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Executive Summary

This report provides information from a general public survey conducted in early 2017 to
help inform the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) 2018 update. This
report is intended for use by the NAWMP advisory committees and anyone interested in the
human dimensions of wetlands and waterfowl management. A mail-out survey was sent to 5,000
addresses in the United States, which were selected randomly in proportion to the population of
each State. A total of 1,030 completed surveys representing 49 States were returned, resulting in
a 23 percent overall response rate.

When comparing the demographics of the respondents to the U.S. census data, this
sample overrepresented people who are male, older, highly educated, and white. Data were
weighted on gender and age to make the results more representative of the overall U.S.
population. Additionally, this sample had higher participation rates in all wildlife-related
recreation activities than has been found in previous studies; this indicates there may have been
selection bias, with people interested in nature-related topics more likely to complete the survey.
Therefore, results likely represent a segment of the U.S. public that is more oriented toward and
aware of wildlife and conservation issues than the general public as a whole. Because of this
bias, responses for each question were also broken down by recreationist type (hunters, anglers,
wildlife viewers, and no wildlife-related recreation). Additionally, responses for each question
were split by administrative flyway (Atlantic, Central, Mississippi, Pacific) and residency (urban,
urban cluster, rural) to better understand the different groups.

Most respondents knew of wetlands in their local area or community, and more than half
had visited wetlands in the previous 12 months. Of those who had visited wetlands, the most
common reasons were for walking/hiking/biking and enjoying nature/picnicking. In addition, this
sample was very concerned about the reduction or loss of ecosystem services resulting from
wetlands degradation or loss. A majority of respondents were somewhat or very concerned about
9 out of 10 wetlands benefits, with hunting opportunities being the only benefit the majority of
people were not concerned about. People were the most concerned about clean water, clean air,
and providing a home for wildlife. In contrast, people were least concerned about hunting
opportunities and wetlands providing scenic places for inspiration or spiritual renewal.
Communication about wetlands that focuses on habitat, clean air, and clean water may resonate
with the widest variety of people. However, if communication is targeted toward wildlife-related
recreationists, including more information about the recreation benefits of wetlands and
emphasizing habitat benefits may be the most effective.

Many people reported having participated in conservation behaviors in the last year. The
most popular activity was making the yard more desirable to wildlife, with more than three-
fourths of respondents participating, followed by donating money to support wildlife/habitat
conservation and talking to others in their community about conservation issues. There was
lower participation in conservation behavior specifically related to wetlands and waterfowl, with
two-fifths of respondents voting for candidates or ballot issues to support wetlands/waterfowl
conservation and one-third advocating for political action to conserve wetlands/waterfowl.

In order to better understand how to reach out to the public on nature-related topics,
preferences in information channels and trust in information sources were explored. Respondents
were mostly likely to want to receive their information through personal experience, by reading
or accessing online content, and through watching visual media online. People were least likely
to want to receive information through listening to recorded audio media, attending educational
opportunities, and listening to live audio media. These results emphasize the importance of
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having content available online in an easily accessible and appealing format. Visual media in
particular seems to be preferred across a wide variety of people. Additionally, people had the
highest trust in scientific organizations, universities/educational organizations, and
friends/family/neighbors/colleagues. The least trusted sources were national media/news,
religious organizations, and local media/news. Urban respondents had higher trust levels overall,
particularly for the government. Hunters and those in rural areas had lower levels of trust in the
government but higher trust in family/friends.

In this sample, few respondents reported hunting waterfowl (5 percent) or hunting other
game (16 percent) in the last year. Additionally, few respondents said they were very or
somewhat likely to hunt waterfowl in the following 12 months. Even after considering that self-
selection bias would make it more likely for hunters to respond to the survey, the relatively small
number of respondents who identified as hunters reinforces that engagement of other wildlife-
related recreationists is critical to meeting the third goal of the NAWMP 2012 revision—to
increase numbers of wetlands/waterfowl conservationists. Many people also had negative
perceptions of hunting. Half of the respondents stated that hunting would be unpleasant, and two-
fifths believed hunting would be boring. In contrast, people had more favorable attitudes toward
birdwatching, with only one-sixth saying it would be unpleasant and less than one-third saying it
would be boring. A majority of respondents thought they could easily go hunting or
birdwatching in the following 12 months. Overall, people had much more positive views toward
birdwatching and expressed fewer barriers to participating in it. When asked what would prevent
them from hunting, the most frequently stated reasons were moral opposition, no interest,
personal health, and time constraints; for birdwatching, the most popular responses were nothing,
no interest, and time constraints. These responses indicate it may be beneficial to move beyond
hunting and find ways for other groups, such as birdwatchers, to play a more active role in
conservation.

Although not many people hunted and many people tended to have negative attitudes
toward hunting, over three-fourths of people said they knew a hunter. Given that wildlife
viewers, those who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation, and urban residents tended
to have negative attitudes toward hunting and (or) were not interested in participating, attempting
to recruit them to participate in hunting may not be effective. However, given how many people
across all groups knew a hunter and the relatively high levels of trust people had in their
friends/family, hunters may be effective ambassadors for promoting waterfowl and wetlands
conservation among nonhunters. Additionally, because people had less preference for viewing
waterfowl and other game birds compared to their preference for seeing hummingbirds and birds
of prey, conservation efforts that extend beyond waterfowl and include other species that benefit
from wetlands may have more appeal to a broader range of people.
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Public Views of Wetlands and Waterfowl Conservation
in the United States—Results of a Survey to Inform
the 2018 Update of the North American Waterfowl

Management Plan

By Emily J. Wilkins and Holly M. Miller

Introduction

The North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) was implemented in 1986
with an overarching goal to maintain abundant and resilient waterfowl populations in North
America and sufficient wetlands and related habitats to sustain those populations (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and Canadian Wildlife Service, 1986). The plan is a partnership between the
United States, Canada, and Mexico. In 2012, after 25 years of conservation success, the
NAWMP planning committee, in consultation with stakeholders, decided to revise the NAWMP
with additional goals to plan ahead for changing times and anticipated future challenges. The
2012 revision to the NAWMP added a new goal: growing numbers of waterfowl hunters, other
conservationists, and citizens who enjoy and actively support waterfowl and wetlands
conservation (North American Waterfowl Management Plan Committee, 2012). Although the
goals relating to waterfowl populations and habitat have always been a foundation of NAWMP,
the additional goal of engaging citizens in wetlands and waterfowl conservation had not
previously been explicitly stated.

To reach this goal, NAWMP partners recognized the need to engage both the traditional
waterfowl hunting community and the broader nontraditional stakeholder groups who are
interested in the conservation of waterfowl and wetlands. According to the 2012 revision, the
third goal was added because

It underscores the importance of people to the success of waterfowl conservation, and
is born out of concern for the ongoing loss of waterfowl hunters, the opportunity
presented by growing numbers of people who pursue waterfowl with cameras and
binoculars, and a recognition that the NAWMP can succeed only if waterfowl
conservation is relevant to broader societal issues. (North American Waterfowl
Management Plan Committee, 2012, p. x)

In order to inform the final goal, three surveys were administered in the United States—a
waterfowl hunter survey, a birder/birdwatcher survey, and a general public survey. Similar
hunter and birder surveys were conducted concurrently in Canada. This report presents results
from the U.S. general public survey.

The objectives of the general public survey were (1) to assess the general public’s
awareness and perceptions of the importance of the benefits provided by waterfowl and wetlands



conservation, (2) to assess potential avenues for public outreach and education on waterfowl and
wetlands conservation, (3) to evaluate the general public’s participation in waterfowl-associated
recreation and how much they support waterfowl and wetlands conservation, and (4) to identify
groups within the public that are more or less engaged with waterfowl and wetlands
conservation.

Methods

Sampling

The population of interest for this study was all adults (18 years or older) in the United
States. A randomly selected list of 5,000 residents and their mailing addresses throughout the
United States was obtained from Survey Sampling International (www.surveysampling.com).
The sample was demographically representative of the general U.S. population and was selected
in proportion to the population of each State.

The survey was conducted as a mail-out survey in order to reach a random sample of U.S.
citizens. The Dillman tailored design method (Dillman and others, 2014) was used to achieve
higher response rates. Each potential participant received up to four mailings: (1) initial survey,
(2) reminder postcard, (3) replacement survey, and (4) nonresponse questionnaire. Participants
were sent a business reply envelope to mail back their surveys postage-free. The initial survey
was mailed January 30, 2017, followed by the reminder postcards 7 days later; the postcards also
had a web address and personalized access codes to complete the survey online. The replacement
survey was mailed 24 days after the initial mailing to those who had yet to respond. The
nonresponse questionnaire, to check for nonresponse bias, was mailed out 21 days after the
replacement survey to those who still had not responded.

A total of 559 addresses were removed because the surveys were undeliverable, and an
additional 36 addresses were removed because the resident was deceased. Therefore, the survey
reached 4,405 potential participants. Of those, 1,030 responded. This is a response rate of 23.4
percent. The majority of responses (989) were on paper, with only a small portion (41) opting to
fill out the survey online. Additionally, 275 people responded to the nonresponse questionnaire
but did not respond to the full survey.

Survey

The survey was nine pages in length and contained four main sections: (A) nature and
wetlands activities, (B) sources of information about conservation issues, (C) opinions about
wetlands, and (D) demographics. All survey questions were chosen and edited by the NAWMP
Human Dimensions Working Group to help meet the objectives of the general public survey. It
took an estimated 20 minutes to complete the survey. See appendix 1 for the full survey
instrument.

Before the first question, the following definition of wetlands was stated:

Wetlands include swamps, marshes, bogs, shallow ponds (less than 6 feet deep),
and shallow areas on lakeshores and seashores. Some wetlands are only wet some
of the year, while others are wet year round. They can be in cities or in rural areas and
can be smaller than a basketball court or cover several square miles. We’ll also be
asking questions about waterfowl, such as ducks and geese, which rely on the
resources wetlands provide.


http://www.surveysampling.com/

This definition was provided up front because this was a survey for the general public and many
people may not have previously known what wetlands or waterfowl are.

Section A, on nature and wetlands activities, had 10 questions. Question 1 asked about
participation in nature-related activities (past participation and future intention). It addressed part
of objective 3 of the survey, to evaluate the general public’s participation in waterfowl- and
wetlands-associated recreation. It also served the purpose of beginning with a broad question that
almost everyone could answer, so that everyone felt the survey was relevant to them even if they
were not interested in or familiar with wetlands and waterfowl specifically.

Next, people were asked about their attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral
control (PBC) related to hunting and birdwatching (questions 2—4). These questions also
informed objective 3 because hunting and birdwatching are two ways that people interact with
waterfowl and because attitudes, norms, and PBC all influence behavior (Ajzen, 1991).
Therefore, to better understand how to increase participation in hunting and birdwatching, we
must first understand people’s attitudes, norms, and PBC related to these activities. Attitudes are
positive or negative evaluations of specific objects, concepts, situations, and behaviors
(Manfredo and others, 2009). To measure this concept, respondents were asked to rate hunting
and birdwatching on two different 5-point scales: (1) unpleasant to pleasant and (2) boring to
interesting. Subjective norms are “beliefs about what others expect us to do,” and people are
more likely to participate in a behavior if they believe others would support their decision
(Manfredo and others, 2009, p. 36). To measure norms, participants were asked whether people
important to them would support them in hunting or birdwatching in the following 12 months.
PBC represents how easily someone could actually participate in a behavior; the greater the
PBC, the more likely someone is to engage in a behavior (Ajzen and Driver, 1991). For PBC,
participants were asked if they could easily hunt or birdwatch in the following 12 months if they
desired. Both norms and PBC were measured on a 5-point Likert scale with an additional option
for “don’t know.” These questions on attitudes, norms, and PBC were taken from Daigle and
others (2002) and Shrestha and others (2012) (see appendix 1, p. 62).

In addition, perceived constraints to hunting and birdwatching were addressed to better
understand what may be preventing people from engaging in waterfowl-related recreation. Two
open-ended questions (questions 5—6) asked what would prevent respondents from hunting and
birdwatching in the following 12 months, and responses were coded based on emergent themes
to facilitate analysis. Participants also had the option to check a box stating “I don’t know/I’ve
never thought about it” instead of writing an answer.

Additionally, respondents were asked in this section whether they knew people who were
hunters, birdwatchers, wildlife photographers, or conservationists (question 7) to better
understand the influence of social networks on attitudes and behaviors. Categories for these
questions (acquaintance, close friend, and relative) were taken from a study by Harshaw and
Tindall (2005). This question was added because social networks influence attitudes and
behavior (Harshaw and Tindall, 2005). People may have different definitions of who counts as a
“conservationist,” but no further definition was provided because we were interested in their
perceptions of their networks. Another question (question 8) asked what types of wild birds
people prefer to see to gauge perceptions of waterfowl compared to other birds. Finally, the last
two questions in this group (questions 9—10) asked about conservation behaviors: one on general
and wildlife-related conservation, and one specifically on wetlands/waterfowl conservation. The
conservation activity questions were based on those by Cooper and others (2015) (see appendix
1, p. 64). They addressed the second part of objective 3 of the survey by assessing how much the



public supports waterfowl and wetlands conservation and how that compares to more general
conservation behaviors.

Section B of the survey contained only two questions (11-12), one on information
channel preference and one on trust in sources. Each of these aspects of communication plays an
important role in the dissemination of information. Additionally, trust in a source is often used as
a proxy for whether the information is credible (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). These questions
accomplished objective 2 of the survey, to assess potential avenues for public outreach and
education on waterfowl and wetlands conservation, and their responses can help those in
wetlands and waterfowl management understand how to best communicate to the public. The
questions were adapted from the Canadian Nature Survey (Federal, Provincial, and Territorial
Governments of Canada, 2014) (see appendix 1, p. 65-66).

Section C contained five questions (13—17), all relating specifically to wetlands. These
questions were to inform objective 1, to assess the general public’s awareness and perceptions of
the importance of the benefits provided by wetlands. Questions in this section assessed
awareness of wetlands in the local community, visitation to wetlands in the previous 12 months,
and the purpose of their wetlands visit(s) (if applicable). Additionally, respondents were asked to
state their level of concern over ecosystem services provided by wetlands and to choose the
ecosystem services they were most and least concerned about.

Finally, section D covered demographics by asking seven questions (18-24).
Demographics collected included year of birth, gender, education, size and type (urban/rural) of
current residence, size and type (urban/rural) of childhood residence, employment in a nature-
related profession, ethnicity, and race. Ethnicity and race questions were based on guidelines
from the U.S. Census Bureau (2017b).

The nonresponse questionnaire was much shorter, containing only seven questions: three
on demographics, three on wetlands, and one on past outdoor recreation participation. The
definition of wetlands from the survey was repeated, but the last sentence defining waterfowl
was removed because the nonresponse questionnaire did not ask about waterfowl specifically.
The purpose of this questionnaire was to see if there were any differences between those who
chose to respond to the survey and those who did not.

Analysis

All data analyzed in this report are available online (Wilkins and others, 2017). The data
in this report were analyzed by examining frequencies and by running chi-square analysis to test
for differences among groups. Chi-square tests of independence were used to test for significant
differences between groups when the data were categorical (for example, gender). This tests if
the frequency of people in each category is different than what would be expected by chance if
there were no relationship (Vaske, 2008, p. 317-322). The chi-square statistic (Xz) is the sum of
the differences between the actual and expected frequency distributions. Therefore, a large chi-
square value indicates there is a large difference between the expected distribution (no
relationship) and the actual distribution.

For this report, results were considered statistically significant if p < 0.05. Any p-values
less than 0.05 are marked with an asterisk (*) in tables. P-values indicate whether the difference
among groups is real or simply by chance. At a p-value of 0.05, there is a 5 percent chance of
finding a significant difference when there actually is none. For statistically significant results,
Cramer’s V values are presented to depict the effect size, which shows the magnitude of the
difference rather than just the statistical difference. According to Cohen (1988, p. 25-27), a small



effect size is 0.1, a medium effect size is 0.3, and a large effect size is 0.5. A statistically
significant result with at least a small effect size (0.1 or greater) is typically viewed as a
meaningful difference (Cohen, 1988, p. 25).

Generalizability of the Sample

Nonresponse bias can occur in survey research when those who do not respond to the
survey are in some way different from those who do respond to the survey (Vaske, 2008, p. 212—
213). The initial sample for this survey was demographically representative of the U.S.
population, but that does not ensure that the sample of respondents was representative. One
reason for this is self-selection; people who are interested in a topic are more likely to respond to
a survey on that topic. Self-selection can result in respondents who report beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors that are different from those of the population as a whole. To check for nonresponse
bias, the survey results for demographics, wildlife-related and other outdoor activities, and
awareness of wetlands were compared to data available from the U.S. Census Bureau; the
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Associated Recreation; and the nonresponse
survey. Where possible, the data were weighted to improve representativeness. The data
comparison process and weighting process is described below.

Demographics

Seven questions were asked on the survey to determine the demographics of the sample
population: age, gender, level of education, size and type (urban/rural) of current residence and
childhood residence, employment in a nature-related profession, ethnicity, and race.
Additionally, census region was obtained from mailing addresses. These demographics were
compared to U.S. Census Bureau data to determine how representative the survey sample was of
the U.S. general population (table 1). All census statistics are from the 2011-2015 American
Community Survey 5-year estimates (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015a, ¢, d, 2017¢), except for
current residency, which is from the 2010 census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a).

The survey sample overrepresented people who are male, older, highly educated, and
white. Although there appears to be a large difference in current residency, with many more
survey respondents than census respondents living in urban clusters, this is likely because the
data are self-reported and people perceive their communities differently from the way the census
categorizes them. For example, a respondent might have considered the population of only their
immediate town; the U.S. Census Bureau (2017a) draws boundaries based on the population
density of each census block and neighboring blocks, so the population of the respondent’s town
might have been included within a larger area. In terms of attitudes and behavior, people’s
perceptions of their situations are likely to matter more than formal categories. Data on
childhood residency are not collected in the census, so survey responses to that question could
not be checked for bias. Additionally, table 1 shows that the sample also has a higher proportion
of people who participate in nature-related professions, which could be because the survey
widened the definition of such professions to include environmental science and conservation-
related jobs; the census limits it to forestry, farming, and fisheries jobs.



Table 1.  Demographic data from the survey respondents compared to data from the U.S. Census
Bureau.

[Sample is percent of total survey respondents (n=1,030); does not include nonresponse questionnaire respondents.
Census is percent of U.S. general population. U.S. Census data from U.S. Census Bureau, 2010, 2015a, ¢, d, 2017c.
%, percent; pop., population; N/A, not applicable]

Demographic category Sample Census
18—44 (% of adults) 21.4% 48.1%
Age 4565 (% of adults) 45.8% 34.7%
65+ (% of adults) 32.7% 17.2%
Gender Male 65.1% 49.2%
Female 34.9% 50.8%
High school degree or less 17.4% 41.1%
. Some college or associate’s degree 30.3% 26.4%
Education
Bachelor's degree 26.8% 20.5%
Graduate degree 25.5% 12.0%
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 46.8% 71.2%
Current residence Urban cluster (pop. 2,500-50,000) 37.9% 9.5%
Rural (pop. <2,500) 15.4% 19.3%
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 44.7% N/A
Childhood residence Urban cluster (pop. 2,500-50,000) 36.9% N/A
Rural (pop. <2,500) 18.4% N/A
Nature profession Yes 5.2% L.7%
No 94.8% 98.3%
. Hispanic 5.6% 17.1%
Ethnicity . .
Not Hispanic 94.4% 82.9%
American Indian/Alaskan 1.3% 0.8%
Asian 3.9% 5.1%
Black 5.0% 12.6%
Race Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.2%
White 86.1% 73.6%
Other alone N/A 4.7%
Two or more 3.2% 3.0%
Northeast 19.7% 17.5%
Census region Midwest 27.7% 21.1%
South 31.1% 37.7%
West 21.6% 23.7%




Demographic Data Weighting

Data weighting is a statistical technique used to give the responses of some people more
weight while decreasing the weight of others. In survey research, this technique is often used
when the sample of people who responded to the survey is significantly different from the
population being studied (Kalton and Flores-Cervantes, 2003). For example, if a survey sample
is only 20 percent women but women make up 50 percent of the general population, then the
responses of women would be given more weight so the results are more representative of the
population. Weights are calculated by dividing the population percent by the sample percent (for
the gender example, 50/20 = a weight of 2.5). Weights can be applied to multiple variables, but
with each additional variable weighted, the sample size within the categories decreases (Vaske,
2008).

For this report, all subsequent data presented for general results were weighted using
census data for both gender and age (table 2). However, both weighted and unweighted
frequencies for each question can be found in appendix 3. Previous research has shown that
outdoor recreation and conservation attitudes and behavior differ by gender (Virden and Walker,
1999; Cordell, 2012), and this sample had a disproportionate response from males (65.1 percent
of respondents were male, compared to males being only 48.6 percent of the adult population).
Additionally, this sample also underrepresents younger people (44 or younger) (21.4 percent of
respondents were in this category, compared to 47.4 percent of the adult population). Because
age has also been shown to have an effect on outdoor recreation participation (Cordell, 2012;
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Census Bureau, 2014), age was applied as a weight to
make the results more representative of the general population. The categories for ages were
determined by looking at previous survey results on differences in outdoor recreation
participation by age (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Census Bureau, 2014).

Table 2.  Weights applied to each respondent’s answers based on gender and age.

Age Male Female
18-44 1.952 2.550
45-64 0.563 1.095
65+ 0.343 1.097

The sample also showed differences between the survey respondents and the general
public for other demographics, including level of education, ethnicity, and race. Weights using
these categories were not applied, however, because the addition of weighted variables decreases
the sample size for each group. For example, the “Female, age 18—44” category has only 92
respondents; breaking this group down further by race or education level would create very small
sample groups. Weighting with small numbers in each category gives a large voice to a small
handful of people who may not be representative of their demographic. Therefore, the data were
weighted only on gender and age to maintain a reasonable amount of respondents per category.
However, this means that the results are more representative of highly educated, white
Americans.



Wildlife-Related Activities

In addition to some of the survey sample demographics differing from the U.S.
population, the rates of participation in various outdoor activities were also different from what
previous studies have found. When our results are compared to the 2011 National Survey of
Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S.
Census Bureau, 2014), it is clear that those more interested in wildlife were more likely to
respond to the survey and that survey respondents showed a much higher likelihood of
participation in wildlife-related activities (table 3). For example, of the adults 18 and older who
responded to this survey, 39.1 percent reported having participated in fishing in the previous 12
months; the 2011 survey found that only 13.4 percent of adults 16 and over had participated in
fishing. Therefore, when interpreting the results, it must be noted that this sample is more
inclined toward wildlife-related recreation activities than the general public and thus could be
more conservation-minded, which might have influenced their responses on many questions.

Table 3.  Reported participation in wildlife-related activities among survey respondents, compared to
responses to the 2011 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife
Associated Recreation.

Activity Sample pan:ticipation Sample parti_cipation _ _201_1
rate (weighted) rate (unweighted) participation rate1
Viewing/feeding/photographing birds 58.3% 61.0% 19.0%
Viewing/photographing any wildlife 68.7% 65.9% 29.1%
Fishing 39.1% 40.2% 13.4%
Hunting waterfowl 5.2% 5.1% 1.0%
Hunting other game 16.2% 17.4% 5.6%

'U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Census Bureau (2014).

Though those who participated in the survey were more likely to engage in wildlife-
related activities, it was not possible to apply weights based on data from the 2011 survey. First,
categories must be mutually exclusive to apply weights, and the 2011 survey allowed people to
fall into more than one category; for example, someone could have identified as both a hunter
and an angler. Categories must be mutually exclusive to apply weights, and the 2011 survey does
not provide these data. Additionally, population numbers for each subgroup are needed to
calculate weights (Kalton and Flores-Cervantes, 2003; Vaske, 2008). The 2011 survey does not
provide mutually exclusive data on true population numbers of people who participate in various
outdoor activities by age and gender, nor does it provide data on how many people do not
participate in any wildlife-related activities. Further, because of the known bias toward wildlife
recreationists in the respondents to this survey, this report also contains results broken down by
type of wildlife recreationist; results by hunters, anglers, wildlife viewers, and those who do not
participate in any wildlife-related recreation are presented when statistically significant
differences are found between these groups. Because this sample is more wildlife-oriented than
other studies have found, it can be assumed that the group of those who did not participate in any
wildlife-related recreation is larger in the general population than in the sample for this survey.
Consequently, overall results would most likely tilt more in the direction of the “none” group if
the sample was truly representative of the American public as a whole.



Nonresponse Survey

The survey sample differs from the U.S. population both demographically and with
regards to wildlife-related activities, but the sample may also differ in other areas. One way to
determine if there is bias regarding nondemographic questions is to test for significant
differences by administering a shorter nonresponse survey with a small subset of the questions
asked on the full survey. In this study, those who did not respond to the first two survey mailings
were mailed a nonresponse survey; 275 people responded to this last survey. There were
significant differences between respondents and nonrespondents for knowledge of wetlands in
their local communities, visitation to wetlands, and outdoor activity participation. Those who
responded to the full survey were more likely to know about wetlands, visit wetlands, and
participate in all outdoor activities. The nonresponse survey data aligns more with the lower
national rates of participation presented in table 3. These results reiterate that the sample is more
nature-oriented and wildlife-oriented than the general public and is thus more likely to show
support for conservation and wetlands. For full results comparing the full survey sample to the
nonresponse sample, see appendix 2.

Confidence Levels and Margin of Error

Most of the data presented are based on a sample size of 998 people. Although 1,030
people responded to the survey, 32 did not report gender and (or) age and thus could not be
included because the respondents were weighted based on gender and age. The population of
interest is adults in the United States ages 18 years and older, 242.77 million as of 2015 (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2015b), so the confidence interval is 3.10 at a confidence level of 95 percent.
However, weighting the data adds additional variance (Valliant and others, 2013), which
increases the standard error of the estimates; the confidence interval after weighting is 3.35 at a
confidence level of 95 percent. That is, if 50 percent of the people in the sample responded “yes”
to a question, we can say with 95 percent confidence that the real percentage of the entire
population who would respond “yes” to that question is between 46.65 and 53.35 percent. Some
people did not answer each question, but this does not greatly alter the confidence interval.
Therefore, the confidence level will not be reported for each question; it should be assumed with
95 percent confidence that the true percentages are +3.35 percent of the reported value.
However, given the known differences between the respondents and the population with regards
to wildlife-related activities and awareness of wetlands, caution should be exercised in
generalizing the results of this survey to the general public as a whole.

