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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

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

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

Historically, state fish and wildlife agencies (hereafter, state agencies) have depended on
Kdzy i SNA FyR |y3fSNa (2 FdzyR 0KS F3SyOAaSaqQ O2y
North American Model of Conservation (Price Tack et al., 2018)isIsythtem, state agencies

rely heavily on funds derived from sales taxes on certain sporting equipment and receipts from
licenses and permits purchased by hunters, anglers, and trappers to support their operations. In
recent years, national surveys showlateau or decline in participation in hunting and angling,

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

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

for ensurirg the sustainability of resources on which their recreational activities depend.

As the number of viewers continues to rise, it is increasingly important that state agencies
understand who these wildlife viewers are and their perspectives on and expewaif state
agencies and wildlife conservation. Wildlife viewers have the potential to significantly aid state
agencies in achieving their conservation goals (AFWA & WMI, 2019) through financial
contributions and a range of behaviors. This study of il@ldiewers in South Carolina, one of

15 states that participated in statievel surveying, represents a key step in implementing the
strategies outlined in the Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap (AFWA & WMI, 2019) by
providing the South Carolina Departnteof Natural Resources (hereafter, SCDNR) with
information and tools to connect with a broader constituency of wildlife viewers.

Methods

To understand wildlife viewers, our Virginia Tech research team collaborated with the
Association of Fishand Wil@if | 3 Sy OASaQ o! C2!1 0 2AfREATS £ASHA
Group (WVNTG) to conduct a midtate survey of wildlife viewers (i.e., the Wildlife Viewer

Survey) in 2021, with additional sampling at the state level in 15 states. A Steering and
ExecutiveCommittee, which consisted of members of the WVNTG and other state agency
representatives, worked closely with us throughout the duration of this project. We also
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contracted with Qualtrics, a commercial panel survey company, to conduct an online survey of
wildlife viewers in South Carolina, which was administered from Octob&ez@mber 15,

2021. Survey respondents were compensated by Qualtrics for their participation in the study.
For the 15 states with additional sampling, the survey was adapted to ls¢ applicable to

each state. All survey respondents resided in South Carolina for most of the year, were over the
age of 18, and reported participating in wildlife viewing (defined as closely observing,
photographing, or feeding wildlife, maintaining plargs or habitat for the benefit of wildlife,

or taking trips to parks or other natural areas with the purpose of observing, feeding, or
photographing wildlife) in the past five years.

The survey questionnaire was informed by the M@itate Steering anBxecutive 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 Recreation (hereaft@&tational Survey of Wildlife Recreation; U.S. DOI et

al., 2016), and a survey conducted by the North American Waterfowl Management Plan
(NAWMP) Human Dimensions Working Group (NAWMP, 2021). Respondents answered
guestions about their wildlife viewing behavs, identities, preferences, and experience with

their state agencies.

When conducted with appropriate methodological decisions, panel surveys have been shown

to be a valuable tool to conduct online social science research (Wardropper et al., 2021). To

ensure highquality responses and reduce bias, we incorporated numerous attention check

guestions and minimum time limits in this survey. We also set demographic quotas for age,

gender, and education level for survey respondents based on findings fronDilgeNational

Survey of Wildlife Recreation in an effort to achieve a survey sample that is representative of

the wildlife viewing population across South Carolina in terms of age, education level, and

gender (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). For this report, wayaed survey responses by comparing
GO02yadzYLJIA DS GASESNERE O00GK2aS ¢ &eludnd dstth/a@A LI 0 SR
releaseA y (G KS LI ad FTABS @SEFENBRO YR ay2yO2yadzYLIiAg
these other recreational activés). Categorizing respondents in this way does involve a number

of assumptions; managers and researchers alike historically classified activities such as wildlife
GASGAY3I a Gay2yO02yadzYLIGA@SeE oF OQUABAGASE Ay 6K
ISTSNNBER (2 Kdzy GSNB>X Fy3IftSNBEX YR (NI LILISNAE | &
resources; Vaske & Roemer, 2013). However, there are numerous negative impacts of

Y2y 02y adzYLIGA @S NBONBIGAZ2Y 2y gAf RfAMSET AyOf dzR
AYLI OG¢ OKFNYOGSNRAGAOA 2F AT REAFS GASgAYyIS
remove wildlife (i.e., catch and release fishing; Steven et al., 2011; Tremblay, 2001). Still, we
OK2aS (G2 O2YLI NB O2yadzyLIiA @S btirBughbd fier&pgrti dzY LI A
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because of the focus of this project on expanding relevancy to a broader constituency for state
agencies, particularly for those wildlife viewers who are not already engaged in hunting and
angling (two activities traditionally manad by state agencies). Analysis consisted esghare

or t-tests conducted in the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS).

Findings

In the following subsections, we review findings for the state of South Carolina, which consisted
of a statewide dscriptive analysis and a consumptive versus nonconsumptive comparative
analysis based on 1,007 completed survey responses. Our survey examined demographics,
behaviors, frequency, and preferences of viewing activities of wildlife viewers in South Carolina.
28 [ fta2 SEIFYAYSR {2dziK /I NRftAYyl 6AtREATS OASS
for support from SCDNR. A little more than half of our survey respondents were consumptive
viewers and slightly less than half were nonconsumptive viewers. Owermafbund that

consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers are distinctive groups; consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers have different preferences, behaviors, and levels of participation in
wildlife viewing. In addition, we identified three demographic digieces between

consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers: age, gender, and residential location. Generally, we
can define consumptive viewers as more active, involved, and specialized than nonconsumptive
viewers; consumptive viewers participate in wildlifewing 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 contributions (paspresent, and future) to SCDNR than nonconsumptive viewers.

Wildlife viewer demographics

Over threequarters of all respondents identified as solely White, and aboutfdtteidentified

with another race or ethnicity, or some combination. Just undef biabur respondents

reported a total household income of under $50,000. Approximately 23% of wildlife viewers
surveyed lived in a major city, 30% reported living in a small city, and 23% 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 ethnoracial identity, household income, or education
level; however, we did find that consyotive viewers were significantly younger than
nonconsumptive viewers. In addition, when analyzing binary gender identity (due to sample
size, only binary identity could be evaluated), more consumptive wildlife viewers identified as
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men and more nonconsumpee wildlife viewers identified as women. Finally, we found that
there was a difference in the residential location of consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife
viewers, with a higher percentage of nonconsumptive viewers reporting that they reside in
small aties.

Wildlife viewing behaviors

Viewing interests and activities

Wildlife viewers most commonly participated in wildlife viewing by visiting parks and natural
areas with the purpose of observing, feeding, or photographing wildlife. Arour8D%0 of

wildlife viewers were interested in viewing land mammals and birds. In addition to visiting
parks, other statemanaged areas (such as state parks, forests, boat landings, fishing areas,
conservation areas, or Wildlife Management Areas), and lcoadigaged seas (such as 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, over half of survey respondents reported viewing
for 30 days or more per year around their hes

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 COXYBDpandemic (March 202Bebruary 2021)

for both aroundthe-home viewing (defined as within one mile of their home) and afvay-

K2YS @OASGAYy3d 0020K gAIGKAY {2dziK /I NRfAYl | YR
@ SI NE 0 RS T A-aB2822) vildlif€ Vicvérs anticipated spending @amount of time

viewing wildlife that was comparable to a typical year unaffected by the GO%/Handemic.

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

in wildlife viewing and interpreted these findingshug 3 dawo ¢ GSNXAy2f 238 6 NB
retention, and reactivation) from the Outdoor Recreation Adoption Model. Around 60% of

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

pandemic, and continued wildlife viewing during the pandemic. Next, just ovefifthef

wildlife viewers had participated in wildlife viewing prior to the COWpandemic, but

stopped during the pandemie h GSNJ mE: 2F gAt REATS OASGSNE 6S
meaning 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,o® | NRPdzy R 1: 2F GgAfREATS GASHESNE 6SNB Of I a
participated in viewing for the first time during the pandemic.
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Skill level and support

In terms of expertise as a wildlife viewer, the majority of survey respondelftsdestified as
beginner, novice, or intermediatkevel viewers rather than advanced or expert. About half of
viewers reported having participated in wildlife viewing for roughly more than 20% of their
lives. Over half of wildlife viewers own (or haveteshor borrowed) specialized equipment for
viewing in recent years. Family and friends were the most commonly reported type of social
support that influenced viewer participation.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

Overall, we found thathe wildlife viewing behaviors of consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers tended to be different. In comparison to nonconsumptive viewers, significantly more
consumptive wildlife viewers participated in: 1) visiting parks and natural areas to observe,
feed, or photograph wildlife, 2) photographing or taking pictures of wildlife, 3) taking trips or
outings to any other location to observe, photograph, or feed wildlife, and 4) feeding other
wildlife. More consumptive viewers were interested in viewing land mradine mammals,
reptiles, fish, insects, and amphibians in comparison with nonconsumptive viewers.
Nonconsumptive viewers were more likely to report fewer days spent viewing away from home
and out of state in a typical year, COMI®year, and the upcomingear. There was no
difference between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers for the number of days spent
viewing around the home in a typical year, COWDyear, or the upcoming year. In addition,
more consumptive viewers reported viewing on the progeof a friend or family member,

other private property, localiynanaged lands, statmanaged lands, federalyanaged lands,
and tribal lands in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers. CQ9IBad no significantly
different impact on R3 phases of wildlifeewers between consumptive and nonconsumptive
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 adanced. There was a significant difference in the estimated percent of life
spent viewing between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with over half of
nonconsumptive viewers having spent an estimate2006 of their life so far participating in
wildlife viewing, in comparison to less than half of consumptive viewers. Aroundttinads of
consumptive viewers have owned, borrowed, or rented specialized equipment for wildlife
viewing, whereas less than half of nonconsumptive viewers have done so. Firalbynd
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that nonconsumptive viewers were more likely to report that they felt no social support at all
from family, friends, peers, and mentors in their wildlife viewing participation.

