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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

Wildlife viewing (closely observing, photographing, or feeding wildlife, maintaining plantings or
natural areas for théenefit 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

activities in the United States (US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2018). As participatitiife

viewing continues to grow, so do questions about the characteristics of wildlife viewers and
their perceptions of state agencies.

Historically, state fish and wildlife agencies (hereafter, state agencies) have depended on
huntersandanglerd 2 Fdzy R G KS | 3SyOASaQ O2yaSNBI A2y ST
North American Model of Conservation (Price Tack et al., 2018). In this system, state agencies

rely heavily on funds derived from sales taxes on certain sporting equipment andteeiteip

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

recent years, surveys show a plateau or decline in participation in hunting and angling, while
participation in wildlife viewing continues to grow rapidlySDOI et al., 2016). Yet, many

viewers do not contribute directly to the state agencies responsible for ensuring the

sustainability of resources on which their recreation activities depend.

As the number of viewers continues to rise, it is increasimgportant that state agencies
understand who these wildlife viewers are and their perspectives on and expectations of state
agencies and wildlife conservation. Wildlife viewers have the potential to significantly aid state
agencies in achieving their consation goals (AFWA & WMI, 2019), through financial
contributions as well as a range of other behaviors. This study of wildlife viewers in Idaho, one
of 15 states which participated in statevel surveying, represents a key step in implementing
the strateges outlined in the Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap (AFWA & WMI, 2019) by
providing the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (hereafter, IDFG) with information and tools
to connect with a broader constituency of wildlife viewers.

Methods

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

1 3a20A1GA2Y 2F CAAK YR 2AfREATS ! 3SyOASaQ 6!
Group (WVNTG) to conduct an mdtate survey of wildlife viewers 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 contracted with Qualtteccsonduct a panel

| 3



Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

survey of wildlife viewers in Idaho. When conducted with appropriate methodological

decisions, panel surveys have been shown to be a valuable tool to conduct online social science
research in the conservation realm. Against decliningoese rates in phone and msil

surveys, use of internet surveys has increased. They areetfocgent and have the ability to

quickly reach a large, broad group of individuals. Critics of internet surveys note challenges in
reaching a truly representate population and highlight the need for rigorous methodology to
ensure quality sampling. Quotas of demographic traits in the sample can help to reduce
sampling error, along with other measures like attention checks and minimum completion

times.

This suvey was administered entirely online from OctoberR8cember 15, 2021. Survey
respondents were compensated by Qualtrics for their participation in the study. We used
screening questions to ensure that all survey respondents resided in Idaho for mostydh
were over the age of 18 years old, who reported participating in wildlife viewing (defined as
closely observing, photographing, or feeding wildlife, maintaining plantings or habitat for the
benefit of wildlife, or taking trips to parks or other naal areas with the purpose of observing,
feeding, or photographing wildlife) in the past five years. 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 tiASttate Steering and Executive Committees,
state agency representatives, and findings from a variety of surveys, including the Virginia
Wildlife Recreation Study Report (Grooms et al., 2020), National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Reeation (hereafterNational Survey of Wildlife Recreation; USDOI et al.,
2016), and a survey conducted by the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP)
Human Dimensions Working Group (NAWMP, 2021). Respondents answered questions about
their wildlife viewing behaviors, identities, preferences, and experience with their state

agencies.

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

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

on findings from the 2016 National Survey of Fish and Witlldated Recreation in an effort

to achieve a survey sample that is representative of the wildlife viewing population across

Idaho in terms of age, education level, and gende® QOI et al., 2016). For the purposes of this
NELR2NIZ ¢S Iylfel SR adNBSe NBalLlkyaSa o6& O02YLJ
LI NIHAOALI GSR Ay KdzydAy3a FyRk2N Fy3aftAay3ad Ay (GKS
(those who did not participate irhese other recreation activities). We chose to compare
O2yadzYLIIAGS YR y2y02yadzYLIiAGS OASESNEQ NBaLR
focus of this project on expanding relevancy to a broader constituency for state agencies,
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particularly for thosewildlife viewers who are not already engaged in hunting and angling.
Analysis primarily consisted of edguare or #tests conducted in the Statistical Package for
Social Science (SPSS).

Findings

In the following section, we review findings for the stafddaho, which consisted of a

statewide descriptive analysis and a consumptiegdconsumptive comparative analysis based

on 504 complete survey responses. Our survey examined demographics, behaviors, frequency,
and preferences of viewing activities of aife viewers in Idaho. We also examined Idaho

At REATS OASHSNBEQ OdzNNByYyid NBfFGA2yaKALA 6AGK
half of our survey respondents were consumptive viewers and under half were

nonconsumptive viewers. Overall, we falithat consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers are
distinctive groups; consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers have different preferences,
behaviors, and levels of participation in wildlife viewing. We identified four demographics
(gender, age, educationattainment, ethnoracial identity) that differed between consumptive

and nonconsumptive viewers. Generally, we can define consumptive viewers as more active,
involved, and specialized than nonconsumptive viewers; consumptive viewers participate in
wildlife viewing more, spend more 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 contribution (gastsent, and

future) to IDFG than nonconsumptive viewers.

Wildlife viewer demographics

Just under 90% of all respondents identified as solely White, and 11% identified as another race
or ethnicity, or some combination. Over half of our respondentoreg their total household
income as $50,000 or higher. Approximately 36% of wildlife viewers surveyed lived in an urban
area, 27% reported living in a small city, and the remaining 37% reported living in a rural area or
small town.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

We found no differences in the demographic characteristics of consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers in terms of household income or residential location; however, we did
find that consumptive viewers werggnificantly younger than nonconsumptive viewers by five
years. In addition, when analyzing binary gender identity we found significantly more
consumptive wildlife viewers identified as men and more nonconsumptive wildlife viewers
identified as women. nl addition, we found a significant difference in the level of educational
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attainment of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers. A higher percentage of

Y2y 02y adzYLIGA DS GASGSNE NBLRNISR FddGFrAyAy3a |
consumptive vievers reported attaining a high school diploma, equivalent, or less. Finally, we
found significantly more consumptive viewers identified as Black, Indigenous or people of color
(BIPOC) than nonconsumptive viewers.

Wildlife viewing behaviors

Viewing interests and activities

Wildlife viewers in Idaho most commonly participated in wildlife viewing by visiting parks and
natural areas with the purpose of viewing wildlife, photographing wildlife, or simply
photographing or taking pictures of wildlife. Overebrquarters of wildlife viewers were

interested in viewing land mammals and birds. In addition to visiting parks,-stateaged

areas (such as state parks, forests, boat landings, fishing areas, or Wildlife Management areas),
and locallymanaged areas (shas city or county parks, trails, or open spaces) to view wildlife,
most wildlife viewers participated in viewing at their own home. In a typical year, just over 90%
of the survey respondents reported viewing for 30 days or more per year around theirshome

Impacts of the COVH29 pandemic on wildlife viewing

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

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

for both aoundthe-home viewing (defined as within one mile of their home) and afvagn-

K2YS @OASoAYy3d 0020K gAIGKAY LRIFIK2 FyR 2dziaARS 2
fall 202%fall 2022), wildlife viewers anticipated spending an amount of time viewildjife

that was comparable to a typical year unaffected by the C&1@Ipandemic. We also asked

wildlife viewers how the COVAI® pandemic impacted their overall participation in wildlife
GASGAY3 YR AYUSNLINEBGSR (KS dubmed kefeRtibnyahd dza A y 3
reactivation) from the Outdoor Recreation Adoption Model. Over-twiods of wildlife viewers

GSNBE Of aaATASR a aNBGIFIAYSRéE YSIyAy3d GKS LIy
participation in wildlife viewing they were wildlife v@wing prior to the COVHD9 pandemic,

and continued wildlife viewing during the pandemic. Next, just underfdtte of wildlife

viewers had participated in wildlife viewing prior to the CO¥Yfpandemic, but stopped

during the pandemic. Over 10% of WNdF S @A SH6SNBE HSNBE Of I aaAFASR |
that they had participated in wildlife viewing in the past, were not actively participating when

the pandemic began, but resumed participation during or after March 2020. Finally, only
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A =

around 5% of will A FS GASHoSNBR ¢gSNBE OfFaaAFTASR Fa aNBONH
viewing for the first time during the pandemic.

Skill level and support

In terms of expertise as a wildlife viewer, the vast majority of survey respondentsisetified

as beginner, novice, or intermediate level viewers rather than advanced or expert. Over one
third of viewers reported having participated in wildlife viewing for roughly 20% or more of
their lives. About twethirds of wildlife viewers own (or have rented lborrowed) specialized
equipment for viewing in the past five years. Family and friends were the strongest type of
social support that influenced viewer participation.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

Overall, we found that the wildlife viewing behaviors of consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers tended to be different. More consumptive viewers participated in closely observing
wildlife or trying to identify unfamiliar types of wildlife, taking tripsaartings to any other

location to observe, photograph or feed wildlife, and feeding other wildlife than
nonconsumptive viewers. More consumptive viewers were interested in viewing reptiles and
fish than nonconsumptive viewers. We found no differences betwaansumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers for arourttie-home viewing, both generally and in terms of the
number of days spent viewing at home. However, nonconsumptive viewers were more likely to
report fewer days spent viewing away from home in a typiearyand the upcoming year.
Similarly, nonconsumptive viewers reported fewer days viewing outside of Idaho or the U.S. in
the first year of the COVHD9 pandemic year and the upcoming year than consumptive

viewers. In addition, more consumptive viewers reed viewing on property of friends or

family, federallynanaged areas, and tribal lands in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers.
The R3 phases of wildlife viewers during the C@\ipandemic did not vary significantly
between consumptive and nonconsumati viewers.

In terms of wildlife viewing expertise, we found that more nonconsumptive viewers classified
themselves as beginner or novice and more consumptive viewers classified themselves as
intermediate or advanced. There was no difference between aonive and nonconsumptive
viewers in percentage of life spent viewing or having owned, borrowed, or rented specialized
equipment for wildlife viewing. Finally, we found that nonconsumptive viewers were more
likely to report that they felt no social supgaat all from mentors than consumptive viewers.
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Conservation behaviors

We investigated the likelihood of wildlife viewers in Idaho to participate in a number of
conservation activities, both generally and with or in support of IDFG. Overall, wildiifersie
most often reported being likely to clean up trash or litter or purchase products that benefit or
whose proceeds benefit wildlife. They least often reported being likely to collect data on
wildlife or habitat to contribute to science or managementoinform or teach others about
At REATS O2yaSNBIGA2Yyd 2KSY O2YLI NARYy3I gAfR
behaviors generally or with/in support of the state agency, wildlife viewers expressed similar
likelihood of engaging in conservai behaviors in collaboration with the IDFG in comparison
to on their own.

