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Meeting Notes
[bookmark: _5vrafei6ct23]DAY 1: February 19, 2026
[bookmark: _k19r8y8de7d0]9:00 - 10:00 am – Introductions
· Everyone goes around and introduces self
· Katie M will take notes in Google doc and share; others can edit
· ​​Future meetings:
· Have authorization for meeting through 2029 (5 year extension last time), but takes a while to do a renewal, so have to start early.
· Have large doc that is project narrative, just updated and streamlined [2027-2028 goal]
· Current USDA NIFA rep is Adam Wilke
· Will need to do annual report – meeting notes, any info on publications related to survey research, grant, teaching, extension activities related to research
· Review shared drive
· Review WERA member list
· Wins over the last year, what need help with
· Katie D
· Getting direct contact lists [more later]
· Tips for how to do this
· Joe
· Developed and implemented survey of farms across 10 states, 21% response rate
· Bots on Qualtrics (if non-unique link gets out), how to use safety features
· Tiffany
· Broke up with Qualtrics, moved to Question Pro a few years ago, now going back to Qualtrics
· Started to streamline evaluation tools/data collection. Working with PI on pandemic preparedness project/center. Getting expertise recognized.
· Zhengyuan
· Problem with Qualtrics - negotiating new contract, may not be renewed.
· Charge higher prices for contact lists. Trying to get own panel.
· Dealing with PIs also a challenge. Some don’t want to pay for extra services/additional costs.
· Grant - decided shouldn’t work during then shut down.
· Katie M
· Printing and mailing challenges.
· PIs needing contracts/funding to be re-done.
· But managed to keep all projects funded.
· Anil
· Lots of interviews.
· Waiting on contact list (DTN) - hope it looks ok. Last time, more than 10% undeliverable. Asked for more scrutiny. Timing is important. Also increasing pricing. Previously $0.5 per contact, now $1.
· DTN: https://www.dtn.com/ (Ag-specific)
· Greta
· Hidden pop survey to get gen pop counts.
· Have tried stat analysis. Need help understanding what “external” means for program evaluation.
· Roshan
· 2023 water quality needs assessment. Last year, hired Qualtrics panel. Many responses at weird times, bogus text responses. Qualtrics said they would clean and provide only valid responses. Got 1008 responses back (target was 1000) but distribution is similar across all of survey. Concerning.
· Staff working on training for reporting system (PEER system).
· Hatch question: Evaluation help - data use behavior. Survey burden - how are the results used/communicated.
· Common themes: bots, funding, impacts on what service we are using

[bookmark: _wdzl9gm6cli4]10:00 am - 12:00 pm - State Report Outs

[bookmark: _n5cx5dwkxe9v]Greta Linse, Montana State University: Open ended versus choice responses to the gender question for rural health surveys
· Small group with funding through Montana INBRE, core funding, survey work, statistical analysis
· Objective: help people on and off campus with human subjects research needs and stat analysis needs
· Director is Eric Raile, Greta is Facility Manager, also 10 undergrad staff and research staff statistician (Sally Slipher)
· Do a lot of need assessments
· Over 225 projects to date, primarily fee-for-service, since 2014
· Community Health Needs Assessment Surveys
· Client - Montana Office of Rural Health
· Part of compliance for rural hospital IRS non-profit tax requirements
· Between 6-10 communities surveyed per year
· Each community surveys up to 800 residents
· Response rates typically 18-25%, about 2% do survey online
· Montana Extension Surveys
· Various projects across extension services, including
· Diagnostic lab user satisfaction surveys
· Childcare market rates
· Analysis of survey data for food preservation knowledge and techniques
· Local government reviews - 2 counties
· Idaho Dairy Community Perceptions Update
· Stratified random sample of several zip codes with a dairy presence
· Working in conjunction with researchers at University of Idaho through an external firm
· Goal was 500 responses, only got 398 (8.1% final response rate)
· Local Government Review - Large County
· Online survey of county government employees
· Response rate: 44% (282 responses)
· Mail distribution to 11,000 county voters with a push to web reminder post card
· Response rate: 15.7% (1,589 responses)
· Local Government Review - Small County
· We reviewed survey
· County funds were limited
· The county mailed the survey to a selection of 350 voters
· Response rate: 27.5% (95 responses)
· Most people in both counties think most government offices should be nonpartisan
· Analysis of Gender Question Type - Choice vs Open Ended
· 8 rural communities
· Respondents skipping gender question - higher in 2025 for most counties compared to 2022, no statistically significant difference.
· Answers to gender question - number of female respondents decreased, male increased, unclassified decreased
· Statistical results
· No evidence of difference between years for percent not completing the question after accounting for county random effect
· After restricting gender to just male and female, there was a significant difference.