Conservation behaviors

We investigated the likelihood of wildlifeewers in South Carolina participating in a number of
conservatiorrelated activities, either generally or with or in support of SCDNR. Overall, wildlife
viewers most often reported being likely to clean up trash or litter or purchase products that
benefitwildlife or whose proceeds support conservation. They least often reported being likely
to collect data on wildlife or habitat to contribute to science or management or to inform or
teach others about wildlife conservation. When comparing wildlife vie@erst A { St A K2 2 R
engage in conservation behaviors generally or with/in support of the state agency, wildlife
viewers expressed similar likelihood of engaging in conservation behaviors in collaboration with
the SCDNR in comparison to on their own. The twaeptions to this were purchasing products
that benefit wildlife or whose proceeds support conservation and donating money to support
wildlife conservation, for which wildlife viewers were more likely to participate in this behavior
independent of SCDNR.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

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

Wildlife viewing barriers

We surveyed wildlife viewers in South Carolina about a variety of topics that limited their
participation in wildlife viewing. Our results indicate that distance tdvggality wildlife

viewing locations, lack of free time, and financial costs associated with wildlife viewing are the
greatest barriers, with half or more than half of wildlife viewers reporsogiewhatto a great
dealof limitation to their participation Not knowing where to participate in wildlife viewing

and a lack of organized viewing opportunities were also reported commonly as barriers.

We specifically investigated the degree to which wildlife viewers experience accessibility

challenges, whichw& RSFAYSR |4 awi6KS RAFTFAOdZ GASa &az2y

physical or social environment when engaging in a meaningful activity such as birding. These
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may be the result of mobility challenges, blindness or low vision, intellectual or gevelaal

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

O2y OSNyaé¢ o6wz2aS 9 aODND 32 srd olwildifeniewergirSSoukh2 dzy R (i
Carolina experiencesomewhatto a great deal ofaccessibity challenges when participating in

wildlife viewing.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

There were only two out of 14 barriers with significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers. Generally, consumptive viewerseMieited to a greater extent than
nonconsumptive viewers by distance to highality locations for wildlife viewing and financial
costs associated with wildlife viewing.

Relationships with SCDNR

CAylfttés S SELX2NBR {2dziK /I NREftAYAlY 6AtREAT
perceptions and trust of, and financial contributions to SCDNR.

Familiarity with SCDNR

Over half of wildlife viewers wenmmoderately very, or extremely familiawith SCDNR as a

whole and just over 80% of survey respondents had seen the SCDNR logo. However, almost
two-thirds of wildlife viewers wer@aot at all familiaror onlyslightly familiarwith SCDNR staff.

The majority of survey respondents in South Cardida LJ2 NIi SR G KI & GKSe& TSt
level of prioritization of programs and services for wildlife viewing alasut right around one

third of respondents felt it watbo lowor far too low Still, survey respondents generally

indicated moderate lesls of trust in SCDNR as an agency and in SCDNR staff. Wildlife viewers

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

Experience with SCDNR programs and services

Just over 40% of surveysgondents had not used or engaged in any SCDNR programs and
services in the last five years. Of the respondents who had utilized at least one program or
service from SCDNR in the past five years, they most commonly reported utilizing information
(about willife and wildlife viewing opportunities in the state) and lands provided by SCDNR.
The least used SCDNR programs were conservation law enforcement and
programs/presentations for groups or clubs.
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Financial contributions to SCDNR

Aroundtwo-thirds of wildlife viewers in South Carolina had made at least one form of a
purchase or contribution to SCDNR in the past five years. In general, more wildlife viewers had
contributed via nonvoluntary mechanisms (e.g., fees, licenses, and requibgtcthar

conservation stamps) than voluntary mechanisms (e.g., donations and voluntarily purchased
habitat or conservation stamps) in the past five years. SCDNR fishing licenses were the most
commonly purchased item. We also examined the likelihood oflifeldiewers to contribute

via voluntary and nonvoluntary funding mechanisms in the future. Over half of survey
respondents in South Carolina indicated that they wer@derately, very, or extremely likely
purchase a fishing license or a SCDNR landsapess, permit, or entrance fee in the next five
years. In addition, over half of wildlife viewers indicated that they waoelerately very, or
extremely likelyto purchase tangible products from SCDNR in the next five years. This list
included items thaare currently not available from SCDNR. For example, half of wildlife
viewers indicated that they wermoderately very, or extremely likelyo purchase a lottery

ticket for which the proceeds go to habitat conservation in the next five years, if thebyhiea
opportunity to do so. Additionally, we found that over 60% of wildlife viewers wawderately
very, or extremely likelyo increase their contributions to SCDNR if they knew their funds would
be used to support conservation of the types of wildlife they like to view, conservation of rare
or vulnerable species, or supported more opportunities/resources for wildlife viewing.

Viewing support preferences

¢2 O0SUGGSNI adzZLILR NI ¢AftREATS GASHGSNRQ LI NIAOALIN
can provide viewers with more informati@bout wildlife in South Carolinanore information

about where to go to see wildlifeandaccess to more places to view wildlife. Finally, we found

that the most preferred channels of state agency communication for wildlife viewers in South
Carolina were the SCDNR website, printed materials (such as brochures and maps), and email
updates or enewsletters.

Consumptive and nonconsumptive viewer comparisons

Broadly, we found that consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers have very different
perceptions of and experiences with SCDNR. Overall, consumptive viewers were considerably
more familiar with @ad had stronger relationships with SCDNR in terms of: utilization of SCDNR
programs, past and future contributions to SCDNR, and interest in receiving wildlife viewing
support from SCDNR.
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In contrast, nonconsumptive viewers were far less familiar witagpects of SCDNR. For
example, nonconsumptive viewers were more likely tanbe at all familiarwith state agency
lands, programs, staff, and mission than consumptive viewers. Indeed, about half of
nonconsumptive viewers weneot at all familiarwith SONR staff.

In addition, 90% of consumptive viewers had seen the SCDNR logo before, in comparison to
71% of nonconsumptive viewers. Although we did find statistically significant differences in all
of our measures of trust in SCDNR between consumptivenandonsumptive viewers, these
differences are not necessarily practically significant for management (as both groups still fell
near the same level on the scales). Importantly, both consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers have similar, moderate levels ofdt in the state agency.

The most sweeping differences between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers were in
their experiences with SCDNR programs and financial contributions to SCDNR. While half of
nonconsumptive viewers had not participated in or dggy SCDNR programs and services in
the last five years, only less than otferd of consumptive viewers indicated they had not taken
part in or used the programs or services. More consumptive viewers had participated in more
of the listed programs and séces in comparison to nonconsumptive viewers. Consumptive
viewers most commonly contributed via the purchase of a fishing license, whereas
nonconsumptive viewers most commonly had not contributed via any funding mechanism in
the past five years (followeby SCDNR lands access passes, permits, or entrance fees). In
addition, for past purchases and contributions, more consumptive viewers had contributed via
all nonvoluntary and voluntary funding mechanisms. Furthermore, for all nonvoluntary and
voluntary funding mechanisms, over half of nonconsumptive viewers reported bengt all
likely or onlyslightly likelyto make any purchases or contributions in the next five years.

We also found that, in general, more consumptive viewers were interested @wag further
support from SCDNR for their wildlife viewing activities. Both consumptive and nonconsumptive
viewers were interested in more information about wildlife, information about where to go to
see wildlife, and access to more places to go wildiésving.

Conclusions

The South Carolina results of the Wildlife Viewer Survey provide a profile of wildlife viewers
that can be utilized by SCDNR to overcome barriers to broader relevance, public engagement,
and support as called for in the Roadmap tdeRancy (AFWA & WMI, 2019). Our profile

includes what viewers like to participate in, how they view and trust state agencies, what
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services and programs they want agencies to provide, how they most like to support
conservation through action or funding, dmore.

As SCDNR aims to better engage wildlife viewers in South Carolina, we recommend three
general needs to establish a lasting and equitable relationship: 1) provide more wildlife viewing
information and access, 2) promote aroutite-home viewing opprtunities, and 3) develop

social support networks for wildlife viewers. If interested in achieving broader relevancy, we
recommend that SCDNR focus their engagement efforts on wildlife viewers who do not hunt or
fish. Support for this currently undersemgroup might include resources for arouttte-

home viewing, birding, and information on wildlife viewing tailored for beginners. This strategy
will additionally serve the established constituency of hunters and anglers that also view
wildlife. Finally, weecommend the development of wildlife viewspecific SCDNR contribution
mechanisms, with an emphasis on establishing mechanisms appealing to wildlife viewers who
do not hunt or fish. An initial strategy is developing a wildlife viewing membership or othe
program that uses gathered funds for species conservation or further wildlife viewing
opportunities.

The following report details the methodology, findings, and conclusions from analyses of
South Carolina data from the Wildlife Viewer Survey. AccompisgyAppendices contain the
survey instrument 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 (AFWA, 2017). State agencies have
legal authority and responsibility to steward wildlife resources @siblic trust, in the interest

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

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

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

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

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

Wildlife Viewers

Wildlife viewing is a broad category of wildiasociated recreation that includes intentionally
observing, photographing, or feeding wifd|, improving or maintaining wildlife habitats, and
visiting parks and natural areas for the primary purpose of wildlife viewing (U.S. DOI et al.,
2016). As of 2016, over a third of U.S. adults participate in various forms of wildlife viewing,
including #.3 million additional wildlife viewers reported since 2011 (U.S. DOI et al., 2016).
From 2011 to 2016, the number of U.S. adults participating in wildlife viewing increased by 14.3
million, or an increase in participation to over otterd of the adult pgulation. Viewers spend
nearly $76 billion on their viewing activities annually, including $170 million in access fees for
public lands (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). Specifically, in South Carolina, the 2011 National Survey of
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Hunting, Fishing, and WildlHas®ociated Recreation (hereafter, National Survey of Wildlife
Recreation) estimated 1.1 million wildlifgatching participants in South Carolina,
approximately one in four of state residents. In 2011, wildlife viewers spent $467 million on
wildlife-watching a&tivities in South Carolina (U.S. DOI 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 found that people who bird
(including those who both hunt and bird) are more likely than-necreationistsand hunters to
donate to conservation (Cooper et al., 2015). They are also more likely to participate in pro
environmental behaviors such as conducting habitat enhancement, joining environmental
groups, and supporting conservation policy (Cooper et alL.5p0imilar patterns have been

seen in Virginia, where recreationists who identify as birders or other viewers (alone or in
addition to identifying as hunters and anglers) engage in a range of conservation activities more
often than those who only hunt dish (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 anifiewildl
agencies, especially given stable or declining rates of participation in hunting and angling over
the past decade (U.S. DOI et al., 2016) and the ongoing need to generate broader support for
F3SyOé STFT2NIliad | 26SOSNE agehceuiSciedly liRkedBO G & dzLJILJ
part, this limited support is due to a lack of dedicated funding streams for wildlife viewers that
would parallel the licenses, permits, and excise taxes that connect hunters and anglers to state
agencies (Organ et al., 2P). 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 undoubtedly benefit from the work of state agencies through activities

such as habitat management and resga as well as established wildlife viewing programs that

serve viewers directly, agency relationships with this emerging constituency are still relatively

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

new groups as key barriers in the ability of agencies to broaden their pulpipogt and serve

diverse constituencies (AFWA & WMI 2019). The Relevancy Roadmap articulates a need for
GAYONBIFaSwRe | OljdAaAdAzy FyR FLILIX AOFGAZ2Y 27F a
GAOGK aaOASYOS GKIF{G A& heecohdioal dzorinatibnyfaied O@rvinIJNBE K Sy
GKS LI adé¢ o1 c2! g 2alLI HAMPI LI mMmud LYRSSR:
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behaviors and their relationships with agencies have emerged from social science surveys at
both state (e.g., Cooper et al., 2Q1Grooms et al., 2020) and national levels (e.g., U.S. DOI et

al., 2016; Fulton et al., 2017; NAWMP, 2021). (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 relevant to wildlife viewers, fulfill

their missions and public trust directives, and sustainablyaade fish and wildlife conservation

for generations to come.

