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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

Wildlife viewing (closely observinghotographing, or feeding wildlife, maintaining plantings or
natural areas for the benefit of wildlife, or taking trips to parks or other natural areas to feed,
photograph, or observe wildlife) is one of the fastest growing wildkiated recreation

adivities in the United States (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2018). As participation in wildlife
viewing continues to grow, so do questions about the characteristics of wildlife viewers and
their perceptions of state agencies.

Historically, state fisland wildlife agencies (hereafter, state agencies) have depended on
Kdzy i SNA FyR |y3fSNa (2 FdzyR 0KS F3SyOAaSaqQ O2y
Model of Conservation (Price Tack et al., 2018). In this model, state agencies rely heavily on

funds derived from sales taxes on certain sporting equipment and receipts from licenses and

permits purchased by hunters, anglers, and trappers to support their operations. In recent

years, surveys show a plateau or decline in participation in hunting arlcthgnghile

participation in wildlife viewing continues to rapidly grow (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). However,

many viewers do not contribute directly to supporting the state agencies responsible for

ensuring the sustainability of resources on which their ratimnal activities depend.

As the number of viewers continues to rise, it is increasingly important that state agencies
understand who these wildlife viewers are and their perspectives on and expectations of state
agencies and wildlife conservation. Wiild viewers have the potential to significantly aid state
agencies in achieving their conservation goals (AFWA & WMI, 2019) through financial
contributions and a range of behaviors. This study of wildlife viewers in Utah, one of 15 states
that participated in statelevel surveying, represents a key step in implementing the strategies
outlined in the Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap (AFWA & WMI, 2019) by providing the
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (hereaffelNR with information and tools to corect with

a broader constituency of wildlife viewers.

Methods

To understand wildlife viewers, our Virginia Tech research team collaborated with the

1 3a20A1GA2Y 2F CAAK YR 2AfREATS ! 3SyOASaQ 6!
Group (WVNTQ@p conduct a multistate survey of wildlife viewers (i.e., the Wildlife Viewer

Survey) in 2021, with additional sampling at the state level in 15 states. A Steering and

Executive Committee, which consisted of members of the WVNTG and other state agency
representatives, worked closely with us throughout the duration of this project. We also
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contracted with Qualtrics to conduct an online survey of wildlife viewers in Utah, which was
administered entirely online from October ZWecember 15, 2021. Survey respents were
compensated by Qualtrics for their participation in the study. We used screening questions to
ensure that all survey respondents resided in Utah for most of the year, were over the age of
18, and reported participating in wildlife viewing (defthas closely observing, photographing,

or feeding wildlife, maintaining plantings or habitat for the benefit of wildlife, or taking trips to
parks or other natural areas with the purpose of observing, feeding, or photographing wildlife)
in the past five gars. For the 15 states with additional sampling, the survey was adapted to be
most applicable to each state.

The survey questionnaire was informed by the M@itate Steering and Executive Committees,
state agency representatives, and findings from aetg of surveys, including the Virginia

Wildlife Recreation Study Report (Grooms et al., 2020), National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation (hereaft@&tational Survey of Wildlife Recreation; U.S. DOI et

al., 2016), and a suey conducted by the North American Waterfowl Management Plan

(NAWMP) Human Dimensions Working Group (NAWMP, 2021). Respondents answered
guestions about their wildlife viewing behaviors, identities, preferences, and experience with
their state agencies.

To ensure highkguality responses, we incorporated numerous attention check questions and

minimum time limits in this survey. We set demographic quotas for survey respondents based

on findings from the 2016 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation in an éff@cthieve a survey

sample that is representative of the wildlife viewing population across Utah in terms of age,

education level, and gender (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). For this report, we analyzed survey
NBalLlyasSa o0& O02YLI NAY 3 whOsancpard idhundandck S 6 S NA €
angling;including catch and releage y G KS LI ad FAGS &SIFNRO FyR ay
(those who did not participate in these other recreational activities). Categorizing respondents

in this way does involve a numbef assumptions; managers and researchers alike historically

Of FAaaAFASR OGAGAGASAE adzOK a 6AfREATS GASGAY
participants do not remove resources), and referred to hunters, anglers, and trappers as

G 02 y & dzy Lliitleitch do rerabiieiré8ources; Vaske & Roemer, 2013). However, there

are numerous negative impacts of nonconsumptive recreation on wildlife, including mortality,
OFftAYy3d AyG2 jdzSadArzy (GKS ay2 AYLI OG¢ OKI NF¥ O
consunptive recreationists do not remove wildlife (i.e., catch and release fishing; Tremblay,
HanMOoOd® {GAfTES S OK2asS (G2 O2YLI NB O2yadzYLWiA @S
throughout the report because of the focus of this project on expanding relevareytoader
constituency for state agencies, particularly for those wildlife viewers who are not already

engaged in hunting and angling (two activities traditionally managed by state agencies).
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Analysis consisted of chguare or #tests conducted in the &tistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS).

Findings

In the following subsections, we review findings for the state of Utah, which consisted of a
statewide descriptive analysis and a consumptive versus nonconsumptive comparative analysis
based on 718ompleted survey responses. Our survey examined demographics, behaviors,
frequency, and preferences of viewing activities of wildlife viewers in Utah. We also examined
LI K AT REATS OASHSNEQ OdzNNBY G NB{DNRA IR & KA LI
less than half of our survey respondents were consumptive viewers and slightly more than half
were nonconsumptive viewers. Overall, we found that consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers are distinctive groups; consumptive and nonconsumptive vielnaers different

preferences, behaviors, and levels of participation in wildlife viewing. However, we only
identified demographic differences between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers in two
of the six surveyed items (age and gender). Consumptive viewere younger and more likely

to be men in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers. Generally, we can define consumptive
viewers as more active, involved, and specialized than nonconsumptive viewers; consumptive
viewers participate in wildlife viewing morspend more money on wildlife viewing, and are

more broadly active in wildlife viewing and outdoor recreation. We also found that

consumptive viewers tended to have higher levels of experience with, familiarity with, and
financial contributions (past, prest, and future) to theDNRthan nonconsumptive viewers.

Wildlife viewer demographics

Eightyeight percent of respondents identified as solely White and the remaining 12% identified
as another race or ethnicity, or some combination including White. Atweorthirds of

respondents in Utah reported their total household income as $50,000 or more. Almost three
guarters of respondents reported living in a combination of a small city or urban area and about
one-quarter reported living in a small town or ruralea.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

On average, consumptive viewers were five years younger than nonconsumptive viewers. More
consumptive respondents identified as men while more nonconsumptive respondents

identified as women. W&und no statistically significant difference between consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers in educational attainment, ethnoracial identity, household income,

and residential location.
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Wildlife viewing behaviors

Viewing interests and activities

Wildlife viewers most commonly participated in wildlife viewing by visiting parks and natural
areas with the purpose of observing, feeding, or photographing wildlife. Aboutiwds of

wildlife viewers were interested in viewing land mammals and birds. Althosé-quarters of
wildlife viewers in Utah viewed on stateanaged areas, while about twhirds viewed on
federallymanaged areas, locatliyanaged areas, or at their own home or property. In a typical
year, approximately half of the survey respondentpored viewing for 30 days or more per
year around their homes. Over 80% of survey respondents reported spending money on both
trip-related and other wildlife viewing related expenditures in a typical year.

Impacts of the COVH29 pandemic on wildlife vieiing

Compared to a typical year, participation in wildlife viewing (i.e., the number of days spent

viewing) declined during the first year of the COXYBDpandemic (March 202Bebruary 2021)

for aroundthe-home viewing (defined as within one mile of theome) and awayrom-home
GASGAY3 0020K gAOGKAY ! 0FK FyR 2dziaARS 2F ! (K
the survey (fall 2021all 2022), wildlife viewers anticipated spending an amount of time

viewing wildlife that was comparable to a tgpl year unaffected by the COVID pandemic.

We also asked wildlife viewers how the CO¥®pandemic impacted their overall participation

AY 6AfREATS GASHAYA YR AYGSNILINBGSR (GKSasS FAy
retention, and reactivationjrom the Outdoor Recreation Adoption Model. About 60% of

At REATS OASHGSNB 6SNBE OflFaaAFTASR Fa aNBOlFAYSR
overall participation in wildlife viewingthey were wildlife viewing prior to the COVID

pandemic, and aatinued wildlife viewing during the pandemic. About efiigh of wildlife

viewers had participated in wildlife viewing prior to the CO¥&pandemic bustopped during

GKS LI yRSYAO o0 a OK dedftSoRvildiife view& nier® clasdfisdas 2y S

GNBI O0AGFGSRZ¢ YSIyAy3d GKFG GKS& KIFR LI NIGAOALI
actively participating when the pandemic began, but resumed participation during or after

al NOK HaHn® CAYylffes 2yfte o 2T SREIIRIYASEH S AGA3S 4i
they participated for the first time during the pandemic.

Skill level and support

In terms of expertise as a wildlife viewer, over 90% of survey respondenisisetified as
beginner, novice, or intermediate level viewers ratheanhadvanced or expert. Half of
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respondents reported having participated in wildlife viewing for roughly 20% or less of their
lives. Over half of wildlife viewers own (or have rented or borrowed) specialized equipment for
viewing in recent years. Family afitends were the strongest form of social support that
influenced viewer participation.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

Overall, we found that the wildlife viewing behaviors of consumptive and nhonconsumptive
viewers tended to be diffeant. We found only two exceptions: feeding wild birds and
maintaining plantings or natural areas for the benefit of wildlife. More consumptive viewers
expressed interest in viewing land mammals, reptiles, fish, and amphibians in comparison with
nonconsumpive viewers. Generally, nonconsumptive viewers reported spending fewer days
spent viewing away from home and out of state in a typical year, GO¥{@ar, and the
upcoming year (2022). However, there was no difference between consumptive and
nonconsumptie viewers for the number of days spent viewing around the home in a typical
year. In addition, more consumptive viewers reported viewing on stadmaged areas,
federallymanaged areas, other private property (not that of family or friends), and tribakslan
We also found a statistically significant difference in the impact of the GO¥gandemic on
wildlife viewing. In comparison to nonconsumptive viewers, more consumptive viewers
reported participating in wildlife viewing in the past, were not actiadyticipating when the

LI YRSYAO 06S3lys o6dzi NBaAdzYSR LI NIAOALI GA2Y
also found statistically significant differences between consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers in terms of both trigelated and other wildlé viewing expenditures. More
nonconsumptive viewers indicated no expenditures in both categories than consumptive
viewers.

In terms of wildlife viewing expertise, we found that more nhonconsumptive viewers classified
themselves as beginner or novice andman consumptive viewers classified themselves as
intermediate or advanced. We found a slight difference in the estimated percentage of life
spent viewing; somewhat more nonconsumptive viewers had viewed-&890 of their life in
comparison to consumptiveiewers. Significantly more consumptive viewers (71%) reported
owning, renting, or borrowing specialized equipment for wildlife viewing than nonconsumptive
viewers (49%). Finally, we found that nonconsumptive viewers were more likely to report that
they fdt no social support at all from family, friends, peers, and mentors for their wildlife
viewing activities.

|Page8|
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Conservation behaviors

We investigated the likelihood of wildlife viewers in Utah participating in a number of
conservatiorrelated activities, either generally or with or in supportl@iR Generally, wildlife

viewers most often reported being likely to clean up trash or lideparticipate in civic

engagement (such as voting or advocating). They least often reported being likely to collect

data on wildlife or habitat to contribute to science or management or to inform or teach others

about wildlife conservation. When compain s Af Rt AFS GASHSNEQ fA]1StAK
conservation behaviors generally or with/in support of the state agency, wildlife viewers

expressed a lower likelihood of engaging in conservation behaviors in collaboration with the

DNRin comparison to on theiown.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

When comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, we found that more consumptive
wildlife viewers reported higher levels of likelihood to participate in all conservation behaviors
investigated in this report, both generally and in collaboration iathiR

Wildlife viewing barriers

We surveyed wildlife viewers in Utah about a variety of topics that limited their participation in
wildlife viewing. Our results indicate that lackfofe time to participate in wildlife viewing and
distance to higkguality viewing locations limited wildlife viewers the most, with more than half
of wildlife viewers reportingomewhatto a great deabf limitation to their participation.

