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Executive Summary

In partnership with MyLand, this research examines Arizona farmer outreach and
participation models aimed towards sustainable agriculture practices. Based on
literature, surveys, and interviews, this study concludes that farmers are most receptive
to relationship-based, transparent, and locally relevant outreach, particularly peer-to-
peer education and on-farm demonstrations. We found that common barriers to the
adoption of new practices include economic risk, bureaucratic hurdles, institutional
distrust, and a lack of outreach and products targeting small-scale farms. Our
recommendations for MyLand and similar companies aiming to connect with farmers in
Arizona are to prioritize trust building initially, then rely on peer networks, minimize
access barriers, and coordinate outreach, taking into account the busy seasons. By
addressing farmers' practical needs and connecting directly with the people at work,
organizations can foster better relationships with farmers, support the adoption of new
conservation practices, and promote long-term sustainability in Arizona agriculture.
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Introduction

The purpose of this research capstone is to analyze pathways for engaging Arizona
farmers in the adoption of sustainable practices. This study undertakes a
comprehensive examination of the agricultural landscape of the Southwest, a review of
relevant literature, the administration of online surveys and interviews, and development
of a communication plan tailored to both current and next-generation farmers. A wide
range of organizations seek to communicate with farmers, either to market products,
offer technical advice, or support the farms’ overall
missions. Just as these organizations differ in purpose,
farmers are diverse in their missions, scopes of work,
demographics, experiences, and geographies. Given this
variability, there is no single model for effective
engagement. However, findings from both the literature
review and this study indicate that the farmers
overwhelmingly prefer communication grounded in mutual
respect and trust, engagements that are in-person and locally relevant, and messaging
tailored to their specific needs. Organizations can utilize these insights to strengthen
their ability to engage effectively with farmers in Arizona and beyond.

communication
grounded in mutual
respect and trust...”

Research Context

Non-farming organizations often consider farmers a “hard-to-reach” audience, likely
stemming from the traditional, intensive, and independent nature of farm work and
fortified by the group’s cultural reputation of being skeptical about change. Farmers’
sparse and often inconsistent responses to outreach make it difficult to determine what
is the most effective communication tactics. Additionally, research shows that farmers
most heavily rely on peer networks and local groups to learn new techniques and
information, leaving non-farming organizations struggling to meaningfully share their
message.

Companies such as our client partner MyLand, which aims to introduce new sustainable
farming methods, technologies, and practices, must tailor their outreach to specific
consumers. To be most effective, MyLand’s messaging will need to be transparent and
direct, while still addressing farmers’ concerns: how their products work, what they cost,
and local viability. Thus, our research centers around the following questions that aim to
determine the most successful method of outreach:

1. What types of communication and outreach resources are most influential in a
farmer’s decision to adopt new practices?
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2. What are the most impactful pathways to increase Arizona farmer engagement
around new agricultural practices?

3. How does agricultural knowledge spread among farmers in Arizona, and how do
different groups vary in their adoption of new practices?

With these guiding questions, this study provides insights for organizations such as
MyLand to strengthen their outreach strategies and better engage farmers with
sustainable agricultural practices.
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Southwest Agricultural Landscape: Context
for Understanding Farmer Perspectives

Drawing on data from the 2022 USDA Census of Agriculture, this section identifies
dominant agricultural outputs, geographic patterns, and demographic profiles of farmers
in Arizona and across the broader Southwest. For the purposes of this study, the
Southwest is defined as Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, Nevada, and Utah.
While these states differ in their agricultural outputs and environmental characteristics,
they generally share common features: arid to semi-arid climates, limited water
availability, and heavy reliance on the Colorado River Basin for irrigation. This diverse
landscape produces more than $60 billion in agricultural sales annually and supplies a
critical share of the nation’s animal feed, fresh produce, and specialty crops (USDA
National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

Arizona: Agricultural Profile

J
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Figure 1: This map shows the concentration of individual farms in counties around
Arizona. The highest farm count is in Apache County, while the lowest is in Greenlee
County (USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).
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Arizona is the 6th largest state by area and is home to 16,710 farms spanning 25.5
million acres—approximately 35% of the state’s total land area. Although the average
farm size is roughly 1,500 acres, farm operations have become increasingly
concentrated, and most producers operate on much smaller plots (see graph below). In
fact, 76% of Arizona’s farms operate on fewer than 50 acres (USDA National
Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

However, farm numbers alone do not capture economic contribution. A significant share
of Arizona’s agricultural production comes from a relatively small number of large-scale
operations. While 64% of farms report annual sales below $2,500, 7% exceed $100,000
in sales (USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022). This disparity
underscores the concentration of both land and revenue among a limited subset of
producers.

Demographically, Arizona farmers reflect national trends while also exhibiting unique
distinctions. Per the 2022 USDA Census of Agriculture, the majority of Arizona farmers
are White or American Indian men with an average age of 60.1 years old. Notably, 23%
of these producers identify as new and beginning farmers, and only 1% are certified
organic. Nationally, 95% of producers are White, with an average age of 58.1 years old,
30% are beginning farmers, and 1% are organic producers. A key distinction in Arizona
is the significantly higher proportion of American Indian farmers, who make up 58% of
the state’s producers, compared to only 1.7% nationwide.
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Arizona Farms by Size

Farm Size: 1-9 Acres Farm Size: 50 -
9,1 ms 179 Acres
1,537 Farms
9.20%

Farm Size: 1,000+ Acres Farm Size: 180 - 499 Acres
1,214 Farms 705 Farms
7.27% 4.22%

Farm Size: 500 - 999 Acres
534 Farms
3.20%

Figure 2. This figure displays the count and ratios of farm sizes in the state of Arizona.
The majority of farms are 1-9 acres, while the largest farms at 1,000+ acres make up
only 7.27% (USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

Arizona Crop Distribution

Yuma County, though home to only 2% of Arizona’s farms, is the state’s leader in
vegetable production and ranks third nationally among counties in vegetable sales.
Pinal County ranks highest in the state for cattle production with 27% of the livestock
inventory, while neighboring Maricopa County leads in dairy products and is home to an
additional 21% of the cattle stock. Orchards and vineyards have a large cultural impact
in many rural areas throughout the state, inspiring a small but burgeoning wine scene,
although the fruits themselves are primarily grown in the higher elevations of Cochise
County, which leads the state in the fruit, tree nuts, and berries category. On tribal
lands, notably in Navajo and Apache Counties, farming operations are typically smaller
in scale and often focus on traditional and subsistence farming. These areas support
diverse and culturally significant farming practices, although they are often
underrepresented in broader economic metrics (Arizona Farm Bureau, 2017).
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Types of Agriculture in Arizona

Top Crops in Sales: Arizona

Nursery $218,353,000

Fruits $233,161,000

Grains $283,329,000

Crops

Crops and Hay $707,652,000

Cattle

$727,243,000

Milk from Cows

$1,167,941,000

Vegetables

$1,432,133,000

Crop sales for Arizona

Figure 3. This chart shows the seven top crops and agricultural products in Arizona.
Vegetables lead in sales, followed by cattle products (USDA National Agricultural
Statistics Service, 2022).

While haylage dominates cropland by acreage (423,246 acres), vegetables generate
the highest sales value, accounting for a significant share of Arizona’s $5 billion in total
agricultural output, as seen in the figure above. Dairy production ranks second in sales,
with milk generating $1.2 billion from nearly one million head of cattle. Even though
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) are common in Arizona,
pastureland, totaling 22 million acres, dwarfs all other land uses, underscoring Arizona’s
significant investment in raising cattle and the use of its abundant land for that purpose.

Arizona’s agricultural diversity goes beyond its leading commodities. Yuma County,
often referred to as the “Winter Salad Bowl Capital,” is a national hub for leafy greens
(Arizona Farm Bureau). According to the Yuma Fresh Vegetable Association, the
county produces 90% of the US and Canada’s leafy greens between November and
April. Other crop types throughout the state include grains, oilseeds, dry beans and
peas, cotton, citrus, orchard fruits, tree nuts, berries, and nursery products. Livestock
operations extend beyond cattle and dairy to include poultry, pigs, sheep, goats, horses,
donkeys, and aquaculture. While it is not leading the country in any single category, the
lists show how surprisingly vibrant and diverse the farming community is in the desert
state.
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Natural Resource Limitation

Arizona’s climate and geography present both opportunities and constraints. The state’s
expansive rangeland and year-round sunshine enable extended growing seasons and
multiple harvests, especially for crops like alfalfa which contribute to the sizable hay and
haylage numbers. However, much of the state’s farming occurs in arid or semi-arid
environments that depend heavily on supplemental irrigation. While water-intensive
crops like alfalfa are sometimes criticized, they can be highly efficient in Arizona’s
climate, offering multiple harvests per season. Much of this feed, however, is exported
out of state, raising debates about “exporting Arizona’s water” through virtual water
embedded in feed crops. Most of Arizona lies within the Lower Colorado River Basin,
making water availability a critical and increasingly contentious issue.

Legal frameworks also shape agricultural water access. Due to historic agreements that
are currently being renegotiated, Arizona’s agricultural water users are among the first
to receive reductions during times of drought. While these reductions aim to preserve
the water supply, they are the subject of ongoing negotiation among the states of the
Colorado River Basin, many of which are captured in this study’s definition of the
Southwest.