Project Background

A 2021 Multistate Conservation Grant Program (MSCGP) grant was awarded to the Association
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 wildlife viewers. The project
included a synthesis of current literature on the behaviors, interesgsegences, and

preferences of wildlife viewers (Sinkular et al., 2021); a natisnale wekbased surveyn=

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

research team and staff from state agencies across the country. State agencies were offered
the opportunity to opt in to additional swey 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. The Executive Committee,
which included the Chair of the WVNT Working Group and other MSCGP propasidhos

from five state agencies, provided kiicture, strategic guidance for the project and was also
responsible for final decisions on a number of {stle details in survey design and
administration. The Steering Committee, which included humaredsions, wildlife viewing,

and nongame wildlife staff from 11 additional state agencies, participated in routine project
meetings, liaised with others in their agencies related to the project, and provided feedback to
ensure that the survey would be relevato wildlife viewers and produce data that meet the
needs of state agencies. Each of the states that participated in the-leadé surveys

participated in the Steering Committee. In doing so, they provided feedback on the design of
the survey instrumenand 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 South Carolina and concludes with evidebased communications and engagement
strategies thathe South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (hereafter, SCDNR) can
implement to increase their relevance to wildlife viewers and the participation of wildlife
GASHGSNE Ay FTOGAGAGASE GKIFG &adzZlJL2 NI lodsSy OASaQ
contained in this report contribute to the implementation of multiple strategies of the

Relevancy Roadmap by identifying opportunities to enhance the relevancy of state fish and
wildlife agencies to wildlife viewers, particularly those who are notaalyeengaged in hunting

and angling, avenues for building partnerships with viewers to support implementation of state
conservation plans, and potential strategies for engaging viewers in conservation funding
mechanisms (AFWA & WMI, 2019).
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METHODS

Surveylnstrument

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

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

developed the regional survey instrument, which consisted1of dlosedended questions

F62dzi 6AfREATS GASHESNBRQ NBONBIFGA2Y FyR O2yaSN
wildlife agencies. Initially, the state survey was administered to 125 respondents in the state.

After completing the regional suryewe adapted it for the state of South Carolina through the
addition of survey items about familiarity with SCDNR, as well as the removal of survey options
which were not applicable to the state for survey items about past behavior (see Appendix A for
full survey instrument). For all questions which directly relate to the role of the state wildlife
agency, SCDNR was directly named.

{ dzZNIBSe jdzSaitArAzya O20SNBR gAftRIATS OASGSNEQY
Duration, location, and frequency of participation in wildlife viewing
Participation in other forms of outdoor recreation
Level of specialization as a wildlife viewer
Travet and equipmentrelated expenditures for wildlife viewing
Barriers to and social support for participating in wildlife viewing
Likelihood of participatig in conservation behaviors
Pattern of participation in wildlife viewing during the CO\MDpandemic
Familiarity with, perceptions of, and trust in the state agency
Experience with agency programs and services
Past financial contributions to state wilidliagencies
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, survgyestions about behaviors are 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
agendes with information from a less unusual time, we instead asked respondents to reflect on

Gl GeLAOrt @SIENEé¢ GgKAOK S RSTAYSR Ay GKS adzN
years) that was not impacted by unusual circumstances like the GOWD LI Y RSYA Od ¢
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Survey Sampling 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, a wonercial survey sampling company, and participants completed
the online survey through the Qualtrics platform. Panel surveys are a form of internet surveys
that consist of sampling respondents from an online group, or panel, and usually provide a
small conpensation. When conducted with appropriate methodological decisions to decrease
potential bias, panel surveys have shown to be a valuable tool for conducting online social
science research (Wardropper et al., 2021). Attention checks, or quality assutemee i
(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 quality of response
gathered in panel research.

The survey was administered separate samples in 15 states, with a goal of 1,000 respondents

from each state, although Qualtrics provided lower estimates of respondents for several states,
the lowest of which being Idaho, with a goal of only 500 respondents (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 Map of statelevel sampling

Map of the United States showing the 15 states that participated in deatel sampling for the Wildlife Viewer
Survey. Participating states are colored according to their AFWA region assigned in the regional Wildlife Viewer
Survey report (Sinkular et al., 2022).

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

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

Only individuals who had participated in some form of wildlife viewing in the pasyé&ars

were able to complete the survey. This study did not examine traits ofwiltatife viewers. The
adz2NSe LINPOARSR || RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F 020K agAftREAT
a broad range of people who patrticipate in variousrie of wildlife viewing and the exclusion

of those who only observe wildlife incidentally during other outdoor activities. The following
definitions were adapted from the 2016 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation (U.S. DOI et al.,
2016):
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For this surveywildlife refers to all animals, such as birds, fish, insects, mammals,
amphibians, and reptiles, that are livingnatural 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 domestic animals 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. Wildlife viewing does not include simply noticing
wildlife whiledoing something else, such as gardening, exercising, hunting, or fishing, or
intentionally scouting for game.

Participant eligibility was also determined by three broad demographic quotas set to ensure a
representative sample of wildlife viewers, whills@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 natiele&kl results of théNational Survey of Wildlife

Recreation, with some changéo accommodate for lower sample siZesS. DOI 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 broad categories by combining the smaller categories used in

the National Survey of Wildlife Recreatifd.S. DOI et al., 2016). We required that no more

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

41% be between 35 and 54 years old, and no more than 56% be 55 years lwdrotmlike

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

Finally, while theNational Survey of Wildlife Recreatiolassified respondent educational

attainment in terms of the number of years of educafio 6 S®I P> dmm &SF NR 2 NJ f
FYR am (2 o @SIFENBR 2F O2ftftS3S¢0vx ¢S asSia ljdzzdl a
vdzl £t GNAOAQ &l yRIFENR adz2NBSe YSiKz2R2f23& F2N LI
(NAWMP, 2021). For state rep®, 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 generated through

the Qualtrics panel, including attention checkslanminimum 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 checks. First, there were five sets of
statements in the survey that®%NBE g2 NRSR & 2LJJ2aAridisSa 2F S| OK
KFa I OSyiNlrft NRtS Ay Y& fAFTSé IFyR G2AfREATFS
Inconsistent responses to these statements indicated that a respondent may be taking the
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survey withait 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
NBaLR2YRSYl AYRAOFGSR GKIFIG GKSe& LI NIAGALMYES A
2yS jdzSaidiAz2y IyYyR Ay F fFGSNI|jdzSadiArz2y NBaLRyR
LIK2G23INF LIKAYAS 2N FSSRAY3I AT REAFSEOD wSaLRY
survey were eliminated from the final sample (see Appendix B foll st 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 responses were unlikely to

have been genuine. The minimum compbetitime 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.

y
S
R

Data Analysis

In this report, we generally present response freqaies for each survey question from wildlife
OASGSNE I ONRPaa (GKS SYGANB adlidSz NBFSNNBR G2
gStft a ASLINIGS NBalLRyaS FTNBI|jdzSyOASa F2N ao2
viewers. Theoretical and apetl frameworks both characterize wildlife recreation activities and
recreationists by s®F f t SR aO2y adzYLJiA@GSé |yR ay2y 02y adzyLd
use of and impact on wildlife (Tremblay, 2001; Vaske & Roemer, 2013). Within this definition,
consumptive activities, such as hunting, fishing, and trapping, generally result in the harvest or
catching of species from their habitat, while nonconsumptive activities, such as hiking,

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

recognize the assignment of recreational activities into these categories is notccleas

activities traditionally deemed nonconsumptive can also result in substantial negative impacts

on wildlife, including mortality (Green & Higgirtbmm, 2000). In addition, activities

traditionally deemed as consumptive do not always necessarily result in the removal of wildlife
(i,e.,catchandNB f S aS FAaAKAYyIAod {GAfTEZE 6S O2YLI NB O2y
responses throughout the repbbecause of the focus of this project on expanding relevancy to

a broader constituency for state agencies. Consumptive wildlife viewers were defined as those

who participated in either (or both) hunting and angling as additional forms of outdoor

recreatioan during the past five years. Nonconsumptive wildlife viewers were those without this
experience. Trapping was excluded from our survey instrument in order to minimize

respondent burden and because many states only permit trapping for managing nuisance

wildlife, and not as a recreational activity. It is important to note that, unlike most other states,

there was no missing data within the question for which the consumptive and nonconsumptive
wildlife viewers were defined in South Carolina. The sample cizéé statewide 1§ = 1,007)

sample and the consumptiveonconsumptive sample are the sanmre<1,007). The statewide

group, although identical in size to the consumptive and nonconsumptive groups, is visually
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represented in most figures with hatching dmetstatewide sample bars. We used the Statistical
Package for Social Science (SPSS) to produce descriptive statistics for survey questions and to
conduct inferential statistical tests (i.e-tést, chisquare, or ANOVA) to explore differences

across consmptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. We considered differences

statistically significant with p-value of .05 or lower. Results from these tests are described in

the Results section and also included in Appendix C
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RESULTS

Surveyresponse

The Wildlife Viewer Survey for the state of South Carolina was initiated by 1,281 panel
participants and completed by 1,007 wildlife viewers. A total of 274 potential participants were
considered ineligible because they did not complete the surdel/not consent to participate

in the study, were under 18 years of age, had not participated in any of the included forms of
wildlife viewing in the past five years, failed two attention checks, or completed the survey too
quickly. The three demographguiotas that were set (see Methods) were achieved.