Respondent Categories of Interest

In order to inform the fourth objective of the general public survey—identifying groups
within the public that are more or less engaged with waterfowl and wetlands conservation—the
general public sample was split into groups by recreationist type, flyway, and residency. All of
the data are unweighted when presented by these categories. In addition, overall sample sizes are
not given in figures and tables for data broken down by groups because sample sizes of the
smaller groups are more important; they can be found for each question in the appendixes.

Recreationist Type

As was described previously, there was likely some selection bias in those who chose to
respond to the survey. This sample had higher percentages of people who participated in all



outdoor and wildlife-related activities than previously found for the general public (Cordell,
2012; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Because of this difference,
respondents were separated into categories based on type of wildlife-related recreation activity in
order to better understand the opinions and behavior of these groups.

The categories of recreationists were hunters (n=183), anglers (n=251), wildlife viewers
(n=415), and those who do not participate in any wildlife-related recreation (n=168, referred to
as “none”). Hunters included those who had participated in any kind of hunting in the previous
12 months. Of the 183 hunters, 51 participated in waterfowl hunting (28 percent). Although there
are likely differences in attitudes and conservation behaviors between waterfowl hunters and big
game hunters, there are not enough waterfowl hunters to analyze separately. Anglers included
anyone who fished but did not hunt in the previous 12 months (some were also wildlife viewers).
Wildlife viewers were those who did not hunt or fish but reported viewing birds or other wildlife
in the previous 12 months. Finally, those who did not participate in any wildlife-related
recreation did not participate in hunting, fishing, or viewing in the previous 12 months.

Although these activities are not mutually exclusive (for example, hunters can also be
anglers), each person was placed into only one category to facilitate analysis. Most people in the
hunter group also participated in the other activities, with 95 percent fishing and (or) viewing,
feeding, or photographing wildlife. Additionally, many people in the “none” group participated
in outdoor activities that are not wildlife-related. For example, just over one-third of this group
participated in nonmotorized outdoor recreation in the previous 12 months. To see more results
of activity participation by recreation group, as well as responses for every question in the survey
broken down by recreationist type, see appendix 4. Others have found that those who participate
in more than one category of wildlife-related recreation (hunting, angling, and viewing) tend to
be the most involved in conservation (Cooper and others, 2015). Given that most hunters
participated in at least one other wildlife-related activity, they most closely represent this
multiactivity group. Because the number of hunters who did not participate in another wildlife-
related activity was small (n=10), it was not feasible to create another category of hunters only
for analysis.

Flyway

A flyway describes a common route that is used by a group of birds in their migration
from breeding to wintering areas. There are four waterfowl flyways in North America, which are
divided into administrative boundaries to facilitate management (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
2017). Therefore, data were also broken down by administrative flyway: Atlantic, Mississippi,
Central, and Pacific (fig. 1). The Pacific Flyway also includes Alaska; Hawaii is not a part of any

flyway.
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Figure 1. A map of the flyway divisions in the United States. (From South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources, 2015)

The original sample was chosen in proportion to the population of each State. Therefore,
sample percentages are similar to the overall population percent living in each flyway (table 4).
However, this means there is a larger sample from the Atlantic Flyway (because of its higher
population) and much smaller samples from the Central and Pacific Flyways. Therefore, the
margin of error is higher for the Central and Pacific Flyways, and caution should be used when
extrapolating the results from these samples onto the entire flyway.

Table 4.  Sample size, population size, and confidence interval by flyway.
[Population data from U.S. Census Bureau, 2015b. mil, million]

Flyway Sample size g:mg:: Adult population P;zrlztr':tm c?:tf::s:f ¢
Atlantic n=391 38.0% 92.02 mil 37.9% 4.96
Mississippi n=329 31.9% 67.11 mil 27.6% 5.40
Central n=126 12.2% 32.70 mil 13.5% 8.73
Pacific n=184 17.9% 49.91 mil 20.6% 7.22

Current Residence

The United States becomes more urbanized every decade (U.S. Census Bureau, 1993,
2015). It has been recognized that there are many differences between those who live in rural
areas and those who live in urban areas, especially in terms of environmental attitudes and
behaviors (Jones and others, 1999; Berenguer and others, 2005; Huddart-Kennedy and others,
2009). Therefore, each question is also broken down into three categories of residency defined
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according to the U.S. census: urban, a population of 50,000 or more; urban clusters, a population
between 2,500 and 50,000; and rural, a population of less than 2,500.

Rather than categorizing people by zip code, survey respondents were asked to select the
category that represents their current place of residence. Although people may not categorize
themselves exactly as the census would, we believe people’s perceptions of the places they live
are likely to matter more than formal categories. However, this means the sample percentages do
not align with the population percentages reported by the census, likely because people assess
the size of the community in which they live differently than the census would; for example, the
number of people who indicated they live in urban clusters is far greater than the number from
the census (table 5).

Table 5.  Sample size, population size, and confidence intervals by current residence type.
[Population data from U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a. mil, million]

Sample Sample Population Confidence

Residence size percent Population percent interval
Urban (pop. 50,000+) n=472 46.8% 219.92 mil 71.2% 4.51
Urban cluster (pop. 2,500-50,000)  n=382 37.9% 29.33 mil 9.5% 5.01
Rural (pop. <2,500) n=155 15.4% 59.49 mil 19.3% 7.87
Results

Awareness and Importance of Wetlands

Knowledge of and Visitation to Wetlands

People were asked whether they knew about wetlands in their local community and if
they had visited wetlands in the previous 12 months (fig. 2). Over three-fourths of respondents
reported that they knew of wetlands in their local community (77 percent), and three-fifths also
reported having visited wetlands in the previous 12 months (59 percent). Of those who had
visited wetlands, the majority were engaged in walking (including dog walking), hiking, or
biking and (or) enjoying nature (including picnicking and nature photography) (fig. 3).
Comparatively, fewer people were participating in wildlife viewing (including birdwatching) or
photography; fishing; boating; or hunting.
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Do you know of any wetlands in your Have you visited any wetlands in
local area or community? the last 12 months?

Don't

know,

10%

Figure 2. Percentages of respondents who knew of wetlands in their community (n=984) and who had
visited wetlands in the previous 12 months (n=985).

Purpose of wetlands visit(s)
100%

80% 75% 73%

oo 48%
40% y
3%
: 17%
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Walking/ Enjoying Wildlife Fishing Boating Hunting Other
hiking/ nature/ viewing/
biking picnicking/  birdwatching/
nature wildlife

photography photography

Figure 3. The purpose of wetlands visits, for those who had visited wetlands in the previous 12 months
(in percentages; n=590).

There were also many differences in wetlands knowledge and visitation by recreation
groups and by flyway. Hunters had the highest knowledge of wetlands in their local community,
and those who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation had the lowest (fig. 4) (x*=95.555,
6 degrees of freedom, p<0.001, Cramer’s V=0.219). The same trends followed for wetlands
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visitation in the previous 12 months, with hunters having the highest visitation rates and the
group engaging in no wildlife recreation having the lowest (x’=116.903, 3 degrees of freedom,
p<0.001, Cramer’s V=0.343). Respondents broken down by recreation groups also had differing
purposes for their wetlands visits (table 6). Hunters were more likely than other groups to have
visited a wetland to hunt, fish, or boat, and those who did not participate in wildlife-related
recreation were much less likely to visit wetlands to hunt, fish, view wildlife, or enjoy nature.

| have visited wetlands in the last 12

| know of wetlands in my community months

100% 92% 100%
82% 0
b 81% o T8%

80%
0
64% 60%
60% 53% 60%
40% 40%
22%
20% 20% .
0% 0% - ==
Hunters Anglers Wildlife  None Hunters Anglers Wildlife ~ None

viewers viewers

Figure 4. Percentage of respondents who knew of wetlands in their community (n=995) and who had
visited wetlands in the previous 12 months (n=995), by recreation group.

Table 6.  Significant differences in purpose(s) of wetlands visit(s), for those who had visited

wetlands in the previous 12 months, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*). Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people had multiple purposes]

Recreation group

- Chi-
Purpose of visit Wildlife p-value  Cramer's V
square
Hunters  Anglers .o None q

Enjoying nature/

picnicking/ 63.5% 71.2% 76.6% 44.7% 19.615 <0.001* 0.182

nature photography
Wildlife viewing/

birdwatching/ 46.0% 48.5% 58.7% 7.9% 35.641 <0.001%* 0.246

wildlife photography
Boating 41.6% 33.1% 14.7% 18.4% 39.271 <0.001* 0.258
Fishing 70.8% 57.1% 4.8% 2.6% 232.590 <0.001%* 0.628
Hunting 75.9% 2.5% 0.4% 0.0% 391.155 <0.001* 0.814
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By flyway, the Atlantic Flyway group had the highest knowledge of wetlands in their
communities and highest visitation of wetlands in the previous 12 months, followed by the
Mississippi, Pacific, and Central Flyways (fig. 5) (knowledge: ¥°=16.656, 6 degrees of freedom,
p=0.011, Cramer’s V=0.091; visitation: x2=10.889, 3 degrees of freedom, p=0.012, Cramer’s
V=0.104). There were also differences in the purpose of wetlands visits between the flyway
groups. Respondents in the Central and Mississippi Flyways were more likely to have visited
wetlands for boating, fishing, and hunting (table 7).

| know of wetlands in | have visited wetlands in
my community the last 12 months
100% . 100%
8% 789,

80% 71% 4% 80%

60% 60%

40% 40%

20% 20%

0% 0%
@é;\\g &*éQQ Q’Q@ Q"’é’c\\\g

Figure 5.  Percentage of respondents who knew of wetlands in their community (n=1,005) and who had
visited wetlands in the previous 12 months (n=1,004), by flyway.

Table 7. Significant differences in purposes of wetlands visits for those who had visited wetlands in
the previous 12 months, by flyway.

[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Purpose Flyway Chi-

of visit Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific square p-value Cramer's V
Boating 25.1% 31.7% 30.6% 15.8% 9.092 0.028* 0.124
Fishing 32.4% 41.3% 46.8% 17.9% 20.071 <0.001* 0.184
Hunting 15.4% 23.3% 27.4% 10.5% 11.785 0.008* 0.141

Although there were no significant differences in knowledge of wetlands in the local
community or wetlands visitation based on current residence, there were some differences in the
purpose of wetlands visits. People in rural areas were most likely to visit wetlands for fishing
(x*=10.905, 2 degrees of freedom, p=0.004, Cramer’s V=0.136) and hunting (x*=34.361,

2 degrees of freedom, p<0.001, Cramer’s V=0.242).
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Importance of Wetlands Ecosystem Services

Regardless of their wetlands awareness, everyone was asked to indicate what their level
of concern would be if certain ecosystem services or benefits were substantially reduced or lost
in their community because of a loss of wetlands. Respondents rated each of 10 benefits on a
scale from 0 (not at all concerned) to 3 (very concerned) (table 8). Clean water and clear air had
the highest levels of concern, with almost all respondents being somewhat or very concerned
about a reduction in those benefits. A reduction in hunting opportunities had the lowest levels of
concern, with two-fifths of respondents not at all concerned.

Table 8. Level of concern respondents reported regarding ecosystem services being reduced or lost if

wetlands were to disappear or be degraded.
[In percent of survey respondents (n=962-980)]

Ecosystem service c0|1vcir|¥1ed fg:li‘:'v::(: c::?:rtllnid c':zt:glt':tild
Clean water 79.5% 11.9% 5.6% 3.0%
Clean air 76.6% 14.4% 5.9% 3.0%
Providing a home for pollinators 68.7% 21.4% 5.6% 4.3%
Providing a home for wildlife 67.5% 21.9% 7.0% 3.6%
Flooding protection 56.9% 24.8% 11.9% 6.4%
Erosion protection 56.6% 26.1% 11.4% 5.9%
Scenic places for inspiration or spiritual renewal 43.4% 26.4% 18.3% 11.9%
Storage of greenhouse gases, such as carbon 42.2% 29.0% 17.1% 11.7%
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 40.9% 33.1% 16.3% 9.7%
Hunting opportunities 19.6% 19.3% 19.2% 41.9%

Because it was expected that many people would express high concern over a reduction
or loss of more than one ecosystem service or benefit, they were also asked to identify the one
benefit they were most concerned about losing (fig. 6) and the one benefit they were least
concerned about losing (fig.7). People expressed the highest concern for a reduction or loss of
clean water, followed by providing a home for wildlife and flooding protection. Conversely,
figure 7 displays the percentages of people who were least concerned about a reduction or loss of
the wetlands benefits. By far, people were least concerned about losing hunting opportunities
(over half of respondents), followed by scenic places for inspiration or spiritual renewal.
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Figure 6. Benefits from wetlands that respondents are most concerned about losing (in percentages;
n=841).
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Figure 7.  Benefits from wetlands that respondents are least concerned about losing (in percentages;
n=812).
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The recreation groups had differing concerns regarding wetlands ecosystem services
being reduced or lost (table 9). The reduction or loss of some ecosystem services, such as
hunting opportunities and wildlife viewing/birdwatching, prompted very different levels of
concern across the groups. Concern over other ecosystem services, however, such as clean water
and clean air, was more consistent across all groups. Overall, those who did not participate in
wildlife recreation had the lowest concern for the reduction or loss of all benefits except hunting
opportunities, in which this group had similar levels of concern as the wildlife viewer group.

Table 9. Percent of respondents who would be somewhat or very concerned about ecosystem services

being reduced or lost if wetlands were to disappear or be degraded, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

Ecosystem service Wildlife Chi- p-value  Cramer's V
Hunters Anglers viewers None  Square
Clean water 86.6% 93.4% 92.8%  81.8% 21236  <0.001* 0.146
Clean air 86.6% 93.4% 92.6%  81.1%  22.503  <0.001* 0.151
Prggﬁggt(f‘rfome o 88.2% 94.6% 93.1%  73.0%  58.887  <0.001* 0.244
Prsvviigi?é a home for 89.8% 92.6% 92.3%  70.1%  63.606  <0.001* 0.253
Flooding protection 74.7% 85.8% 85.4% 74.1% 18.543  <0.001* 0.137
Erosion protection 78.5% 88.0% 88.8% 69.1% 39.130  <0.001* 0.200
Seaio pliees for Hpin o 63.3% 73.8% 773%  543% 35229  <0.001* 0.189
or spiritual renewal
S“s’f;%lea‘;fcirrzzr;ho““ 8aSES, 60 79, 72.2% 75.8%  52.4%  33.53  <0.001* 0.186
ngggjagmgg ad 73.1% 77.7% 83.8%  46.6%  85.445  <0.001* 0.296
Hunting opportunities 88.7% 46.4% 225%  232% 24855  <0.001* 0.504

Additionally, the flyway groups showed significant differences in levels of concern for a
reduction or loss of a few of the ecosystem services that wetlands offer (table 10). The Central
Flyway group had higher concern for lost hunting opportunities, which may be due to the higher
proportion of hunters there. The Atlantic and Central Flyway groups had higher levels of concern
for reductions in clean water and clean air, and the Atlantic Flyway group was more concerned
about losing wildlife habitat.
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Table 10. Percent of respondents who would be somewhat or very concerned about ecosystem services

being reduced or lost if wetlands were to disappear or be degraded, by flyway.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (¥)]

. FIyway Chi- ,
Ecosystem service p-value  Cramer's V
Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific ~ Squaré
Clean water 94.3% 86.3% 90.1% 86.4% 14.905 0.002* 0.122
Clean air 93.7% 86.0% 90.1% 86.9% 12.837 0.005* 0.113
OIS &) i 1100 93.0%  85.4% 87.6%  823% 16387  0.001* 0.128
wildlife
Hunting opportunities 38.5% 43.3% 52.5% 31.2% 14.957 0.002* 0.123

Differences by current residence were also found (table 11). Rural respondents had a
higher concern for a loss of hunting benefits, which is consistent with their higher engagement in
hunting. However, urban respondents were more concerned about reductions in flooding
protection, storage of greenhouse gases, clean air, and pollinator habitat. Across all benefits,
rural respondents had the lowest level of concern about losing wetlands benefits except for the
loss of wildlife viewing/birdwatching and hunting opportunities.

Table 11. Percent of respondents who would be somewhat or very concerned about ecosystem services

being reduced or lost if wetlands were to disappear or be degraded, by current residence.
[Degrees of freedom equal 2 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Current residence Chi-
Ecosystem service p-value Cramer's V
Urban Urban cluster Rural square
Clean air 92.1% 89.7% 84.2% 8.018 0.018* 0.090
Providing a home for pollinators 90.4% 90.5% 83.7% 6.249 0.044* 0.079
Flooding protection 84.7% 80.0% 75.0% 7.851 0.020* 0.089
Storage of greenhouse gases 73.1% 67.8% 56.3% 14.882 0.001* 0.124
Hunting opportunities 32.8% 43.9% 55.3% 26.622 <0.001* 0.165

Conservation Behavior

General and Wildlife-Related Conservation

Many respondents indicated that they had been involved in wildlife-related conservation
activities in the previous 12 months (table 12). More than three-fourths made their yard or land
more desirable to wildlife, and over half talked to others in their community about conservation
issues or donated money to support wildlife/habitat conservation. Two-fifths of respondents
volunteered to improve wildlife habitat in their communities or participated as an active member
in a nature, outdoor, or conservation group. However, these numbers seem remarkably high for
the general public and may be attributable to the high percentages of respondents who participate
in wildlife-related recreation. Additionally, some respondents may not have seen the statement in
the instructions that asked for their level of involvement “in the last 12 months” and indicated
their involvement over a longer time span instead.
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Table 12. Participation rates in conservation and wildlife-related activities in the previous 12 months.
[In percent of sample survey respondents (n=991-993)]

Activity Very often Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Madp my yard or land more desirable to 18.4% 23.1% 24.7% 13.2% 20.7%
wildlife
Donated money to support wildlife/habitat N o o N N
conservation 5.8% 9.0% 21.7% 19.5% 44.1%
Participated as an active member in a nature, o o o o o
. 4.1% 5.8% 11.8% 18.6% 59.7%
outdoor, or conservation group
Talked to others in my community about o o o o o
conservation issues 3.8% 9.6% 24.5% 17.5% 44.5%
Volunteered to improve wildlife habitat in my 329, 539, 13.2% 21.2% 571%

community

For all five general wildlife-related conservation behaviors, hunters had the highest
participation, and those who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation had the lowest
participation (table 13). Participation levels for the angler and wildlife viewer groups were very
similar. These findings concur with those from a survey conducted in New York by Cooper and
others (2015), from which these survey items were adapted. They also found that people who
participate in wildlife-related recreation were more likely to engage in conservation behaviors
than those who do not participate in wildlife-related recreation.

Table 13. Participation rates in conservation and wildlife-related activities (sometimes, often, or very often)

in the previous 12 months, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

Activity -
Hunters  Anglers mlxg::

Chi-
None square

p-value  Cramer's V

Made my yard or my land more
desirable to wildlife

Donated money to support
wildlife/habitat conservation

Participated as an active
member in a nature, outdoor, 32.4% 24.6% 19.1% 5.4% 42.172 <0.001* 0.205
Or cons. group

Talked to others in my
community about 52.2% 40.2% 40.8% 11.4% 67.581 <0.001* 0.259
conservation issues

Volunteered to improve wildlife
habitat in my community

82.6% 76.0% 71.8%  33.9% 117.976 <0.001* 0.342

50.6% 37.2% 40.7%  14.3% 53.520 <0.001* 0.230

31.1% 25.3% 20.4% 6.5% 34.576 <0.001* 0.185

Rural respondents were more likely to make their yard more desirable to wildlife, and
urban respondents were less likely to participate in this activity (3*=23.179, 2 degrees of
freedom, p<0.001, Cramer’s V=0.152). This behavior could be because some people living in
urban areas do not have a yard or land that would allow them to participate in this action. The
only difference among flyway groups was for those who donated money to support
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wildlife/habitat conservation, with the Central Flyway having higher participation and the
Mississippi Flyway having lower participation (3°=8.360, 3 degrees of freedom, p=0.039,
Cramer’s V=0.091).

Wetlands and Waterfowl Conservation

Fewer people participated in conservation behaviors specific to wetlands and waterfowl
in the previous 12 months than participated in general wildlife-related conservation (table 14).
The majority had never participated in any of the listed wetlands/waterfowl conservation
activities in the previous 12 months. Of all the activities, voting for candidates or ballot issues to
support wetlands/waterfowl conservation was the most common, with about two-fifths of
respondents participating at any frequency. The lowest participation was in attending meetings
about wetlands/waterfowl conservation, with one-fifth saying they had participated in some
capacity in the previous 12 months. As was consistent with the general conservation behaviors,
hunters also had the highest levels of participation in wetlands/waterfowl conservation, and those
who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation had the lowest levels of participation (table
15). There was only one significant difference among residency groups—those in urban areas
were more likely to contact their elected officials or government agencies about
wetlands/waterfowl conservation, and rural residents were less likely to do this (y°=9.928, 2
degrees of freedom, p=0.007, Cramer’s V=0.100). Additionally, there was one difference by
flyway, with Central Flyway residents more likely to have attended meetings about
wetlands/waterfowl conservation (x*=9.658, 3 degrees of freedom, p=0.022, Cramer’s V=0.097).

Table 14. Participation rates in wetlands and waterfowl conservation activities in the previous 12 months.

[In percent of sample survey respondents (n=986—989)]

Activity Very often Often Sometimes Rarely Never

Voted for candidates or ballot issues to support 10.7% 10.1% 15.8% 779 55,79
wetlands/waterfowl conservation

Advocated for political action to conserve 6.1% 6.5% 12.0% R.49% 66.9%
wetlands/waterfowl

Contacted elected officials or government
agencies about wetlands/waterfowl 1.3% 1.7% 6.0% 11.2% 79.8%
conservation

Worked on land improvement projects related 0.8% 28% 70% 12.6% 76.9%
to wetlands/waterfowl conservation

Volunteered my personal time and effort to 0.5% 28% 6.1% 11.4% 79.1%
conserve wetlands/waterfowl

Attend meetings about wetlands/waterfowl 02% 1.6% 549 12.9% 79.9%

conservation
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Table 15. Participation rates in wetlands and waterfowl conservation activities (sometimes, often, or

very often) in the previous 12 months, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (¥)]

Recreation group

Activity Hunt Anal Wildlife sgl:‘ai;'e
unters — Anglers  \iewers one

p-value  Cramer's V

Voted for candidates or ballot
issues to support
wetlands/waterfowl
conservation

Advocated for political action to
conserve wetlands/waterfowl

Contacted elected officials or
government agencies about
wetlands/waterfowl
conservation

Worked on land improvement
projects related to
wetlands/waterfowl
conservation

Volunteered my personal time
and effort to conserve 15.1% 14.5% 7.1% 2.4% 26.022 <0.001* 0.161
wetlands/waterfowl

Attended meetings about
wetlands/waterfowl 15.6% 10.8% 7.3% 0.6% 27.525 <0.001* 0.165
conservation

47.5% 44.6% 39.0%  20.4% 33.095  <0.001* 0.182

31.3% 30.4% 26.6% 12.5% 21.027  <0.001* 0.145

11.2% 12.4% 10.0% 3.0% 11.243  <0.001* 0.106

17.9% 17.6% 8.5% 1.8% 35708  <0.001* 0.188

Obtaining Information on Conservation Issues

Channels of Information

In order to better understand how to reach out to the public about conservation and
nature-related topics, people were asked to rate their preference for different information
channels. Some people (173) reported that they did not look for information about nature-related
topics; however, most reported that they do occasionally look for information. Most people
preferred to get their information through personal experience; by reading or accessing online
content; by watching visual media online; and by watching visual media through cable, satellite,
or network (fig. 8). The least popular information channels included listening to recorded audio
media, such as podcasts and audiobooks; attending educational opportunities; and listening to
live audio media, such as the radio.

22



Figure 8. Preferences for channels of information on nature-related topics (in percentages; n=811-850).

There were differences in preference among recreation groups, primarily driven by
significantly lower levels of preference for all information channels among those who did not
participate in wildlife-related recreation (table 16), which may be because they are less interested
in the topic to begin with. The highest preference for this group was for watching visual media
through cable, satellite, or network, followed by reading or accessing online content. For all
respondents who participated in wildlife-related recreation, their most preferred sources were
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personal experience and watching visual media, both through cable, satellite, or network and
online. Hunters had stronger preferences for personal experience and reading printed
publications than other groups, and anglers showed a stronger preference for recorded audio
media. Wildlife viewers were very similar to anglers in their preferences overall, but they
showed less preference for online communications than both hunters and anglers.

Table 16. Preferred channels of information on nature-related topics (somewhat or very preferred),

by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

Information channel sdli
Hunters  Anglers Wildlife

Chi-

p-value  Cramer's V
None square

viewers
Ref:g;ﬁ;ifc‘;ltlﬁxsonhne 51.8%  49.5%  38.5% 23.8%  27.624  <0.001* 0.181
Read or access online content 67.5% 68.2% 65.6%  39.0% 30.952 <0.001* 0.191
Read printed publications 69.0% 59.4% 61.1%  28.0% 49.497 <0.001* 0.241
Watch visual media online 73.5% 68.5% 66.2%  35.2% 47.046 <0.001* 0.235
e vkl sl dnon 75.0%  71.7%  68.1% 43.7%  32.681  <0.001*  0.196
cable, satellite, or network
Listen to recorded audio media 9.0% 17.9% 10.6% 3.9% 16.166 0.001* 0.138
Listen to live audio media 24.8% 26.8% 24.3%  10.6% 10.218 0.017* 0.113
Talk with other people about 70.1%  62.6%  57.9% 292% 47788  <0.001* 0237
nature topics
Through personal experience 80.1% 70.0% 72.0%  35.1% 59.976  <0.001* 0.276

Attend educational opportunities 23.0% 22.1% 21.2% 7.7% 11.668 0.009* 0.118

There were very few significant differences in information channel preference among
respondents from different flyways or current residence categories, except that urban respondents
were slightly less likely than the others to want to read printed publications (x*=6.498, 2 degrees
of freedom, p=0.039, Cramer’s V=0.088).

Trust in Sources of Information

The survey also asked respondents how much they trust 10 different sources to provide
accurate information on nature-related topics, on a scale from 0 (do not trust at all) to 4 (trust
completely). Figure 9 shows the full results for trust in the various sources. The three most
trusted sources were scientific organizations, universities/educational organizations, and
friends/family (friends, family, neighbors, and colleagues). The three least trusted sources were
religious organizations, the national media/news, and local media/news.
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Figure 9. Trust in information sources to provide accurate information on nature-related topics (in
percentages; n=855-879).

