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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report documents the results of a study asgp#®e attitudes and beliefs of residents living
in the state of Washington toward the followinge filace where they live and wildlife, including
the wildlife near their homes; lethal control ofyotes and black bears; management actions
addressing problem deer/elk and the recolonizatfdNashington by wolves; salmon recovery;
and the importance of and willingness to pay fddl¥e-related services. Levels of participation
in outdoor and wildlife-related recreation as vadlbeliefs about access to land areas for
recreational opportunities were also explored. ffigslare part of the larger research program
entittedUnderstanding People in Places multi-state study designed to demonstrate tiligyu

of geographically-tied human dimensions informatfionfish and wildlife management and to
introduce and test a spatially-explicit approachéepicting such data.

Data were collected using a mail-back survey adstengd to residents in Washington in the fall
of 2009. Sampling was stratified by county to allfmwgeneralizations at the county level in
addition to the overall state level. Four thousam hundred and eighty-three surveys were
returned, resulting in a 31.8% response rate ®nthil-back survey. A telephone nonresponse
survey was completed, and tests for differencesds mail survey respondents and
nonrespondents were conducted. Demographic coroparisetween respondent data and U.S.
census information were additionally conductedetetmine if data were representative of the
Washington public. Based on these tests and cosgra;i data were weighted by gender to
adjust for an underrepresentation of females irstimple. For reporting at the aggregate,
statewide level, data were also weighted to acelyra¢flect the true proportions of the
population represented by each county.

Key findings include:

e People hold a diversity of wildlife value orientats in Washington.

The four wildlife value orientation types identifi¢hrough previous research include
Utilitarian, Mutualist, Pluralist, and Distancedtilifarians believe that wildlife should be
used and managed primarily for human benefit aadraore likely to prioritize human well-
being over wildlife in their attitudes and behasgiofhey are also more likely to find
justification for treatment of wildlife in utilitaan terms and to rate actions (e.g., hunting,
lethal removal) that result in death or harm tallifié as acceptable. Mutualists view wildlife
as capable of living in relationships of trust aading with humans, as if part of an extended
family, and as deserving of rights. They are ldsd\l to support actions resulting in death or
harm to wildlife and more likely to engage in wedfeenhancing behaviors for individual
wildlife (e.g., feeding). Pluralists hold both itarian and mutualist wildlife value
orientations, and the situation or context deteesiwhich orientation plays a role in their
thinking. Distanced individuals do not have a wellmed value orientation toward wildlife,
and they tend to be less interested in wildlife a#idlife-related issues. They are also more
likely than the other value orientation types tpress fear, or concern for safety, while in the
outdoors due to the possibility of negative encermtvith wildlife (e.qg., risk of being
attacked or contracting a disease). The distributicthese wildlife value orientation types in
the state of Washington is as follows: Mutualigt.@®%), Utilitarian (33.3%), Distanced
(17.8%), and Pluralist (13.9%). Counties with mibv@n 50% of residents reporting



Utilitarian beliefs were located in the easterntipor of the state and in Lewis County in
western Washington, while counties with more th@%®f residents reporting Mutualist
beliefs were located in the northwest part of tiages

« Comparison of results by wildlife value orientatiype and by geographic location
enhances understanding of public attitudes towatdlife-related issues in Washington.

Comparisons among the value orientation types grv&dables of interest in this study
allowed for a more thorough understanding of thveidiity of public opinion on wildlife-
related issues in Washington. While the Washin@iepartment of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) can target geographic areas (e.g., couniieis3 communication and outreach
efforts, it is more difficult for the agency to ¢t specific wildlife value orientation types;
however, by knowing the composition of wildlife ual orientation types within an area, the
agency is in a better position to anticipate hoapbe in that area will respond to
management decisions, as public attitudes towddlifgirelated issues are often rooted in
more fundamental beliefs including wildlife valugemtations. As an illustration, Mutualists
were generally less accepting than Utilitarianketifal control of coyotes, black bears, deer,
elk, and wolves. Findings as a whole suggest thanties with higher percentages of
Mutualists will have greater resistance to morditranal forms of management.
Furthermore, we would expect greater stakeholdeflicbin places with a greater mix of
opposing value orientations (e.g., 50% Utilitarig®®% Mutualists). By collecting and
analyzing data at the county level, including sgdatepictions of public attitudes and value
orientations, conclusions could be made about Wi4DEW can anticipate high levels of
conflict in the form of mixed public sentiment @&sistance to proposed management
strategies. These are areas where the agency msigleotargeting its outreach and
communication initiatives to reduce potential coméirsy over management decisions. When
coupled with biological data (e.g., species disititns), findings offer a useful tool for
addressing wildlife-related issues and public etlanaat more local levels.

» Washington residents have a multitude of viewdedl#o nature. However, residents
primarily perceive nature as being accessible/ingtand in need of protection. Findings
provide information useful in gauging people’s tgbts on how the natural world,
including wildlife, should be managed.

