neither support nor oppose 42.0%
40.3%
protection
Moderately support
30.5%
31.1%
Strongly support
25.4%
25.0%
0.0%
1.1%
Working farms, Strongly oppose
including
Moderately oppose
0.0%
2.7%
landscaping
Neither support nor oppose 27.1%
16.0%
and nursery
Moderately support
29.3%
29.8%
firms
Strongly support
43.6%
50.4%
Strongly oppose
0.7%
1.1%
Locally
grown food
Moderately oppose
0.7%
2.1%
Neither support nor oppose 20.7%
13.4%
Moderately support
28.6%
29.4%
Strongly support
49.3%
54.0%
Strongly oppose
0.7%
1.1%
Farmer’s
markets
Moderately oppose
0.7%
1.6%
Neither support nor oppose 14.1%
13.3%
Moderately support
34.5%
36.2%
Strongly support
50.0%
47.8%
Strongly oppose
0.7%
1.6%
Agri-tourism
attractions
Moderately oppose
6.4%
2.6%
(u-pick, mazes)
Neither support nor oppose 35.0%
33.9%
Moderately support
35.8%
33.9%
Strongly support
22.1%
28.0%
Strongly
oppose
5.7%
10.7%
Subdivisions
with open
Moderately oppose
7.8%
9.6%
space
Neither support nor oppose 28.4%
32.7%
Moderately support
24.8%
23.5%
Strongly support
33.3%
23.5%
Strongly
oppose
10.6%
17.1%
Golf courses
Moderately oppose
15.6%
17.6%
Neither support nor oppose 29.9%
36.4%
Moderately support
18.4%
15.5%
Strongly support
25.5%
13.4%
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Shiawassee Weighted Total
2.2%
1.1%
18.5%
38.2%
39.9%
4.5%
2.3%
35.0%
29.9%
28.2%
1.2%
1.7%
34.3%
39.5%
23.3%
0.0%
0.6%
10.8%
35.8%
52.8%
0.6%
0.0%
10.7%
32.2%
56.5%
0.0%
0.6%
9.6%
33.3%
56.5%
4.0%
1.1%
33.3%
36.2%
25.4%
10.6%
10.6%
33.5%
24.6%
20.7%
16.9%
11.9%
36.2%
22.0%
13.0%

1.1%
0.8%
12.8%
40.1%
45.2%
2.7%
4.1%
28.6%
31.5%
33.1%
1.0%
1.6%
40.8%
31.5%
25.1%
0.2%
0.5%
23.5%
30.1%
45.7%
0.8%
0.8%
18.4%
29.1%
50.9%
0.7%
0.8%
13.4%
34.6%
50.5%
1.2%
5.2%
34.6%
35.6%
23.4%
7.0%
8.4%
29.6%
24.6%
30.4%
12.4%
15.5%
31.5%
18.4%
22.2%

Respondents were asked their opinion
as to the groups or levels of government
that should be primarily involved in
conservation. Overall, approximately six
of ten respondents expressed agreement
that local and county government,
land conservancies or other nonprofit
organizations, and citizen volunteer
groups should be involved (table 17
and figure 8). This finding was further
supported by 70 percent agreeing that
“all of these mentioned groups should
be primarily involved.” Residents were
also asked to rate the statement “I feel
the public input process for conservation
and land use planning is adequate.”
Only slightly more than one-fifth of the
respondents agreed with this statement.

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee Weighted Total

Table 17: Views on levels of government, conservancies or volunteer groups involvement in conservation
I feel the public
input process
for conservation
and land use
planning is
adequate

Strongly disagree

13.7%

13.1%

15.3%

13.8%

Somewhat disagree

24.5%

31.1%

33.4%

26.5%

Neither agree nor disagree

38.0%

31.7%

28.2%

36.0%

Somewhat agree

20.9%

21.9%

16.9%

20.5%

Strongly agree

2.9%

2.2%

6.2%

3.2%

My local
government
should be
primarily
involved in
conservation

Strongly disagree

3.7%

7.7%

6.9%

4.7%

Somewhat disagree

12.5%

10.4%

11.4%

12.1%

Neither agree nor disagree

19.9%

20.3%

22.9%

20.3%

Somewhat agree

42.6%

36.3%

37.1%

41.0%

Strongly agree

21.3%

25.3%

21.7%

22.0%

My county
government
should be
primarily
involved in
conservation

Strongly disagree

2.9%

4.9%

5.7%

3.6%

Somewhat disagree

8.0%

9.3%

8.0%

8.2%

Neither agree nor disagree

21.2%

20.8%

21.0%

21.1%

Somewhat agree

45.3%

39.9%

44.3%

44.3%

Strongly agree

22.6%

25.1%

21.0%

22.8%

Citizen
volunteer
groups should
be primarily
involved in
conservation

Strongly disagree

0.7%

4.4%

1.7%

1.4%

Somewhat disagree

7.4%

3.3%

2.8%

6.2%

Neither agree nor disagree

27.9%

27.6%

29.0%

28.0%

Somewhat agree

43.4%

40.4%

42.1%

42.8%

Strongly agree

20.6%

24.3%

24.4%

21.6%

A land conservancy or other
nonprofit organization should
be primarily
involved
in conservation

Strongly disagree

1.4%

3.3%

2.8%

1.9%

Somewhat disagree

5.1%

3.9%

1.7%

4.5%

Neither agree nor disagree

30.4%

24.9%

25.6%

29.0%

Somewhat agree

39.9%

39.7%

43.8%

40.3%

Strongly agree

23.2%

28.2%

26.1%

24.3%

All of the above
should be
primarily
involved in
conservation

Strongly disagree

3.7%

6.2%

4.1%

4.1%

Somewhat disagree

6.7%

3.9%

1.2%

5.6%

Neither agree nor disagree

17.8%

23.0%

22.2%

19.1%

Somewhat agree

40.0%

27.5%

36.8%

37.8%

Strongly agree

31.8%

39.4%

35.7%

33.4%

Figure 8: Views on levels of government, conservancies or volunteer groups involvement in conservation
Strongly or somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Strongly or somewhat disagree

My county government should be primarily involved in conservation
My local government should be primarily involved in conservations
A land conservancy or other nonprofit organization should be primarily involved in conservation
Citizen volunteer groups should be primarily involved in conservation
I feel the public input process for conservation and land use planning is adequate
All of the above should be primarily involved in conservation
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Concern for conservation in the Genesee,
Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region was
raised by respondents when prompted
to complete the following statement
“The greatest concern that I have about
conservation in my community is…”
As shown in table 18, sprawl concerns
were the most prominent. Examples of
sprawl concerns provided by respondents
included: encroachment of new houses
into former farmland, overdeveloped,
subdivision development, losing land
for commercial development especially
retail and malls, and development with
a disregard for open space and natural
features. The next concern theme was
the quality and quantity of environmental
resources. Specific examples included:
needing food for the state, loss of land
available for animals, need for water
conservation, wetlands and woods
being destroyed, and river pollution.
In addition to the nature of the
conservation efforts and those involved,
residents were also asked when regional
land use planning should take place.
The dominant response, with almost fifty
percent selecting, was “planning should
have taken place years ago” (figure 9
and table 19). One-third of the respondents selected “this year.” Twelve
percent indicated starting next year.
Six percent of the respondents expressed
that they felt there is “no need for
regional land use planning” and less
than two percent selected “planning
should start three or more years into
the future.”
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“The greatest concern that I have about conservation
in my community is…”
Table 18: Open-ended comments on the greatest concern about conservation
Coded Themes:

Genesee

Lapeer

Sprawl

35

73

Quality/quantity of environmental resources

30

Human behavior

5

Financial

8

Other

5

Leadership/political process
Impact on quality of life

Shiawassee Total Mentions
45

153

40

30

100

12

14

31

8

14

30

8

11

24

4

5

13

22

5

6

2

13

Figure 9: Timing of land use planning

This year 33.4%
There is no use for regional
land use planning 5.5%

Next year 11.7%
3+ years from now 1.7%

Planning should have
taken place years ago 47.7%

Table 19: Timing of land use planning
Genesee

Lapeer

This year

32.1%

37.4%

Next year

13.7%

3+ Years from now

0.8%

Planning should have take place years ago

49.6%

There is no need for regional land use planning

3.8%

Shiawassee Weighted Totals
36.3%

33.4%

5.6%

7.1%

11.7%

3.9%

4.2%

1.7%

44.2%

41.1%

47.7%

8.9%

11.3%

5.5%

The types of changes that respondents felt citizens, communities, and government should
be involved with represented “do,” “stop or limit,” and “maintain” efforts. On “do”
efforts, residents indicated that greater education about conservation is needed, as well
as such efforts as add sidewalks for non-motorized transportation, update and maintain
park facilities, encourage public participation, recycle, plant more trees, and stronger
enforcement of current laws and zoning that protect resources. On “stop” efforts,
residents said to stop sprawl, development, construction, polluters and out-of-state
garbage. On “maintain” efforts, residents said to maintain farmland and rural living.