Financial costassociated with wildlife viewing and not knowing where to wildlife viewing also
fAYAUSR gAfREAFTS GASHGSNEQ LI NHAOALI A2y @

We specifically investigated the degree to which wildlife viewers experience accessibility

OKI tftSyaSaszx ¢KAOK ifficstiNgSonieéh& éxpeleRced inderactidgivBhkhe R
physical or social environment when engaging in a meaningful activity such as birding. These

may be the result of mobility challenges, blindness or low vision, intellectual or developmental
disabilities(including Autism), mental illness, being Deaf or Hard of Hearing or other health

O2y OSNYyaé¢ 6aODNBI2NE H Athirs of wildiFeSiewerd metBh G K G | 0 2
experiencecsomewhatto a great deal ohiccessibility challenges when participating ifchife

viewing.
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Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

There were eight out of 14 barriers with significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers and the overall pattern in these differences was the same; more
nonconsumgive viewers reported that the listed barriers did not limit their participation in
wildlife viewing at all. We also found that consumptive viewers experienced accessibility
challenges to a greater extent than nonconsumptive viewers.

Relationships withDNR

CAylLtfes S SELX 2NBR ! GFIKy gAftREAFTS GASHESNAEQ
trust of, and financial contributions tONR

Familiarity with DNR

Over threequarters of wildlife viewers werslightly, moderately, verypr extremely familiar

with DNRas a whole and almost threguarters of survey respondents reported seeing DR

logo before. However, about half of wildlife viewers wei at all amiliar with DNRstaff.
Roughlytwel KA NRa 2F &adz2NSeé NBalLRyRSyida Ay !'iGlF K NBL
level of prioritization of programs and services for wildlife viewing alasut right about one

third of respondents felt it watbo lowor far too low. Survey respondents generally indicated

moderate levels of trust iDNRas an agency and DNRstaff. Wildlife viewers also scorddNR

moderately, on average, on various facets of trust (capability, benevolence, and integrity).

Experience wh DNRprograms and services

Just over onghird of survey respondents had not used or engaged inl2NRprograms and
services in the last five years. Of the respondents who had utilized at least one program or
service fromDNRIn the past five yearshey most commonly reported utilizing information
(about wildlife and wildlife viewing opportunities in the state), agency lands and
nature/education/visitor centers provided HYNR Respondents least commonly reported
utilizing technical assistance or imfeation about habitat and volunteer data collection
opportunities.

Financial contributions tdDNR

Just over onghird of wildlife viewers in Utah had not made any purchases or contributions to
DNRIin the past five years. In general, more wildlife viewers had contributed via nonvoluntary
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mechanisms (e.g., fees, licenses, and required habitat or cortganstamps) than voluntary
mechanisms (e.g., donations and voluntarily purchased habitat or conservation stamps) in the
past five years. Over half of all respondents reported purchasind&Bfishing license. We

also examined the likelihood of wildlifeewers to contribute via voluntary and nonvoluntary
funding mechanisms. About twihiirds of survey respondents in Utah indicated that they were
moderately, very, or extremely likaly purchase @&NRands access pass, permit, or entrance
fee or anyDNRfishing license in the next five years. This list included items that are currently
not available frorDNR For example, half of wildlife viewers indicated that they were
moderately very, or extremely likelfto purchaseDNRtangible products (such as books, maps,
and other merchandise) in the next five years, if they had the opportunity to do so (a
contribution currently unavailable in Utah). Additionally, we found that over-tme of all
wildlife viewersin Utahwere very or extremely likelyto increase their contributions t®ONRif

they knew their funds would be used to support conservation of the types of wildlife they like
to view or for the conservation of rare and vulnerable species.

Viewing support preferences

Too SGGOSNI) adzLILI2 NI oAt REATS OASHESNEQ LOINRGAM OA LI G A
provide viewers with more informatioabout where to go to see wildlifanore information

about wildlife in Utahand access to more places to view wildlife. Fnalie found that the

most preferred channels of state agency communication for wildlife viewers in Utah were the
DNRwebsite, email updates or-eewsletters, printed materials (such as brochures and maps),

and Facebook.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive vieav comparisons

Broadly, we found that consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers have very different
perceptions of and experiences wWilNR Overall, consumptive viewers were considerably
more familiar with and had stronger relationships WidfNRin termsof utilization ofDNR
programs, past and future contributions BNR and interest in receiving wildlife viewing
support fromDNR

In contrast, nonconsumptive viewers were far less familiar with all aspe@$I& For
example, nonconsumptive viewers wearere likely to benot at all familiarwith state agency
lands, programs, staff, and mission than consumptive viewers. Indeed, over half of
nonconsumptive viewers weneot at all familiarwith DNRstaff.
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In addition, over 80% of consumptive viewers hadrsthe DNRIogo before, in comparison

with less than 60% of nonconsumptive viewers. While we found only one statistically significant
difference in our measures of trust DNRbetween consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers
(integrity), this difference isot necessarily practically significant for management (as both
groups still fell near the same level on the scales). Importantly, both consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers have similar, moderate levels of trust in the state agency.

The most sweepingiffierences between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers were in
their experiences witlbNRprograms and financial contributions @BNR Over half of
nonconsumptive viewers, and just over egearter of consumptive viewers, had not
participated in or use@ny DNRprograms and services in the last five years. More consumptive
viewers had participated in all of the listed programs and services in comparison to
nonconsumptive viewers. Both consumptive viewers and nonconsumptive viewers most
commonly contribuéd via the purchase of aryNRfishing license. In addition, for past
purchases and contributions, more consumptive viewers had contributed via all nonvoluntary
and voluntary funding mechanisms. Just less thanfwals of nonconsumptive viewers

reported never having contributed financially ®NRcompared to less than oreenth of
consumptive viewers. Furthermore, for all nonvoluntary and voluntary funding mechanisms, far
more nonconsumptive viewers reported beingt at all likelyto make any purchases o
contributions in the next five years.

We also found that, in general, more consumptive viewers were interested in receiving further
support fromDNRfor their wildlife viewing activities. Both consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers were interested in nre information about wildlife, information about where to go to
see wildlife, and access to more places to go wildlife viewing.

Conclusions

The Utah results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey provide a profile of wildlife viewers that can be
utilized byDNRto overcome barriers to broader relevance, public engagement, and support as
called for in the Roadmap to Relevancy (AFWA & WMI, 2019). Our profile includes what viewers
like to participate in, how they view and trust state agencies, what services and pisghay

wish agencies to provide, how they most like to support conservation through action or

funding, and more.

AsDNRaims to better engage wildlife viewers in Utah, we recommend three general needs to
establish a lasting and equitable relationship: 1) provide more wildlife viewing information and
access, 2) promote arourtie-home viewing opportunities, and 3) developcgal support
networks for wildlife viewers. If interested in achieving broader relevancy, we recommend that
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DNRfocus their engagement efforts on wildlife viewers who do not hunt or fish. Support for

this currently underserved group might include resowéer aroundthe-home viewing,

birding, and information on wildlife viewing tailored for beginners. This strategy will

additionally serve the established constituency of hunters and anglers that also view wildlife.
Finally, we recommend the developmentwildlife viewerspecificDNRcontribution

mechanisms, with an emphasis on establishing mechanisms appealing to wildlife viewers who
do not hunt or fish. An initial strategy for establishing these mechanisms could be developing a
wildlife viewing membershipr other program that uses gathered funds for species
conservation.

The following report details the methodology, findings, and conclusions from analyses of Utah data

from the Wildlife Viewer Survey. Accompanying Appendices contain the survey instrunagilt
supplemental results tables.
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BACKGROUND

Introduction

Across the United States, state fish and wildlife agencies (hereafter, state agencies) are key
players in the conservation of wildlife and their habitats (AFWA, 2017). State agencies have
legal authority and responsibility to steward wildlife resources @siblic trust, in the interest

of all current and future members of the public (Organ et al., 2012). To that end, the 50 state
agencies manage public lands and waterways, provide technical support for conservation on
private lands, conduct wildlife resedr and monitoring, and govern wildlife harvests and
wildlife-associated recreation, among other activities (Organ et al., 2012; AFWA, 2017). Since
their inception, the work of many state agencies has been largely funded through the sale of
hunting and fising licenses, boating and shooting permits, and taxes on recreation equipment
under a useipay usetbenefit model (Organ et al., 2012). However, a shifting {xsese and

cultural conditions call for rexamining and possibly revising this model. In paldigudeclines

or stagnation in hunting and angling among an increasingly urbanized population have made it
clear that the sustainability of state agencies and their contributions to wildlife conservation is
contingent on expanding and diversifying the fie&l and political support provided by the

public (U.S. DOI et al., 2016; AFWA & WMI, 2019). Specifically, agencies face the challenge of
maintaining their current supporters while increasing their relevance to and engagement with
new and broader constitencies (AFWA & WMI, 2019). These broader constituencies include
people in diverse demographic, social, and geographic groups. In addition, this includes
recreationists who are invested in wildlife and the outdoors, but may have values, interests,
and behaiors that differ from those of the hunting and angling communities that have
traditionally been the target audience for agencies (AFWA & WMI, 2019). Central among these
nontraditional recreation groups are people who participate in wildlife viewing, orteeof

fastest growing outdoor recreation activities in the United States (U.S. DOI et al., 2016).

Wildlife Viewers

Wildlife viewing is a broad category of wildiasociated recreation that includes intentionally
observing, photographing, deeding wildlife, improving or maintaining wildlife habitats, and
visiting parks and natural areas for the primary purpose of wildlife viewing (U.S. DOI et al.,
2016). As of 2016, over a third of U.S. adults participate in various forms of wildlife viewing
including 14.3 million additional wildlife viewers reported since 2011 (U.S. DOI et al., 2016).
From 2011 to 2016, the number of U.S. adults participating in wildlife viewing increased by 14.3
million, or an increase in participation to over otterd of the adult population. Viewers spend
nearly $76 billion on their viewing activities annually, including $170 million in access fees for
public lands (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). Specifically, in Bal2011 National Survey of Hunting,
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Fishing, and WildlitAssociated Recreation (hereafter, National Survey of Wildlife Recreation)
estimated 717,000 wildlifsvatching participants aged 16 and higher.

Birdwatchers and other viewers also directly contribute funds to wildlife and habitat
conservation (Fulton et al2017). A study in New York State found that people who bird
(including those who both hunt and bird) are more likely than-necreationists and hunters to
donate to conservation (Cooper et al., 2015). They are also more likely to participate in pro
envronmental behaviors such as conducting habitat enhancement, joining environmental
groups, and supporting conservation policy (Cooper et al., 2015). Similar patterns have been
seen in Virginia, where recreationists who identify as birders or other vie{@éose or in

addition to identifying as hunters and anglers) engage in a range of conservation activities more
often than those who only hunt or fish (Grooms et al., 2020). Additionally, wildlife viewing is a
means of connecting people to nature and gaingrgeneral support for wildlife conservation
(Kellert et al., 2017). Wildlife viewers are thus a critical constituency for state fish and wildlife
agencies, especially given stable or declining rates of participation in hunting and angling over
the past c&tcade (U.S. DOI et al., 2016) and the ongoing need to generate broader support for

I 3SyO& STFTFT2NIad | 26SOSNE GASHSNEQ RANBOG & dzLJLJ
part, this limited support is due to a lack of dedicated funding streams ildiif® viewers that

would parallel the licenses, permits, and excise taxes that connect hunters and anglers to state
agencies (Organ et al., 2012). Limited financial support from viewers may also be due to their
perceptions that agencies serve them lekan hunters and anglers (Grooms et al., 2019).
Additionally, birders and other viewers tend to have lower levels of trust in state and federal
agencies, relative to other entities (Fulton et al., 2017) and in comparison with hunters and
anglers (Grooms «l., 2020).

While wildlife viewers undoubtedly benefit from the work of state agencies through activities

such as habitat management and research, as well as established wildlife viewing programs that
serve viewers directly, agency relationships witls ttmerging constituency are still relatively

new in some states. The Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap (hereafter, Relevancy Roadmap)
developed by the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (AFWA) and Wildlife Management
Institute (WMI) in 2019 iderfied limited capacity to understand and plan for engagement with

new groups as key barriers in the ability of agencies to broaden their public support and serve
diverse constituencies (AFWA & WMI 2019). The Relevancy Roadmap articulates a need for
GAYGONIRIBa | Olfj dZA aAGA2Y YR FLIWLX AOFGAZ2Y 2F a20ALl
GAGK aaOASYyOS GKIG A& a NRodzad yR O2YLINBKSY
GKS LIl aidé¢ o!C2! 3 2alL3y HnanmpX Liplifewieded LYRSSRX
behaviors and their relationships with agencies have emerged from social science surveys at

both state (e.g., Cooper et al., 2015; Grooms et al., 2020) and national levels (e.g., U.S. DOI et
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al., 2016; Fulton et al., 2017; NAWMP, 2021). éFaview of the current literature on wildlife
viewing, see Sinkular et al., 2021.) Nonetheless, key knowledge gaps remain about the
activities, experiences, perceptions, needs, and preferences of wildlife viewers across the
countrygcritical information br agencies to become more inclusive of and relevant to wildlife
viewers, fulfill their missions and public trust directives, and sustainably advance fish and
wildlife conservation for generations to come.