However, we did find that wildlife viewers were more likely to collect data on wildlife or
habitat to contribute to science or management with or in support of the IDFG compared t
their interest to do so in general.

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 ircaliservation behaviors
investigated independently of the IDFG with the exception of civic engagement and cleaning up
trash or litter, for which there was no significant difference. We also found significant
differences in the likelihood of consumptive andnconsumptive viewers to participate in four
conservation behaviors with or in support of the IDFG. Specifically, consumptive viewers were
more likely to participate in teaching others about wildlife conservation, enhancing wildlife
habitat, collecting d&a on wildlife or habitat to contribute to science or management, and
cleaning up trash or litter than nonconsumptive viewers.

Wildlife viewing barriers

We surveyed wildlife viewers in Idaho about a variety of topics which limited their participation
in wildlife viewing. Our results indicate that financial cost associated with wildlife viewing, lack
of free time to participate in wildlife viewing, and distance to haghality viewing locations are

the greatest barriers, with more than half of wildlifeewiers reportingsomewhatto a great

dealof limitation to their participation. Lack of free time and distance to viewing locations were
also reported commonly as barriers.

We also specifically investigated the degree to which wildlife viewers experiecessbility

tAT

OKIFfftSyaSas gKAOK gSNBE RSTAYSR la awiB6KS RATT
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physical or social environment when engaging in a meaningful activity such as birding. These

may be the result of mobility challenges, blindnesoar vision, intellectual or developmental

disabilities (including autism), mental illness, being Deaf or Hard of Hearing or other health

O2y OSNya¢ owz2aS | yR a ODNXD I-thinof wildlifeiviewets it S F 2 dzy R
Idaho experienceomewhatto a great deal ofaccessibility challenges when participating in

wildlife viewing.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

While only six of 14 barriers differed between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (lack
of people who support wildlifgiewing, few people to view with, financial costs associated with
wildlife viewing, and accessibility challenges for themselves or the people they go wildlife
viewing with), the overall pattern in these differences was the same; nonconsumptive viewers
weremore likely to feel that these barriers did not limit their participation in wildlife viewing at
all. In addition, consumptive viewers experienced accessibility challenges to a slightly greater
extent than nonconsumptive viewers while participating indVifié viewing.

Relationships with IDFG

CAylLttées S SELX 2NBR LRIK2ly 6AftREATS OASHSNA
financial contributions to IDFG.

Familiarity with IDFG

Well over threequarters of wildlife viewers werslightly, moderatelyor extremely familiawith

IDFG as a whole and over 90% of survey respondents had seen the IDFG logo before. However,
over a third of wildlife viewers wenaot at all familiarwith IDFGstaff. The majority of survey
NBaLR2YyRSYyGa Ay LRIFEK2 NBLR2NULSR GKFG GKSe& TSt
programs and services for wildlife viewing vedmout right about a quarter of respondents felt

it wastoo lowor far too low. Still,survey respondents generally indicated moderate to high

levels of trust in IDFG as an agency and in IDFG staff. Wildlife viewers also scored IDFG
moderately, on average, on various facets of trust (capability, benevolence, and integrity).

Experience withDFG and services
About two-thirds of survey respondents had used or engaged in at least one IDFG program or

service in the last five years. Of the respondents who had utilized at least one program or
service from IDFG in the past five years, they mostroonly reported utilizing information
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(about wildlife and wildlife viewing opportunities in the state), nature/education/visitor

centers, and lands provided by IDFG. They most commonly reported utilizing information about
wildlife in the state provided biDFG, IDFG lands, and IDFG visitor education or nature centers.
The least used IDFG programs were volunteer data collection and conservation law
enforcement.

Financial contributions to IDFG

Over twathirds of wildlife viewers in Idaho had made at lease purchase or contribution to

the IDFG in the past five years. In general, more wildlife viewers had contributed via
nonvoluntary mechanisms (e.g., fees or licenses) than voluntary mechanisms (e.g., donations or
products) in the past five years. IDFGifig) and hunting licenses were the most commonly
purchased items. In this section of the survey, we asked respondents about some financial
O2yGNAOdziA2Y YSOKIFIyAavYa (GKIFIG L5CD R2SayQi OdzN.
pass, permit, or entryele). We also examined the likelihood of wildlife viewers to contribute via
voluntary and nonvoluntary funding mechanisms. Over half of survey respondents in Idaho
indicated that they werenoderately, very, or extremely likety purchase a fishing licensa;

IDFG lands access pass, permit, or entrance fee (an option currently unavailable in Idaho);
lottery ticket for which the proceeds go to habitat conservation (another option currently
unavailable in Idaho); or tangible products. Additionally, we fourad tver onethird of

wildlife viewers wereveryor extremely likelyto increase their contributions to IDFG if they

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

Viewing support preferences

¢2 O0SUGGSNI adzZLILR NI ¢AftREATS OASHGSNARQ LI NIAOALJN
provide viewers with morénformation about where to go to see wildlilnd moreinformation

about wildlife in IdahoFinally, we found that the most preferretlannels of state agency
communication for wildlife viewers in Idaho were the IDFG website, email updates or e

newsletters, and printed materials (such as brochures and maps).

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons
Broadly, we found that consoptive and nonconsumptive viewers have very different

perceptions of and experiences with the IDFG. Overall, consumptive viewers were considerably
more familiar with and had stronger relationships with the IDFG, in terms of utilization of IDFG
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programs, pat and future contributions to the IDFG, and interest in receiving wildlife viewing
support from IDFG.

In contrast, nonconsumptive viewers were far less familiar with all aspects of the IDFG. For
example, nonconsumptive viewers were more likely tanbe at all familiarwith state agency
lands, programs, staff, and mission than consumptive viewers. Indeed, over 50% of
nonconsumptive viewers weneot at all familiarwith IDFG staff.

In addition, over 96% of consumptive viewers had seen the IDFG ébgaebin comparison to

82% of nonconsumptive viewers. Although we did find some statistically significant differences
in our measures of trust in IDFG between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, these
differences are not necessarily relevant for maaagnt (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 sweeping differences between consumptive and nonconsumpéawers were in

their experiences with IDFG programs or financial contributions to IDFG. Over half of
nonconsumptive viewers had not participated in or used any IDFG programs and services in the
last five years, in comparison to just over eaugarter of @nsumptive viewers. More

consumptive viewers had participated in or utilized every IDFG program or service with the
exception of technical assistance or information about improving wildlife habitat than
nonconsumptive viewers, for which there was no diéfiece in participation. In addition, for

past purchases and contributions, more consumptive viewers had purchased or contributed via
all nonvoluntary and voluntary funding mechanisms (with the exceptions of a donation of land
to IDFG through a conservatieasement and direct donation to IDFG) in comparison to
nonconsumptive viewers. At least omgiarter of nonconsumptive viewers reported beingt

at all likelyto make any purchases or contributions in the next five years, with the exception of
a land accesfee or pass (an option currently unavailable in Idaho). Generally, consumptive
viewers and nonconsumptive viewers expressed similar likelihood to increase their
contributions to IDFG, given their contributions were used in a variety of ways. The only
exaption was if their contributions were used for more education or outreach related to
conservation, for which consumptive viewers expressed a significantly stronger interest in
comparison to nonconsumptive viewers.

We also found that, in general, thereeve few differences in preferred methods for receiving

FdzNIG KSNJ adzLILI2 NI FNRBY (GKS L5CD F¥2NJ NSBaLRyRSyida
and nonconsumptive viewers. Compared to nonconsumptive viewers, consumptive viewers
expressed significartimore interest in more opportunities for youth to learn how to
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participate in wildlife viewing, more training opportunities for wildlife viewing guides or
mentors, and more opportunities to be involved in volunteer research or wildlife data collection
activities. More nonconsumptive viewers than consumptive viewers expressed interest in none
of the options for IDFG to support wildlife viewing.

Conclusions

The results of The Wildlife Viewer Survey for Idaho provide a profile of wildlife viewers which
canbe used by IDFG to overcome barriers to broader relevance, public engagement, and
support (AFWA & WMI, 2019). Our profile includes what wildlife viewers like to participate in,
how they view and trust state agencies, what services and programs they véshiag

provided, how they most like to support conservation through action and/or funding, and
more.

As IDFG aims to better engage wildlife viewers in Idaho, we recommend three general needs to
establish a lasting and equitable relationship: 1) providdlife viewing information and

access, 2) promote arourtie-home viewing opportunities, and 3) develop social support
networks for wildlife viewers. As a part of this engagement process, we identify a need for the
IDFG to focus efforts on wildlife vievgewho do not hunt or fish through the provision of
services that specifically serve them, including support for arethieehome viewing, birding,

and information on wildlife viewing tailored for beginners. This is an important next step in
developing relabnships with this currently underserved group. These efforts will additionally
serve the established constituency of hunters and anglers that also view wildlife. Finally, we
recommend the development of wildlife viewspecific funding mechanisms, with amphasis

on establishing funding relationships with wildlife viewers who do not hunt or fish.

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

from the Wildlife Viewer Survey for Idaho. Accompanying Appendicesitain the survey
instrument, list of attention checks to ensure data quality, and 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 (AF@0A,7). State agencies have

legal authority and responsibility to steward wildlife resources as a public 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 amdterways, provide technical support for conservation on
private lands, conduct wildlife research and monitoring, and govern wildlife harvests and
wildlife-associated recreation, among other activities (AFWA, 2017; Organ et al., 2012). Since
their inceptian, the work of many state agencies has been largely funded through the sale of
hunting and fishing 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 particular, declines
or stagnation in hunting and angling among an increasingly urbanized population have made it
clear that the sustainability of state agencies andititontributions to wildlife conservation is
contingent on expanding and diversifying the financial and political support provided by the
public (US DOI et al., 2016; AFWA & WMI, 2019). Specifically, agencies face the challenge of
maintaining their currehsupporters while increasing their relevance to and engagement with
new and broader constituencies (AFWA & WMI, 2019). These broader constituencies include
people in diverse demographic, social, and geographic groups. In addition, this includes
recreatiorists who are invested in wildlife and the outdoors, but may have values, interests,
and behaviors that differ from those of the hunting and angling communities that have
traditionally been the target audience for agencies (AFWA & WMI, 2019). Central dnesieg
nontraditional recreation groups are people who participate in wildlife viewing, one of the
fastest growing outdoor recreation activities in the United States (US DOI et al., 2016).