· Conclusions
· Some impacts in number of blank responses
· Males are responding at a higher rate
· Cannot assume causation, but interesting none the less
· Will continue to have an open ended gender question
· Online Responses
· Still dealing with bots and GenAI written responses
· Idea: take open-ended questions and sort alphabetically to identify similar response. Also look across rows (responses).
· Non-probability samples and panels
· Panels are not allowed to or cannot reach certain demographics
· Current Facility Challenges
· Post office changes including rate increases
· Looking to expand into program assessment but definition of external unclear
· Summary
· Survey work continues to be going strong
· Hoping this will continue in the future
· We’d love any thoughts, suggestions, or collaborations
[bookmark: _ucjqkcy4h502]
[bookmark: _s09yw4v4g5fa]Katie McLaughlin, Oregon State University: Methods to boost response rates
· Provided some background on the OSU survey research center
· Mix of fee for service, with some additional research components 
· Clients vary (internal to OSU such as College of ag / extension), other internal to OSU (non-ag) and state and federal agencies. Can tailor survey design etc. to meet client needs.
· Offer comprehensive survey services and statistical expertise. Also teach classes on survey methods, and sampling methods at various levels.

· Water in Idaho’s Treasure Valley Survey 
· Clients from OSU and Boise State University 
· Obtain opinions from random sample of households inside Idaho Treasure Valley about Assured Water Supply (AWS) programs. Willingness to pay/whether they would vote for programs. 
· Web-push method - notified about the study via US mail, but asked to respond by mail. The target sample frame was 6000 random households.
·  3% oversample due to belief that there would be high undeliverable rates based on previous experience.
· Gamification experiment embedded into survey. 3 experimental groups randomly assigned 2000 addresses. 
· 1 group received just a baseline survey, 2nd group survey + gamification points without clear purpose 3rd  group survey + points + context that higher points would lead to gift card. 
· Test if gamification improved interaction and comprehension of the survey, or if the game needed a goal to be effective. 
· The game used javascript, coded a cartoon like water droplet “Droppy” that danced in the corner anytime points were awarded. 
· Points awarded for answering questions and interacting with survey elements. Bonus points awarded if respondents hit all triggers for points in the previous section. Slight tweaks to elements depending on which group they were in.
· Recruitment - $2 bill incentive, four contacts consistent with TDM.
· Response rate was consistent among groups 19% with gamification 18% with gamification and points 19% without gamification - so not clear that there was a difference in RR based on gamification.   

· Managing State Forests in Western Oregon
· Paper survey, made use of colorful artwork
· Obtain opinions from random sample of Oregon households about potential state forest management programs (would they vote for them, willingness to pay). 
· Funded by USDA.
· All mail only surveys, target population were households within the state of Oregon (n = 4000). 
· 20 survey versions. 200 households randomly assigned for each version. Surveys were identical apart from three choice cars. 
· Secondary group to test response effectiveness  of a visible versus hidden $2 cash incentive. 
· Sample split between visible and hidden. I.e. The bill would be affixed to the cover letter and visible in a windowed envelope. 
· Mailing schedule/recruitment followed TDM. 
· Overall RR 25.2%. Hidden $2.00 incentive RR = 23%, visible = 26% 
· Name being known on the letter RR= 27% and those with just  “current resident” RR= 13% 

· Oregon DOT transportation needs and issues survey 
· Understand Oregon residents on a number of issues related to transportation. The survey has been ongoing since 2006.  
· Web + mail group and all mail group. 3750 households in each group
· TDM for contact schedule 
· 2006 - 2024 response rate for this survey has been on the decline.
· Modification for 2026, increase sample size from 1500 to 2500 for regions 1 and 2 (Portland metro). 
· Streamline questionnaire, incorporate stakeholder feedback
· Embed an experimental component to the web+mail group to test methodologies that may improve RR and reduce costs. 
· ⅓ will receive a postcard as pre-notice rather than preletter, ⅓ will get a preletter containing URL code to participate with no second mailing, and remaining addresses will receive based on standard plan.  
· Agritourism Consumer Sentiment Survey 
· Gather data and learn about what drives customers in the agritourism space i.e. U-pick, harvests, fairs etc.)
· 10 agritourism farms purposefully selected 
· Students physically set up booth with OSU extension branding, and invited everyone to participate in the survey when they finished farm activities. 
· 251 survey responses across 10 farms
· Questions voluntary - missing data common. 
· Particularly interested in qualitative analysis of open-ended questions - identify key words/key themes. 
· Themes assigned by matching keywords in open-ended responses after lowercasing, tokenization, and lemmatization. Count of tags for each theme. Words could be assigned multiple tags. 