Project Background

A 2021 Multistate ConservatioGrant Program (MSCGP) grant was awarded to the Association
2T CAAK YR 2AfREAFS 1'3SyOASaqQ 6! Cc21 v 9RdzOF GA
Wildlife Viewing and Nature Tourism (WVNT) Working Group and Virginia Tech to address
barriers to the releancy and inclusivity of state agencies for wildlife viewers. The project
included a synthesis of current literature on the behaviors, interests, experiences, and
preferences of wildlife viewers (Sinkular et al., 2021); a natisnale wekbased surveyn=

4,030) that built upon previous research to deepen understanding of wildlife viewers across all
four AFWA regions (West, Midwest, Northeast, and Southeast); and recommendations for
improved engagement between state agencies and wildlife viewerpr@duced by the

research team and staff from state agencies across the country. State agencies were offered
the opportunity to optinto additional survey data collection and analysis within their state in
addition to the regionalevel survey data and analys&tatelevel sampling provided states

with the unique opportunity to have results specific to the wildlife viewing constituencies in
their state.

A sixmember Executive Committee and.&member Steering Committee were established to
guide implementatiorof the project by the Virginia Tech team. The Executive Committee,
which included the Chair of the WVNT Working Group and other MSCGP propasidhos

from five state agencies, provided kiicture, strategic guidance for the project and was also
resporsible for final decisions on a number of fiseale details in survey design and
administration. The Steering Committee, which included human dimensions, wildlife viewing,
and nongame wildlife staff from 11 additional state agencies, including Utah, ipat&d in
routine project meetings, liaised with others in their agencies related to the project, and
provided feedback to ensure that the survey would be relevant to wildlife viewers and produce
data that meet the needs of state agencies. Each of theesttitat participated in the state

level surveys participated in the Steering Committee. In doing so, they provided feedback on
the design of the survey instrument and the state sampling approach.
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About this Report

This report presents analysis of datarfr the Wildlife Viewer Survey (hereafter, Survey) for the
state of Utah and concludes with evideAoased communications and engagement strategies
that the Utah Division of Wildlife Resource (hereaff@NR can implement to increase their
relevance to wildlife viewers and the participation of wildlife viewers in activities that support
F3SyOASaQ O2yasSNBFiAz2y 3F2Ffad ¢KS NBadz da
the implementation of multiple strategies of the Relevanoa&map by identifying

opportunities to enhance the relevancy of state fish and wildlife agencies to wildlife viewers,
particularly those who are not already engaged in hunting and angling, avenues for building
partnerships with viewers to support implemextion of state conservation plans, and potential
strategies for engaging viewers in conservation funding mechanisms (AFWA & WMI, 2019).
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METHODS

Survey Instrument

Building upon other national and statgecific survey efforts of wildlifeecreationistsand

based on input from the Steering Committee and state agency representatives, we first

developed the regional survey instrument, which consisted of 117 cleaddd questions

F62dzi 6AfREATS GASHESNBQ NBONEBI (A 2with theyf RateO2 y & S N.
wildlife agencies. Initially, the state survey was administered to 125 respondents in the state.

After completing the regional survey, we adapted it for the state of Utah through the addition
of survey items about familiarity witBNR as well as the removal of survey options which were
not applicable to the state for survey items about past behavior (see Appendix A for full survey
instrument). For all questions which directly relate to the role of the state wildlife ag@idiR

was diectly named.

{ dzZNIBSe jdzSaitArAzya O20SNBR gAftRIATS OASGSNEQY

Duration, location, and frequency of participation in wildlife viewing
Participation in other forms of outdoor recreation

Level of specialization as a wildlife viewer

Travel and equipmentrelated expenditures for wildlife viewing

Barriers to and social support for participating in wildlife viewing

Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors

Pattern of participation in wildlife viewing during the CO\IDpandemic
Familiarity with, perceptions of, and trust in the state agency

Experience with agency programs and services

Past financial contributions to state wildlife agencies

Likelihood to spport agencies financially and through conservation behaviors in the
future

Preferred forms of viewing support and communications from the state agency
Demographic characteristics

To aid in respondent recall, survey questions about behaviors are usskdlg avith reference

to a distinct period of time (e.g., the past year) (Vaske, 2019, Chapter 4). Due to the impact of

the COVIEL9 pandemic during the survey administration period and the desire to provide state
agencies with information from a less unustiene, we instead asked respondents to reflect on

GF G@LIAOLFt &@SINEE 6KAOK 6S RSTFAYSR Ay GKS &dzN
years) that was not impacted by unusual circumstances like the GOWID LI Y RSY A Od ¢
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Survey Sampling and Admistration

Statelevel surveys were administered entirely online from OctobeD2@ember 15, 2021. All
potential survey respondents were identified and recruited through a survey panel

administered by Qualtrics, and participants completed the online sutlreough the Qualtrics
platform. When conducted with appropriate methodological decisions, panel surveys have
shown to be a valuable tool for conducting online social science research (Wardropper et al.,
2021). Panel surveys are a form of internet survlgs$ consist of sampling respondents from

an online group, or panel, and usually provide a small compensation. Attention checks, or
guality assurance items (Czeisler et al., 2020), and time limits based on a fraction of the median
completion time from pibt samples (Miller et al., 2020), are two tools utilized to increase the
guality of response gathered in panel research.

The survey was administered to separate samples in 15 states, with a goal of 1,000 respondents
from each state, although Qualtricsquided lower estimates of respondents for several states,
the lowest of which being Idaho, with a goal of only 500 respondents (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Map of statdevel sampling

Map of the United States showing the 15 states tpatticipated in statdevel sampling for the Wildlife Viewer
Survey. Participating states are colored according to their AFWA region assigned in the regional Wildlife Viewer
Survey report (magenta = Western sample, blue = Midwestern sample, green = Stethesample; Sinkular et

al., 2022). Utah (magenta) was in the Western sample.
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Eligibility
Respondents were asked to indicate consent to participate in the study at the very beginning of
the online survey instrument. Initial survey questions then screkfioe participant eligibility to

participate in the study based on their 1) involvement in wildlife viewing; 2) state of residence;
and 3) demographic characteristics such as age, gender, and education level.

Only individuals who had participated in sofeem of wildlife viewing in the past five years

were able to complete the survey. This study did not examine traits ofwiltntife viewers. The
adz2NISe LINPOPARSR | RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F 020K agAftREAT
a broad rangef people who participate in various forms of wildlife viewing and the exclusion

of those who only observe wildlife incidentally during other outdoor activities. The following
definitions were adapted from the 2016 National Survey of Wildlife Recredtlidh OOl et al.,

2016):

For this surveywildlife refers to all animals, such as birds, fish, insects, mammals,
amphibians, and reptiles, that are living in natural environments, including in urban and
semturban places. Wildlife does not include animialgg in artificial or captive
environments, such as aquariums, zoos, or museums, or domestic animals such as farm
animals or pets.

Wildlife viewingrefers to intentionally observing, photographing, or feeding wildlife;
improving or maintaining wildlif@abitat; or visiting parks and natural areas for the
primary purpose of wildlife viewing. Wildlife viewing does not include simply noticing
wildlife while doing something else, such as gardening, exercising, hunting, or fishing, or
intentionally scoutingor game.

Participant eligibility was also determined by three broad demographic quotas set to ensure a
representative sample of wildlife viewers, while also ensuring we would be able to meet targets
for the number of respondents. In our statevel survgs, we set quotas for respondent

gender, age, and education based on natiele&kl results of théNational Survey of Wildlife
Recreation, with some changes to accommodate for lower sample &z8sDOlI et al., 2016).
First, we required that each statample consist of no more than 74% male or 51% female. For
the age quota, we defined three broad categories by combining the smaller categories used in
the National Survey of Wildlife Recreatifd.S. DOI et al., 2016). We required that no more

than 28% andho less than 17% of respondents be between 18 and 34 years old, no more than
41% be between 35 and 54 years old, and no more than 56% be 55 years old or older. Unlike
the National Survey of Wildlife Recreatiome did not survey individuals under 18 yeafsage.
Finally, while theéNational Survey of Wildlife Recreatiolassified respondent educational
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FOGGrAYyYSyd Ay GSN¥Ya 2F GKS ydzYoSNI 2F @SIFNR 27
FYR am (2 o @SIFENER 27F O2f feltfhidrhedtcongiSentdviéhli |j dz2 4 | a
vdzk £t GNAOAQ &l yRIFENR adz2NBSe YSiKz2R2f23& F2N LI
(NAWMP, 2021). For state reports, we required that no more than 48% of respondents have
O2YLX SGSR I ol OKSt2NRa 2NJ INI Rdzr §S RSINBSO

Data Quality

We implemented a number of measures to maximize the quality of the data generated through

the Qualtrics panel, including attention checks and a minimum completion time (following best
practices for using survey panels, as describafandropper et al., 2021). The survey

instrument contained two different kinds of attention checks. First, there were five pairs of

a0l G4SYSyda Ay GKS adaNBSe GKFd ¢gSNB ¢2NRSR | &
KFEa I OSydNIHy RR&E2SA ART AYRS tAAFSEAY I Aa y20 Fy AN
Inconsistent responses to these statements indicated that a respondent may be taking the

survey without being thoughtful. For the second kind of attention check, we identified

combinations of regonses that suggested the respondent was providing bad data (e.g., if a
NEBaLR2YRSYGd AYRAOFGSR GKFG GKSe& LI NIAOALIGS Ay
2yS [[dzSadAz2y IyR Ay | fF0SNI ljdzSadA2ygNBaLRYRS
LIK2(323INF LIKAY3IS 2N FSSRAYy3 gAftREAFSE0D wSaLRYR
survey were eliminated from the final sample (see Appendix B for a full list of attention checks).
Finally, we also established a minimum survey completion timmder to remove respondents

from the sample that completed the survey so quickly that their responses were unlikely to

have been genuine. The minimum completion time was set at 6.35 minutes (or 381 seconds),

which was the longest survey duration foetfastest quintile of the 101 respondents in the

Qualtrics pilot test of the regional survey.

Data Analysis

In this report, we generally present response frequencies for each survey question from wildlife
viewers across the entire state, referredfoK N2 dz3 K2 dzi G KS NBLR2 NI | a (KS
gStt Fa aSLINIGS NBaLRyaS FTNBIdzSyOASa FT2N a0?2
viewers. Theoretical and applied frameworks both characterize wildlife recreation activities and
recreationists by s® 1 f f SR a 02y adzYLIWiA@Sé |yR ay2y 02y adzyLd
use of and impact on wildlife (Tremblay, 2001; Vaske & Roemer, 2013). Within this definition,
consumptive activities, such as hunting, fishing, and trapping, generally result in tresharv

catching of species from their habitat, while nonconsumptive activities, such as hiking,

birdwatching, and other forms of wildlife viewing, do not (Duffus & Deardon, 1990). We

recognize the assignment of recreational activities into these categisrigst clearcut, as
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activities traditionally deemed nonconsumptive can also result in substantial negative impacts
on wildlife, including mortality (Green & Higginbottom, 2000). Still, we compare consumptive
FYR y2y 02y adzYLiA @S O AuStide3audit Qecald dfithe joéusSdi thisi K N2 dz3 K
project on expanding relevancy to a broader constituency for state agencies. Consumptive
wildlife viewers were defined as those who participated in either (or both) hunting and angling
as additional forms of outdwr recreation during the past five years. Nonconsumptive wildlife
viewers were those without this experience. The sample size for the statewrl&13) sample
and the consumptivenonconsumptiverf = 713) sample are the same. This difference is visually
represented in most figures with hatching on the statewide sample bars or noted in figure
captions. We used the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) to produce descriptive
statistics for survey questions and to conduct inferential statistical t@sts ttest, chisquare,

or ANOVA) to explore differences across consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers.
We considered differences statistically significant wighhalue of .05 or lower. Results from
these tests are described in the Resubstgon and also included in Appendix C
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RESULTS

Survey response

The Utah panel participants for the Wildlife Viewer Survey initiated 865 surveys and fully
completed 713 surveys We deemed a total 152 potential survey participants ineligible because
they did not complete the survey, did not consent to participate in the study, were under 18
years of age, had not participated in any of the included forms of wildlife viewing in the past
five years, failed two attention checks, or completed the survey tdokdyt The three

demographic quotas that were set (see Methods) were achieved.