Wildlife Viewers

Wildlife viewing is a broad category of wildfssociated recreation that includes intentionally
observing, photographing, or feeding wildlife, improving or maintaining wildlife habitats, and
visiting parks and natural areas for the primary purpose of wildlife viewing (US DOI et al., 2016).
As of 2016pver a third of US adults participate in various forms of wildlife viewing, including
14.3 million additional wildlife viewers reported since 2011 (US DOI et al., 2016). From 2011 to
2016, the number of US adults participating in wildlife viewing increaget.3 million, or an
increase in participation to over ortird of the adult population. Viewers spend nearly $76

billion on their viewing activities annually, including $170 million in access fees for public lands
(US DOl et al., 2016). Specificatidaho, the 2011 National Survey of Hunting, Fishing, and
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Wildlife-Associated Recreation (hereafter, National Survey of Wildlife Recreation) estimated
184,000 wildlifewatching participants in Idaho, approximately two in three of all state
residents. Batveen 2001 and 2011, istate wildlifewatching expenditures almost doubled
(USDOI et al., 2011).

Birdwatchers and other viewers also directly contribute funds to wildlife and habitat
conservation (Fulton et al., 2017). A study in New York State foungbémgtie who bird

(including those who both hunt and bird) are more likely than-neereationists and hunters to
donate to conservation (Cooper et al., 2015). They are also more likely to participate in pro
environmental behaviors such as conducting hab#ahancement, 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 viewers (alone or in
addition to identifying as huntsrand 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 garnering general 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 decade (US DOl et al., 2016) and the ongoiad teegenerate broader support for
F3SyOé STFT2Nlad | 26SOSNE GASHSNEQ RANBOG & dzLJLJ
part, this limited support is due to a lack of dedicated funding streams for wildlife viewers that
would parallel the licensepermits, 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 less than 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 et al., 2020).

While wildlife viewers undoubtedlgenefit 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 with this emerging constituency are still relatively

newin 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 identified limited capacity to understand and plaref@yagement 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
GAYONBIFIaS®wR8 [ OljdZAaAiAdg KAYR2NNEIGADYVEARY B RRAL
GAOGK a&aO0OASYOS GKFG A& Fa NRodzald FyR O2YLINBKSY
GKS LI adé¢ o1 c2! g 2alLI HAMPI LI mMmud LYRSSR:
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behaviors and their relationshipgith 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., Fulton et al.,
2017; NAWMP, 2021; US DOl et al., 2016). (For a review 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 coutitgl
information for agencies to become more inclusive of and relet@amwildlife viewers, fulfill

their missions and public trust directives, and sustainably advance fish and wildlife conservation
for generations to come.

Project Background

A 2021 Multistate Conservation Grant Program (MSCGP) grant was awarded todbmtiss
2T CAAK YR 2AfREAFS 1'3SyOASaqQ 6! Cc2!1 v 9RdzOF GA
Wildlife Viewing and Nature Tourism (WVNT) Working Group and Virginia Tech to address
barriers to the relevancy and inclusivity of state agencies for wildideers. 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 deepamerstanding 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 ageggiacross the country. State agencies were offered
the opportunity to opt in to additional survey data collection and analysis within their state in
addition to the regionalevel survey data and analysis. Stéeel sampling provided states

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

A sixmember Executive Committee andl&member Steering Committee were established to
guide implementation of the project by the Virginia Tech team. 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
responsible for final decisions on a number of {stle details in survey design and
administration. The Steering Committee, which included human dimensions, wildlife viewing,
and nongame wildlife staff from 11 additional state agencies, participated in routine project
meetings, liaised with others in tiveagencies 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 the states that participated in the-leadé surveys
participated n 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 data from the Wildlife Viewer Survey (hereafter, Survey) for the

state of Idaho and concludes with eviderbased communications and engagement strategies

that the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (hereafter, IDFG) can implement to increase their
relevance to wildlife viewers and the participation of wildlife viewers tivéies that support
F3SyOASaQ O2yaSNBI A2y 3J2Fftad ¢KS NBadzZ G64a | yR
the implementation of multiple strategies of the Relevancy Roadmap by identifying

opportunities to enhance the relevancy of state fistdamldlife agencies to wildlife viewers,

particularly those who are not already engaged in hunting and angling, avenues for building
partnerships with viewers to support implementation of state conservation plans, and potential
strategies for engaging viess in conservation funding mechanisms (AFWA & WMI, 2019).

METHODS

Survey Instrument

Building upon other national and stagpecific survey efforts of wildlife recreationists, and

based on input from the Steering Committee and state agency represergatiesfirst

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

Fo2dzi 6AfREATFTS GASHESNBRQ NBONBIFGA2Y FyR O2yaSN
wildlife agencies.

After completing the regional surveye adapted it for the state of Idaho through the addition
of survey items about familiarity with IDFG, 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 instument). For all questions which directly relate to the role of the state wildlife
agency, IDFG was directly named.

{ dzZNISe jdzSaiArzya O20SNBR gAftRIEATFS OASHESNEQY
Duration, location, and frequency of participation in wildlife viewing
Participation in otheforms 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 befars
Pattern of participation in wildlife viewing during the CO\MMDpandemic
Familiarity with, perceptions of, and trust in the state agency
Experience with agency programs and services
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Past financial contributions to state wildlife agencies

Likelihood to support 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 beliavace usually asked with 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 frm a less unusual time, we instead asked respondents to reflect on

Gl GeLAOrt @SIENEé¢ gKAOK S RSTAYSR Ay GKS adzN.
years) that was not impacted by unusual circumstances like the GOWD LI Y RSYA Od ¢

Survey Sapling and Administration

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 completbd bnline survey through 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 formmtieirnet surveys that 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 pilot 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 at least 500 respondents from each sguie=(E).
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Figure 1: Map of statdevel sampling

Map of the United States showing the 15 states that participated in déatel sampling for the Wildlife Viewer

Survey. Participating stateseacolored according to their AFWA region assigned in the regional Wildlife Viewer
Survey report (Magenta = Western sample, blue = Midwestern sample, green = Southeastern sample; Sinkular et
al., 2022). Idaho (magenta) was in the Western sample.

Eligibilty
Respondents were asked to indicate consent to participate in the study at the very beginning of
the online survey instrument. Initial survey questions then screened for participant eligibility to

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

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

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

of thosewho only observe wildlife incidentally during other outdoor activities. The following

definitions were adapted from the 2016 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation (US DOl et al.,

2016):
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For this surveywildlife refers to all animals, such as birdshfi;xsects, mammals,
amphibians, and reptiles, that are living in natural environments, including in urban and
semturban places. Wildlife does not include animals living in artificial or captive
environments, such as aquariums, zoos, or museums, or dacregsinals such as farm
animals or pets.

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

Participant eligibility was also determined by three broad demographic quotas seisure a
representative sample of wildlife viewers, while also ensuring we would be able to meet targets

for the number of respondents. In our statevel surveys, we set quotas for respondent

gender, age, and education based on natieleakl resultsof the National Survey of Wildlife

Recreation, with some changes to accommodate for lower sample (&i&BOI et al., 2016).

First, we required that each state sample consist of no more than 74% male or 51% female. For

the age quota, we defined three brdacategories by combining the smaller categories used in

the National Survey of Wildlife Recreati@dS DOI et al., 2016). We required that no more than

28% and no less than 17% of respondents be between 18 and 34 years old, no more than 41%

be between 3%and 54 years old, and no more than 56% be 55 years old or older. Unlike the

National Survey of Wildlife Recreatione did not survey individuals under 18 years of age.

Finally, while theNational Survey of Wildlife Recreatiolassified respondent educatial
FGOGFrAYYSyYyG Ay GSN¥Ya 2F (GKS ydzyoSNI 2F @SIFNR 27
FYR am (2 o @SIFENBR 2F O2ftftS3S¢0vx ¢S asSia ljdzzdl a
vdzl £t GNAOAQ &l yRIFENR adz2NBSe KsbruesoRa@dife \dedverst 2 NJ LI
(NAWMP, 2021). For state reports, we required that no more than 48% of respondents have
O2YLX SGSR | ol OKSt 2NRa 2NJ IN} RdzZ §S RSINBSP

Data Quality

We implemented a number of measures to maximize the quality of the data gendtatmagh

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

instrument contained two different kinds of attention checkssEithere were five sets of
aadlrasSySyida Ay (GKS adiNBSe GKFG 6SNB 62NRSR | &
KFa I OSyiNlrft NRtS Ay Y& fAFTSé IFyR G2AfREATFS
Inconsistent responses to these statemeintdicated that a respondent may be taking the
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survey without being thoughtful. For the second kind of attention check, we identified

combinations of responses that suggested the respondent was providing bad data (e.g., if a
respondent indicated thattheyJ- NJIA OA LI 0SS Ay @GLIK2G23ANI LIKAY 3T 2 NJ
2yS jdzSaidiAz2y IyYyR Ay F fFGSNI|jdzSadiArz2y NBaLRyR
LIK2G23INF LIKAYAS 2N FSSRAY3I AT REAFSEOD wSaLRY
surveywere eliminated from the final sample (see Appendix B for a full list of attention checks).
Finally, we also established a minimum survey completion time in order to remove respondents
from the sample that completed the survey so quickly that their respsnsgere unlikely to

have been genuine. The minimum completion time was set at 6.35 minutes (or 381 seconds),
which was the longest survey duration for the fastest quintile of the 101 respondents in the
Qualtrics pilot test of the regional survey.

S
R

In 20113, the population of wildlife viewers was estimated at 558,000 (U.S. DOI et al., 2011).
According to Dillman et al., (2014) as cited in Vaske, 2019, a minimum sample of 384 is needed
to generalize to a population of 558,000 at a 95% confidence inteartia a+ 5% margin of

error.

Data Analysis

In this report, we generally present response frequencies for each survey question from wildlife
OASGSNE I ONRPada GKS SYyGANB adlidSz NBFSNNBR G2
wellasa SLI NI S NBaLlyasS FTNBIdzZSyOoAaASa T2N a02y adzyL)
viewers. Theoretical and applied frameworks both characterize wildlife recreation activities and
recreationists by s® | f t SR a 02y adzYLIWIA @S¢ | yR aGygn2hgio2 y a dzy LJi
use of and impact on wildlife (Vaske & Roemer, 2013; Tremblay, 2001). Within this definition,
consumptive activities, such as hunting, fishing, and trapping, generally result in the harvest or
catching of species from their habitat, while noncomgptive 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 categories is notccleas

activities traditionally deemed nonceamptive can also result in substantial negative impacts

on wildlife, including mortality (Green & Higginbottom, 2000). Still, we compare consumptive

FYR y2y02yadzYLJiA@S GASHESNERQ NBalLkyasSa (KNPRdIzAK
project on expanuhg 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 outdoor recreation during the past five years. Nonconsumptidifavil

viewers were those without this experience. We used the Statistical Package for Social Science

1 The most recenNational Survey of Fishingunting, & WildlifeAssociated Recreation (FHWAR) survey with
published statebased results was from 2011.
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(SPSS) to produce descriptive statistics for survey questions and to conduct inferential statistical
tests (i.e., #test, chisquare, or ANOVA) to exploggferences across consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. Results from these tests are described in the Results section
and also included in Appendix C
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RESULTS

Survey response

The survey for the state of Idaho was initiated by 590 panel gipehts and completed
successfully by 504 wildlife viewers. A total of 86 potential participants were considered
ineligible because they did not complete the survey, did not consent to participate in the study,
were under 18 years of age, had not particgzhin any of the included forms of wildlife

viewing in the past five years, failed two attention checks, or completed the survey too quickly.
The three demographic quotas that were set (see Methods) were achieved.