This Conservation Needs Assessment also learned about citizen support for green and
open spaces and water resources by asking whether there were important places that
represent these types of resources. In Genesee County, 58% indicated that having green
and open spaces in their community is important to them, and 51% indicated water
resources. In Lapeer County, 67% selected having green and open spaces, and 60
indicated water resources. In Shiawassee County, 57% indicated green and open spaces,
and 65% indicated water resources. Overall, water resources such as creeks, rivers, lakes,
and wetlands were most frequently mentioned as being important to residents (table 20),
followed by parks and recreation areas, which also included mention of golf courses.

Table 20: Open-ended comments on green and open spaces and water
resources important to residents
Coded Themes:

Genesee

Lapeer

Lakes/water bodies

25

32

Shiawassee Total Mentions
40

97

Parks & recreation including golf

17

41

19

77

Own property/home

3

15

12

30

Farmland

2

8

13

23

Wood landscapes

10

4

5

19

Trails/greenways

6

4

2

12

Other

1

6

4

11

Overall, the “connection with nature” and the “benefits nature provides” were the most
frequently mentioned reasons for the conservation of green and open spaces and water
resources. Closely following were “leisure and recreation,” as well as “solitude,” “spiritual
and mental reasons.”

Table 21: Open-ended comments on reasons green and open spaces and water
resources are important to residents
Coded Themes:
Connection with and the benefits of nature

Genesee

Lapeer

16

39

Shiawassee Total Mentions
28

83
68

Leisure/recreation

13

35

20

Solitude/spiritual/mental

18

19

16

53

Physical well being/exercise

8

13

6

27

Other

3

4

4

11

Specific green and open spaces most
frequently mentioned included:
■ For-Mar Nature Preserve
■ Lapeer State Game Area
■ Rose Lake Wildlife Area
■ Sleepy Hollow State Park
Specific water resources most
frequently mentioned included:
■ Flint River
■ Holloway Reservoir
■ Lake Ovid
■ Shiawassee River

More specific reasons for water
resources being important to
residents included:
■ Aesthetic value
■ Close to home
■ Good for fishing
■ Provides good nature area
■ Good for recreation/water activities
■ Wildlife habitat
More specific reasons for green
and open spaces being important
to residents included:
■ Close to home
■ Good for hunting
■ Good for fishing
■ Good nature areas
■ Peaceful
■ Good for recreation
■ Wildlife habitat
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The final measure of support was through financial willingness to
pay, opinions on how funds should be raised to pay for conserving
green and open spaces in the resident’s community or county, and
interest in joining a conservation group. The most common
response to willingness to pay for conservation was the highest
value provided in the questionnaire, or $16-25 per year (figure 10
and table 22). Next, zero (or unwilling to pay) and $6-$10 per
year were most common.

Figure 10: Willingness to pay for conserving green and open
space on an annual cost
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
$0/Year

“Residents were most supportive
of funding sources generated
by user fees or donations
to non-profits.”
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$1-$5/Year $6-$10/Year $11-$15/Year $16-$25/Year

Table 22: Willingness to pay to conserve green and open space
in community or county
Genesee
$0/year

19.4%

Lapeer Shiawassee Weighted Totals
19.0%

17.0%

19.1%

$1-5/year

19.4%

9.8%

15.1%

17.5%

$6-10/year

18.7%

21.3%

20.1%

19.2%

$11-15/year

10.4%

7.5%

5.0%

9.4%

$16-25/year

32.1%

42.4%

42.8%

34.8%

Residents were most supportive of
funding sources generated by user fees
or donations from nonprofits (which
could also be interpreted as individuals
giving to nonprofits to fund conservation)
(figure 11 and table 23). There was
considerably lower support for any
tax-based funding including property
taxes, transfer tax, or bond referendums.
On joining a conservation group, one
of four respondents indicated they
would be interested (table 24).

Figure 11: Support for funding sources to pay for green and open space conservation
Strongly or Moderately Support

Neither Agree or Oppose

Strongly or Moderately Oppose

Donations to nonprofits
A tax on property sales (transfer tax)
Bond referendum
Propert taxes
User fees (for parks)
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40%
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Table 23: Support for funding sources to pay for green and open space conservation

User fees
(for parks
and facilities)

Property
taxes

Bond
referendum

A tax on
property sales
(transfer tax)

Donations to
nonprofits

Strongly oppose

Genesee

Lapeer

5.9%

7.7%

Shiawassee Weighted Total
8.1%

6.5%

Moderately oppose

11.1%

5.5%

5.8%

9.6%

Neither support nor oppose

11.1%

13.7%

16.8%

12.2%

Moderately support

34.8%

37.0%

41.6%

36.0%

Strongly support

37.1%

36.1%

27.7%

35.8%

Strongly oppose

30.3%

38.2%

32.0%

31.6%

Moderately oppose

12.9%

17.7%

12.2%

13.6%

Neither support nor oppose

17.4%

16.0%

22.1%

17.8%

Moderately support

29.6%

32.5%

24.4%

27.7%

Strongly support

9.8%

6.6%

9.3%

9.3%

Strongly oppose

15.4%

27.0%

24.1%

18.2%

Moderately oppose

12.3%

15.7%

15.7%

13.2%

Neither support nor oppose

37.6%

32.0%

33.7%

36.4%

Moderately support

28.5%

18.0%

20.5%

25.9%

Strongly support

6.2%

7.3%

6.0%

6.3%

Strongly oppose

31.6%

42.6%

34.1%

33.6%

Moderately oppose

21.8%

18.2%

13.5%

20.3%

Neither support nor oppose

27.1%

17.1%

31.2%

26.0%

Moderately support

12.0%

13.8%

16.5%

12.8%

Strongly support

7.5%

8.3%

4.7%

7.3%

Strongly oppose

3.0%

5.5%

2.9%

3.4%

Moderately oppose

3.0%

1.7%

3.4%

2.9%

Neither support nor oppose

15.8%

16.6%

20.1%

16.4%

Moderately support

38.3%

36.5%

39.1%

38.1%

Strongly support

39.9%

39.7%

34.5%

39.2%

Strongly oppose
Other:
(describe below) Moderately oppose
Neither support nor oppose

3.6%

12.5%

20.7%

6.5%

10.7%

3.1%

3.4%

8.9%

42.9%

40.6%

48.3%

43.1%

Moderately support

14.3%

0.0%

13.8%

12.3%

Strongly support

28.6%

43.8%

13.8%

29.2%

Genesee

Lapeer Shiawassee Weighted Totals

Table 24:
Interest in joining a conservation
club or organization in your
community, county or the region

Yes

20.7%

35.8%

32.7%

24.4%

No

79.3%

64.2%

67.3%

75.6%
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Recreation and
Physical Activity Levels
A final topic related to the conservation
of green and open spaces and water
resources is recreation interests and
behaviors. To that end, respondents
were asked about the outdoor
recreation activities they or others
in their household participate in near
their community. The most popular
activities included walking/hiking,
scenic driving, swimming, fishing,
camping, and hunting (figure 12).
All of these activities are very
dependent on the conservation of the
region’s natural resources. Additional
recreation activities enjoyed by smaller
segments of the residents included
picnicking, golfing, playgrounds,
visiting historical sites (table 25),
canoeing or kayaking (table 26),
and bicycling on trails (table 27).

Figure 12: Top outdoor activities participated in nearby the community
Hunting
Camping
Fishing
Swimming
Scenic driving
Walking / hiking
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Table 25: General outdoor activities participated in nearby the community
Multiple response allowed.

Genesee

Lapeer

Visit historical sites

34.9%

32.5%

Shiawassee Weighted Totals
44.5%

35.7%

Scenic drive

57.5%

62.8%

67.0%

59.5%

Picnic

41.8%

37.2%

35.2%

40.3%

Playground

32.9%

29.5%

29.1%

31.9%

Outdoor photography

10.3%

24.6%

17.0%

13.2%

Hunt

29.5%

47.6%

42.3%

33.7%

Camp

34.9%

40.3%

35.2%

35.8%

Nature study/observation

24.0%

33.5%

24.2%

25.4%

Mushroom/berry pick

20.5%

29.8%

26.9%

22.7%

Birding

16.4%

35.6%

25.3%

20.2%

Softball/baseball

21.9%

19.9%

18.1%

21.2%

Soccer

4.8%

19.4%

9.3%

7.5%

Golf

34.2%

29.3%

33.5%

33.4%

Table 26: Water activities participated in nearby the community
Multiple response allowed.

“The most popular

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee Weighted Totals

Canoe or kayak

19.8%

18.3%

25.3%

20.3%

Swim

50.0%

49.7%

40.7%

48.9%

Open water fish

33.6%

43.5%

48.4%

36.8%

activities included

Ice fish

10.3%

23.6%

28.0%

14.4%

Power boat

13.0%

13.1%

19.2%

13.8%

walking/hiking, scenic

Sail

2.1%

4.2%

3.8%

2.6%

Water ski

6.8%

7.9%

7.1%

7.0%

driving, swimming,
fishing, camping,
and hunting.”
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Table 27: Trail activities participated in nearby the community
Multiple response allowed.