There were differences in levels of trust in information sources among recreation groups
(fig. 10 and table 17). Hunters had the lowest levels of trust of any group in all levels of
government and media/news and were less trusting of almost all sources than anglers and
wildlife viewers. Some of these differences may be because hunters are more likely to live in
rural areas. However, they had significantly higher levels of trust in friends/family. Wildlife
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viewers tended to have the highest levels of trust, although they are similar to anglers for most
sources. Those who do not participate in wildlife-related recreation tend to have lower trust in
conservation groups than the others. They also have much lower trust in friends/family than the
others, which could be because they know fewer people who are knowledgeable about nature-
related topics. They placed the highest trust in universities and scientific organizations.

Figure 10. Percentage of respondents who trust information sources (a lot or completely) (n=862-877), by
recreation group.
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Table 17.  Significant statistics for trust in information sources, by recreation group (see figure 10).
[Degrees of freedom equal 6 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (¥)]

Source Chi-square p-value Cramer's V
Federal government 22.707 0.001* 0.114
Local government 13.446 0.036* 0.088
Conservation groups 17.543 0.007* 0.100
Universities/educational organizations 29.674 <0.001* 0.131
National media/news 38.702 <0.001* 0.149
Friends, family, neighbors, colleagues 40.229 <0.001* 0.151
Scientific organizations 29.987 <0.001* 0.131

By flyway, the Atlantic Flyway group had higher than expected trust overall, and the
Central Flyway group had lower than expected trust (fig. 11 and table 18). However, the Central
Flyway group had the highest trust in friends/family, and the Pacific Flyway group had much
lower trust in them, most likely reflecting the differences in numbers of hunters within these
groups.

Table 18.  Significant statistics for trust in information sources, by flyway (see figure 11).
[Degrees of freedom equal 6 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Source Chi-square p-value Cramer's V
Federal government 14.244 0.027* 0.090
State government 13.597 0.034* 0.088
Conservation groups 12.973 0.043* 0.086
National media/news 17.901 0.006* 0.101
Friends, family, neighbors, colleagues 14.746 0.022* 0.091
Scientific organizations 12.728 0.048* 0.085
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Figure 11. Percentage of respondents who trust the information sources (a lot or completely) (n=871-
886), by flyway.

There were also many differences in levels of trust in sources between people living in
different residency categories (fig. 12 and table 19). Specifically, rural respondents were
significantly less likely to trust all levels of government, conservation groups,
universities/educational organizations, and the national media/news.
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Figure 12. Percentage of respondents who trust the information sources (a lot or completely) (n=857-
872), by current residence.
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Table 19. Significant statistics for trust in information sources, by current residence (see figure 12).
[Degrees of freedom equal 4 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an

asterisk (¥)]

Source Chi-square p-value Cramer's V
Federal government 29.295 <0.001* 0.130
State government 14.655 0.005* 0.092
Local government 14.690 0.005* 0.092
Conservation groups 15.522 0.004* 0.095
Universities/education organizations 13.003 0.011* 0.087
National media/news 21.299 <0.001* 0.111

Outdoor Recreation Activities

Ten categories of outdoor recreation activities were listed on the survey, and respondents
were asked if they had participated in each activity in the previous 12 months (fig. 13). The most

popular activity was backyard/at-home nature activities (such as gardening and landscaping),
followed by spending time in nature away from home (such as picnicking). The least popular

activities were hunting waterfowl and all other hunting.
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Figure 13. Percentages of respondents who participated in nature-related activities in the previous 12
months (n=966-987).

For many of the nature-related activities, there were no statistically significant differences
in participation rates among the flyway groups, though there were differences in three activities:
viewing/feeding/photographing birds, hunting (everything except waterfowl), and motorized
outdoor recreation (table 20). The Pacific and Atlantic Flyway groups tended to have lower
participation in hunting and motorized outdoor recreation, and the Central Flyway group had
lower participation in viewing/feeding birds.
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Table 20. Significant differences in nature-related activity participation in the previous 12 months, by
flyway.

[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (¥)]

FIyway Chi-
Activity p-value  Cramer's V
Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific Square
Viewing/feeding/ 653%  62.3% 504%  57.0% 10312 0.016*  0.101
photographing birds
Hunting all other game 15.2% 20.0% 24.8% 12.4% 10.634 0.014%* 0.103
Mf;g;;fﬁ)gutdoor 32.9%  41.4% 392%  263%  13.390 0.004* 0.115

There were more differences in activity participation rates among people living in
different residency categories. Where there were significant differences, rural respondents tended
to have the highest participation, and urban respondents tended to have lower participation (table
21 and fig. 14).

Table 21.  Significant differences in nature-related activity participation in the previous 12 months, by
current residence.

[Degrees of freedom equal 2 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Current residence Chi-

Activity Urban p-value  Cramer's V
square
Urban cluster Rural
At-home nature activities 84.2% 90.7% 89.5% 8.532 0.014* 0.093
V‘givf(‘;slg/ feeding/photographing 61.0% 57.9% 69.9% 6.676 0.036* 0.082
Fishing 35.7% 41.4% 51.3% 11.983 0.002* 0.110
Hunting waterfowl 2.6% 6.7% 8.0% 10.508 0.005* 0.104
Hunting all other game 9.3% 19.5% 36.8% 61.971 <0.001* 0.251
Motorized outdoor recreation 32.0% 35.5% 45.0% 8.525 0.014* 0.093
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Figure 14. Activity participation rates in the previous 12 months (in percentages; n=976-994), by current

residence.
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Respondents were also asked if they were likely to participate in each activity in the
following 12 months (fig. 15). The majority of people are either very likely or somewhat likely
to participate in all listed outdoor activities, except hunting waterfowl and hunting other game.
Motorized outdoor recreation activities and fishing also had a substantial percentage of
respondents (more than 40 percent) indicate they were not at all likely to participate when
compared to other activities. The most popular activity was again backyard/at-home nature
activities, with almost all respondents very likely or somewhat likely to participate in the
following 12 months. The percentages for intent to participate in these activities are likely higher
than for the general public because this sample had a higher rate of previous participation.
Intended future participation in all activities was highly correlated with actual participation in the
previous 12 months. Correlations represent how closely two items are linearly associated, with 0
representing no association and 1 representing perfect association (Vaske, 2008, p. 409-410).
Spearman’s correlation coefficients between actual and intended participation ranged from 0.576
to 0.864, with most around 0.80, so there is a high linear association between past participation
in an activity and future intent to participate.
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Figure 15. The likelihood that respondents were going to participate in outdoor recreational activities in
the following 12 months (in percentages; n=951-976). (Because of rounding, percentages may not sum to
100.)
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Hunting and Birdwatching Attitudes, Norms, and Behavioral Control

Attitudes Toward Hunting and Birdwatching

On the unpleasant/pleasant scale, half of the respondents believed hunting would be
either very unpleasant or somewhat unpleasant, whereas less than one-third believed it would be
very pleasant or pleasant (fig. 16). In contrast, for birdwatching, only one-sixth thought it would
be very or somewhat unpleasant, whereas two-thirds believed it would be very or somewhat
pleasant.

To me, hunting/birdwatching in the next 12 months would be...
(unpleasant/pleasant)

50%
43%
0,
30% 29%
o, 20% 19%
20% 19% < = °
11% 1%
10% 8%
0%  — e
Very unpleasant ~ Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very pleasant
unpleasant unpleasant nor pleasant
pleasant

OHunting ®Birdwatching

Figure 16. Attitudes toward hunting (n=946) and birdwatching (n=937), whether they are unpleasant or
pleasant (in percentages).

On the boring/interesting scale, two-fifths of respondents said hunting would be very or
somewhat boring, and slightly fewer people said it would be somewhat or very interesting (fig.
17). On the other hand, slightly over one-fourth thought birdwatching would be very or
somewhat boring, and over half believed it would be very or somewhat interesting.
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Figure 17. Attitudes toward hunting (n=926) and birdwatching (n=946), whether they are boring or
interesting (in percentages).

The recreation groups had differing attitudes on hunting and birdwatching (fig. 18).
Although almost all hunters thought hunting would be pleasant and interesting, far fewer
respondents in the other groups agreed. Slightly more than one-third of anglers believed hunting
would be interesting, and just over one-fourth believed it would be pleasant. The majority of
wildlife viewers and those who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation thought hunting
would be unpleasant and boring. In contrast, birdwatching was viewed as pleasant and
interesting by the majority of participants in wildlife-related recreation. Not all wildlife viewers
thought birdwatching would be pleasant or interesting, possibly because they might not be
interested in birds and prefer viewing other wildlife. Of those who did not participate in wildlife-
related recreation, a majority thought birdwatching would be boring, and two-fifths thought it
would be unpleasant. For all four questions, chi-square tests reveal significant differences
between recreation groups (table 22).
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Figure 18. Hunting and birdwatching attitudes (in percentages; n=927-963), by recreation group.
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Table 22. Significant differences in hunting and birdwatching attitudes, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 6 for all activities. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

: Chi- '
Attitude Hunters Anglers x\g;j’g:g None square p-value  Cramer's V
Hunting
Very/somewhat unpleasant 1.7% 43.9% 65.9% 63.8%  412.202 <0.001* 0.463
Neither 5.6% 27.8% 20.2% 25.0%
Very/somewhat pleasant 92.7% 28.3% 13.9% 11.2%
Very/somewhat boring 3.0% 31.1% 49.1% 58.4%  304.971 <0.001* 0.406
Neither 6.1% 32.0% 30.5% 28.6%
Very/somewhat interesting 90.9% 36.9% 20.4% 13.0%
Birdwatching
Very/somewhat unpleasant 17.6% 11.7% 5.8% 37.2%  164.556 <0.001* 0.294
Neither 22.7% 22.9% 11.1% 35.9%
Very/somewhat pleasant 59.7% 65.4% 83.1% 26.9%
Very/somewhat boring 26.2% 21.3% 14.2% 54.1%  136.242 <0.001* 0.268
Neither 19.0% 13.2% 10.9% 22.3%

Very/somewhat interesting 54.8% 65.5% 74.9% 23.6%

There were some differences in hunting attitudes among the flyway groups, but there
were no significant differences in birdwatching attitudes. For hunting attitudes, more people in
the Pacific and Atlantic Flyway groups were likely to say hunting would be unpleasant, and more
people in the Central and Mississippi Flyway groups were likely to say hunting would be
pleasant (x’=26.184, 6 degrees of freedom, p <0.001, Cramer’s V=0.116). These trends could be
because fewer people in the Pacific and Atlantic Flyway groups hunt, and fewer people in these
groups know hunters.

There were no significant differences for birdwatching attitudes by current residence, but
there were differences in attitudes toward hunting by current residence. Rural respondents were
more likely to think hunting would be pleasant and interesting than urban or urban cluster
respondents (fig. 19 and table 23).
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Figure 19. Hunting attitudes (in percentages; n=915-954), by current residence.

Table 23.  Significant differences in hunting attitudes, by current residence.
[Degrees of freedom equal 4 for all activities. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

) ) Current residence Chi-
Hunting attitude p-value Cramer's V
Urban Urban cluster ~ Rural Square
Very/somewhat unpleasant 57.9% 45.1% 27.7% 53.42 <0.001* 0.167
Neither 19.2% 20.9% 20.3%
Very/somewhat pleasant 22.9% 34.1% 52.0%
Very/somewhat boring 45.3% 35.2% 22.3% 33.88 <0.001* 0.136
Neither 27.0% 25.3% 26.2%
Very/somewhat interesting 27.7% 39.8% 51.5%

Subjective Norms and Perceived Behavioral Control Related to Hunting and Birdwatching

When asked about participating in hunting in the following 12 months, two-fifths of
respondents believed that people important to them would support them in hunting, whereas just
under one-third of people believed others would not support them (fig. 20). For birdwatching, the
majority of people believed others important to them would support them in birdwatching, while
less than one-tenth thought others would not support them.
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Figure 20. Subjective norms for hunting (n=989) and birdwatching (n=990) (in percentages).
Slightly more than half agreed they could easily go hunting in the following 12 months,

with just under one-third disagreeing (fig. 21). For birdwatching, the majority agreed they could
easily go, and very few disagreed.
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Figure 21. Perceived behavioral control of participation in hunting (n=985) and birdwatching (n=989) (in
percentages).

Recreation groups differed significantly in these subjective norms and perceived
behavioral control (table 24). For example, almost all hunters thought that people important to
them would support them if they participated in hunting and that they could easily go hunting in
the following 12 months. Almost half of anglers felt they would be supported in hunting, and a
majority believed they could easily go hunting. Wildlife viewers and those who did not
participate in wildlife-related recreation were less likely to believe people would support them in
hunting and that they could easily go hunting. In contrast, the majority of hunters, anglers, and
wildlife viewers believed people would support them in birdwatching and that they could easily
go birdwatching in the following 12 months. However, those who did not participate in wildlife-
related recreation were much less likely to feel supported or that they could easily go
birdwatching.
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Table 24. Subjective norms and perceived behavioral control for hunting and birdwatching in the

following 12 months, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 6 for all controls and norms. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked

with an asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

Chi-

Control or norm Response T p-value  Cramer’'s V
Wildlife square
Hunters  Anglers viewers None
. Disagree 1.1% 25.1% 443%  36.1%  299.094 <0.001* 0.385
People important Neither/
Z‘:l;zrvtvzlyld Don’t 55%  283%  31.8%  43.4%
. know
hunt
B Agree 93.4%  46.6%  24.0%  20.5%
Disagree 3.9% 20.8% 39.0% 45.1% 193.714 <0.001* 0.311
If I wanted to, I Neither/
could easily go Don’t 2.2% 15.2% 17.9%  27.2%
hunting know
Agree 93.9% 64.0% 43.1%  27.8%
. Disagree 4.9% 8.4% 5.6% 21.8% 111.701 <0.001* 0.235
People important Neither/
to me would Don’t 295%  19.6%  15.5%  41.8%
support my know
birdwatchi
HAWaIEHNE  Agree 65.6%  72.0%  78.9%  36.4%
Disagree 6.0% 4.8% 53% 26.1% 144.714 <0.001* 0.268
If I wanted to, I Neither/
could easily go Don’t 15.9% 12.4% 7.8%  30.9%
birdwatching know
Agree 78.0% 82.8% 86.9%  43.0%

There were also differences in subjective norms and perceived behavioral control for
hunting among the flyway groups, in similar patterns to their attitudes on hunting (fig. 22).
People in the Atlantic and Pacific Flyway groups were less likely to think that people important
to them would support them in hunting (3°=27.209, 6 degrees of freedom, p <0.001, Cramer’s
V=0.116). Additionally, they were more likely to say they could not easily go hunting if they
wanted to (x*=21.768, 6 degrees of freedom, p=0.001, Cramer’s V=0.104).
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Figure 22. Subjective norms (n=1,014) and perceived behavioral control (n=1,005) for hunting in the

following 12 months (in percentages), by flyway.

Similar to the flyway groups, there were no significant differences by current residence in
subjective norms or perceived behavioral control for birdwatching, but there were for hunting
(fig. 23). Rural residents were more likely to think people important to them would support them
in hunting (x*=49.801, 4 degrees of freedom, p <0.001, Cramer’s V=0.158). They also were
more likely to say they could easily go hunting if they wanted to (x*=36.290, 6 degrees of

freedom, p <0.001, Cramer’s V=0.135).
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Figure 23. Subjective norms (n=997) and perceived behavioral control (n=989) for hunting in the following

12 months (in percentages), by current residence.



Knowledge of Others Who Participate in Nature-Related Activities

Behavior and attitudes toward wildlife-related recreation and conservation may partially
depend on the people someone knows, otherwise known as their social network. Social networks
are known to affect opportunities, values, and attitudes (Gartrell, 1987). If a person knows others
who engage in these types of activities, then they may view the activities more favorably, have
more knowledge about how to participate, and (or) have more opportunities to participate.
Therefore, the survey asked people to identify whether they knew people who participated in
certain kinds of nature-related activities (table 25). The majority of respondents knew people
who were hunters, birdwatchers, wildlife photographers, or conservationists. Hunters were the
most well-known, with a large majority knowing a hunter. More than two-thirds knew a
birdwatcher, and just slightly over half of respondents knew a wildlife photographer or
conservationist.

Table 25. Degree of acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities.
[In percent of sample survey respondents (n=978-988)]

Type of person Acquaintance Close friend Relative No one
Hunter 47.6% 43.3% 49.9% 14.1%
Birdwatcher 32.0% 28.1% 36.3% 32.7%
Wildlife photographer 29.5% 20.3% 20.9% 46.1%
Conservationist 31.6% 25.5% 19.3% 44.4%

As expected, the recreation groups had different levels of knowledge of others who
participate in these activities (fig. 24 and table 26). Respondents who participated in any type of
wildlife-related activity were more likely to know each type of person than respondents who did
not participate in wildlife-related recreation. Interestingly, all groups were most likely to know a
hunter compared to people in the other categories. Even among those respondents who did not
participate in wildlife-related recreation, more than half indicated they knew a hunter, though far
fewer knew a birdwatcher, wildlife photographer, or conservationist.

There were also differences in knowledge of hunters by flyway and current residence.
Fewer people in the Pacific Flyway group knew someone who hunts (x’=13.348, 3 degrees of
freedom, p=0.004, Cramer’s V=0.115). Additionally, more people in the rural group knew a
hunter, compared to people in the urban group (¥*=20.459, 2 degrees of freedom, p<0.001,
Cramer’s V=0.143).
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Figure 24. Acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities (in percentages;
n=988-1,003), by recreation group.

Table 26. Acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities.
[Degrees of freedom equal 3 for all items. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with an
asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

Chi- .
Type of person Hunters Anglers mﬂz None square p-value  Cramer's V
Hunter 98.9% 90.0% 82.3% 66.7% 76.407 <0.001* 0.276
Birdwatcher 67.6% 74.4% 80.7% 29.7%  146.973 <0.001* 0.384
Wildlife photographer 63.6% 54.5% 55.7% 16.2% 96.447 <0.001* 0.312
Conservationist 62.3% 56.1% 58.2% 23.4% 70.231 <0.001* 0.266

Constraints to Participation

Following the questions regarding attitudes, norms, and perceived behavioral control,
people were asked what would prevent them from hunting in the following 12 months (fig. 25)
and what would prevent them from birdwatching in the following 12 months (fig. 26).
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Figure 25. Perceived constraints to hunting (in percentages; n=985).
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Figure 26. Perceived constraints to birdwatching (in percentages; n=972).
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Both questions were open ended, and responses were categorized based on emergent
themes. Some responses had more than one theme, so percentages do not sum to 100. For both
questions, the most common answer was “I don’t know/I’ve never thought about it,” which was
given as an option to check instead of writing an open-ended answer. The most common write-in
answer for a barrier to hunting was along the lines of “morally opposed” or “I don’t kill
animals,” with one-fifth expressing this view. However, it is unclear whether these people are
just against hunting for themselves or if they are against all people hunting. Some people in this
group may still support other people hunting. Additionally, almost as many people expressed a
lack of interest. Less than one-tenth mentioned that things such as a lack of equipment, no skills,
or the cost of equipment would prevent them from hunting, and even fewer people said access to
land or hunting permits/tags would be a barrier to participation.

Among recreation groups, hunters were more likely to cite illness/injury and access to
land/permits/tags as barriers to hunting and less likely to cite moral opposition or no interest
(table 27). The wildlife viewer group was the most likely to cite moral opposition. By current
residence, more people in the rural sample were likely to say illness or injury would prevent
them from hunting, and they were less likely to cite moral opposition to hunting as a barrier.
Statistical tests were not run to test significant differences among the various groups because the
response categories are not mutually exclusive (some people listed multiple constraints).

Table 27. Perceived constraints to hunting, by recreation group.

Recreation group

Perceived constraint

Hunters Anglers Wildlife viewers None
Don't know/never thought about it 23.2% 26.0% 21.4% 38.2%
Moral opposition/don't kill 0.6% 15.2% 28.0% 15.2%
No interest 0.0% 18.0% 25.1% 20.0%
Illness or injury 32.8% 9.2% 6.1% 6.7%
Time constraints/work 13.6% 7.6% 3.2% 5.5%
No equipment or skills 0.0% 7.6% 7.8% 9.1%
Not a hunter/just don't 0.0% 4.8% 8.8% 5.5%
Access to land/permits/tags 14.7% 6.8% 1.9% 1.8%
Other 3.4% 4.4% 1.5% 0.6%
Nothing 12.4% 3.6% 1.2% 0.6%
I used to, just don't anymore 0.0% 1.2% 0.7% 1.2%
Opposition of others 0.6% 1.2% 0.5% 0.6%

The most popular answer for what would prevent someone from birdwatching was also “I
don’t know/I’ve never thought about it.” Secondly, one-fourth wrote in that nothing would
prevent them from birdwatching, followed by people just not having an interest. Actual barriers,
such as no knowledge, no birds present, no equipment or transportation, or no people to go with,
made up relatively small proportions of reasons listed. Among recreation groups, wildlife
viewers were most likely to say nothing would prevent them from birdwatching, and those who
do not participate in wildlife-related recreation were most likely to cite they had no interest in
birdwatching (table 28).
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Table 28. Perceived constraints to birdwatching, by recreation group.

Recreation group

Perceived constraint

Hunters Anglers Wildlife viewers None
Don't know/never thought about it 39.5% 38.2% 24.3% 48.5%
Nothing 22.6% 26.8% 38.5% 7.4%
No interest 10.7% 13.4% 9.7% 25.8%
Time constraints/work 7.9% 8.9% 11.4% 9.2%
Illness or injury 12.4% 8.1% 7.4% 6.7%
Other 3.4% 2.0% 2.7% 1.2%
Weather/climate 2.3% 1.6% 3.0% 0.0%
No birds present 1.1% 1.2% 2.5% 0.0%
No knowledge 1.1% 1.2% 1.0% 1.2%
No equipment or transportation 0.6% 0.8% 0.7% 1.8%
Lack of people to go with 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.6%

Preferred Birds

People were also asked what types of birds they preferred to see. Hummingbirds and
birds of prey had the highest levels of preference, with over three-fifths saying they were very
preferred. Waterfowl and other game birds had the lowest levels of preference, although overall
people still expressed a desire to see them (fig. 27).
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Figure 27. Preferences for seeing any of six types of wild birds (in percentages; n=975-987).
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There were many differences in wild bird preferences among recreation groups (table
29). Those who do not participate in wildlife-related recreation were more likely to say they did
not know their preference among bird types listed; they were also the most likely to say they did
not prefer to see each bird type. Hunters’ highest preference was for other game birds.
Additionally, people in rural areas had a higher preference for other game birds than people in

urban areas (y°=23.346, 4 degrees of freedom, p <0.001, Cramer’s V=0.109).

Table 29. Preferences for seeing any of six types of birds in the wild, by recreation group.
[Degrees of freedom equal 6 for all types of birds. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked with

an asterisk (*)]

Recreation group

Chi-

Type of bird Preference Wildlife p-value  Cramer's V
square
Hunters  Anglers viewers None q

Not at all/ o o o o o

bty 16.6%  165%  234% 37.7% 126.196  <0.001 0.252
Waterfowl Sovrgf;"hat/ 777%  T48%  T22%  34.7%

Don't know 5.7% 8.7% 4.4% 27.5%

N‘;thagthat‘ll;/ 63%  185%  26.7% 39.8% 171.178  <0.001% 0.295
Other game
birds Soféf;"hat/ 903%  71.8%  67.1% 30.1%

Don't know 34%  97%  62% 30.1%

N‘;thagth“t‘ll}l// 14.6%  53%  29% 244% 186301  <0.001* 0.305
Hummingbirds Sofe‘f;"hat/ 81.5%  902%  948%  51.8%

Don't know 39%  45%  22% 23.8%

N‘;thagth*t‘ll;/ 220%  108%  114% 29.7% 136.144  <0.001% 0.263
Water birds Soézf;"hat/ 712%  80.5%  83.9%  41.2%

Don't know 68%  87%  47% 29.1%

N‘;tlghill;/ 12.9%  53%  7.4% 234% 152.156  <0.001* 0.276
Birds of prey S"i‘;f;”hat/ 83.1%  89.8%  90.4% 52.1%

Don't know 39%  49%  22% 24.6%

N‘;thagth?ll;/ 222%  12.8%  95% 333% 177.052  <0.001* 0.298
Songbirds Soféf;"hat/ 73.9%  80.7%  87.6%  39.4%

Don't know 40%  6.6%  29% 273%
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Demographics by Groups

Overall, the hunter sample had higher rates of males participating, and the wildlife viewer
sample had more females participating (table 30). Additionally, Whites were more likely to
participate in wildlife-related recreation than other racial groups. Hunters tended to have less
formal education, but wildlife viewers tended to have more formal education. Hunters were also
more likely to currently live and have grown up in a rural area; those who did not participate in
wildlife recreation were more likely to currently live and have grown up in an urban area.

There were no significant differences in the samples by flyway in terms of gender,
education, and age (table 31). There were differences in ethnicity and race, with the Central
Flyway group having a higher Hispanic population and fewer Whites (it should be noted that the
overall number of people of color is small in each flyway, which makes it risky to generalize to
these populations). The higher Hispanic population in the Central Flyway is likely because it
includes Texas; as of 2010, Texas had 9.5 million Hispanic/Latino residents, which made up 37.6
percent of the State population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010c). Additionally, there were significant
differences in current and childhood residence. The Pacific Flyway sample had fewer
respondents from rural areas and more from urban areas, which is likely driven by California, the
most urbanized State as of 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b). Additionally, fewer people in the
Pacific and Atlantic Flyway groups grew up in rural areas compared to the Mississippi and
Central Flyway groups.

As is consistent with previous research (Institute of Medicine, 2005), rural respondents
tended to be less educated, less racially diverse, and slightly older than the urban sample (table
32). Additionally, rural respondents were more likely to be male than urban and urban cluster
respondents. Respondents were more likely to have grown up in an area similar in population
size to where they live now.
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Table 30.

Demographics, by recreation group.