· https://atlasti.com/survey-data-analysis-software 
[bookmark: _1j9koykpd71g]1:30 - 3:30 pm - State Report Outs
[bookmark: _buz9hqikmgtm]Zhengyuan Zhu, Iowa State University
· CSSM part of state report (made by AI!)
· Center for Survey Statistics and Methodology (CSSM)
· Established in 1938
· Mission: advance survey statistics, data science, and methodology through research, education, and collaboration
· Interdisciplinary expertise
· 6 faculty (Department of Statistics)
· 40+ full time professional and scientific staff
· 14+ PhD students actively engaged in research
· Cross-disciplinary workforce: statisticians, data scientists, software developers, GIS specialists, IT professionals, technical writers
· Strong legacy supported by Iowa State University’s Department of Statistics
· Impact
· Pioneered methods for large-sale area frame surveys
· Research leadership in:
· Missing data imputation
· Deep learning and AI-enhanced statistical data integration
· Key role supporting the National Resources Inventory (NRI) survey - a comprehensive national survey of natural resources
· INREC: Agricultural Retailer Survey Update
· Been doing for last 8 years
· Originally Iowa, now expanded to 4 states
· The Core Problem: quantifying in-field agricultural management at regional scales is historically difficult
· Key Barriers:
· Self-selection bias: traditional surveys often capture only a specific subset of engaged farmers, skewing results
· Data access: limited access to reliable, field-level data due to strict privacy concerns
· Environmental Context: accurate tracking is urgently needed to address nitrate contamination and broader issues like the Mississippi River Basin Gulf Hypoxia
· A Pioneering Approach: establishing a first-of-its-kind public-private partnership to leverage existing agricultural networks
· Key Partners:
· INREC: Iowa Nutrient Research and Education Council (a non-profit administered by agribusiness associations)
· ISU: Iowa State University
· IDALS: Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship
· The Goals: develop a scalable design to collect accurate, field-level management data directly from agricultural retailers rather than individual farmers
· Dual Objectives
· Ensure statistical representativeness across Iowa
· Safeguard farmers’ information
· The Design: A robust three-stage cluster sampling plan
· Stage 1: retailer selection: Use local pivotal method to select spatially balanced agricultural retail locations across the region
· Stage 2: farmer selection: Within selected retailers, uses systematic sampling with a random start to select participating farmers
· Stage 3: field selection: Implements a randomized direction protocol to select the specific fields for reporting, removing retailer or farmer selection bias
· Field-level survey questions
· Data aggregation and privacy
· Protecting anonymity: sampling is randomized and handled through retailers, so individual farm data never exposed
· Regional aggregation: results are aggregated at major land resource area (MLRA) level
· Why MLRAs? Provides scientifically valid scale for tracking regional soil and climate trends without pinpointing local farms
· Alignment with state goals: directly supports practice tracking for the Iowa Nutrient Reduction Strategy
· Annual frequency: enables timely, year-over-year tracking of in-field management practices
· Adaptability: survey questions are updated regularly to reflect evolving conservation technologies and shifting agricultural practices
· Figure: Nitrogen and Cover Crop Trends (2017-2024)
· Figure: Phosphorus and Tillage Trends (2017-2024)
· Key takeaways
· Spatially balanced design ensures statewide representativeness
· Annual monitoring captures management shifts in near real time
· Strong adoption of soil testing and P management
· Rising cover crop adoption
· Tillage trends
· Summary: by utilizing a spatially balanced, multi-stage retailer survey, we can achieve unbiased, statistically rigorous data on nutrient management while protecting farmer privacy
· Extension and figure work:
· Illinois, Minnesota, and Indiana signed up to do a similar retailer based survey in the past few years. Hope to cover most of the corn belt.
· Data integration project with remote sending products on non-till and cover crop.
· Iowa Speaks: Iowa General Population Panel
· Still trying to find funding, idea in process
· Problem: 
· Iowa currently lacks a statewide probability-based general population panel
· One-off-surveys are expensive, slow to deploy, increasingly difficult under tight funding
· Federal survey funding is more competitive
· Faculty demand for rapid, representative Iowa data is high
· We need durable survey infrastructure, not isolated surveys
· General Idea
· Create a probability-based Iowa General Population Panel
· Pre-recruited Iowans
· Agree to particulate in multiple surveys over time
· Enables rapid, cost-effective data collection
· Maintains representativeness through design and calibration
· Permanent survey backbone for the state
· Why a Panel? (from a survey perspective)
· Compared to repeated stand-alone surveys:
· Lower recruitment cost per wave
· Faster fielding
· Better longitudinal capability
· Improved respondent relationship and trust
· Ability to field omnibus surveys
· Panel infrastructure increases methodological leverage
· Design Principles
· Probability-based recruitment using address-based sampling (ABS)
· Stratified design to ensure demographic and geographic coverage
· Oversampling underrepresented populations
· Multi-mode recruitment (mail, web, phone)
· Transparent consent and data protection
· (methods to avoid survey fatigue)
· Panel Size and Structure
· Target: 1,500 recruited participants
· Eight short survey waves per year
· Mixed-topic omnibus format
· Capacity to embed funded research modules
· Panel supports both: quick turnaround policy questions, longer-term academic studies
· Original proposal not funded, still investigating funding sources. LAS and CAOS colleges are most interested. Faculty are interested.