Out of 1,007 wildlife viewers, 52% of our sample could be classified 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 viewersinhSCarolina also fish, 3.1% also
hunt, and 15% both hunt and fish. So, 48% 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

Weasked$a L2y RSy (Ga G2 AYRAOFIGS GKSANI 0ANIK &SI NE
HNnoé¢ OADPSPY Y230 NBOSyd I13S StAITA6f SO wSalLkR
then asked afollovalzL) |j dzSa G A2y S d&a! NB @2dz my féershostlEho2F | IS
had not yet turned 18 at the time of survey completion.

The reported ages of all respondents in South Carolina ranged from 18 kéein M]= 48,
Standard Deviationd[) = 17). Consistent with our established quota, 25% of respondegits w
between the ages of 18 and 34, 36% were between the ages of 35 and 54, and 39% of
respondents were over the age of 55.-fest indicated that the mean age of consumptive
wildlife viewers(M = 46,SD= 16) was significantly lower (by five years) thia@ mean age of
nonconsumptive wildlife viewerd(= 51,SD= 18;t = 4.73 df= 967,p < .001; Table 1; Figurg.2
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What is your age?
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Figure 2: Respondent age

Boxplots (median and interquartile ranges within the boxes) showing the differences in the wd@liéé viewers

in South Carolina across the state (statewide) and for consumptive and honconsumptive viewers. Points represent
the mean age (diamond for statewide group, circles for consumptive and nonconsumptive groups) and whiskers
represent the minimm and maximum values for the dataset.-fest indicated that the mean age of consumptive
wildlife viewers was significantly lower than the mean age of nonconsumptive wildlife vieViadske ().

Survey Quota: Gender

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

Ffd GHAMPOLD ¢KSAS 2LI0A2VEAWMYNE 2R SKRLINKEF FNIE (G 2 52+
GLINEFTS-REEODNKESESEF | O0O2YLI YyASR o6& +y 2Ly G(SE(o02
guota was set onlyor 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, 51% of respondents were men and 49% of respondents were
women (Figure 3). Only amnyesmall percentage of respondents (0.6%) selected other response
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options; 0.3% were naebinary and none preferred to setfescribe their gender. Due to low
sample sizes, nehinary respondents, as well as any that preferred not to disclose their gender
identity (0.3%), were not included in the following gender identity analysis of consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers. A ebiguare test indicated a statistically significant difference
in the binary gender identity of consumptive and nonconsungtwidlife viewers, with a
higher percentage of men classified as consumptive viewérs 35.47df = 1,p < .001; Table
2; Figure 3).

What is your gender?

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

Prefer to self-describe A

Prefer to not disclose A

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

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 3: Respondent gender identity

Gender identity of wildlife viewers in South Carolina for statewide, consumgivé nonconsumptive groups. A
chisquare test indicated a statistically significant difference in the binary gender identity of consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 2). Note that quotas were set for this survey question.

SurveyQuota: 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 quotaasident with the quota, 34% of
respondents had attained four or more years of higher education; 22% of respondents held a
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ol OKSt 2NNa RSANBST YR mMw: 2F NBalLRyRSyida KSf
or doctoral degrees). Results showért 27% of respondents had received a high school

diploma, equivalent, or less education. In addition, 23% of respondents had completed some
college, and 15% had achieved an associate or technical degreesduelne test indicated no
statistically signi€ant difference in the level of educational attainment of consumptive and
nonconsumptive viewers { = 8.47 df = 4,p = .08; Table 3; Figure 4).

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

High school diploma, | /4444 4447.
equivalent, or less | EE—_—_—
IS4 YY.
Some college 1
[
Associate or technical degree-
[
Bachelor's degree 777
€71 —
Professional, master's, | 4444
or doctoral degree | N

0O 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 wildlife viewerSouth Carolina for statewide, consumptive, and
nonconsumptive groups. A ebguare test indicated no statistically significant difference in the education level of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 3).

Demographics

Race and ethnity

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 U.S. Census Bureau, which suggests asking a gugggon that includes race and

ethnicity, rather than a question about race and another about ethnicity, in order to ease
respondent burden (Matthews et al., 2015). No quota was set for race and ethnicity, and our
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findings of surveyed wildlife viewers skimg toward White were consistent with previous
studies (U.S. DOl et al., 2016; Rutter et al., 2021).

2 KAES GKS aGrFiS6ARS al YLX S 461 a LINAYEFENREE a2 KA
or African American (13%), Hispanic, Latindpanish (4.9%), American Indian or Alaska

bt GADBS OHPH:>T KSNBFFISNE GLYRAIASY2dza€0X |yR !
ARSYGAFTFASR d SAUKSNI adaARRES 9FaGSNYy 2N b2NIK
LAt yRSNWE hyt®{ 02 ARSNIINITAS R2Z NJASGKY A OA G & d¢
NBalLR2yRSyla ARSYGATASR 6A0GK Y2NB (GKIy 2yS NI O
Due to low sample sizes for other ethnoracial identities, analysis of these identities for

consumptive ad nonconsumptive viewers was collapsed into two groups: Wity and

Black, Indigenous, and people of color (hereafter, BIPOC). The BIPOC group includes all other
ethnoracial identities, including individuals who identified as White and another race or

ethnicity. Our statewide sample consisted of 21% BIPOC. Due to differences in methodology

and low sample size in the responses of those who participated in wildlife watching from South
Carolina in the 2011 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation, we wereleita extensively

compare our results on race and ethnicity; their sample was 92% White and 94¢4ispanic

(U.S. DOl et al., 2011). South Carefipacific data from the 2016 National Survey of Wildlife

Recreation was not collected. A @guare testmdicated no statistically significant difference in

the ethnoracial identities of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers when comparing

between Whiteonly and BIPOC group$ € 0.48,df= 1,p = .49; Table 5; Figure 5).
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What is your race and/or ethnicity?

/A

White 1

/.

Black or African American -

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 1

American Indian or Alaska Native A

Asian -

Middle Eastern or North African -

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander -

Some other race or ethnicity 1

_—e e —_— _—_""-“-“I‘
§‘

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

L/
a Statewide Consumptive - Nonconsumptive

Figure 5: Respondent ethnoracialentity

Ethnoracial identity of wildlife viewers in South Carolina for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups.
Note that individual categories sum to more than 100% because respondents were able to select more than one
option to reflect theirethnoracial identity. Due to low sample sizes, analysis of ethnoracial identity for
consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers was collapsed into two groups: \tffiligeand BIPOC (Black,

Indigenous, and People of Color). A-shuare test indicated no statistlly significant difference in the ethnoracial
identities of consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers when comparing between Whiyeand BIPOC groups
(Table 5).

|Page 35|



South Carolina Results of tkéldlife Viewer Survey

Household income

The survey asked respondents to select their total household incomedbooategories

NI y3IAy3 FTNBY a[ Saa GKIY bPunZdpdpdpé G2 abmupInnan
$25,000. In order to ease respondent burden, we reduced these options from the 10 categories
presented in theNational Survey of Wildlife RecreationhhA OK  NJ Yy ISR FNRY af Saa
G2 abmpnZnannn 2N Y2NBEé o6! ®{d 5hL SiG IfdZ HamcO
FYyagSNEE gl a |faz AyOf dqeR&SRof resgoRdenis: Tnis grap o8 OG SR 6
responses was excluded from the follogianalysis.

Under half (48%) of our respondents reported their total household income as $49,999 or less.
Over onethird of respondents (35%) reported a total household income of $509#)999 and

18% of survey respondents reported a total househotbime of $100,000 or more. Due to low
sample size in the responses of those who participated in wildlife watching from South Carolina
in the 2011 National Survey of Wildlife Recreation, we were unable to compare our results on
household income (U.S. DOladt, 2011). South Carolirspecific data from the 2016 National
Survey of Wildlife Recreation was not collected. We compared the mean income level between
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers using asguiare test and found no

statistically gjnificant difference.?=1.83df = 1,p= .87;Table 6; Figure 6).
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What was your total household income
during the past 12 months?

Less than $24,909 | 2224
' I
L/
625 000 - $49,000 | LAY
|
1177,
$50,000 — $74,999 -
R
$75,000-$99,999 | 2%
’ , _
w7,
100,000 - $124,999 1
S ’ [
7/
$125,000 or more -
-

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

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 6: Respondent household income

The total household income range reported by wildlife viewers in South Carolina for statewide, consumptive, and
nonconsumptive groups. éhisquare test indicated no statistically significant differences in the income levels of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewetable 6).

Residential location

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

Our sample was more ruraghan that of the South Carolinian sample in the 2011 National

Survey of Hunting, Fishing, and Wildi§ssociagéd Recreation (U.S. DOI et al., 2Q1d)which

b 2F AT REATS OASHSNER tADPSR AYy daSOGNRLRTAGH
more, although their sample size was much smaller (U.S. DOI et al., 2016). In our survey, only

23% of South Calioa respondents selfeported living in an urban area with a population of

50,000 or more (Table 7; Figure 7). The same percentage of respondestpseted living in
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a small town (2,500,999 people; 23%) or rural area (less than 2,500 people; 2B#highest
percentage of respondents sekported living in a small city (10,0@®,999 people; 30%A
chirsquare test indicated a statistically significant difference in the residential location of
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers, witmach higher percentage of
nonconsumptive viewers residing in small cities{12.64df = 3,p = .005; Table 7; Figure 7).

Which of the following best describes
where you currently live?

Urban area /7.

(50,000 or more people) |

Small city | v/

(10,000 - 49,999 people)

Small town v/

(2,500 - 9,999 people) |

Rural area YA,

(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 seféported size of residential area

The selreported size of the area in which wildlife viewers in tBaDarolina reside for statewide, consumptive,
and nonconsumptive groups. A etuare test indicated a statistically significant difference in the residential
location of consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 7).

Wildlife viewing behavias

Forms of wildlife viewing

As described in the Methods, the National Survey of Wildlife Recreation defines wildlife viewing

Fa aOft2asSteée 20aSNVAYyIT FSSRAYIAS YR LIK2G23INIF LI
around the home because of wildlifand maintaining plantings and natural areas around the

K2YS FT2NJ GKS o0SYySTAO 2F gAtREATSE 6! d{d 5hL S
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must occur as an intentional objective of the recreational activity; it does not include incidental
VASGAYId ¢KS adzNWBSe y20SRY G2AftREATS OASsAYy3I R
doing something else, such as gardening, exercising, hunting or fishing, or intentionally scouting
F2N) AL YSPe LYOARSY(lf @AS gadthéraecreatidndl &civlieSNeIJA Yy 3 o
not considered wildlife viewing 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 Wildlifedgreationand asked them to select all activities they participate 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 questions about "a typical year" for the past
year. The sum of percentages exceeds 100 because 79% of respondents selected more than
one behavior. The two most popular wildlife viewing behaviors amonggporegents in South
Carolina were visiting parks and natural areas to observe, photograph, or feed wildlife (58%)
and feeding wild birds (55%). The next most popular wildlife viewing behavior was
photographing or taking pictures of wildlife (53%).