The extended drought, or aridification, of the region greatly threatens Arizona’s
agricultural viability. Driven by climate change, higher temperatures, reduced snowpack,
and changing weather patterns increase water scarcity, all while crops demand more
water due to elevated evaporation rates (Nabhan et al., 2023). These changes to the
climate influence and deepen the threats of wildfires across the state and shift the
composition of the soil and its fertility, thus hindering agricultural productivity (Condon et

PP IMF armers are resilient and flexible in their approaches, but with such
unpredictable patterns and added stress to their industry, growing food in

Arizona will continue to be challenging and these changes emphasize the need

for adaptive and sustainable methods.
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US Southwest: Agricultural Profile

NEVADA UTAH
3,122 Farms 17,386 Farms

ARIZONA NEW MEXICO
16,710 Farms 20,976 Farms

Figure 4. This map shows the concentration of farms inhthe states of the Southwest.
California has the most farms, at over 63,000, while Nevada is home to only 3,122
farms (USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

To further contextualize the landscape of the Southwest, it is important to also highlight
the agricultural impacts and markets of the Southwest as a whole.

Farm Land and Farmers

Across the five additional states of the Southwest, the agricultural community is made
up of 140,674 farms managing 110 million acres of land, an area roughly equivalent to
the landmass of California and New Mexico combined. As in Arizona, a majority of
operations (56%) cultivate fewer than 50 acres. Farmer demographics in the region
similarly skew toward white, male producers averaging 59 years old. And while Arizona
only produces 1% of US agricultural sales, the Southwest as a whole generates 15% of
sales for the country (USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).
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Crops and Livestock Trends

Top Crops in Sales: All Southwest

Grains $3,614,477,000

Crops and Hay $4,380,820,000

Nursery $4,592,370,000

Cattle $10,528,761,000

Crops

Vegetables $13,935,500,000

Milk from Cows $14,133,972,000

Fruits 717,000

Crop Sales for all Southwest States

Figure 5. This chart shows that fruits are the top crop in the Southwest, but the next two
highest categories are similar to the top categories in Arizona (USDA National
Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

The top crops for the Southwest are dominated by California’s market, with fruits and
vegetables totaling $35 billion in sales. Removing California from the metric, the
Southwest market favors cattle and dairy products as the top regional commodities.
Patterns observed in Arizona, such as widespread hay and haylage production and the
strong presence of cattle, are echoed throughout the region. From almonds and wine
grapes to wheat and livestock, the Southwest exhibits both agricultural specialization
and diversity.

Natural Resources in the Southwest

The effects of climate change threaten the viability of agriculture in the entire Southwest
region, although it is expressed differently in the various states represented. All of the
states rely heavily on the Colorado River for water, as agriculture accounts for 70-80%
of water use in the entire Colorado River Basin (Gurley, 2023). But as stated previously,
the over-allocation of the river is not the only threat to the agricultural sector in the
region, but rather the Southwest faces many overlapping issues: increased heat, more
wildfires, reduced soil health, additional pest pressures, and in some places, flooding
((\IeICR{02X)BF arming in the Southwest is thus defined by resilience,
Despite significant environmental challenges,
producers in Arizona and the broader region continue to innovate, often balancing
efficiency with the reality of shared, and shrinking, natural resources.
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Literature Review

The question of how to best engage with a particular audience is a perpetual concern
for marketers and community organizers everywhere. For further context of how our
research fits within the larger conversation, it is important to review what research has
already been done. There are many types of organizations that may be interested in
engaging with farmers for a variety of reasons: Cooperative Extension offices looking to
offer technical assistance, seed and fertilizer companies selling a product, USDA offices
providing loans, environmental nonprofits offering general mission support, and media
looking to tell a story. Farmers are also diverse in their scopes of work, missions,
demographics, and geographies, and as such, there is no one tried-and-true method for
communicating and engaging with them en masse.

Many studies investigate the best methods for engaging with farmers on conservation,
education, and community problems, along with outside influences that contribute to
effective communication, and the barriers that stand in the way. In synthesizing 11 of
these studies, we found that demographic variables have a strong influence on program
attendance, while trust, autonomy, and peer networks consistently shape practice
adoption. Organizations that wish to work effectively with farmers must consider these
variables and address the structural and systemic issues that limit genuine connection:
market control, distrust in government, lack of free time, and financial stress.

Worley et al. concludes that sociodemographics play a large role in whether farmers are
likely to participate or not in formal programs, such as Cooperative Extension. Younger
farmers, specifically Generation X (born 1965-1980) and younger, are more likely to
attend Extension programs than their older counterparts. The same is true for African
American farmers, farmers whose primary income does not rely on farm operations, and
those with familial ties to agriculture (Worley et al., 2023). Gender also influences how
farmers interact with each other and perceived outsiders, which impacts their likeliness
of attending formal or informal events and programs. One study found that landowning
women expressed a strong interest in a range of conservation practices but noted
having limited access to professional guidance and consultation (Tong et al., 2024).
These landowning women favor attending government programs, especially those with
an emphasis on increasing diversity in agriculture, compared to any Extension, farmer
networking, or nonprofit programs (Tong et al., 2024).

While sociodemographics impact participation and attendance at farmer programs, the
preferred method of communication is fairly standard across all demographics. Multiple
studies find that a majority of farmers prefer locally relevant, in-person demonstrations
rather than receiving information from outside consultants, agribusiness-influenced
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media, and/ or general press (Riesenberg & Gor, 1989; Franz et al., 2010; Licht et al.,
2025). Younger farmers show significant interest in utilizing digital tools for engagement,
such as online videos, webinars, or social media, but this is still secondary to their
interest in attending workshops, field demonstrations, and other in-person events
(Gerdes et al., 2020).

Environmental researchers find that farmers are most likely to trust their peers
especially when it comes to new conservation topics (Rust et
al., 2022). Another study notes that adoption of new practices relies heavily on peer-
learning, word of mouth, and nearby networks-of-practice (Franz et al., 2010; Licht et
al., 2025). This suggests that the preference for in-person engagement is likely tied to
the ability to foster genuine relationships and garner trust between farmers and the
organizations hosting the events, which aligns with our findings that farmers are most
likely to adopt new conservation practices when the choice to do so is made
independently but affirmed by trusted peers (Ranjan et al., 2020; Tomlinson & Rhiney,
2018).

In addition to these insights to preferred communications methods, researchers have
identified several barriers that prevent farmers from engaging with educational
programs and conservation practices. Some of these include an aging farming
population, poor mental health among farmers, limited free time, lack of financial
resources, and lack of access to information and resources (Whitton & Carmichael,
2024). When it comes to adopting new conservation practices, farmers cite barriers
such as skepticism and a lack of trust toward external advisors, consultants, and media
as reasons for avoiding engagement (Burbi et al., 2016). Finally, many farmers find it
hard to adopt conservation practices that might impact their ability to sell products in a
consumer-dictated market (Whitton & Carmichael, 2024). In order to better interact with
farmers, organizations must acknowledge these barriers and develop appropriate
accommodations.

These studies demonstrate that there are many factors and barriers to consider when

attempting to engage with farmers. Importantly, |l EE EUEEER e K11 ClR O
when it is interactive, locally relevant, and relationship driven.RISEIQIEERGIER

organizations must consider and understand the farmers’ identities and social context
when creating communication strategies. Additionally, programs should integrate place-
based learning, stakeholder participation, and flexible formats to remain relevant in
diverse agricultural contexts.

While some of these findings can be used for organizations looking to tailor their
communication plan to farmers across the United States, companies should also
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consider limitations in the literature. For example, unlike our research, none of the
synthesized studies focus specifically on engagement with farmers in Arizona or the
Southwest. Additionally, many of the studies were published before or at the beginning
of the COVID pandemic, which fundamentally changed the way individuals interact and
communicate with each other. Arizona also provides a unique environment of farmer
demographics as noted above, with a large population of Indigenous farmers, but no
studies addressed engagement with this population within larger farming communities.
And as the landscape of support through agencies such as the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) continues to change, understanding context-specific
strategies will become increasingly important. This study aims to fill these gaps by
focusing on engagement in Arizona and thus offers perspectives that are localized but
broadly relevant to agricultural outreach.
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Methods

We used these studies as inspiration and guidance in how best to advance the
conversation about engaging with farming populations. Our mixed-method study
employed a targeted outreach strategy to explore perspectives from farmers, producers,
and organizations that work directly with agricultural producers, with an emphasis on
Arizona and the broader Southwest region. Two distinct surveys were developed: one
for farmers and producers, and one for organizations and businesses. The farmers’
survey contained 22 questions, while the businesses and organizations survey
consisted of 19 questions. Both surveys included an optional invitation to participate in a
one-hour interview with a member of the research team, and the first 10 interviewees
were offered payment for their time.

Participant contact information was compiled through business listings from local
Arizona-based organizations such as Local First Arizona’s Good Food Finder (Local
First Arizona). Publicly listed email addresses were collected from the individual
websites, and up to three emails were sent with the link to the survey. Additional
contacts came from the Swette Center for Sustainable Food Systems at Arizona State
University, University Extension programs, and the personal networks of team members
across the country. While outreach primarily targeted farmers and businesses in
Arizona, the research team also received responses from farmers and organizations in
Maryland and New Jersey. These participants were contacted through our professional
networks and resulted in a small sample size outside of the Southwest region. The
inclusion of these additional locations was determined to only broaden the results of the
research and serve as complementary insights to engagement.