Out of 504 wildlife viewers, we classil 57% of our sample as consumptive viewers, meaning
that, in addition to wildlife viewing, they reported participating in hunting or fishing in the past
five years. Specifically, 34% of wildlife viewers in Idaho also fish, 4.2% also hunt, and 20% also
hunt and fish. So, 43% of our sample were classified as nonconsumptive viewers, meaning that
they did not report participation in hunting or fishing in the past five years.

Survey Quota: Age

We asked respondents to indicate their birth year, with option§ BBA y 3 FNRBY wMdpHn (2
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 sugy completion.

The reported ages of all respondents in Idaho ranged from 18 {¢8846,SD= 17).
Consistent with our established quota5% of respondents were between the ages o348
35% were between the ages of-38, and 39% of respondents were over the age of 55teAtt
indicated that the mean age of consumptive wildlife viewgis= 45,SD= 16) was significantly
higher than tle mean age of nonconsumptive wildlife viewers by five yadrs 60,SD= 17;t =
3.24, df=502,p < 001; Table 1; Figurg.2
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What is your age?

100 -
90 1
80 1

70 -

60 -
1 I —
50 P

40 1

Mean age in years
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20 A

10 -

Statewide Consumptive Nonconsumptive

Figure 2: Respondent age

Boxplots (median and interquartile ranges within the boxes) showing the differences in the adeliéé wiewers

in Idaho across the state (statewide) and for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers. Points represent the
mean age (diamond for statewide group, circles for consumptiveconsumptive group) and whiskers represent
the minimum and maximum Waes for the dataset. Atest indicated that the mean age of consumptive wildlife
viewers was significantly higher than the mean age of nonconsumptive wildlife vieladt (). Note that quotas
were set for this question.

Survey Quota: Gender

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

Ff® OHAMPLD® ¢KSAS 2LIA2VEAWVYNE MR SKRLINGF FANIE G 2 9\2+
GLINBFTSREEODNARESF | O02YLI yASR o6& |y 2Ly (GSE(o?2
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.

Consistent with the quota, 48% of respondents were men and 51% of respondents were
women (Figure 3). Only a very small percentage of respondents (1.0%) selected other response
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options; 0.4% were naebinary and 0.2% preferred to not disclose. Due to low@arsize, non
binary respondents, as well as any that preferred not to disclose their gender idemtit2)(

were not included in the following gender identity analysis of consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. A ebiguare test indicated a statically significant difference

in the binary gender identity of consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewérs %.00,df

=1,p = 03; Table 2; Figure 3), with more consumptive wildlife viewers identifying as men (52%)
and more nonconsumptive wilidé viewers identifying as women (57%).

What is your gender?

W /S
oman A
|
" /S
an
Non-binary -

Prefer to self-describe -

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 Idaho for statewide and consumpiiwmeconsumptive groups. A ebguare
test indicated a statistically significant difference in thieary gender identity of consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 2). Note that quotas were set for this survey question.

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 with the quota, less than
42% of respondents had attained 4 or more years of higher education; 288$puafndents held
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I o6l OKSt 2NNR& RSAINBSZT IyR dpdp: 2F NBALRYRSyGa
master's, or doctoral degrees). Results showed that 22% of respondents had received a high
school diploma, equivalent, or less education. In additix¥%o of respondents had completed

some college, and 22% had achieved an associate or technical degreesquaniei test

indicated a statistically significant difference in the level of educational attainment of

consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers$ £ 12.17,df = 4,p = .02; Table 3; Figure 4). More

Y2y 02y adzYLIGA DS GASGSNE NBLR2NISR K2t RAy3a | ol
consumptive viewers (16%).

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

High school diploma, | 4444444
equivalent, or less |
/S
Some college
I
. . /D
Associate or technical degree
]
Bachelor's degree 1 vz
°¢] —
Professional, master's, | 4%
or doctoral degree |

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

VA Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 4: Respondent educational attainment

The highest level of education completed by wWidviewers in Idaho for statewide and consumptive
nonconsumptive groups. A ehguare test indicated a statistically significant difference in the education level of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 3).

Demographics
Race ancethnicity

We provided respondents 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 United States Census Bureau, which suggests askingla question that includes race and
ethnicity, rather than a question about race and another about ethnicity, in order to ease
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respondent burden (Matthews et al., 2015). No quota was set for race and ethnicity, and our
findings of wildlife viewers skamg toward White were consistent with literature (Rutter et al.,
2021; US DOl et al., 2016).

2 KAES GKS adliS6ARS al YLX S g1 a LINAYEFNREE a2 KA
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish (4.8%), American Indian or Alaska Nat®eg, (8dan (2.2%), and

less than 1% of respondents as either Black or African American, Middle Eastern or North

' TNAOFYZ 2NJblGAGBS 1 FglFAALY 2NJ 20KSNJtFOATFTAO
2N SGKYAOAG@ dé Ly | ReédtifiédiwRhyfimdre thab yie rageor eticitylJ2 Y RSy
GKAOK ¢S NBTFTSNI (G2 Fa aYdz GANF OAl £ ®¢ 5dzS (2 f 2
consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers was collapsed into two groups: \&ihiyeand

Black, Indigenous, and pele 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 chisquare test indicated significantly more consumptive viewers (15%) identdied a
BIPOC than nonconsumptive viewers (7.0%; 7.16,df = 1,p = .007; Table 5; Figure 5).
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What is your race and/or ethnicity?

A/ A/

White 1

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 1

American Indian or Alaska Native A

Asian -

Black or African American 4

Middle Eastern or North African -

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander -

Some other race or ethnicity 1

[ N ] _ == _““-NI

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 wildlife viewers Idaho for statewide andonsumptivenonconsumptive 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 size, analysis of ethnoracial identity for cptisarand
nonconsumptive viewers was collapsed into two groups: Wbitly and BIPOC. A edguare test indicated a
statistically significant difference in the ethnoracial identities of consumptive and nhonconsumptive viewers when
comparing between Whitenly and BIPOC groups (Table 5).

| 35



Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

Household income

The survey asked respondents to select their total household income from six categories

N} y3IAy3a FNRY a[Saad GKIFIY PunZdddé (G2 abmupZInnn

$25,000. In order to ease respondent burden, we reduced these options froiOtlcategories
presented in theNational Survey of Wildlife Recreatbn $ KA OK NJ Yy3ISR FTNRY

Gt S

G2 abmpnInnn 2N Y2NBE 0O 5hL SG If®dX HAaMcOD

was also included and was selected by 4.6% 23 of respondents. This group of responses
was excluded from the following analysis.

Slightly less than half (46%) of our respondents in Idaho reported their total household income
as $49,999 or less. About ottleird of respondents (31%) reported a totabusehold income of
$50,00099,999 and almost 19% of survey respondents reported a total household income of
$100,000 or more. The total household income level of survey respondents was slightly lower
when compared to that of respondents who participatedwildlife watching from Idaho in the
2011 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation (U.S. DOI et al., 2011) in which 58% of wildlife
viewers reported their household income as $50,8¥%,999. Note that Idahepecific data

from the 2016 National Survey of Miife Recreation was not gathered. A-ggjuare test

indicated no statistically significant difference in the income level of consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers { = 1.44 df = 6,p = .96 Table 6; Figure 6).
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What was your total household income
during the past 12 months?

Less than $24,099 22424
’ —
' A
625000 - 449,099 | P17,
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/7
$50,000 — $74,999 1
.
$75,000-$99,999 | 2%
’ ’ _
7/
100,000 — $124,999
> $
/]
$125,000 or more -
—
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% of respondents

L/
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Figure 6: Respondent househoidcome

The total household income range reported by wildlife viewers in Idaho for statewide and consumptive
nonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated no statistically significant difference in the income level of
consumptive and nonconsumptive ldlife viewers Table 6).

Residential location

We asked respondents to indicate the size of the area in which they currently live, with the
Fft26Ay 3 OFGSA2NRSAY dwdzNI € | NBEd0OPdSd aLIFiKUIYS ¢
G{ Yl tf 000A= dpignepn 1IS2 LI SO >Z¢ 2NJ a! NbFyYy FNBIF opnzn
residential classifications are consistent with the definitions used by the US Census (2010).

Our sample was far more rurdidn that of the Idaho sample in the 2011 National Survey of

Wildlife Recreation (US DOl etal.,2Bl1)A Y gKAOK odiz 2F NBALRYRSY(Ga
{GFraOAa0A0FE ! NBFa¢g gAIGK LRLWZ I GA2ya 2F pnXnnn
36% of Idaho respondents reported living in an area with a @djmur of 50,000 or more, but

this was still the largest category in our sample (Table 7; Figufechisquare test indicated
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the residential location of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers did not vary significantly
(.?=5.12df = 3,p< .16; Table 7; Figure 7).

Which of the following best describes
where you currently live?

Urban area /0

(50,000 or more people) |

A/

Small city |
(10,000 - 49,999 people)

Small town W////

(2,500 - 9,999 people) |

Rural area v

(Less than 2,500 people) |

0 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 selreported size of the area in which wildlife viewers in Idaho reside for statewide and consumptive
nonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated no dtiatically significant difference in the residential location
of consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 7).

Wildlife viewing behaviors

Forms of wildlife viewing

As described in Methods, the National Survey of Wildlife Recreation defines wildlife viewing as
GOf2aSte 20aSNPAYyIr FSSRAYIAI YR LK20G23INI LIKAY
the home because of wildlife, and maintaining plantings and retareas around the home for

GKS o0SYySTAG 2F 6AftREATSeE 6!'{ 5hL SO Ifd HAamc
as an intentional objective of the recreational activity, not incidental viewing. The survey noted:
"Wildlife viewing does noinclude simply noticing wildlife while doing something else, such as
gardening, exercising, hunting or fishing, or intentionally scouting for gamedental viewing,
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or observing wildlife while doing other recreational activities, is not consideredifeildewing
under this definition and was 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 yhparticipate in
during a typical year (i.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 qwes about "a typical year" for the past
year). Note that we split feeding wildlife into feeding wild birds and feeding other wildlife, due
to the fact some state agencies discourage feeding of other wildlife-ngeard. The sum of
percentages exceeds 1@@cause 85% of respondents selected more than one behavior. The
most popular wildlife viewing behavior amongst respondents in Idaho was visiting parks and
natural areas to observe, photograph, or feed wildlife (67%). The second most popular wildlife
viewing behavior was photographing or taking pictures of wildlife (64%) followed by taking trips
or outings to any other location to observe, photograph, or feed wildlife (57%). Ovethode

of wildlife viewers reported feeding wild birds (42%).-6dniare tests indicated statistically
significant differences for three wildlife viewing activities between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. Significantly more consumptive viewers participated in 1)
closely observing wildlife or trying to identify familiar types of wildlife, 2) taking trips or

outings to any other location to observe, photograph, or feed wildlife, and 3) feeding other
wildlife in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers (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
.
_ (/]
Closely observing 1
I
Feeding other wildlife -
I
Maintaining plantings or natural areas -
I

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

/ . . .
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 8: Forms of wildlife viewing

Forms of wildlife viewing that wildlife viewers in Idaho reported participating in over the past five years for
statewide and consumptiveaonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100%
because respondents were able to selearmthan one option. Cksquare tests indicated statistically significant
differences for three wildlife viewing activities between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers, 1)
taking trips or outings to any other location to observe, photograptieed wildlife, 2) closely observing wildlife or
trying to identify unfamiliar types of wildlife and 3) feeding other wildlife. (Table 8).