· Maintaining representativeness
· Weighting and calibration procedures
· Ongoing monitoring of response balance
· Recruitment refresh cycles
· Community partnerships to enhance trust
· Incentive structures to reduce attrition
· Panel quality is a continuous process, not a one-time task. (cover by charging user fees)
· Infrastructure investment in survey methodology
· Sustainability model
· Seed funding supports startup recruitment
· Cost-recovery via survey module purchases
· Per-complete cost 50-70% lower than stand-alone surveys
· Designed to become self-sustaining
· Greta shares Montana experience: challenge recruiting people (few respondents), not enough survey projects to make it sustainable, no funding to refresh pool, so a lot of attrition, cost per response ended up being higher than original method, and abandoned project. University now trying opt-in approach that is not under Center’s control.
· Key thing is economy of scale. Estimate need ~8 surveys/year.
· FUSE: DOJ Project Update
· Overall objective: 
· measure public perceptions of law enforcement using panel-based data
· Inform policy refinement and training programs addressing community safety
· Three-stage FUSE framework (FUSE = fast unbiased small-area estimation)
· Stage 1: panel surveys in five localities for rapid perception data collection
· Stage 2: integrate panel data with Census PUMS using mass imputation for unbiased PUMA-level estimates
· Stage 3: downscale perception estimates to Census Block Group level
· Reporting period focus - Primary emphasis: Stage 1 Panel Data Collection
· Implemented nonprobability panel surveys
· Coordinated with commercial panel vendors
· Advanced operational readiness for subsequent SAE stages
· Stage 1 accomplishments
· Collaborated with Veridata for panel setup, data collection concluded Dec 16, 2025
· Qualtrics: finalized survey programming modifications, soft launch completed January 27, 2026, 65% of target responses collected to date
· Stage 1 next:
· Complete data cleaning, conduct preliminary analyses
· Stage 2 next: model development and small-area estimation
· Project status summary
· Stage 1 panel implementation partially completed
· More updates next year
· AISAE: AI-Enabled Small Area Estimation
· Survey systems face a growing tension:
· Policymakers want neighborhood-level data
· Communities want data about small popul;ations
· Privacy protections limit access to microdata
· Sample sizes are too small for fine geographical detail
· How to produce granular statistics without violating privacy and still having statistical validity?
· What has changed?
· Now have many more data sources: administrative records, parcel data, geospatial data, transactional and digital trace data
· But integration is often: ad-hoc, model-heavy, not transparent, not reproducible
· Challenge is data integration, not data scarcity
· Introduce a unified system that:
· Generates synthetic microdata consistent with official statistics
· Transfers knowledge from data-rich areas to data-sparse areas
· Uses AI as a tool, not a replacement for statistical principles
· Embeds calibration and benchmarking at every step
· AI inside a design-based framework, not AI instead of it
· Four Integrated components
· Synthetic population engine: create realistic small-area microdata, match known census totals exactly
· Transporting local information: Use local survey relationships, apply them carefully to other communities, adjust for population differences
· Trustworthy AI Assistance: use pre-trained foundation models (TabPFN), reduce tuning burden for practitioners, keep calibration and uncertainty quantification
· Real policy validation: apply household living budget, benchmark against existing methods, test privacy, inference validity, and realism
· Why not just use ML?
· Embeds ML inside survey calibration principles
· Preserve inferential validity and maintains reproducibility
· Broader vision: 
· Move from single survey -> static tables to integrated data system -> dynamic, validated statistical products. 
· Supports rural communities, small populations, policy-relevant decision making.
· Takeaway message
· Future of official statistics is integration
· AI can assist - but must remain statistically grounded
· Calibration, benchmarking, and uncertainty remain non-negotiable.
[bookmark: _flukvrjro4pp]
[bookmark: _56l7ao6a1whi]Roshan Nayak, University of Vermont: 
· What does water quality mean to Virginians?
· Sarah Baughman, Roshan Nayak & Erin Ling, Virginia Cooperative Extension (VCE)
· Needs assessment: in 2023, a representative sample of Virginia residents identified water quality as the top issue for VCE to put effort into.
· Water quality is a broad term, so in 2025 we conducted second survey.
· Did using Qualtrics, had a lot of issues with data quality.