Out of 713 wildlife viewers, we classified 49% of our sample as consumptive viewers, meaning
that, in addition to wildlife viewing, they reported participating in huntingishing in the past

five years. Specifically, 33% of wildlife viewers in Utah also fish, 2.7% also hunt, and 13% also
hunt and fish. So, we classified 51% of our sample as nonconsumptive viewers, meaning that
they did not report participation in hunting dishing in the past five years.

Survey Quota: Age

2SS Fa1SR NBaLRyRSylta (2 AYyRAOFIGS GKSANI 6ANIK
HNNnoé¢ OADPSPTI Y2ald NBOSyd FF3IS StAIAE S0P wSaLR
then asked afollovalzL) |j dzSa A2y > d&a! NB @&2dz my &@SINB 2F | 3S
had not yet turned 18 at the time of survey completion.

The reported ages of all respondents in Utah ranged from 18 {@/@@&n M]= 48,Standard

Deviation B0} = 17). Consiste with our established quota, 25% of respondents were between

the ages of 18 and 34, 35% were between the ages of 35 and 54, and 40% of respondents were
over the age of 55. Atest indicated that the mean age of consumptive wildlife view@dfis=

45, SD=16) was significantly lower (by five years) than the mean age of nonconsumptive

wildlife viewers M = 50,SD= 18;t = 4.09 df= 708,p < .001; Table 1; Figurg.2
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What is your age?

100 -
90 1
80 1

70 -

60 1
50 1 .
®

40 1

Mean age in years

30 1

20 A

10 -

Statewute Consumptive Nonconsumptive

Figure 2: Respondent age

Boxplots (median and interquartile ranges within the boxes) showing the differences in the age of wildlife viewers
in Utah across the state (statewide) and for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers. Points represent the mean
age (diamond for statewide grguicircles for consumptive and nonconsumptive groups) and whiskers represent

the minimum and maximum values for the dataset-t&dt indicated that the mean age of consumptive wildlife
viewers was significantly lower than the mean age of nonconsumptildif@iviewers by five year§ ble ).

Survey Quota: Gender

We provided respondents with five genderclusive response options, as suggested by Speil et

Ffd GHnMpPpOP® ¢KSAS 2LI0A2YEAWMYNE IR SKRLINTTF FNIE G 2 52+
G LINBoBSIRSa ONR 0S¢ | O02YLI yASR o6& |y 2Ly (GSE(o62
guota was set only for two gender options (man and woman); other genders were not

calculated in the gender quotas but were included in the sample of respondents.
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Consistehwith the quota, 48% of respondents were women and 51% of respondents were
men (Figure 3). Only a very small percentage of respondents (1.4%) selected other response
options; 1.1% were ncebinary and 0.3% preferred to salescribe their gender using tesn
adz0K l-a2&a®8Y5dzS (2 f 2oman@ahdseiliesribing réspoadentsyhvary
not included in the following gender identity analysis of consumptive and nonconsumptive
wildlife viewers. A chsquare test indicated a statistically significaifference in the binary
gender identity of consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers, with a majority of
consumptive wildlife viewers identifying as men (61%) and more nonconsumptive wildlife
viewers identifying as women (58%;= 30.92df = 1,p < .001; Table 2; Figure 3).

What is your gender?

\ ./
an -
I
Worman (/S
Non-binary -

Prefer to self-describe A

- == A |

Prefer to not disclose A

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of respondents

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 3: Respondent gender identity

Gender identity of wildlife viewers in Utah for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groupsscuale
test indicated statistically a significant differencettie binary gender identity of consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 2). Note that quotas were set for this survey question.
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Survey Quota: Education

Although the quota included three categories for educational attainment, we included five
response options in order to gain more specific information from respondents. We then
collapsed these categories for the calculation of the quota. Consistent witQubt, less than

40% of respondents had attained 4 or more years of higher education; 25% of respondents held

I ol OKSf 2NRa RS3AN

BSE FyR mn dd:

2F NBalLRyRSyila

master's, or doctoral degrees). Results showed that 8fi#éspondents had received a high
school diploma, equivalent, or less education. In addition, 24% of respondents had completed

a2ys 02ftftS3S: IyR

indicated no statistically significadifferences in the education level of consumptive and

Mp: KFR | OKA S @f§uare tesf

nonconsumptive wildlife viewers{= 7.69,df = 4,p = .103; Table 3; Figure 4).

What is the highest degree
or level of school you have completed?

a&a2O0Al

High school diploma, | /744474
equivalent, or less | N
AT
Some college
I
: . /L
Associate or technical degree 1
.
AP
Bachelor's degree
I
Professional, master's, | /444
or doctoral degree | N
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 4: Respondent educational attainment

% of respondents

VA Statewide

The highest level of education completed by wildlife viewers in ftiaktatewide, consumptive, and
nonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated no statistically significant difference in the education level of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 3).
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Demographics

Race and ethnicity

We provided repondents with a list of eight race or ethnicity options and asked them to select
all categories that applied to them. These options were consistent with recommendations from
the U.S. Census Bureau, which suggests asking a single question that includesirace

ethnicity, rather than a question about race and another about ethnicity, in order to ease
respondent burden (Matthews et al., 2015). No quota was set for race and ethnicity, and our
findings of surveyed wildlife viewers skewing toward White were isb@st with previous

studies (U.S. DOl et al., 2016; Rutter et al., 2021).

2 KAt S GKS adliSeARS al YLX S ¢l a LINAYEFNREE a2 KA
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish (5.8%), American Indian or Alaska Native (2.7%; hereafter,
GLVRSY2dza ¢ 0 bl GADBS I FgrAALY 2N 20KSNJt Il OAFAO
OMPE:0E 1 aAly omMedmM:>03 YR aARRES 91FaGdSNYy 2N b
20KSNJ N OS 2NJ SGKYyAOAG@ ¢ Ly thnRRthanbreyage on &> 2 F
SIKYAOA(GeT gKAOK ¢S NBTFSNI (2 | & éhndacialA NI OA L f €
identities, analysis of these identities for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers was

collapsed into two groups: Whitenly andBlack, Indigenous, and people of color (hereafter,

BIPOC). The BIPOC group includes all other ethnoracial identities, including individuals who
identified as White and one other race or ethnicity. A-shuare test indicated no statistically

significant diference in the ethnoracial identities of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers

when comparing between Whitenly and BIPOC groups € 1.55df = 1,p = .214; Table 5;

Figure 5).
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What is your race and/or ethnicity?

A/ SIS

White 1

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 1

American Indian or Alaska Native A

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander -

Black or African American 4

Asian -

Some other race or ethnicity -

Middle Eastern or North African -

_ —— — R — - - L e B S, N - s |

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of respondents

L/
a Statewide Consumptive - Nonconsumptive

Figure 5: Respondent ethnoracial identity

Ethnoracial identity of wdllife viewers in Utah for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Note that
individual categories sum to more than 100% because respondents were able to select more than one option to
reflect their ethnoracial identity. Due to low sample sizasalysis of ethnoracial identity for consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers was collapsed into two groups: Whitly and BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color). A chgquare test indicated no statistically significant difference in the ethnorai®atities of consumptive

and nonconsumptive viewers when comparing between Whiity and BIPOC groups (Table 5).
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Household income

We then asked respondents to select their total household income from six categories ranging
TNRY a[ Saa GkRmMYypBmmIdpdpRE YaxBéa> gAIGK SIFOK OFGS
order to ease respondent burden, we reduced these options from the 10 categories presented

in the National Survey of Wildlife Recreatbn ¢ KA OK N} y3ISR FTNRY af Saa
GbmMpnIViZING 2 NI! ®{ ® 5hL Si I f®dX HamMcODP 2SS | faz2 A
y20 02 | yag INKE2) o iedpahlentp selggted. Bhis group of responses was

excluded from the following analysis.

Less than half (41%) odspondents in Utah reported their total household income as $49,999
or less. Over onthird of respondents (37%) reported a total household income of $50,000
99,999 and about onéfth (22%) of survey respondents reported a total household income of
$100000 or more. The total household income level of survey respondents was somewhat
similar to that of respondents who participated in wildlife watching from Utah in the 2011
National Survey of Wildlife Recreation (U.S. DOI et al., 2011). Note thaspkafic data from
the 2016 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation was not gathered and the 2011 data is based
on a smaller sample size with higher a@sponse to the income item. We compared the mean
income level between consumptive and nonconsumptive wddliewers using a clsiquare

test. We found no statistically significant difference in the income level of consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers{= 4.50,df = 5,p = .48 Table 6; Figure 6).
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What was your total household income
during the past 12 months?

Less than $24,999 22222
’ I
' A
625,000 - 849,990 | 22177
I
11117
$50,000 — $74,999
e
$75,000-$99,099 L4
' ' —
7/
100,000 — $124,999 -
S ° [
/)
$125,000 or more A
.
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 6: Respondent household income

The total lousehold income range reported by wildlife viewers in Utah for statewide, consumptive, and
nonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated no statistically significant difference in the income level of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewetsi{le 6).

Residential location

We asked respondents to indicate the size of the area in which they currently live, with the
F2ft26Ay3 OFGSIA2NASAY awdzNI £ NBEpDdhdddr aLISiZKUIYS ¢
G{YIFftt OMDE danpn LiSeAI SO ¢ 2W2 NB NBS 3/LI NBPE oprSan
residential classifications are consistent with the definitions used by the U.S. Census (2010).

Our sample was slightly more rurdlan that of the Utah sample in the 2011 National Survey of
Recreation (U.S. DOl et al., 20lihwhOK yy:2 2F NBaLRyRSyida tAOBSR A
| NBFaé¢ gAGK LRLMAFGA2ya 2F pnZnnn 2NJ Y2NB o! o
respondents reported living in an urban area with a population of 50,000 or more and 36% of
reported livhg in a small city with a population of 10,000 to 49,999 (Table 7; Figukech}.
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square test indicated no statistically significant differences in the residential location of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewer$=£ 1.02,df = 3,p = .796;Table 7; Figure 7).

Which of the following best describes
where you currently live?

Urban area /000077

(50,000 or more people) | _
Small city 7//////////A
(10,000 - 49,999 people) | S

Small town | v
(2,500 - 9,999 people) L

Rural area |
(Less than 2,500 people)

O-.§

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of respondents

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 7: Respondent setéported size of residential area

The selfreported size of the area in which wildlife viewers in Utah reside for statewide, consumptive, and
nonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated nsetatistically significant difference in the residential location
of consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 7).

Wildlife viewing behaviors

Forms of wildlife viewing

As described in the Methods, the National Survey of Wil&Réereation defines wildlife viewing

Fa aOf2aSte 20aSNWAYy3Ir FSSRAYIAI | yR LIK2G23INI LI
around the home because of wildlife, and maintaining plantings and natural areas around the

K2YS F2N) 0KS 0WS BA atal., 208). Uniler tRis defihifioh, wildlife viewing

must occur as an intentional objective of the recreational activity; it does not include incidental
viewing. The survey noted: "Wildlife viewing does not include simply noticing wildlife while

doing something else, such as gardening, exercising, hunting or fishing, or intentionally scouting
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for game Incidental viewing, or observing wildlife while doing other recreational activities, is
not considered wildlife viewing under this definition awds thus excluded from this survey
effort.

We presented respondents with a list of seven wildlife viewing activities adapted from the
National Survey of Wildlife Recreatiand asked them to select all activities they participate in
during a typical yeafi.e., a recent year [within the last five years] that was not impacted by
unusual circumstances like the COMMDpandemic). For those who started viewing wildlife
during the pandemic, we asked them to answer all questions about "a typical year" fpaste
year. The sum of percentages exceeds 100 because 83% of respondents selected more than
one behavior. The most popular wildlife viewing behaviors amongst respondents in Utah was
visiting parks and natural areas to observe, photograph, or feed wild@lifé) and specifically
photographing or taking pictures of wildlife (62%). The third most popular wildlife viewing
behavior was taking trips or outings to any other location to observe, photograph, or feed
wildlife (54%).

