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County Government Approaches to Protecting, Restoring and Managing Wetlands
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Abstract n=56
_ o _ mean = 17.6 Figure 6 shows how respondents focus their wetland management. "
Figure 2 demonstrates the number of years the respondent has worked in this specific ; v 50
In the United States, counties use many formal and informal mechanisms to govern wetlands within their jurisdiction. - Most respondents answered that they use more of a regulation S
county government. The respondent may have held other positions or worked for other R her th on S 40
Wetlands play a major role in the world’s economic, cultural and ecological systems and are among one of the many threatened . ; : ocus rather than a restoration focus. S
counties. Nearly half of the respondents worked at their respective county for over 20 = 30
natural resources world-wide and Wisconsin is no exception. Several studies have examined wetland governance at state and local years %
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government levels, particularly in the US Northeast. In general, these studies find that local level management can be superior to a E 8
national or federal strategy alone. Governance has been defined in multiple ways. One definition of governance is the “process b = 10
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which the repertoire of rules, norms, and strategies that guide behavior within a given realm of policy interactions are formed, applied, 1.4 6.7 8-10
interpreted, and reformed” (McGinnis, 2011). While we have some understanding of the formal institutions used by local , : . ; lati :
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governments, we have yet to understand the full range of formal and informal institutions (unwritten rules or processes) used at the ; : : . ©
questions. 39 counties only regulate wetlands mandated under federal and state law. However, 31 counties also regulate isolated 25 42
local level. In our survey we ask about strategies county staff use with landowners of which visiting wetland sites and coordinatin . . ;
_ Y ' & R Y o & _ ' & wetlands and 23 counties regulate wetlands under 2 acres and include those outside the 1000’ buffer. f""’
with land trusts are two examples of informal institutions. Informal institutions can play a large role in regulating wetlands and can go " 30
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unnoticed if only the formal institutions are examined. We aim to understand both the formal and informal institutions and the i s ; = Figure 7 represents approaches to wetland management when
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interaction between the two in creating a wetland governance system and how it differs across localities. Understanding wetland n=57 5 ; ; ;5 : B g 15 looking at regulations and incentives. In the survey it was noted
30.3% of counties have sufficient training to delineate wetlands (n= 15 11
overnance at the local level can help managers and policy makers develop and implement policies that efficiently and effectivel 50 : ; - 7 that a lot of the respondents circled a high number for regulation
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manage natural resources. We are conducting a survey of county governments to understand the range of approaches to protecting, g ": : - 7 and a low number for incentives.
restoring and managing wetlands. 2 : 1-4 5-7 8-10
& sihg 8. * 45.5% of counties who map wetlands use GIS to analyze and Minimum o .
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0 * 22.7% of counties who map wetlands are transitioning from paper to
Yes Non-Regulatory Approaches Figure 8
. _ digital maps 10000% 92.90%
E County only regulates wetiand mandated under federal and state aw . ' . 90.00% 81.00%
m County reguiates solated wetlands * 45.5% of counties who map wetlands coordinate with WDNR on a We also wanted to know the non-regulatory approaches that s SO
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= County reguistes wetlands under 2 acres and outside the 1000 foot shoreland buffer regular basis to update wetland maps counties used for wetland protection and regulation. 75% of i e
* 9.1% of counties who map wetlands show connections to other responding counties (n=57) use non-regulatory approaches. s000x 26.20%
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hydrologic systems Figure 5 shows the kinds of non-regulatory approaches used by gl I B BB o
Figure 4 shows if counties believe their Geographic County GIS Data Needed for Wetland Determinations Figired counties. In this question, respondents could check all the Py ,,-.s*‘"‘f& ﬂﬁ‘“ﬁ ¢ m‘f“@o & y s ﬁbﬁ P ;“ o
Informational System (GIS) data is enough to carry out wetland n=57 approaches they used. 39 counties coordinate with federal and/or JCEE AP T A A
determinations. The “Yes” category represents those who 30 state agencies, which is the highest response rate. ﬁ‘% & T ¢ & ¢ z\&?""a
answered Definitely Yes or Probably Yes. The “No” category 25 & &
represents those who answered Probably Not or Definitely Not. é 20 =E— w Percentof Cases
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LA One of our primary questions is how counties manage wetlands. 2 10 60
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In terms of regulation, Figure 5 shows the types of regulatory = g 50 Figure 9 represents which division or department regulates
tools that are used in counties. For this question, the respondents - 40 wetlands in each county. Other groups that regulate wetlands
Method could check all the tools that they use. Zoning is the one tool that Might or Might Not - consist of collaboration with DNR, Land Division, and
Ll is used in most counties with 53 responses. 20 Environmental Health (POWTS).