· Methods
· Qualtrics panel used to replicate a representative sample of Virginians across gender, race, ethnicity, age, income, and rural/urban residence. N-1008.
· Data analysis: 
· Reviewed for all variables, and factor analysis used. 
· Data weighed to reflect quota distribution for race
· Results based on weighted data; variables were compared
· Responses by zip codes
· How much effort should VCE devote to each of the following issues? (E.g. water quality)
· Quota requested - had to do own weighting
· Top issues for all respondents
· Understanding and communicating water quality impact on human health
· Assisting Virginia's seafood industry with the quality of water they use
· Assisting Virginia’s seafood industry with wastewater management
· Similar distributions for all categories - less variability than expected (potential data quality issue)
· Differences between top 5 for rural/urban are very small - again, suspect data quality issue. Also for male/female, by race.
· VMN Survey & Data Utilization Plan
· Longitudinal study using Qualtrics
· Administer in 2026, final one in 2030
· Data underutilization causes - priority, negative results, orphan data, staff turnover, lack of value, not meeting goals, don’t know what to do, questions that were poorly posed
· Problem
· Unused research data - majority of work in medical field & only 11-18% of ecological research is estimated to reach its full potential
· Financial impact in program evaluation: when data go unused, it represents a direct loss of taxpayer-funded resources
· Social contract - not suing dating collected from people breaks the trust and responsibility owed to those who took the time to participate
· Lack of proper question formulation, variable selection, incomplete analysis, selective reporting and limited discussion
· Reviewed datasets
· 4-H alumni outcome assessment - design, questions/scales
· Volunteer recruitment study - question selection, variable identification
· CYFAR program evaluation
· Data Utilization Plan
· Data analysis plan
· Data management plan
· Data dissemination plan
· Zhengyuan: Data discovery - allowing data to be used by others, not for original purpose. Need to document/standardize. There are some principles. Need to make it easy to access.
· Discussion: what does it mean for the data to be “used”? Internally? For publications? For funders?
· Funding agencies are aware of this issue. Expectation is that data collected as part of grant will now be shared.
· Ask people how they are using their data, not just a yes/no. How they define wasted data.
· Could consider leaning into frustration/junk data also, resource issues.
· Barriers - people are protective of their data and want to make sure they are recognized. Want to control access.
· How are bots using the data? Are they scraping everything?
[bookmark: _e26kpchtjw9f]
[bookmark: _9asms9ehroow]Tiffany Drape, University of Vermont
· Long term data collection from surveys - how do I prioritize what to publish when there’s 10 years of data. RQ’s have not changed.
· Veteran farmers (2017-present funding), range in age from ~22-52
· One weekend a month, ROTC style program, one year program
· 20 veterans per year
· Monthly surveys-mixed mode/qual heavy
· Medium term follow up with previous cohorts: 2020, 2023, 2026 (cross-sectional data)
· Mixed response rate per month, topic changes every month
· Zoom, online (dropbox), in person field trips, tractor driving, chainsaw operations
· Data presented at conference, reporting, Arcadia (non-profit) has coded/analyzed data each year, marketing, donors, etc.
· Data have been used, have more data than know what to do with
· Topics are mostly the same. Field trips do change.
· Main question: What is the percent of people who remain in ag production? Where are people going? What are they doing? What are their goals over medium term?
· Brainstorm: other interesting questions - 
· How have demographics changed over time? What do veterans find most useful/effective? How has this changed over time? 
· Put together training model that can be used in other places - publish as replicable model with support from the non-profit.
· Are you more likely to be successful if you do this program? Causal effect models - with appropriate controls. How this compares over time.
· Cohort effects
· Train the trainer model, handbook
· Paring survey’s (length) down while maintaining integrity/focus of instrument vs PI personality issues vs funding
· NSF Center - NSF COMPASS Center (runs until 2031)
· 7 year
· Started year 2
· Building infrastructure of all instrumentation
· PI asked for “all new, novel, nothing I’d ever made before”
· Recommend mediation, book, “5 types of people that can ruin your life”

[bookmark: _r5kkkky7rbmc]3:30 - 5:30 pm - General Discussion: Artificial Intelligence and Survey Work
· Topics
· Impact on survey industry, our work
· People’s experience using AI for qualitative analysis (to help with the analysis, or issues that arise from participants using it in their responses).
· Impacts on surveying rural and ag communities
· What are our experiences?
· Anil: 
· From survey development side, AI can be a good companion. Help pilot test questions. Copilot says have closed system with university, don’t use our data for training.
· Use AI for idea generation. From lit review, help find other relevant sources. A year ago, not useful/bogus. Now, slowly and steadily, understanding and getting a little better. Then take to NotebookLM to compile ideation. Take summaries to use.
· Still in the learning phase with AI. Better prompting helps.