Chisquare tests indicated statisally significant differences for five of the seven wildlife

viewing activities between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. In comparison to
nonconsumptive viewers, significantly more consumptive wildlife viewers participated
visitingparks and natural areas to observe, feed, or photograph wildlife, 2) photographing or
taking pictures of wildlife, 3) taking trips or outings to any other location to observe,
photograph, or feed wildlife, 4) closely observing wildlife or trying to idgntiffamiliar types of
wildlife, and 5) feeding other wildlife (Figure 8; Table 8).
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Which forms of wildlife viewing
have you participated in the past 5 years?

Visiting parks and natural areas 1
|
_ /S
Photographing -
|
Taking trips or outings 1
|
Feeding wild birds 1
I
_ (/S
Closely observing 1
|
Maintaining plantings or natural areas -
I
Feeding other wildlife - 172
.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

\

Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 8: Forms of wildlife viewing

Forms of wildlife viewing that wildlife viewers in Utah reported participating in over the past five years for
statewide, consumptiveand nonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100%
because respondents were able to select more than one options@itare tests indicated significantly more
consumptive wildlife viewers participated 1) visiting parks andatural areas to observe, feed, or photograph
wildlife, 2) photographing or taking pictures of wildlife, 3) taking trips or outings to any other location to observe,
photograph, or feed wildlife, 4) closely observing wildlife or trying to identify unfantitpes of wildlife, and 5)
feeding other wildlife (Table 8).

Types of wildlife

Birds, land mammals, and large mammals are typically the most popular types of wildlife
viewed (U.S. DOl et al., 2016; Grooms et al., 2019). We asked wileNifers to indicate the

types of wildlife they liked to view (which included observing, photographing, or feeding). The
list of eight types of wildlife to view was adapted from the Virginia Wildlife Recreation Survey
(Grooms et al., 2019) and the Natiorsirvey of Wildlife Recreation (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). To
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enable comparison across states, we asked interest in viewing marine mammals, though
unavailable to view in Utah.

Land mammals were the most popular type of wildlife viewed, with 80% of resposdent

statewide selecting this response option (because respondents could select more than one

item, the sums of all percentages per wildlife viewer type exceed 100%). In addition, 71%

indicated interest in viewing birds and 45% indicated interest in viewiagna mammals. The

f SFad LRLz N GeL)lsS 2F gAfREAFSE 0SaARSa GKS Y
At REATSE ondmr 2F NBalLRYyRSyida aSt SOGSR GKA&UL
selecting this response option.

Chisquare tess indicated statistically significant differences in four wildlife type viewing
preferences between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 9; Figure 9).
Significantly more consumptive viewers expressed interest in viewing land mammaies,ept
fish, and amphibians than nonconsumptive viewers.

|Page4?2|



Utah Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

Which types of wildlife are you interested in
observing, photographing, or feeding?

Land mammals 4 /S A
|
Birds. /S
|
. /S
Marine mammals -
|
Fish | /A
|
) (/S
Reptiles -
|
(/S
Insects -
]
Amphibians 1
I

80 90 100

O_
—_
o
N
o
w
o
N
o
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o
D
o
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o

% of respondents
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o
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Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 9: Interest in types of wildlife for wildlife viewing

Types of wildlife that wildlife viewers in Utah reported interest in observing, photographing, or feeding for
statewide, consumptiveand nonconsumptive groups. Note that percentages for individual response categories
sum to more than 100% because respondents were able to select more than one optisquare tests indicated
more consumptive viewers expressed interest in viewing laadhmals, reptiles, fish, and amphibians than
nonconsumptive viewers (Table 9).

Recreational specialization of wildlife viewers

Across diverse forms of outdoor recreation, specializateders to a continuum of intensity in

'y AYRA@GA RdzI Yolemert iy & gbvdiiSétivity (SoptR& Shafer, 2001). The best
approach to measuring specialization is an area of active research and debate among scholars,
but there is consensus that specialization is multidimensional, and as such, it is generally
measued through multiple questions in survey research, rather than a single item (Needham et
al., 2009). Specialization is consistently discussed and measured through three dimensions,
often referred to as affective, behavioral, and cognitfeatlined in moredetail below;
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Needham et al., 2009). We developed a series of survey questions to evaluate each of these
dimensions of specialization, drawing on concepts and items from a previous survey of eBird
participants conducted by the North American Waterfowl Mgaement Plan (NAWMP) Human
Dimensions Working Group (Harshaw et al., 2021) and a survey of anglers conducted by
Needham et al. (2009). We present results for these dimensions separately below, as
recommended by Lee and Scott (2004), in order to retainlmsigto each dimension.

Affective specialization: Centrality

Following Harshaw et al. (2021) and Needham et al. (2009), we assessed the affective
RAYSyaArzy 2F OAS6SNBRQ aLISOAIFtATFGAZ2Y (KNRIZAK
importantwildlifS @ASgAyYy3a A& AYy |y AYRADGARIzZ f Qa tAFSP
extent of agreement, on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with three
adrasSySyiday mo a! €20 2F Y& tATS dewinghdda yAl SR
OSYiNIf NRfS Ay Y& tAFSZI¢ YR o0 a.SAy3 | gAf
Responses to these three statements, which provide information regarding the centrality of

At REATS OASGgAY3I (2 | yARYIRS GARIAE $ Q&/ NAWDBIZO IORY
combined these variables by calculating the mean response to these items for an overall

centrality measure (Table 10; Figure 10). The mean level of centrality was 2.92 in Utah,

indicating that, on average, respdents selected neither agree nor disagree-t&dt indicated

GKFG 0KS YSIEYy YSIFadaNBE 2F OSYuUNrtAGe 2F gAf REA
higher in consumptive viewers (M = 3.14, SD = 0.95) compared to nonconsumptive viewers (M
=2.71 SD =0.98; t 5.89, df = 695, p < .001; Table 10; Figure 10). However, as both mean

measures for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers were about 3, this means that both

groups, on average, selected neither agree nor disagree for the three statements
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Centrality of wildlife viewing

Mean centrality score
w

Statewide Consumptive Nonconsumptive

Figure 10: Centrality of wildlife viewing

Boxplots (median and interquartile ranges within the box@g)wing the differences in the measuvsécentrality

of wildlife viewing in the lives of wildlife viewers in Utah for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups.

Points representhe mean centrality measur@iamond for statewide grougircles for consumptive and

nonconsumptive groupp I £ Odzf  GSR &4 GKS YSIy 2F NBaLRyRSyiaqQ SEGSY
the importance of wildlife viewing in their lives on a scale dftdofgly disagrepto 5 étrongly agre¢ Whiskers

represent the mean * 1 standard deviation.-#&$t indicated thathe mean measure of centrality of wildlife

GASBgAY3a (2 |y AYRADARdIzZrt Qa tAFS gt a arayAFTAOlIyGfe KAIK
viewers (Table 10).

Behavioral speialization: Equipment and percentage of life

We measured the behaviorRRA YSy aA 2y 2F aLISOAFf AT FGAZ2Y (KN dz
specialized equipment for wildlife viewing and the duration of their experience in wildlife

viewing. In Utah, 60% of all wilidliviewers reported owning or renting specialized equipment,

such as binoculars, cameras, mobile apps, spotting scopes, field guides, or specialized clothing

in the past five years (Figure 11; Table 11). Asghare test indicated that consumptive wil@lif
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viewers (71%) were significantly more likely to own or rent specialized equipment for wildlife
viewing than nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (49%s+ 35.69df= 1,p < .001; Table 11; Figure
11).

Do you own any specialized equipment for wildlife viewing,
or have you rented or borrowed
any specialized equipment for wildlife viewing
in the past 5 years?

— V/ 7

Consumptive

Nonconsumptive -

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of respondents who indicated 'Yes'

n Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 11: Owning, renting, or borrowing specializequipment for wildlife viewing

Percent of wildlife viewers in Utah who reported owning, renting, or borrowing specialized equipment for wildlife
viewing in the past 5 years for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groupssduelné test indicated

that consumptive wildlife viewerwere significantly more likely to own or rent specialized equipment for wildlife
viewing than nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 11).

As another measure of behavioral specialization, we also asked survey respondents to indicate
how many years theljad been participating in wildlife viewing and provided response options

in five-year categories. To ease respondent burden, we did not present this question to
respondents who indicated in a previous question that they had only started viewing during the
COVIBEL9 pandemic. As the COVID pandemic began about 18 months before the survey was
administered, we added the 41 wildlife viewers who reported that they started viewing during
the pandemic to the 5 years category. In Utah, just under 10% of vievisas more than 50

years of wildlife viewing experience.

In order to account for the effect of the age of respondents, we roughly estimated the
percentage of life during which wildlife viewers had participated in wildlife viewing by creating
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five-equally &zed categories (20%, 2140%, 4160%, 6180%, and 81.00% of life). The

majority of wildlife viewers had participated in the activity for less than half their life: 41%

reported viewing for ondifth of their life or less, while 20% reported viewing tore to two-

fifths of their life (Figure 12). Sixteen percent of respondents had participated in wildlife

viewing for close to their entire life (8100%). A chsquare test indicated a statistically

significant difference in this measure of experience agsm@entage of life spent viewing when

O2YLI NAy3 O2yadzYLIiA@S | 3=R3348fy OE=y0i;db)izs S OGA S
Figure 12). More consumptive viewers (19%) had participated in wildlife viewing for 81% or

more of their life in comparison toamconsumptive viewers (13%).

Estimated percentage of life spent participating in wildlife viewing

0209 1 YIS AH 1A

/s
21-40% -

|

/
41-60%

§

/]
61-80% -

% of respondents’ life

3y

/4
81-100%

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

O 4

% of respondents

/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 12: Estimated percentage of life spent viewing

The estimated percentage of life during which wildlife viewers had participated in wildlife viewing in five categories
(1-20%, 2140%, 4160%, 6180%, and 81.00% of life) for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. A
chisquare test indicated a significant difference in this measure of experience as a percentage of life spent viewing
when comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 13).
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Canitive specialization: Skill level

Due to the number of diverse activities and types of wildlife that are included under the

umbrella of wildlife viewing, we used a single, broad item to measure the cognitive dimension

2F ALISOAL T AT I G delrryied feteNd edgriise, Zohding FonBeRinner to expert.

2SS [ a1SR NBaLRyRSyila al2¢ ¢2dxZ R @2dz NI GS & 2 dzN.
GKSY gA0K FTAGS 2LIiA2ya NIXy3IAy3a FTNBY a0S3IAYYSN
consideredhemselves beginner or novice wildlife viewers. Less than 30% of viewers rated their

skill level as intermediate. Only 4.9% of respondents considered themselves to be advanced,

and less than 1% considered themselves to be expert wildlife viewers (0.8% 1#aBigure

MOoU® 5dz8 (2 y2 y2yO02yadzYLIWIAGS OASESNAR asSt SOGA
G SELISNI ¢ ¥F2N | y-bguateiestandidalezNalsiatistiSallydsignificadx ifference in
selfrated expertise levels between consumptive and rmmsumptive wildlife viewers.{ =

38.75;df = 3,p < .001; Table 14; Figure 13). The majority of nonconsumptive wildlife viewers

rated themselves as beginners (41%) or novices (31%) and fewer consumptive viewers rated
themselves as beginners (27%) or novices (34%; Table 14; Figure 13).
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How would you rate your skill level in wildlife viewing?

. /S
Beginner A
|
Novice 1
]
_ /S
Intermediate -
I
//
Advanced -
|
f
Expert -
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of respondents
VA Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

FiguS Mo Y wS a L Rillije viewing skiblevel

w S a LJ2 v R Safdil el ofisElfinfwildlife viewing for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. A
chidlj dz2t NB (8ads sAGK 4l ROFYyOSRE |y RigrifiSabitidifienstice in Seftéd A Y S RS
expertise levels between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 14).

COVIB19 impacts on wildlife viewing participation and the R3 Framework

On March 11, 2020, the World Health Organization declared the CEMIBirus as a

pandemic (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020). This pandemic dramatically altered everyday activities
worldwide as federal, state, and local governments enacted public health policies to mitigat

the spread of this highly contagious virus (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020). For example, the COVID
19 pandemic and associated mitigations brought about unprecedented and dynamic changes in
outdoor recreation behaviors throughout the country, which we areydsgginning to

understand. A study by Rice et al. (2020) indicated that, as limitations were instituted on travel
on a wide range of scales, participation in outdoor activities declined significantly overall, with
disproportionately negative effects for lan residents. However, another study showed slight
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increases in participation in wildlife viewing and recreation close to home (Hochachka et al.,
2021).