[See footnotes for degrees of freedom for each item. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked
with an asterisk (*). %, percent; N/A, not applicable]

Recreation group

. Chi-
Demographic category T p-value  Cramer's V
Hunters  Anglers \ml\sg:z None Square
0
18;5‘1155’ ot 24.0%  241%  194% 204% 115506  0.017*  0.089
. 0,
Age 453(?31&;’ oit 48.0%  51.9%  44.0%  41.4%
65+ (% ofadults)  27.9%  24.1%  36.6%  38.3%
Gend Male 86.1%  70.9%  51.7% 67.5% 271.608  <0.001* 0.267
endaer
Female 13.9%  29.1%  483%  32.5%
H‘gggsrzg"o"rlless 227%  193%  12.4% 21.5% 329.163 0.001* 0.098
Some college or
Education associate’s 39.2% 28.5% 27.9% 28.8%
degree
Bachelor's degree 21.0% 25.3% 31.1%  24.5%
Graduate degree 17.1% 26.9% 28.6%  25.2%
Ur;’g%é%ig' 25.6%  492%  50.9%  56.8% 162222  <0.001% 0.176
Current Urban cluster
ence (pop. 2,500~ 433%  36.7%  37.4%  34.6%
50,000)
R‘ggls(ggf‘ 31.1%  141%  117%  8.6%
Ur;’gr(‘)(()%ﬁ’};' 23.6%  43.7%  49.9%  563% 159.260  <0.001% 0.174
. Urban cluster
C};‘;Si}é‘;‘r’l‘cie (pop. 2,500— 421%  392%  35.7%  31.0%
50,000)
R“igls(ggf‘ 343%  17.1%  14.4%  12.7%
o Hispanic 5.8% 7.6% 45%  58% 22782 0.426 N/A
Ethnicity . .
Not Hispanic 94.2% 92.4% 95.5%  94.2%
N White (only) 89.3%  89.1%  87.8% 73.8% 224.674  <0.001* 0.159
ace
People of color 10.7% 10.9% 12.2%  26.3%

'Degrees of freedom equals 6.

Degrees of freedom equals 3.

*Degrees of freedom equals 9.
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Table 31.

Demographics, by flyway.

[See footnotes for degrees of freedom for each item. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked
with an asterisk (*). %, percent; N/A, not applicable]

Flyway Chi-
Demographic category p-value  Cramer's V
Atlantic  Mississippi  Central Pacific ~ Squaré
0
18;(‘1‘1‘1‘“2)/" = 204%  21.3% 24.0% 223% 5582 0472  N/A
o 0,
Age 45a§31 t(sf’ oif 47.8%  45.9% 48.8%  39.4%
0
65;dfﬂ/zsg’f 31.9%  32.8% 273%  383%
Gend Male 65.1%  66.6% 61.0% 654% 21231 0.746 N/A
endacr
Female 34.9%  33.4% 39.0%  34.6%
ngggi‘;zoo?less 173%  19.6% 203% 11.7%  *10.897 0.283 N/A
Some college or
Educati associate’s 27.6% 31.9% 28.5% 34.6%
ucation
degree
Ba(;’fg:és 263%  25.8% 28.5%  28.5%
Graduate degree 28.9% 22.7% 22.8%  25.1%
Ur;’g‘z)(()%‘f;' 42.6%  41.7% 48.0% 642% 36717  <0.001* 0.135
Current Urban cluster
sence (pop. 2,500~ 43.9%  38.6% 32.5%  27.4%
50,000)
R“igls(ggf' 13.6%  19.8% 19.5%  8.4%
Ur;’g%(()%‘f)" 43.4%  37.4% 442% 61.2% '34.096  <0.001* 0.131
. Urban cluster
C};‘;Si}é‘;‘r’l‘cie (pop. 2,500 412%  38.6% 342%  26.4%
50,000)
R‘ggls(ggf' 154%  24.0% 21.7%  12.4%
Ethmicit Hispanic 6.1% 1.6% 14.1%  6.6% 22913  <0.001* 0.153
Nnici1
y Not Hispanic 93.9%  98.4% 86.9%  93.4%
r White (only) 85.8%  90.3% 81.0% 82.6%  29.036  0.029* 0.096
ace
People of color 14.2% 9.7% 19.0% 17.4%

'Degrees of freedom equals 6.

Degrees of freedom equals 3.

*Degrees of freedom equals 9.
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Table 32. Demographics, by current residence.
[See footnotes for degrees of freedom for each item. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked
with an asterisk (*). %, percent; N/A, not applicable]

Current residence

Demographic category Urban Urban Rural sc?l:la;-re p-value  Cramer's V
cluster
18—44 (% of adults) 22.5% 22.5% 15.5% '5.881 0.208 N/A
Age 45-64 (% of adults) 47.2% 43.7% 46.5%
65+ (% of adults) 30.3% 33.8% 38.1%
Gender Male 64.2% 61.5% 794%  ?16.243 <0.001* 0.127
Female 35.8% 38.5% 20.6%
Hllgel;:"h""l degree or 11.9%  194%  27.9% 24485  <0.001*  0.110
Education SO;SI:OCC?Q‘;%: é’ggree 30.6% 30.9%  27.9%
Bachelor's degree 29.9% 24.9% 22.7%
Graduate degree 27.6% 24.9% 21.4%
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 64.9% 27.6%  24.8% '280.431 <0.001* 0.377
Cllloot | Ubmlselor e sew 2ex
Rural (pop. <2,500) 10.3% 138%  53.6%
Ethnicity Hispanic 6.8% 4.7% 3.4% 23.227 0.199 N/A
Not Hispanic 93.2% 95.3% 96.6%
Race White (only) 83.6% 88.1%  90.7%  26.288 0.043* 0.080
Not White or 2+ 16.4% 11.9%% 9.3%

'Degrees of freedom equals 4.
"Degrees of freedom equals 2.

*Degrees of freedom equals 6.

Discussion

The results of this survey can help inform efforts to meet the NAWMP objectives,
particularly in growing the number of supporters of waterfowl and wetlands conservation.
Understanding the public’s thoughts about and engagement with waterfowl and wetlands and
their communication preferences can lead to more effective recruitment of active stakeholders.
The survey results also give some clues about the public’s desires for habitat management,
particularly with respect to the species and benefits wetlands can support, which is discussed
below. As stated at the beginning of this report, there are some limitations with the results
presented here, namely that the sample of people who responded to the survey tended to be more
wildlife-oriented than the true general public. Because of this bias, the results were also analyzed
by wildlife-related recreationist groups. It can be assumed that the “none” recreationist group
would make up a larger percent of the true general public than is present in this sample.

The survey assessed the general public’s awareness and perceptions regarding the
importance of the benefits provided by waterfowl and wetlands conservation. Overall, the
respondents were very concerned about the reduction or loss of all of the listed
wetlands/waterfowl benefits except hunting opportunities, for which they generally had low
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concern. The highest concern was for clean air and clean water, followed by providing habitat
for wildlife and pollinators. As expected, those who did not participate in wildlife-related
recreation cared much less about the wetlands benefits related to wildlife recreation (hunting
opportunities and wildlife viewing) than the other groups; however, their levels of concern were
still fairly high for the habitat-related ecosystem services. This group also had more equal levels
of concern with wildlife-related recreationists for benefits like flooding protection, clean air, and
clean water. Communication about wetlands that focuses on habitat, clean air, and clean water
may resonate with the widest variety of people. However, communication targeted toward
wildlife-related recreationists may be most effective if it includes more information about the
recreation benefits of wetlands and emphasizes habitat benefits.

The survey also identified groups with differing levels of engagement with waterfowl and
wetlands conservation. Overall, support for general and wildlife conservation was high among
respondents, though it was lower for conservation specific to wetlands and waterfowl. Hunters
and rural residents were the most engaged groups, and wildlife viewers, people who did not
participate in wildlife-related recreation, and urban residents were the least engaged. However,
urban respondents and wildlife viewers were just as concerned (if not more so) about the loss of
wetlands benefits as other groups. Wildlife viewers and urban residents may respond to outreach
efforts when they focus on habitat and a broader suite of species than just waterfowl or even
birds. For urban residents and those who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation,
outdoor nonmotorized activities that are not related to wildlife may be appealing as well, which
aligns with the results on bird preference. Although hunters had high preference for waterfowl,
others were not as excited about waterfowl; it was the least preferred wild bird type overall.
Conservation efforts that extend beyond waterfowl and include other species that benefit from
wetlands may have more appeal to a broader range of people.

Additionally, the survey assessed potential avenues for public outreach and education
about waterfowl and wetlands conservation. Most people preferred to get their information
through personal experience, by reading or accessing online content, and by watching visual
media online or through cable, satellite, or network. These results emphasize the importance of
having content available online in an easily accessible and appealing format. Visual media in
particular seems to be preferred by a wide variety of people. For hunters and anglers, online
communication in the form of email newsletters or similar formats may be effective. Audio
media and in-person educational opportunities were not preferred channels for any group.

The source of conservation information is important as well. The three most trusted
sources of information were scientific organizations, universities/educational organizations, and
friends/family. The three least trusted sources were the national media/news, religious
organizations, and local media/news. Partnering with scientific organizations and universities to
disseminate conservation information may be beneficial in communicating with the public.
Interestingly, urban respondents had higher trust levels overall, particularly for the government.
These results show the importance of knowing your audience when trying to communicate
information because different groups do exhibit differing levels of trust.

Finally, the survey evaluated the general public’s participation in waterfowl-associated
recreation and how much they support waterfowl and wetlands conservation. The respondents
indicated very high levels of participation in outdoor recreation, but the possibility of selection
bias means that these results are not representative of the general public as a whole.

Participation in hunting was low compared to other activities. For example, only 5
percent of respondents hunted waterfowl in the year prior to the survey, compared to more than
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half who watched birds and two-thirds who viewed wildlife in general. The relatively small
numbers of hunters, even with self-selection bias making it more likely that hunters would
respond to the survey, reinforces that engagement of other wildlife-related recreationists is
critical to meeting the third goal of the NAWMP 2012 revision—to increase numbers of
wetlands/waterfowl] conservationists.

Given that wildlife viewers, those who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation,
and urban residents tended to have negative attitudes toward hunting and (or) are not interested
in participating, attempts to recruit them to participate in hunting may not be effective. However,
given how many people across all groups knew a hunter and the relatively high levels of trust
people had in their friends/family, hunters may be effective ambassadors for promoting
waterfowl and wetlands conservation. Additionally, opposition to hunting and killing animals
was a common barrier to hunting among nonhunters. Although trying to recruit these people to
hunt is likely to be unsuccessful, a component of outreach may focus on the ethics of wildlife
management and the benefits of hunting, so even those who do not engage can still appreciate
the activity. In contrast, respondents had much more positive views toward birdwatching and
expressed fewer barriers to participation in birdwatching. It therefore may be beneficial to move
beyond hunting and find ways for other groups, such as birdwatchers, to play a more active role
in conservation. Finally, the group who did not participate in wildlife-related recreation was the
least likely to know hunters, birdwatchers, or conservationists, and they were the most likely to
feel like they could not easily go hunting or birdwatching. Reaching out to these people is likely
to be difficult and may necessitate more community events such as easy hikes or beginner
birdwatching trips with equipment provided, which would help spread information beyond one’s
immediate network.

Conclusion

This report provided information from the general public to help inform the 2018 revision
of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP). Using a mail-out survey,
attitudes and behaviors were assessed on many nature-related topics, including activity
participation, hunting and birdwatching attitudes and behaviors, conservation behaviors,
wetlands visitation, evaluation of wetlands benefits, preferred channels of information, and trust
in information sources. Additionally, results were broken down by wildlife-related recreationist
type, flyway, and residency to help better understand the attitudes, behavior, and reactions to
outreach strategies among different groups of people. These results complement two other
surveys to help inform the human dimensions of wetlands and waterfowl management: one
survey specifically for hunters and one specifically for birdwatchers.

This survey and report provided more insight to the attitudes and behaviors of the general
public in the United States. Overall, most people recognize the benefits of wetlands, and most
value them for much more than recreation. However, waterfowl do not resonate with the public
as much as other bird species, so focusing on a wider range of species is likely to generate more
support for wetlands conservation. Additionally, although hunters are key conservation
champions, other groups, such as wildlife viewers, make up larger portions of the population and
also show concern for losing wetlands benefits. Thus, future conservation efforts may benefit
from including and engaging birdwatchers as well. Finally, when promoting wetlands and
waterfowl conservation, it is important to develop different messages for different audiences and
spread them through channels and sources that are most preferred by the differing audiences.
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SECTION D: ABOUT YOU

To help us compare your responses to those of others, we have some questions about you. Please be
assured that all of your answers will remain completely confidential.

18. In what year were you born? 19

19. Are you...?

O Male

a

Female

20. What is the highest grade (or year) of regular school you have completed? Please check only one.

a

Some high school or less
High school diploma or GED
Some college (no degree)
Associate’s degree (2 years)
Bachelor’s degree (4 years)

Graduate or professional school

21. Which of these categories best describes the place where you live now and where you lived during
most of the time you were growing up (that is, until age 16)? Please check only one in each column.

Where you live now

Where you grew up

a

a

a

Large urban area (population of 500,000
or more)

Medium urban area (population between
50,000 and 500,000}

Small city (population between 10,000
and 50,000)

Small town (population between 2,500
and 10,000)

Rural area (population less than 2,500)

a

a

m

Large urban area (population of 500,000
or more)

Medium urban area (population between
50,000 and 500,000)

Small city (population between 10,000
and 50,000)

Small town (population between 2,500
and 10,000)

Rural area (population less than 2,500)

. Is a nature-related profession (such as fisheries, forestry, farming, environmental science, or
conservation) the primary source of your personal income? Please check only one.

a
a

Yes

No
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Appendix 2. Nonresponse Bias Table

Table 33. Nonresponse bias table, in percent of respondents to the survey (n=1,030) and the

nonresponse survey (n=279).
[See footnotes for degrees of freedom for each item. Statistically significant p-values (less than 0.05) are marked
with an asterisk (*). GED, general equivalency diploma]

. Sample Nonresponse .
Survey item Response percentage percentage Chi-square p-value
Yes 78.3% 58.8% '42.886 <0.001*
Know of No 11.8% 23.9%
wetlands
Don't know 9.9% 17.3%
Wetlands visit Yes 57.4% 35.4% 41.233 <0.001%*
etlands visi
v No 42.6% 64.6%
At-home nature activities 87.2% 74.1% 27.997 <0.001*
Spending time in nature 80.8% 65.2% %29.490 <0.001*
Viewing/photo birds 61.0% 38.8% 42.442 <0.001*
Viewing/photo wildlife 65.9% 43.0% 246.031 <0.001*
Aoty Fishing 40.2% 32.5% 5310 0.021*
participation Hunting waterfowl 5.1% 4.2% %0.433 0.510
Hunting other 17.4% 14.2% *1.499 0.221
N‘;gfr‘g:t’gied outdoor 70.5% 50.9% 236.289 <0.001*
Motorized outdoor recreation 35.2% 31.1% 21572 0.210
Learning about nature 66.7% 53.1% ’16.941 <0.001*
Gend Male 65.1% 66.2% %0.106 0.745
ender
Female 34.9% 33.8%
Some high school or less 3.0% 4.8% 322.170 <0.001*
High school diploma or GED 14.5% 23.9%
. Some college 20.0% 21.0%
Education .
Associate's degree 10.3% 11.0%
Bachelor's degree 26.8% 22.4%
Graduate school 25.5% 16.9%
Age Mean (t-test) 56.8 years 56.8 years *t=-0.02 0.987

'Degrees of freedom equals 2.

*Degrees of freedom equals 1.

*Degrees of freedom equals 5.

*Degrees of freedom equals 369.61.
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Appendix 3. Raw Data by Survey Question

This appendix contains frequencies and percentages for all questions asked in the survey,
both unweighted and weighted on age and gender. For the unweighted data, the sample size is
1,030. For the weighted data, the sample size is 998 (those who did not respond to the questions
on age and gender were removed from the sample). The number of respondents per question is
slightly less for many questions because of people missing or skipping some questions.

Table 34. Raw data: Nature-related activity participation in the previous 12 months.

Unweighted Weighted
Activity Response
Count Percent Count Percent
o Participated 880 87.2% 862 87.6%
Backyard/at-home nature activities . .
Did not participate 129 12.8% 122 12.4%
Spending time in nature away from Participated 815 80.8% 833 84.7%
home Did not participate 194 19.2% 150 15.3%
L . . . Participated 615 61.0% 575 58.3%
Viewing/feeding/ photographing birds i .
Did not participate 393 39.0% 410 41.7%
Viewing/feeding/ photographing other Participated 660 65.9% 670 68.7%
wildlife Did not participate 342 34.1% 306 31.3%
. Participated 404 40.2% 382 39.1%
Fishing . ..
Did not participate 601 59.8% 596 60.9%
. Participated 51 5.1% 50 5.2%
Hunting waterfowl . ..
Did not participate 942 94.9% 916 94.8%
) Participated 175 17.4% 159 16.2%
Hunting all other game ) ..
Did not participate 830 82.6% 818 83.8%
Nonmotorized outdoor recreation Participated 713 70.5% 733 74.4%
activities Did not participate 299 29.5% 253 25.6%
. . o Participated 355 35.2% 359 36.5%
Motorized outdoor recreation activities . .
Did not participate 654 64.8% 624 63.5%
. Participated 674 66.7% 663 67.1%
Learning about nature ) L.
Did not participate 337 33.3% 324 32.9%
Oth Participated 71 33.2% 66 32.0%
er
Did not participate 143 66.8% 140 68.0%
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Table 35. Raw data: Intended nature-related activity participation in the following 12 months.

Unweighted Weighted
Activity Response

Count Percent Count Percent

Not at all likely 86 8.7% 73 7.4%

Backyard/at-home nature activities Somewhat likely 118 12.0% 111 11.4%
Very likely 781 79.3% 792 81.1%

o Not at all likely 116 11.8% 85 8.7%
Sp;gg;:g time in nature away from g poikely 202 20.5% 185 19.0%
Very likely 669 67.8% 705 72.3%

o . . Not at all likely 292 29.9% 299 30.8%
V‘givrv(‘irslg/ fednejniobennhine Somewhat likely 199 20.3% 213 22.0%
Very likely 487 49.8% 459 47.3%

o . . Not at all likely 254 26.2% 226 23.6%
Viewing/feeding/ photographing g oot Tikely 235 243% | 247 25.8%

other wildlife

Very likely 479 49.5% 486 50.7%

Not at all likely 432 44.9% 412 43.3%

Fishing Somewhat likely 196 20.4% 215 22.5%
Very likely 335 34.8% 325 34.1%

Not at all likely 815 85.7% 805 85.4%

Hunting waterfowl Somewhat likely 83 8.7% 86 9.2%
Very likely 53 5.6% 51 5.5%

Not at all likely 729 75.8% 721 75.8%

Hunting all other game Somewhat likely 77 8.0% 80 8.5%
Very likely 156 16.2% 150 15.8%

] ) Not at all likely 210 21.6% 169 17.5%
N‘;‘;‘gfitt‘i’:szed outdoor recreation g hat Tikely 199 20.4% 184 19.1%
Very likely 565 58.0% 611 63.4%

) ) Not at all likely 210 21.6% 433 44.9%
MZZ‘t’iréiZggsoutdoor recreation Somewhat likely 199 20.4% 232 24.0%
Very likely 565 58.0% 300 31.1%

Not at all likely 229 23.5% 215 22.2%

Learning about nature Somewhat likely 282 28.9% 289 29.9%
Very likely 465 47.6% 464 47.9%

Not at all likely 123 59.7% 122 62.4%

Other Somewhat likely 15 7.3% 14 6.9%
Very likely 68 33.0% 60 30.7%
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Table 36. Raw data: Hunting and birdwatching attitudes.

Unweighted Weighted
Attitude
Count Percent Count Percent
Hunting
Very unpleasant 392 40.5% 407 43.0%
Somewhat unpleasant 74 7.7% 77 8.1%
Neither 195 20.2% 178 18.8%
Somewhat pleasant 100 10.3% 101 10.6%
Very pleasant 206 21.3% 183 19.4%
Very boring 276 29.6% 297 32.1%
Somewhat boring 78 8.4% 80 8.7%
Neither 244 26.2% 225 24.3%
Somewhat interesting 123 13.2% 129 13.9%
Very interesting 210 22.6% 195 21.0%
Birdwatching
Very unpleasant 85 8.9% 101 10.8%
Somewhat unpleasant 52 5.5% 48 5.1%
Neither 189 19.9% 186 19.8%
Somewhat pleasant 272 28.6% 271 28.9%
Very pleasant 354 37.2% 331 35.3%
Very boring 140 14.7% 160 17.0%
Somewhat boring 97 10.2% 106 11.2%
Neither 140 14.7% 128 13.5%
Somewhat interesting 252 26.5% 245 25.9%
Very interesting 322 33.9% 306 32.4%
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Table 37. Raw data: Perceived behavioral control and subjective norms for hunting and birdwatching.

Unweighted Weighted
Control or norm Response

Count Percent Count Percent
Strongly disagree 212 20.9% 203 20.5%
People important to me Disagree 95 9.4% 90 9.1%
would support my Neither agree nor disagree 208 20.5% 215 21.7%
hunting in the next 12 Agree 165 16.3% 154 15.6%
months Strongly agree 257 25.3% 257 25.9%
Don't know 77 7.6% 70 7.1%
Strongly disagree 197 19.6% 191 19.4%
Disagree 95 9.4% 98 9.9%
IfT wgnted to, I 'coul.d Neither agree nor disagree 112 11.1% 105 10.6%

easily go hunting in the o 0
next 12 months Agree 224 22.3% 222 22.5%
Strongly agree 331 32.9% 327 33.2%
Don't know 47 4.7% 42 4.3%
Strongly disagree 59 5.8% 55 5.6%
People important to me Disagree 31 3.1% 23 2.3%
would support my Neither agree nor disagree 187 18.4% 195 19.7%
birdwatching in the next ~ Agree 285 28.1% 282 28.5%
12 months Strongly agree 403 39.7% 389 39.3%
Don't know 51 5.0% 46 4.6%
Strongly disagree 61 6.0% 53 5.4%
Disagree 27 2.7% 25 2.6%
IfT wgnted to,’ I could. Neither agree nor disagree 106 10.5% 103 10.4%

easily go birdwatching o 0
in the next 12 months Agree 261 25.7% 248 25.1%
Strongly agree 521 51.4% 522 52.7%
Don't know 38 3.7% 38 3.8%
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Table 38. Perceived constraints to participating in hunting in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100

because some people expressed multiple constraints]

Unweighted Weighted
Perceived constraint (n=1,008) (n=985)

Count Percent Count Percent
Don't know/never thought about it 259 25.7% 258 26.2%
Illness or injury 118 11.7% 76 7.7%
Moral opposition/don't kill 179 17.8% 197 20.0%
No interest 183 18.2% 182 18.5%
Time constraints/work 65 6.4% 75 7.6%
No guns/equipment/skills/cost of equipment 66 6.5% 70 7.1%
Not a hunter/just don't 57 5.7% 60 6.1%
Access to land/permits/tags 54 5.4% 51 5.2%
I used to, just don't anymore 8 0.8% 6 0.6%
Nothing 37 3.7% 24 2.4%
Opposition of others 7 0.7% 6 0.6%
Other 24 2.4% 29 2.9%

Table 39. Perceived constraints to participating in birdwatching in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100

because some people expressed multiple constraints]

Unweighted Weighted
Perceived constraint (n=993) (n=972)

Count Percent Count Percent
Don't know/never thought about it 343 34.5% 337 34.7%
Illness or injury 83 8.4% 59 6.1%
No birds present 15 1.5% 15 1.5%
No interest 134 13.5% 143 14.7%
Time constraints/work 97 9.8% 109 11.2%
No knowledge 11 1.1% 6 1.5%
Lack of people to go with 8 0.8% 9 0.9%
No equipment or transportation 9 0.9% 9 0.9%
Nothing 274 27.6% 249 25.6%
Other 24 2.4% 33 3.4%
Weather/climate 20 2.0% 18 1.9%

75



Table 40. Raw data: Acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities.
[UnW, unweighted; W, weighted]

Unweighted Weighted
Type of person Degree of acquaintance
Count Percent Count Percent

Acquaintance 479 47.3% 470 47.6%

Hlllln—t?mz UnW Close friend 444 43.9% 428 43.3%
1=088 W Relative 491 48.5% 493 49.9%
No one 157 15.5% 140 14.1%

Acquaintance 318 31.6% 314 32.0%

Birdwatcher Close friend 303 30.2% 275 28.1%
E;égolof,vUnW Relative 346 34.4% 356 36.3%
No one 321 31.9% 321 32.7%

Acquaintance 269 27.0% 288 29.5%

SIS it gl Close friend 187 18.8% 199 20.3%
E;ggg [\i,nw Relative 184 18.5% 204 20.9%
No one 499 50.1% 450 46.1%

Acquaintance 294 29.3% 311 31.6%

C‘;fffrgg;i%‘g;/ Close friend 242 24.1% 251 25.5%
1=084 W Relative 191 19.0% 190 19.3%
No one 478 47.7% 437 44.4%
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Table 41. Raw data: Preferred types of wild birds.

Unweighted Weighted
Type of bird Preference
Count Percent Count Percent
Not at all preferred 90 9.0% 89 9.1%
Slightly preferred 139 13.9% 158 16.1%
W::Sf)fOWl (ducks, geese, Somewhat preferred 285 28.5% 265 27.0%
Very preferred 388 38.8% 376 38.3%
Don't know 97 9.7% 93 9.5%
Not at all preferred 97 9.8% 107 11.0%
) Slightly preferred 134 13.5% 152 15.6%
Other game birds (grouse, Somewhat preferred 242 24.4% 216 22.2%
pheasant, turkey, etc.)
Very preferred 414 41.7% 395 40.5%
Don't know 106 10.7% 104 10.7%
Not at all preferred 45 4.5% 43 4.3%
Slightly preferred 49 4.9% 57 5.7%
Hummingbirds Somewhat preferred 153 15.2% 161 16.3%
Very preferred 694 68.8% 666 67.4%
Don't know 68 6.7% 61 6.2%
Not at all preferred 77 7.7% 76 7.8%
) ) Slightly preferred 86 8.6% 96 9.8%
Wﬁg‘;ﬁ)ﬁ:d:tghoreb“ds’ Somewhat preferred 261 26.2% 245 25.0%
Very preferred 471 47.2% 467 47.8%
Don't know 102 10.2% 94 9.6%
Not at all preferred 58 5.8% 64 6.5%
) Slightly preferred 49 4.9% 45 4.6%
Blz(‘ljl:feize)y (hawks, eagles, Somewhat preferred 156 15.5% 155 45.8%
Very preferred 672 66.8% 648 66.1%
Don't know 71 7.1% 69 7.0%
Not at all preferred 68 6.8% 67 6.8%
Songbirds (warblers, Slightly preferred 99 9.9% 105 10.6%
sparrows, thrushes, Somewhat preferred 209 20.8% 190 19.3%
finches, etc.) Very preferred 548 54.5% 543 55.2%
Don't know 81 8.1% 79 8.1%
Not at all preferred 68 7.5% 71 8.0%
) ) Slightly preferred 57 6.3% 63 7.1%
Other birds (anything not Somewhat preferred 153 16.9% 144 16.2%
mentioned)
Very preferred 348 38.4% 330 37.1%
Don't know 280 30.9% 282 31.7%
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Table 42. Raw data: Participation in conservation and wildlife-related activities in the previous 12 months.