Washington residents overwhelmingly found naturkd@ccessible/inviting (94.4%) and in
need of protection (88.1%). Many residents alseéebed nature was limited/scarce (74.3%),
fragile (60.5%), and unpredictable/chaotic (50.4Rt)tualists had the largest percentages of
individuals viewing nature as fragile, limited/scarand in need of protection. These results
regarding residents’ perceptions of nature suggest of the value orientation types,
Mutualists are more likely to prefer less intrusmanagement responses in their area.
Residents in some counties (e.g., Garfield andk@aunties) were more likely to view
nature as durable and unlimited/abundant thanl&agid limited/scarce, indicating that
residents in these counties are more likely to stgpaditional, invasive management actions
(e.g., lethal control) than residents in other ¢@mm



» Residents primarily perceive the area near theimies to be safe, beautiful/attractive,
and unique.

Residents largely considered the area near theiehdo be beautiful/attractive (92.8%), safe
(91.7%), and unique (63.3%), which suggests thathivigton residents feel connected to the
area near their homes. Residents with such befiaisbe more likely to participate in

outdoor activities near their place of residenaa @nwant their area managed in such a way
that maintains the status quo. Distanced indivislaald Utilitarians were more likely than
other value orientation types to view the area tieair homes as beautiful/attractive and safe.
Distanced individuals were also more likely thae tither wildlife value orientation types to
consider the area near their homes as unique. lfr@dunty was the only county in which
residents perceived the area near their homes ¢orbhenon/generic rather than unique, and,
while still constituting a majority, had the lowgstrcentage of people believing the area near
their homes was beautiful/attractive.

e Rates of participation in outdoor activities argghiin Washington.

The majority (81.6%) of Washington residents repaftequent participation in outdoor
recreation near their homes. Many residents inedicttat they participate in outdoor
activities mainly for exercise (67.4%), while somere routinely required to be outside for
their job (14.3%). Still others avoided participetiin outdoor activities near where they live
due to a fear of being harmed by wildlife (6.1%)adear of strangers (7.2%). Participation
rates did not vary across the value orientatioesyie., >80% of each value orientation type
reported that they often participate). Althougtektively small proportion of Washington’s
residents indicated a fear of strangers or a febeimg harmed by wildlifas limiting factors
in their participation in outdoor activities, themas some variation across the counties. For
instance, Yakima County had almost 14% of residenisating that a fear of strangers
limited their participation, and Wahkiakum and Leht Counties had nearly 16% of their
residents expressing a fear of being harmed bylifeilosh the context of outdoor recreation.

» Residents primarily participate in outdoor actietsi near their homes during the summer.

Residents predominately spent time outside in tmenser (89.2%), followed by participation
in the spring (63.1%), fall (58.8%), and winter (F%) months. Less than six percent of
residents indicated they did not participate atradictivities near their homes. Pluralists and
Utilitarians, who often engage in activities likertting and fishing, were more likely to
participate in outdoor activities during the fafldawinter than the other value orientation
types. Except for during the summer when thereewerreported differences among the
value orientation types, Distanced individuals tregllowest rates of participation in each
season. All counties in Washington had a majofityesidents participating in outdoor
activities in the summer, spring, and fall. In didohi, Ferry County had a majority of residents
indicating they participated in outdoor activiteasring the winter months. The largest
percentage of people indicating they dit participate in outdoor activities near their homes
during any season was found in Grant County (15.9%)



e The most popular outdoor activities near the hommmiag Washington residents include
walking/hiking/running and gardening. Wildlife-vieng was the most popular activity of
the three types of wildlife-related participatiare(, wildlife-viewing, hunting, fishing).

Participation in walking/hiking/running (82.2%) agdrdening (80.7%) were the top most
frequently-reported outdoor activities near the bdor Washington residents. Of the three
main wildlife-related activities, wildlife-viewingvas most frequently reported (40.4%),
followed by fishing (28.4%) and hunting (11.2%)ti#dugh the top two most popular
activities were the same across value orientatipad, the third most popular activity was
biking for Distanced individuals, feeding wild b&dor Mutualists, and fishing for

Utilitarians and Pluralists. Variation was alsoriduacross counties. For example, residents
in Benton (39.1%), King (44.6%), and Snohomish Qim$n(34.5%) indicated biking as their
third most popular activity, whereas a similar petage of Adams County residents (42.2%)
indicated they participated in fishing near thaintes (the third most popular activity).

e Residents in certain counties want more accesano dreas near their homes for
outdoor recreation. Findings help in identifyingeais that could be targeted for purposes
of providing greater access in the future (e.g.wayking with private landowners or
through partnerships with other agencies and orgations).

Approximately 42% of Washington residents wantedevaxcess to land areas near their
homes in which to participate in outdoor activiti€$ the value orientation types, Pluralists
were most likely and Distanced individuals werestdéely to want more access to land areas
near their homes. Five counties (Cowlitz, Lew&giRc, Pierce, and Skagit) had more than
50% of residents indicating they wanted more actelnd areas, suggesting that these may
be areas WDFW could target for greater access gicovin the future.

e Residents are generally not willing to pay a feeniore access to land areas near their
homes for outdoor recreation.