Upon completion of outreach, 749 emails or phone calls were made, resulting in 106
survey responses (both complete and incomplete) out of a contact list of 513 entities. To
expand participation, the survey was also shared on public online forums such as
Arizona Farming, Arizona Farm and Ranch Network, Women in Ag Helping Women in
Ag, and Yuma Farm and Livestock Exchange. While 16 parties expressed interest in
interviewing, we were able to coordinate 11, nine of which were with Arizona-based
participants. Interviews, conducted either in person or virtually, followed a semi-
structured guide and were recorded and transcribed for analysis.

The surveys did not include any required questions to allow for flexibility for
respondents, but this did result in incomplete submissions. The research team removed
incomplete survey submissions (determined by distribution of the questions answered)
and eventually analyzed the 63 complete responses, with 53 survey responses from
farmers and 10 survey responses from business or organization representatives.
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Survey and interview questions were grouped into thematic categories, which served as
the basis for coding and analysis. During review of transcripts and survey data,
additional themes relevant to the research questions were identified, and all data points
were organized accordingly.
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Farmer Results

Farmer Survey

Respondent Demographics

The age distribution of respondents roughly reflects Arizona’s farming population. Most
respondents are between 30 and 59 years old, matching the state’s largest farming age
group. Younger farmers are somewhat overrepresented, while farmers over 60 years
old, who make up 42% of Arizona’s agricultural census, are underrepresented (USDA
National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

Our survey respondents are largely family farmers: 44% of participating farmers have
two or more generations of farming in their family, and 32% are first generation farmers
(compared to Arizona’s overall total of 23%) (USDA National Agricultural Statistics
Service, 2022). Only 6% of respondents work in agriculture but are not a part of a family
farm. Of the 18% of respondents who do not fit into our provided categories, several
mentions skipped generations or deep cultural traditions, adding to the context of
farming experience in their communities.

Of the respondents who shared their location, most live in Arizona (by design of our
outreach) and are scattered across the state. While some are from urban centers, the
majority of the respondents are based in rural areas and diverse environments across
the state. Some outliers from Maryland and New Jersey participated through
connections with the research team.

To understand Arizona’s current farming practices, we asked respondents to identify
what types of crops or livestock they currently manage. Of the responding farmers, 38%
produce goods across multiple agricultural categories. Nearly two-thirds (62%) of
respondents grow at least one variety of produce, and over half (53%) raise at least one
livestock breed, matching the overall Arizona agricultural landscape (see previous
section). Fewer respondents grow legumes (13%), grains (9%), flowers (6%), cotton
(2%), and nursery plants (2%).

Over half (53%) of respondents consider their agricultural practices to be regenerative,
while 31% report using some form of organic or organic-adjacent practices — either
currently certified through USDA, actively transitioning towards certification, applying
organic practices without certification, or participating in the Certified Naturally Grown
program. Since the agricultural census shows only 1% of Arizona growers as certified
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organic, this reveals that the respondents represent a particular portion of the
agricultural community in Arizona (USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).
Twenty-one percent of respondents consider their farming practices to be conventional,
and 9% feel their farming practices do not fit under the aforementioned categories.

Table 1. Agricultural practices that responding farmers currently use on their farm.

Conventional Practices Conservation Practices
Practices Mentions Practices Mentions
Pesticides/Insecticides |8 (26%) No-Till/Low-Till 37 (77%)
Herbicides 7 (23%) Manure/Compost Use 37 (77%)
GMO Seed Use 7 (23%) Water-Saving Irrigation 35 (73%)
Synthetic Fertilizers 6 (19%) Cover Cropping 24 (50%)
Conventional Tillage 6 (19%) Integrated Pest Management 20 (42%)
Monocropping 5 (16%) Wildlife Buffers 17 (35%)
Other 12 (39%) Microbial/Microalgae Amendments|15 (31%)
Other 11 (23%)

Resulting Trends

The maijority (68.1%) of responding farmers are interested in trying new or additional
practices, with soil health, pest control, and irrigation being the topics of most interest. In
a different section of the survey, a large majority of respondents said they are motivated
by soil and land health (70%), and by their personal environmental values (68%) when
choosing whether to adopt a new practice. This level of interest and consideration in
environmental motivators and factors may be in direct correlation to the unique
challenges that come with farming in Arizona’s dry and hot environment, which is
reinforced by approximately a quarter (28.3%) of participating farmers mentioning
Arizona’s environment as part of what makes farming unique in their region.

Participants are less interested in microalgae and other soil amendments, carbon
sequestration, and organic transition. Given that 31% of farmers indicate they are
already organic certified or have organic-adjacent practices, it is unsurprising that
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respondents are not overly interested in organic transition as a potential new or
additional practice.

Table 2. Percentage of Rating Selection for New or Additional Practices Respondents
are Curious About

Microalgae

Ranking |Soil Pest Fertility Carbon Organic |or Amend- |Marketing &

Options |Health |Control |Management |Irrigation |Sequestration |Transition [ments Value-added |Other
1 50.00% |6.67% |3.33% 13.33% |6.67% 0.00% 0.00% 13.33% 6.67%
2 26.67% |26.67% |6.67% 16.67% |3.33% 3.33% 10.00% 6.67% 0.00%
3 10.00% (20.00% |23.33% 6.67% 10.00% 0.00% 16.67% 10.00% 3.33%
4 0.00% |20.00% |30.00% 26.67% [3.33% 3.33% 3.33% 13.33% 0.00%
5 6.67% |13.33% [16.67% 13.33% |20.00% 3.33% 10.00% 16.67% 0.00%
6 0.00% |6.67% |6.67% 16.67% |16.67% 26.67% 23.33% 3.33% 0.00%
7 0.00% |0.00% [10.00% 3.33% 23.33% 33.33% 23.33% 6.67% 0.00%
8 6.67% |[3.33% |3.33% 3.33% 16.67% 23.33% 13.33% 26.67% 3.33%
9 0.00% |3.33% |0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.67% 0.00% 3.33% 86.67%

Respondents identify cost as the biggest determinant for adopting new practices. Not

only do over half the respondents (56.25%) rank cost as the biggest barrier to adopting

new practices (see Table 3), but they also mention adequate funding and profitability
the most when answering what factor(s) would incentivize them to adopt a new practice.
Understanding the significance of monetary factors for farmers is obviously important for
those who may wish to engage farmers in trying new practices.

When choosing to adopt new practices, other factors that farmers value are consumer

demand, peer success stories, improved soil health, access to needed resources (time,

staff, equipment), efficiency, and access to local support and training. Respondents
consider lack of research or evidence, environmental damage, and low consumer

demand as other deterrents for trying a new practice.
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Table 3. Percentage of Rating Selection for Barriers to Farmers Adopting New or
Additional Practices

Ranking Labor Equipment|Risk/ Lack of Not Proven
Options |Cost |[Time |Availability |[Access Uncertainty |Information |Locally Other
1 56.25%|10.42%12.50% 0.00% 4.17% 6.25% 2.08% 8.33%
2 20.83%37.50%10.42% 12.50% 8.33% 4.17% 6.25% 0.00%
3 14.58%|18.75%|37.50% 12.50% 6.25% 6.25% 4.17% 0.00%
4 2.08% |18.75%16.67% 37.50% 10.42% 8.33% 6.25% 0.00%
5 4.17% |8.33% |6.25% 20.83% 41.67% 6.25% 12.50% 0.00%
6 2.08% |2.08% |4.17% 10.42% 18.75% 50.00% 10.42% 0.00%
7 0.00% |4.17% |10.42% 6.25% 6.25% 18.75% 54.17% 0.00%
8 0.00% |0.00% |2.08% 0.00% 4.17% 0.00% 4.17% 91.67%

As in all fields, agriculture is the subject of many different sources of information, and
the respondents have varied sources that inform their knowledge and practices. A total
of 32.5%t of respondents consider peers and personal relationships as their most
important information source — although this is not a majority, peers are the most
important information source mentioned most frequently, matching results found in the
literature review. Interestingly, almost the same percentage (30%) of respondents say
that peer success stories are a motivating factor for adopting new practices. Over half of
the participating farmers also rank visiting other farms and word-of-mouth, friends, or
family as either very valuable or extremely valuable (see Table 4).

Table 4. Percentage of Rating Selection on Each Information Source

Online In-person YouTube |Television|Farm

Workshops |Events (e.g., |Visiting|Newsletters|Social |or or Radio |Journals University Friends
Response |or Field Days, |Other |(Email or Media |Online |Newsor |or Extension |or
Options Webinars |Conferences)| Farms |Print) Groups |Videos |Shows Magazines |Podcasts |Agents Family
Not
Valuable 13.6% 0.0% 2.3% 7.0% 7.0% 4.4% 20.5% 4.5% 18.2% 4.8% 4.5%
Slightly
Valuable 18.2% 11.6% 7.0% 25.6% 32.6% [20.0% 29.5% 11.4% 22.7% 14.3% 11.4%
Moderately
Valuable 36.4% 32.6% 16.3% |44.2% 32.6% [31.1% 36.4% 47 7% 29.5% 33.3% 22.7%
Very
Valuable 22.7% 39.5% 48.8% |18.6% 25.6% [35.6% 11.4% 27.3% 25.0% 33.3% 38.6%
Extremely
Valuable 9.1% 16.3% 25.6% |4.7% 2.3% 8.9% 2.3% 9.1% 4.5% 14.3% 22.7%

This trend is further reinforced in that almost all participants engage with peer-to-peer

farmer learning networks. When asked more specifically about peer networks, the
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overwhelming maijority of respondents (91.1%) shared that they do engage in peer-to-
peer communication, highlighting the strong role of farmer networks and shared
knowledge in agricultural communities. Of the 91.1% of respondents, over half talk with
other farmers at least monthly (20.0%) or weekly (32.5%). The majority of respondents
(80%) are also part of one or more farmer networks, cooperatives, or local agricultural
organizations, further highlighting the importance of connection within the field of
agriculture.