For this survey, we examined how COXDaffected wildlife viewers and the nature of their
participation in wildlife viewing and identified any potential valuable management implications

for state fish and wildlife agencies interested in supporting wildlife viewing. We examined
participation in wildlife viewing using the Outdoor Recreation AdopiModel (also referred to

Fa GKS awo CNIYSe2N]J UUd ONBONHAGYSYG>S NBOGSYy(GA?
pandemic (Byrne & Dunfee, 2018). By comparing the number of days spent viewing in the first

year of the COVHR9 pandemic against typical year, we categorized wildlife viewers into four
IANRdzLJAY G OKdzZNY SRE O0A PSPPI a02LIISR BASGAY I RAzNR
GASGAY3 GKNRdAAK2dzi GKS LI yYRSYAO0X aNBONHzZA (SR¢
duringtheLJ YRSYAOU0Z YR GNBIFIOGADFGSRE O0APSPT KIR L
were not actively participating when the pandemic began, but resumed participation during or

after March 2020).

The majority of respondents in Utah (62%) fellinto¢h& B G F A Y SRE OF 6 STI2NRB I YS
COVIBL19 pandemic had no impact on their overall participation in wildlife viewing. The next

fIF NBESad 3aINRdAzL) 6l a GKS aOKdzZNYySRé GASHSNE OHM:O0
LI YRSYAOZ F2ff 2 siévRrs 1), medling Didsa whb Kad pasticipgted in

wildlife viewing at some point in their life prior to the pandemic, but stopped, then resumed
participation during or after March 2020. Finally, the smallest proportion of wildlife viewers

indicated theyg SNE G NBONHzA 1 SR¢é oOopPy:2 0 2NJ 6S3LyYy LI NLAO
time during or after March 2020. A ebguare test indicated a statistically significant difference
0SG6SSYy O2yadzYLWIAGS YyR y2y 02y adzYULAIZRENSHIPA S 5 S N,
df = 3,p =.004; Table 15; Figure 14). More than twice as many consumptive viewers (16%) were
GNB G AYSR¢ Ruandngeric thadn Sondomsuriptie viewers (7.1%).
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How did the COVID-19 pandemic impact
your overall participation in wildlife viewing?

[R3 Stage]
etained 0/
etalned
]
—— I/
]
Reactivated -
-
/)
Recruited A
-
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 14: COVHD9 impact on wildlife viewing as R3

Impactofthe COVEM¢p LI YRSYAO 2y AT REATS OASHSNBRQ 2OSNI € LI NI A
consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups in Utah. Respondents were separated into four groups; retained

(maintained throughout the pandemic), churnéstopped viewing during the pandemic), reactivated (had

participated in wildlife viewing in the past, were not actively participating when the pandemic began, but resumed
participation during or after March 2020), and recruited (began wildlife viewinthéofirst time during the

pandemic). A chéquare test indicated a statistically significant difference between consumptive and

nonconsumptive viewers.

Time spent wildlife viewing

In this section of the survey, wildlife viewers estimated the number o dagy spent wildlife

viewing during a typical year, the first year of the COlpandemic (March 2020February

2021), and the number of days that they anticipated wildlife viewing in the upcoming year (the

next 12 months from the date of survey comipdm). Wildlife viewers who indicated they were

recruited (see COVHIO section) during the pandemic were not asked to report the number of

days they spent viewing during a typical year, as the first year of the CIO\iBndemic was

assumed to be their dy year participating in wildlife viewing. For each time period, we
ALISOATASR UKNBS t20F0A2yazs F2tt26Ay3 GKS Dbl OA
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HAaMcUO RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F dal NRPdzyR (KS K2YS¢ @halg A G KA
fSrad 2yS YAES [gl& FNRY K2YSé¢03X GKS fF0GSNI 2
GY2NBE GKFY 2yS YAES Fgle& FTNRBY @&2dz2NJ K2YS3I 0 dzi
2dzaARS 2F (GKS | yAGSR { GF ( Sdibsdtier uddrstandthelS A y i S NB
impact of the COVH29 pandemic on travel that occurred for wildlife viewing (Hochachka et al.,

2021). For all time periods and locations, we provided respondents with seven time intervals,

each 30 days long, and asingleoptioNdJod n Rl @a¢ YR daHmMM 2NJ Y2NB R

We first reviewed days viewing during a typical yeer 670 around the homey = 665 away

from home, andch = 667 outside of Utah or country; Table 16; Figured 46 Nearly all
respondents (91%) reported participagjrin wildlife viewingaround the homdor 1 day or more

in a typical year (Table 16; Figure 15). A substantial proportion (11%) reported wildlife viewing
FNRPdzy R GKS K2YS F2NJ dumm 2N Y2NB RlIe&aé¢ Ay |
month or moe. Similar to around the home but slightly higher, 93% of wildlife viewers
reported participating in wildlife viewingway from homedor 1 day or more during a typical

year. Only 2.7% of wildlife viewers spent 211 or more days in a typical year veamapdrom

home. Of all three wildlife viewing locations, wildlife viewers were less apt to participate in
wildlife viewing outside of their state or country in a typical year, but nearly topgegrters of
respondents (70%) participated in wildlife viewingsde their state or country for 1 day or

more.

Due to low group size for each category for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers,

statisticalil SadAy3 61 & R2YyS 0-dnORVYBENEYHYRnaBlI-8aZIRI &
dljdz- NE 6A0GK (G§KNBS-00l R$BANKESE yRa 1 hRIoda Rd 2@ 0 A
significant differences in time spent viewiagound the homen a typicdyear between

consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17; Figure 15). The seceuiale test

indicated that there was a statistically significant differencawayfrom-homeviewing in a

typical year for consumptive and nonconsumptive vieweii#h more consumptive viewers

reporting spending more than 30 days viewing away from home (47%) in comparison to
nonconsumptive viewers (35%; Table 17; Figure 16). Finally, the thisdehie test indicated

that there was a statistically significant @ifénce inout-of-state-or-countryviewing in a typical

year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer, with more nonconsumptive viewers

spending zero days viewing outside of Utah or the U.S. (Table 17; Figure 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
around the home in a typical year?
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Figure 15: Days spent viewirsgound the home in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in Utah reported spending wildlife viewing around the home during a typical year for

statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Typical year response omits wildlife viewers who began
participaing in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they had not yet viewed wildlife in a typical year. A chi

dljdzr NB NYzy gAlGK 2yfeée -0aKNBSe®tHESHYRAEBoON AR RASAEIRdAE (2
no statistically significant diffences in time spent viewing around the home in a typical year between

consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
away from home but within Utah
in a typical year?
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Figure 16: Days spent viewing away from home in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in Utah reportedespling wildlife viewing away from home, but within Utah, during a typical
year for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Typical year response omits wildlife viewers who
began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as theynwaget viewed in a typical year. A ehi

square test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in-fnwayhome viewing in a typical

year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
outside of Utah or the U.S.
in a typical year?
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Figure 17: Days speniewing out of state or U.S. in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in Utah reported spending wildlife viewing outside of Utah or the U.S. during a typical year
for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Typical year responsevaldiife viewers who began
participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they had not yet viewed wildlife in a typical year. A chi
square test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference wofstate-or-country viewing ira

typical year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Next, we reviewed days spent viewing during the first year of the CO¥{iandemicrf{= 712
around the homen = 705 away from home, anmd= 698 outside of state or country; Table; 16
Figures 180). Fewer respondents (83%) reported participating in wildlife viearngnd the
homefor one day or more in the first year of the COM®pandemic in comparison to a typical
year (91%). Participation away from homg79% of respondentsasticipated for one day or

more) viewing also decreased in comparison to a typical year (93%). Only 2.1% of respondents
reported participation in wildlife viewing away from home for 211 or more days during the first
year of the COVHR9 pandemic. Finallyess than half of respondents (45%) reported

participating in wildlife viewingut-of-state-or-country during the first year of the COWI®
pandemic, a considerable decrease in comparison to a typical year (70%).

Chisquare testsdr the first year of the pandemic indicated statistically significant differences
between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers in all three categories. The fusjucnie
test indicated a statistically significant difference in time spent viewanoynd the homeduring
the first year of the pandemic between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17;
Figure 18), with more consumptive viewers reported viewing for 30 days or arotend the
homethan nonconsumptive viewers. The secondstpiare tesindicated that there was a
statistically significant difference swayfrom-homeviewing during the first year of the
pandemic for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with more consumptive viewers
reporting spending more than 30 days viewsagay flom homethan nonconsumptive viewers
(Table 17; Figure 19). Finally, the third-shuare test indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference inut-of-state-or-countryviewing during the first year of the pandemic
for consumptive and nonesumptive viewers, with more nonconsumptive viewers reporting
spending zero days viewirnuitside of Utah or the U.$han consumptive viewers (Table 17;
Figure 20).
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How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
around the home during the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic
(March 2020 - February 2021)?
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Figure 18: Days spent viewing around the home in first year of CEGMIPandenic

Days wildlife viewers in Utah reported spending wildlife viewing around the home during the first year of the

pandemic (March 2028ebruary 2021) for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. This includes

wildlife viewers who began participaty in wildlife viewing during the pandemic. A-shjuare run with only three
OFiS32NASa00H R RABASIEYRMADH on RIFead£0X RdzS (G2 f2¢6 &l YLIX
differences in time spent viewing around the home during th&t frear of the pandemic between consumptive

and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Utah Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
away from home but in Utah
during the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic
(March 2020 - February 2021)?
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Figure 19: Days spent viewing away from home in first year of CEGMPandemic

Days wildlife viewers in Utah reported spending wildlife viewing away fromehimum within Utah during the first

year of the pandemic (March 20ZFebruary 2021) for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. This
includes wildlife viewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic-s§wie run with
2yfte GKNBS OFiSF2MRHEHIGam YR &H>Z O namwlk 2a¢ 03 RdzS
statistically significant difference in awdétym-home viewing during the first year of the pandemic for

consumptive and nonconsumptive vievs (Table 17).
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How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
outside of Utah or the U.S.
during the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic
(March 2020 - February 2021)?
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Figure 20: Days spent viewing out of state or U.S. in first year of C&¥9Ipandemic

Days wildlife viewers in Utah reported spending wildlife viewing outside of Utah or the U.S. during the first year of
the pandemic (March 202B8ebruary 2021) for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. This includes
wildlife viewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic.-8qgetaire run with only three

OF iS32NASa006 GRI K& B& K Y R taiowsampie siRes, éndicatédthatRtia® was a statistically
significant difference in time spent owff-state-or-country viewing the first year of the pandemic between
consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Finally, we asked respondentsali days they anticipate viewing in the three locations during

the next year (fall 2021all 2022;n = 712 around the homey = 707 away from home, anmd=

707 outside state or country; Table 16; Figures23). Anticipated viewing was higher in all

three locations when compared to the first year of the pandemic and was much closer to values
reported during a typical year. Similar to a typical year, 90%sgondents anticipated

spending one or more days viewiagound the home 92% anticipated spending one or more

days viewing@away from homeand. We also note an increase in anticipated participation

outside of state or countrgompared to the first yeaof the COVIEL9 pandemic, with 69% of
respondents saying they anticipated spending one or more days viewisgle of their state

or country.