Chisquare tests indicated statistically significant differences for four of the seven wildlife
viewing activities between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers, with the
exception of feeding wild birds, closely observing wildlife/trying to idgninfamiliar types of
wildlife, and maintaining plantings or natural areas for the benefit of wildlife. In comparison to
nonconsumptive viewers, significantly more consumptive wildlife viewers participated in: 1)
visiting parks and natural areas to obgey feed, or photograph wildlife, 2) photographing or
taking pictures of wildlife, 3) taking trips or outings to any other location to observe,
photograph, or feed wildlife, and 4) feeding other wildlife (Figure 8; Table 8).
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Which forms of wildlife viewing
have you participated in the past 5 years?

Visiting parks and natural areas 1
I
Feeding wild birds 1
|
. /]
Photographing -
|
Taking trips or outings 1
|
_ (/S
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 wildlifgiewing

Forms of wildlife viewing that wildlife viewers in South Carolina reported participating in over the past five years
for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100%
because respondentsere able to select more than one option. Glgjuare tests indicated statistically significant
differences for four wildlife viewing activities between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table
8).

Types of wildlife

Birds, land mammals, andrbe mammals are typically the most popular types of wildlife
viewed (U.S. DOI et al., 2016; Grooms et al., 2019). We asked wildlife viewers to indicate the
types of wildlife they liked to view (which included observing, photographing, or feeding). The
list of eight types of wildlife to view was adapted from the Virginia Wildlife Recreation Survey
(Grooms et al., 2019) and the National Survey of Wildlife Recreation (U.S. DOI et al., 2016).

Birds were the most popular type of wildlife viewed, with 80% sprndents statewide
selecting this response option (because respondents could select more than one item, the sums
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of all percentages per wildlife type exceed 100). In addition, 70% indicated interest in viewing
land mammals and 47% indicated interest iewing marine mammals. The least popular type

2F oAt REATSS 0SaARSE GKS vYdzidad tte SEOf dzaro$
respondents selected this), was amphibians, with only 29% of respondents selecting this
response option.

Chisquae tests indicated statistically significant differences in all wildlife type viewing
preferences between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers with the exception of
birds. Consumptive viewers were significantly more likely to report interesinid inammals,
marine mammals, reptiles, fish, insects, and amphibians in comparison to nonconsumptive
viewers (Table 9; Figure 9).
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Which types of wildlife are you interested in
observing, photographing, or feeding?

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

% of respondents

L/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 9: Interest in types of wildlife for wildlife viewing

Types of wildlife that wildlife viewers in South Carolingared interest in observing, photographing, or feeding

for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Note that percentages for individual response categories
sum to more than 100% because respondents were able to select more than one optisqu@re tests indicated
several statistically significant differences in wildlife type viewing preferences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers; consumptive viewers were significantly more likely to report interest in land
mammals, marinenammals, reptiles, fish, insects, and amphibians in comparison to honconsumptive viewers
(Table 9).

Recreational specialization of wildlife viewers

Across diverse forms of outdoor recreation, specializateders to a continuum of intensity in
anindivRdzl £t Qa Ay idSNBad FyR Ay@2t @dSYSyid Ay | 3IAQBSY
approach to measuring specialization is an area of active research and debate among scholars,

but there is consensus that specialization is multidimensional, and asisiscgenerally

measured through multiple questions in survey research, rather than a single item (Needham et

al., 2009). Specialization is consistently discussed and measured through three dimensions,
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often referred to as affective, behavioral, and cogret(outlined in more detail below;

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

Affective specialization: Centrality

Following Harshaw et al. (2021) and Needham et al. (2009), we assessed the affective
RAYSyaArzy 2F OAS6SNRBRQ aLISOALIE AT GA2h6w i KNR dzI K
AYLRNIOFYG ATt REAFS GASGAYI Ad AY Yy AYRAGDARdZ
extent of agreement, on a scale fromskrongly disagregto 5 6trongly agreg, with three
aldlFGSYSyiday mo a! (200RFRYRTEAPESAAYIRNAI VAT ER.
OSY (NI f NRfYSR Aoy0 Y. SAMYyFHS 3¢ gAf REAFS GASGHGSNI Aa |
Responses to these three statements, which provide information regarding the centrality of

wildlife viewingtoanind @A Rdzt £t Q& f AFSSY O2YLINARASR | NBfAlIOf
combined these variables by calculating the mean response to these items for an overall

centrality measure (Table 10; Figure 10). The mean level of centrality was 3.15 in South

Cardina, indicating that, on average, respondents selectelher agree nor disagred\ ttest
AYRAOIFIGSR (GKFG GKS YSIY YSIF&adz2NSE 2F OSyGaNY:tAde
significantly higher in consumptive viewehl € 3.36,SD= 1.00) corpared to nonconsumptive

viewers M =2.92,SD= 1.01;t =-6.83 df=998,p < .001; Table 10; Figure)l®owever, as both

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

both groups, on average, selectadither agee nor disagreéor the three statements, which

may have little practical relevance for management
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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 meéseardgralty

of wildlife viewing in the lives of wildlife viewers in South Carolina for statewide, consumptive, and

nonconsumptive group$2oints representhe mean centrality measur@liamond for statewide group, circles for

consumptive and nonconsumptive grouf Odzf F i SR a GKS YSIy 2F NBaLRyRSyGao
statements about the importance of wildlife viewing in their lives on a scalesifdngly disagregto 5 &trongly

agreé. Whiskers represent the mean + 1 standard deviationtest indicated thatthe mean measure of

OSYGNrftAaGe 2F At REATS GASoAYy3d G2 |y AYRAQGARIzZ £t Qa tAFS
nonconsumptive viewers (Table 10).

Behavioral specialization: Equipment and years spent viewing

Wemeasured the behavior®® A YSy aA 2y 2F aLISOAFfATFGAZ2Y (KN dz
specialized equipment for wildlife viewing and the duration of their experience in wildlife

viewing. In South Carolina, 57% of all wildlife viewers reported owning or remeuiedized

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

specialized clothing in the past five years (Figure 11; Table 11)s#ucrie test indicated that

|Page44|



South Carolina Results of tkéldlife Viewer Survey

consumptive wildlife viewers (67%) were significantly mideely to own or rent specialized
equipment for wildlife viewing than nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (472%;42.40df = 1,p
<.001; Table 11; Figure 11).

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

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

Percentof wildlife viewers in South Carolina who reported owning, renting, or borrowing specialized equipment
for wildlife viewing in the past 5 years for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groupsscuate test
indicated that consumptive wildlife wieers were significantly more likely to own or rent specialized equipment for
wildlife viewing than nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 11).

As another measure of behavioral specialization, we also asked survey respondents to indicate
how manyyears they had been participating in wildlife viewing and provided response options
in five-year categories. To ease respondent burden, we did not present this question to
respondents who indicated in a previous question that they had only started vielmimgg the
COVIBEL9 pandemic. As the COVID pandemic began about 18 months before the survey was
administered, we added the 68 wildlife viewers who reported that they started viewing during
the pandemic to the &b years category. Just over 8% of viewarSouth Carolina had more

than 50 years of wildlife viewing experience (Table 12).

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

majority of wildlife viewers had participated ihe activity for less than half their life: 50%
reported viewing for ondifth of their life or less, while 23% reported viewing for one to two

fifths of their life (Figure 12). Less than 10% of respondents had participated in wildlife viewing
for close totheir entire life (82100%). A chsquare test indicated a statistically significant
difference in this measure of experience as a percentage of life spent viewing when comparing
consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with with over half of nonconsumpiexeers

having spent €£0% of their life so far participating in wildlife viewing, in comparison to less

than half of consumptive viewers?= 11.47df = 4,p = .02; Table 13; Figure 12).

Estimated percentage of life spent participating in wildlife viewing

0209 1 S S S S S
i O
£ 1400 S S ]
e —
= /]
S 41-60%-
g I
- '/ //
S £1-80%-
S I
./ /
81-100% -
]
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

/
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 12: Estimated percentage of life spent viewing

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

Due to the number of diverse activities and types of wildlife thatiacluded under the

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

2F &ALISOAL T AT I (A 2rytedleteNR egriise, Zahding FonBeQinn@r3of espert.

2S a1 SR NBALRYRSY(ZAdzMI 2pA R df ROSR dA W1l a5t Rf A T
GKSY gA0K FTAGS 2LIA2ya NI IySbatlyGhrolhayBuirdsad ST A Y Yy SN
respondents considered themselves beginner (3884)ovice (33%) wildlife viewers. One

guarter of viewers rated their skill level as intermediate (25%). Only 6.8% of respondents

considered themselves to be advanced, and only 1.6% considered themselves to be expert

wildlife viewers (Table 14; Figure 18)chisquare test indicated a statistically significant

difference in selfated expertise levels between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife

viewers, with the majority of nonconsumptive wildlife viewers rating themselves as beginners

(35%) or novice€37%) and more consumptive viewers rating themselves as intermediate (29%)

or advanced (8.8%? = 18.60df = 4,p < .001; Table 14; Figure 13).
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How would you rate your skill level in wildlife viewing?

. S S ST
Beginner A
T
Novice. /S
O
_ /S SSSSYY
Intermediate 1
I
///
Advanced -
|
/
E t
xper :
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

-
ﬂ Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

CA3IdzZNBE wmoY w-hik higlijeRi&nng skilevalS t F

w S a LJ2 v R Safdil vl ofisKlfinFildlife viewing for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. A
chisquare test indicated a statistically significant difference insddd expertise levels between consumptive
and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 14).

COVIB19 impactson wildlife viewing participation and the R3 Framework

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

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

the spread of this highly contagious virus (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020). For example, the COVID
19 pandemic and associated mitigations brought about unprecedented and dynamic changes in
outdoor recreation behaviors throughout the country, which we are only beginning to
understand. A study by Rice et al. (2020) indicated that, as limitations were instituted on travel
on a wide range of scales, participation in outdoor activities declirgedfgcantly overall, with
disproportionately negative effects for urban residents. However, another study showed slight
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increases in participation in wildlife viewing and recreation close to home (Hochocka et al.,
2021).