Genesee

Lapeer

Walk/hike

66.4%

64.5%

Shiawassee Weighted Totals
67.6%

66.4%

Mountain bike

8.2%

15.2%

11.0%

9.6%

Bicycle

34.9%

40.8%

44.0%

36.9%

Run/jog

15.8%

12.0%

18.1%

15.5%

In-line skate

7.5%

7.3%

5.5%

7.3%

Skateboard

7.5%

5.2%

4.4%

6.8%

Cross country ski

5.5%

9.9%

13.7%

7.1%

Snowmobile

13.7%

14.7%

14.8%

14.0%

Off road vehicle use

14.5%

19.4%

16.5%

15.5%

Residents indicated where physical activity occurs (for the sake of recreation or leisure) was most likely to be at home, followed by
neighborhood streets, public parks and recreation facilities, and trails (figure 13). As noted in figure 13, those who used trails reported
two more hours of leisure physical activity than those who do not use trails.

Figure 13: Places for physical activity
At home
Neighborhood streets

For those who used trails,
they had reported two more
hours of physical activity than
non-trail users; fitness center
users also had greater physical
activity levels.

Public parks and recreation facility
Trails
Neighborhood sidewalks
Fitness centers and clubs
Malls
Local school building
Community education facility
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40%
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Table 28: Places of physical activity
Multiple response allowed.

Genesee

Lapeer

Shiawassee Weighted Totals

At home

86.8%

92.1%

95.1%

Community education facility

12.5%

6.3%

8.8%

11.1%

Neighborhood streets

56.9%

40.0%

47.8%

53.3%

88.6%

Public parks and recreation facility

53.5%

48.4%

51.6%

52.5%

Trails

35.4%

45.8%

43.4%

37.9%

Neighborhood sidewalks

35.4%

19.5%

36.3%

33.1%

Malls

27.1%

11.1%

18.7%

23.6%

Fitness centers or clubs

30.6%

16.3%

17.0%

26.8%

Local school building

16.8%

13.2%

15.4%

16.1%

Other

3.6%

9.5%

5.8%

4.7%

On average, respondents reported a greater
number of hours of physical activity for
work than leisure (table 29). The median
or 50% percentile statistic shows 6 hours
of leisure physical activity, which exceeds
3 hours of work physical activity.

Table 29: Mean hours and quartiles of work and leisure physical activity levels
Percentile

25%

50%

75%

100%

Work physical activities Mean=11 hrs

0 hours

3 hours

18 hours

80 hours

Leisure physical activities Mean=9 hrs

3 hours

6 hours

10 hours

60 hours

Table 30: Number of hours of work physical activity

Table 31: Number of hours of leisure physical activity

Genesee

Lapeer

Genesee

Lapeer

0 hrs/week

42.6%

39.4%

Shiawassee Weighted Totals
40.1%

17.5%

0 hrs/week

9.2%

6.7%

Shiawassee Weighted Totals
7.4%

3.3%

1 – 10 hrs/week

29. 8%

25.6%

32.3%

25.2%

1 – 10 hrs/week

69.5%

63.5%

65.9%

57.2%

11 – 20 hrs/week

11.2%

8.9%

9.0%

12.5%

11 – 20 hrs/week

14.2%

18.5%

19.3%

22.8%

21 – 30 hrs/week

5.0%

8.9%

4.5%

10.8%

21 – 30 hrs/week

5.7%

7.9%

3.4%

9.8%

31 – 40 hrs/week

5.7%

10.5%

7.3%

17.3%

31 – 40 hrs/week

1.4%

2.3%

3.4%

5.3%

Over 40 hrs/week

5.7%

6.7%

6.8%

16.7%

Over 40 hrs/week

0.0%

1.1%

0.6%

1.6%
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Next, respondents were asked why they
do not participate in outdoor physical
activities. The top barriers included lack
of sidewalks or trails near their home and
lack of time (figure 14 and table 32).
These two barriers were closely followed
by personal health problems or no one
to exercise with.

Figure 14: Barriers to outdoor physical activity
Lack transportation to outdoor facilities
Don’t like outdoor physical activities
Not safe to be outdoors
Lack places or facilities near my home
Not convenient for me
No one to exercise with
Health problems prohibit me
Lack time
Lack sidewalks or trails near my home
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20%

25%
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Table 32: Number of hours of leisure physical activity
Multiple response allowed.

Genesee

I don’t feel safe outdoors

15.9%

Lapeer Shiawassee Weighted Totals
5.6%

1.9%

12.7%

It is not convenient for me

15.9%

13.0%

10.2%

14.8%

I have no sidewalks or trails near my home

29.4%

27.2%

27.4%

28.8%

I have no one to exercise with outdoors

17.5%

12.3%

11.5%

16.0%

I don’t have time

27.0%

34.8%

32.5%

28.8%

Outdoor physical activity isn’t something I like

4.0%

4.9%

3.2%

4.0%

Health problems prohibit me from outdoor activity

19.8%

14.2%

16.6%

18.6%

I lack transportation to outdoor facilities

3.2%

0.6%

0.6%

2.5%

I lack places or facilities near my home to be outdoors

15.9%

8.6%

14.6%

14.6%

Next, a series of attitude questions about
physical activities were presented to respondents. Related to the earlier response that
most respondents selected their home as
the place for physical activity, the statement
“gardening, yard work, and chopping wood
are physical activities” received the highest
agreement level (figure 15 and table 33).
The next most agreed upon statements
were “I desire to be more physically active”
and “obesity is a personal issue, not a
community problem.”

Figure 15: Attitudes toward physical activity and community design
I enjoy biking to get to places
I enjoy walking to get to places
A connected trail and sidewalk system
would make it easier for me to be active
Obesity is a personal issue,
not a community problem
I desire to be more physically active
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Table 33: Attitudes toward physical activity and community design. Statements agreed to.
Multiple response allowed.

Genesee

Lapeer

Obesity is a personal issue, not a community problem

58.6%

52.6%

Shiawassee Weighted Totals
55.2%

57.3%

Gardening, yard work, and chopping wood are physical activities

93.1%

93.8%

94.5%

93.4%

I desire to be more physically active

63.4%

54.7%

60.7%

61.8%

Urban sprawl makes it harder to be more physically active

20.0%

22.9%

18.0%

20.2%

A connected trail and sidewalk system would make it easier for me to be active

42.1%

27.1%

29.5%

38.3%

I enjoy walking to get to places, such as the store

35.2%

40.1%

40.4%

36.6%

I enjoy biking to get to places, such as the store

28.3%

24.0%

30.1%

27.8%
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A final measure of physical activity was the respondents’ self-rating
of their quality of health and the quantity of physical activity in their
lives. Four out of ten viewed their health quality as staying the same
or decreasing (figure 16 and table 34). The smallest group, or two of
ten individuals, viewed their health quality as increasing or getting
better. On quantity of physical activity (figure 17 and table 35), the
most common response for residents of the region was a decrease in
physical activity over the past five years.

Figure 16: Self-rated quality of health over the past five years
Increased 20.5%

Stayed the Same 40.2%
Decreased 39.3%
Table 34: Self-rated health quality
Genesee

Lapeer Shiawassee Weighted Totals

Increased

21.5%

15.5%

20.4%

20.5%

Decreased

38.9%

39.4%

42.0%

39.3%

Stayed the same

39.6%

45.1%

37.6%

40.2%

Figure 17: Self-rated quantity of physical activity
levels over the past five years
Increased 21.7%

Stayed the Same 37.8%
Decreased 40.5%

Table 35: Self-rated physical activity levels
Genesee

Lapeer Shiawassee Weighted Totals

Increased

21.7%

20.8%

22.7%

21.7%

Decreased

40.5%

37.5%

44.2%

40.5%

Stayed the same

37.8%

41.7%

33.1%

37.8%
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Conclusions and
Recommendations
his Conservation Needs Assessment attempted to represent as many views as
possible from major stakeholders, decision makers, and residents in the Genesee,
Lapeer and Shiawassee Region.

T

The parks and recreation plan review was fairly efficient by utilizing the library of
master plans on file with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources. One limitation
of this review is that any recreation plans not on file with the state were omitted. Some
local governments may have recreation plans within their broader master plan and haven’t
formalized those plans within a recreation authority. While the DNR suggests formats for
recreation plans, not all plans or their contents are the same, and at times it was difficult
to compile and compare information because of different presentation styles and depth.
The focus groups were the primary vehicle for gaining the input of public officials,
decision makers, and interested groups. Strong efforts were made to invite all major
stakeholders and decision makers, although not everyone was able to make the single date
focus group held in each county. Additional dates may have allowed for greater levels of
participation and viewpoints.
The mail questionnaire was effective at gathering a broad view of conservation held
by citizens in the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region. All questionnaires of a large
size are subject to non-response bias. Our response rate in the high 20 percent range
suggests that approximately three-quarters of the sample were not interested or not able
to complete the survey. This suggests that the topic of conservation may not have a broad
appeal in the region. Respondents to the survey indicated that education, involvement,
and communications at all age levels are needed to gain greater understanding and
support for conservation. Response variation existed in the survey data suggesting that
supportive views, neutral views, and opposed views were garnered with the survey
process. Two other limitations of the data are that the sampling error rate is larger in
Genesee County than Lapeer or Shiawassee, as proportionately more were surveyed in
the latter counties; and secondly, analyses at a township or city level are not possible as
the number of respondents for this municipal level is too small a response from which
to generalize.
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The following key findings
are noted as a closing
summary to the
Conservation Needs
Assessment:
■ Residents have appreciation and
attachment to many natural areas, open
spaces, parks, and rural landscapes in
the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Region. These places and landscapes
have long been part of the area’s rich
agricultural and natural resource history.
Residents expressed deep concern for
the loss of these legacies brought on by
residential and commercial development,
sale of farmland and parcelization, and
for the declining quality of resources for
animals, birds, fish and other resource
dependent wildlife.