Counties using these regulatory tools to manage and  Figure 5 "
Current county government approaches to protecting, restoring, and managing wetlands were analyzed. Questions were created to regulate wetlands
understand the different perspectives on wetland management, ability to manage, and who is managing the wetlands in each county. TGN, — S Ll i O\
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website. Each survey packet sent included, the survey, and a prepaid return envelope. 72 surveys were sent by mail to each individual Marinette-1989 | 212,997 Do 51418 jﬁf;
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The survey consisted of 25 individual questions with sub questions if necessary. Questions consisted of “Yes” or “No” questions, Ajh;:d 168388 |Manitowoe-1989| 48758 e Zonine SR ST PGB Eoltnnd Ohe | | ' |
Likert scales, check all that apply, sliding scales, and open-ended questions. Several questions included free-response options to allow Sawyer 162,641 Buffslo | 44,934 B Percent of Cases * The demographics are perhaps starting to show the shift from the baby boom era to a new generation of managers.
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Upon return of the surveys, a code book was created to assign values to each answer throughout the survey. With the code book Wood | 130725 | Trempeaiean | 43386 o ;f g In terms of mapping wetlands at the county level, there is much more work to be done. While we did not ask about funding, one of
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created, IBM SPSS Statistics software was used to analyze the data. Each survey was individually submitted into the program Juneau 122,485 Bamon | 42,640 = X the barriers may be funding to more comprehensively map wetlands.
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denendinuconhs survey ke answes, e C I il A 5 ’ iy Counties use a variety of regulatory tools to manage wetlands and use many non-regulatory approaches as well. This shows that
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5 - a 2, : 2 - M S b ) L., PSS
i . . . ackson 3 Fabw 2 y ey | BT ke e el i A e
After every survey was recorded in SPSS, frequencies and data analysis was performed. We then selected questions that are central to 2k B B B [ S i e manage wetlands.
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After reviewing the survey data, we tried to understand how governments protect, restore, and manage wetlands on a county level. We Lﬂgiﬂlf* iggsgg C;:" 1:;; %008 I———‘r £1 7 7
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looked at the demographics of the wetland managers, several different approaches to management including GIS work, providing PT;s;- 92,748 Rock 19.424 i | Nl T 7 R R | - P 1 pdd Next Steps
incentives to landowners, and the regulatory and non-regulatory approaches to wetland management. We only used descriptive Bal:;ﬁgd- $0.252 Kenosha | 17.012 ‘ g - -J %]
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Cokmbia 75,404 Richland | 15210 | Cente e o '_.E\T'.ltff‘ﬁtﬂs‘j preserve the remaining wetlands, or to see if their focus may be on other essential ecosystems within their county. Counties that have
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Results Age Figure | T P o | R“g‘?v“".j'-?;: ¥ - l a larger amount of wetlands pose a difficult decision moving forward as it pertains to development. As some counties continue to
N=tq S IR e [ | __rrm_i | 5 : grow, it may be important to measure the amount of wetlands that could be lost to new construction for economic benefit.
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Figure 1 shows a fairly even distribution between age categories. The youngest age PR — ' ' ' 2
group of employees under 40 years old made up about 37% of respondents within
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SEOULEY SOVERRIRCIL apeTIcies: Map 1 shows the wetlands in the state of Wisconsin, the DNR Management Regions, and the county boundaries. Table 1 lists acres of St Tt
wetlands per county via the DNR Open Portal Data. Note that some collected data in the table has not been updated in recent years. - b L
Wisconsin Wetlands Association