For this survey, wexamined how COWIDO affected wildlife viewers and the nature of their
participation in wildlife viewing and identified any potential valuable management implications

for state fish and wildlife agencies interested in supporting wildlife viewing. We exami

participation in wildlife viewing using the Outdoor Recreation Adoption Model (also referred to

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

year of the COVHR9 pandemic against a typical year, we categorized wildlife viewers into four
IANRdzLJAY G OKdzZNY SRE O0A PSPPI a02LIISR BASGAY I RAzNR
GASGAY3 GKNRAdAKRBZONIZKSSRE yRESEOE>083l Yy At RE A
RdAZNAY3I (GKS LI YRSYAOULIZ YR GNBIFIOGADIGSRE OADPSOD
were not actively participating when the pandemic began, but resumed participation during or

after March 2020).

¢CKS YIFI22NARGe 2F NBaLRyRSyGa Ay {2dziK /I NRtAYL!
the COVIEL9 pandemic had no impact on their overall participation in wildlife viewing. The

YSEG fI1 NBSald 3INRAzLI ¢ & ankgthattieK stoNpéSviewing@uri®ys S N&
0KS LI yRSYAOZ F2tft26SR 06& aNBIOGADII(1SRE GASES
participation during or after March 2020. Finally, the smallest proportion of wildlife viewers
AYRAOFG0SR GKS@& ¢ S Ndpan paniBigatmyah \iildlife FGiewing far ykie first 2 NJ

time during or after March 2020. A ebguare test indicated no statistically significant
RATFSNBYOSa 0S06SSy 02yadzYLWiA®S YR y2y 02y adzy
(.?2=7.31df= 3,p=.06; Table 15; Figure 14).

|Page49|



South Carolina Results of tkéldlife Viewer Survey

How did the COVID-19 pandemic impact
your overall participation in wildlife viewing?
[R3 Stage]

etained 0/
etalnhed
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Churmed 0/
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Reactivated -
I
./
Recruited A
I
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% of respondents
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Figure 14: COVHD9 impact on wildlife viewing as R3

Impactofthe COVEM ¢p LI YRSYAO 2y gAfREATS GASHSNBRQ 2@SNI € LI NI A
consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Respondent&weparated into four groups; retained (maintained

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

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

during or after March 2020), and recruited (began wildlife viewing for the first time during the pandemic). A chi

square test indicated no statistically significant difference between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers.

Time spent wildlie viewing

In this section of the survey, wildlife viewers estimated the number of days they spent wildlife
viewing during a typical year, the first year of the CGY8pandemic (March 2020February

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

next 12 months from the date of survey completion). Wildlife viewers who indicated they were
recruited (see COVHIDO section) during the pandemic were not asked to report the number of

days they spent viewing duriragtypical year, as the first year of the CONtEDpandemic was

assumed to be their only year participating in wildlife viewing. For each time period, we
ALISOATASR GKNBS t20FiAz2yas F2tt2Ay3 GKS bl GA

|Page50Q|



South Carolina Results of tkéldlife Viewer Survey

20Mc 0 RSTFAYAGAZ2Y 2F aF NRdzyR GKS K2YSé 0agAUKAY
fSrad 2yS YAES [gl& FNRY K2YSé¢03X GKS fF0GSNI 2
GY2NBE GKFEY 2yS YAES Fgl& FNRBY @& 2ddadiyokratat&at o dzi
2dziaARS 2F GKS ! yAUSR {GFrGdSadpeé 2S gSNB AyidSNB
impact of the COVH29 pandemic on travel that occurred for wildlife viewing (Hochachka et al.,

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

A

SIOK on RIFI&&a f2y3a% YR F aAy3atsS 2LGA2y F2NI an

We first reviewed days viewing during a typical yeer @36around the homen = 930away

from home andn = 924outside ofSouth Carolina or the U;S.able 16; Figures 15/). Nearly

all respondents (94%) reported participating in wildlife viewangund the homeor 1 day or
more in a typical year (Table 16; Figure 15). A substantial proportion (16%) reported wildlife
viewird | NRPdzyR GKS K2YS FT2NJ daHmm 2NJ Y2NB RIF&8&¢ Ay
days a month or more. Similar to around the home but a bit lower, 89% of wildlife viewers
reported participating in wildlife viewingway from homeor 1 day or more durig a typical

year. Only 2.6% of wildlife viewers spent 211 or more days in a typical year veamaygrom
home. Of all three wildlife viewing locations, wildlife viewers were less apt to participate in
wildlife viewingoutside of their state or countrin a typical year, but still well over half of
respondents (64%) participated in wildlife viewing outside their state or country for 1 day or
more.

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

statistical testingwa® 2 Yy S 6& O2Y L)} NIy Rl @& SRl @ ¥ R¢ adhm-on RI &
dljdz- NE 6A0GK (G§KNBS-00l R$BANKESE yRa 1 hRIoda Rd 2@ 0 A
significant difference in the amount time spent viewiagund the homen a typical gar

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

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

viewing in a typical year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers,maire consumptive

viewers spending more than 30 days viewing away from home (Table 17; Figure 16). Finally, the
third chirsquare test indicated that there was a statistically significant differenceitiof-state-
or-countryviewing in a typical year famonsumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with more
nonconsumptive viewers spending zero days viewing out of South Carolina or the U.S. (Table

17; Figure 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
around the home in a typical year?
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Figure 15: Days spent viewing around the home in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in South 1Gana reported spending wildlife viewing around the home during a typical year

for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Typical year response omits wildlife viewers who began
participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they hatlyet viewed wildlife in a typical year. A <hi

dljdzr NB NYzy gAlGK 2yfeée -0aKNBSe®tHESHYRAEBoON AR RASAEIRdAE (2
no statistically significant difference in time spent viewing around the home in a tygiaabgtween consumptive

and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
away from home but within South Carolina
in a typical year?

/ / /
0 days A
]
v/ /S
1-30 days A
|
/S
31-60 days 1
1
/' / /
61-90 days A
|
/.
91-120 days 1
|
/|
121-150 days A
i
/
151-180 days A ]
Y
181-210 days - ]
(
211 or more days 1
|
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% of respondents

|/ . . "
a Statewide Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 16: Days spent viewing away from home in a typical year

Days wildlife viewers in South Carolina reported spending wildlife viewing away from home, but within South
Carolinaduring a typical year for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Typical year response
omits wildlife viewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they had not yet viewed

in a typical year. A clsiquare test indiated that there was a statistically significant difference in afvayn-home
viewing in a typical year for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you spend wildlife viewing
outside of South Carolina 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 South Carolina reported spending wildlife viewing outside of South Carolina or the U.S.
during a typical year for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Typical year response omits wildlife
viewers who began participaigy in wildlife viewing during the pandemic, as they had not yet viewed wildlife in a
typical year. A chiquare test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference iobstate-or-

country viewing in a typical year for consumptive ancicansumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Next, we reviewed days spent viewing during the first year of the CO¥iandemicrf =

1,003 around the homey = 992 away from home, antd= 989 outside state or country; Table
16; Figure 1&0). Slightly fewer responaés (87%) reported participating in wildlife viewing
around the homefor one day or more in the first year of the COMMDpandemic in comparison
to a typical year (94%). Participationaway from homg76% of respondents participated for
one day or moreyiewing also decreased slightly in comparison to a typical year (89%). Only
2.1% of respondents reported participation in wildlife viewawgay from homdor 211 or more
days during the first year of the COVID pandemic. Finally, less than half of resgents

(46%) reported participating in wildlife viewiogt-of-state-or-country during the first year of
the COVIEL9 pandemic, a considerable decrease in comparison to a typical year (64%).

The chisquare tests for the first year of the pandemic indezhthe same patterns for statistical
significance as a typical year. The firstsipiare test indicated that there was no statistically
significant difference in time spent viewiagound the homen a typical year between
consumptive and nonconsumptivéewers (Table 17; Figure 18). The seconesghiare test
indicated that there was a statistically significant differencaway-from-homeviewing during
the first year of the pandemic for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with more
consumptive viewes spending B30 days viewingway from homeand more nonconsumptive
viewers spending zero dagsvay from homgTable 17; Figure 19). Finally, the third-shuare
test indicated that there was a statistically significant differenceutiof-state-or-country
viewing during the first year of the pandemic for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers,
with more nonconsumptive viewers spending zero days viewirtgide of South Carolina or
the U.S(Table 17; Figure 20).

|Page55|



South Carolina Results of tiéldlife Viewer Survey

0 days A

1-30 days A

31-60 days 1

61-90 days A

91-120 days 1

121-150 days A

151-180 days -

181-210 days -

211 or more days 1

How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
around the home during the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic
(March 2020 - February 2021)?

/ /.

.
VIV IV IV 94

I
///

i§ N N N N !i Il
N

O A

10 20 30 40

50 60 70 80

% of respondents

VA Statewide

Consumptive . Nonconsumptive

Figure 18: Days spent viewing arounkde home in first year of COVHDO pandemic

90 100

Days wildlife viewers in South Carolina reported spending wildlife viewing around the home during the first year of
the pandemic (March 202Bebruary 2021) for statewide, consumptive, and honconsumptive groupsindtudes
wildlife viewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic.-8qgetaire run with only three
OFiS3I2NASE0HGRI RABAIKEY R MAD

differencesin time spent viewing around the home during the first year of the pandemic between consumptive

and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days did you spend wildlife viewing
away from home but in South Carolina
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 South Carolina reported spending wildlife viewing away from home but within South

Carolina during the first year of the pandemic (March 262®ruary 2021) for statewide, consumptive, and

nonconsumptive groups. This includes witdiriewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the

pandemic. Achii lj dzt NS Ndzy 6AGK 2yfeé -6ANBSeDEISHEFRAED oanRRE&E&G!
sizes, indicated that there was a statistically significant difference ay-&wm-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 South Carolina or the U.S.
during the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic
(March 2020 - February 2021)?
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Figure 20: Days spent viewing out of state or U.S. in first year of C&¥9Ipandemic

Days wildlife viewers in South Carolina reportedrefing wildlife viewing outside of South Carolina or the U.S.

during the first year of the pandemic (March 2028bruary 2021) for statewide, consumptive, and

nonconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who began participating in wildlife viwving the

pandemic. Achii lj dzt NS Ndzy 6AGK 2yfeé -6ANBSeDEISHEFRAED oanRRE&E&G!
sizes, indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in time spemtfatate-or-country viewing the

first yearof the pandemic between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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Finally, we asked respondents about days they anticipate viewing in the three locations during
the next year1t = 1,013 around the homa& = 999 away from home, amd= 993 outgile state

or country; Table 16; Figures-2B). 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, 94% of respoitglanticipated spending one or more
days viewingaround the homeand 86% anticipated spending one or more days vieaway

from home We also note an increase in anticipated participaporside of state or country
compared to the first year of the COVID pandemic, with 60% of respondents saying they
anticipated spending one or more days viewmgside of their state or country