■ The quality of water, air, and land
resources were all very important to
residents, although water resources and
related recreation activities (swimming,
fishing, boating) were slightly more
important. More residents indicated that
both the quality and quantity of water
resources in the region had “stayed the
same” over the past five years rather
than decreasing. Less than ten percent
saw water resources improving in quality
or quantity, and lower ratings (more
concern) were given for green and open
spaces. Residents particularly saw the
quantity of green and open spaces
decreasing over the past five years.
About an equal number of respondents
rated the quality of green and open
space as decreasing or staying the same.
■ Support exists for increased conservation efforts in the short term. Most
respondents indicated that conservation
planning at a regional level should have
occurred in the past or it should start
now. Eight out of ten respondents were
willing to pay some amount to fund
conservation, and the largest group of
respondents supported the highest level
suggested ($16-$25 per year). User fees
or donations to nonprofits that would
be invested in conservation efforts were
supported over various types of taxes.
Residents also expressed that many
levels of government and interested
groups should be involved in conservation. Seven out of ten respondents felt
that collaborations and partnerships
between government, citizen volunteer
groups, land conservancies, and other
non-profits was the best route for
enhanced conservation efforts.

And finally, based on
concerns expressed by
stakeholders, decision
makers, and residents
during the course of this
Assessment, the following
recommendations for
action are made:
■ Identify short and long-term goals and
priorities for municipal and nonprofit
conservation and recreation organizations based on the responses provided
in this Assessment.
■ Use the responses provided in this
Assessment in a consistent and responsible manner for on-the-ground action by
municipal and nonprofit conservation
and recreation organizations.
■ Ensure the incorporation of conservation
and recreation issues into municipal
planning processes and public outreach
efforts.
■ Enhance marketing and communication
of conservation and recreation issues by
municipal and nonprofit conservation
and recreation organizations.
■ Repeat the Conservation Needs
Assessment process on a regular basis
and maintain a continuous review
to identify changes in attitudes and
approaches, particularly toward
identified sites of conservation and
recreation importance.
■ Use public and private resources and
partnerships to craft a broad, unifying
conservation and recreation vision for
the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee
Region that concerned citizens will value
and that diverse communities and
organizations can buy into.
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APPENDIX A: Parks and Recreation Plan Content Review Worksheet
County/Community: __________________________________________________________
Variable Description
1.0 GENERAL INFORMATION
1.0a
Place type

Variable Key
1 = county; 2 = municipality;
3 = township

1.0b

Date of evaluation/
Evaluated by
1.0c
Plan title
1.0d
Plan type
e.g., master, parks & rec, etc.
1.0e
Type of copy
1= hard copy; 2 = electronic copy
1.0f
Plan update
1 = yes; 0 = no (i.e., first plan)
1.0g
Date adopted by locality NA = Not formally adopted
1.0h
Approximate page length
1.0i
Consultant used
1 = yes; 0 = no
1.0j
Consultant’s name
1.0k
Other/comments
2.0 PLAN PRESENTATION
2.2 Statement of goals, objectives and policies
2.2a
Clear statement of goals Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
& objectives
2.2b
Explained in one place
1 = yes; 0 = no
2.2c
Dispersed throughout plan 1 = yes; 0 = no
2.2d
Clear statement of policies Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
2.2e
Emphasis of values/
goals/policies
2.2f
Other/comments
3.0 PLANNING PROCESS
3.0a
Explanation of planning
0 = not present;
process provided
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
3.0b
Discussion of planning,
0 = not present;
plan’s purpose
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
3.0c
Other / comments
3.1 Public Participation
3.1a
Description of public
0 = not present;
participation process
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
3.1b
Stakeholder involvement Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
3.1c
Public education
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
& information
3.1d
Community visioning
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
session, design charette,
etc.
3.1e
Planning or steering
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
committee
3.1f
Survey of public opinion Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
3.1g
Preliminary drafts
Discussed? 1= yes; 0 = no
circulated for public
comment
3.1h
Other public participation Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
mechanisms
3.1i
Other / comments
4.0 DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS
4.0a
Summary of data
Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
collection & analysis
process
4.1 Existing Local Policies and Plans
4.1a
Past plan implementation Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
status
4.1b
Assessment of past plan Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
implementation
effectiveness
4.2 Present Conditions
4.2a
Primary economic base(s) Noted? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.2b
Population trend
0 = not provided, 1 = declining;
2 = stable; 3 = increasing
4.2c
Economic trend
0 = not provided, 1 = declining;
2 = stable; 3 = increasing
4.2d
Existing land uses
Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.2e
Land use compatibility
Problems identified? 1=yes; 0=no
4.2f
Water use compatibility
Problems identified? 1=yes; 0=no
4.2g
Unplanned development Problems identified? 1=yes; 0=no
4.2h
Water quality problems
Discussed? 1= yes; 0 = no
& link to land use
4.2i
Regional context
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
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Value

Notes/
Page Comments

Notes/
Variable Description
Variable Key
Value Page Comments
4.3 Land Suitability Analysis
4.3a
Trends re: development
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
&/or land use change
4.3b
Trends/problems re:
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
environment
4.3e
Floodplains
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3f
Soil limitations
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3g
Water supply
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3h
Coastal zones
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3i
Steep slopes
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3j
Erosion
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3k
Other physical limitations Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3l
Impaired quality
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
watersheds
4.3m
Nutrient sensitive
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3n
High quality waters
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3o
Other waters identified
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3p
Need to limit/address
0 = not present;
impacts from impervious 1 = present but not detailed;
surfaces
2 = present and detailed
4.3q
Fragile natural areas
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3r
High quality natural areas Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
4.3s
Regionally critical or
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
unique natural resources
4.3t
Other/comment
5.0 GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICY STATEMENTS RELATED TO SMART GROWTH
5.1 Goals, Objectives and Policies – Management of the Pace and Location of Development
5.1.1 Goals and Objectives
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A Plan A
2=present and detailed
5.1.1a
Efficient use of land &
infrastructure
5.1.1d
Growth directed away
fromimportant resource
areas
5.1.1e
Other/Comment
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
5.1.2 Policies
1=suggested in plan;
Plan A Plan A
2=mandatory in plan
5.1.2d
Mapping of conservation
& development zones
5.1.2f
Growth limited by
carrying capacity
5.1.2g
Other/Comment
5.2 Goals, Objectives and Policies – Compact and Mixed Use Development and Redevelopment
5.2.1 Goals and Objectives
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A Plan A
2=present and detailed
5.2.1f
Walkable communities
5.2.1g
Reclamation of
brownfield sites
5.2.1h
Other/Comment
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
5.2.2 Policies
1=suggested in plan;
Plan A Plan A
2=mandatory in plan
5.2.2o
Remediation &/or reuse
of brownfield sites
5.2.2p
Recreational opportunities
within walking/biking
distance
5.2.2q
Office, research, industrial,
& commercial areas with
direct non-motorized
links to surrounding areas
5.2.2v
Other/Comment
5.3 Goals, Objectives and Policies – Housing, Neighborhoods, and Local Character
5.3.1 Goals and Objectives
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A Plan A
2=present and detailed
Code
5.3.1b
High quality of life for
residents
5.3.1d
Historic preservation
5.3.1e
Other/Comment

Variable Description
5.3.2 Policies

Variable Key
0=not present;
1=suggested in plan;
2=mandatory in plan

Notes/
Value Page Comments
Code Page Comment
Plan A Plan A

Cultural resources
Historic districts
Access to parks, trails,
open space
5.3.2k
Other
5.4 Goals, Objectives and Policies - Sustainable Economy
5.4.1 Goals and Objectives
0=not present;
Code
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A
2=present and detailed
5.4.1b
Socially & environmentally responsible
business & industry
5.4.1c
Retention of existing
businesses
5.4.1d
Regional collaboration
5.4.1e
Other/Comment
0=not present;
Code
5.4.2 Policies
1=suggested in plan;
Plan A
2=mandatory in plan
5.4.2p
Natural resource
protection in conjunction
with economic activity
5.4.2q
Controls on polluting
activities
5.4.2r
Existing structures &
facilities favored over
new construction
5.4.2s
Maintain natural terrain,
drainage, & vegetation
5.4.2t
Environmentally-conscious
production techniques
& materials
5.4.2u
Regional or multijurisdictional collaboration
5.4.2w Other/Comment
5.5 Goals, Objectives and Polices – Infrastructure and Community Services
5.5.1 Goals and Objectives
0=not present;
Code
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A
2=present and detailed
5.5.1g
Sustainable water
resource & waste water
management
5.5.1i
A variety of transportation
options
5.5.1j
Other/Comment
0=not present;
Code
5.5.2 Policies
1=suggested in plan;
Plan A
2=mandatory in plan
5.5.2a
On-site wastewater
conservation, treatment,
&/or re-use
5.5.2d
Recycle/Reduce/
Reuse programs
5.5.2e
Composting programs
5.5.2g
Pedestrian & bicycle
access, connections
(greenways, sidewalks) &
infrastructure (bike racks)
5.5.2h
Employer and/or government-sponsored commute
reduction programs
5.5.2o
Use of renewable energy
resources
5.5.2q
Other/Comment
5.6 Goals, Objectives and Policies – Resource Protection
5.6.1 Goals and Objectives
0=not present;
Code
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A
2=present and detailed
5.6.1a
Protection of natural
areas, parks, open space
5.6.1b
Connectivity of natural
systems
5.6.1c
Biodiversity
5.6.1d
Water quality/pollution
prevention