· Ethical challenges of using individual-level responses (qualitative responses). Once de-identified, can use.
· Qual coding cannot be replaced by AI, but AI can be useful after to ask about what have missed.
· Tiffany: used to code qualitative data. Did not do a good job.
· Greta: 
· One rural hospital CEO decided survey needed to be re-done. Put survey into AI and spit out the same survey with choices not alphabetized, poorly formatted. Ultimately was able to come up with something usable after a lot of work.
· Lots of issues with bots. One study trying to recruit child cancer survivors was hit by a lot of bots during recruitment. Ideas: don’t put on social media (not feasible); have multiple instances of Qualtrics survey. Can’t use unique access code if don’t have address list. Especially common any time there is an incentive.
· Push people to paper surveys.
· Katie D: seeing a lot of bots submitting abstracts to conferences.
· Why are bots taking surveys?
· To hurt competitors
· To gather information to sell
· Consider using captchas, or white font on white background (honeypot)
· Bots can do computer coding, statistical analysis pretty well
· How does academic training fit into this? Need to learn how to use AI - adapt or become obsolete.
· Katie D - push back. Qual analysis and sociology requires nuance and theoretical background for coding that bots cannot do. Ethical issues for de-skilling (e.g. for farming) - takes power away from farmer and puts it with agrochemical companies. Then future generations will not have that skill or power.
· Greta - you have to know what you’re doing in order to validate that it is doing the right thing. Concern about fake R packages putting malicious code on computer. It’s an expert tool.
· Zhengyuan: Developing quickly. Faculty can do work with AI for coding rather than students. Can improve efficiency. Maybe it’s ok if some students lose core skills (e.g. long division). Helpful for literature review too.
· Katie D - concerns about deifying efficiency. Academia used to be slower. Is anyone reading the stuff we’re making? How is it being used?
· Roshan: creating templates for evaluation is helpful, saves time. Now they are collecting some data rather than none.
· Joe: impacts on survey fatigue and survey burden?
· Greta: if real humans are not being surveyed, how will we really know how they are feeling?
· How can we use AI in our survey work most effectively?
· Need real human responses, not just synthetic data. But can use synthetic data to test models.
· When used properly, can be really powerful.
· Cost - environmental, energy companies pass along cost of building new facilities to consumers, not the data centers
· People are craving human connection - more paper surveys, in-person human interactions.
· People in rural communities don’t want to interact with AI/be less heard
· Will clients bypass us if we are less efficient than them just using chatgpt to write their own surveys
· Need several different strategies
· Cost of survey has to be evaluated against quality of data
· Greta: best thing we can do is be a voice, let clients know of risks


[bookmark: _h1si9s81gx99]DAY 2: February 20, 2026
[bookmark: _v38b8ye4djtm]9:00 - 11:00 am – State Report Outs
[bookmark: _swi6b9afdlwo]Anil Kumar Chaudhary, Penn State University: Survey Experiment
· Priming the ‘Good Farmer’ - The impact of identity salience on response rate and quality in watershed conservation study
· Variety of approaches to improve response rate and quality: incentives, more contacts, survey length, personalization, sponsorship, survey communication, survey design (Dillman, 2020); satisficing and optimizing of survey questions (Krosnick, 1991)
· Theoretical background
· Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) - people act according to the norms of whichever group identity is “salient” (active) at that moment. Individuals hold multiple identities.
· The ‘good farmer’ identity (Burton, 2004; McGuire et al., 2013) - tension between stewardship and productivity/efficiency. “Good farming” is traditionally associated with production and “tidy” fields, which often conflict with “messy” conservation practices such as riparian buffers. The “stewardship” identity is emerging as a legitimate part of being a “good farmer.”
· Economics and identity (Akerlof & Kranton, 2000) - individuals suffer “identity utility loss” when they act in ways that contradict their primed identity. If I prime a “Steward” identity, the farmer may report higher adoption of buffers to remain consistent with that “self.”
· Belief sampling model (Hair, 2005; Tourangeau, 2018) - An individual’s attitude is a “database” of various feelings and beliefs called “considerations.” Because people only retrieve a small sample of these considerations to answer a question, the context determines which thoughts are accessible.
· Research gaps
· Dominance of extrinsic research
· Intrinsic void - lack of RCT evidence on how subtle identity primes affect data accuracy in high-stakes regulatory environments
· Measurement accuracy - are current adoption statistics true reflections or results of ‘University-led’ stewardship farming?
· We don’t know whether priming a farmer to think of themselves as a “Business Manager” rather than a “Steward” changes how they report their adoption of “high-cost/low-yield” BMPs, such as riparian buffers.