Chisquare tests for the upcoming year indicated statistically significant differences between
consumptive anchonconsumptive viewers in all three categories. First, sghare with three
OF i SA2NASE0o0n R RAEBAIEYRMAD on RI2&dé¢0 AYRAOIGS]
differences in the expected time spent viewiagund the homen the upcoming year beeen
consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17; Figure 21), with more consumptive
viewers are anticipating spending more than 30 days viewing around the home than
nonconsumptive viewers. The second-shuare test indicated that there was a staitstly
significant difference in expecteavayfrom-homeviewing in the upcoming year for
consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with more consumptive viewers anticipating
spending more than 30 days viewiagay from homeand more nonconsumptive viewers
expecting to spend zero days viewiagay from homgTable 17; Figure 22). Finally, the third
chisquare test indicated that there was a statistically significant differenogtof-state-or-
countryviewing in a typical year for consumptive and nonconstivepviewers, with more
nonconsumptive viewers expecting to spend zero days viewintside of Utah or the U.S
(Table 17; Figure 23).
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How many days do you think you will spend wildlife viewing
around the home in the next 12 months?
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Figure 21: Days anticipated spent viewing around the home in the upcoming year

Days wildlifeviewers in Utah anticipated spending wildlife viewing around the home in the upcoming year for

statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began participating in

wildlife viewing during the pandemic. A edquaredzy’ 6 A G K G KNBS Ol-di/S IRINRAESHEE olayhR RA B
RFeaé¢ox RdzS G2 t2¢ alFYLXS aAil Sasx AyRAOFGSR F adlrdarada
home in the upcoming year between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Tigble 1

ac
o]
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How many days do you think you will spend wildlife viewing
away from home but within Utah
in the next 12 months?
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Figure 22: Days anticipated spent viewing away from home in the upcoming year

Days wildlife viewers in Utah anticipated spending wildlife viewing away from home but within Utah in the

upcoming year for statewide, consumptive, and noncanptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began
participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic. A-&hj dzt N3 NXzy 6AGK 2y f & -BOKNBS OI i
RFeazé yR ab on RIFe@aé¢ox RdzS (2 f zdlysighificdniidiffereadediiSa > Ay RA
awayfrom-home viewing in the upcoming year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you think you will spend wildlife viewing
outside of Utah or the U.S.
in the next 12 months?
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Figure 23: Days anticipated spent viewing out of state or U.S. in the upcoming year

Days wildlifeviewers in Utah anticipated spending wildlife viewing outside of Utah or the U.S. in the upcoming year

for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began participating in

wildlife viewing during the pandemic.ohi-a Ij dzZ NB NHzy A GK 2yfé -aKNBSeDE{SHERAGE
RFeaé¢os RdzS G2 t2¢ alYLXS airi Sas AyRAOFGSR (KI G GKSNB
around the home in the upcoming year between consumptive @muconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Wildlife viewing location

In addition to understanding arountthe-home, awayfrom-home, and outof-state viewing, we

further examined the land ownership status of locations where respondents participate in

wildlife viewing within Utah. Wildlife viewing takes place across all land ownership statuses:

from state and privatehowned land (Bensen, 2001) to federatiwned land (Abrams et al.,

2020), with vastly different managerial implications for each setting. We askedae§ RSy G 4Y aL
I G8LIAOCFE @SIFENE Ay 6KAOK f20FGA2ya R2 @&2dz LI N
was adapted from the Virginia Wildlife Recreation Survey (Grooms et al., 2019) to include

options more applicable to the state setting. A liseven locations was provided, featuring a

YAE 2F Lzt AOYX LINAGIGIST FyR GNRolLf flFyRao LYy
2NJ YIFylI3Sa GKS I NBlFa gKSNB L LI NGAOALIGS Ay &
this) was also provideC A y' I £ £ @ |  YdzidzZ f t & SEOf dzaA GBS 2 LIIA 2
At REATS OASgAY3I AY Lye 2F GKS 10208 20 GA2Yy
provided. This mutually exclusive option was excluded from analysis.

About 87% of responehts reported viewing in more than one location (Table 18; Figure 24).
Respondents most commonly reported wildlife viewing in stai@naged areas (73%), such as
state parks, forests, boat landings, fishing areas, conservation areas, or Wildlife Management
Areas. This was followed by federathanaged lands (67%), such as National Parks, National
Wildlife Refuges, Bureau of Land Management Land, Waterfowl Production Areas, or National
Forests. A little less than twihirds of respondents reported utilizingdallymanaged areas,

such as town or county parks, trails, or open spaces (63%) or their own home or property
(62%). Respondents least commonly reported viewing on tribal lands (8.4%).

Statistical tests indicated several statistically significant défiees between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers for where they viewed wildlife. Firstiest indicated that

the mean number of wildlife viewing locations for consumptive 3.67,SD= 1.52)wildlife
viewers was significantly higher thaonconsumptive viewers = 3.19,SD= 1.54}t =-4.13 df

= 705,p < .001) Second, chsquare tests indicated that significantly more consumptive viewers
reported participating in wildlife viewing on stateanaged lands (such as state parks, forests,
boat landings, fishing areas, conservation areas, or Wildlife Management) Aiederally
managed lands (such as National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges, Bureau of Land Management
Land, Waterfowl Production Areas, or National Forests), other private property (such as lands
owned by land trusts, noprofit organizations, privateanpanies, or individuals) and tribal

lands in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers (Table 18; Figure 24).
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In a typical year, in which locations
do you participate in wildlife viewing in Utah?
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Figure 24: Wildlife viewing locations

Locations wildlife viewers in Utah reported participating in wildlife viewirgtypical year for statewide,
consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100% because
respondents were able to select more than one optidrechisquare test across regions revealed a number of
statistically gjnificant differencesChisquare tests indicated that significantly more consumptive viewers
participated than nonconsumptive viewers in wildlife viewing on stagnaged lands, federalyanaged lands,
other private property, and tribal lands (Table 18).

Wildlife viewing-related expenditures

Wildlife viewingrelated expenditures generate significant economic activity; the National
Survey of Wildlife Recreation valued wildlife viewmetated expenditures at $75.9 billion in
2016. This 2016 survey alsdiaS 4 &8 SR 6 A { R trélated exgisSsqfGoN AN lodgingh LJ
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transportation, and other trip costs), equipment expendituesldlife-watching equipment,

auxiliary equipment, and special equipment), and total other expe(ises leasing and

owning, plantings, membership dues and contributions, magazines, books, and DVDs; U.S. DOI
et al., 2016). To ease respondent burden, we collapsed the National Survey of Wildlife
Recreation categories into two: trgelated costsand all other wildlife vieimg expenses and
equipment. We provided respondents with a drdpwn box consisting of 12 equsized ($50
increments) options informed by the range of responses in the National Survey of Wildlife
Recreation.

Less than ondhalf (43%) of survey respondents reported spending $100 or less on wildlife
viewing triprelated costs annually. About 12% of respondents reported spending no money on
trip-related costs annually, and 14% of respondents reported spending@5S®bre on trip

related costs annually.

A chisquare test indicated that wildlife viewiaglated expenditures varied significantly when
comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. Almost a fifth (17%) of
nonconsumptive viewers reported epding $0 annually on tripelated expenses, over twice as

YIEye Ay O2YLI NRAazy (2 20332adzrilpA.@E Tabla D SNBE O0p @

Figure 25).
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How much money do you spend on trip-related costs
for wildlife viewing in a typical year?
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Figure 25: Trigrelated wildlife viewing expenditures

Triprelated expendures for wildlife viewing in a typical year reported by wildlife viewers in Utah for statewide,
consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Asdpiare test indicated that wildlife viewing trijglated
expenditures varied significantly when comparing conptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 19).
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We also asked wildlife viewers about their other wildlife viewiatated costs, such as
binoculars, hiking or boating equipment for viewing, field guides, bird feeders or bird foods, or
membership due for wildlife viewing organizations. Similar to trggated expenses, about
one-third of respondents (40%) indicated spending $100 or less on other wildlife viewing
related expenses. About a fifth (16%) of respondents reported spending no money arangally
only 7.5% of respondents reported spending $501 or more during a typical year.

Another chisquare test indicated that other wildlife viewinrglated expenditures varied
AAIAYATFTAOLyGfte gKSYy O2YLI NAYy3I O2¢¥@ddidiniwS I yR
.001). Almost ongjuarter of nonconsumptive viewers (24%) reported spending no money

annually on other wildlife viewingelated expenditures in comparison to consumptive viewers

(8.1%; Table 20; Figure 26).
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How much money do you spend on all other
wildlife viewing expenses and equipment in a typical year?
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Figure 26: Other wildlife viewingelated expenditures

Other wildlife viewingrelated expenditures in a typical year reported by wildlife viewers in Utah for statewide,
consumptive. and nonconsumptive groups. Asinilare test indicated that other wildéfviewingrelated
expenditures varied significantly when comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 20).
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Other outdoor recreation

Recent research has demonstrated that many wildlife recreationists participate in multiple
forms of oudoor recreation that may include both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of
wildlife (Grooms et al., 2019). In order to explore this overlap in recreation participation among
wildlife viewers, we asked respondents to indicate which other form(s) of autdecreational
activity, out of a list of 17 options, they participate in during a typical year besides wildlife
viewing. The list of other outdoor recreation activities used in the survey was adapted from the
Virginia Wildlife Recreation Survey (Groomsilg 2019).

Overall,in Utah, 92% of viewers indicated that they participate in at least one other form of
outdoor recreation. On average, respondents indicated participation in about five other forms

of outdoor recreation i = 4.91,SD =2.69. Only 49% of wildlife viewers did not participate in

any other forms of outdoor recreation. The majority of respondents reported participating in
camping (67%), followed by running, walking, or jogging (65%) and hiking or backpacking (62%).
Less than half of wilde viewers reported participating in swimming (41%). In Utah, the least
popular forms of outdoor recreation among wildlife viewers were foraging (9.0%) and
geocaching (8.4%).

As the classification of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers used throutfheueport

was generated with the responses from this survey question, additional analyses on differences
between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers could not be performed for hunter

viewers, anglewiewers, or viewers who did not participate in aotyer forms of outdoor

recreation. In Utah, about half of all respondents indicated that they participated in hunting
(16%) or fishing (46%), with fishing being far more popular. Specifically, 33% of wildlife viewers
in Utah only fish, 2.7% only hunt, at8% both hunt and fish.

Chisquare tests indicated many statistically significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 21; Figure 27). Significantly more consumptive viewers
participated in all forms of outdoor reeation in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers,

except for running, jogging, or walking, winter sports, botanizing, and geocaching, for which
frequencies were not statistically significantly different between viewer categories.
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Which of the following outdoor activities, if any,
do you participate in during a typical year?
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Figure 270ther outdoor recreation activities

Outdoor activities that wildlife viewers in Utah report participating in during a typical year for statewide,

consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100% because
responcents were able to select more than one optidfunting and fishing are omitted from the figure as these

activities were used to generate the consumptive and honconsumptive group definitions and the category for no

other activities is excluded since allib/kK SaS @A S SNE | NB d yehsquarytastzndidateddS ¢ o0 @
statistically significant differences between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers for all testable

forms of outdoor recreation, except for geocaching, botanizing, wisparts, and running, jogging, or walking

(Table 21).

T
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Conservation behaviors

The literature shows that wildlife viewers, particularly hurgieirdwatchers (similar to our
consumptive viewers, which also includes anglers), are more likely to engage in pro
environmental behaviors, or conservation behaviors, than-maldlife viewers (Cooper et al.,
2015). We asked respondents to indicate how likely they would be to participate in seven
different conservation behaviors within the next fiyears ifthey had the opportunity to do so.
These conservation behaviors were adapted from survey items used by Larson et al. (2015) and
were selected to represent each of the four pgavironmental behavior domains identified in

that study. Larson et al. (2015) described+erovironmental behaviors in the following four
domains: 1) conservation lifestyle, which includes private, household activities with
environmental benefits, such as recycling and green consumerism; 2) land stewardship, which
involves interaction with locacosystems to create, manage, or monitor wildlife habitats; 3)
social environmentalism, which refers to activities that center on social interaction, such as
communicating with or teaching others about the environment or environmental actions; and
4) envronmental citizenship, which refers to financial or political contributions to

environmental causes through donations, voting, and other forms of advocacy.

Wildlife viewers most often reported being likely to clean up trash or litter, with 62% of
responaents selecting that they wereerylikely or extremely likelyto participate in this

conservation behavior (Table 22; Figure 28). Utahns were next most likely to participate in civic
engagement (such as voting or advocating) related to wildlife consenatiibh 35% of

respondents selecting that they wexerylikely or extremely likelyto participate in this

conservation behavior. Next, just under otlerd (31%) of respondents reported that they

were verylikely or extremely likelfo purchase productshiat benefit or whose proceeds

support conservation. Respondents least often reported beeny likelyor extremely likelyto

collect data on wildlife or habitats to contribute to science or management (19%) or to inform
or teach others about wildlife comsvation (18%).
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Statewide]

Cleaning up trash or litter 1
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Enhancing wildlife habitat 1

Donating money A

Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 1

Informing or teaching others -
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Figure 28: Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors, statewide sample

2 At REATS OASHSNEQ NBLR2NISR fA1StAK22R 2F LI NIAOALN GAy3
the next 5years ifthey had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of respondents who

fell into each of the five categoriesot at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of gray darkens with increasing

likelihood of participation (Table 22).

|Page73|



Utah Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Consumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter ©
Participating in civic engagement -
Purchasing products
Enhancing wildlife habitat -
Donating money - (9)
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 1
Informing or teaching others -
% of respondents
Not at all likely Slightly likely Moderately likely Very likely Extremely likely

Figure 291 ikelihood of participating in conservation behaviors, consumptive respondents

| 2yadzYLIGA DS At REATS GASHSNEQ NBLRZNISR tA1StAK22R 27F LJ
years ifthey had the opportunity to d so. Each block represents the percentage of respondents who fell into each

of the five categoriesnot at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of green darkens with increasing likelihood of

participation (Table 23).
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Nonconsumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter 1
Participating in civic engagement -
Purchasing products -
Enhancing wildlife habitat -
Donating money -
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 1
Informing or teaching others -

% of respondents

Not atall likely [l Slightly likely [Jll Moderately likely || verylikely | Extremely likely

Figure 30Likelihoodof patrticipating in conservation behaviors, nonconsumptive respondents
b2y O2yadzYLIIADS gAfREATS OASHSNBRQ NBLR2NISR ftA]1StAK22R 2
next 5years ifthey had the opportunity to do so. Each block represehé&percentage of respondents who fell

into each of the five categorienpt at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of purple darkens with increasing
likelihood of participation (Table 23).