At the state-wide level, Washington residents weewilling to pay a fee for access to more
land areas near their homes; however, there was sarration across the value orientation
types and counties. For example, Mutualists wezentbst willing of the value orientation
types to pay for more access (41.1%), whereagdstdns were the least likely to want to
contribute funds for this purpose (24.5%). Thedatgercentages of people who were
willing to pay a fee for more access to land areses their homes were found in Cowlitz and
Pierce Counties (>40%).

e Limited access to land areas is not the primarydatimiting participation in outdoor
activities near the homes of residents.

Washington residents, as a whole, disagreed théell access was the primary reason they
did not participate in outdoor activities near tHemes; however, Pluralists were more
likely than the other value orientation types tdigate that limited access was the primary
factor limiting their participation (22.0%). In aitidn, some counties had relatively higher
percentages of people who agreed that limited acgas the main reason for why they did
not participate in outdoor activities. The largestcentage of residents feeling this way was
found in Cowlitz County (31.0%).



» Residents in some counties believe that WDFW shoardkl with private landowners to
provide more access to land areas near their homes.

Approximately 41% of Washington residents agread WDFW should work with private
landowners to provide more access to land areagsmsiahomes. Although it may not be
feasible to target specific population segmentethas their value orientations in WDFW'’s
efforts to secure more land access for residanswiorth noting that Pluralists were more
accepting than the other value orientation type#/bBFW working with private landowners
for this purpose. This could indicate that accedscal lands is most important to this
segment of the Washington population. SupportWa&rW working with private landowners
to improve access was additionally important toagamity of residents in seven counties
(Asotin, Columbia, Cowlitz, Franklin, Lewis, Pacifiand Skagit).

» Washington residents believe climate change iserily affecting the area near their
homes. Results have implications for communicatiitig the public about climate
change issues in that they serve to highlight amlasre certain beliefs about climate
change impacts (or the lack thereof) are prevalent.

Over 50% of all residents indicated that climataraye is currently affecting the area near
their homes. Some residents were neutral (12.986) pthers disagreed (33.5%) that climate
change was having any localized impacts. Utilitassiavere the only value orientation type
with a majority of people believing that climateaciye was not currently affecting the area
near their homes, and only two counties (Garfield Bincoln Counties) had more than 50%
of residents disagreeing that climate change waermtly having an impact in their area.

» Residents consider wildlife near their homes asyatfjle to have around and a valuable
recreational opportunity.

Many residents indicated that they consider thdlifgl near their homes as enjoyable to
have around (86.4%) and as a valuable opportunityeicreation (57.4%); however, some
residents felt that the wildlife in their area wel@ngerous (18.7%) and a nuisance (23.5%).
Twenty-four percent of all residents indicated thaely observe wildlife near their homes.
Mutualists and Pluralists were more likely than dtieer value orientation types to indicate
that wildlife are enjoyable to have near their henigistanced individuals were less likely
than the other types to believe that wildlife ieitharea provide valuable opportunities for
recreation. Columbia, Pacific, and Lincoln Countiasl the highest percentages of residents
indicating that local wildlife serve as an impottaource of outdoor recreation (>80%).

» Residents experience a variety of wildlife-relgbedblems near their homes. Deer,
raccoons, and coyotes are among the top most frelyueited wildlife involved in
problem incidents. Certain areas in the state amrarikely to experience wildlife-
related problems — these human-wildlife conflicotépots” are areas that WDFW may
want to target in future management and public eath efforts aimed at reducing the
occurrence of conflict incidents.

Approximately 30% of residents reported that thagt Bxperienced problems with wildlife
over the past year. Incidents most commonly-repastethe survey included wildlife-caused
damage to landscaping and agriculture; wildlifeiggtinto residential gardens and pet food;
and threats or attacks on domestic animals, inectudets and chickens. Some people also
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wrote on the survey that although wildlife may eapsoblems, they are a part of life and are
still enjoyable to have around. Still others menéd that they have taken personal measures
to alleviate wildlife-related problems and/or thaimans have contributed to these problems
by moving into wildlife habitat. Deer were citedthge cause of problems by the highest
percentage of residents (48.7% of those who inglicatparticular wildlife-caused problem),
followed by raccoons (22.4%) and coyotes (15.9%i)itatians were more likely than the
other value orientation types to report having pealy experienced problems with wildlife
(35.0%) or that their neighbors had experienceth guoblems (35.4%). A majority of
residents in Ferry, Jefferson, Pend Oreille, SamJand Stevens Counties (between 50.4%
and 53.6% of residents) indicated that they hayerenced wildlife-related problems near
their homes, whereas only 5.3% of Franklin Coussidents reported a problem.

e Elk cause localized problems for residents in somnties.

Only about 6% of residents statewide reported ltpgkperienced a problem with elk in the
last year; however, approximately 38% of residémt#/ahkiakum County indicated elk had
caused problems near their homes during that same&rame. Additionally, Garfield and
Cowlitz Counties had nearly 25% of residents rapgrelk-related problems in their area.
Understanding the severity and types of speciesHspproblems at the county level can help
WDFW to target localized areas where agency a¢aan, public education campaigns to
address certain types of conflicts, wildlife pogida control) may be necessary.