In regard to agricultural groups in which respondents participate, approximately 34% are
part of a local or state agricultural and food organizations and advocacy and community
network, 21.86% are part of a cooperative, and 21.86% are a part of an educational or
government program. Another 15.6% are a part of grower coalitions, 9.38% are a part of
Tribal or Indigenous groups, and 6.25% are a part of personal or independent networks.
Some examples of specific mentions included the Arizona Farm Bureau, Friends of the
Farm, Southern Arizona Farm to Institution Network, Local First Arizona, Development
of Regenerative Yields (DRY), and Transition to Organic Partnership Program (TOPP),
reflecting that the respondents are a part of a wide variety of coalitions.

Participating farmers also receive knowledge through subscriptions. Of the 45 survey
respondents who answered a question about subscriptions, the majority (64%)
subscribe to one or more farming-related publications. This is an interesting contrast to
only a small percentage of participating farmers saying they often read online
newsletters (11.40%) or printed mail and magazines (11.60%) (see Table 5). Those
who are subscribed shared which publications they utilize, and the following
publications and services are the top 10 mentioned:

Delmarva Farmer

Farm Journal

American Vegetable Grower

Greenhouse Grower / Greenhouse Mag

Mother Earth News

Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education (SARE)

ACRES USA

Joel Salatin / Elliot Coleman books (representing small-scale, regenerative
farming)

9. Extension Services (e.g., Virginia Tech, UMD, UMES)

10.Beef Industry Publications (e.g., Beef Bulletin, National Cattlemen’s Beef
Association)

O NG RWN =
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Table 5. Percentage of Frequency Selection for Frequency Use of Each Information

Source
Peer-to-

Online In-person Peer Online Phone calls

Events Events (e.g., Farmer Email Printed Forums or or One-on-
Response or Field days, Learning News- Mail or Social Discussion One
Options Webinars Conferences) Networks letters Magazines Media Groups Podcasts Consultations
Never 8.90% 0.00% 4.50% 6.80% 9.30% 13.60% 18.20% 18.20% |20.90%
Rarely 26.70% |11.40% 15.90% |36.40% 37.20% 27.30% |29.50% 36.40% 32.60%
Sometimes |48.90% 68.20% 43.20% |45.50% |41.90% 36.40% 47.70% 31.80% 34.90%
Often 15.60% 20.50% 36.40% 11.40% 11.60% 22.70% |4.50% 13.60% |11.60%

Responding farmers are split on whether the farming information and support they
receive reflects their needs. Slightly more than a third (34.88%) of responding farmers
feel that the farming information and support they receive does reflect their needs, while
slightly less than a third (30.23%) feel that their needs aren’t reflected in the information
they receive. Another 30.23% are unsure. With approximately 60% of respondents
either sharing that they are not sure if their information and support needs are being met
or not being met, there is a clear need for those who provide information and support to
change or expand their engagement tactics.

To help us understand how needs can be better met in the future, 15.25% of
participating farmers provided further insights into engagement gaps. These
respondents share a clear desire for more information and support to focus on small-
scale and urban farmers (50% of mentions). This response is in line with the comments
of several of the farmers that were interviewed for this research.

Farmer Interviews

To gain a deeper understanding of the results of the survey, respondents were invited to
participate in a voluntary interview with the research team. These interviews provided
opportunities to expand on specific examples of engagement and build personal
connection with those who participated in the study.

Resulting Trends

Ten farmers representing eight farms and two farm-focused organizations were
interviewed about their existing practices, their current sources of support and learning,
and their thoughts on previous communications with farmer engagement or support
organizations. Most of the interviewees live in rural areas and operate smaller-scale
farms. Three farmers have an educational focus for their farm.
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A majority of the farmers interviewed have implemented one or more conservation or
regenerative practices on their farms, including seed saving, cover cropping, rainwater
catchment, drip irrigation, and/or having farm animals naturally fertilize the soil.
Interviewees generally chose to adopt conservation or regenerative practices for
improved soil health, resiliency, and/or sustainability.

Interviewees seemed to have mixed experiences interacting with organizations that
engage farmers, from local government to regional organizations, although the majority
considered their interactions as not overly helpful. One interviewee shared that they
hold a deep distrust of organizations and individuals outside of their community who
want to teach them about new practices because of past negative interactions. Several
farmers expressed that organizations appear to focus on large-scale commercial
growing and do not understand the realities of small-scale or urban agriculture. Two
interviewees previously reached out to larger farmer support institutions with questions
multiple times, but neither had much success. As one of the two farmers put it: “the
people that we're supposed to kind of rely on don't have the answers for you, the
specific answers that we [farmers and growers] have.” While one interviewee shared
about their difficulty applying for USDA grants due to online systems being challenging,
another expressed relatively positive experiences applying for grants and receiving
information, saying “Everything we’ve been involved with has been awesome. All of it’s
been useful...Programs that really support farmers are great — workforce, studies,
grants.”

Although interviewees had a range of opinions about organizations as a place of
information or support, almost all interviewees expressed trust in knowledge from other
farmers, whether through peer-to-peer learning within their local community or
workshops, books, YouTube videos, or online webinars from other expert farmers.
Connections and information sharing between farmers within their community are highly
valued. Most of the farmers interviewed are generally open to new information, although
multiple interviewees shared that they are selective about implementing new
techniques. One farmer said they prefer new information to come from “anything that is
peer-reviewed,” while another was critical of practices that do not recognize the
importance of how interconnected growing food is to soil and natural systems.

When asked about their perspectives on how best to engage with farmers, interviewees
recommended genuine relationship-building, utilizing resources to better support
farmers, and increasing farmer-focused economic opportunities. Several expressed a
desire for organizations to better tailor information and support for smaller-scale and/or
urban farms. Others shared that cost (including time spent) is a major factor in taking a
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risk on a new practice, so having more accessible financial support could allow farmers
to try out more new practices. One farmer noted that “we’ve gotten into this world where
everything is picture perfect,” which can add a challenge to selling produce that doesn’t
fit the mold of what produce “should” look like — they suggested that organizations
should create more opportunities for farmers to sell their imperfect produce.
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Business and Organization Results

Business and Organization Survey

Due to low participation rates for the business and organization survey, we believe that
the sample size is too limited to confidently draw any definitive conclusions from
respondents’ answers. With that said, we did observe some trends from the responses
gathered, as well as insights provided by participants in the “short answer” questions
throughout the survey.

Respondent Demographics

The respondents of the business and organization survey trend younger than the
respondents of the farmer survey, with the bulk of respondents under 49 years old. The
organizational respondents were mostly concentrated around urban centers, with a few
outliers in rural areas. This is a worthwhile note that any outreach efforts may require
travel for those attempting to connect with farmers.

Resulting Trends

Respondents were asked to indicate the type of information their respective
organization or business primarily shares with farmers in their communication network.
In all, 41.2% of respondents list business development as their main focus, while 35.3%
focus on technical assistance. Another 11.8% of respondents share sales opportunities
with farmers, and 11.8% share knowledge on federal programs and academic research.
Respondents overall favor targeted business development support over sharing sales
opportunities and prefer more specific technical assistance services over sharing
knowledge and information more broadly.

Respondents were asked about their biggest barrier to connecting with farmers on
behalf of their respective organization or business. Half of respondents indicated that
farmer adoption was their biggest challenge, citing a lack of ability or willingness from
farmers to adopt new practices, technologies, products, organizations, or ideas into their
farming operations. One-third of respondents answered that a lack of time and labor
resources from both organizations and farmers is their biggest barrier to more
successful engagement results. A total of 16.7% of respondents cite other capacity
limitations, including technology systems, as their biggest barrier to engagement.
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Asked to elaborate on their answers with more specificity, 25% of respondents list the
financial cost to farmers as their biggest barrier to higher engagement and participation
rates, while 18.8% cite a lack of time, and the same number believe a lack of social
media engagement is their biggest barrier to increasing farmer engagement and
participation. Respondents were asked about talking points they have found to be
successful in past outreach efforts to farmers. Peer success stories was the most
common answer, followed by profitability, policy and incentive programs, and consumer
demand. Conversely, soil and land health and environmental values were the least
frequently mentioned as successful talking points in past outreach campaigns.

When asked about the primary goals of their respective organizations’ outreach efforts,
respondents overwhelmingly mention building long-term relationships (90%), while
increasing sales (50%) and promoting conservation and sustainability (40%) were also
common answers. Most of the respondents agree that the foundational goal of their
respective farmer engagement strategies is to build sustained relationships, but the
specific nature of those relationships is what differentiates these organizations and
businesses. Additionally, only one respondent listed both increasing sales and
promoting conservation and sustainability as primary goals for their farmer outreach
strategy.