We also asked respondents to indicate how likely they aide to participate in these same
seven conservation behaviongth or in support oDNRwithin the next five years if they had

the opportunity to do so. Again, wildlife viewers most often reported beiary likelyor

extremely likelyto clean up trash or litter (59%), support civic engagement (33%), or purchase
products that benefit wildli or whose proceeds support conservation (32%). Close tdifthe

of respondents reported beingery likelyor extremely likelyo work with or for theDNRto

collect data on wildlife or habitat (20%) or to inform or teach others about wildlife conservati
(17%; Table 24; Figure 31).

Response patterns for this question were similar to the likelihood of wildlife viewers to conduct
these activities independent of their state agencies; however, respondents were slightly less
likely to engage in all consation behaviors with théNRin comparison to generally. Chi

square tests indicated statistically significant differences for consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers for all conservation behaviors listed in the survey, both with and witBdlRsupport.
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Forall conservation behaviors, more consumptive wildlife viewers reported higher levels of
likelihood of participating (Table 23; Table 25; Figure 29; Figure 30; Figure 32; Figure 33).

How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities
with orin support of DNR in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?

[Statewide]
Cleaning up trash or litter
Participating in civic engagement -
Purchasing products

Enhancing wildlife habitat 1

Donating money 1

Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 1
Informing or teaching others (4]

% of respondents

Not at all likely . Slightly likely . Moderately likely . Very likely . Extremely likely

Figure 311Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors withr i support of state agency, statewide

sample

WAt REATS GASHOSNEQ NBLR2NISR tA1StAK22R 2F LI NIAOALI GAy3
or in support o DNRin the next Syears ifthey had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage

of respondents who fell into each of the five categoriest at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of gray

darkens with increasing likelihood of participation (Table 24).
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities
with or in support of DNR in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?

[Consumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter (9)
Participating in civic engagement

Purchasing products{ (9]
Enhancing wildlife habitat ]

Donating money -
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat -
Informing or teaching others

% of respondents
Not at all likely Slightly likely Moderately likely Very likely . Extremely likely

Figure 32:Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors with or in support of state agency, consumptive

respondents
| 2y adzyLJiA @S

At REATS OASESNBEQ NBLRZNISR

tA1StEAK22R 27

support of DNRin the next Syears ifthey had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of
respondents who fell into each of the five categoriest at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of green
darkens with increasing likelihood of participati(Table 25).
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities
with or in support of DNR in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Nonconsumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter

Participating in civic engagement -
Purchasing products 1 8]
Enhancing wildlife habitat 3
Donating money 1 6)
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 9]
Informing or teaching others 1 (4]

% of respondents

Not at all likely . Slightly likely . Moderately likely . Very likely . Extremely likely

Figure 33Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors with or in support of state agency,
nonconsumptive respondents

b2y 02y adzYLIIADBS 6AfREAFS GASHSNARQ NBLRNISR fA]&INAK22R 2
support of DNRin the next Syears ifthey had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of
respondents who fell into each of the five categoriest at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of purple

darkens with increasinlikelihood of participation.

Barriers to wildlife viewing

Wildlife viewers experience a variety of barriers to their participation in the activity including

but not limited to time, lack of financial or transportation resources, or not knowing where to
view wildlife (U.S. DOI et al., 2016; Grooms et al., 2019; NAWMP, 2021). To examine barriers to
participation in wildlife viewing, we provided respondents with a list of 14 common barriers and
asked them to indicate the extent to which each of the barrlenéted their participation in

wildlife viewing, with response options ranging frormbt(at all) to 5 @ great dea). We

adapted the list from the National Survey of Birdwatchers (NAWMP, 2021) with input from our
Multi-State Steering Committee.

Our results indicate that lack of free time to participate in wildlife viewing is the greatest barrier
of those examined in this study, with close to ttfords (61%) of respondents indicating that
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this limited participation in wildlife viewingomewhat quite abit, ora great deal This was
followed by distance to highquality locations for wildlife viewing (55% limitedmewhat quite

a bit, ora great dea) and financial costs associated with wildlife viewing (51% limited
somewhat quite a bit ora great de& Table 26; Figure 34). The barrier that limited wildlife
viewers in Utah the least was safety concerns when wildlife viewing, with 30% of respondents
indicating that this barrier limited their participation in wildlife viewisgmewhat quite a bit

or agreat deal

Chisquare tests indicated consumptive viewers were significantly more limited than
nonconsumptive viewers by eight of the 14 surveyed barriers. Specifically, consumptive viewers
were limited to a greater extent than nonconsumptive viewerslpjack of free time to

participate in wildlife viewing, 2) few people who support their wildlife viewing activities, 3) few
people to participate in wildlife viewing with, 4) lack of organized viewing opportunities within
their community or social group®) lack of access to equipment or supplies for wildlife viewing,

6) financial costs associated with wildlife viewing, 7) distance to-tpgthty locations for

wildlife viewing, and 8) accessibility challenges for themselves or people they view with (Tab
27; Figures 3836).
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To what extent do each of the following
limit the extent of your participation
in wildlife viewing in a typical year?

[Statewide]
Lack of free time 4 4]
Distance to high-quality locations - 6]
Financial costs -
Not knowing where to go -

Few people to participate with 1
Lack of wildlife viewing skills 1
Crowds -

B
s
N
S
=
=
()

SIEIE
EEEER

Qe

Lack of organized viewing opportunities - 4]
Lack of access to equipment or supplies 1 9]
Accessibility challenges

Few people who support

Lack of facilities

Lack of transportation -

Safety concerns A 6

% of respondents

Not at all . Very little . Somewhat . Quite a bit . A great deal

Figure 34: Barriers to wildlife viewing, statewide sample

2 Af Rt ATS @A &tarthihizh éadh loj2hk Hai&s limited their participation in wildlife viewanghe
statewide level. Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five catayuregsall
to a great deal The lightest gray boxes represent the viewers that indicated an item as thefrag alla barrier to
their partidpation; boxes darken as the level of barrier increases (Table 26).
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To what extent do each of the following
limit the extent of your participation
in wildlife viewing in a typical year?

[Consumptive]

Lack of free time 1 @]
Distance to high-quality locations - 3)
Financial costs -
Not knowing where to go -
Few people to participate with A
Lack of wildlife viewing skills 1 ©
Crowds -
Lack of organized viewing opportunities -
Lack of access to equipment or supplies
Accessihility challenges ©
Few people who support
Lack of facilities 1
Lack of transportation -
Safety concerns
0 25 50 75 100
% of respondents
Not at all Very little Somewhat Quite a bit A great deal
Figure 35: Barriers to wildlife viewing, consumptive respondents

[ 2y adzY LA A @S o6 Af Rfetent$o wiich 8at

ISkl theariets liggtedIihSirparticipation indiie

viewing Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categmies:allto a
great deal The lightest green boxes represent the viewers that indicated an item as ietiag alla barrier to
their participation;boxes darken as the level of barrier increases (Table 27).
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To what extent do each of the following
limit the extent of your participation
in wildlife viewing in a typical year?
[Nonconsumptive]

Lack of free time 1 4]
Distance to high-quality locations -
Financial costs 1
Not knowing where to go-
Few people to participate with 1 8]
Lack of wildlife viewing skills ]
Crowds
Lack of organized viewing opportunities
Lack of access to equipment or supplies 1
Accessibility challenges - 9)
Few people who support
Lack of facilities 1
Lack of transportation
Safety concerns -

% of respondents

Not at all . Very little . Somewhat . Quite a bit . A great deal

Figure 36: Barriers to wildlife viewing, nonconsumptive respondents
b2y O2yadzyLIiA @S ¢ A f éxtent 6 BhickWeadh dfShe BaftieriBited tNdir faRicipatidiocks
represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categoi¢sit allto a great deal The

lightest purple boxes represent the viewers that indicated an item as behgt alla barrier to their
participation; boxes darken as thevel of barrier increases (Table 27).

Groups that encourage participation in wildlife viewing

Social support, or the resources either perceived or provided by friends, family, mentors, peers,
and other groups (Gottlieb & Bergen, 2010), is linkedustained higher levels of participation

in outdoor recreation. For example, birders who have a friend or relative who also birds spend
more time birding and have more birding knowledge than those who do not (Schoffman et al.
2015; Rutter et al., 2021). Torther understand mechanisms of social support for wildlife
viewing, we asked our respondents to what extent family, friends, peers, and mentors
encourage their participation, with response options ranging fromdat &t all) to 5 @ great

deal).

Respondents indicated that family provided the greatest extent of encouragement to
participate, with 73% indicating that family members encouraged their wildlife viewing
somewhat quite a bit ora great deal This was followed by friends at 58%, peerd&o, and
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mentors at 33%. Respondents relied on social support from mentors the least out of all four
groups, with 48% of all respondents indicating that mentors did not encourage their
participation at all.

Chisquare tests indicated that the extenttoddd OK S| OK &2 OA £ 3INRdzL) Sy O
participation in wildlife viewing differed significantly between consumptive and

nonconsumptive viewers for all social support groups (Table312&igures 389). In all four

cases, more nonconsumptive viemseaeported that they felt no social support at all from the

groups in comparison to consumptive viewers. Additionally, in all cases, more consumptive

viewers reported that they felt that these social groups encouraged their participation in

wildlife viewng quite a bitanda great deain comparison to nonconsumptive viewers.

To what extent do people in the following groups
encourage your participation in wildlife viewing?
[Statewide]

Family members A

Friends A
Peers |
Mentors 1

% of respondents

Not at all . Very little . Somewhat . Quite a bit . A great deal

Figure 37: Groups that encourage viewing, statewide sample

The degree to which wildlife viewers at the statewide level feel encouraged to participate in wildlife vigwing

four groups of people: family, friends, peers, and mentors. Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who
fell into each of the five categories. The lightest shade of gray represents viewers that indicated the least amount
of social supportnot at all; blocks darken with increasing levels of support (Tables328.
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To what extent do people in the following groups
encourage your participation in wildlife viewing?
[Consumptive]

Family members -
Friends -
Peers -
Mentors 1

% of respondents

Not at all Very little Somewhat Quite a bit A great deal

Figure 38Groups that encourage viewing, consumptive respondents

The degree to which consumptive wildlife viewers in Utah feel encouraged to participate in wildkfagiey four
groups of people: family, friends, peers, and mentors. Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell
into each of the five categories. The lightest shade of green represents viewers that indicated the least amount of
social supportnot at all, blocks darken with increasing levels of support (Tables323.
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Figure 39: Groups that encourage viewing, nonconsumptive respondents

Thedegree to which nonconsumptive wildlife viewers in Utah feel encouraged to participate in wildlife viewing by
four groups of people: family, friends, peers, and mentors. Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who
fell into each of the five categ@s. The lightest shade of purple represents viewers that indicated the least
amount of social supporhot at all; blocks darken with increasing levels of support (Tables323.

Accessibility and wildlife viewing

According to the Centers for DiseaSentrol, 26% of American adults experience some type of
disability (CDC, 2020). Historically, surveys and planning efforts for wildlife viewing have largely
overlooked the needs and concerns of wildlife viewers with disabilities, beyond achieving
Americanswith Disabilities Act compliance (Williams et al., 2004; Michopoulou et al., 2015). As
people with disabilities comprise a significant portion of the adult U.S. population, we
considered how this lack of focus on addressing their needs impacts theifewldiwing

experience. To do so, we asked respondents about the extent to which they experience
accessibility challenges related to wildlife viewing.
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