» Lethal control of coyotes and black bears is mareeptable to residents when used to
address more severe incidents of human-wildlifdliab@and less acceptable in relatively
benign incidents of human-wildlife conflict.

Compared to nuisance situations or instances wareesmimal is seen near the home,
Washington residents found lethal removal of coya@iied black bears more acceptable when
applied to address attacks on pets and humanspoevent potential disease transmission.
Consensus among residents over the acceptabiliggiafl removal was lowest for nuisance
interactions (e.g., the animal is getting into ltras pet food), suggesting that the use of lethal
control in this scenario is likely to be highly ¢entious. Mutualists were generally less
accepting than the other value orientation typdstbfl control of coyotes and black bears.
San Juan and Jefferson Counties, which also ha@aity of Mutualists, had the lowest
percentages of residents who were accepting ddlletimoval of these species in nuisance
situations (only Pacific County had a lower peregetof residents for the nuisance black
bear scenario). These areas represent “hotspoWashington where human-wildlife conflict
is likely to elevatesocial conflict if traditional management techniques ased.

« Washington residents are more accepting of previmetaneasures than lethal control or
damage compensation schemes for addressing pratdenor elk.

Most Washington residents found it unacceptablsfmiure and lethally remove a problem
deer or elk (54.9%) or to compensate landownerddarage (greater than $10,000) caused
by deer or elk (58.9%). In contrast, a vast majasitresidents indicated that it was
acceptable for WDFW to use devices designed testzer or elk away (80.8%) or to require
landowners to accept at least half of the respdigifor addressing problem animals
(74.4%). Some residents were also accepting of WBW#ributing funds to a landowner
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cost-share program to build fences around propkéalyhas been damaged by deer or elk
(44.5%). Mutualists were less accepting than therotalue orientation types of lethal control
for addressing deer/elk-related problems. Four tesii.e., King, Kitsap, Benton, and
Spokane Counties) had more than 80% of residentsindicated that it was acceptable for
WDFW to require landowners to accept 50% of residitg for handling these kinds of
issues, whereas a majority of residents in onetgg@arfield County) found this
requirement unacceptable.

e The re-establishment of wolves on their own instage of Washington is generally
acceptable to residents; however, certain areathefstate are less supportive of having
wolves return. Wolf recolonization in these aresbkiely to be controversial, posing
challenges for wolf recovery in the future.

Washington residents generally found it acceptédl@olves to recolonize the state on their
own (74.5%). Once wolves have become establish#teistate, residents also found it
acceptable for WDFW to assist with recovery by mgwvolves from one area in
Washington where they have become establishedeanaivn to another part of the state to
help build wolf populations (73.7%). UtilitarianadPluralists were less accepting than the
other value orientation types of such recoveryredfdA significant amount of variability was
also noted across counties, highlighting the ingrare of relying on county-level data to
understand public response to wildlife-related esssuch as wolf management. As an
exampleKing, San Juan, and Snohomish Counties had overd@#sidents indicating that
wolves should be allowed to recolonize Washingtortheir own, while approximately 32%
of residents from two counties (Asotin and Garfi€lounties) found this to be acceptable. In
general, residents in western Washington were @moeepting than residents in eastern
Washington of having WDFW assist with wolf recovence wolves have become
established in the state on their own.

e Residents, particularly those living in the eastbaff of Washington, are by and large
accepting of wolf control measures that limit wadpulations.

Washington residents were generally acceptingefdhowing: lethal removal of wolves that
cause loss of livestock (65.9%); limiting the numbewolves in certain areas if they are
causing localized declines in deer or elk (69.88aY a hunting season on wolves once they
have exceeded WDFW recovery goals (63.5%). Utidites and Pluralists were more
accepting than the other value orientation typabese control measures. Residents of
counties in the most eastern portion of Washingtere more likely than residents in the
northwestern region of the state to find it accklgtéor WDFW to limit wolf numbers if
causing localized declines in deer and elk andippsrt a recreational hunt of wolves once
wolves have reached a certain population size.

e Residents are less accepting of landowner compenssthemes compared to other
possible management strategies for addressing patevolf-related livestock losses.

Approximately 45% of Washington residents foundateptable to compensate landowners
for loss of livestock caused by wolves. When askede specifically whether it was
acceptable to use certain sources of funds for eosation programs, residents were more
supportive of using dollars from the sale of hugitamd fishing licenses (46.1%) as opposed
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to state tax revenue (40.3%) for this purpose. Agrtbie value orientation types, Distanced
individuals were the least accepting of compensachemes and Mutualists were more
accepting of using hunting/fishing license fundsuapport compensation programs. Residents
of many counties in eastern Washington (except Rsugounty) were more likely than
residents in the northwest portion of the stateate landowner compensation for loss of
livestock due to wolves as an acceptable WDFWesisat

e Wild salmon and salmon recovery efforts are impatrta Washington residents.