When asked to expand more broadly on what defines a successful engagement with a
farmer, responses highlighted strong, sustained relationships that create positive impact
for the farmer. Positive impact was commonly attributed to increased sales or
production, but respondents also mentioned practices such as improving soil health and
distributing farmers’ harvests to food desert communities as examples of positive
impact. Respondents evaluated the strength of their farmer relationships through
several different indicators, including the length of the relationship, the frequency of
contact, referrals generated from the relationship, and participation in organized events.
One respondent used a more anecdotal indicator, defining a successful partnership as
one in which the farmer will initiate contact.

Respondents were asked to list the types of resources they currently use to share
information with farmers. In-person events such as field days or conferences was the
most frequent answer, while several respondents additionally mentioned utilizing online
workshops or webinars, reflecting a preference for more extended and in-depth options
to communicate new information or technical assistance to farmers. Newsletters, social
media groups and university extension agents were also frequently mentioned as
currently utilized methods of communicating and sharing information with farmers, while
online videos and podcasts were the least common answers.
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When asked what social media platforms they found to be most effective for reaching
farmers, Instagram and Facebook were the most common answers. YouTube and
LinkedIn were the least frequently mentioned, likely because YouTube is not designed
to be an effective platform for direct back and forth communication, and LinkedIn is
tailored to a more specific audience of industry professionals than Instagram or
Facebook. A majority of respondents subscribe to at least one farming-related
publication or service, with specific answers reflecting a mix of locally and regionally
specific publications, topic-specific publications, and news publications with a food and
agriculture focus. A total of 91% of respondents also mention participating in at least
one farmer network, cooperative or local agricultural organization. Of the specific
organizations and networks cited, 47% are locally or regionally focused, 35% are state
level groups, and 18% have a national reach.

Fifty-five percent of respondents report engaging with farmers about their operations on
a weekly basis, with 45% reporting monthly engagement. When asked if they felt that
available institutional support was sufficient to meet the needs of farmers, 36% said yes,
while the same percentage was unsure, and 28% feel that institutional support for
farmers is currently insufficient. When asked to specify what is missing or could be
improved from the institutional approach, respondents indicate that services for rural
and remote farmers, resources for those pursuing organic practices, and marketing
support for local producers are the greatest areas of need. Regarding locally and
regionally specific challenges to their respective farming communities, respondents
indicate that climate constraints in the Southwest region are the most significant.
Additionally, the highly diverse demographics, politics, and demands of metropolitan
areas and other large consumer markets were commonly cited as a barrier for
respondents’ respective farming communities.

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of several farmer engagement
methods on a scale of 1-5, with 1 as most effective. The responses indicate a strong
preference toward in-person interactions as an effective means of engaging with
farmers. The method of engagement ranked as most effective by respondents was
peer-to-peer farmer learning networks (1.5), followed by on-farm demonstrations, real-
farmer stories and case studies (2.0), and interactive workshops and training (2.1). The
methods of engagement ranked as least effective were podcasts and audio-based
learning (3.0), followed by print and digital newsletters and access to university research
summaries (2.9) and online videos, tutorials and one-on-one extension consultations
(2.6). Responses also seem to trend towards one-on-one and small group engagement
methods as more effective than broader mass communication efforts.
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Respondents were also asked how their respective organization or business prefers to
share information with prospective farmer clients, and while 90% of respondents
indicate that email is a preferred method, 80% also say that they prefer in-person visits
as well. Again, responses trend toward one-on-one communication as the preferred
method of sharing information with farmers, as respondents were more likely to do so
through email, in person visits or phone calls rather than using social media, online
groups or forums or text messaging.

Respondents were asked about their preferred time of year to lead or participate in
farmer training events, and winter was the most frequent answer, followed by spring,
fall, and summer. To close out the survey, respondents shared final insights about their
experiences working with farmers in their region. One respondent notes that as publicly
available support and resources for farmers have decreased in recent months, there is
increased hesitation from farmers to pursue potential opportunities.

Organizations Interviews

Individuals from two organizations were interviewed about the work they do with local
farmers, current engagement strategies and methods, successes and positive trends as
well as lessons learned. One organization is based in the Southwest and the other is
located on the East Coast. Both organizations primarily work within their respective
regions with small to mid-sized farms that focus on fruit and vegetable production.

Resulting Trends

Both interviewees agree that offering tangible support to a farmer’s business is the most
effective foundation for an organization’s engagement strategy. The East Coast
interviewee mentions that for most farmers, their three greatest needs are access to
land, markets, and capital. The Southwest interviewee notes that market connections
are a core need for new and existing farms: “The first step is: where are you going to
sell your product?” While appealing to a farmer’s bottom line was cited as an effective
strategy for outreach, both interviewees also say that effective long-term relationships
with farmers are built on trust and are not simply transactional. Both interviewees note
the importance of being present, attentive, and consistent when engaging with farmers.

As for what specific methods of outreach they find to be most effective, both
interviewees indicate that in-person efforts generally yield the best results. Both
acknowledge that in-person engagement requires more resources and commitment
from the soliciting organization or business than virtual methods of communication, but
the end result is worth the cost. However, the Southwest interviewee suggests that the
ease of virtual communication as an engagement strategy has created an information
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overload for those farmers who are being solicited, stating that there are “too many
surveys, too many webinars.” They mention that while virtual communication methods
are convenient, they can lack the conversational depth needed to establish trust.

Both interviewees also express that a flexible and accommodating approach to farmer
engagement helps to build trust. The East Coast interviewee notes that being sensitive
to farmers’ schedules, both on a weekly and seasonal basis, positively contributes to
their response and participation rate. “It takes a lot of time...somebody’s job, really full
time. Strange hours. You may be able to connect with people...late in the evening or
weekend morning. It’s a significant workload just to communicate who we are in the
general sense and in the weekly sense.” The Southwest interviewee mentions that
effective communication with farmers is less formal and more relational. As business
owners and relative experts in their respective agricultural pursuits, farmers are more
receptive to practical and applicable support than academic credentials and institutional
expertise. Their advice to organizations and businesses engaging with farmers: “Don’t
assume you have the answer. The farmers know their land better than you do.”
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Conclusions and Recommendations

This study examined Arizona farmers’ experiences with conservation practices and
identified communication styles that effectively encourage the adoption of innovative
practices.
successful farmer engagement is predicated upon building genuine relationships,
establishing trust, and ensuring that producers can readily access needed
TR Research participants consistently stated that they care for both productivity
and the health of the land, however, decisions in adopting new methods get delayed
due to institutional hurdles, the perception of financial risk, and outreach messages that
are misaligned with farmers’ circumstances and values. These findings mirror broader
research that identifies market dominance, government distrust, and economic pressure
as common barriers to farmer engagement (Whitton & Carmichael, 2024).

The bulk of data revealed that in order to reduce the barriers in practice, adoption
requires personalized engagement. Farmers’ schedules follow
cyclical, seasonal rhythms, so the greatest advantage lies in
information and service delivery that adjusts to non-peak times.
Attention to conveniently situated knowledge and resources is
equally critical. Participants highlighted gaps in start-up funding
and access to technically skilled advisers who can physically
and culturally contextualize practices. Although many farmers
profess willingness to experiment, the combination of up-front expense, the complexity
of compliance documents, and the resulting perception of institutional rules effectively
decrease trial rates. Similar deterrents, such as lack of spare time and resources, along
with the bureaucracy of adaptation, are referenced in existing studies for farmers'
hesitancy in new practice adoption (Burbi et al., 2016; Whitton & Carmichael, 2024).

“...in order to
reduce the barriers
in practice,
adoption requires

The data further highlighted a gap in technology. While some farmers use social media
or online networks, others are resistant or frustrated with technology-based information.
Peer-to-peer learning remained the most reliable and effective form of outreach across
demographics and geographies. Farmers are far more likely to try a practice if they
have seen a neighbor attempt it, have spoken about the outcomes face-to-face, or have
heard via in-person demonstration. This is supported by social network studies of
agricultural communication, which note that farmer-to-farmer trust, local demonstrations,
and word-of-mouth continue to be the most effective methods of communication and
the frequency in which peer trust will override institutional messaging (Rust et al., 2022;
Franz et al., 2010; Licht et al., 2025).



Page |29

Finally, the findings reflect the tension between profitability and sustainability when

producers consider adopting new practices. A number of farmers expressed their

commitment to taking care of the planet but also conveyed that they cannot shoulder

the entire cost of experimentation, especially where profitability is not certain. This is a

clear echo of the literature on reducing risk through policy, technical assistance, and

access to resources (Ranjan et al., 2020; Tomlinson & Rhiney, 2018). [I{uCIEK [k
need external incentives to "do the rig

where practices become profitable without jeopardizing their income.RIEEE
findings support our hypothesis that person to person, or farmer to farmer,
communication is the most effective and trusted method for farmer engagement.

Surprising Findings

Peer-to-peer engagement as a key communication strategy and cost as a determining
factor to farmer behavior isn’t surprising, as this has been evident in previous long-term
studies and many organizational interactions. However, some themes we introduce in
this research are surprising, and indicate future research possibilities.

Distrust was a strong theme in one of the farmer interviews. This farmer indicated that
the sharp change in the political landscape (and thus subsequent funding) revealed
organizations’ true colors and led them to believe that technical-assistance
organizations largely prioritize survival over genuine partnership and farmer assistance.
This is an interesting finding, as distrust might steer other farmers from engaging in
similar research, and possibly, avoiding conservation engagement with outside
organizations and businesses.