The chisquare tests for anticipated time spent viewing in the upcoming year indicated the
same levels of statistical sificance as those for a typical year and the first year of the COVID
19 pandemic. First, achilj dzZF NE A GK (KNBS -0 RIBANKS E ydRa st BR o
indicated no statistically significant difference in the expected time spent vieavimgndthe
homein the upcoming year between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17,
Figure 21). The second &yquare test indicated that there was a statistically significant
difference in expectedwayfrom-homeviewing in the upcoming year for consptive and
nonconsumptive viewers, with more consumptive viewers anticipating spending more than 30
days viewing@away from homeand more nonconsumptive viewers expecting to spend zero days
viewingaway from homgTable 17; Figure 22). Finally, the third-suare test indicated that
there was a statistically significant differenceount-of-state-or-countryviewing in a typical year

for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers, with more nonconsumptive viewers expecting
to spend zero days viewirautside ofSouth Carolina or the U.8nd more consumptive viewers
expecting to spend more than 30 days viewaugside of South Carolina or the U($able 17,
Figure 23).
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How many days do you think you will spend wildlife viewing
around the home in the next 12 months?
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Figure 21: Days anticipated spent viewing around the home in the upcoming year

Days wildlife viewers in South Carolina anticipated spending wildlife viewing around the home in the upcoming

year for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. mbigdes wildlife viewers who began

participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic. A-ahj dzl NB NXzy ¢AGK GKNBS RFE&5382NA
YR aBb on RIFI@aédu0x RdzS (G2 t2¢ al YL S &A1 Spehtviewh®A OF GSR vy
around the home in the upcoming year between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 17).
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How many days do you think you will spend wildlife viewing
away from home but within South Carolina
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 South Carolina anticipated spendindif@ildewing away from home but within South

Carolina in the upcoming year for statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. This includes wildlife

viewers who began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic.-8qtkdre run with only thee
OFiS32NASa00H R RABASIEYRMADH on RIFead£0X RdzS (G2 f2¢6 &l YLIX
significant differences in awdyom-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 South Carolina or the U.S.
in the next 12 months?
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Figue 23: Days anticipated spent viewing out of state or U.S. in the upcoming year

Days wildlife viewers in South Carolina anticipated spending wildlife viewing outside of South Carolina or the U.S.

in the upcoming year for statewide, consumptive, and noncomgtive groups. This includes wildlife viewers who

began participating in wildlife viewing during the pandemic. Axkchi dzt NB NXzy 6AGK 2yt & GKNBS
Gon RIFI&aXé YR aB on RIFEI@&é¢03X RdzS (2 tidal®y significanydifferénced AT Sa
in time spent viewing around the home in the upcoming year between consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers

(Table 17).
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Wildlife viewing location

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

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

wildlife viewing within South Carolina. Wildlife viewing takes place across all land ownership
statuses: from state and privatetywned land (Bensen, 200t federallyowned land (Abrams

et al., 2020), with vastly different managerial implications for each setting. We asked
NBalLR2yRSyiGay aLy | (Ge@LAOIt &@SINE AY gKAOK 20
I I NBfAYlFKEé ¢ KA adfiprdaBeMirding Wildéfé Recréatioh SUivés (Grooms et

al., 2019) to include options more applicable to the state setting. A list of seven locations was

LINE GARSRSE FSFGdz2NAy3a + YAE 2F Lzt A0S LINAGIGSZ
ay dzyadzNB ¢gK2 2gya 2N YIyl3Sa 0KS NBlFa gKSNB
NBalLR2yRSyia aSt SOGSR (GKA&AUVL gFa faz2 LINRPOARSRO®
V20 LI NGAOALI GS Ay 6Af Rt AT S.3%df edpandents delgctetl y & 2 F
this) was also provided. This mutually exclusive option was excluded from analysis.

About 80% of respondents reported viewing in more than one location (Table 18; Figure 24).
Respondents most commonly reported wildlife viewatgheir own home or property (79%),
followed by statemanaged areas (60%), such as state parks, forests, boat landings, fishing
areas, conservation areas, or Wildlife Management Areas. Over half (56%) of wildlife viewers in
South Carolina also utilizeddallymanaged areas, such as town or county parks, trails, or open
spaces. The least common location for wildlife viewing was tribal lands (4.5%).

Statistical tests indicated several statistically significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsunptive wildlife viewers for where they viewed wildlife. First;t@$t indicated that

the mean number of wildlife viewing locations for consumptivex 3.42,SD= 1.57)wildlife
viewers was significantly higher than nonconsumptive viewdrs 2.77,SD= 1.52;t =-6.62 df
=992,p<.001) Second, chsquare tests indicated that significantly more consumptive viewers
participated than nonconsumptive viewers in wildlife viewing on the property of a friend or
family member, other private property (sues lands owned by land trusts, npnofit
organizations, private companies, or individuals), loeaanaged lands, statmanaged lands,
federallymanaged lands (such as National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges, Bureau of Land
Management Land, Waterfowk®&duction Areas, or National Forests), and tribal lands (Table
18; Figure 24).
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In a typical year, in which locations
do you participate in wildlife viewing in South Carolina?
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Figure 24: Wildlife viewing locations

Locations wildlife viewers in South Carolina reported participating in wildlife viewing in a typical year for statewide,
consumptive, ad nonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100% because
respondents were able to select more than one optidrchisquare test across regions revealed a number of
statistically significant difference€hisquare tests indiated that significantly more consumptive than
nonconsumptive viewers participated in wildlife viewing on the property of a friend or family member, other
private property, localymanaged lands, statmanaged lands, federallpanaged lands, and tribal lda (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. Thisi n mc & dzNBSe | f az2 I aadheddiensésifdoRdnd 18d§ing@A S5 SN
transportation, and other trip costs), equipment expendituesldlife-watching equipment,
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auxiliary equipment, and special equipment), and total other expe(ises leasing and

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

Over half (53%) of survey respondemeported spending $100 or less on wildlife viewing-trip
related costs annually. Around 20% of respondents reported spending no money -oelatigd
costs annually, and only 7.8% of respondents reported spending $501 or more -oelatigd
costs annuajl.

A chisquare test indicated that wildlife viewing trelated expenditures varied significantly
when comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers 80.59df = 11,p <
.001; Table 19; Figure 25). Well over apearter (29%) of noncomsnptive viewers reported
spending $0 annually on trigelated expenses, over twice as many in comparison to
consumptive viewers (12%; Table 19; Figure 25).
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How much money do you spend on trip-related costs
for wildlife viewing in a typical year?
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Figure 25: Trigrelated wildlife viewing expenditures

Triprelated expenditures fowildlife viewing in a typical year reported by wildlife viewers in South Carolina for
statewide, consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Asguiare test indicated that wildlife viewing triglated
expenditures varied significantly when comparing constivepand nonconsumptive wildlife viewers (Table 19).
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We also asked wildlife viewers about their other wildlife viewiatated costs, such as
binoculars, hiking or boating equipment for viewing, field guides, bird feeders or bird foods, or
membership duesor wildlife viewing organizations. Over half of respondents (55%) indicated
spending $100 or less on other wildlife viewiredated expenses. Less than 20% of respondents
reported spending no money annually, with the same percentage spendis@ $1a ypical

year (19%). Only 6.8% of respondents reported spending $501 or more during a typical year.

Another chisquare test indicated that other wildlife viewirrglated expenditures were
significantly different between consumptive and nonconsumptive visweith far more
nonconsumptive viewers spending between®0in comparison to consumptive viewers,
whose expenditures were generally highet£ 98.32df = 11,p < .001; Table 20; Figure 26).
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How much money do you spend on all other
wildlife viewing expenses and equipment in a typical year?
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Figure 26: Other wildlife viewingelated expenditures

Other wildlife viewingrelated expenditures in a typical year reported by wildlife viewers in South Carolina for
statewide, consumptive. and nonconsumptive groups. Asqiare test indicated that other wildlife viewing
related expenditures varied significtly when comparing consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers
(Table 20).
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Other outdoor recreation

Recent research has demonstrated that many wildlife recreationists participate in multiple
forms of outdoor recreation that may include both consunap and nonconsumptive uses of
wildlife (Grooms et al., 2019). In order to explore this overlap in recreation participation among
wildlife viewers, we asked respondents to indicate which other form(s) of outdoor recreational
activity, out of a list of 16ptions, they participate in during a typical year besides wildlife
viewing. The list of other outdoor recreation activities used in the survey was adapted from the
Virginia Wildlife Recreation Survey (Grooms et al., 2019).

Overallin South Carolina, 93% of viewers indicated that they participate in at least one other
form of outdoor recreation. On average, respondents indicated participation in about four
other forms of outdoor recreation = 4.19,SD =2.70). Well over half of villife viewers (58%)
reported participating in running, walking, or jogging. Around 45% of wildlife viewers reported
participating in swimming and 44% participated in camping. Under a fifth of wildlife viewers
participate in recreational shooting sports archery (17%). In South Carolina, the least popular
forms of outdoor recreation among wildlife viewers were geocaching (6.6%), rock climbing or
bouldering (7.5%), and winter sports (such as skiing, snowboarding, or snowshoeing; 8.0%).

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

viewers anglerviewers, or viewers who did not participate in any other forms of outdoor
recreation. In South Carolina, just over half of respondents indicated that they participated in
hunting (18%) or fishing (49%), with fishing being far more popular. S5adlgifi34% of wildlife
viewers in South Carolina also fish, 3.1% also hunt, and 15% both hunt and fish.