A large majority of residents believed salmon anpartant to local economies (84.1%) and
are important to the quality of life in Washingt(t8.1%). There was also a high level of
support for WDFW continuing its salmon recoveryoetf$ (91.6%). There was less support
for WDFW focusing more of its attention on the attuction ofhatchery-raisedsalmon to
enhance fishing opportunities (56.2%). At the stide level, approximately 8% of residents
indicated their support for salmon recovery efftvds decreased over the last five years,
whereas 45.8% reported increased support and 4i6digated their support of salmon
recovery has remained the same in the 5-year paNbde the value orientation types did not
differ much with regard to their beliefs about thportance of salmon in Washington,
Utilitarians and Pluralists, who are generally midtely to engage in activities like hunting
and fishing, were more supportive than the oth&revarientation types of WDFW focusing
more of its efforts on the introduction lehtchery-raisedsalmon to enhance fishing
opportunities. At the county level, at least 76%easfidents in each county indicated that their
support of salmon recovery has either remaineddinge or increased over the last five years.

» Residents generally believe that current populatevels for coyotes, black bears, deer,
elk, and cougars in Washington are acceptable; hawnenany would like to see an
increase in deer and elk numbers in the state. \vd@ere a significant proportion of the
public would like to see a decrease in predatorydafons are places where predator
conservation initiatives are likely to generate tomersy in the future.

Over 50% of residents indicated a preference fpufations of coyotes, black bears, and
cougars to remain at their current levels in Wagton. While nearly half of all residents

were also accepting of current population sizeslémr and elk, a large percentage expressed
a desire for increased numbers of these specieg%ior elk; 40.9% for deer). Utilitarians
were more likely than the other value orientatigpes to prefer a decrease in predator
populations, whereas Mutualists were more likelwémt an increase in these populations.
Compared to the other value orientation types,afkis were most likely to desire an

increase in deer and elk numbers. Preferred papnlbkgvels for coyotes, black bears, deer,
elk, and cougars did not drastically differ acrtyes counties, suggesting that local population
levels for these five species are acceptable.

« A number of different wildlife-related services argortant to Washington residents and
many residents believe WDFW is responsible forignog such services. Findings offer
ideas that could inform possible future directidasWDFW and/or public outreach
aimed at clarifying, and in some cases raising aamass of, the agency’s role.

Residents were asked to consider a variety of “@easervices” that WDFW could provide,
some of which are currently offered by the agenmay athers that would require new
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activities or partnerships with other organizatibmsffer in the future. On average, all
wildlife-related services included on the surveyeavevaluated by residents as being of
moderate or higher importance. The majority ofdests also felt that each of these services
should be WDFW's responsibility to provide. Thewsee with the highest importance rating
wasprotection and recovery of threatened or endangepetiesand approximately 88% of
residents believed WDFW has the responsibilityrtavjgle this service. Utilitarians and
Pluralists were most likely to assign importancéuating and fishing opportunitiegshereas
Mutualists were most likely to rate the followingd services as importargrotection and
recovery of threatened or endangered speareprograms that help local governments plan
for protection of open space and wildlife populatan urban areasvariation existed across
the counties as well. Garfield County residentsefaample, assigned the lowest ratings of
importance (slight to moderate, on average) oatngfof the counties for more than half of
the services included on the survey. Approxima88yof residents wrote in additional
“other” services that were important to them, imlthg law enforcemenandaccess to land
areas(the top two most often cited “other” services).

e Residents are generally not willing to pay for Wiktrelated services. However, certain
segments of the public indicated a higher willirgg® pay for particular services. These
are groups that WDFW may consider targeting inftitare to help generate additional
funds to support its programs.

Among the eight example services included on tineest) residents were most willing to pay
for protection and recovery of endangered or threatespgetiesandoutdoor educational
programs that connect youth/family to naturess than 50% of residents were willing to pay
for any of the other services included on the syriutualists were more likely than the
other value orientation types to indicate a wiltiegs to pay for all services except two
(hunting and fishing opportunitiendresponse to complaints about wildlife in urban aea
A number of differences were noted across countigh,some services more likely than
others to have a majority of residents who werdingilto pay for it. As an example,
residents from nineteen counties were willing tg fmx hunting and fishing opportunities
andresidents from seventeen counties indicated theg waling to pay foroutdoor
educational programs to connect youth/familiesature, while residents in only four
counties indicated a willingness to pay for thesgerincentives to private landowners who
restore wildlife habitat.

e Many residents indicate past participation in wilelirelated recreation activities (i.e.,
hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing). Furthermoreitfire interest in these activities exceeds
current rates of participation. Findings highligparticular segments of the population
that may be considered by WDFW as possible tafgetsiture recruitment efforts.

Residents’ interest in future participation in Miilebrelated recreation activities, including
hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing, exceeds @nt participation rates (defined by
participation in the last 12 months). Overall, emtrlevels of participation were highest for
wildlife viewing. Mutualists were more likely thahe other value orientation types to report
participation in this activity, while Utilitarianasnd Pluralists were most likely to have
participated in hunting and to indicate a futureiast in this activity. This trend was true for
fishing as well, although overall percentages wegber for fishing than for hunting across
all value orientation types. Current participatrates for wildlife-related recreation varied
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considerably across the counties. Reported paatioip levels for hunting and fishing were
lower, for example, in counties near the Seattleaopelitan area. Some counties, such as
Adams and Klickitat, had highé&tent demandor hunting (i.e., higher percentages of
residents indicating they do not currently partétgy but have an interest in future
participation) than other counties. More generahthe statewide level, latent demand was
further defined by sociodemographic characteristigy women more likely than other
population subgroups to indicate they do not culyegrarticipate in hunting, but have a future
interest in doing so.