Another surprising finding is how the self-reporting in interviews sometimes differed
from overall results, potentially indicating either a difference in self-perception versus
actual action or a truly diverse spread of engagement preferences amongst farmers.
One interaction pointed to the latter, with one farming couple noting their opposite
approaches to conservation education (one preferred peer-to-peer and books and one
preferred social media and organized education events).

Most surprising was the fact that some respondents emphasized how little active
engagement is directed at small farmers. While our outreach did not garner many
responses from big farms, the small farmers that we interviewed indicated that they are
not the subject of significant outreach from organizations or businesses. When asked if
organizations reach out to her, one farmer even said, “Only when | do events where
they're attending, and that's kind of the point, is to network with people like that.”



Page |30

Recommendations

Based on these findings, we recommend the following actions for MyLand, along with
other companies, agencies, and organizations seeking to improve farmer engagement
in Arizona:
Prioritize Relationship-Based Outreach
o Treat farmers with respect, a sense of inquiring, and a familiar presence.
o Build face-to-face interaction experiences combining technical know-how with
peer-like trust.
o Avoid overly promotional tactics; respect farmers' capabilities across many areas.
Use Peer-to-Peer Networks
o Support farmer demonstrations, field days, and social gatherings where ideas
and practices can develop naturally.
o Provide funding and infrastructure facilitating farmers to teach and learn from one
another.
Reduce Barriers to Accessing Resources
o Streamline the process of applying for funds and reduce bureaucratic hurdles.
o Provide open data on costs, risks, and potential reward.
o Provide greater access to start-up finance, technical assistance, and safety nets
that reduce the risk of error and trial.
o Make communication strategies flexible enough to accommodate the variability of
farms (size, motivation, and technological capacity).
Use both electronic and face-to-face communication, but recognize that
technology cannot be a substitute for genuine engagement.
Coordinate outreach efforts with seasonal calendars to avoid burdening farmers
when demand is high.
Reframe Institutional Roles|
o Institutionalize roles as distributors of resources and facilitators rather than
prescriptive regulators.
o Invest in technical support that enables farmers to experiment while maintaining
risk low.

(@]

O
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Limitations and Future Directions

This study is constrained by farm type and size characterized by our sample and a
short-term timeline that limited outreach to larger numbers. Future research should
expand participation across varying scales and settings of farms, especially large-scale
operations, to assess the overall effectiveness of alternative outreach strategies over
time.

Additionally, longer-term studies may be effective in evaluating alternative outreach
strategies, such as market testing or in-field experimentation with businesses. This
could be paired with further exploration of the benefits in creating peer networks for
organizations to engage with farmers. To build legitimacy and strengthen peer
networks, businesses should consider looking at rural development center methods as
a blueprint for authentic and sustainable farmer engagement. Lastly, it is important to
continue studies focused on specific regions to offer comparison and analysis.

Closing Statement

Overall, this study affirms that effective farmer engagement is based on respect, trust,
and access to resources. By reducing barriers, enabling peer-to-peer learning, and
reinventing institutional roles, programs can increase both conservation measure
adoption and long-term sustainability.
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Appendix

Appendix A: Farmer Survey Results

This appendix section includes each question and their respective responses. Please
note that some answers have been removed to ensure anonymity for participants.

Question 1. Your zip code. (Short Answer, 36 Responses)

Figure A1.
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Question 2. Your age range. (Single Choice, 50 Responses)

80+ 18-29
2.0% 8.0%
70-79 -
12.0%
30-39
50-69 . 28.0%
/0
50-59
16.0% 40-49
16.0%

Figure A2.

Question 3. Is farming part of your family history? (Single Choice, 50 Responses)

20
15
(2]
D]
2
[} 10
o
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‘5
2 5
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>
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0
My family has My family has Other: | am the first My family has | am not part
been farming been farming generation in been farming  of a family
for 2 for 4 or more my family to for 3 farm, but
generations  generations farm generations work in
agriculture

Figure A3.
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Question 4. What types of crops or livestock do you currently manage? (Short Answer,
47 Responses)

Table A1.

Categories Mentions
Produce 29 (62%)
Livestock 25 (53%)
Legumes 6 (13%)
Grains 4 (9%)
Flowers 3 (6%)
Cotton 1(2%)
Nursery 1(2%)

Question 5. Which of the following best describes your current farming approach?
(Select All That Apply, 48 Responses)

Table A2.

Categories Mentions
Regenerative 25 (53%)
Conventional 10 (21%)
Transitioning 6 (13%)
Organic Practices 4 (9%)
Certified Organic 3 (6%)
Certified Naturally Grown |2 (4%)
Other 4 (9%)

Question 6. Which, if any, of the following conventional practices do you currently use
on your farm? (Select All That Apply, 31 Responses)
Answers to questions 6 and 7 have been combined into one table (Table A3).
Please see below.
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Question 7. Which, if any, of the following conservation practices do you currently use
on your farm? (Select All That Apply, 48 Responses)

Table A3.

Conventional Practices Conservation Practices
Practices Mentions|Practices Mentions
Pesticides/Insecticides|8 (26%) |No-Till/Low-Till 37 (77%)
Herbicides 7 (23%) |Manure/ Compost Use 37 (77%)
GMO Seed Use 7 (23%) |Water-Saving Irrigation 35 (73%)
Synthetic Fertilizers |6 (19%) |Cover Cropping 24 (50%)
Conventional Tillage |6 (19%) |Integrated Pest Management 20 (42%)
Monocropping 5(16%) |Wildlife Buffers 17 (35%)
Other 12 (39%) |Microbial/ Microalgae Amendments|15 (31%)

Other 11 (23%)

Question 8. Are you interested in trying new or additional practices? (Single Choice, 47
Responses)

Unsure

27.7%

Not Interested

3%

Interested
68.1%

Figure A4.
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Question 8A. If yes, what new or additional practices are you most curious about?
(Rank Choice, 30 Responses)

Table A4.

Practices Average Ranking
Soil Health 2.2
Pest Control 3.63
Irrigation 3.9
Fertility Management 4.27
Marketing and Value-Added|5.03
Microalgae/Amendments  |5.43
Carbon Sequestration 5.53
Organic Transition 6.67
Other 8.23

Table A5. New or Additional Practices Respondents are Curious About, by Percentage

(30 Responses)

Marketing

Ranking|Soil Pest |Fertility Carbon Organic |Microalgae/ |& Value-
Options |Health |Control|Management|lIrrigation|Sequestration|Transition Amendments|added Other
1 50.00%(6.67% |3.33% 13.33% |6.67% 0.00% 0.00% 13.33% |6.67%
2 26.67%|26.67% |6.67% 16.67% |3.33% 3.33% 10.00% 6.67% 0.00%
3 10.00% (20.00% |23.33% 6.67% |[10.00% 0.00% 16.67% 10.00% |3.33%
4 0.00% {20.00% [30.00% 26.67% |3.33% 3.33% 3.33% 13.33% |0.00%
5 6.67% |13.33% |16.67% 13.33% |20.00% 3.33% 10.00% 16.67% |0.00%
6 0.00% (6.67% [6.67% 16.67% |16.67% 26.67% |23.33% 3.33% 0.00%
7 0.00% |0.00% |10.00% 3.33% |23.33% 33.33% |23.33% 6.67% 0.00%
8 6.67% |3.33% |3.33% 3.33% |16.67% 23.33% |13.33% 26.67% |3.33%
9 0.00% (3.33% [0.00% 0.00% |0.00% 6.67% 0.00% 3.33% 86.67%
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Question 9. What are the biggest barriers to adopting new practices on your farm?
(Rank Choice, 48 Responses)

Table AG6.
Barriers Average Ranking
Cost 1.83
Time 3
Labor Availability [3.58
Equipment Access |4.23
Risk/Uncertainty |4.79
Lack of Information|5.29
Not Proven Locally |5.89
Other 7.38

Table A7. Biggest Barriers to Farmers Adopting New or Additional Practices, by
Percentage (48 Responses)

Not

Ranking Labor Equipment Lack of Proven
Options |[Cost |Time |Availability|Access Risk/Uncertainty | Information|Locally| Other
1 56.25%(10.42%(12.50% 0.00% 4.17% 6.25% 2.08% |8.33%
2 20.83%137.50%(10.42% 12.50% 8.33% 4.17% 6.25% |0.00%
3 14.58%18.75%|37.50% 12.50% 6.25% 6.25% 4.17% |0.00%
4 2.08% [18.75%(16.67% 37.50% 10.42% 8.33% 6.25% |0.00%
5 417% |8.33% [6.25% 20.83% 41.67% 6.25% 12.50%{0.00%
6 2.08% |2.08% [4.17% 10.42% 18.75% 50.00% 10.42%(0.00%
7 0.00% [4.17% [10.42% 6.25% 6.25% 18.75% 54.17%0.00%
8 0.00% |0.00% |2.08% 0.00% 4.17% 0.00% 4.17% (91.67%
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Question 10. What motivates you to try something new on your farm? (Select All That

Apply, 47 Responses)

Table A8.
Motivations Number of Mentions
Profitability 29
Soil/Land Health 37
Peer Success stories 16
Consumer Demand 21
Policy or Incentive Programs |12
Environmental Values 36
Other 5
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Question 11. What would make you more likely to adopt a new practice? (Short
Answer, 44 Responses)
Table A9.