Unweighted Weighted
Activity Response
Count Percent Count Percent
Never 206 20.2% 205 20.7%
) Rarely 116 11.4% 131 13.2%
M?fi,%ﬁrd ol b e Sbsle o 263 25.8% 245 24.7%
Often 245 24.1% 229 23.1%
Very often 188 18.5% 182 18.4%
Never 597 58.8% 566 57.1%
) o Rarely 203 20.0% 210 21.2%
Volunteered to improve wildlife Sometimes 129 12.7% 131 13.2%
habitat in my community
Often 57 5.6% 52 5.3%
Very often 29 2.9% 32 3.2%
Never 448 44.0% 442 44.5%
i ) Rarely 187 18.4% 174 17.5%
HEILE0 (9 Gl il ity oy Sometimes 245 24.1% 243 24.5%
about conservation issues
Often 96 9.4% 96 9.6%
Very often 42 4.1% 38 3.8%
Never 640 62.9% 593 59.7%
Participated as an active memberina  Rarely 169 16.6% 185 18.6%
nature, outdoor, or conservation Sometimes 111 10.9% 117 11.8%
group Often 55 5.4% 58 5.8%
Very often 43 4.2% 41 4.1%
Never 453 44.5% 437 44.1%
b q Rarely 188 18.4% 193 19.5%
onated money to support . o o
wildlife/habitat conservation S 20 2RI 219 2L
Often 90 8.8% 89 9.0%
Very often 58 5.7% 57 5.8%
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Table 43. Raw data: Participation in wetlands and waterfowl conservation activities in the previous 12

months.
Unweighted Weighted
Activity Response

Count Percent Count Percent
Never 790 77.7% 760 76.9%
Worked on land improvement Rarely 112 11.0% 124 12.6%
projects related to Sometimes 73 7.2% 69 7.0%
wetlands/waterfowl conservation  (ften 33 3.2% 27 2.8%
Very often 9 0.9% 8 0.8%
Never 816 80.1% 791 79.9%
) Rarely 117 11.5% 128 12.9%
Attended meetings about g 66 6.5% 53 5.4%

wetlands/waterfowl conservation
Often 16 1.6% 16 1.6%
Very often 4 0.4% 2 0.2%
Never 810 79.8% 780 79.1%
Volunteered my personal time and ~ Rarely 109 10.7% 113 11.4%
effort to conserve Sometimes 64 6.3% 61 6.1%
wetlands/waterfowl Often 25 2.5% 27 2.8%
Very often 7 0.7% 5 0.5%
Never 815 80.0% 789 79.8%
Contacted elected officials or Rarely 107 10.5% 111 11.2%
government agencies about Sometimes 69 6.8% 60 6.0%
wetlands/waterfowl conservation  (yfien 18 1.8% 17 1.7%
Very often 10 1.0% 12 1.3%
Never 542 53.5% 550 55.7%
Voted for candidates or ballot issues ~ Rarely 80 7.9% 76 7.7%
to support wetlands/waterfowl Sometimes 179 17.7% 156 15.8%
conservation Often 117 11.5% 100 10.1%
Very often 96 9.5% 106 10.7%
Never 666 65.9% 659 66.9%
- ) Rarely 83 8.2% 83 8.4%
A‘Z)‘I’lcsgev‘i @2 Sﬁiﬁlﬁaﬁ}i@? Sometimes 129 12.8% 118 12.0%
Often 73 7.2% 65 6.5%
Very often 60 5.9% 60 6.1%
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Table 44. Raw data: Preferred channels of information on nature-related topics.

[172 people said they do not look for information about nature-related topics]

Information channel Response Unweighted Weighted
Count Percent Count Percent
Not at all preferred 301 35.2% 263 31.1%
Receive or follow online Slightly preferred 193 22.6% 205 24.2%
communications Somewhat preferred 208 24.3% 212 25.1%
Very preferred 153 17.9% 166 19.6%
Not at all preferred 160 18.7% 133 15.7%
Read or access online content Slightly preferred 156 18.2% 144 16.9%
Somewhat preferred 278 32.4% 284 33.6%
Very preferred 263 30.7% 287 33.8%
Not at all preferred 138 16.0% 140 16.6%
. . Slightly preferred 221 25.7% 233 27.5%
Read printed publications Somewhat preferred 299 34.8% 292 34.4%
Very preferred 202 23.5% 182 21.5%
Not at all preferred 118 13.7% 109 12.8%
. . . Slightly preferred 192 22.4% 187 22.1%
Watch visual media online o ) ot preferred 288 33.5% 295 34.8%
Very preferred 261 30.4% 287 30.3%
Not at all preferred 112 13.1% 132 15.5%
Watch visual media through Slightly preferred 172 20.0% 178 21.0%
cable, satellite, or network Somewhat preferred 306 35.7% 295 34.7%
Very preferred 268 31.2% 245 28.9%
Not at all preferred 563 65.8% 528 62.5%
Listen to recorded audio Slightly preferred 197 23.0% 204 24.1%
media Somewhat preferred 69 8.1% 78 9.2%
Very preferred 27 3.2% 36 4.2%
Not at all preferred 384 47.5% 384 47.3%
. . . . Slightly preferred 236 29.2% 245 30.2%
VS IOeiomets. S e 140 17.3% 134 16.5%
Very preferred 48 5.9% 48 6.0%
Not at all preferred 138 16.0% 130 15.3%
Talk with other people about  Slightly preferred 227 26.4% 209 24.6%
nature topics Somewhat preferred 312 36.2% 308 36.2%
Very preferred 184 21.4% 202 23.8%
Not at all preferred 115 14.5% 111 13.8%
. Slightly preferred 137 17.3% 120 14.9%
WHOUIPSEOIL QRSSO e 259 32.7% 266 33.1%
Very preferred 282 35.6% 306 38.1%
Not at all preferred 459 53.9% 435 51.7%
Attend educational Slightly preferred 223 26.2% 225 26.7%
opportunities Somewhat preferred 108 12.7% 109 12.9%
Very preferred 62 7.3% 74 8.8%
Not at all preferred 2 13.3% 3 21.1%
Other Slightly preferred 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Somewhat preferred 5 33.3% 3 27.0%
Very preferred 8 53.3% 6 51.9%
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Table 45. Raw data: Level of trust in information sources when looking for information on nature-related

topics.
Unweighted Weighted
Source Response
Count Percent Count Percent
Do not trust at all 91 10.4% 89 10.2%
Trust a little 154 17.5% 165 18.8%
Federal government Trust somewhat 298 33.9% 309 35.4%
Trust a lot 253 28.8% 240 27.4%
Trust completely 83 9.4% 71 8.2%
Do not trust at all 61 7.0% 62 7.1%
Trust a little 130 14.8% 134 15.3%
State government Trust somewhat 298 34.0% 313 35.8%
Trust a lot 301 34.3% 293 33.5%
Trust completely 87 9.9% 73 8.3%
Do not trust at all 43 4.9% 41 4.6%
Trust a little 123 14.0% 120 13.7%
Local government Trust somewhat 316 36.0% 326 37.2%
Trust a lot 309 35.2% 300 34.3%
Trust completely 87 9.9% 89 10.2%
Do not trust at all 48 5.4% 34 3.8%
Trust a little 95 10.8% 84 9.6%
Conservation group Trust somewhat 267 30.3% 282 32.2%
Trust a lot 327 37.1% 319 36.5%
Trust completely 144 16.3% 157 17.9%
Do not trust at all 48 5.5% 35 3.9%
L ) Trust a little 85 9.7% 77 8.8%
Universities/educational Trust somewhat 219 24.9% 217 24.8%
organizations

Trust a lot 364 41.5% 382 43.5%
Trust completely 162 18.5% 166 18.9%
Do not trust at all 163 18.6% 151 17.2%
Trust a little 220 25.1% 229 26.1%
National media/news Trust somewhat 327 37.2% 343 39.2%
Trust a lot 141 16.1% 129 14.8%
Trust completely 27 3.1% 23 2.7%
Do not trust at all 99 11.4% 100 11.5%
Trust a little 213 24.4% 208 23.9%
Local media/news Trust somewhat 358 41.1% 373 42.9%
Trust a lot 171 19.6% 158 18.2%
Trust completely 31 3.6% 31 3.5%
Do not trust at all 23 2.6% 24 2.8%
) ) ) Trust a little 71 8.0% 69 7.8%
Fr‘c‘;‘}f;;gfi‘g;‘ly’ neighbors, Trust somewhat 277 31.3% 268 30.5%
Trust a lot 365 41.2% 360 41.0%
Trust completely 150 16.9% 158 17.9%
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Table 45. Raw data: Level of trust in information sources when looking for information on nature-related
topics.—Continued

Unweighted Weighted
Source Response

Count Percent Count Percent

Do not trust at all 43 4.9% 28 3.2%

Trust a little 82 9.3% 69 7.9%

Scientific organizations Trust somewhat 221 25.0% 211 24.0%
Trust a lot 332 37.6% 344 39.1%

Trust completely 206 23.3% 227 25.9%

Do not trust at all 208 23.9% 229 26.4%

Trust a little 202 23.2% 213 24.5%

Religious organizations Trust somewhat 279 32.0% 262 30.2%
Trust a lot 131 15.0% 118 13.6%

Trust completely 51 5.9% 46 5.3%

Do not trust at all 4 21.1% 2 13.0%

Trust a little 2 10.5% 5 25.9%

Other Trust somewhat 1 5.3% 1 6.3%
Trust a lot 4 21.1% 4 22.2%

Trust completely 8 42.1% 6 32.6%

Table 46. Raw data: Knowledge of wetlands in the local community and wetlands visitation in the previous
12 months.

Unweighted Weighted
Survey item Response
Count Percent Count Percent
) Yes 787 78.3% 758 77.0%
U s @if welziodds e ny No 119 11.8% 131 13.3%
community
Don't know 99 9.9% 96 9.7%
I isited wetland Yes 576 57.4% 581 59.0%
ve vistted wetiands No 428 42.6% 404 41.0%
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Table 47. Raw data: Purpose(s) of wetlands visit(s), for those who had visited wetlands in the previous 12

months.

[Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people had multiple purposes]

Unweighted Weighted
Purpose of visit Response
Count Percent Count Percent
Enjoying nature/picnicking/ Participated in 416 70.2% 430 72.9%
nature photography Did not participate in 177 29.8% 160 27.1%
Walking/dog walking/ Participated in 432 72.8% 440 74.5%
hiking/biking Did not participate in 161 27.2% 151 25.5%
i Participated in 156 26.3% 157 26.6%
Boating . . . .
Did not participate in 437 73.7% 433 73.4%
Wildlife viewing/birdwatching/ Participated in 293 49.4% 283 48.0%
wildlife photography Did not participate in 300 50.6% 307 52.0%
o Participated in 204 34.4% 192 32.5%
Fishing . .. .
Did not participate in 389 65.6% 398 67.5%
) Participated in 109 18.4% 99 16.8%
Hunting . .. .
Did not participate in 484 81.6% 491 83.2%
Ofth Participated in 65 10.7% 56 9.5%
°r Did not participate in 527 86.7% 533 89.4%
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Table 48. Raw data: Level of concern for ecosystem services being reduced or lost in the respondent’s

community if wetlands were to disappear or be degraded.

. Unweighted Weighted
Ecosystem service Response
Count Percent Count Percent
Not at all concerned 65 6.5% 63 6.4%
. . Slightly concerned 120 12.1% 116 11.9%
Flooding protection
Somewhat concerned 260 26.1% 242 14.8%
Very concerned 550 55.3% 555 56.9%
Not at all concerned 55 5.5% 57 5.9%
. . Slightly concerned 111 11.2% 112 11.4%
Erosion protection
Somewhat concerned 277 27.9% 254 26.1%
Very concerned 550 55.4% 552 56.6%
Not at all concerned 101 10.2% 93 9.7%
Wildlife viewing and Slightly concerned 155 15.7% 157 16.3%
birdwatching Somewhat concerned 311 31.5% 319 33.1%
Very concerned 419 42.5% 393 40.9%
Not at all concerned 401 40.5% 406 41.9%
. . Slightly concerned 189 19.1% 186 19.2%
Hunting opportunities
Somewhat concerned 204 20.6% 187 19.3%
Very concerned 197 19.9% 190 19.6%
Not at all concerned 137 13.3% 112 11.7%
Storage of greenhouse gases, Sllghtly concerned 174 17.7% 165 17.1%
such as carbon Somewhat concerned 276 28.1% 280 29.0%
Very concerned 396 40.3% 407 42.2%
Not at all concerned 42 4.2% 29 3.0%
Slightly concerned 60 6.0% 55 5.6%
Clean water
Somewhat concerned 131 13.1% 117 11.9%
Very concerned 768 76.7% 777 79.5%
Not at all concerned 44 4.4% 30 3.0%
. Slightly concerned 60 6.0% 58 5.9%
Clean air
Somewhat concerned 157 15.7% 141 14.4%
Very concerned 741 74.0% 750 76.6%
Not at all concerned 45 4.5% 35 3.6%
Providing a home for Slightly concerned 75 7.5% 69 7.0%
wildlife Somewhat concerned 223 22.3% 215 21.9%
Very concerned 658 65.7% 661 67.5%
Not at all concerned 46 4.6% 42 4.3%
Providing a home for Sllghtly concerned 63 6.3% 55 5.6%
pollinators Somewhat concerned 217 21.7% 209 21.4%
Very concerned 675 67.4% 673 68.7%
Not at all concerned 130 13.0% 116 11.9%
Scenic p]aces for inspiration Sllghtly concerned 170 17.1% 178 18.3%
or spiritual renewal Somewhat concerned 280 28.1% 257 26.4%
Very concerned 417 41.8% 423 43.4%
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Table 49. Raw data: Ecosystem services about which respondents were most concerned and least

concerned.
Unweighted Weighted
Ecosystem service
Count Percent Count Percent
Flooding protection 111 13.1% | 102 12.1%
Erosion protection 24 2.8% 21 2.5%
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 22 2.6% 21 2.5%
Hunting opportunities 47 5.6% 42 5.0%
Benefit most Storage of greenhouse gases, such as carbon 30 3.5% 28 3.4%
concerned
about Clean water 258 30.5% | 262 31.1%
Clean air 74 8.7% 92 10.9%
Providing a home for wildlife 166 19.6% 158 18.8%
Providing a home for pollinators 94 11.1% 92 11.0%
Scenic places for inspiration or spiritual renewal 20 2.4% 23 2.7%
Flooding protection 38 4.6% 41 5.1%
Erosion protection 13 1.6% 13 1.6%
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 48 5.8% 52 6.4%
Hunting opportunities 437 53.0% | 458 56.4%
Benefit least Storage of greenhouse gases, such as carbon 85 10.3% 71 8.7%
concerned
about Clean water 2 0.2% 1 0.1%
Clean air 3 0.4% 1 0.2%
Providing a home for wildlife 4 0.5% 2 0.2%
Providing a home for pollinators 9 1.1% 9 1.1%
Scenic places for inspiration or spiritual renewal 185 22.5% | 165 20.3%
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Table 50. Raw data: Demographic data.

[%, percent; pop., population]

Unweighted Weighted
Demographic category

Count Percent Count Percent
18—44 (% of adults) 214 21.4% 473 47.4%
Age 45-65 (% of adults) 458 45.8% 342 34.3%
65+ (% of adults) 327 32.7% 183 18.3%
Gender Male 659 65.1% 485 48.6%
Female 353 34.9% 513 51.4%
High school degree or less 177 17.4% 147 14.7%
Education Some college or associate’s degree 308 30.3% 317 31.8%
Bachelor's degree 272 26.8% 272 27.3%
Graduate degree 259 25.5% 260 26.1%
Large urban area (pop. 500,000+) 245 24.3% 256 25.9%
Medium urban area (pop. 50,000-500,000) 227 22.5% 218 22.1%
C‘ij;gince Small city (pop. 10,000-50,000) 196 19.4% 195 19.8%
Small town (pop. 2,5000—10,000) 186 18.4% 190 19.2%
Rural (pop. <2,500) 155 15.4% 127 12.9%
Large urban area (pop. 500,000+) 224 22.5% 218 22.4%
) Medium urban area (pop. 50,000-500,000) 221 22.2% 222 22.9%
Cﬁgiﬁiﬁge Small city (pop. 10,000-50,000) 186 18.7% 195 20.0%
Small town (pop. 2,5000—10,000) 181 18.2% 181 18.6%
Rural (pop. <2,500) 183 18.4% 157 16.1%
Nature Yes 52 5.2% 40 4.1%
profession No 950 94.8% 947 95.9%
.. Hispanic 55 5.6% 62 6.4%

Ethnicity . .
Not Hispanic 921 94.4% 902 93.6%
American Indian/Alaskan 13 1.3% 18 1.9%
Asian 39 3.9% 43 4.4%
Race Black 52 5.3% 52 5.4%
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 2 0.2% 5 0.5%
White 852 86.1% 812 84.2%
Two or more 32 3.2% 35 3.7%
Northeast 203 19.7% 200 20.1%
. Midwest 285 27.7% 266 26.6%

Census region

South 320 31.1% 312 31.3%
West 222 21.6% 220 22.1%
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Appendix 4. Data by Wildlife-Related Recreation Group

This appendix contains data on responses to each question sorted according to respondents’ involvement in wildlife recreation
(hunters, anglers, wildlife viewers, or no wildlife recreation). The overall sample size is 1,017 (hunters: 183, anglers: 251, wildlife
viewers: 415, and no wildlife recreation: 168). Confidence intervals cannot be estimated because the population size of each category
is unknown. Additionally, because of the small sample sizes of some of the groups, caution should be taken when extrapolating the
results to larger populations. This sample excludes 13 people who did not respond to the questions on wildlife-related recreation
participation; therefore, the numbers found in the “all” sections here may vary slightly from values in appendix 4.

Table 51. By recreation group: Nature-related activity participation in the previous 12 months.

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count/total)

Activity - -
All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters Anglers Viewers None
Backyard/at-home nature activities 87.2%  94.0%  93.5%  90.0%  63.7% | 879/1,008  171/182  231/247  370/411  107/168
Spending time in nature away from home ~ 80.8%  94.0%  88.4%  83.2%  48.8% | 815/1,009  172/183  221/250  341/410  81/166
Viewing/feeding/photographing birds 61.0%  604%  62.9%  848%  0.0% | 615/1,008  110/182  154/245  351/414 0/167
Vlfv‘i”ﬁiri?f/efeedmg/ photographing other 65.9%  76.9%  73.0%  83.5%  0.0% | 660/1,002  140/182  181/248  339/406 0/166
Fishing 402%  83.6%  100.0% 0.0%  0.0% | 404/1,005  153/183  251/251 0/405 0/166
Hunting waterfowl 51%  282% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% | 51/993 51/181 0/243 0/402 0/167
Hunting all other game 17.4%  95.6% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% | 175/1,005  175/183 0/247 0/407 0/168
N‘;‘;‘;lé’itt‘i’::ed outdoor recreation 70.5%  83.6%  80.8%  73.0%  34.5% | 713/1,012  153/183  202/250  300/411 58/168
Motorized outdoor recreation activities 35.2% 69.6% 53.4% 19.7% 8.9% | 355/1,009 126/181 133/249 81/411 15/168
Learning about nature 66.7%  672%  69.4%  789%  32.1% | 674/1,011  123/183  172/248  325/412  54/168
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Table 52. By recreation group: Intended nature-related activity participation in the following 12 months.
- Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)

Activity Response All Hunters Anglers Viewers None All Hunters Anglers Viewers None

Backyard/at-home Not at all lik.ely 8.8% 5.0% 3.7% 6.2% 27.4% 86 9 9 25 43

nature activities Somevyhat likely 12.0% 10.1% 9.9% 12.2% 17.2% 118 18 24 49 27

Very likely 79.2% 84.9% 86.4% 81.5% 55.4% | 776 152 210 327 87

L Not at all likely 11.7% 3.9% 5.3% 8.2% 39.2% 115 7 13 33 62

Sp;f;‘;;nﬁéﬁi(‘ﬁn‘;amm Somewhat likely 20.4% 12.8% 18.9%  21.4%  28.5% | 200 23 46 86 45

Very likely 67.9% 83.2% 75.8% 70.3% 32.3% | 667 149 185 282 51

Viewing/feeding/ Not at all likely 29.8% 27.5% 29.0% 10.4% 84.4% | 290 49 69 42 130

.o Somewhat likely 20.5% 23.0% 18.1% 23.3% 13.6% 199 41 43 94 21
photographing birds .

Very likely 49.7% 49.4% 52.9% 66.3% 1.9% | 484 88 126 267 3

Viewing/feeding/ Not at all likely 26.2% 14.7% 21.7% 11.5% 83.8% | 252 26 52 45 129

photographing other Somewhat likely 24.3% 19.2% 26.7% 29.1% 14.3% 234 34 64 114 22

wildlife Very likely 49.5% 66.1% 51.7% 59.4% 1.9% | 477 117 124 233 3

Not at all likely 44.8% 7.8% 1.7% 73.2% 85.2% | 429 14 4 279 132

Fishing Somewhat likely 20.5% 17.8% 21.9% 24.1% 12.3% 196 32 53 92 19

Very likely 34.8% 74.4% 76.4% 2.6% 2.6% | 333 134 185 10 4

Not at all likely 85.6% 48.9% 89.7% 95.6% 96.7% | 810 86 209 367 148

Hunting waterfowl Somewhat likely 8.8% 23.9% 9.0% 3.9% 3.3% 83 42 21 15 5

Very likely 5.6% 27.3% 1.3% 0.5% 0.0% 53 48 3 2 0

Not at all likely 75.8% 2.2% 85.7% 95.3% 96.1% | 725 4 204 368 149

Hunting all other game  Somewhat likely 8.0% 14.6% 12.2% 4.1% 3.9% 77 26 29 16 6

Very likely 16.2% 83.1% 2.1% 0.5% 0.0% 155 148 5 2 6

Nonmotorized outdoor Not at all likely 21.6% 9.0% 13.4% 18.5% 55.7% | 209 16 32 73 88

. o Somewhat likely 20.3% 19.1% 20.1% 21.6% 19.0% 197 34 48 85 30
recreation activities X

Very likely 58.1% 71.9% 66.5% 59.9% 253% | 563 128 159 236 40

Motorized outdoor Not at all likely 49.4% 22.3% 30.4% 60.7% 80.9% | 478 40 73 238 127

) . Somewhat likely 20.9% 14.0% 27.1% 23.5% 12.7% | 202 25 65 92 20
recreation activities .

Very likely 29.8% 63.7% 42.5% 15.8% 6.4% | 288 114 102 62 10

Not at all likely 23.4% 19.7% 21.3% 13.8% 55.1% | 227 35 51 55 86

Learning about nature Somewhat likely 29.0% 29.2% 29.3% 30.4% 25.0% 282 52 70 121 39

Very likely 47.6% 51.1% 49.4% 55.8% 19.9% | 462 91 118 222 31
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Table 53. By recreation group: Hunting and birdwatching attitudes.

At Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
titude All Hunters Anglers Viewers None All Hunters Anglers Viewers None
Hunting
Very/somewhat unpleasant 48.3% 1.7% 43.9% 65.9% 63.8% 465 3 104 261 97
Neither 20.1% 5.6% 27.8% 20.2% 25.0% 194 10 66 80 38
Very/somewhat pleasant 31.6% 92.7% 28.3% 13.9% 11.2% 304 165 67 55 17
Very/somewhat boring 38.1% 3.0% 31.1% 49.1% 58.4% 353 5 70 188 90
Neither 26.2% 6.1% 32.0% 30.5% 28.6% 243 10 72 117 44
Very/somewhat interesting 35.7% 90.9% 36.9% 20.4% 13.0% 331 150 83 78 20
Birdwatching
Very/somewhat unpleasant 14.2% 17.6% 11.7% 5.8% 37.2% 135 31 27 23 54
Neither 19.9% 22.7% 22.9% 11.1% 35.9% 189 40 53 44 52
Very/somewhat pleasant 65.9% 59.7% 65.4% 83.1% 26.9% 625 105 151 330 39
Very/somewhat boring 24.7% 26.2% 21.3% 14.2% 54.1% 234 44 50 55 85
Neither 14.8% 19.0% 13.2% 10.9% 22.3% 140 32 31 42 35
Very/somewhat interesting 60.5% 54.8% 65.5% 74.9% 23.6% 572 92 154 289 37
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Table 54. By recreation group: Perceived behavioral control and subjective norms for hunting and birdwatching.
[“Disagree” also includes “Strongly disagree” responses and “Agree” also includes “Strongly agree” responses]

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

Control or norm Response - -
All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None Al Hunters Anglers Viewers None
I I—— 30.3% 1%  251%  443%  36.1% | 306 2 63 181 60
support my hunting in the Neither/Don’t know 28.0% 5.5% 28.3% 31.8% 43.4% | 283 10 71 130 72
next 12 months Agree 41.6%  93.4%  46.6%  24.0%  20.5% | 420 171 117 98 34
¢ | " Disagree 29.1% 3.9% 20.8% 39.0% 45.1% | 291 7 52 159 73
fflwaned (o, [could Ay 80 Nojperpomtknow  15.9%  22%  152%  17.9%  27.2% | 159 4 38 73 44

unting in the next 12 months

Agree 55.0% 93.9% 64.0% 43.1% 27.8% | 550 169 160 176 45
el haaper to e wols) | DIEES 8.8% 4.9% 8.4% 56%  21.8% | 89 9 21 23 36
support my birdwatching in Neither/Don’t know 23.3% 29.5% 19.6% 15.5% 41.8% | 236 54 49 64 69
the next 12 months Agree 67.9%  65.6%  72.0%  789%  36.4% | 686 120 180 326 60
If 1 wanted to, T could casily go  Disagree 8.7% 6.0% 4.8% 53%  26.1% | 88 11 12 22 43
birdwatching in the next 12 Neither/Don’t know 14.2% 15.9% 12.4% 7.8% 30.9% | 143 29 31 32 51
months Agree 77.1% 78.0% 82.8% 86.9% 43.0% | 778 142 207 358 71
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Table 55. By recreation group: Perceived constraints to participating in hunting in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people expressed multiple

constraints]

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

Percelved constraint All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None (n=’1A,I(I)03) I(-Inu=n1t;;? ':1192';6? \(Ir'lig::? (r:‘l=°1n($e5)
Don't know/never thought about it 25.6% 23.2% 26.0% 21.4% 38.2% | 257 41 65 88 63
Illness or injury 11.7% 32.8% 9.2% 6.1% 6.7% | 117 58 23 25 11
Moral opposition/don't kill 17.8% 0.6% 15.2% 28.0% 152% | 179 1 38 115 25
No interest 18.0% 0.0% 18.0% 25.1% 20.0% | 181 0 45 103 33
Time constraints/work 6.5% 13.6% 7.6% 3.2% 5.5% 65 24 19 13 9
No guns/equipment/skills/cost of 6.6%  0.0%  7.6%  T8%  9.1%| 66 0 19 32 15
equipment
Not a hunter/just don't 5.7% 0.0% 4.8% 8.8% 5.5% 57 0 12 36 9
Access to land/permits/tags 5.4% 14.7% 6.8% 1.9% 1.8% 54 26 17 8 3
I used to, just don't anymore 0.8% 0.0% 1.2% 0.7% 1.2% 8 0 3 3 2
Nothing 3.7% 12.4% 3.6% 1.2% 0.6% 37 22 9 5 1
Opposition of others 0.7% 0.6% 1.2% 0.5% 0.6% 7 1 3 2 1
Other 2.4% 3.4% 4.4% 1.5% 0.6% 24 6 11 6 1

91



Table 56. By recreation group: Perceived constraints to participating in birdwatching in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people expressed multiple

constraints]
Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)

Percelved constraint All Hunters Anglers  Viewers None (n:9"89) I(-Inu=n1t;;? 21“=92IZS \(Irlli‘fllg;? (r:‘l=°1|16%)
Don't know/never thought about it 34.5% 39.5% 38.2% 24.3% 48.5% 341 70 94 98 79
Illness or injury 8.4% 12.4% 8.1% 7.4% 6.7% 83 22 20 30 11
No birds present 1.5% 1.1% 1.2% 2.5% 0.0% 15 2 3 10 0
No interest 13.5% 10.7% 13.4% 9.7% 25.8% 134 19 33 39 42
Time constraints/work 9.8% 7.9% 8.9% 11.4% 9.2% 97 14 22 46 15
No knowledge 1.1% 1.1% 1.2% 1.0% 1.2% 11 2 3 4 2
Lack of people to go with 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.6% 8 0 0 7 1
No equipment or transportation 0.9% 0.6% 0.8% 0.7% 1.8% 9 1 2 3 3
Nothing 27.6% 22.6% 26.8% 38.5% 7.4% 273 40 66 155 12
Other 2.4% 3.4% 2.0% 2.7% 1.2% 24 6 5 11 2
Weather/climate 2.0% 2.3% 1.6% 3.0% 0.0% 20 4 4 12 0

Table 57. By recreation group: Acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities.
Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
Type of person
All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunter Anglers Viewers None

Hunter 84.5% 98.9% 90.0% 82.3% 66.7% 848/1003 177/179 224/249 335/407 112/168
Birdwatcher 68.4% 67.6% 74.4% 80.7% 29.7% 681/996 119/176 183/246 330/409 49/165
Wildlife photographer 50.1% 63.6% 54.5% 55.7% 16.2% 495/988 110/173 133/244 225/404 27/167
Conservationist 52.6% 62.3% 56.1% 58.2% 23.4% 523/995 109/175 137/244 238/409 39/167
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Table 58. By recreation group: Preferred types of wild birds.

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

Type of bird Preference

All Hunters Anglers Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None

Not or slightly 22.9% 16.6% 16.5% 23.4% 37.7% 227 29 40 95 63

Waterfowl Somewhat or very 67.5% 77.7% 74.8% 72.2% 34.7% 668 136 181 293 58
Don't know 9.6% 5.7% 8.7% 4.4% 27.5% 95 10 21 18 46

Not or slightly 23.3% 6.3% 18.5% 26.7% 39.8% 229 11 44 108 66

Other game birds Somewhat or very 66.2% 90.3% 71.8% 67.1% 30.1% 651 159 171 271 50
Don't know 10.6% 3.4% 9.7% 6.2% 30.1% 104 6 23 25 50

Not or slightly 9.2% 14.6% 5.3% 2.9% 24.4% 92 26 13 12 41

Hummingbirds Somewhat or very 84.1% 81.5% 90.2% 94.8% 51.8% 840 145 222 386 87
Don't know 6.7% 3.9% 4.5% 2.2% 23.8% 67 7 11 9 40

Not or slightly 16.2% 22.0% 10.8% 11.4% 29.7% 160 39 26 46 49

Water birds Somewhat or very 73.7% 71.2% 80.5% 83.9% 41.2% 727 126 194 339 68
Don't know 10.1% 6.8% 8.7% 4.7% 29.1% 100 12 21 19 48

Not or slightly 10.5% 12.9% 5.3% 7.4% 23.4% 105 23 13 30 39

Birds of prey Somewhat or very 82.5% 83.1% 89.8% 90.4% 52.1% 822 148 219 368 87
Don't know 6.9% 3.9% 4.9% 2.2% 24.6% 69 7 12 9 41

Not or slightly 16.5% 22.2% 12.8% 9.5% 33.3% 164 39 31 39 55

Songbirds Somewhat or very 75.5% 73.9% 80.7% 87.6% 39.4% 751 130 196 360 65
Don't know 8.0% 4.0% 6.6% 2.9% 27.3% 80 7 16 12 45
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Table 59. By recreation group: Participation in conservation and wildlife-related activities in the previous 12 months.

Activity

Response

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None Al Hunters Anglers Viewers None

Never 20.1% 11.8% 12.8% 14.3% 54.2% | 203 21 32 59 91

ALTRIS Iy 7 o 7 GO  ne 37.4%  382%  404%  367%  339% | 377 68 101 151 57

desirable to wildlife

Often/very often 42.5% 50.0% 46.8% 49.0% 11.9% | 428 89 117 202 20

Volunteered to improve Never 58.6% 43.5% 54.6% 57.4% 83.3% | 589 77 136 236 140

wildlife habitat in my Rarely/sometimes 32.9% 40.7% 35.7% 35.5% 14.3% | 331 72 89 146 24

community Often/very often 8.5% 15.8% 9.6% 7.1% 2.4% 85 28 24 29 4

Talked to others in my Never 43.8% 26.4% 43.0% 38.1% 77.2% | 441 47 108 157 129

community about Rarely/sometimes 42.7% 50.0% 43.0% 48.8% 19.2% | 430 89 108 201 32

conservation issues Often/very often 13.6%  23.6%  13.9%  13.1% 3.6% | 137 42 35 54 6

Participated as an active Never 62.7% 48.6% 59.3% 60.5% 88.1% | 632 87 147 250 148

member in a nature, outdoor,  Rarely/sometimes 27.7% 34.6% 30.6% 30.0% 10.1% 279 62 76 124 17

or conservation group Often/very often 9.6% 16.8% 10.1% 9.4% 1.8% 97 30 25 39 3

Never 44.3% 29.2% 40.4% 40.4% 75.6% | 447 52 101 167 127

Donated money to support Rarely/sometimes 41.1%  444%  45.6%  448%  22.0% | 415 79 114 185 37
wildlife/habitat conservation

Often/very often 14.6% 26.4% 14.0% 14.8% 2.4% | 147 47 35 61 4
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Table 60. By recreation group: Participation in wetlands and waterfowl conservation activities (rarely, sometimes, often, or very often) in the

previous 12 months.

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

Activity
All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None
Worked on land improvement projects
related to wetlands/waterfowl 22.5% 36.3% 26.0% 19.8% 9.0% | 226/1,006 65/179 65/250 81/410 15/167
conservation
Attended meetings about
. 20.1% 34.6% 23.9% 18.0% 4.2% | 203/1,008 62/179 60/251 74/410 7/168
wetlands/waterfowl conservation
Volunteered my personal time and effort ) 4o, 3780 2379, 18.8%  7.2% | 205/1,004 57179 59249  77/409  12/167
to conserve wetlands/waterfowl
Contacted elected officials or government
agencies about wetlands/waterfowl 20.2% 29.6% 22.3% 20.2% 7.1% | 204/1,008 53/179 56/251 83/410 12/168
conservation
Voted for candidates or ballot issues to
support wetlands/waterfowl 46.8% 56.5% 51.4% 48.8% 24.6% | 469/1,003  100/177  129/251  199/408 41/167
conservation
Advocated for political action to conserve 3 300 45 600 37205 36.5%  16.1% | 343/1,000  75/176 93250  148/406  27/168

wetlands/waterfowl

95



Table 61. By recreation group: Preferred channels of information on nature-related topics (somewhat or very preferred).

Information channel

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None

Receive or follow online communications 42.1% 51.8% 49.5% 38.5% 23.8% | 357/847 86/166  108/218  138/358 25/105
Read or access online content 63.4% 67.5% 68.2% 65.6% 39.0% | 538/849  112/166  150/220  235/358 41/105
Read printed publications 58.1% 69.0% 59.4% 61.1% 28.0% | 495/852  116/168 129/217  220/360 30/107
Watch visual media online 64.4% 73.5% 68.5% 66.2% 35.2% | 548/851 122/166  150/219  239/361 37/105
W:‘;f:lﬁtl:uilr?;f;irtﬁmugh cable, 674%  75.0%  71.7%  68.1%  43.7% | 573/850 126/168  157/219  245/360  45/103
Listen to recorded audio media 11.3% 9.0% 17.9% 10.6% 3.9% 96/848 15/167 39/218 38/360 4/103
Listen to live audio media 23.5% 24.8% 26.8% 24.3% 10.6% | 188/801 40/161 55/205 83/341 10/94

Talk with other people about nature topics 57.9% 70.1% 62.6% 57.9% 29.2% | 494/853 117/167  137/219  209/361 31/106
Through personal experience 68.6% 80.1% 70.0% 72.0% 35.1% | 539/786  117/146  142/203  247/343 33/94

Attend educational opportunities 20.1% 23.0% 22.1% 21.2% 7.7% | 170/844 38/165 48/217 76/358 8/104
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Table 62. By recreation group: Level of trust in information sources when looking for information on nature-related topics.
Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
Source Response

All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers  None

Do not trust/trust a little 27.7% 35.4% 23.9% 26.1%  29.2% | 241 58 52 96 35

Federal government Trust somewhat 34.0% 41.5% 36.2% 302%  31.7% | 296 68 79 111 38
Trust a lot/completely 38.3% 23.2% 39.9% 43.8% 39.2% | 333 38 87 161 47

Do not trust/trust a little 21.8% 25.2% 19.4% 20.9% 24.2% | 189 41 42 77 29

State government Trust somewhat 34.2% 39.3% 35.5% 313%  34.2% | 297 64 77 115 41
Trust a lot/completely 44.0% 35.6% 45.2% 47.8% 41.7% | 382 58 98 176 50

Do not trust/trust a little 18.9% 22.7% 12.4% 189% 254% | 164 37 27 70 30

Local government Trust somewhat 36.1% 38.7% 37.2% 34.6% 35.6% | 314 63 81 128 42
Trust a lot/completely 45.0% 38.7% 50.5% 46.5%  39.0% | 391 63 110 172 46

Do not trust/trust a little 16.2% 19.0% 17.8% 11.8%  22.9% | 141 31 39 44 27

Conservation groups Trust somewhat 30.3% 33.1% 27.4% 29.0%  35.6% | 264 54 60 108 42
Trust a lot/completely 53.6% 47.9% 54.8% 59.1% 41.5% | 467 78 120 220 49

. o ) Do not trust/trust a little 15.0% 24.8% 11.0% 10.8%  21.6% | 130 41 24 40 25
Ul;lrvgfztsziffsuca“onal Trust somewhat 247%  261%  279%  222% 25.0% | 215 43 61 82 29
Trust a lot/completely 60.3% 49.1% 61.2% 66.9%  53.4% | 524 81 134 247 62

Do not trust/trust a little 43.4% 61.3% 42.0% 36.1%  43.7% | 377 100 92 133 52

National media/news Trust somewhat 37.4% 31.3% 39.3% 383% 39.5% | 325 51 86 141 47
Trust a lot/completely 19.2% 7.4% 18.7% 25.5% 16.8% | 167 12 41 94 20

Do not trust/trust a little 35.6% 45.7% 33.0% 314%  39.8% | 308 74 72 115 47

Local media/news Trust somewhat 41.1% 35.8% 43.1% 42.9%  39.0% | 355 58 94 157 46
Trust a lot/completely 23.3% 18.5% 23.9% 25.7%  21.2% | 201 30 52 94 25

Do not trust/trust a little 10.6% 3.6% 8.6% 11.8%  20.0% 93 6 19 44 24

Friends, family, Trust somewhat 309%  23.0%  29.1%  32.5%  40.0% | 271 38 64 121 48

neighbors, colleagues

Trust a lot/completely 58.5% 73.3% 62.3% 55.6%  40.0% | 513 121 137 207 48

Do not trust/trust a little 14.1% 18.2% 11.3% 11.1% 229% | 123 30 25 41 27

Scientific organizations Trust somewhat 24.9% 30.9% 24.0% 20.8% 31.4% | 218 51 53 77 37
Trust a lot/completely 61.0% 50.9% 64.7% 68.2% 45.8% | 534 84 143 253 54
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Table 62. By recreation group: Level of trust in information sources when looking for information on nature-related topics.—Continued

Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
Source Response
All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers Viewers  None
Do not trust/trust a little 47.1% 39.6% 46.1% 50.4%  48.7% | 406 63 101 185 57
Religious organizations Trust somewhat 32.1% 36.5% 32.4% 313%  28.2% | 277 58 71 115 33
Trust a lot/completely 20.8% 23.9% 21.5% 18.3% 23.1% | 179 38 47 67 27
Table 63. By recreation group: Knowledge of wetlands in the local community and wetlands visitation in the previous 12 months.
Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
Survey item Response All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None
- R ) Yes 78.4% 91.6% 82.4% 80.7% 52.7% 780 164 202 326 88
SI7ENTEIEEEm - o 11.8% 5.0% 9.0%  124%  21.6% | 117 9 22 50 36
my community
Don't know 9.8% 3.4% 8.6% 6.9% 25.7% 98 6 21 28 43
. Yes 57.7% 76.0% 64.2% 60.2% 21.8% 574 136 158 244 36
I've visited wetlands
No 42.3% 24.0% 35.8% 39.8% 78.2% 421 43 88 161 129
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Table 64. By recreation group: Purpose(s) of wetlands visit(s), for those who had visited wetlands in the previous 12 months.
[Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people had multiple purposes]

p fyisit Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
urpose ofr visi

All Hunters Anglers Viewers None All Hunters Anglers Viewers None
Enégty‘u;‘egp‘;f‘gg; E;Cl?;kmg/ 70.0% 63.5% 71.2% 76.6% 44.7% 413 87 116 193 17
Wﬁigﬁgﬁ?kghf;alkmg/ 72.7% 67.2% 71.8% 76.2% 73.7% 429 92 117 192 28
Boating 26.3% 41.6% 33.1% 14.7% 18.4% 155 57 54 37 7
W&?ﬁé{flesmgg; F;;%V;’amhmg/ 49.7% 46.0% 48.5% 58.7% 7.9% 293 63 79 148 3
Fishing 34.4% 70.8% 57.1% 4.8% 2.6% 203 97 93 12
Hunting 18.5% 75.9% 2.5% 0.4% 0.0% 109 104 4 1 0
Other 2.2% 2.8% 1.2% 1.6% 7.3% 13 4 2 4 3
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Table 65. By recreation group: Percent of respondents who would be somewhat or very concerned about ecosystem services being reduced
or lost if wetlands were to disappear or be degraded.

Ecosystem service

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count/total)

All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters Anglers Viewers None
Flooding protection 81.7%  747%  85.8%  85.4%  74.1% | 804/984  133/178  206/240  345/404  120/162
Erosion protection 83.5%  78.5%  88.0%  88.8%  69.1% | 820/982  139/177  213/242  356/401  112/162
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 743%  73.1%  77.7%  83.8%  46.6% | 725/976  128/175  185/238  337/402  75/161
Hunting opportunities 40.4%  88.7%  46.4%  22.5%  23.2% | 396/980  157/177  111/239  90/400  38/164
Stzg;ﬁz;’f greenhouse gases, such as 68.6%  62.7%  T22%  75.8%  52.4% | 668/974  111/177 171237  300/396 86/164
Clean water 90.0%  86.6%  93.4%  92.8% 81.8% | 891/990  155/179  225/241  376/405  135/165
Clean air 89.8%  86.6%  93.4%  92.6%  81.1% | 890/991  155/179  227/243  375/405  133/164
Providing a home for wildlife 88.3%  89.8%  92.6%  923%  70.1% | 874/990  159/177  226/244  374/405  115/164
Providing a home for pollinators 89.3%  882%  94.6%  93.1%  73.0% | 884/990  157/178  229/242  379/407  119/163
Sesit pllawes o dspuiiion o gl 70.1%  633%  73.8%  77.3%  54.3% | 692/987  112/177 177240  314/406 89/164

renewal
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Table 66. By recreation group: Ecosystem services about which respondents were most concerned and least concerned.

Recreation group (percentage) Recreation group (count)
Ecosystem service . All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers  None
All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None (n=840)  (n=153) (n=203) (n=358)  (n=126)
Flooding protection 13.2% 9.2% 17.2% 11.7% 15.9% | 111 14 35 42 20
Erosion protection 2.5% 3.9% 2.5% 1.7% 3.2% 21 6 5 6 4
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 2.6% 2.6% 2.0% 3.9% 0.0% 22 4 4 14 0
Hunting opportunities 5.6% 26.1% 1.5% 0.8% 0.8% 47 40 3 3 1
Benefit most o8 of greenhouse gases, such 3.6% 33% 2.0% 42%  48% | 30 5 4 15 6
as carbon
concerned
about Clean water 30.6% 255%  30.5%  29.1%  41.3% | 257 39 62 104 52
Clean air 8.7% 3.9% 10.8% 9.5% 8.7% 73 6 22 34 11
Providing a home for wildlife 19.6% 18.3% 18.2% 23.5% 12.7% 165 28 37 84 16
Providing a home for pollinators 11.2% 5.9% 12.8% 12.8% 10.3% 94 9 26 46 13
Scenic places for inspiration or 2.4% 1.3% 2.5% 28%  24% | 20 2 5 10 3
spiritual renewal
. . All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None
Ecosystem service All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None (n=819)  (n=147) (n=199) (n=351)  (n=122)
Flooding protection 4.6% 10.2% 4.5% 3.4% 1.6% 38 15 9 12 2
Erosion protection 1.5% 2.7% 1.5% 0.0% 4.1% 12 4 3 0 5
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 5.7% 7.5% 7.5% 1.1% 13.9% 47 11 15 4 17
Hunting opportunities 53.2% 6.8% 52.8% 73.5% 51.6% | 436 10 105 258 63
Benefit least St‘;rsafaergg freenhouse gases, such 10.3% 20.4% 8.5% 71%  9.8% | 84 30 17 25 12
concerned
about Clean water 0.2% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0%  0.0% 2 1 1 0 0
Clean air 0.4% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3 3 0 0 0
Providing a home for wildlife 0.5% 2.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 4 3 0 1 0
Providing a home for pollinators 1.1% 4.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.8% 9 6 1 1 1
SC:S;; tﬂﬁcf:ni‘zigsP‘ra“on o 22.5% 43.5%  24.1%  142%  18.0% | 184 64 48 50 22
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Table 67. By recreation group: Demographic data.

[%, percent; pop., population]

Demographic category

Recreation group (percentage)

Recreation group (count)

All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None All Hunters  Anglers  Viewers None
18-44 (% of adults) 21.5% 24.0% 24.1% 19.4% 20.4% 213 43 58 79 33
Age 45-64 (% of adults) 46.2% 48.0% 51.9% 44.0% 41.4% 457 86 125 179 67
65+ (% of adults) 32.3% 27.9% 24.1% 36.6% 38.3% 319 50 58 149 62
Gend Male 65.2% 86.1% 70.9% 51.7% 67.5% | 653 155 175 213 110
ender
Female 34.8% 13.9% 29.1% 48.3% 32.5% 349 25 72 199 53
H‘lgezss‘;h"d (Lea 17.4%  22.7%  193%  124%  21.5% | 175 41 48 51 35
Education Sogfoz?;i:?:(;’ergme 302%  392%  28.5%  27.9%  28.8% | 304 71 71 115 47
Bachelor's degree 26.8% 21.0% 25.3% 31.1% 24.5% 269 38 63 128 40
Graduate degree 25.6% 17.1% 26.9% 28.6% 25.2% 257 31 67 118 41
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 46.8% 25.6% 49.2% 50.9% 56.8% 468 46 122 208 92
Currgnt Urban cluster (pop. o o o o o
residence 2,500-50,000) 37.8% 43.3% 36.7% 37.4% 34.6% 378 78 91 153 56
Rural (pop. <2,500) 153%  31.1%  14.1% 11.7% 8.6% | 153 56 35 48 14
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 44.6% 23.6% 43.7% 49.9% 56.3% 439 42 107 201 89
Chlld.hOOd Urban cluster (pop. o o o o o
residence 2,500-50,000) 37.0% 42.1% 39.2% 35.7% 31.0% 364 75 96 144 49
Rural (pop. <2,500) 18.4% 34.3% 17.1% 14.4% 12.7% 181 61 42 58 20
Ethnicit Hispanic 5.7% 5.8% 7.6% 4.5% 5.8% 55 10 18 18 9
Y Not Hispanic 94.3% 94.2% 92.4% 95.5% 94.2% 912 163 218 385 146
R White (only) 86.1% 89.3% 89.1% 87.8% 73.8% 842 159 212 353 118
ace
Not White or 2+ 13.9% 10.7% 10.9% 12.2% 26.3% 136 19 26 49 42
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Appendix 5. Data by Flyway

This appendix contains data on responses to each question sorted according to the flyway in which respondents live. The
overall sample size is 1,030 (Atlantic Flyway: 391, Mississippi Flyway: 329, Central Flyway: 126, and Pacific Flyway: 184).
Confidence intervals cannot be estimated because the population size of each category is unknown. Additionally, because of the small
sample sizes of some of the groups, caution should be taken when extrapolating the results to larger populations.

Table 68. By flyway: Nature-related activity participation in the previous 12 months.

Activit Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Clivi
y All Atlantic  Mississippi Central  Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific
Ba:glyjlrtfé :t'home nature 87.2%  86.8%  87.7% 87.2%  87.2% | 880/1,009  336/387  279/318 109/125  156/179
Spf‘;r;‘ril‘lnhgotl;fe In nature away 80.8%  80.8%  81.2% 81.6%  79.4% | 815/1,000  311/385  259/319 102/125  143/180
V‘givrv(‘irslg/ feeding/ photographing ¢, 0. 65300 62.3% 50.4%  57.0% | 615/1,008  252/386  198/318 63/125  102/179
Viewing/feeding/ photographing 5 g0 7700 64,49 653%  64.8% | 660/1,002 262387  203/315 R1/124  114/176
other wildlife

Fishing 402%  382%  42.1% 48.4%  35.4% | 404/1,005  147/385  134/318 60/124  63/178
Hunting waterfowl 5.1% 4.5% 5.4% 81%  4.0% | 51/993 17380  17/315 10/123 7/175
Hunting all other game 17.4%  152%  20.0% 24.8%  12.4% | 175/1,005 59/387  63/315 31/125  22/178
N‘:é?é’itt?::ed outdoor recreation 4 so. 70600 69.4% 68.8%  732% | 713/1,012  274/388  222/320 86/125  131/179
Mgz‘t’iriizggsoutdoor recreation 352%  32.9%  41.4% 39.2%  263% | 355/1,009  127/386  132/319 49/125  47/179
Learning about nature 66.7%  693%  65.6% 64.8%  642% | 674/1,011  268/387  210/320 81/125  115/179
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Table 69. By flyway: Intended nature-related activity participation in the following 12 months.
Flyway (percentage Flyway (count
Activity Response i y(p' =Ted ) — N y.( , .) =
All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific
Not at all likely 8.7% 7.7% 7.9% 10.7% 11.2% 86 29 25 13 19
Ba:;‘nyfr‘zd; 2;33;2: Somewhat likely 12.0%  14.5% 9.8% 10.7%  112% | 118 55 31 13 19
Very likely 79.3% 77.8% 82.2% 78.5% 77.6% | 781 295 259 95 132
Shending fime in nat Not at all likely 11.8% 10.6% 11.9% 13.1% 12.9% | 116 40 38 16 22
p;;l/am%ml;ni(‘)?n‘;a W€ Somewhat likely 205%  22.1%  21.7% 18.9%  15.8% | 202 83 69 23 27
Y Very likely 67.8% 67.3% 66.4% 68.0% 71.3% | 669 253 211 83 122
st Not at all likely 29.9% 27.0% 30.3% 36.9% 30.4% | 292 101 95 45 51
lewing/teeding . o o o o o
photographing birds SOme\yhat likely 20.3% 17.9% 19.4% 24.6% 24.4% | 199 67 61 30 41
Very likely 49.8% 55.1% 50.3% 38.5% 452% | 487 206 158 47 76
Viewing/feeding/ Not at all likely 26.2% 23.5% 28.3% 31.7% 24.7% | 254 87 88 38 41
photographing other =~ Somewhat likely 24.3% 22.9% 23.8% 25.0% 27.7% | 235 85 74 30 46
wildlife Very likely 49.5% 53.6%  47.9% 43.3% 47.6% | 479 199 149 52 79
Not at all likely 44.9% 49.6%  42.6% 32.5% 473% | 432 184 130 39 79
Fishing Somewhat likely 20.4% 16.7% 21.3% 25.8% 22.8% | 196 62 65 31 38
Very likely 34.8% 33.7% 36.1% 41.7% 29.9% | 335 125 110 50 50
Not at all likely 85.7% 86.5% 86.0% 79.7% 87.7% | 815 314 264 94 143
Hunting waterfowl Somewhat likely 8.7% 8.8% 7.5% 11.0% 9.2% 83 32 23 13 15
Very likely 5.6% 4.7% 6.5% 9.3% 3.1% 53 17 20 11 5
Not at all likely 75.8% 77.4% 74.4% 67.5% 80.6% | 729 285 230 81 133
Hunting all other game  Somewhat likely 8.0% 7.9% 6.1% 10.0% 10.3% 77 29 19 12 17
Very likely 16.2% 14.7% 19.4% 22.5% 9.1% | 156 54 60 27 15
_ Not at all likely 21.6% 209%  21.2% 24.8% 21.3% | 210 78 66 30 36
Nonmotorized outdoor g 0 iy 204%  19.6%  21.2% 25.6%  17.2% | 199 73 66 31 29
recreation activities X
Very likely 58.0% 59.5% 57.6% 49.6% 61.5% | 565 222 179 60 104
Motorized outd Not at all likely 49.5% 524%  44.1% 45.9% 55.7% | 481 195 137 56 93
otorized outdoot. Somewhat likely 20.8%  19.6%  20.9% 23.0%  21.6% | 202 73 65 28 36
recreation activities .
Very likely 29.7% 28.0% 35.0% 31.1% 22.8% | 289 104 109 38 38
Not at all likely 23.5% 21.1%  24.7% 25.6% 24.9% | 229 79 77 31 42
Learning about nature Somewhat likely 28.9% 27.5% 29.2% 33.9% 27.8% | 282 103 91 41 47
Very likely 47.6% 513%  462% 40.5% 47.3% | 465 192 144 49 80

104



Table 70. By flyway: Hunting and birdwatching attitudes.