This summary serves only to give a very high-lexadrview of findings. Comparisons and
differences among counties have been minimizethfosake of providing a sense of general
conclusions. Detailed information, available fongmarison by county, wildlife value orientation
type, demographic characteristics, and participatiowildlife-related recreation is provided in
the corresponding project report.
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SECTION I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This report is one of a series from a researctept@ntitledJnderstanding People in Places
The research project was a collaboration of thet®e#ssociation of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (WAFWA) Human Dimensions Committee witHaZado State University (CSU) and
four WAFWA-member state fish and wildlife agenc{@sizona Department of Game and Fish;
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks; South Dakota @akish and Parks; and Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife). The overall puspof this study was to demonstrate the
utility of geographically-tied human dimensionsamhation for fish and wildlife management
and to introduce and test a spatially-explicit aggh to depicting such data.

Understanding People in Placesa unique research program that addresses latéhastd
region-specific issues of concern related to fisth wildlife management through the use of a
geographically-specific approach. Data were cadiéeh such a way as to allow each
participating state to assess its publics’ respptsstate-specific issues at a finer degree of
resolution (i.e., region, county, or census bloasug level) and compare similar item sets across
the participating states. The focus of this repotb provide results specific to Washington
residents. In an effort to understand localizedassand to inform the Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW'’s) strategic plannipgocess, the Commission and WDFW staff
have been very involved in defining the directiowl @utcomes of this state’s portion of the
project. Specific issues of interest identifiedtbg Commission and WDFW staff as important to
examine in this effort include the following: bd8eabout wildlife and experience with wildlife-
related problems near residents’ homes; levelsiblipacceptance for lethal control of coyotes
and black bears; acceptability of management ast@alilressing problem deer/elk and the
recolonization of Washington by wolves; supportdalmon recovery; public preferences and
willingness to pay for wildlife-related servicesicawildlife acceptance capacities (i.e.,
preferences for species population levels) for tegjadeer, elk, black bears, and cougars. Also
of interest to identify were levels of public paniation in outdoor and wildlife-related

recreation as well as beliefs about access todamals for recreational opportunities.

An important emphasis of thénderstanding People in Placesoject is to provide information
that can be used to understand and address hundifendonflict issues at local levels. The
adaptability of humans to wildlife (and vice vergakonflict situations depends on people’s
knowledge, attitudes, and values. Certainly, exguex plays an important role in this
relationship; by living at a particular locationestime, and through trial and error, residents
will presumably find ways to prevent or reduce segerity of conflict situations. An

examination of this dynamic process of human-whgdinteraction can benefit from an
understanding of different segments of the broadeulation of Washington residents. Knowing
how different population subgroups (e.g., grougted by demographics, value orientation,
recreational use) are distributed across the |lap#sand at various geographic scales (e.g.,
county) will be a very important tool for managarsattempting to plan for and address human-
wildlife conflict and public education efforts atome local levels. Additionally, the success of
specific management actions depends on the levetaf public support for such actions as well
as their impacts on local communities. Informatidnout public reactions to potential
management strategies can be useful for anticipatiad addressing tls®cial conflict that can
arise with local implementation of these strategiggh these considerations in mind, results are



presented in this report using maps that depictlitsteibution of public sentiment regarding
wildlife and wildlife-related issues in areas thgbout Washington.

A. STUDY OBJECTIVES

This report offers findings from tHgnderstanding People in Placesoject for Washington. In
addition to overall study goals, each participastate agency had unique study objectives which
address state-specific management issues of int@@ssistent objectives across the multi-state
project include Objectives 1-5 below, whereas Wagtioin-specific interests are outlined in
Objective 6.

1. To develop an approach for collecting and displgygeographically-tied human
dimensions of wildlife information.

2. To improve the use of human dimensions data bgratang additional sources of
information (e.g., census data, habitat and spelstsbution overlays) consistent with
Objective 1.

3. To extend the applicability of the “wildlife valugientations” concept in a wildlife
management context.

4. To understand people’s perceptions of nature amaitha near their homes, including
residents’ beliefs about local wildlife and expades with wildlife-related problems.

5. To determine levels of participation in outdoorndtes near the home as well as past,
current, and future interest in participation irldife-related recreation.