· We do not know how this affects social desirability bias
· Study rationale
· Identity congruence: reducing ‘psychological cost’ to increase response rate
· Bias mitigation: professional prime gives ‘permission’ for pragmatic (and more honest) reporting of barriers
· Testing identity-contingency: measuring how much adoption reporting shifts across frames
· Data collection
· Survey: to understand the socio-psychological factors motivating farmers to adopt water conservation best management practices (e.g., cover crops, stream bank fencing, riparian buffers) on their farms in the effort to restore water quality in the Chesapeake Bay.
· Experiment
· RCT
· Delivery: top of Page 1 (3 sentences, 12 pt Times New Roman) of survey prior to first question
· Group A (Stewardship): focused on caretakers of natural heritage/streams
· Group B (Professional): focused on managers of farm assets/efficiency
· Group C (Control): neutral farm management framing
· Attempt to make text for all 3 groups around the same length
· Why experimentation does not compromise quality
· Even in the control group, the farmer sees the university logo, the words “conservation practices" and the mention of the “Susquehanna River Basin”
· By adding the Stewardship and Professional identity treatments, I am not creating a “fake” response, I am simply exploring the two real identities that already exist in that farmer’s head.
· Methodological contribution
· Beyond the envelope, cover letter, incentives and other factors: shifting docs from how we mail surveys to how respondents process them cognitively
· Transparency: proving that introductory ‘handshakes’ are unmeasured confounders in Ag research
· In survey, asking how much people agree with those identities
· Plan for implementation is to contact ~2000 farmers, expect ~25-45% response rate. No incentive.

[bookmark: _9cy8yap2tqtx]Joe Hollis, Iowa State University: Organic Farmer Survey Burden
· Background/research questions
· Little is known about why or why farmers do not complete surveys in internet/smartphone age, especially organic farmers
· What motivates organic farmers to respond or not respond to survey requests?
· Which type of institution is more likely/unlikely to get a response and why?
· How does survey burden influence non-response among organic farmers?
· Methodology
· Designed a web survey with topics on organic production and management, technology adoption, plastic use, and organic certification
· Embedded open and closed questions on survey completion (no $ incentive)
· 2000 farmers across 10 states. Pre-contact postcard/email, and weekly follow ups. Postcard had QR code for early access.
· ~406 responses (21%)
· Main survey results
· Please tell us why you completed this survey today. Key themes: 
· Institutional trust
· Persistent contact
· To support the organic community
· If someone asked you why you would NOT fill out a survey, what would be your reason?
· Lack of time
· Concerns around online scams
· Reluctance to share information/data
· Completing surveys doesn’t make a difference
· How likely or unlikely would you have responded to this survey if it had been sent out by (institution list)?
· Most likely - local university extension
· Least likely - private ag company
· Why? Positive - mission driven, reputation, previous experience/relationships
· Why? Negative - profits over public good, lack of utility associated with survey sponsor
· Follow-up survey - non-response survey
· Short survey asking non-respondents of main survey to rate agreement with statements (n=1300)
· Open ended question on what would make them more likely to respond
· Half received email request, half received postcard survey
· $5 gift card incentive. 34 returns (2.5%) (15 online, 19 mail).
· 82% agree that they don’t have time to answer all survey requests
· 50% agree they have already done their part contributing to surveys
· Next steps
· Analyze results for dissertation
· Ideas for places to publish/report these results?
· Journal for Survey Statistics and Methodology
[bookmark: _e0e32vm0vxzu]Katie Dentzman, Iowa State University: Survey Burden and Random vs. Convenience Sampling of Potato Farmers
· Random vs convenience samples of potato farmers (Derek Franklin - postdoc, Jessica Goldberger and Edem Avemegah from Washington State University)
· Using same survey instrument for west-Washington, Idaho, Oregon, Colorado and east-Iowa, North Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, New York; but different implementations
· USDA-NIFA0SCRI grant with entomologists looking at neonicotinoid use in potatoes
· Regional survey of potato growers
· Initial approach
· Buy a list from DTN!, but $10,000 for full sample (growers with 5+ acres in 10 different states)
· Discrepancy between DTN and Census of Ag, so not confident in DTN
· Subsequent approach
· Work with state-level potato commissions/boards/etc.
· WSU
· Washington Potato Commission willing to share list
· But either no interest or ‘email blast’ only from Idaho, Oregon, or Colorado
· ISU
· Minnesota, North Dakota, New York, and Wisconsin provided us with contact lists of their growers
· Maine and Michigan willing to distribute our survey on their behalf
· Look a lot of leg work, and working closely with ISU survey center
· WSU will convenience sample using link/QR code, advertise at state potato commission meetings/conferences, advertise via social media, newsletters, etc.