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Attitude
All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific
Hunting
Very/somewhat unpleasant 48.2% 55.3% 41.4% 34.7% 54.7% 466 203 127 42 94
Neither 20.2% 18.3% 22.5% 22.3% 18.6% 195 67 69 27 32
Very/somewhat pleasant 31.6% 26.4% 36.2% 43.0% 26.7% 306 97 111 52 46
Very/somewhat boring 38.0% 42.1% 35.7% 28.1% 40.5% 354 149 107 32 66
Neither 26.2% 24.3% 28.3% 24.6% 27.6% 244 86 85 28 45
Very/somewhat interesting 35.8% 33.6% 36.0% 47.4% 31.9% 333 119 108 54 52
Birdwatching
Very/somewhat unpleasant 14.4% 11.7% 16.5% 16.1% 15.2% 137 42 50 19 26
Neither 19.9% 19.2% 18.8% 22.0% 21.6% 189 69 57 26 37
Very/somewhat pleasant 65.8% 69.2% 64.7% 61.9% 63.2% 626 249 196 73 108
Very/somewhat boring 24.9% 22.4% 26.3% 28.8% 25.2% 237 81 81 34 41
Neither 14.7% 12.7% 15.3% 17.8% 16.0% 140 46 47 21 26
Very/somewhat interesting 60.4% 64.9% 58.4% 53.4% 58.9% 574 235 180 63 96
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Table 71. By flyway: Perceived behavioral control and subjective norms for hunting and birdwatching.
Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Control or norm Response
All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central  Pacific

Peop]e important to me Disagree 30.3% 33.2% 26.6% 20.0% 37.8% 307 128 86 25 68

g"“l.d support my Neither/Dont o 1o 30104 26.6% 232%  30.0% | 285 116 86 29 54

unting in the next 12 know
months Agree 41.6%  36.8%  46.7% 56.8%  322% | 422 142 151 71 58
Disagree 29.1%  30.8%  25.3% 20.3%  383% | 292 118 82 25 67

If I wanted to, I could Neither/Don’t

easily go hunting in the Know 15.8% 16.7% 15.4% 11.4% 17.7% | 159 64 50 14 31

t 12 month

fiext 1< MOt Agree 55.1%  52.5%  59.3% 683% 44.0% | 554 201 192 84 77
People important to me Disagree 8.9% 7.3% 9.2% 9.6% 11.1% | 90 28 30 12 20

would support my Neither/Don’t o o o o o

birdwaching in the next  know 23.4%  22.8%  252% 24.8%  20.6% | 238 88 82 31 37

12 months Agree 67.7%  69.9%  65.5% 65.6% 683% | 688 270 213 82 123

Disagree 8.7% 6.5%  10.2% 8.0% 112% | 88 25 33 10 20

If I wanted to, I could Neither/Don’t

easily go birdwatching Kriow 142%  13.4%  13.9% 16.0% 152% | 144 52 45 20 27

in th t12 th

1 e fiext T2 MOlts - A gree 77.1%  80.1%  75.9% 76.0% 73.6% | 782 310 246 95 131
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Table 72. By flyway: Perceived constraints to participating in hunting in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people expressed multiple
constraints]

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Percelved constraint All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific (n=?,|(I308) ?‘:':3';;;()’ Ml(sr:g;;r;pl (?Ie:;tzr;; {:,iﬁ';'é’,
Don't know/never thought about it 25.7% 23.0% 25.1% 29.5%  30.1% | 259 89 81 36 53
Illness or injury 11.7% 10.1% 12.7% 20.5% 74% | 118 39 41 25 13
Moral opposition/don't kill 17.8% 20.4% 13.3% 16.4% 21.0% | 179 79 43 20 37
No interest 18.2% 21.7% 17.3% 11.5% 16.5% | 183 84 56 14 29
Time constraints/work 6.4% 5.9% 9.0% 4.9% 4.0% 65 23 29 6 7
No guns/equipment/skills/cost of 65%  70%  62% 6.6%  63%| 66 27 20 8 11
equipment
Not a hunter/just don't 5.7% 4.1% 7.1% 4.1% 7.4% 57 16 23 5 13
Access to land/permits/tags 5.4% 5.9% 4.3% 5.7% 5.7% 54 23 14 7 10
I used to, just don't anymore 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% 1.7% 8 3 2 0 3
Nothing 3.7% 3.1% 5.0% 4.1% 2.3% 37 12 16 5 4
Opposition of others 0.7% 1.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 7 4 2 0 1
Other 2.4% 2.6% 3.1% 0.0% 2.3% 24 10 10 0 4
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Table 73. By flyway: Perceived constraints to participating in birdwatching in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people expressed multiple

constraints]
Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)

Percelved constraint All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific n :;';3) ?‘:':3"7%()’ Ml(snsg?g;pl &ir;tzr:; (I:ni?;lsc)
Don't know/never thought about it 34.5% 30.6% 36.5% 37.2% 37.7% | 343 116 116 45 66
Illness or injury 8.4% 7.9% 7.5% 12.4% 8.0% 83 30 24 15 14
No birds present 1.5% 1.6% 1.9% 0.8% 1.1% 15 6 6 1 2
No interest 13.5% 14.5% 13.5% 10.7% 13.1% | 134 55 43 13 23
Time constraints/work 9.8% 11.1% 7.5% 11.6% 9.7% 97 42 24 14 17
No knowledge 1.1% 0.5% 1.6% 2.5% 0.6% 11 2 5 3 |
Lack of people to go with 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 1.7% 0.6% 8 3 2 1
No equipment or transportation 0.9% 0.5% 0.3% 1.7% 1.1% 9 2 2 2
Nothing 27.6% 30.1% 27.0% 21.5% 274% | 274 114 86 26 48
Other 2.4% 2.9% 2.2% 2.5% 1.7% 24 11 7 3 3
Weather/climate 2.0% 1.6% 2.8% 1.7% 1.1% 20 6 9 2 2

Table 74. By flyway: Acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities.
Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Type of person
All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific

Hunter 84.5% 84.6% 87.3% 88.7% 76.1% 855/1,012  325/384  283/324 110/124  137/180
Birdwatcher 68.1% 72.3% 65.9% 62.3% 66.7% 684/1,005  277/383  211/320 76/122  120/180
Wildlife photographer 49.9% 48.9% 50.0% 52.4% 50.0% 497/996 185/378  159/318 65/124 88/176
Conservationist 52.3% 52.9% 49.5% 53.7% 55.3% 525/1,003  201/380  159/321 66/123 99/179
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Table 75. By flyway: Preferred types of wild birds.

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Type of bird Preference
All Atlantic  Mississippi Central Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi  Central  Pacific
Not or slightly 22.9% 23.6% 25.7% 17.1% 20.8% | 229 90 80 21 38
Waterfowl Somewhat or very 67.4% 69.4% 65.0% 71.5% 64.5% | 673 265 202 88 118
Don't know 9.7% 7.1% 9.3% 11.4% 14.8% 97 27 29 14 27
Not or slightly 23.3% 24.4% 24.4% 16.9% 23.3% | 231 92 76 21 42
Other game birds Somewhat or very 66.1% 67.4% 65.1% 71.8% 61.1% | 656 254 203 89 110
Don't know 10.7% 8.2% 10.6% 11.3% 15.6% | 106 31 33 14 28
Not or slightly 9.3% 8.6% 9.7% 8.9% 10.4% 94 33 31 11 19
Hummingbirds Somewhat or very 83.9% 85.6% 83.4% 86.2% 79.8% | 847 328 267 106 146
Don't know 6.7% 5.7% 6.9% 4.9% 9.8% 68 22 22 6 18
Not or slightly 16.3% 15.3% 17.7% 16.5% 16.1% | 163 58 56 20 29
Water birds Somewhat or very 73.4% 76.8% 71.8% 71.9% 70% 732 292 227 87 126
Don't know 10.2% 7.9% 10.4% 11.6% 13.9% | 102 30 33 14 25
Not or slightly 10.6% 10.7% 12.6% 9.8% 7.7% | 107 41 40 12 14
Birds of prey Somewhat or very 82.3% 83.6% 80.1% 84.6% 81.9% | 828 321 254 104 149
Don't know 7.1% 5.7% 7.3% 5.7% 10.4% 71 22 23 7 19
Not or slightly 16.6% 16.4% 17.0% 16.3% 16.6% | 167 63 54 20 30
Songbirds Somewhat or very 75.3% 76.5% 75.8% 76.4% 71.3% | 757 293 241 94 129
Don't know 8.1% 7.0% 7.2% 7.3% 12.2% 81 27 23 9 22
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Table 76. By flyway: Participation in conservation and wildlife-related activities in the previous 12 months.

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Activity Response
All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific

Never 20.2% 19.6% 20.1% 17.9% 23.4% | 206 76 65 22 43

Mi?:rglgeﬁi?; tré‘}évlﬁgﬁ ¢ Rarclysometimes — 37.2%  39.8%  364% 350%  34.8% | 379 154 118 43 64
Often/very often 42.5% 40.6% 43.5% 47.2% 41.8% | 433 157 141 58 77

Volunteered to improve Never 58.8%  59.2%  59.6% 55.3%  59.0% | 597 228 193 68 108
wildlife habitat in my Rarely/sometimes 32.7% 32.5% 32.7% 33.3% 32.8% | 332 125 106 41 60
community Often/very often 8.5% 8.3% 7.7% 11.4% 8.2% 86 32 25 14 15
Talked to others in my Never 44.0%  44.0%  45.5% 41.9%  42.6% | 448 170 148 52 78
community about Rarely/sometimes 42.4% 44.3% 43.4% 37.1% 40.4% | 432 171 141 46 74
conservation issues Often/very often 13.6% 11.7% 11.1% 21.0% 16.9% | 138 45 36 26 31
Participate(.i as an active Never 62.9% 60.8% 67.0% 60.2% 61.7% | 640 236 217 74 113
gft?:;rr lonri ;‘zzgieva o Rarelysometimes  27.5%  281%  262% 28.5%  27.9% | 280 109 85 35 51
group Often/very often 9.6% 11.1% 6.8% 11.4% 10.4% 98 43 22 14 19
Donated money to support  Never 44.5%  434%  50.0% 33.9%  44.0% | 453 168 162 42 81
wildlife/habitat Rarely/sometimes 41.0% 41.9% 38.6% 45.2% 40.8% | 418 162 125 56 75
conservation Often/very often 14.5% 14.7% 11.4% 21.0% 15.2% | 148 57 37 26 28
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Table 77. By flyway: Participation in wetlands and waterfowl conservation activities (rarely, sometimes, often, or very often) in the previous 12

months.
Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Activity
All Atlantic  Mississippi Central  Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific
Worked on land improvement
projects related to 22.3% 22.2% 21.2% 22.6%  24.3% | 227/1,017 86/387 69/325 28/124 44/181
wetlands/waterfowl conservation
Attended meetings about . 19.9%  21.1%  17.2% 25.0%  18.7% | 203/1,019 82388  56/325 31124 34/182
wetlands/waterfowl conservation
Volunteered my personal time and
effort to conserve 20.2% 19.6% 19.8% 23.4% 19.9% | 205/1,015 76/387 64/323 29/124 36/181
wetlands/waterfowl
Contacted elected officials or
government agencies about 20.0% 20.6% 16.3% 27.4%  20.3% | 204/1,019 80/388 53/325 34/124 37/182
wetlands/waterfowl conservation
Voted for candidates or ballot
issues to support 46.5% 45.7% 45.2% 49.6%  48.6% | 472/1,014 177/387 146/323 61/123 88/181
wetlands/waterfowl conservation
Advocated for political action to 34.0%  32.9%  32.9% 39.0%  35.6% | 345/1,011  127/386  106/322 48/123  64/180

conserve wetlands/waterfowl
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Table 78. By flyway: Preferred channels of information on nature-related topics (somewhat or very preferred).

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Information channel
All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central Pacific All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central Pacific
Ref:g;ﬁ;ifc‘;ltli‘xsonhne 422%  43.4%  40.2% 48.6%  39.0% | 361/855 144/332  106/264 51/105  60/154
Read or access online content 63.1% 65.7% 60.9% 63.8% 61.0% 541/857 218/332 162/266 67/105 94/154
Read printed publications 583%  61.9%  57.8% 53.8%  542% | 501/860 206/333  155/268 56/104  84/155
Watch visual media online 63.9%  653%  60.2% 68.6%  64.1% | 549/859  218/334  159/264 72/105  100/156
Watch visual media through cable, 66.9%  70.8%  63.4% 71.4%  61.4% | 574/858  235/332  170/268 75/105  94/153
satellite, or network
Listen to recorded audio media 11.2%  12.3% 8.6% 152%  10.5% | 96/856  41/332  23/266 16/105  16/153
Listen to live audio media 233%  23.6%  20.2% 273%  252% | 188/808  74/313  51/253 27/99 36/143
Tatg‘p‘i?sth other people about nature 57.6%  583%  54.9% 68.3%  53.8% | 496/861  194/333  147/268 71/104  84/156
Through personal experience 68.2%  69.8%  65.2% 73.0%  66.7% | 541/793  213/305  161/247 73/100  94/141
Attend educational opportunities 20.0%  20.8%  17.3% 282%  17.2% | 170/852  69/332  46/266 29/103  26/151
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Table 79. By flyway: Level of trust in information sources when looking for information on nature-related topics.
Source Response Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
All Atlantic Mississippi Central  Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central  Pacific

Federal Do not trust/trust a little ~ 27.9%  22.6%  30.6% 28.7% 33.8% | 245 77 83 31 54
eggiae S Trust somewhat 33.9%  33.5%  34.7% 40.7% 28.8% | 298 114 94 44 46
Trust a lot/completely 382%  43.8%  34.7% 30.6% 37.5% | 336 149 94 33 60
Do not trust/trust a little  21.8%  16.9%  25.4% 19.6% 27.3% | 191 57 69 21 44
State government  Trust somewhat 34.0% 34.7% 32.7% 42.1%  29.2% | 298 117 89 45 47
Trust a lot/completely 442%  484%  41.9% 38.3%  43.5% | 388 163 114 41 70
Lol Do not trust/trust a little  18.9%  15.9%  21.3% 17.8% 21.9% | 166 54 58 19 35
Ogjvemmem Trust somewhat 36.0%  35.1%  36.0% 41.1% 344% | 316 119 98 44 55
Trust a lot/completely 451%  49.0%  42.6% 41.1% 43.8% | 396 166 116 44 70
. , Do not trust/trust a little ~~ 16.2%  14.0%  16.5% 204% 17.7% | 143 48 45 22 28
0;211’1::“"“ Trust somewhat 303%  25.7%  31.1% 343% 36.1% | 267 88 85 37 57
Trust a lot/completely 53.5%  602%  52.4% 45.4%  462% | 471 206 143 49 73
Universities/ Do not trust/trust a little 15.1% 12.4% 19.3% 14.0% 14.4% | 133 42 52 16 23
educational Trust somewhat 24.9% 25.3% 24.2% 284%  23.1% | 219 86 65 31 37
organizations  Trust a lot/completely 59.9%  62.4%  56.5% 56.9%  62.5% | 526 212 152 62 100
National Do not trust/trust a little  43.6%  36.5%  50.2% 48.6%  44.3% | 383 124 137 52 70
iﬂggg news Trust somewhat 37.2%  38.8%  34.4% 383%  38.0% | 327 132 94 41 60
Trust a lot/completely 19.1% 24.7% 15.4% 13.1% 17.7% | 168 84 42 14 28
Lol Do not trust/trust a little  35.8%  30.7%  39.6% 393% 37.9% | 312 103 106 4 61
OI‘I’; dia/news Trust somewhat 41.1%  41.7%  38.4% 45.8%  41.0% | 358 140 103 49 66
Trust a lot/completely 232%  277%  22.0% 150% 21.1% | 202 93 59 16 34
Friends, family, Do not trust/trust a little 10.6% 8.5% 13.9% 92% 10.5% 94 29 38 10 17
neighbors, Trust somewhat 31.3% 31.4% 28.8% 23.9%  40.1% | 277 107 79 26 65
colleagues Trust a lot/completely 58.1%  60.1%  57.3% 67.0% 49.4% | 515 205 157 73 80
L Do not trust/trust a little 14.1% 11.7% 17.3% 15.5% 13.0% | 125 40 47 17 21
sl Trust somewhat 25.0%  223%  29.8% 264% 21.7% | 221 76 81 29 35

organizations ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Trust a lot/completely 60.9%  66.0%  52.9% 58.2%  652% | 538 225 144 64 105
Reliod Do not trust/trust a little  47.1%  47.6%  45.2% 40.2% 53.8% | 410 160 122 43 85
eoizla(iﬁzations Trust somewhat 32.0%  30.4%  34.8% 34.6% 29.1% | 279 102 94 37 46
Trust a lot/completely 20.9%  22.0%  20.0% 252% 17.1% | 182 74 54 27 27
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Table 80. By flyway: Knowledge of wetlands in the local community and wetlands visitation in the previous 12 months.

Survey item Response Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central Pacific All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific
) Yes 78.3% 83.0% 78.0% 70.7% 74.2% 787 317 251 87 132
! k;‘;"i:}flmtrlj‘t‘;ds M No 11.8% 89%  10.2% 195%  15.7% | 119 34 33 24 28
Don't know 9.9% 8.1% 11.8% 9.8% 10.1% 99 31 38 12 18
I've visited wetlands Yes 57.4% 63.5% 55.8% 50.0% 52.2% 576 242 179 62 93
No 42.6% 36.5% 44.2% 50.0% 47.8% | 428 139 142 62 85
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Table 81. By flyway: Purpose(s) of wetlands visit(s), for those who had visited wetlands in the previous 12 months.
[Percentages do not sum to 100 since some people had multiple purposes]

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)

Purpose of visit . N - All Atlantic  Mississippi  Central  Pacific

All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific (n=593)  (n=247) (n=189) (n=62) (n=95)

Enégﬁfegpfggzgg’lfyl‘*mg/ 70.2% 75.3% 65.1% 66.1% 69.5% | 416 186 123 41 66
Wﬁ}ﬁﬁgﬁ;’lﬁ%‘alkmy 72.8% 77.3% 69.8% 64.5% 72.6% | 432 191 132 40 69
Boating 26.3% 25.1% 31.7% 30.6% 158% | 156 62 60 19 15
Wi?fé{flegfl‘gggg/z;‘;ytchmg/ 49.4% 52.6% 45.0% 46.8% 51.6% | 293 130 85 29 49
Fishing 34.4% 32.4% 41.3% 46.8% 17.9% | 204 80 78 29 17
Hunting 18.4% 15.4% 23.3% 27.4% 10.5% | 109 38 44 17 10
Other 2.6% 2.8% 1.0% 4.6% 4.0% 16 7 2 3 4
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Table 82. By flyway: Percent of respondents who would be somewhat or very concerned about ecosystem services being reduced or lost if
wetlands were to disappear or be degraded.

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Ecosystem service

All Atlantic ~ Mississippi Central Pacific All Atlantic  Mississippi Central Pacific
Flooding protection 81.4%  842%  80.1% 81.7%  77.5% | 810/995  320/380  258/322 98/120  134/173
Erosion protection 83.3%  84.7%  80.8% 83.8%  84.4% | 827/993  322/380  261/323 98/117  146/173
ngg\fjaféimgg i 74.0%  76.7%  12.4% 72.9%  72.1% | 730/986  289/377  231/319 86/118  124/172
Hunting opportunities 40.5%  385%  43.3% 52.5%  31.2% | 401/991 146/379  139/321 62/118  54/173
St‘;;i%ea‘;fcgarrif;house £ases, 68.4%  70.5%  65.5% 66.9%  69.9% | 672/983  263/373  209/319 79118 121/173
Clean water 89.8%  943%  86.3% 90.1%  86.4% | 899/1001  361/383  277/321 109/121  152/176
Clean air 89.6%  93.7%  86.0% 90.1%  86.9% | 898/1002  359/383  277/322 109/121  153/176
Providing a home for wildlife 88.0%  93.0%  85.4% 87.6%  82.3% | 881/1001  356/383  275/322 106/121  144/175
Frovidingia/bomeion 89.1%  91.9%  87.0% 88.3%  87.4% | 892/1001  352/383  281/323 106/120  153/175

pollinators

Scenic places for inspiration 69.9%  71.9%  65.7% 74.4%  70.1% | 697/997  274/381  211/321 90/121  122/174

or spiritual renewal
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Table 83. By flyway: Ecosystem services about which respondents were most concerned and least concerned.

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Feosystem service Al Atiantic ~ Mississippi ~ Central  Pacific | :‘B'L " '?:Las';tz Mi&s:i;?g;pi ?:géqa;l (I:gi:izc)
Flooding protection 13.1% 10.5% 16.1% 15.4% 12.0% 111 35 45 14 17
Erosion protection 2.8% 1.8% 5.0% 2.2% 1.4% 24 6 14 2 2
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 2.6% 3.3% 1.8% 3.3% 2.1% 22 11 5
Hunting opportunities 5.6% 5.1% 5.7% 5.5% 6.3% 47 17 16
Benefit most St‘;ﬁ%zgf greenhouse gases, such as 3.5%  33% 3.9% 44%  28% | 30 11 11 4 4
concerned
about Clean water 30.5%  32.0%  29.4% 33.0%  27.5% | 258 107 82 30 39
Clean air 8.7% 9.9% 7.9% 7.7% 8.5% 74 33 22 7 12
Providing a home for wildlife 19.6% 21.6% 15.1% 19.8% 23.9% 166 72 42 18 34
Providing a home for pollinators 11.1% 10.2% 12.9% 6.6% 12.7% 94 34 36 6 18
Scenic places for inspiration or 24%  2.4% 2.2% 22%  28% | 20 8 6 2 4
spiritual renewal
Ecosystem service All Atlantic MS Central  Pacific (n:8”2 4) ;(0;‘tl=a3nztg): (nLVIZSGQ) ((::g;rza)l (I:]iﬁ';';)
Flooding protection 4.6% 2.1% 3.7% 13.0% 6.7% 38 7 10 12 9
Erosion protection 1.6% 1.2% 2.6% 0.0% 1.5% 13 4 7 0 2
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 5.8% 4.6% 6.7% 10.9% 3.7% 48 15 18 10 5
Hunting opportunities 53.0%  58.8% 47.6% 359%  61.5% | 437 193 128 33 83
Benefit least St‘;ﬁizgf greenhouse gases, suchas 6 30, 10100 12.6% 87%  74% | 85 33 34 8 10
concerned
about Clean water 02%  0.6%  0.0% 00%  00%| 2 2 0 0 0
Clean air 0.4% 0.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3 1 2 0 0
Providing a home for wildlife 0.5% 0.6% 0.4% 1.1% 0.0% 4 2 1 1 0
Providing a home for pollinators 1.1% 0.6% 1.9% 2.2% 0.0% 9 2 5 2 0
Scenic places for inspiration or 225%  21.0%  23.8% 283%  19.3% | 185 69 64 26 26

spiritual renewal
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Table 84. By flyway: Demographic data.

[%, percent; pop., population]

Flyway (percentage) Flyway (count)
Demographic category
All Atlantic Mississippi Central Pacific All Atlantic Mississippi Central  Pacific
1844 (% of adults) 21.4% 20.4% 21.3% 24.0% 22.3% | 214 78 68 29 39
Age 45-64 (% of adults) 45.8% 47.8% 45.9% 48.8% 39.4% | 458 183 147 59 69
65+ (% of adults) 32.7% 31.9% 32.8% 27.3% 38.3% | 327 122 105 33 67
Gend Male 65.1% 65.1% 66.6% 61.0% 65.4% | 659 252 215 75 117
ender
Female 34.9% 34.9% 33.4% 39.0% 34.6% | 353 135 108 48 62
Hl{‘il;:"ho"l degrecor 5 404 173%  19.6% 203%  11.7% | 177 67 64 25 21
Education Sogfoi‘i’;i‘?:gggree 30.3% 27.6% 31.9% 28.5% 34.6% | 308 107 104 35 62
Bachelor's degree 26.8% 26.3% 25.8% 28.5% 28.5% | 272 102 84 35 51
Graduate degree 25.5% 28.9% 22.7% 22.8% 25.1% | 259 112 74 28 45
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 46.8% 42.6% 41.7% 48.0% 64.2% | 472 163 135 59 115
Current Urban cluster (pop
residence 2.500-50,000) ’ 37.9% 43.9% 38.6% 32.5% 27.4% | 382 168 125 40 49
Rural (pop. <2,500) 15.4% 13.6% 19.8% 19.5% 8.4% | 155 52 64 24 15
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 44.7% 43.4% 37.4% 44.2% 61.2% | 445 163 120 53 109
Calldlived Urban cluster (po
residence 2.500-50 OO(I))) p- 36.9% 41.2% 38.6% 34.2% 26.4% | 367 155 124 41 47
Rural (pop. <2,500) 18.4% 15.4% 24.0% 21.7% 12.4% | 183 58 77 26 22
Ethnicit Hispanic 5.6% 6.1% 1.6% 14.1% 6.6% 55 23 5 16 11
Y Not Hispanic 94.4% 93.9% 98.4% 86.9% 93.4% | 921 352 308 106 155
R White (only) 86.1% 85.8% 90.3% 81.00% 82.6% | 852 325 287 98 142
ace
Not White or 2+ 13.9% 14.2% 9.7% 19.0% 17.4% | 138 54 31 23 30

118



Appendix 6. Data by Current Residence

This appendix contains data on responses to each question broken down according to respondents’ current residence category:
urban area (population of more than 50,000), urban cluster (population of 2,500-50,000), or rural area (population less than 2,500).