6. To assess residents’ attitudes and beliefs regaedirariety of wildlife-related issues,
including:
= Access to land areas near the home for recreatoppadrtunities
Lethal removal of coyotes and black bears undéermifit conflict scenarios
Management actions to address problem deer or elk
Management actions related to wolves in Washington
Salmon recovery
Desired population levels for coyotes, deer, diclk bears, and cougars
The importance of and willingness to pay for wilelirelated services

B. STUDY APPROACH

An important focus of this multi-state project s ionproving the utility of human dimensions
(HD) information for fish and wildlife managemeas current HD approaches are typically
limited in their application due to a lack of geaghic specificity. HD information, or
information about human values, attitudes, and Wiehs would be more useful if examined at
more local levels, in the context of a specific counmity, or in the location of a particular
resource problem. To address the need for infoonadequate in responding to localized
wildlife-related issues in Washington, data werkeoted via a mail-back questionnaire
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administered to residents in each of Washingtofi's@inties in the fall of 2009. A total of

4,183 residents participated, resulting in an dvezaponse rate of 31.8%. This response rate
was much higher than anticipated and allowed featgr confidence in results at the county
level than was expected. When reporting resultiseastatewide level for the entire sample of
Washington residents, assuming maximum possiblana on a dichotomous (i.e., two
category) variable, the margin of error was £2%hat99% confidence level. For reporting at the
county level, we targeted for a minimum of 68 coatgdl surveys per county to achieve a margin
of error within £10% at the 90% confidence levéhisTlevel of confidence is adequate for
making generalizations about the public at the tplevel and for testing the utility of
geographically-linked HD information. Samples siegseeded the minimum targetref68 in

all counties, providing an even greater degrea@fipion for study findings reported at the
county level (Table 1.B.1).

Table 1.B.1. Margin of error for Washington coustet the 90% confidence level.

County Sample Size Margin of ErrorCounty Sample Size Margin of Error
Adams 83 9.0 Lewis 86 8.9
Asotin 128 7.3 Lincoln 125 7.4
Benton 92 8.6 Mason 97 8.4
Chelan 99 8.3 Okanogan 110 7.8
Clallam 124 7.4 Pacific 96 8.4
Clark 106 8.0 Pend Oreille 125 7.4
Columbia 141 6.9 Pierce 80 9.2
Cowlitz 116 7.6 San Juan 114 7.7
Douglas 81 9.1 Skagit 123 7.4
Ferry 105 8.0 Skamania 130 7.2
Franklin 78 9.3 Snohomish 84 9.0
Garfield 125 7.4 Spokane 111 7.8
Grant 94 8.5 Stevens 127 7.3
Grays Harbor 82 9.1 Thurston 119 7.5
Island 113 7.7 Wahkiakum 103 8.1
Jefferson 138 7.0 Walla Walla 115 7.7
King 92 8.6 Whatcom 118 7.6
Kitsap 100 8.2 Whitman 92 8.6
Kittitas 125 7.4 Yakima 82 9.1
Klickitat 124 7.4




The margin of error was within 5% at the 95% cdefice level for data reported by specific
subgroups of interest (i.e., wildlife value oridida types, wildlife-related recreation type)
within the Washington sample for all groups (TadkB22). Margin of error estimates take into
account unweighted sample sizes, population saethé sampling unit of interest, and
estimated populations sizes for groups based oprtportions that the groups represent in the
weighted sample.

Table 1.B.2. Margin of error for population subgpsuat the 95% confidence level.

Population subgroups Margin of Error
Wildlife value orientation type
Utilitarian +2.6%
Pluralist +4.1%
Mutualist +2.6%
Distanced + 3.6%
Recreation type
Current hunter/angler/wildlife viewer +4.4%
Past hunter/angler/wildlife viewer +4.0%
Non-hunter/angler/wildlife viewer +5.2%

An extensive non-respondent phone survey was coedtic assist in evaluating the extent to
which the sample was representative of the Wastimgopulation. Results of comparisons
allowed through the non-response check indicatégdrmarginal variation between respondents
and non-respondents. Data were also exploredatioalto U.S. Census and other independent
sources of information (e.g., the National SurvayFeshing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation) to determine if weighting was necesddaged on results of these comparisons, data
were weighted by gender at the county level to acttor an underrepresentation of females in
the sample. For reporting at the aggregate, stdeel@vel, data have also been weighted to
accurately reflect the true proportions of the papon represented by each county.

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Sections Il and IlI (i.e., wildlife value orientatis, demographic and lifestyle characteristics)
identify particular ways in which Washington resitkecan be characterized to further
understand how specific population segments maoresto wildlife-related issues. Sections IV
through VIII present results related to the stubdjeotives by each of the following categories:

e State
« Wildlife value orientation
 County

In addition to the descriptive results presentethieyabove categories throughout this report,
results of more in-depth analyses, including corispas by demographic and lifestyle
characteristics (e.g., age, gender, participationiidlife-related recreation), are presented in
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certain sections for specific issues identified/BRFW staff as important to the management of
the state’s fish and wildlife. These issues incllahel access (Section VI); management of
coyotes and black bears, deer and elk, wolvessalmion (Section VII); wildlife acceptance
capacity (Section VII); and wildlife-related sereg(Section VIII). In these sections, the degree
to which population subgroups differ on responsgzatrticular variables is discussed relative to
the statistical significance as well gsctical significance of findings. Effect sizes, an indarat

of practical significance representing the strerajthssociation among variables, are reported
for this purpose, where .100 indicates a “smalleetf .243 indicates a “medium” effect, and
371 indicates a “large” effect (Cohen, 1988). leargffect sizes denote a stronger relationship
or more meaningful difference among subgroups omabkes of interest.