Types of wildlife

Wildlife viewers most commonly view birds, land mammals, and large mammals, including
marine mamnals, particularly in coastal states (Grooms et al., 2019; US DOl et al., Zeppel &
Muloin, 2008). Birds, land mammals, and large mammals are typically the most popular types of
wildlife viewed (Grooms et al., 2019; US DOl et al., 2016). We asked wiklver sito 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 National&yof Wildlife Recreation (US DOl et al.,

| 40|



Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

2016)recreation activities. To enable comparison across multiple states, we asked about one
type of wildlife, marine mammals, which does not live in or near Idaho.

In Idaho, 86% of respondents selected morarttone option of types of wildlife they were
interested in viewing. Land mammals were the most popular type of wildlife selected, with 88%
of respondents statewide indicating interest in this response option. Similarly, 75% of all
respondents indicated ietrest in birds. In addition, 43% indicated interest in viewing marine
mammals, outside of Idaho. Over cti@rd of respondents expressed interest in viewing fish
6nmEz0® ¢KS tSFald LI2LdzA I NI GeLlsS 2F oAt RE&FSS
GellSa 2F oAt REATSE 6nom: 2F NBalLRyRSyaa ast
respondents selecting this response option.

Chisquare tests indicated only two statistically significant differences in wildlife type viewing
preferences betwee consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. Consumptive viewers
were significantly more likely to report interest in reptiles and fish in comparison to
nonconsumptive viewers (Table 9; Figure 9).

| 41]

Uy O

O« U



Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

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

Birds 4 /S
|
Land mammals /S
|
_ /S
Marine mammals
|
. (/ /]
Reptiles
]
Fish- (/S
|
/S
Insects -
I
. (/S
Amphibians -
.
0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

[/ ) . .
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 9: Interest in types of wildlife for wilife viewing

Types of wildlife that wildlife viewers in Idaho reported interest in observing, photographing or feeding for
statewide and consumptiveaonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100%
because respondents were aliteselect more than one option. Chguare tests indicated consumptive viewers
were significantly more likely to report interest in reptiles and fish in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers
(Table 9).

Recreational specialization of wildlife viewers

Acrosdliverse forms of outdoor recreation, specializati@fiers to a continuum of intensity in

Yy AYRAQGARdzZf Qa AYUGSNBAG YR Ay@2f dSYSyd Ay
approach to measuring specialization is an area of active researctiedrade among scholars,

but there is consensus that specialization is multidimensional, and as such, it is generally
measured through multiple questions in survey research, rather than a single item (Needham et
al., 2009). Specialization is consistentlycdssed and measured through three dimensions,

often referred to as affective, behavioral, and cognitfeetlined in more detail below)

(Needham et al., 2009). We developed a series of survey questions to evaluate each of these
dimensions ofpecialization, drawing on concepts and items from a previous survey of eBird
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participants conducted by the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) Human
Dimensions Working Group (Harshaw et al., 2021) and a survey of anglers conducted by
Needhamet al. (2009). We present results for these dimensions separately below, as
recommended by Lee and Scott (2004), in order to retain insights into each dimension.

Affective specialization: Centrality

Following Harshaw et al. (2021) and Needham et al. (RQ@9 assessed the affective

RAYSyaArzy 2F OAS6SNBRQ aLISOAIFtATFGAZ2Y (KNRdIzZAK
AYLRNIOFYG oAfREAFS GASGAYI Aad AY Yy AYRAGDARdZ
extent of agreement, on a scale fromskrongly disagregto 5 6trongly agreg, with three
adrasSySyiday mo a! €20 2F vYe tAFS Aa 2NHIYyAI SR
OSY (NI f NRfYySR Aoy0 Y. SAMyFHS 3¢ gAf REAFS GASGHGSNI Aa |
Responses (1 KSaS GKNBS adGraSySyida 2y GKS OSYGNF f A
O2YLINA&SR | NBtAlLofS a0lFfS o/ NRyol OKQ&a I f LKL
calculating the mean response to these items for an overall centrality measuske (I&y Figure

10). The mean level of centrality was 3.&DE 0.98) in Idaho, indicating that on average

respondents selectedeither agree nor disagred ttest indicated that the mean measure of
OSYiNItAGe 2F gAf Rt AT 8 margidalysighiicanil@higheyin A Y RA @A R dz
consumptive viewersM = 3.14,SD= 0.91) in comparison to nonconsumptive viewevks<

2.86,SD= 1.04;t =-3.15 df=499,p = .05; Table 10; Figure JlI(®However, as both mean

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

groups, on average, selecte@ither agree nor disagrder 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 boxes) showing the differences in the meaisceatrality

of wildlife viewing in the lives of wildlife viewers in Idaho for statewide and consumptimeonsumptive groups.

Points representhe mean centralitymeasure(diamond for statewide group, circles for consumptive

nonconsumptive groupp + £ Odzf  GSR &4 GKS YSIy 2F NBaLRyRSyiaQ SEGSY
the importance of wildlife viewing in their lives on a scale dftiofgly disagrepto 5 6trongly agre@ Whiskers

represent the mean £ 1 standard deviation.-fe$t indicated thathe mean measure of centrality of wildlife

GASeAYy3a (G2 |y AYRAQGARZ tQa tAFS gl a YINBAylLtfte airA3ayiAFa
nonansumptive viewers (Table 10).

Behavioral specialization: Equipment and time spent viewing

We measured the behaviorRA YSy aA 2y 2F aLISOAF AT FGA2Y (KN dz
specialized equipment for wildlife viewing and the duration of tleiperience in wildlife

viewing. In ldaho, 62% of all wildlife viewers reported owning or renting specialized equipment,

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

in the past five years (Table 11; Figurl). A chsquare test indicated the percentage of

consumptive (65%) and nonconsumptive viewers (57%) who own, rent, or borrow specialized
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equipment for wildlife viewing did not vary significantly £ 2.95df = 1,p = .07; 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?

Consumptive

Nonconsumptive -

0O 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 specialized equipment for wildlife viewing

Percent of wildlife viewers in Idaho who reported owning, renting, or borrowing specialized equipment for wildlife
viewing in the past 5ears for statewide and consumptirenconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated no
statistically significant difference between consumptive viewers and nonconsumptive viewers in the likelihood of
owning or renting specialized equipment for wildlifiewing (Table 11).

As another measure of behavioral specialization, we also asked survey respondents to indicate
how many years they had been participating in wildlife viewing and provided response options
in five-year categories. To ease respondent lemdwe 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 23 wiife viewers who reported that they started viewing during

the pandemic to the &b years category. About 8.4% of viewers in Idaho had more than 50 years
of wildlife viewing experience (Table 12).

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

majority of wildlife viewers had partjgated in the activity for less than half their life: 38%
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reported viewing for ondifth of their life or less, while 22% reported viewing for one to two

fifths of their life (Table 13; Figure 12). Just over 14% of respondents had participated in wildlife
viewing for close to their entire life (meaning-800% of their lives). A eeguare test indicated

no statistically significant difference in this measure of experience as a percentage of life spent
viewing when comparing consumptive and nonconsumptie®iS N& 4.9% df = 4,p = .29;

Table 13; Figure 12).

Estimated percentage of life spent participating in wildlife viewing

0200 /S
| —
2 A
= 21-40% A
B I
o
S /]
S 41-60%-
= .
Q
o L/
©  61-80%-
* —
./
81-100% -
I
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of respondents
VA 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%,41-60%, 6180%, and 81.00% of life) for statewide and consumptimenconsumptive groups. A
chisquare test revealed no statistically significant difference in this measure of experience as a percentage of life
spent viewing when comparing consumptive armhconsumptive viewers (Table 13).

Cognitive 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 Tt AT I GA 2rytedleteNP ag@iise, Zohding BombeRinn@r3of edpert.

2SS [ a1SR NBaLRyRSyi(a al2¢ ¢2dzZ R @2dz NI GS &2 dzN
GKSY gA0K FTAGS 2LIiA2ya NI yidaho/5B% of NBpyndentd ST A Yy S N.
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considered themselves beginner or novice wildlife viewers. Over a third (36%) of viewers rated
their skill level as intermediate. Only 6.2% of respondents considered themselves to be
advanced and, even less, only 0.4% considenediselves to be expert wildlife viewers (Table

14; Figure 13). Achii lj dzt NB (Saiz 6AGK a4l ROl yOSRé YR GaSEL

sizes, indicated a statistically significant difference inisgéd expertise levels between
consumptive and noncomsnptive wildlife viewers.¢ = 13.78df = 3,p = .003; Table 14; Figure

13). The majority of nonconsumptive wildlife viewers rated themselves as beginners or novices
(67% combined beginner and novice), while fewer consumptive viewers rated themselves as
beginners or novices (51% combined beginner and novice; Table 14; Figure 13).

How would you rate your skill level in wildlife viewing?

_ /S
Beginner -
T
_ IS/
Novice 1
]
_ /S
Intermediate 1
[
/)
Advanced -
||
I
Expert - '
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

[/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

CA3IdzZNB wmoY w-Bie hidlijeRi&nng skilevalS t F

w S & L2 y R Safeil el oisKlfirfwildlife viewing for statewide and consumptiseconsumptive groups. A

chia lj dz- NB (Said 6AGK a4l ROFIyOSRé |yR GaSELISNIé Ozafe@iy SR
expertise levels betweeconsumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 14).

COVIDB19 impacts on wildlife viewing participation and the R3 Framework

On March 11th, 2020, the World Health Organization declared the GOAAMDuUS as a
pandemic (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020hi§ pandemic dramatically altered everyday activities
worldwide as federal, state, and local governments enacted public health policies to mitigate
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the spread of this highly contagious virus (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020). For example, the COVID
19 pandemic ad associated mitigations brought about unprecedented and dynamic changes in
outdoor recreation behaviors throughout the country, which we are only beginning to
understand. A study by Rice et al. (2020) indicated that, as limitations to travel on a wgie ra

of scales were instituted, participation in outdoor activities declined significantly overall, with
disproportionate negative effects for urban residents. However, another study showed slight
increases in participation in wildlife viewing and recreatabose to home (Hochocka et al.,

2021).