Chisquare tests indicated many statistically significant differences between consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife viewers, although with low numlzérespondents for several of the
categories for both consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers (Table 21; Figure 27).
Significantly more consumptive viewers participated in all other forms of outdoor recreation in
comparison to nonconsumptive viewers, extém botanizing and running, jogging, or walking,
for which frequencies were not statistically significantly different between viewer categories.
For consumptive wildlife viewers, the most popular form of outdoor recreation was camping
(60%), rather thamunning, jogging, or walking. In addition, we found that 16% of
nonconsumptive viewers did not participate in any of the forms of outdoor recreation listed in
our survey, which is over twice the proportion of all survey respondents (7.5%).
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Which of the following outdoor activities, if any,
do you participate in during a typical year?
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Figure 27: Gter outdoor recreation activities
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Outdoor activities that wildlife viewers in South Carolina report participating in during a typical year for statewide,
consumptive, and nonconsumptive groups. Note that individual categories sum to more than 100% because
respondents were able to select more than one optiblunting and fishing are omitted from the figure as these
activities were used to generate the consumptive and honconsumptive group definitions and the category for no

other activities is excluded sintef f 27
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statistically significant differences between consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife viewers for all testable
forms of outdoor recreation, except for running, jogging, otkiray and botanizing (Table 21).
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Conservation behaviors

The literature shows that wildlife viewers, particularly those who participate in both
birdwatching and hunting (similar to our consumptive viewers, which also includes anglers and
wildlife viewers ¢her than birdwatchers), are more likely to engage in-prvironmental
behaviors, or conservation behaviors, than neitdlife viewers (Cooper et al., 2015). We asked
respondents to indicate how likely they would be to participate in seven different ceasen
behaviors within the next five years, if they had the opportunity to do so. These conservation
behaviors were adapted from survey items used by Larson et al. (2015) and were selected to
represent each of the four prenvironmental behavior domaindentified in that study. Larson

et al. (2015) described prenvironmental behaviors in the following four domains: 1)
conservation lifestyle, which includes private, household activities with environmental benefits,
such as recycling and green consumerignand stewardship, which involves interaction with
local ecosystems to create, manage, or monitor wildlife habitats; 3) social environmentalism,
which refers to activities that center on social interaction, such as communicating with or
teaching othersabout the environment or environmental actions; andefivironmental

citizenship, which refers to financial or political contributions to environmental causes through
donations, voting, and other forms of advocacy.

Wildlife viewers most often reportedding likely to clean up trash or litter, with 58% of
respondents selecting that they wexerylikely or extremely likelyto participate in this
conservation behavior (Table 22; Figure 28). South Carolinians were next most likely to
participate in purchasig products that benefit wildlife or whose proceeds support
conservation, with 35% of respondents selecting that they wenmylikely or extremely likelyo
participate in this conservation behavior. Following closely behind, 34% of respondents
reported that they wereverylikely or extremely likelyto participate in civic engagement (such
as voting or advocating) related to wildlife conservation. Respondents least often reported
beingvery likelyor extremely likelyo collect data on wildlife or habitats to contribute to
science or management (23%) or to infoor teach others about wildlife conservation (20%).
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Statewide]

Cleaning up trash or litter 1
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 28: Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors, statewide sample

2AfREATS OASHSNEQ NBLR2NISR fA1StAK22R 2F LI NIAOALI GAy3
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 categoriesot at all likelyto extremely likely The shade of gray darkens with increasing

likelihood of particiption.
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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{ [
Purchasing products A
Participating in civic engagement -
Enhancing wildlife habitat -
Donating money -
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat
Informing or teaching others -

% of respondents

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

Figure 291 ikelihood of participating in conservation behaviors, consumptive respondents

[ 2yadzYLIIABGS At REATS @A S pafingdn Qifferddt tdAsHdiafioR behavigrSind theexsR 2 F LI
years, if they had the opportunity to do so. Each block represents the percentage of respondents who fell into each

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

participation.
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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 4]

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

b2y O2yadzYLIiADS gAfRIEATS OASHSNBQ NBLR2NISR f hthé€f AK22R 2
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 categorieapt at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of purple darkens with increasing

likelihood of partigpation.

We also asked respondents to indicate how likely they would be to participate in these same
seven conservation behaviongth or in support of SCDNM’thin the next five years if they had
the opportunity to do so. Wildlife viewers most often reported beuggy likelyor extremely
likelyto clean up trash or litter (57%), support civic engagement (34%), or purchase products
that benefit wildlife or wlose proceeds support conservation (33%). Again, they least often
reported beingvery likelyor extremely likelyo work with or for their state agencies to collect
data on wildlife or habitat (25%) ¢o inform or teach others about wildlife conservatia22@%s;
Table 24; Figure 31).

Response patterns for this question were mostly similar to the likelihood of wildlife viewers to
conduct these activities independent of their state agencies, except for two behaviors: 1)
purchasing products that benefit wiltki or whose proceeds support conservation and 2)
donating money to support wildlife conservation, for which wildlife viewers were more likely to
participate in this behavior independent of SCDNR-sGuare tests indicated statistically
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significant differeces for consumptive and nonconsumptive viewers for all conservation
behaviors listed in the survey, with and without SCDNR support. For all conservation behaviors,
more consumptive wildlife viewers reported higher levels of likelihood of participatingdTa

23; Table 25; Figures 29; Figure 30; Figure 32; Figure 33).

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

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

Enhancing wildlife habitat -

Donating money -

Collecting data on wildlife or habitat 8]
Informing or teaching others - 8]

% of respondents

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

Figure 31Likelihood of participating in conservation behaviors with or in support of state agency, statewide

sample

2 AfREATS OASHESNBQ NBLRZNISR fseryaBdn hekadigrRat taetstatedrids JevelhLI: G A y 3
or in support of SCDNR 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 categorniesat all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade

of gray darkens with increasing likelihood of participation.
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities
with or in support of SCONR in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Consumptive]

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

% of respondents

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

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

| 2y adzyLJiA @S & At Riikelfddd abpaSiapStiNgiriffeidht cindelv&iéh behaviors with or in

support of SCDNR 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 alllikelyto extremely likelyThe shade of green

darkens with increasing likelihood of participation.
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How likely would you be to participate
in these conservation activities
with or in support of SCONR in the next 5 years,
if you had the opportunity to do so?
[Nonconsumptive]

Cleaning up trash or litter

Participating in civic engagement -
Purchasing products
Enhancing wildlife habitat -
Donating money 1 [24)
Collecting data on wildlife or habitat -

Informing or teaching others A (4]

% of respondents

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

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

Nonconsumptive wildlif@@A S SNEQ NBLER2 NI SR fA{StAK22R 2F LI NIAOALI GAY
support of SCDNR 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 cgtgies:not at all likelyto extremely likelyThe shade of purple

darkens with increasing likelihood of participation.

Barriers to wildlife viewing

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

but not limited to time, lack of financial or transportation resources, or not knowing where to
view wildlife (U.S. DOI et al., 2016; Grooms et al., 2019; NAWMP, 2021). To examine barriers to
participation in wildlife viewing, we provided respondents with adist4 common barriers and
asked them to indicate the extent 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 (NAWMP, 2021) with input from our
Multi-State Steering Committee.

Our results indicate that distance to higjuality locations for wildlife viewing is the greatest
barrier of those examineth this study, with over half (53%) of respondents indicating that
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distance limited participation in wildlife viewirspmewhat quite a bit ora great deal This was
followed by lack of free time (51% limitadmewhat quite a bit ora great deal and fhancial
costs associated with wildlife viewing (50% limitssmmewhat quite a bit ora great deal Table

26; Figure 34). The barrier that limited wildlife viewers in South Carolina the least was lack of
transportation to viewing locations, with only 31%respondents indicating that this barrier
limited their participation in wildlife viewingomewhat quite a bit ora great deal

Chisquare tests indicated only two statistically significant differences for consumptive and
nonconsumptive wildlife views. Generally, consumptive viewers were limited to a greater

extent than nonconsumptive viewers by distance to higlality locations for wildlife viewing

and financial costs associated with wildlife viewing (Table 27; Figur8§)33here were no

barried FT2NJ 6 KAOK y2yO02yadzYLIIAGS OASESNRQ LI NI AO,
extent than consumptive viewers (Table 27; FigureS8@p
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To what extent do each of the following
limit the extent of your participation
in wildlife viewing in a typical year?

[Statewide]
Distance to high-quality locations -
Lack of free time 1

5
215

Financial costs -

Not knowing where to go -

Lack of organized viewing opportunities 1
Lack of access to equipment or supplies
Lack of wildlife viewing skills

Few people to participate with A

HB
=)
S8
18
=] [

(114

SIS
S8
B|=
(] [&)]

NHB
QBBBBBBEQBBG

Lack of facilities -
Safety concerns {
Crowds -

Accessibility challenges - (5]
Few people who support -
Lack of transportation

% of respondents

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

Figure 34: Barriers to wildlife viewing, statewide sample

2 Xf Rt ATS OA &t tNhizh éadh lofzhi hafig's limited their participation in wildlife viewanthe

statewide level. Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five catayuiragsall
to a great deal The lightest gray boxes represent the viewers that indicated an item as thefrzg alla barrier to
their participation; boxes darken as the level of barrier increases.
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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 A
Lack of free time 4
Financial costs A

Not knowing where to go

Lack of organized viewing opportunities
Lack of access to equipment or supplies
Lack of wildlife viewing skills 1

Few people to participate with 1

Lack of facilities 1

Safety concerns -

) Nﬁm
BB
NE e

& ©

88
SeeRBEBERE""
Il )
syt
SEEEEREE

Crowds
Accessibility challenges
Few people who support 1
Lack of transportation -

I—'Haa
EEEEEEEEEERE
alsielzizisisisicisiZizaislS

% of respondents

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

Figure 35: Barriers to wildlife viewing, consumptive respondents

Consumptive wRf A ¥ S @A S sesanEtcCwhibii®adh ofinéSharriers limited their participation in wildlife
viewing Blocks represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categmies:allto a
great deal The lightest green boxes negsent the viewers that indicated an item as beirg at alla barrier to
their participation; boxes darken as the level of barrier increases.
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Figure 36: Barriers to wildlife viewing, nonconsumptive respondents

b2y O2yadzyLIiA @S ¢ Aetléxtent 16 Bhickeadh dfShe BaflieriBitdd thNeir participatidlocks
represent the percentage of respondents who fell into each of the five categoii¢sit allto a great deal The
lightest purple boxes represent the viewers that indicated amites beingot at alla barrier to their
participation; boxes darken as the level of barrier increases.

Groups that encourage participation in wildlife viewing

Social support, or the resources either perceived or provided by friends, family, mentors, peer
and other groups (Gottlieb & Bergen, 2010), is linked to sustained higher levels of participation
in outdoor recreation. For example, birders who have a friend or relative who also birds spend
more time birding and have more birding knowledge than thed® do not (Schoffman et al.
2015; Rutter et al., 2021). To further understand mechanisms of social support for wildlife
viewing, we asked our respondents to what extent family, friends, peers, and mentors
encourage their participation, with response apis ranging from 1nt at all) to 5 @ great

deal).

Respondents indicated that family provided the greatest extent of encouragement to
participate, with 68% indicating that family members encouraged their wildlife viewing
somewhat quite a bit ora great deal This was followed by friends at 59%, peers at 50%, and
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