Themes in the Written Responses Number of Mentions

Grants/Funding

Profitability/Financial Incentive

Evidence
Time and Staff
Improved Soil Health

Local Support/Trainings

Information/Education

Success from Other Farmers

Already Adopting Sustainable Practices

If Benefits Match Mission of Farm

Personal Values

Easily Adoptable

Access to Tools/Machinery

More Water

Sustainability

Decreases Labor Needs

Land Stewardship

Increased Efficiency/Yield

Supports Community Needs

Better Quality Produce

Al Al AalAaAalalalalalalalalNdDINVMwWlwlwlioololo| o] ©

Longer Harvest Season
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Question 12. What would make you less likely to adopt a new practice? (Short Answer,

41 Responses)

Table A10.

Themes in the Written Responses Number of Mentions
High Cost/Lack of Funding 18
No Evidence/Research 5
Environmental Damage 3
Hard to Adopt 3
Not Profitable 3
Lack of Time 3
Goes Against Personal Beliefs 2
No Benefits 2
Heavy Tool Requirements 1
Lack of Water 1
Not Sustainable 1
Labor Requirements 1
Too Risky 1
Don't Need to Change something that is Working Well |1
Low Demand 1
Propaganda 1
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Question 13. What has been the single most important source of information for
learning about the methods you use on your farm? (Short Answer, 37 Responses)

Table A11.
Themes in the Written Responses |[Number of Mentions

Peers/Mentors/Family/Other farmers |13

Internet 9

Experiments/Trials/Lived Experiences

Research/Studies

Books

USDA Portals

Classes/Certificate programs

9
8
4
Tech Shows/Meetings/Conferences |4
2
2
1

State Programs
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Question 14. Here’s a list of information sources that some farmers use. Rate each one
in terms of its effectiveness for you. (Rating, 44 Responses) Note: To calculate ratings,
each response option was assigned a value from 1 (Extremely Valuable) to 5 (Not
Valuable).

Table A12.
Information Sources Average Rating
Visiting Other Farms 212
Word-of-Mouth 2.36
In-person Events 2.40
University Extension Agents 2.62
YouTube or Online Videos 2.73
Farm Journals or Magazines 2.75
Online Workshops or Webinars 3.05
Newsletters (email or print) 3.12
Social Media Groups 3.16
Podcasts 3.25

Television or Radio News or Shows

3.55

Table A13. Percentage of Rating Selection on Each Information Source (44 Responses)

In-person Television

Online Events YouTube|or Farm Word-of-

Workshops |(e.g., field Visiting |[Newsletters |Social |or Radio Journals University |[Mouth/
Response or days, Other |(emailor |Media |Online [News or Extension |Friends/
Options Webinars |conferences) Farms |print) Groups |Videos |or Shows |Magazines |[Podcasts |Agents Family
Not Valuable {13.6% 0.0% 23% |7.0% 7.0% |4.4% 20.5% 4.5% 18.2% 4.8% 4.5%
Slightly
Valuable 18.2% 11.6% 7.0% |25.6% 32.6% [20.0% |29.5% 11.4% 22.7% 14.3% 11.4%
Moderately
Valuable 36.4% 32.6% 16.3% [44.2% 32.6% |31.1% 36.4% 47.7% 29.5% 33.3% 22.7%
Very
Valuable 22.7% 39.5% 48.8% [18.6% 25.6% |35.6% 11.4% 27.3% 25.0% 33.3% 38.6%
Extremely
Valuable 9.1% 16.3% 25.6% |4.7% 23% |8.9% 2.3% 9.1% 4.5% 14.3% 22.7%
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Question 15. How often do you engage with the following types of events/resources?
(Rating, 45 Responses) Note: To calculate ratings, each response option was assigned
a value from 1 (Often) to 4 (Never).

Table A14.
Events/Resources Average Frequency of Use
Peer-to-Peer Farmer Learning Networks 1.89
In-person Events (e.g., field days, conferences) |1.91
Social Media (Facebook groups, Instagram, etc.)|2.27
Online Events/Webinars 2.29
Email Newsletters 2.39
Printed Mail or Magazines 2.44
Podcasts 2.59
Online Forums or Discussion Groups 2.61
Phone Calls or One-on-One Consultations 2.63

Table A15. Percentage of Frequency Selection for Frequency Use of Each Information
Source (45 Responses)

Peer-to-

Online In-person peer Online Phone Calls

Events |Events (e.g., ([Farmer Printed Forums or or One-on-
Response |or Field Days, |Learning [Email Mail or Social |Discussion One
Options Webinars |Conferences)|Networks |Newsletters |Magazines |Media |Groups Podcasts | Consultations
Never 8.90% 0.00% 4.50% 6.80% 9.30% 13.60%18.20% 18.20% |20.90%
Rarely 26.70% |11.40% 15.90% |36.40% 37.20% 27.30%129.50% 36.40% |32.60%
Sometimes [48.90% (68.20% 43.20% |45.50% 41.90% 36.40% |47.70% 31.80% |34.90%
Often 15.60% |20.50% 36.40% |11.40% 11.60% 22.70%|4.50% 13.60% [11.60%
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Question 16. Do you subscribe to any farming-related publications or services? (Single
Choice, 45 Responses)

No
35.6%

Yes
64.4%

Figure A5.

Question 16a. If yes: Which farming-related publications or services do you subscribe
to? (Short Answer, 24 Responses)

The top 10 publications mentioned were as follows:

Delmarva Farmer

Farm Journal

American Vegetable Grower

Greenhouse Grower / Greenhouse Mag

Mother Earth News

SARE (Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education)

ACRES USA

Joel Salatin / Elliot Coleman books (representing small-scale, regenerative

farming)

9. Extension Services (e.g., Virginia Tech, UMD, UMES)

10.Beef Industry Publications (e.g., Beef Bulletin, National Cattlemen’s Beef
Association)

NGO WN =
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Question 17. Do you talk with other farmers about practices or challenges? (Single
Choice, 45 Responses)

No:
8.9%

Yes:
- 91.1%

Figure AG.

Question 17a. If yes: How often do you talk with other farmers about practices or
challenges? (Single Choice, 40 Responses)

Rarely

5 0% Monthly
20.0%

Weekly

32.5%

Occasionally
42.5%

Figure A7.



Page |48

Question 18. Are you part of any farmer networks, cooperatives, or local agricultural
organizations? (Single Choice, 44 Responses)

No
20.0%

Yes
80.0%

Figure A8.

Question 18a. If yes: Which farmer networks, cooperatives, or local ag organizations
are you a part of? (Short Answer, 32 Responses)

Table A16.

Organization Type Mentions
Local/State Ag and Food Organizations|11
Advocacy and Community Networks |11

Farm Bureaus 7
Cooperatives 7
Educational/Government Programs 7

Grower Coalitions 5
Tribal/Indigenous Groups 3
Personal or Independent Networks 2




Page |49

Question 19. What types of messages or visuals catch your attention most when
learning about new methods to use on your farm? (Short Answer, 34 Responses)

Table A17.

Type

Mentions

Examples

"Video", "Photo videos", "Pictures", "Before
and after", "Detailed illustrations", "Good

Videos/Visuals 12 videos of new tech"
"Sustainability", "Environmentally friendly",
Sustainability/Environmentally "Water conservation", "Organic farming",
Friendly Practices 7 "Biodynamic"
"Cost savings", "Low cost solutions",
Cost-Saving/Practical Solutions (6 "Working smarter", "Real on-farm issues"
Clear/Simple/Practical "Easy to understand title", "Practical",
Messaging 6 "Infographics"”, "How-to", "Efficiencies"
Peer Experience/Word of "Word of mouth", "Other farmers’
Mouth 4 experience", "WhatsApp"
Emotionally
Motivating/Inspirational 2 "Never give up", "Changes happen"
"Detailed illustrations"”, "Attending NRCS
Technical/Detailed Information |2 board meetings"
Print/Email Communication 2 "Emails", "Something in print"

No preference/Unclear

"Nothing comes to mind"
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Question 20. Do you feel that the farming information and support you receive (from
institutions, organizations, or agencies) reflects your needs? (Single Choice, 43

Responses)

Unsure

31.7%

No

31.7%

Yes
36.6%

Question 20a. If no: What's missing or could be improved? (Short Answer, 9

Responses)

Table A19.
Theme/Area for # of
Improvement Mentions |Example Quotes

"More info on small growers", "Everything is

Focus on Small- geared toward much larger scale", "Urban
Scale/Urban Farmers 5 environments"
Timing and "Comes out during busiest time", "Better
Communication 2 communication”

Support Services

"Access to supporting services for new
farmers"

Organic/Sustainable
Production Info

"More research on organic production”

Hands-on/Practical
Training

"What is missing is getting more hand in the
dirt!"
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Question 21. What makes farming in your region unique, in your experience? (Short

Answer, 38 Responses)

Table A20.
# of

Theme/Unique Factor Mentions |Examples
Desert "Desert farming is definitely unique", "Extreme
Climate/Environment 15 heat and drought", "Growing in the desert"

"Water challenges", "Cost to acquire water",
Water Challenges 11 "Being prudent in water use"

"Short growing season", "Long, hot & dry
Climate Extremes 10 summers", "Wind, elevation"
Soil Conditions 5 "Crappy soil", "Clay soil", "Poor soil, sand"
Urban/Semi-Urban "Urban setting", "Small urban farm", "Farm in
Farming 5 an urban area"
Geographic Isolation/Land "Lack of community farmers", "Isolation",
Access 3 "Land access"