5.6.1e
5.6.1f
5.6.1g

5.3.2g
5.3.2h
5.3.2i

5.6.1h
5.6.2

Page Comment
Plan A

Variable Description
Surface water protection
(including wetlands)
Groundwater protection
Coastal resources
protection
Other/Comment
Policies

5.6.2a
5.6.2b
5.6.2c
5.6.2d
5.6.2d1
5.6.2d2

Page Comment
Plan A

5.6.2d3
5.6.2d7
5.6.2d8
5.6.2d9
5.6.2d10
5.6.2d11
5.6.2d12
5.6.2d13
5.6.2d14
5.6.2d15
5.6.2d16
5.6.2d17
5.6.2e

Page Comment
Plan A

5.6.2e1
5.6.2e2
5.6.2e3
5.6.2e4

Page Comment
Plan A

5.6.2e5
5.6.2e6
5.6.2e7
5.6.2e8
5.6.2e9
5.6.2e10
5.6.2e11
5.6.2e12
5.6.2e13
5.6.2e18
5.6.2e19
5.6.2e20

Page Comment
Plan A

5.6.2e21
5.6.2f
5.6.2f1
5.6.2f2

Notes/
Page Comments

Variable Key

Value

0=not present;
1=suggested in plan;
2=mandatory in plan

Code Page Comment
Plan A Plan A

Data collection/evaluation
Watershed-based planning
Public education efforts
Development tools/
incentives for natural
esource protection
Environmental overlay
districts
Cluster zoning (open
space development)
Conservation planning
& design
Land conservation
incentives
Impact fees
Fee simple property
acquisition
Easement acquisition
Buffer zones near sensitive/unique natural areas
Landscaping standards
Incentives for native
landscaping
Mitigation ordinance
Controls on type/mix of
density, land use
Development standards
Other
Water quality management
tools (non-ag)
Flood plain development
restrictions
Acquire wetland permit
before other permits
Public acquisition of
floodplain lands
Flood management overlay
zoning district in place
Development setbacks
& vegetative buffers
Site plan review for
drainage considerations
On-site mitigation
of impacts
On-site storm water
management systems
Erosion & sediment
control (ESC) ordinances
Enforcement/inspection
of ESC
Design criteria for
vegetated open channels
Parking lot runoff controls
Parking lot vegetation
Pesticide controls
Fertilizer controls
Controls on new septic
installation
Conservative use &
proper storage of de-icing
agents for roads
Connectivity between
natural areas
Development standards
to encourage contiguous
open space
Wildlife corridors
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Notes/
Variable Description
Variable Key
Value Page Comments
5.6.2f3 Trails connecting parks
5.6.2f4 Greenway system
5.6.2g
Coastal resource protection
5.6.2g1 Dune protection overlay
zoning districts
5.6.2g2 Dune management
5.6.2g3 Coastal wetlands protection
5.6.2g4 Coastal setbacks
5.6.2g5 Shoreline protection
overlay district
5.6.2g6 Shoreline erosion BMPs
5.6.2g7 Adoption of state dune
& wetland protection
permit provisions
5.6.2g8 Public funding restrictions
for coastal development
5.6.2g9 Enforcement tools (fines
& stop-work orders)
5.6.2g10 Public education on
coastal management
5.6.2g11 Voluntary protection
options
5.6.2g12 Public access/use
restrictions
5.6.2h
Preserve existing
vegetation, rocks and
berms along shoreline
5.6.2i
Critical coastal habitat
protection
5.6.2j
Night sky safeguards/
light pollution controls
5.6.2k
Centralized water
recreation facilities/
accessory structures
5.6.2l
Centralized sewage
disposal facilities
5.6.2m Other/Comment
5.7 Goals, Objectives and Policies – Sustainable Natural Resource Management and Production
5.7.1 Goals, Objectives/Issues
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
1=present but not detailed;
Plan A Plan A
2=present and detailed
5.7.1a
Important resources
identified (ag, forestry,
mining, fishing, recreation)
5.7.1b
Important resources
List resources identified
5.7.1c
Sustainable use of
natural resources
5.7.1d
Preservation of natural
resources
5.7.1e
Minimize impact to
natural systems
5.7.1f
Other/Comment
0=not present;
Code Page Comment
5.7.2 Policies
1=suggested in plan;
Plan A Plan A
2=mandatory in plan
Code
5.7.2a
Tools to promote
sustainable agriculture
5.7.2b
Feedlot animal waste
controls
5.7.2c
Chemical use controls
5.7.2d
Organic farming
incentives/education
5.7.2e
Cropped land erosion
control conservation tillage
5.7.2f
Restrict livestock access
to surface waters
5.7.2g
Restoration of ecosystem
function to less productive
ag land or valuable
natural resource land
5.7.2h
Windbreaks in ag land
5.7.2i
Best Management
Practices
5.7.2j
Tools for Ag & open space
preservation including:
5.7.2k
Purchase of development
rights (PDR/PACE)
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Variable Description
Variable Key
5.7.2l
Transfer of development
rights
5.7.2m Lease of development
rights
5.7.2s
Right to farm ordinances
5.7.2t
Buffer zones for Ag land
5.7.2u
Other incentives for
Ag land protection
5.7.2v
Sustainable management
of commercial forest land
5.7.2w Best Management
Practices
5.7.2x
Selective cutting
5.7.2y
Reforestation
5.7.2z
Mineral extraction &
sustainable waste mgmt.
5.7.2aa Sustainable fisheries
5.7.2bb Impacts of off-road
vehicles
5.7.2cc Impacts of shoreline
recreation infrastructure
5.7.2dd Residential/commercial/
industrial land development impacts
5.7.2ee Limits on development
because of impacts
5.7.2ff Other policies
5.7.2gg Other / comments
6.0 CONSISTENCY
6.1 Vertical Consistency
6.1a
Vertical consistency
Discussed/analyzed?
1= yes; 0 = no
6.1b
Coordination with
0 = not present;
federal agencies
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1c
Coordination with
0 = not present;
state agencies
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1 Consistency with State-mandated plan components
For all plans
6.1.1a
A land use plan & program 0 = not present;
with land classification
1 = present but not detailed;
& allocation
2 = present and detailed
Recommendations for
general location,
character, & extent of:
6.1.1b
Transportation infrastruc- 0 = not present;
ture (roads, bridges, etc.) 1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1c
Waterways & waterfront 0 = not present;
development
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1d
Water quality & quantity
0 = not present;
infrastructure
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1e
Public utilities & structures 0 = not present;
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1f
Recommendations for the 0 = not present;
redevelopment of blighted 1 = present but not detailed;
areas
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1g
Recommendations for
0 = not present;
implementation
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
For municipal plans, recommendations for:
6.1.1h
Playgrounds & open
0 = not present;
spaces
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1i
Community centers
0 = not present;
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1j
Neighborhood units
0 = not present;
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1k
Zoning for building controls 0 = not present;
(bulk, location, etc.)
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.1.1l
Other/Comment

Value

Notes/
Page Comments

Variable Description
6.2 Horizontal Consistency
6.2a
Horizontal consistency
(local/regional jurisdictions)
6.2b
Discussion of intergovernmental coordination