· ISU will conduct a random sample working with state potato commissions and the ISU survey center
· Traditional mixed mode email/paper survey request
· Interest in response rates differences between states with contact lists versus states distributing the survey for us
· Know number of potato growers in each state (from state agencies and USDA) and can look at what proportion respond
· Survey Diary Results: Measuring the Frequency of Survey Invites
· With Jason Kosakow (Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond), Kenneth Wallen (University of Idaho)
· Limited research on how often individuals are being asked to participate in surveys
· There are surveys everywhere!
· Survey overload
· Quality issues - poorly designed surveys with poor user surveys, confusing questions, or flawed methodology can negatively shape public perception
· Diminishing trust
· Background on survey frequency (Pew, 2022, n=152) - respondents reported receiving an average of 0.39 survey invites per day
· Methodology
· Each person was asked to track in an Excel document each survey request they received over a one-week period
· Sample: recruited friends and family
· Cohorts - each person randomly placed into one of four cohorts, for each of first 4 weeks of September 2025
· Topics collected - invite or reminder, topic, date of invite, sponsor, contact mode, …, perceived survey purpose, impact on you, impact on society, survey legitimacy, completion, respondent experience
· Sponsor categories - marketing, employment/professional, research, other
· Recruitment mode categories - email, digital (other), other
· Limitations
· Convenience/biased sample - respondents were recruited through friends and family networks, many also work in survey-related fields
· Small sample
· Different ideas on defining “survey”
· Results
· 50 participants, 322 survey invites and reminders -> each person received almost one survey per day with about one quarter being answered. 284 initial survey invite (88%) and rest reminder
· Number of invites received not symmetric
· Most invites were digital (56% email), also internet, mobile app, text, …
· Nearly everyone received an in-the-moment survey while few received government or other academic surveys
· Most surveys were administered digitally, regardless of survey sponsor
· About one-in-ten surveys had an incentive, with academic surveys having the highest cadence of incentive usage
· About 25% of surveys actually completed, with varying response by sponsor
· Little difference in response rates by incentive being offered
· People were neutral on the surveys impact on society and on themselves
· Research surveys were seen as most societally impactful
· Employer surveys were perceived as having positive impact on selves
· Surveys perceived to have a positive impact on society had higher response rates
· Surveys perceived to have a positive impact on respondents had higher response rates
· Overall respondent survey experience - 56% strongly agreed that survey creators had the respondent’s experience in mind when it was designed
· What it all means
· On average, respondents experienced a survey once a day
· Most common were market research from companies
· Few were from government or academic
· Mostly ignore surveys
· Surveys are perceived as “meh”
· People mostly had neutral attitudes
· Survey overload and trust issues seem to matter
· Differentiation - can we do it? Does it matter?
· What are the best ways to stand out amongst a crowd?
· Are different populations experiencing surveys differently? What can WERA do with this?
· Discussion - number of surveys received varies a lot week by week, e.g. around holidays, if traveling, etc. pressure from companies to give them good reviews? We don’t even notice all surveys - delete without reading, go to spam.
[bookmark: _a7bhahabogfd]
[bookmark: _pn4o8ajvvslw]11:00 am - 12:00 pm – Future of WERA 1010 and Recruitment
· Topics
· Call for new Chair
· Call for new members; brainstorm people, institutions, recruitment venues and materials
· Call for grad/undergrad attendees
· Discussion - how to increase membership?
· This year’s low attendance was due to some factors beyond our control (just didn’t work for some people, last minute struggles); view as anomaly
· Can’t do hybrid because then government will not fund travel
· Get more institutions involved - need to do outreach, and talk to people who have not participated in a while - see if they are ever interested, and if not, if there’s someone else they could pass along to
· Have a few virtual conferences too throughout the year to let people know what we do
· Work on a group co-publication? Or a way to gain collaborations/joint papers within the group.
· Travel is hard because we are a “coordinating commission” and not a true multi-state hatch. Try to work with university/ag/extension/1891 structure.
· Katie has been the chair for 4 years, interested in stepping down. Job - talking to hotel to get contract, room rate, emailing/maintaining list of participants, ask about presentations, make agenda, coordinate dinner/lunch. Collecting things to submit the annual report, including meeting notes and their publications and grants.
· Whoever is chair when renewal comes up is more work.
· Consider a co-chair/chair elect model?
· Proposal: discuss over email since several key people are missing.
· Keep the conversation going about AI/bots in surveys - potential topic for a virtual meeting.
· Katie D will send email with flyer and reminder that we should reach out to contacts about recruitment.
· We like that the group is small. Aim for personal recruitment in our networks.
· Scheduling challenge - particularly for people who are teaching


Next year’s meeting: Feb 18-19. Ecological sampling seminar on the 17th. Ask for room rates at hotel for Tuesday-Friday nights, so that people can stay after and attend the ecological sampling seminar. Need to put the ecological sampling/seminar on NIMSS, not just our agenda, in order for universities to cover it.