"Multicultural center", "Variety of perspectives
Diverse Communities 2 and demands"
Innovative "Off-grid greenhouses", "Desert-adapted
Practices/Adaptation 6 seeds", "Rainwater harvesting", "Aquaponics"
Regulatory/Policy
Environment 2 "Zoning laws", "Ag Reserve near DC"

"Female farmer", "Accept EBT/WIC", "Agri-
Niche Markets or Roles |4 tourism", "Customer base"

Livestock/Ranching
Challenges

"Ranching in Arizona", "Lack of feed"

Don’t Know/N/A

"l don't know",

n/a
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Question 22. Is there anything else you'd like us to know about your experience as a
farmer in your region? (Short Answer, 24 Responses)

Table A21.
# of

Theme/Topic Mentions |Example Quotes
Challenges of "Farming is hard work", "Farmers are
Farming 7 misunderstood"”, "You do it because you love it"

"We need water", "Lack of good quality water",
Resource Scarcity |6 "Encroachment and water challenges”
Climate Change & "Long-term drought”, "Eastern US weather events",
Impacts 5 "Anthropogenic climate change"

"Boom in the Flagstaff growing community",
Desire for Support "Low/negative neighbor and county support”
Barriers "Politics play a large part", "Funding frozen"

"Looking for more ways to sell", "Low production
Market Challenges |3 crops", "Disconnected public"
Commitment to "It's awesome", "We are optimists at heart", "Victory
Farming 3 in small farm growth"
Sustainable "Soil health is key", "Everyone should be
Practices 2 composting"

"Mountain lions can fit through a hole the size of a
Environmental 1 fist"
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Appendix B: Organization Survey Results

This appendix section includes each question and their respective responses. Please
note that some answers have been removed to ensure anonymity for participants.

Question 1. Your zip code. (Short Answer, 14 Responses)

Figure B1.

4

5

5,

A

Powered by Bing
2B Gech Microsoft, TomTom




Question 2. Your age range. (Single Choice, 14 Responses)

60-69

21.4%

50-59

7.1%

40-49

28.6%

Figure B2.
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30-39

42.9%

Question 3. What types of information are you currently trying to share with farmers?
(Short Answer, 10 Responses)

Percentage of Responses

50

40

30

20

Information Types

Figure B3.
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Question 4. What is the single biggest barrier to connect with farmers for your
business? (Short Answer, 10 Responses)

Percentage of Responses

60

40

20

0
‘N‘\e oaQ'aém

Barriers to Farmer Connection

Figure B4.
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Question 5. What are the biggest barriers to connecting with farmers for your
business? (Select All That Apply, 9 Responses)

Other
12.5%

Cost
25.0%

Access
12.5%

Lack of Information
12.5%

Social Platform Engagement
18.8%

Time
18.8%

Figure B5.

Question 6. What talking points have been successful in your outreach campaigns so
far? (Select All That Apply, 10 Responses)

Table B1.

Talking Points Number of Responses

Peer Success Stories
Profitability

Policy or Incentive Programs

Consumer Demand
Soil/Land Health

Environmental Values

WO N[0 ©
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Question 7. What is the primary goal of your outreach to farmers? (Select All That

Apply, 10 Responses)

Table B2.

Outreach Goals

Number of Responses

Build Long-Term Relationships

Increase Sales

Promote Conversation/Sustainability

Share Research-Based Knowledge

Strengthen Brand Awareness

Other

NI W|lWw|h~|[OI ©

Question 8. How do you define a successful engagement or partnership with a farmer?

(Short Answer, 10 Responses)

Table B3.

# of
Theme / Topic Mentions

Example Quotes

Strong relationships |5

"A sustainable relationship”,
“Continued participation”

Building trust”,

Mutual positive

impacts/

Farmer positive "Farm reporting increased sales”, “Beneficial for all
impacts 3 parties involved”, “A strong economic alliance”
Shared “Organic or climate smart practices”, “Willingness to

conservation focus |2

adopt...conservation practices”

Understanding
farmer needs 1

"Understanding the needs of the farmer”
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Question 9. Which types of resources do you currently use to share information with
farmers? (Select All That Apply, 10 Responses)

Table B4.

Resources

Number of Responses

In-person Events (e.g. field days, conferences)

Online Workshops or Webinars

Newsletters (email or print)

Social Medi

a Groups

University Extension Agents

Other

YouTube or Online Videos

Podcasts

9
8
6
5
4
4
3
1

Question 10: What social media platform do you find most effective for reaching
farmers? (Select All That Apply, 7 Responses)

Table BS.
Social Media Platform|Number of Responses
Instagram 6
Facebook 4
LinkedIn 1
YouTube 3
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Question 11. Do you subscribe to any farming-related publications or services? (Single
Choice, 10 Responses)

No

10.0%

Yes
90.0%

Figure B6.

Question 11a. If yes: Which farming-related publications or services do you subscribe
to? (Short Answer, 10 Responses)
The publications listed were as follows:

NGO WN =

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Organic

Hagstrom Report

USDA publications

Nuts

Ag Markets

Agricultural Claims
AgWired

American Farmland Trust
Cooperative Extension
Edible Jersey

FarmWeek

Northeast Organic Farming Association of New Jersey
Pacific Nut Producer
Politico Weekly Ag
Western Grower
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Question 12. How often do you engage with farmers about their operations? (Single
Choice, 10 Responses)

Monthly
45.5%

Weekly
54.5%

Figure B7.
Question 13. Are you part of any farmer networks/ co-ops/ local ag organizations?
(Single Choice, 10 Responses)

No
9.1%

Yes
90.9%

Figure B8.
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Question 14. Do you feel that the farming information and support from institutions,
organizations, or agencies in your region reflects the needs of the farmers you are in
contact with most? (Single Choice, 10 Responses)

Unsure Yes
36.4% 36.4%
No

27.3%

Figure B9.

Question 15. What support is missing or could be improved? (Short Answer, 3
Responses)

High farming costs
8.3%

Water challenges
8.3%

Rural challenges
25.0%

Arid climate gaps
16.7%

Organic farming gaps
25.0%

Marketing/ procureme...
16.7%

Figure B10.
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Question 16. Do you subscribe to any farming related publications or services?

No
35.6%

Yes

Figure B11.

64.4%

Question 17. Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of several strategies
for engaging farmers on a scale of 1-5, with 1 as the most effective and 5 as the least

effective.

Question 17A. How effective are on-farm demonstration sites for engaging farmers?

Table B6.
Rating (1-5) Number of Responses
5 (Least Effective) No Responses
4 1 Response
3 1 Response
2 4 Responses
1 (Most Effective) 3 Responses
Total Responses: 9 Average Response: 2
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Question 17B. How effective are peer-to-peer farmer learning networks for engaging

farmers?

Table B7.

Rating (1-5)

Number of Responses

5 (Least Effective)

No Responses

4

No Responses

3

No Responses

2

5 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

5 Responses

Total Responses: 10

Average Response: 1.5

Question 17C. How effective are one-on-one extension consultations for engaging

farmers?

Table B8.

Rating (1-5)

Number of Responses

5 (Least Effective)

No Responses

4

3 Responses

3

1 Response

2

3 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

2 Responses

Total Responses: 9

Average Response: 2.6

Question 17D. How effective are access to university research summaries for engaging

farmers?

Table B9.

Rating (1-5)

Number of Responses

5 (Least Effective)

No Responses

4

2 Responses

3

4 Responses

2

3 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

No Responses

Total Responses: 9

Average Response: 2.9
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Question 17E. How effective are podcasts or audio-based learning for engaging

farmers?

Table B10.

Rating (1-5)

Number of Responses

5 (Least Effective)

No Responses

4

2 Responses

3

4 Responses

2

2 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

No Responses

Total Responses: 8

Average Response: 3

Question 17F. How effective are print or digital newsletters for engaging farmers?

Table B11.

Rating (1-5)

Number of Responses

5 (Least Effective)

No Responses

4

3 Responses

3

3 Responses

2

2 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

1 Response

Total Responses: 9

Average Response: 2.9

Question 17G. How effective are interactive workshops or trainings for engaging

farmers?

Table B12.
Rating (1-5) Number of Responses
5 (Least Effective) No Responses
4 1 Response
3 2 Responses
2 3 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

3 Responses

Total Responses: 9

Average Response: 2.1
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Question 17H. How effective are case studies or real-farmer stories for engaging

farmers?

Table B13.

Rating (1-5)

Number of Responses

5 (Least Effective)

No Responses

4 No Responses
3 4 Responses
2 2 Responses

1 (Most Effective)

4 Responses

Total Responses: 10

Average Response: 2

Question 171. How effective are online videos or tutorials for engaging farmers?

Table B14.
Rating (1-5) Number of Responses
5 (Least Effective) No Responses
4 2 Responses
3 3 Responses
2 2 Responses
1 (Most Effective) 2 Responses
Total Responses: 9 |Average Response: 2.6
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Question 18. How does your business prefer to share information with prospective
clients? (Select All That Apply, 10 Responses)

Table B15.
Communication Channels|Number of Mentions

Email

In-Person Visits
Phone Calls
Social Media
Text

Online Forums/Groups

Al O| N[ N|00| ©

Question 19. What time of year are you most open to lead or participate in
trainings? (Select All That Apply, 10 Responses)

Table B16.
Season Number of Mentions
Winter 7
Spring 6
Fall 5
Summer 3
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