Variable Key

Value

Notes/
Page Comments

Discussed/analyzed?
1= yes; 0 = no
0 = not present;
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.2c
Neighboring jurisdiction’s 0 = not present;
plans
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.2d
Other local jurisdictions
0 = not present;
identified (county to county, 1 = present but not detailed;
locality to locality)
2 = present and detailed
6.2e
Other local jurisdictions
0 = not present;
consulted (county to
1 = present but not detailed;
county, locality to locality) 2 = present and detailed
6.3 Internal Consistency
6.3a
Internal consistency
Discussed/analyzed?
(within jurisdiction)
1= yes; 0 = no
6.3b
Discussion of interagency/ 0 = not present;
interdepartmental
1 = present but not detailed;
coordination
2 = present and detailed
6.3c
Consistency with other
0 = not present;
plans, policies &
1 = present but not detailed;
ordinances
2 = present and detailed
6.3.1 Intergoal consistency
6.3.1a
Consistency between
Discussed/analyzed?
goals in the plan
1 = yes; 0 = no
6.3.1b
Goals are internally
1 = yes; 0 = no
inconsistent
6.3.1c
Goals are not internally
1 = yes; 0 = no
inconsistent
6.3.1d
Goals are consistent
1 = yes; 0 = no
& mutually supporting
6.3.1e
Comment
6.3.2 Inter-policy consistency
6.3.2a
Consistency between
Discussed/analyzed?
Policies in the plan
1 = yes; 0 = no
6.3.2b
Policies are internally
1 = yes; 0 = no
inconsistent
6.3.2c
Policies are not internally 1 = yes; 0 = no
inconsistent
6.3.2d
Policies are consistent
1 = yes; 0 = no
& mutually supporting
6.3.2e
Comment
6.3.3 Spatial Consistency - Land Classification Consistent with Policies/Goals
6.3.3a
Land classification map
Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
6.3.3b
Types of land use
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
classifications
6.3.3c
Discussion of link to land 0 = not present;
suitability analysis
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.3.3d
Discussion of link
0 = not present;
to policies
1 = present but not detailed;
2 = present and detailed
6.3.3e
Discussion of link
0 = not present;
betweenconstraints
1 = present but not detailed;
& classification map
2 = present and detailed
6.3.3f
Constraints considered
in mapping:
6.3.3g
Sensitive or fragile
Considered? 1 = yes; 0 = no
natural areas
6.3.3h
High quality natural areas Considered? 1 = yes; 0 = no
(more than two significant
natural features)
6.3.3i
Floodplains
Considered? 1 = yes; 0 = no
6.3.3j
High quality agricultural
Considered? 1 = yes; 0 = no
areas
6.3.3k
Water bodies
Considered? 1 = yes; 0 = no
6.3.3l
Infrastructure service
capacity
Considered? 1 = yes; 0 = no
6.3.3m Other / comment
7.0 IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES
7.0a
Timetable for
Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
implementation
7.0b
Implementation
Provided? 1 = yes; 0 = no
responsibilities

7.0c
7.0d
7.0e
7.0f
7.0g
7.0h
7.0i
7.0j
7.0k
7.0l

Variable Description
Implementation
mechanisms
Land use regulations,
subdivision ordinances,
&/or zoning
Capital improvement plans
(CIPs) &/or facilities plans
Education
Consistency between plan
& implementation
mechanisms
Monitoring/evaluation
process
Achievement benchmarks
Specific benchmark dates
Updating process/plan
Other/comments

Variable Key
Discussed generally?
1 = yes; 0 = no
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no

Value

Notes/
Page Comments

Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no
Established? 1 = yes; 0 = no
Established? 1 = yes; 0 = no
Discussed? 1 = yes; 0 = no

Other comments on the plan:
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APPENDIX B: Focus Group Script
Conservation in Genesee/Lapeer/Shiawassee County
Objective: Use the focus group format to assess the participant’s
level of knowledge regarding land conservation and how land
conservation can be best communicated to the community.
Group/Location: _____________________________________________
Number of Participants: _______________________________________
Date: _______________________________________________________
Moderator: _________________________________________________
Assisted by: _________________________________________________
Introduction (5 minutes)
■ Moderator: self-introduction
■ Introduce others present
■ Describe study:
• The purpose of today is to gain YOUR perspective on
conservation lands.
■ Session will be taped and transcribed. No information and names
will ever be matched. You will be assured complete confidentiality.

Communicating Conservation Issues to the Community
(25 minutes)
■ Where did you initially learn about the concept of land
conservation?
■ Do you feel that your community adequately engages itself
in land conservation? Why or why not?
■ How can officials in the community involve citizens with
current county actions regarding conservation and
conserving lands?
Exercise: “The Legacy” (13 minutes):
■ Are there any lands in your community that need to be
conserved?
■ Have participants construct a personal timeline or legacy
plan for conservation in their area:
• Included in the timeline:
– An area of land that needs or no longer needs
conservation efforts.

■ Distribute, explain and collect consent forms.

– Please give the justification for your decision about
the land.

Focus Group “Rules” (2 minutes):

– When should conservation of this area begin or be
halted?

■ Today will last no longer than 90 minutes.
■ The goal of this focus group is to allow everyone to participate
by sharing their ideas and opinions.

– Who should be responsible for overseeing the land
conservation?

■ Many of you may have much to say on this topic and we value
that. However, we need to make sure that everyone is allowed to
share his or her views. My role as the moderator is to help us stay
on track and provide an opportunity for everyone to participate.

Wrap-Up (10 minutes):

Warm-Up (5 minutes):

“The Legacy” Exercise for Participant:

■ Let us begin by introducing ourselves to each other, including any
professional or volunteer positions relevant to today’s topic, and
how long you have lived in G/L/S County.

■ Please describe an area of natural or rural land that you
believe needs conservation efforts:

■ Please share your first name and describe a natural or rural environment that represents a “special place” for you in this county.

______________________________________________________

• Special Place: Describe a natural or rural area that has
intrinsic, sentimental or personal value.
– (Probe if necessary) What makes this place special?
• How would you feel if your “special place” disappeared?
For example, was your “special place” developed into a
retail area, subdivision or highway.
• Do you know anyone that lost his or her private land or
“special place” to development?
Attitudes Toward Conservation Lands (30 minutes):
■ When you think of conservation or conserved lands, what
comes to mind?
■ In your opinion, is the conservation of land and other natural
resources a positive or a negative statement?

■ How has the discussion tonight influenced your thoughts
or intentions regarding land conservation?

______________________________________________________
______________________________________________________
■ Please clarify the location of your chosen site (for example:
address or road intersection where your site is located):
______________________________________________________
______________________________________________________
______________________________________________________
■ On the timeline below, mark the actions or activities that
you feel should be performed on your chosen land area.
Please give the date(s) that you feel these actions should be
executed and by whom.
Indicate action, dates and players

[–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––]

■ Does the conservation of land enhance your personal or
household’s quality of life? How about health and well being?
■ What are the benefits of conservation? What are the costs
of conservation?
■ What are your immediate reactions regarding the following
comment?
• Land conservation in my county is critical.

33 | Conservation Needs Assessment

■ On the back side, please illustrate (draw or describe) the
physical land cover features associated with your chosen area.

APPENDIX C: Questionnaire Cover Letter

October 25, 2005 (first mailing date) November 18, 2005 (second mailing)
<<subject first name>> <<subject last name>>
<<subject address>>
<<city>>, <<state>> <<zip code>>

Dear <<subject first name>>:
In the next 30 years, the Genesee, Lapeer and Shiawassee Region will experience unprecedented growth and
land use change. In fact, land in this region is being developed faster than ever before. Even though the
population in Genesee, Lapeer and Shiawassee counties has remained stable, growth continues to convert our
natural and working landscape into a developed environment. GLS GreenLinks is a voluntary association with
representatives from national, state and local governments, nonprofit organizations and concerned citizens
with interests in wildlife, water quality, non-motorized transportation, recreation, urban and land-use planning,
tourism and economic development.
GLS GreenLinks has partnered with Michigan State University to conduct a study to help define the values
citizens of this region place on land conservation and issues effecting overall quality of life. Enclosed is the
Conservation Needs Assessment Survey that will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. You have been
chosen randomly to represent residents from your region, so your participation is crucial. If there is more than
one adult in the household, we ask that the person with the first birthday in a calendar year complete the
survey. By volunteering to complete the survey and returning it to Michigan State University, you indicate
your consent to participate in the survey.
There are no known risks associated with your participation in this study. Your participation in this study may
contribute to a better understanding of issues concerning regional land conservation efforts.
Your responses will be kept confidential and your name will not be associated with any results. Your privacy
will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by law. If you have any questions regarding your
participation in this study, please contact Christine Vogt at (517) 432-0318 or vogtc@msu.edu. If you have
questions regarding your rights as a participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study,
you may contact – anonymously, if you wish, Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair of the University Committee on
Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by phone: (517) 355-2180, fax: (517) 432-4503, email:
ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.

Sincerely,
Christine Vogt, Ph.D.
Michigan State University

Jonathan Jarosz
GLS GreenLinks

Enclosures

GENESEE | LAPEER | SHIAWASSEE COUNTIES | 34

APPENDIX D: Connecting Communities: Conservation Needs Assessment Survey
Conservation in the Genesee, Lapeer and Shiawassee Region is currently being practiced by private land owners, non profit organizations,
government agencies primarily through parks and recreation agencies, and industries, including agriculture. In the next 30 years, this
region will experience significant land use change. This survey is aimed at understanding local residents’ perspectives on conservation and
related topics. Your participation in this survey is important and greatly appreciated. We would like to hear your views on these topics.
There is no right or wrong answer. Before you begin the survey we want to offer the following definitions:
Conservation is the planning for and protection of natural resources and natural lands for future generations to enjoy and use.
Green and Open Spaces are lands permanently conserved or used for…
• Human enjoyment to provide places for recreation, hunting, non-motorized transportation, or outdoor education.
• Agricultural production or “working lands” to ensure the continued production of economically valuable commodities.
• Natural areas to encourage the protection of wildlife habitat and natural water bodies.
Examples include parks, nature preserves, wildlife or game areas, nature centers, and working lands such as farms and orchards.
Natural Resources include all minerals, plants, water resources, animals, and the air.
Water Resources are natural bodies of water including lakes, rivers, streams, and wetlands.
Rural means land areas that are less developed than cities, villages, or suburbs. Rural can include farms, open spaces, wooded areas, and
water resources.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

This first section asks about your household’s outdoor recreation activities and
experiences with conservation resources in the Genesee, Lapeer & Shiawassee Region.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
1.