While Idaho did not implement significant closures during the C&9Ipandemic, we

surveyed about its impacts on participation for comparison against other states. For this survey,

we examined how COWI® affectel wildlife viewers and the nature of their participation, as

well as identified any potential valuable management implications for state fish and wildlife

agencies interested in supporting wildlife viewing. We examined participation in wildlife

viewingusy 3 G KS hdziR22NJ wSONBFGA2Y ! R2LIGAZ2Y a2 RSt
CNI YSGg2N] €0 QGAa I QA& GKS FANBOG 8SIFENI2F (GKS LI
number of days spent viewing in the first year of the COGMI[Ppandemic against a typicalare

S OFGSA2NRT SR ATt REATS GASGHGSNE Ayd2 TF2dz2NJ INE
LI YRSYAOUI NBOGFIAYSR 6APSPE YIAYOGFEAYSR @ASgAy3
began wildlife viewing for the first time during the pandemic) @ntiS I OG A O 1§ SRé¢ O A ®S
participated in wildlife viewing in the past but were not actively participating when the

pandemic began, but resumed participation during or after March 2020).

Justovertwel KANRA 2F NBALRYRSY(1& G AYSREAYIHIIRBIIRNRES |
that the COVIEL9 pandemic had no impact on their overall participation in wildlife viewing.

¢KS ySEG tFINBS&ald 3AINRdzZI 61 a8 GKS aOKdzNYySRé GASs
RAZNA Y3 GKS LI YRSYAGRE FRASIE2SMNTAR O00oveH:20NS | YGBU AY@yES
participation during or after March 2020. Finally, the smallest proportion of wildlife viewers
AYRAOFGSR (GKS&@ 6SNB AONBONHAGSRE o6ndc20 2N 6S3
time during or afteMarch 2020. A cksquare test indicated no statistically significant
RATFSNBYOS 06SisSSy O02yadzvYLWiA@S YR y2y 02y adzyL]
(.?=2.31df = 3,p=.51; Table 15; Figure 14).
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How did the COVID-19 pandemic impact
your overall participation in wildlife viewing?
[R3 Stage]
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Figure 14: COVHD9 impact on wildlife vewing as R3

Impactofthe COVEIRIL ) LI YRSYAO 2y GAfREATS OASHSNEQ 2OSNI £ LI NI A
consumptivenonconsumptive groups. Respondents were separated into four groups; retained (maintained

throughout thepandemic), churned (stopped viewing during the pandemic), reactivated (had participated in

wildlife viewing in the past but were not actively participating when the pandemic began, but resumed

participation during or after March 2020), and recruited (begaldlife viewing for the first time during the

pandemic). A ckéquare test indicated no statistically significant differences between consumptive and

nonconsumptive viewers (Table 15).

Time spent wildlife viewing

In this section of the survey, wilddifviewers estimated the number of days they spent wildlife

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

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

Wildlife vievers who indicated they were recruited (see CO¥®3section) 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 COVHD9 pandemic was assumed to be their only year partianggitn wildlife

viewing. They also reported how many days they anticipated viewing during the upcoming

years (the next 12 months from the date of survey completion). For each time period, we

specified three locations, following the National Survey of VEildli wSONBF GA 2y Q& 0! {
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HaMcO RSTAYAGA2Y 2F dal NRPdzyR (KS K2YSé 04G6AGKA
fSFald 2yS YAES Fgl& FTNRBY K2YSé0 6KAOK ¢S FdzNI
mile away from your home, but withinyaNJ a i 6 Sé¢ | yR &a2dziaARS 2F &2
' YAGSR {GFrdSade 2SS gSNBE AYUISNBaAaGSR Ay (UKA&A Ydz
COVIBL19 pandemic on travel that occurred for wildlife viewing (Hochachka et al., 2021). For all

time periods ad locations, we provided respondents with seven equivalent categories of 30

A

RFeaX gAGK  aAy3ftsS 2LWA2y F2Nl an RlI@&aé¢ FyR «a

We first reviewed days viewed during a typical yeer @78 around the homey = 474 away

from home, anch = 476 outside state or country; Table 16; Figured1p Nearly all

respondents (91%) reported participating in wildlife viewargund the homdor 1 day or more

in a typical year (Table 16; Figure 15). A substantial prapo(80%) reported wildlife viewing
FNBPdzy R GKS K2YS F¥2NJ dumm 2NJ Y2NBE RIeéazé ogKAOK
Similar to around the home but slightly higher, 95% of wildlife viewers reported participating in
wildlife viewingaway from homdor 1 day or more during a typical year (Table 16; Figure 16).
Only 4.4% of wildlife viewers spent 211 or more days vieaway from home Of all three

wildlife viewing locations, wildlife viewers were least apt to participate in wildlife viewing
outside of daho or the U.S but still over half of respondents (67%) participated in wildlife
viewingoutside of Idaho or the U.$or 1 day or more (Table 16; Figure 17).

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

statistiO f GSadGAy3 gl a4 R2Yy D noRIEAELE NWYRI adyo nR IRE &%
achida lj dzZt N gAGK G§KNBS-00 RIEHENES T yRA /& BRINE RI & a&E
statistically significant difference in time spent viewergund the homen atypical year

between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17; Figure 15). The second chi

square test indicated that there was a statistically significant differenesveyfrom-home

viewing in a typical year for consumptive and nonconsumptige/&is, with more consumptive

viewers spending more than 30 days viewaveay from homgTable 17; Figure 16). Finally, the

third chisquare test indicated no statistically significant difference in time spent viewing

outside of Idaho or the U.$ a typi@l year between consumptive and nhonconsumptive

viewers (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 viewing around the home in a typical year

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

statewide and consumptivaonconsumptive groups. Typical year response omits wildlife viewers who began

participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they did not yet view in a typical yearsduelne with

three categories due to low sampleA | S& 0 Gonn RRI188A3€XX aklM R ahon REE&£0 AYRAOL
significant difference 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 Idaho
in a typical year?
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Figure 16: Days spent viewing away frororhe in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in Idaho reported spending wildlife viewing away from home but within Idaho during a typical
year for statewide and consumptiv@nconsumptive groups. Typical year response omits wildlife viewers who
began parttipating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they did not yet view in a typical yearsguee

test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in afn@y-home viewing in a typical year for
consumptive and nonconsumptivéewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
outside of Idaho or the U.S.
in a typical year?
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Figure 17: Days spent viewing out of state or U.S. in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in Idaho reported spending wildlife viewing outside of Idaho or the US during a typical year
for statewide and consumptivaonconsumptive grops. Typical year response omits wildlife viewers who began
participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they did not yet view in a typical yearsduelne test
indicated that there was no statistically significant difference inafugtate-or-country viewing in a typical year
between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Next, we reviewed days viewing during the first year of the pandemic reported by all survey
respondents, including the recruited viewers who were not pérhe previous analysis (Table

16; Figures 120). Overall, total participation in wildlife viewing declined in all three locations

in the first year of the pandemic when compared to a typical year. The proportion of
respondents who participated in wild#ifviewingaround the homefor at least 1 day decreased
slightly from 91% to 86% (Table 16; Figure 18). Simi&nigy-from-homewildlife viewing for 1

day or more also decreased slightly from 95% to 83% (Table 16; Figure 19). The most dramatic
decrease ocurred in wildlife viewingutside of state or countryonly 47% of respondents

reported viewingoutside Idaho or the U.$or 1 day or more (Table 16; Figure 20).

The chisquare tests for the first year of the pandemic indicated a statistically sigmific

difference between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers in only one category of viewing:
outside ldaho or the U.Swith more nonconsumptive viewers spending zero days viewing
outside of Idaho or the U.$Table 17; Figure 20). The time consumptiid aonconsumptive
wildlife viewers spent viewinground the homeand awayfrom-homeduring the first year of

the pandemic did not vary significantly (Table 17; Figure 18, Figure 19).
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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 C@MPandemic.

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

pandemic (March 2028ebruary 2021) for statewide and consumptivenconsumptive groups. This includes

wildlife viewers whdegan participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic. Ascjuiare with three

OFiS32NARSa RdzS (2 f 2@n aRIYaAHA B¢ ARy B ada ® doin RRIREAZTED dMmy RA O (¢
difference in time spent viewing around the home durthg first year of the pandemic between consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).

| 55|



Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
away from home but in Idaho

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 C@GM Pandemic

Days wildlife viewers in Idaho reported spending wildlife viewing away from honeitiin Idaho during the first

year of the pandemic (March 20Zebruary 2021) for statewide and consumptivenconsumptive groups. This

includes wildlife viewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic-s§jucdie with three
catSI2NRASa RdzS (2 f 2¢ -oal YRS 35A 11SER 0ddHn oRil 8RalF38éa édOm A Y RA O (¢
significant difference in awaffom-home viewing during the first year of the pandemic for consumptive and

nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
outside of Idaho 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 wildlifeviewers in Idaho reported spending wildlife viewing outside of Idaho or the US during the first year of

the pandemic (March 202Bebruary 2021) for statewide and consumptivenconsumptive groups. This includes

wildlife viewers who began participatingildlife viewing during the pandemic. A etquare with three

OFiS32NARSa RdzS (2 f 2@n aRIYaAHA B¢ ARy B ada ® doin RRIREAZTED dMmy RA O (¢
significant difference in time spent viewing around the home during theyeat of the pandemic between

consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17). More nonconsumptive viewers indicated spending zero days
viewingoutside of Idaho or the U.S.
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Finally, we asked respondents about days they anticipate viewing in the theagdios during
the next year (Table 16; Figures-23). 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. Similarly to a typical year, 91%espondents anticipated spending one
or more days viewinground the homgTable 16; Figure 21). In addition, 92% of respondents
anticipated spending one or more days viewaway from homgTable 16; Figure 22). We also
note an increase in anticipated ganpation outside of Idaho or the U.8 comparison to the
first year of the COVHD9 pandemic, with 67% of respondents indicating they anticipated
spending one or more days viewingtside of Idaho or the U.$Table 16; Figure 23).