Table 85. By residence: Nature-related activity participation in the previous 12 months.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count/total)

Activity
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Backyard/at-home nature activities 87.5% 84.2% 90.7% 89.5% 867/991 390/463 340/375 137/153
Spending time in nature away from home 81.1% 79.6% 83.4% 80.3% 804/991 370/465 312/374 122/152
Viewing/feeding/photographing birds 61.2% 61.0% 57.9% 69.9% 606/990 282/462 217/375 107/153
Viewing/feeding/photographing other wildlife 66.0% 64.2% 65.8% 71.1% 649/984 294/458 246/374 109/152
Fishing 40.2% 35.7% 41.4% 51.3% 398/989 164/460 156/377 78/152
Hunting waterfowl 5.0% 2.6% 6.7% 8.0% 49/976 12/455 25/371 12/150
Hunting all other game 17.4% 9.3% 19.5% 36.8% 172/987 43/461 73/374 56/152
Nonmotorized outdoor recreation activities 70.9% 71.4% 70.0% 71.7% 705/994 332/465 264/377 109/152
Motorized outdoor recreation activities 35.3% 32.0% 35.5% 45.0% 350/991 148/463 134/377 68/151
Learning about nature 66.6% 67.0% 65.6% 67.8% 661/993 310/463 248/378 103/152
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Table 86. By residence: Intended nature-related activity participation in the following 12 months.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Activit Response
y P All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Backvard/ath ) Not at all likely 8.6% 11.3% 5.5% 7.5% 83 52 20 11
ac t_ya;f ai-home NAWTE gy mewhat likely 12.0% 11.1% 12.9% 123% | 116 51 47 18
activities Very likely 79.5% 77.6% 81.6% 80.1% | 771 356 208 117
Soending time in naf Not at all likely 11.4% 12.8% 9.3% 12.2% 111 59 34 18
p;;l/am%ml;ni(‘)?n‘;a W Somewhat likely 20.4% 18.2% 22.0% 23.1% 198 84 80 34
Y Very likely 68.2% 69.0% 68.7% 64.6% | 663 318 250 95
Viewine/focding/ Not at all likely 29.6% 30.6% 30.5% 243% | 285 139 110 36
tewmngrteeding/ Somewhat likely 20.6% 21.6% 21.6% 14.9% 198 98 78 22
photographing birds .
Very likely 49.8% 47.8% 47.9% 60.8% | 480 217 173 90
Viewing/feeding/ Not at all likely 26.0% 27.7% 25.9% 21.1% | 248 124 93 31
photographing other Somewhat likely 24.3% 26.6% 23.1% 20.4% 232 119 83 30
wildlife Very likely 49.7% 45.8% 51.0% 58.5% | 474 205 183 86
Not at all likely 44.5% 48.4% 43.4% 34.9% | 422 217 154 51
Fishing Somewhat likely 20.5% 22.1% 19.2% 19.2% 195 99 68 28
Very likely 35.0% 29.5% 37.5% 45.9% | 332 132 133 67
Not at all likely 85.8% 88.9% 84.7% 78.9% | 804 394 298 112
Hunting waterfowl Somewhat likely 8.8% 7.7% 8.8% 12.0% 82 34 31 17
Very likely 5.4% 3.4% 6.5% 9.2% 51 15 23 13
Not at all likely 75.8% 84.3% 73.2% 56.6% | 719 375 262 82
Hunting all other game Somewhat likely 8.0% 7.2% 8.4% 9.7% 76 32 30 14
Very likely 16.1% 8.5% 18.4% 33.8% 153 38 66 49
N ed outd Not at all likely 21.3% 22.6% 19.1% 22.6% | 204 102 69 33
onmotorized outdoor Somewhat likely 17.1% 19.0% 23.3% 17.1% 195 86 84 25
recreation activities .
Very likely 60.3% 58.4% 57.6% 60.3% | 560 264 208 88
Motorised outd Not at all likely 49.4% 52.5% 47.6% 43.8% | 473 237 172 64
otorized outcoor, Somewhat likely 20.8% 21.7% 21.1% 17.1% 199 98 76 25
recreation activities .
Very likely 29.9% 25.7% 31.3% 39.0% | 286 116 113 57
Not at all likely 23.4% 22.4% 24.0% 247% | 225 102 87 36
Learning about nature Somewhat likely 29.1% 28.6% 29.8% 28.8% 280 130 108 42
Very likely 47.6% 49.0% 46.1% 46.6% | 458 223 167 68
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Table 87. By residence: Hunting and birdwatching attitudes.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Attitude
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Hunting
Very/somewhat unpleasant 48.3% 57.9% 45.1% 27.7% 461 256 164 41
Neither 20% 19.2% 20.9% 20.3% 191 85 76 30
Very/somewhat pleasant 31.7% 22.9% 34.1% 52.0% 302 101 124 77
Very/somewhat boring 38.1% 45.3% 35.2% 22.3% 349 196 124 29
Neither 26.1% 27.0% 25.3% 26.2% 239 117 88 34
Very/somewhat interesting 35.7% 27.7% 39.8% 51.5% 327 120 140 67
Birdwatching
Very/somewhat unpleasant 14.2% 16.2% 13.9% 9.0% 133 70 50 13
Neither 19.9% 17.1% 22.8% 20.8% 186 74 82 30
Very/somewhat pleasant 66% 66.7% 63.3% 70.1% 618 289 228 101
Very/somewhat boring 24.9% 27.4% 24.1% 18.8% 233 120 87 26
Neither 14.6% 11.6% 17.2% 17.4% 137 51 62 24
Very/somewhat interesting 60.5% 61.0% 58.7% 63.8% 567 267 212 88

121



Table 88. By residence: Perceived behavioral control and subjective norms for hunting and birdwatching.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Control or norm Response
All Urban  Urban cluster Rural All Urban  Urban cluster  Rural

People important to me would Disagree 30.2% 36.6% 28.1% 15.7% | 301 171 106 24
support my hunting in the next Neither/Don’t know 27.9% 31.3% 26.3% 21.6% 278 146 99 33
12 months Agree 41.9% 32.1% 45.6% 62.7% | 418 150 172 96
. | " Disagree 28.9% 34.5% 26.5% 17.9% | 286 160 99 27
If L wanted to, I could easily 20— \oiier/Don’t know 156%  192%  13.4% 9.9% | 154 89 50 15

hunting in the next 12 months
Agree 55.5% 46.3% 60.2% 72.2% | 549 215 225 109
People important to me would Disagree 8.9% 8.7% 10.4% 5.8% 89 41 39 9
support my birdwatching in the ~ Neither/Don’t know 23.3% 23.9% 22.6% 23.4% 223 112 85 36
next 12 months A 67.8% 67.4% 67.0% 70.8% 677 316 252 109

gree .070 47 RV .070

If I wanted to, I could easily go Disagree 8.6% 9.6% 8.0% 7.2% 86 45 30 11
birdwatching in the next 12 Neither/Don’t know 13.9% 14.5% 13.3% 13.8% 139 68 50 21
months Agree 78.9% 75.9% 78.8% 78.9% | 772 355 297 120

122



Table 89. By residence: Perceived constraints to participating in hunting in the following 12 months.

[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people expressed multiple

constraints]
Current residence (percentage) Current residence (count)
Perceived constraint
Al Urban clusier Rural (n:g:M) (‘n’i’é?) Urb(?nisc;gfter (::1?;)

Don't know/never thought about it 25.4% 25.3% 26.1% 23.7% 252 118 98 36
Illness or injury 11.8% 7.7% 12.3% 23.0% 117 36 46 35
Moral opposition/don't kill 17.7% 20.6% 17.9% 8.6% 176 96 67 13
No interest 18.4% 20.3% 17.9% 13.8% 183 95 67 21
Time constraints/work 6.5% 5.4% 6.4% 10.5% 65 25 24 16
No guns/equipment/skills/cost of equipment 6.4% 9.0% 4.0% 4.6% 64 42 15 7
Not a hunter/just don't 5.7% 7.1% 4.8% 3.9% 57 33 18 6
Access to land/permits/tags 5.4% 4.9% 6.1% 5.3% 54 23 23 8
I used to, just don't anymore 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 1.3% 8 4 2 2
Nothing 3.6% 1.9% 4.3% 7.2% 36 9 16 11
Opposition of others 0.7% 0.6% 1.1% 0.0% 7 3 4 0
Other 2.4% 2.1% 2.7% 2.6% 24 10 10 4

123



Table 90. By residence: Perceived constraints to participating in birdwatching in the following 12 months.
[Data coded into categories based on responses to open-ended survey questions. Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people expressed multiple
constraints]

Current residence (percentage) Current residence (count)
Perceived constraint
Wb U | M U U R

Don't know/never thought about it 34.3% 32.5% 36.7% 34.2% 336 149 135 52
Illness or injury 8.5% 8.7% 6.3% 13.2% 83 40 23 20
No birds present 1.5% 1.5% 1.1% 2.6% 15 7 4 4
No interest 13.5% 15.7% 13.0% 7.9% 132 72 48 12
Time constraints/work 9.7% 10.2% 8.2% 11.8% 95 47 30 18
No knowledge 1.1% 1.5% 1.1% 0.0% 11 7 4 0
Lack of people to go with 0.8% 1.1% 0.8% 0.0% 8 5 3 0
No equipment or transportation 0.9% 0.7% 1.4% 0.7% 9

Nothing 27.8% 27.0% 28.5% 28.3% 272 124 105 43
Other 2.3% 2.2% 2.4% 2.6% 23 10 9 4
Weather/climate 2.0% 1.5% 3.3% 0.7% 20 7 12 1

Table 91. By residence: Acquaintance with someone who participates in nature-related activities.

Current residence (percentage) Current residence (count)
Type of person
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Hunter 84.6% 80.3% 85.7% 95.4% 843/996 375/467 324/378 144/151
Birdwatcher 68.2% 67.7% 65.6% 76.0% 675/990 315/465 246/375 114/150
Wildlife photographer 49.9% 47.1% 54.3% 47.7% 490/982 218/463 201/370 71/149
Conservationist 52.5% 52.1% 52.4% 54.4% 519/988 241/463 197/376 81/149
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Table 92. By residence: Preferred types of wild birds.
Current residence (percentage) Current residence (count)
Type of bird Preference
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Not or slightly 22.7% 25.2% 21.0% 19.5% 223 116 78 29
Waterfowl Somewhat or very 67.7% 63.3% 70.7% 73.8% 664 291 263 110
Don't know 9.6% 11.5% 8.3% 6.7% 94 53 31 10
Not or slightly 23.2% 27.7% 21.2% 14.1% 226 127 78 21
Other game birds Somewhat or very 66.3% 59.5% 69.3% 79.9% 647 273 255 119
Don't know 10.6% 12.9% 9.5% 6.0% 103 59 35 9
Not or slightly 9.2% 10.3% 8.5% 7.3% 91 48 32 11
Hummingbirds Somewhat or very 84.3% 82.2% 85.1% 88.7% 835 383 319 133
Don't know 6.6% 7.5% 6.4% 4.0% 65 35 24 6
Not or slightly 16.1% 15.2% 16.5% 18.1% 158 70 61 27
Water birds Somewhat or very 73.9% 73.5% 74.6% 73.2% 724 339 276 109
Don't know 10.0% 11.3% 8.9% 8.7% 98 52 33 13
Not or slightly 10.2% 10.3% 10.5% 9.3% 101 48 39 14
Birds of prey Somewhat or very 82.9% 81.9% 82.5% 86.8% 819 381 307 131
Don't know 6.9% 7.7% 7.0% 4.0% 68 36 26 6
Not or slightly 16.4% 15.9% 16.9% 16.8% 162 74 63 25
Songbirds Somewhat or very 75.7% 74.7% 76.1% 77.9% 748 348 284 116
Don't know 7.9% 9.4% 7.0% 5.4% 78 44 26 8
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Table 93. By residence: Participation in conservation and wildlife-related activities in the previous 12 months.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Activity Response
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
i Never 19.9% 23.7% 18.9% 10.6% 199 111 72 16
e e 377%  388%  37.9% 33.8% | 377 182 144 51
desirable to wildlife
Often/very often 42.4% 37.5% 43.2% 55.6% 424 176 164 84
Never 58.8% 59.5% 58.7% 56.7% 586 279 222 85
V‘;}u“.teer.ed to improve wildlife p . 1ocometimes 32.8%  34.1%  31.5% 32.0% | 327 160 119 48
abitat in my community

Often/very often 8.4% 6.4% 9.8% 11.3% 84 30 37 17
Tl (o @ibems oy Never 43.6%  454%  442% 36.4% | 436 214 167 55
community about conservation  Rarely/sometimes 42.9% 41.2% 43.4% 47.0% | 429 194 164 71
1SSUCs Often/very often 13.5% 13.4% 12.4% 16.6% 135 63 47 25
Participated as an active member  Never 62.8%  632%  62.6% 62.3% | 629 297 238 94
in a nature, outdoor, or Rarely/sometimes 27.7% 27.4% 27.1% 29.8% 277 129 103 45
conservation group Often/very often 9.5% 9.4% 10.3% 7.9% 95 44 39 12
Never 44.3% 45.0% 45.2% 39.5% 443 212 171 60
DpmeiEd money o nggon Rarely/sometimes 412%  40.1%  40.7% 45.4% | 412 189 154 69

wildlife/habitat conservation
Often/very often 14.6% 14.9% 14.0% 15.1% 146 70 53 23
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Table 94. By residence: Participation in wetlands and waterfowl conservation activities (rarely, sometimes, often, or very often) in the previous

12 months.
Activit Current residence (percentage) Current residence (count)
ctivity
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
ngrektffn‘c’f; ;:gggfggﬁg ftrigJIfCtS related to 24%  198%  23.3% 283% | 224/999 93/470  88/377 43/152
A%Zfl‘:zfvra‘ifssngs about wetlands/waterfowl 20.0% 183%  21.7% 211% | 200/1,000  86/470  82/378 32/152
V‘ll(;lllll;:fiZdwr:ga%i::/o‘;l:tle?g;fnd St 20.3% 18.8% 21.0% 23.0% | 202/997 88/469  79/376 35/152
C‘;fgﬁ?g;ﬁiggg@f;‘?;xzfg::rrjaﬁf)?: agencies 55300 202%  21.2% 184% | 203/1,000 95470  80/378 28/152
V‘itveefliﬁagf\sggfft:;l"z:ji‘;izfxs to support 46.9% 47.7% 45.2% 48.0% | 467/996 204/467  171/378 72/151
Advocated for political action to conserve 34.2% 36.0% 33.5% 30.7% | 340/993 168/467  126/376 46/150

wetlands/waterfowl
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Table 95. By residence: Preferred channels of information on nature-related topics (somewhat or very preferred).

Information channel

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Receive or follow online communications 42.4% 41.7% 43.3% 42.2% 356/840 166/398 136/314 54/128
Read or access online content 63.7% 63.2% 64.6% 62.8% 536/842 252/399 203/314 81/129
Read printed publications 58.7% 54.3% 63.6% 60.3% 496/845 216/398 201/316 79/131
Watch visual media online 64.0% 63.5% 65.4% 62.0% 540/844 254/400 206/315 80/129
Wigfvlvgiual media through cable, satellite, or 67.1%  63.7%  71.3% 67.2% | 566/844  254/399  224/314 88/131
Listen to recorded audio media 10.9% 12.6% 11.2% 5.4% 92/841 50/398 35/313 7/130
Listen to live audio media 23.2% 23.4% 24.4% 19.8% 185/796 88/376 73/299 24/121
Talk with other people about nature topics 57.9% 54.6% 61.0% 60.3% 490/847 219/401 192/315 79/131
Through personal experience 68.3% 65.8% 70.9% 69.8% 534/782 246/374 207/292 81/116
Attend educational opportunities 19.8% 19.7% 20.1% 19.4% 166/838 78/396 63/313 25/129
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Table 96. By residence: Level of trust in information sources when looking for information on nature-related topics.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Source Response All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban  Urban cluster ~ Rural
Do not trust/trust a little 27.4% 25.3% 24.8% 40.2% 237 104 80 53
Federal government Trust somewhat 34.0% 29.0% 39.4% 36.4% 294 119 127 48
Trust a lot/completely 38.6% 45.7% 35.7% 23.5% 334 188 115 31
Do not trust/trust a little 21.4% 18.3% 21.1% 32.1% 185 75 68 42
State government Trust somewhat 34.0% 32.7% 35.4% 34.4% 293 134 114 45
Trust a lot/completely 44.6% 49.0% 43.5% 33.6% 385 201 140 44
Do not trust/trust a little 18.6% 17.6% 15.6% 29.7% 161 72 51 38
Local government Trust somewhat 35.8% 34.6% 37.1% 35.9% 309 142 121 46
Trust a lot/completely 45.6% 47.8% 47.2% 34.4% 394 196 154 44
Do not trust/trust a little 16.0% 15.5% 12.3% 26.3% 139 64 40 35
Conservation groups Trust somewhat 30.3% 28.4% 33.6% 27.8% 263 117 109 37
Trust a lot/completely 53.7% 56.1% 54.0% 45.9% 467 231 175 61
L . Do not trust/trust a little 15.0% 11.3% 16.0% 23.7% 130 46 52 32
U‘grvgeﬁtzlj;ffs“catlonal Trust somewhat 24.5%  24.6%  253% 222% | 212 100 82 30
Trust a lot/completely 60.5% 64.0% 58.6% 54.1% 523 260 190 73
Do not trust/trust a little 43.4% 37.9% 43.5% 59.8% 375 155 141 79
National media/news Trust somewhat 37.5% 39.6% 38.0% 29.5% 324 162 123 39
Trust a lot/completely 19.2% 22.5% 18.5% 10.6% 166 92 60 14
Do not trust/trust a little 35.5% 34.5% 33.4% 44.2% 305 140 108 57
Local media/news Trust somewhat 41.1% 40.9% 42.4% 38.8% 353 166 137 50
Trust a lot/completely 23.3% 24.6% 24.1% 17.1% 200 100 78 22
. . . Do not trust/trust a little 10.3% 11.4% 8.9% 10.4% 90 47 29 14
F“e‘ﬁis’ family, neighbors, 15t somewhat 313%  347%  28.0% 28.9% | 273 143 91 39
coticagues Trust a lot/completely 584%  53.9%  63.1% 60.7% | 509 222 205 82
Do not trust/trust a little 13.9% 11.9% 14.5% 18.5% 121 49 47 25
Scientific organizations Trust somewhat 24.9% 23.6% 24.6% 29.6% 217 97 80 40
Trust a lot/completely 61.2% 64.5% 60.9% 51.9% 533 265 198 70
Do not trust/trust a little 47.1% 50.0% 43.4% 47.3% 404 203 139 62
Religious organizations Trust somewhat 32.1% 32.8% 32.5% 29.0% 275 133 104 38
Trust a lot/completely 20.8% 17.2% 24.1% 23.7% 178 70 77 31

129



Table 97. By residence: Knowledge of wetlands in the local community and wetlands visitation in the previous 12 months.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Survey item Response
All Urban Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
. Yes 78.6% 76.3% 78.3% 86.1% 777 354 293 130
U L3007 O T sy No 11.7% 13.1% 11.5% 79% | 116 61 43 12
community

Don't know 9.7% 10.6% 10.2% 6.0% 96 49 38 9
. Yes 57.5% 54.8% 58.6% 62.9% 569 256 218 95

I've visited wetlands
No 42.5% 45.2% 41.4% 37.1% 421 211 154 56
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Table 98. By residence: Purpose(s) of wetlands visit(s), for those who had visited wetlands in the previous 12 months.
[Percentages do not sum to 100 because some people had multiple purposes]

Current residence (percentage) Current residence (count)
Purpose of visit All Urban Urban cluster Rural
All Urban Urban cluster Rural (n=587) (n=262) (n=226) (n=99)
Sigfepiing T ipEel sy 70.2% 70.2% 70.4% 69.7% 412 184 159 69
nature photography
Walking/dog walking/ 73.1% 77.1% 72.1% 64.6% 429 202 163 64
hiking/biking
Boating 26.4% 25.2% 27.0% 28.3% 155 66 61 28
Wildlife viewing/ birdwatching/ 49.6% 51.5% 45.6% 53.5% 291 135 103 53
wildlife photography
Fishing 34.4% 29.0% 35.0% 47.5% 202 76 79 47
Hunting 18.2% 10.7% 18.6% 37.4% 107 28 42 37
Other 11.1% 8.4% 10.2% 20.2% 65 22 23 20
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Table 99. By residence: Percent of respondents who would be somewnhat or very concerned about ecosystem services being reduced or lost if

wetlands were to disappear or be degraded.

Ecosystem service

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

All Urban  Urban cluster Rural All Urban Urban cluster Rural
Flooding protection 81.4% 84.7% 80.0% 75.0% 801/984 387/457 300/375 114/152
Erosion protection 83.2% 85.0% 82.8% 78.8% 817/982 390/459 308/372 119/151
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 74.3% 75.4% 72.3% 75.7% 724/975 343/455 266/368 115/152
Hunting opportunities 40.5% 32.8% 43.9% 55.3% 397/981 150/457 164/374 83/150
Storage of greenhouse gases, such as carbon 68.5% 73.1% 67.8% 56.3% 667/974 331/453 251/370 85/151
Clean water 90.1% 92.4% 89.4% 84.9% 889/987 423/458 337/377 129/152
Clean air 90.0% 92.1% 89.7% 84.2% 889/988 422/458 339/378 128/152
Providing a home for wildlife 88.1% 88.0% 89.1% 85.6% 871/989 405/460 335/376 131/153
Providing a home for pollinators 89.4% 90.4% 90.5% 83.7% 884/989 414/458 342/378 128/153
Scenic places for inspiration or spiritual renewal 70.0% 73.4% 68.2% 64.1% 690/986 337/459 255/374 98/153
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Table 100. By residence: Ecosystem services about which respondents were most concerned and least concerned.

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Ecosystem service Urban
g Al uban R Rwal | B ol custer T
(n=315)
Flooding protection 13.1% 15.2% 10.5% 13.5% 110 60 33 17
Erosion protection 2.7% 2.0% 3.2% 4.0% 23 8 10 5
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.4% 21 10 8 3
Hunting opportunities 5.6% 4.0% 5.7% 10.3% 47 16 18 13
Benefit most Stzzacg:rgi ngreenhouse gases, such 3.6% 43% 1.9% 5.6% 30 17 6 7
concerned
about Clean water 30.7% 29.8% 34.9% 23.0% 257 118 110 29
Clean air 8.5% 9.3% 8.9% 4.8% 71 37 28 6
Providing a home for wildlife 19.8% 20.2% 19.0% 20.6% 166 80 60 26
Providing a home for pollinators 11.0% 10.1% 11.1% 13.5% 92 40 35 17
Sceqig places for inspiration or 2 4% 259 22% 2 4% 20 10 7 3
spiritual renewal
rban
Ecosystem service All Urban 3;2?; Rural (n :}5"1 2 L(’;gg;‘ ((:::gg:(;r) (::1?;)
Flooding protection 4.7% 3.9% 4.5% 7.2% 38 15 14 9
Erosion protection 1.5% 1.6% 1.0% 2.4% 12 6 3 3
Wildlife viewing and birdwatching 5.9% 5.8% 6.4% 4.8% 48 22 20 6
Hunting opportunities 53.0% 60.5% 52.2% 32.0% 433 230 163 40
Benefit least Stzzacg:rt‘)’i ngreenhouse gases, such 10.3% 8.2% 10.9% 15.2% 84 31 34 19
concerned
about Clean water 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.8% 2 0 1 1
Clean air 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.8% 3 1 1 1
Providing a home for wildlife 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 1.6% 4 1 1 2
Providing a home for pollinators 1.0% 0.5% 1.3% 1.6% 8 2 4 2
Scenic places for inspiration or 22.6% 18.9% 22.8% 33.6% | 185 72 71 42

spiritual renewal
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Table 101. By residence: Demographic data.
[%, percent; pop., population]

Current residence (percentage)

Current residence (count)

Demographic category Urban Urban
All Urban cluster Rural All Urban cluster Rural
1844 (% of adults) 21.4% 22.5% 22.5% 15.5% 212 104 84 24
Age 45-64 (% of adults) 45.8% 47.2% 43.7% 46.5% 453 218 163 72
65+ (% of adults) 32.8% 30.3% 33.8% 38.1% 325 140 126 59
Gond Male 65.5% 64.2% 61.5% 79.4% 657 301 233 123
cnacr
Female 34.5% 35.8% 38.5% 20.6% 346 168 146 32
High school degree or less 17.2% 11.9% 19.4% 27.9% 173 56 74 43
Some college or o o o o
Education e 30.3% 30.6% 30.9% 27.9% 305 144 118 43
Bachelor's degree 26.9% 29.9% 24.9% 22.7% 271 141 95 35
Graduate degree 25.6% 27.6% 24.9% 21.4% 258 130 95 33
Urban (pop. 50,000+) 44.7% 64.9% 27.6% 24.8% 442 302 102 38
Childhood — Urban cluster (pop. 2,500 ;¢ o, 24.7% 58.6% 21.6% 365 115 217 33
residence 50,000)
Rural (pop. <2,500) 18.3% 10.3% 13.8% 53.6% 181 48 51 82
N Hispanic 5.5% 6.8% 47% 3.4% 53 31 12 5
Ethnicity . .
Not Hispanic 94.5% 93.2% 95.3% 96.6% 916 426 347 143
. White (only) 86.4% 83.6% 88.1% 90.7% 846 383 327 136
ace Not White or 2+ 13.6% 16.4% 11.9% 9.3% 133 75 44 14
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