What outdoor activities do you or others in your household participate in nearby your community where you live,
including at your own home? (please check all that apply)

General Activities
❏ VISIT HISTORICAL SITES
❏ PLAYGROUND
❏ OUTDOOR PHOTOGRAPHY
❏ NATURE STUDY/OBSERVATION
❏ MUSHROOM/BERRY PICK
❏ SOFTBALL/BASEBALL
❏ GOLF

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

PICNIC
HUNT
CAMP
BIRDING
SCENIC DRIVE
SOCCER

Water Activities
❏ CANOE OR KAYAK
❏ SWIM
❏ OPEN WATER FISH
❏ ICE FISH
❏ POWER BOAT
❏ SAIL
❏ WATER SKI

Trail Activities
❏ WALK/HIKE
❏ MOUNTAIN BIKE
❏ BICYCLE
❏ RUN/JOG
❏ IN-LINE SKATE

❏
❏
❏
❏

SKATEBOARD
CROSS COUNTRY SKI
SNOWMOBILE
OFF ROAD VEHICLE USE

❏ OTHER (DESCRIBE ___________________________)

2. Are there green and open spaces in your community that are especially important to you? (please check one)
❏ YES, CONTINUE TO 2A ❏ NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 3
2a. Please list one green and open space area or feature that is especially important to you? (please describe) ______________________
2b. Why is this one green and open space area or feature especially important for you? (please describe) ___________________________
2c. Is the green and open space area or feature listed above currently being conserved or considered for conservation? (please check one)
❏ YES ❏ NO, SHOULD IT BE CONSERVED? — ❏ YES ❏ NO
3. Are there water resources (e.g., lakes, rivers, wetlands, streams) in your community that are especially important to you? (please check one)
❏ YES, CONTINUE TO 3A ❏ NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 4
3a. Please list one water resource that is especially important to you? (please describe) ___________________________________________
3b. Why is this one water resource important to you? (please describe) _________________________________________________________
3c. Is the water resource area listed above currently being conserved or considered for conservation? (please check one)
❏ YES ❏ NO, SHOULD IT BE CONSERVED? — ❏ YES ❏ NO
4. Overall, do you think that the quality and quantity of green and open spaces in your community has increased, decreased,
or stayed the same in the past 5 years? (please check one box for each statement)
QUALITY OF GREEN & OPEN SPACES
QUANTITY OF GREEN & OPEN SPACES
QUALITY OF WATER RESOURCES
QUANTITY OF WATER RESOURCES
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Increased
❏
❏
❏
❏

Decreased
❏
❏
❏
❏

Stayed the Same
❏
❏
❏
❏

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

This second section asks about your beliefs and opinions on conservation.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
5. Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement with the statements below. (please circle a response for each statement)
Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree
Agree
Agree
Natural resources in highly populated areas (urban) are important to conserve.
Natural resources in low populated areas (rural) are important to conserve.
Conservation areas should be public resources or publicly owned.
Conservation areas should be privately owned.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6. Please rate the – importance of each criterion for determining whether a specific area or type of green and open space should
be conserved: (circle a response for each statement)
Not at All
Slightly
Moderately
Very
Extremely
Green and Open Spaces that…
Important Important Important Important Important
Provide scenic and aesthetic values
1
2
3
4
5
Provide local cultural vitality to communities
1
2
3
4
5
Provide economic vitality and jobs for communities
1
2
3
4
5
Provide habitat for a high quality or diversity of plant and animal species
1
2
3
4
5
Provide for healthy living and quality of life
1
2
3
4
5
Provide forested lands
1
2
3
4
5
Protect and conserve water quality
1
2
3
4
5
Protect and conserve air quality
1
2
3
4
5
Provide vital agriculture, including locally grown food
1
2
3
4
5
Provide important recreational values to the public
1
2
3
4
5
Provide access to outdoor recreation opportunities
1
2
3
4
5
7. In regards to your community, please rate your level of support for conservation efforts or programs targeted at the following:
(please circle a response for each category)
Strongly Moderately Neither Support Moderately Strongly
Oppose
Oppose
Oppose
Support
Support
Plant species
1
2
3
4
5
Animal species
1
2
3
4
5
Forest areas
1
2
3
4
5
Water resources (lakes, rivers)
1
2
3
4
5
Ground water, reservoirs, & aquifers, for drinking water
1
2
3
4
5
Environmental education
1
2
3
4
5
Recycling
1
2
3
4
5
Neighborhood, city and county parks
1
2
3
4
5
Trails
1
2
3
4
5
Sidewalks
1
2
3
4
5
Greenways for linear corridor protection
1
2
3
4
5
Working farms, including landscaping and nursery firms
1
2
3
4
5
Locally grown food
1
2
3
4
5
Farmer’s markets
1
2
3
4
5
Agri-tourism attractions (u-pick, mazes)
1
2
3
4
5
Subdivisions with open space
1
2
3
4
5
Golf courses
1
2
3
4
5
8. How much would you be willing to personally pay to conserve green and open space in your community or county?
(please check one) ❏ $0/year ❏ $1-5/yea ❏ $6-10/year ❏ $11-15/year ❏ $16-25/year

GENESEE | LAPEER | SHIAWASSEE COUNTIES | 36

9. What funding sources would you support for raising this money you checked above? (please circle a response for each category)

User fees (for parks and facilities)
Property taxes
Bond referendum
A tax on property sales (transfer tax)
Donations to nonprofits
Other: (describe) ___________________________________

Strongly Moderately Neither Support Moderately
Oppose
Oppose
Oppose
Support
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4

Strongly
Support
5
5
5
5
5
5

10. Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding the following statements:
(please circle a response for each statement)
Neither
Strongly Moderately Support Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree
Agree
Agree
I feel the public input process for conservation and land use planning is adequate
1
2
3
4
5
My local government should be primarily involved in conservation
1
2
3
4
5
My county government should be primarily involved in conservation
1
2
3
4
5
Citizen volunteer groups should be primarily involved in conservation
1
2
3
4
5
A land conservancy or other nonprofit organizations should be
1
2
3
4
5
primarily involved in conservation
All of the above should be primarily involved in conservation
1
2
3
4
5
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

This third section asks about your physical health behaviors.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
11. What places do you use for physical activity? (please check all that apply)
❏ AT HOME
❏ NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALKS
❏ MALLS
❏ PUBLIC PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITY
❏ NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS
❏ COMMUNITY EDUCATION FACILITY
❏ TRAILS
❏ FITNESS CENTERS OR CLUBS

❏ LOCAL SCHOOL BUILDING
❏ OTHER: _________________________________

12. How many hours of physical activity per week would you say that get in your job and leisure time?
(fill in numbers of hours) ______ JOB HOURS ______ LEISURE HOURS
13. What barriers do you have to participating in outdoor physical activity? (please check all that apply)
❏ I DON’T FEEL SAFE OUTDOORS
❏ OUTDOOR PHYSICAL ACTIVITY ISN’T SOMETHING I LIKE
❏ IT IS NOT CONVENIENT FOR ME
❏ HEALTH PROBLEMS PROHIBIT ME FROM OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES
❏ I HAVE NO SIDEWALKS OR TRAILS NEAR MY HOME ❏ I LACK TRANSPORTATION TO OUTDOOR FACILITIES
❏ I HAVE NO ONE TO EXERCISE WITH OUTDOORS
❏ I LACK PLACES OR FACILITIES NEAR MY HOME TO BE OUTDOORS
❏ I DON’T HAVE TIME
14. Please check which statements you agree with. (please check all that apply)
❏ OBESITY IS A PERSONAL ISSUE, NOT A COMMUNITY PROBLEM
❏ GARDENING, YARD WORK AND CHOPPING WOOD ARE PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES
❏ I DESIRE TO BE MORE PHYSICALLY ACTIVE
❏ URBAN SPRAWL MAKES IT HARDER TO BE MORE PHYSICALLY ACTIVE
❏ A CONNECTED TRAIL AND SIDEWALK SYSTEM WOULD MAKE IT EASIER FOR ME TO BE ACTIVE
❏ I ENJOY WALKING TO GET TO PLACES, SUCH AS THE STORE
❏ I ENJOY BIKING TO GET TO PLACES, SUCH AS THE STORE
15. Overall, do you think the quality of your health and quantity of physical activity has increased,
decreased, or stayed the same in the past 5 years?
Quality of your health has: (please check one) ❏ INCREASED ❏ DECREASED ❏ STAYED THE SAME
Quantity of physical activity in your life has: (please check one) ❏ INCREASED ❏ DECREASED ❏ STAYED THE SAME
What do you attribute your change in health quality or physical activity levels to? (please describe) _______________________________
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–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