The chisquare tess for anticipated time spent viewing in the upcoming year indicated a
statistical significance between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers in two categories. A
chidlj dzZt NE gAGK G§KNBES-0@l (RS BHNFKES & yRa /& BR lona R4 @M 0
statistically significant difference in the time consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers
anticipated spending viewirground the homen the upcoming year (Table 17; Figure 21). The
second chiquare test indicated that there was a statistically significaneckfiice in expected
awayfrom-homeviewing in the upcoming year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers,
with more consumptive viewers spending more than 30 days vieaivay from homehan
nonconsumptive (Table 17; Figure 22). Finally, the thiresgbare test indicated that there was

a statistically significant difference in expectaat-of-state-or-countryviewing in the upcoming
year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers. More nonconsumptive viewers indicated
expecting to spend-B0 days viewingutside of Idaho or the U.Shut more consumptive

viewers indicated expecting to spend more than 30 dayside of Idaho or the U.#han
nonconsumptive viewers. (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 tipeoming year

Days wildlife viewers in Idaho reported spending wildlife viewing around the home in the upcoming year for

statewide and consumptivaonconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began participating in

wildlife viewing during thggandemic. Achéi Ij dzZt NB ¢A G K GKNBS OF 1S32NASB RdzS (2
RFedazé¢ YR ab on RFeaéo AYRAOFGSR y2 adldaradaortte air3
the upcoming year between consumptive and nonconsuwgtiiewers (Table 17).
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Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

How many days do you think you will spend wildlife viewing
away from home but within Idaho
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 Idaho reported spending wildlife viewing away from home but within Idaho in the

upcoming year for statewide and consumptiwenconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began
participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic. A-shuare with three categories due to low sample sizes

6an Rkogna R 8@AMEE | YR aB on Rl &aé UlysigyifiRant@iffeiieBide in awéjorin- G K S NS
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 Idaho 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 wildlife viewers in Idaho repodepending wildlife viewing outside of Idaho or in the upcoming year for
statewide and consumptivaonconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began participating in

wildlife viewing during the pandemic. A estuare with three categoriesdie2 f 26 &l YLX S -3aA1 Sa
|.

RFeazé YR ab on RFredaéuv AYyRAOFGSR GKIG GKSNB 41l a
the home in the upcoming year between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Wildlife viewing location

In addition to understanding around the home, away from home, andofigtate viewing, we

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

wildlife viewing within Idaho. Wildlife viewingkas place across all land ownership statuses:

from state land, and privatelpwned land, (Bensen, 2001) to federatiywned land (Abrams et

al., 2020), with vastly different managerial implications for each setting. We asked respondents
GLY I 0&LWA GIKIA OKSHNROI GA2ya R2 @2dz LI NIAOALI 4GS
guestion was adapted from the Virginia Wildlife Recreation Survey (Grooms et al., 2019) to

include options more applicable to the state setting. A list of seven locations was ptpvide
FSIGdzNAY3I | YAE 2F LlzofAOYX LINAGEFGST FyR GNRAROL
gK2 2gya 2N YIylF3Sa GKS FNBSFa 6KSNB L LI NI AOA
selected this) was also provided. Finally, a mutually excl#sivgii A 2y NBIF RAy 3 daL R?2
LI NGHAOALI GS Ay 6AftREATS GASGAY3a Ay lyeée 2F GKS
was also provided. This mutually exclusive option was excluded from analysis.

Over 90% of respondents reported viewing in morartlone location. Respondents in Idaho
most commonly reported wildlife viewing in stateanaged areas (75%), such as state parks,
forests, boat landings, fishing areas, conservation areas, or Wildlife Management Areas. Tied
for second place, the most commigireported viewing locations were at respondents' own
home or property (66%) and locallganaged areas, such as town or county parks, trails, or
open spaces (66%; Table 18; Figure 24.) Close tthivas (65%) of wildlife viewers in Idaho
utilized federdly-managed areas, such as National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges, Bureau of
Land Management Land, Waterfowl Production Areas, or National Forests. The least common
location for wildlife viewing was tribal lands (9.9%; Table 18; Figure 24).

Statistical tests revealed some significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers for where they viewed wildlife. Firstfest indicated that

the mean number of wildlife viewing locations for consumptivex 3.78,SD= 1.5) wildlife
viewers was significantly higher than nonconsumptive viewrs 3.39,SD= 1.54;t =-2.84, df

= 498,p = .002) Second, chsquare tests indicated three statistically significant differences in
viewing locations in consumptive and nonconsuivg viewers. The number of consumptive
wildlife viewers who participated in wildlife viewing on federally managed lands (such as
National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges, Bureau of Land Management Land, Waterfowl
Production Areas, or National Forestsparoperty of friends or family was significantly higher
in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers (Table 18; Figure 24). Conversely, more
nonconsumptive viewers participate in wildlife viewing on tribal lands in comparison to
consumptive viewers (Table 1Bigure 24).
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In a typical year, in which locations
do you participate in wildlife viewing in Idaho?
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Figure 24: Wildlife viewing locations

Locations wildlife viewers in Idaho reportpdrticipating in wildlife viewing in a typical year for statewide and
consumptivenonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100% because
respondents were able to select more than one optiGhisquare tests indicated thatgiificantly more

consumptive viewers participated in wildlife viewing on federally managed lands and property of friends or family
than nonconsumptive viewers. Significantly more nonconsumptive viewers participating in viewing on tribal lands
than consumpive viewers (Table 18).

Wildlife viewing-related expenditures

Wildlife viewingrelated expenditures generate significant economic activity; the National

Survey of Wildlife Recreation valued wildlife viewnetated expenditures at $75.9 billion in

2016. KA & & dzNISe I f az2 | aadaded&pensgsifoor andl I6dgingdA S 6 S NA Q
transportation, and other trip costs), equipment expendituesldlife-watching equipment,
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auxiliary equipment, and special equipment), and total other expe(ises leaghg and

owning, plantings, membership dues and contributions, magazines, books, and DVDs) (US DOI
et al., 2016). To ease respondent burden, we collapsed the National Survey of Wildlife
Recreation categories into two: trgelated costsand all other wildfie viewing expenses and
equipment. We provided respondents with a drdpwn box consisting of twelve equsized

($50 increments) options informed by the range of responses in the National Survey of Wildlife
Recreation.

Just over onghird (35%) of surwerespondents reported spending $100 or less on wildlife
viewing triprelated costs annually and only 12% of respondents reported spending no money
on trip-related costs annually. Over half, 53% of all respondents in Idaho indicated spending
$101 or more a trip-related costs annually. Specifically, 9.3% of respondents reported
spending more than $500 on trip related costs annually.

Due to the small sample size, we collapsed expenditures into three categories, which included
$0, $1$100, and $101 or mor& chisquare test indicated nonconsumptive and consumptive
GASBHESNEQ oA f-ielatddExpenditirs garigt tatistikdlyiE 14.02df = 2,p<

.001; Table 19B; Figur&p About a fifth of nonconsumptive viewers (19%) reported spending
Nno money on triprelated costs, compared to only 7.3% of consumptive viewers.
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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 expenditures for wildlife viewing intgpical year reported by wildlife viewers in Idaho for statewide
and consumptivenonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test with three categories ($0, $$100, and $101 or
more) indicated that wildlife viewing tripelated expenditures varied significantishen comparing consumptive
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 lmds$ for
membership dues for wildlife viewing organizations. Over-tinel of respondents (35%)

indicated spending between $1 and $100 less on other wildlife vievaladed expenses. About

a fifth (18%) of respondents reported spending no money annuallgtber wildlife viewing

related expenses. Just under half of all respondents (47%) reported spending $101 or more on
other wildlife viewing related expenditures annually, with 6.8% of respondents reported
spending $501 or more during a typical year.

Similar to trip-related expenditures, for analysis we collapsed expenditures into three
categories, which included $0, 100, and $101 or more. Another eftuare test indicated

that other wildlife viewingrelated expenditures varied significantly betweesnsumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers {= 17.31df = 2,p< .001). Far more nonconsumptive (26%) viewers
reported spending $0 on other wildlife viewkinglated costs in comparison to consumptive
viewers (12%). Conversely, more consumptive viewers (52%) reported spending $101 or more
compared to nonconsumptiveeivers (41%; Table 20B; 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 Idaho for statewide and
consumptivenonconsumptive groups. A ehguare test with three categories ($0, $$100, and $101 or more)
revealed that other wildlife viewingelated expenditures varied significantly when comparing consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 20).

| 67



Idaho Results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey

Other outdoor recreation

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

Overall, in Idaho, 95% of viewers indicated that they participate in at least one other form of
outdoor recreation. On average, respondents indicated pawiign in about five other forms

of outdoor recreation M = 5.21,SD =2.97). Only 5.0% of wildlife viewers did not participate in
any other forms of outdoor recreation. The most selected form of outdoor recreation was
camping (68%), followed by running, liag, or jogging (58%). Over half of all respondents
(55%) patrticipated in hiking or backpacking. In Idaho, the least popular forms of outdoor
recreation among wildlife viewers were botanizing (13%), climbing (10%), and geocaching
(8.7%).

As theclassification of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers used throughout this report
was generated with the responses from this survey question, additional analyses could not be
performed for hunterviewers, fishewiewers, or viewers who did not particifgain any other

forms of outdoor recreation. In Idaho, just over half of respondents indicated that they
participated in hunting (23%) and/or fishing (54%), with fishing being far more popular.
Specifically, 34% of wildlife viewers in Idaho also fish, 4l2&hunt, and 20% also hunt and

fish.

Chisquare tests indicated many statistically significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers, although with low number of respondents for several of the
categories for both consumpte and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 21; Figure 27).
Significantly more consumptive viewers participated in hiking or backpacking, swimming,
recreational shooting, ofthighway vehicle use, winter sports, foraging, motorized boating; non
motorized boatingand horseback riding than nonconsumptive viewers. The number of
consumptive viewers who participated in running, walking or jogging; road or mountain biking;
botanizing; climbing; and geocaching did not vary significantly in comparison to
nonconsumptive ewers.
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Camping A

Running, jogging, or walking
Hiking or backpacking
Swimming

Recreational shooting sports or archery -
Off-roading 1

Road or mountain biking
Winter sports 1

Foraging -

Motorized boating -
Non-motorized boating
Horseback riding -

Botanizing -

Rock climbing or bouldering 4

Geocaching

Which of the following outdoor activities, if any,

do you participate in during a typical year?
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Figure 27: Other outdoor recreation activities
Outdoor activities that wildlife viewers in Idaho report participating in during a typical year for statewide and
consumptivenonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to rnitwaia 100% because
respondents were able to select more than one optiblunting and fishing are omitted from the figure as these
activities were used to generate the consumptivenconsumptive group definition€hisquare tests indicated
statistically moe consumptive viewers participated in hiking or backpacking, swimming, recreational shooting, off
highway vehicle use, winter sports, foraging, motorized boating;motorized boating, and horseback riding in

comparison to nonconsumptive viewers(Table.21)
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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 behaviorgrtmonwildlife 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 five years, if they had the opportunity to do so.
These conservation behaviongere 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 four domains: 1)
consenation lifestyle, which includes private, household activities with environmental benefits,
such as recycling and green consumerism, 2) land stewardship, which involves interaction with
local ecosystems to create, manage, or monitor wildlife habitats, @akenvironmentalism,

which refers to activities that center on social interaction, such as communicating with or
teaching others about the environment or environmental actions, aneih®)ronmental

citizenship, which refers to financial or political cobtitions 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 66% of
respondents indicating that they wererylikely or extremely likelyo participate in this
conservation behavior (Figure 28, Table 22). Next, ovettloing (37%) of respondents

reported that they wereverylikely or extremely likelyto participate in purchasing products that
benefit wildlife or whose proceeds support consatien. Similarly, 34% of respondents

reported that they wereverylikely or extremely likelto participate in civic engagement (such

as voting or advocating) related to wildlife conservation. Respondents least often reported
beingvery likelyor extremelylikelyto collect data on wildlife or habitats to contribute to

science or management (18%) or to inform or teach others about wildlife conservation (20%).

Notably, five out of seven clsiquare tests revealed statistically significant tested consermatio
behaviors (Table 23; Figures-20). In these five behaviors (informing or teaching others about
wildlife conservation, enhancing wildlife habitat, collecting data on wildlife or habitats,
donating money to support wildlife conservation, and purchasiragipcts that benefit wildlife

or whose proceeds support conservation) a higher proportion of nonconsumptive viewers
indicated they werenot at all likelyto participate in the action than consumptive viewers. The
likelihood of participating in civic engagement or cleaning up trash or litter did not vary
significantly between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers.
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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{ (6]

Purchasing products 1 (12)

Participating in civic engagement -
Enhancing wildlife habitat -

Donating money -

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 28: Likelihood of participating in consation behaviors, statewide sample

2AtREATS OASHSNEQ NBLRNISR fA1StAK22R 2F LI NIAOALNI GAy3
the next 5 years, if they had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of e#gomdo

fell into each of the five categoriesot at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of gray lightens with decreasing

likelihood of participation (Table 22).
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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?
[Consumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter{ (5 (9
Purchasing products{ (9
Participating in civic engagement 1
Enhancing wildlife habitat{ ([©
Donating money
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat E
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 resgents

| 2y adzYLIGA DS 6AtREATS GASHSNEQ NBLRNISR tA1StAK22R 27F LJ
years, if they had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of respondents who fell into each

of the five catgories:not at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of green lightens with decreasing 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 -
Purchasing products 1
Participating in civic engagement -
Enhancing wildlife habitat -
Donating money -

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 30Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors, nonconsumptive respondents

Nonconsumptive wildlife vieweE Q NB L2 NI SR t A1 St AK22R 2F LI NGAOALI GAy3 )
next 5 years, if they had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of respondents who fell

into each of the five categoriespt at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of purple lightens with decreasing

likelihood of participation (Table 23).

We also asked respondents to indicate how likely they would be to participate in these same
seven conservation behaviongth or in support of IDE@ithin 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 (62%), followed by purchasing products that benefit
wildlife or whose proceeds suppozonservation (36%) and civic engagement (35%). They least
often reported beingvery likelyor extremely likelyo work with or for IDFG to collect data on
wildlife or habitat (22%) and to inform or teach others about wildlife conservation (20%; Table
24;Figure 31).

Similar to conservation behaviors without state agency support, four of the seven tested
behaviors (specifically, informing or teaching others about wildlife conservation, enhancing
wildlife habitat, collecting data on wildlife or habitat tontribute to science or management,

and cleaning up trash or litter) showed statistically significant differences between consumptive
and nonconsumptive viewers. In all four behaviors, a higher proportion of nonconsumptive
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viewers indicated they werrot at all likelyto participate in the action than consumptive
viewers (Table 25; Figures 323).

To test the impact of participating in conservation behaviors with or without the IDFG, we used
a paired samplestest across all seven behaviors. Respandavere slightly more likely to
participate in informing or teaching others about wildlife conservation (difference in mean:
0.07;t = 1.65df = 485,p = .05), enhancing wildlife habitat (difference in mean: 0t}22.87 df

= 485,p = .002), donatingnoney to support wildlife conservation (difference in mean: 0t88;
3.95,df = 485,p < .001), and picking up trash or litter (difference in mean: 671.70,df =

485,p = .05) independently rather than in collaboration with IDFG. Respondents wane m

likely to collect data on wildlife or habitat to contribute to science or management with or in
support of the IDFG rather than independently (difference in me@ui:1;t =-2.49,df = 485p
=.01).

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

[Statewide]
Cleaning up trash or litter -

Purchasing products A

Participating in civic engagement 1
Enhancing wildlife habitat 1

Donating money -

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 311Likelihood ofparticipating in conservation behaviors with or in support of state agency, statewide

sample

2AfREATS OASHSNEQ NBLRNISR fA1StAK22R 2F LI NIAOALNI GAy3
or in support of IDFG in the next 5 yeafdhey had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the

percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categoriesat all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade

of gray lightens with decreasing 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 IDFG in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Consumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter{ (5
Purchasing products -
Participating in civic engagement -
Enhancing wildlife habitat
Donating money -
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat
Informing or teaching others A E

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

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

| 2yadzYLJaA @3S oAt REATS GASHGSNAQ NBLRNISR fA1StAK22R 27T LI
support of DFG in the next 5 years, if they 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

lightens with decreasing likelihood o&gicipation (Table 25).
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities
with or in support of IDFG in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Nonconsumptive]

=
[E=Y

Cleaning up trash or litter -

.
5]

Purchasing products 1

Participating in civic engagement -

7]

[
()

&)

a
N
~J

=

B

[y

B
~J

Enhancing wildlife habitat -

Donating money 1
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 8]
Informing or teaching others A

% 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 O2yadzYLWiADBS At REATS GASHESNEQ NBLR NI SRviofsith®rfimk K2 2 R 2
support of IDFG in the next 5 years, if they 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

lightens with decreasing likelihood of participation (Table 25).

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 transportatioasources, or not knowing where to

view wildlife (Grooms et al., 2019; NAWMP, 2021; US DOl et al., 2016). To examine barriers to
participation in wildlife viewing, we provided respondents with a list of 14 common barriers and
asked them to indicate the ex to which each of the barriers limited 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 with input from our Mitite

Steering @mmittee (NAWMP, 2021).

Our results indicate that financial cost associated with wildlife viewing is the greatest barrier

examined in this study, with over half (57%) of respondents indicating cost limited participation
in wildlife viewingsomewhat quite a bit ora great deal Over half of all respondents were
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limited by lack of free time to participate in wildlife viewing (56% limgedhewhat quite a bit
or a great dea) and distance to higlquality locations for wildlife viewing (54% limited
somewtat, quite a bit ora great deal. The barrier that limited wildlife viewers in Idaho the
least was lack of facilities at wildlife viewing locations (32% lingtedewhat quite a bit ora
great dea) and safety concerns when wildlife viewing (31% limgechewhat quite a bit ora
great deaj Table 26; Figure 34).

Chisquare tests indicated only five statistically significant differences between the extent of
limitation for consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers in terms of lack of free time to
participate in wildlife viewing, few people to participate in wildlife viewing with, financial costs
associated with wildlife viewing, accessibility challenipeshemselves or people they view

with, and few people who support wildlife viewing (due to a small number of respondents
indicatinga great deafor this opion, it was combined into four categories for analysis (Table
27 - Table 27a; Figures 3b). For all five of these barriers, more nhonconsumptive viewers
indicated they werenot at allby the barrier than consumptive viewers.

To what extent do each of the following
limit the extent of your participation
in wildlife viewing in a typical year?

[Statewide]
Distance to high-quality locations 1
Lack of free time 1
Financial costs A 9]

Not knowing where to go -

Few people to participate with - 4]
Lack of organized viewing opportunities -
Safety concerns -

Lack of access to equipment or supplies
Lack of facilities

Accessibility challenges 1
Few people who support A 8]

Lack of wildlife viewing skills ]

Lack of transportation

Crowds 1 [4]

% of respondents
Not at all . Very little - Somewhat . Quite a bit . A great deal

Figure 34: Barriers to wildfle viewing, statewide sample

2 Af Rt ATS @A &terf thihizh éadh lofzhl hafiers limited their participatianthe statewide level.
Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categmiest:allto a great deal
The lightest gray boxes represent the viewers that indicated an item as beirgj alla barrier to their
participation (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]

Distance to high-quality locations - 6
Lack of free time -
Financial costs
Not knowing where to go 1 G
Few people to participate with A O]
Lack of organized viewing opportunities 1
Safety concerns -
Lack of access to equipment or supplies 1
Lack of facilities -
Accessibility challenges 1
Few people who support 1
Lack of wildlife viewing skills ]
Lack of transportation -
Crowds 1
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

Consumptive wildlife vie® N& Q  NeRtedetdwWihishReach of the barriers limited their participatianthe
statewide level. Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categuirasall
to a great deal The lightest green boxes represéhé viewers that indicated an item as beingt at alla barrier
to their participation (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]

Distance to high-quality locations -

Lack of free time

Financial costs 1

Not knowing where to go

Few people to participate with 1 8]

Lack of organized viewing opportunities 1
Safety concerns A

Lack of access to equipment or supplies
Lack of facilities 1

Accessibility challenges 1

ﬁga

B
©)
B
=
@
=

Few people who support -

Lack of wildlife viewing skills
Lack of transportation - 6]

Crowds 1 4]

% 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 g A f éxtent t® BhickWeachdf$he Bafierdliiit el pagiélpation Blocks
represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categoiésit allto a great deal The
lightest purple boxes represent the viewers that indicated an item as b&ihgt alla barrier to their paricipation
(Table 27).

Groups that encourage patrticipation in wildlife viewing

Social support or the resources either perceived or provided, by friends, family, mentors, peers,
and other groups. (Gottlieb & Bergen, 2010), is linked to sustained highds lefvearticipation

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 (Rutter et al.,
2021; Schoffman et al. 2015). To further understarethanisms 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 thaarhily provided the greatest extent of encouragement to
participate, with 78% indicating that family members encouraged their wildlife viewing
somewhat quite a bit ora great deal This was followed by friends at 63%, peer52%, and
mentors at 41%. Respondents relied on social support from mentors the least out of all four
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groups, with 45% of all respondents indicating that mentors did not encourage their
participation at all.

Chisquare tests only indicated that the exteoit perceived social support between

consumptive and nonconsumptive varied significantly for mentdrs (8.14df =4,p < .001).

More nonconsumptive viewers reported feeling as though mentors did not encourage their
participation in wildlife viewing all (54%not at all) than consumptive viewers (3996t at all).
There was no significant difference in the perceived support from family members, friends, and
peers when comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Tabies; F8gures 38

39).

Fgure 37: Groups that encourage viewing, statewide sample

The degree to which wildlife viewers at the statewide level feel encouraged to participate in wildlife viewing by
four groups of people: family, friends, peers and mentors. Blocks represent themage 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(Tables 2&1).
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