This fourth section asks about your overall quality of life.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
16. Does the availability of green and open space and water resources in your community enhance your quality of life (please check one)?
❏ YES, What is the one land or water area in your county that is most important to enhancing your quality of life? ___________________
If YES, what aspects of your life are enhanced by the presence of conserved lands? ______________________________________________
❏ NO
17. The greatest concern that I have about conservation in my community is: (please describe) ___________________________________
18. What changes do you think need to be done in your community to make green and open spaces and water
resources better for your future generations to have and enjoy? (please check and/or describe)
❏ My community needs the following changes: ________________________________ ❏ NO changes need to be made in my community
19. When should your community or township become involved in regional land use planning
(a cooperative land use and water resource planning effort between Genesee, Lapeer and Shiawassee counties)?(please check one)
❏ THIS YEAR

❏ 3 + YEARS FROM NOW

❏ NEXT YEAR

❏ PLANNING SHOULD HAVE TAKEN PLACE YEARS AGO

❏ THERE IS NO NEED FOR REGIONAL LAND USE PLANNING

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

This final section asks about general demographics.
These data will be kept in the strictest confidence and used for statistical purposes only.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
20. Are you: (please check one) ❏ FEMALE

❏ MALE

21. What is your age: ____ YEARS OLD
22. Which county are you a resident of? (please circle one)

GENESEE

LAPEER

SHIAWASSEE

23. What township or municipality do you live in? _______________________________________ TWP/TOWN/CITY
24. When did you move into your present residence? ______ YEAR
25. How many years have you lived in your county? _________ YEARS
26. How many adults (18 years and older), including yourself and how many children live in your home?
NUMBER OF ADULTS: _____ , NUMBER OF CHILDREN: _____
27. Do you own or rent your residence? (please check one)

OWN

RENT

28. Which industries best represent where the members of your household have held jobs? (please check all that apply)
❏ MINING

❏ AGRICULTURE ❏ EDUCATION

❏ STUDENT ❏ FORESTRY

❏ TOURISM/RECREATION

❏ MANUFACTURING ❏ HEALTH OR MEDICAL

❏ RETAIL OR COMM. SERVICES
❏ OTHER GOVERNMENT

❏ OTHER:

29. Of what ethnic or racial groups are you a member? (please check all that apply)
❏ EURO-AMERICAN/WHITE

❏ AMERICAN INDIAN

❏ HISPANIC/LATINO(A)

❏ AFRICAN AMERICAN/BLACK

❏ ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER

❏ OTHER, PLEASE SPECIFY: ________________________

30. Which of the following categories best describes your total 2004 household income (from all sources and before taxes)? (please check one)
❏ LESS THAN $25,000 ❏ $25,000 - $49,999 ❏ $50,000 - $99,999 ❏ $100,000 – OR MORE
31. Would you be interested in joining a conservation club or organization in your community, county or the region?
❏ NO
❏ YES, feel free to find contact information on Greenlinks at www.flintriver.org/greenlinks
or drop a note with your contact information with this survey.
Please use another sheet for other comments, questions, or suggestions regarding this survey and conservation.
When you are done, please return your survey in the postage-paid envelope. THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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APPENDIX E: Nonresponse Letter/Survey

Hello,

January 20, 2006

Over the past two months you probably received a survey called “Connecting Communities: Conservation Needs
Assessment Survey.” I am writing you for a final time because we did not hear from you. I need to accurately estimate
the level of interest and support for conservation and resource planning in the Genesee, Lapeer, and Shiawassee Region.
This effort needs the full range of public input, including your thoughts. Would you please consider answering these
few questions and returning this letter in the prepaid envelope? Your answer will be anonymous. This will be the last
contact with you.
1. Overall, do you think that the quality and quantity of green and open spaces in your community has increased,
decreased, or stayed the same in the past 5 years? (please check one box for each statement)
Decreased

Increased

Stayed the Same

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
• Quality of Water Resources
❏
❏
❏
• Quantity of Water Resources
❏
❏
❏
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
• Quality of Green & Open Spaces

• Quantity of Green & Open Spaces

2. Please rate your agreement with the statements below.
(please circle a response for each statement)

Strongly
Disagree

Neither
Somewhat Agree or
Disagree Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

• Natural resources in highly populated areas (urban)
are important to conserve.

1

2

3

4

5

• Natural resources in low populated areas (rural)
are important to conserve.

1

2

3

4

5

• Conservation areas should be public resources
or publically owned.

1

2

3

4

5

• Conservation areas should be privately owned.

1

2

3

4

5

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
3. What places do you use for physical activity? (please check all that apply)

❏ At home

❏ Community education facility

❏ Fitness centers or clubs

❏ Malls

❏ Neighborhood sidewalks

❏ Local school building

❏ Trails

❏ Neighborhood streets

❏ Public parks and recreation facility

❏ Other: _______________________________________________
4. To help us on surveys in the future, could you share with us why you didn’t return the earlier surveys we sent you.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Thank you for your time. Please return your response in the pre-paid envelope as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
Christine A. Vogt, Ph.D.
Principal Researcher
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Contributions

APPENDIX F:
Demographic Variables From
2000 Census and Survey Results

Conservation Needs Assessment:

(without and with missing data presented)
H O U S E H O L D DATA
Genesee
Households with children
Households without children
Missing
Lapeer
Households with children
Households without children
Missing
Shiawassee
Households with children
Households without children
Missing

Census Survey without missing data Survey with missing data
36.0%
34.3%
32.9%
64.0%
65.7%
63.1%
4.0%

Conducted by:
Christine A. Vogt, Ph.D., Associate Professor

40.0%
60.0%

36.9%
63.1%

35.8%
64.2%

34.9%
62.6%
2.5%

33.0%
67.0%

31.1%
63.2%
5.7%

R A C E DATA

A G E DATA
Genesee Census
20-24
9.4%
25-34
18.1%
35-44
20.7%
45-54
20.4%
55-64
14.2%
65-74
9.3%
75-84
5.8%
85 & over 2.1%
Lapeer
20-24
9.4%
25-34
16.3%
35-44
22.6%
45-54
22.3%
55-64
14.8%
65-74
8.3%
75-84
4.6%
85 & over 1.7%
Shiawassee
20-24
9.3%
25-34
16.8%
35-44
20.9%
45-54
21.0%
55-64
15.0%
65-74
9.3%
75-84
5.8%
85 & over 2.4%

A community-based assessment of conservation
and recreation needs

Survey without
missing data
3.5% (5 cases)
4.9% (7 cases)
16.9%
26.1%
21.1%
18.3%
8.5%
0.7%
2.1% (4 cases)
7.4% (14 cases)
20.0%
21.6%
25.8%
18.4%
3.7%
1.0%
0.6%
5.0%
17.1%
23.2%
25.4%
19.3%
7.7%
1.7%

Genesee
Euro-American/White
African American/Black
American Indian
Asian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Latino(a)
Other
Multiracial
Lapeer
Euro-American/White
African American/Black
American Indian
Asian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Latino(a)
Other
Multiracial
Shiawassee
Euro-American/White
African American/Black
American Indian
Asian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Latino(a)
Other
Multiracial

Survey without
Census missing data
74.8%
93.5%
20.8% 5.8% (8 cases)
0.6%
0.0%
0.8%
0.0%
2.4%
0.7%
0.8%
0.0%
2.2%
0.0%
96.1%
0.9%
0.4%
0.4%
3.5%
1.1%
1.2%

98.5%
0.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1.0%
0.0%

97.3%
0.3%
0.5%
0.3%
2.0%
0.5%
1.2%

97.1%
0.0%
0.0%
1.1%
0.7%
1.1%
0.0%

Chrissy Egeler, Masters Student
Evan Jordan, Undergraduate Student
Eric Clark, Masters Student
Department of Community, Agriculture, Recreation
and Resource Studies
College of Agriculture and Natural Resources
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan
With contributions by:
Jonathan Jarosz
Center for Applied Environmental Research
University of Michigan – Flint
Flint, MI
Barbara Nelson-Jameson
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program
National Park Service
Empire, MI
Funding for this Assessment was made possible through
the generous support of the Ruth Mott Foundation, the
Saginaw Bay Watershed Initiative Network, Flint Rotary,
the Kodak American Greenways Program, and the
Michigan State University Land Policy Institute.
Graphic design services provided by:
Space Studios, LLC – Midland, MI • www.spacestudios.net

H O U S E H O L D I N C O M E DATA
Genesee
Census
Less than $25,000 27.2%
$25,000 - $49,999 27.0%
$50,000 - $99,999 32.4%
$100,000 or more
13.4%
Lapeer
Less than $25,000 17.6%
$25,000 - $49,999 26.0%
$50,000 - $99,999 39.3%
$100,000 or more
17.1%
Shiawassee
Less than $25,000 24.4%
$25,000 - $49,999 30.3%
$50,000 - $99,999 35.1%
$100,000 or more
10.2%
Percent of total population
Genesee
72.9%
Lapeer
15.1%
Shiawassee
12.0%

Survey without
missing data
17.6% (24 cases)
41.2%
30.9%
10.3%

May, 2006

13.0% (22 cases)
31.0%
37.5%
18.5%
18.7% (32 cases)
33.4%
36.8%
11.1%
27.9%
36.5%
35.6%
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For more information or to learn how you can
get involved, contact us at:
Phone: 810.767.7030 Fax: 810.767.7183
Greenlinks
432 N. Saginaw Street
Suite 1001
Flint, MI 48502-1950

www.flintriver.org/greenlinks