This report concludes with a summary of pertinemdihgs and management implications. A list
of cited references appears at the end of thismdenti Supporting tables for results presented
throughout this report can be found in Appendices. Detailed information on project methods
and data weighting is reported in Appendix G. AgperH provides a more thorough description
of the wildlife value orientations concept discubs@roughout this report. A copy of the mail
survey instrument used in Washington for data ctide is provided in Appendix I. Appendix J
contains a copy of the non-response follow up plsumeey instrument.

D. GUIDE FOR READING THE MAPS
Maps used in this report offer a spatial displajiredings at the county level to aid in
understanding the distribution of public respormseildlife-related issues throughout the state of

Washington. A map depicting the location of eachnty is provided in Figure I.D.1.

Figure 1.D.1. Map of Washington counties.
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SECTION Il. WILDLIFE VALUE ORIENTATIONS 1!

The purpose of this section is to explore the v&bued basic beliefs that Washington residents
hold concerning wildlife and wildlife managementsitudy entitledVildlife Values in the West
that was completed in 2005 serves as the found&iraresults reported in this section. The 2005
study was conducted by Colorado State Universitgooperation with the Western Association
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. The primary objeetsvof the investigation, involving a survey of
residents in 19 western states, were: (1) to desthie current array of public values toward
wildlife and identify their distribution across &a; (2) to segment publics on the basis of their
values toward wildlife and understand their sociodgraphic and lifestyle characteristics; and
(3) to begin to understand how and why wildlifeues are changing and determine the possible
implications of a value shift for wildlife managente

Findings related to these objectives are documentadeport by Teel et al. (2005). Further, the
report (along with subsequent publications, inatigdleel & Manfredo [2009]) provides a
thorough description of the history and utilitywofderstanding wildlife values, the development
of the concept of wildlife value orientations, amdre information about Washington’s place in
the regional distribution of public values towarddhfe. Additional background information,
including the survey items used to measure Wastingtsidents’ wildlife values, can also be
found in Appendix | of this report.

A. BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE WILDLIFE VALUE ORIENTATION  CONCEPT

The concept of wildlife value orientations has egeeras a way of capturing the diversity of
values that people hold toward wildlife. Becausklkfe value orientations provide a foundation
for more specific cognitions like attitudes and &abrs, identification of wildlife value
orientations allows for anticipation of how peopl#l react to a host of wildlife-related topics.

In addition, an examination of how wildlife valugemtations are changing at a societal level
and how they are distributed at various geograptades can provide direction in planning for
the future of wildlife management.

A useful way of summarizing information about witdlvalue orientations is to identify
different “types” of people on the basis of thaileatations. Characterizing segments of the
public in this manner allows for a better underdiag of the diversity of public thought that
exists as well as anticipation of how differentugye of people will respond to proposed
management strategies and programs.VWidlife Values in the Westudy identified the
following four population subgroups:

1. Utilitarian Wildlife Value Orientation Type. Utilitarians believe that wildlife should be
used and managed primarily for human benefit. liddials with a strong utilitarian
orientation are more likely to prioritize human eting over wildlife in their attitudes and
behaviors. They are also more likely to find jusgfion for treatment of wildlife in

'Some of the content appearing in this section kas lextracted from Teel et al. (2005) and subse¢quen
reports/publications, including Teel and Manfred0Qq09).



utilitarian terms and to rate actions (e.g., humtiethal removal) that result in death or harm
to wildlife as acceptable.

2. Mutualist Wildlife Value Orientation Type. Mutualists view wildlife as capable of living in
relationships of trust and caring with humansf asit of an extended family, and as
deserving of rights. Those with a strong mutualismantation are less likely to support
actions resulting in death or harm to wildlife, mdikely to engage in welfare-enhancing
behaviors for individual wildlife (e.g., feedingnd more likely to view wildlife in human
terms.

3. Pluralist Wildlife Value Orientation Type. Pluralists hold both a mutualism and a utilitaria
value orientation toward wildlife. The name forglgroup was taken from Tetlock’s (1986)
Value Pluralism Model, which describes how people endorse values that have conflicting
evaluative implications for specific issues. Dragvirpon this model, the influence of the two
value orientations is believed to be situationalbyitingent, meaning that the role of a
specific orientation can vary depending upon tivemgisituation. For certain issues, Pluralists
are likely to respond in a manner similar to thiat/tlitarians, whereas for other issues they
may behave more like Mutualists.

4. Distanced Wildlife Value Orientation Type. Distanced individuals do not hold either a
mutualism or a utilitarian orientation. As theib& suggests, they tend to be less interested
in wildlife and wildlife-related issues. The Distaad group is also more likely than the other
value orientation types to express fear, or a aoniwe safety, while in the outdoors due to
the possibility of negative encounters with wildlfe.g., risk of being attacked or contracting
a disease).

TheWildlife Values in the Westudy revealed that Utilitarians and Pluralistsgass certain
similar sociodemographic and lifestyle charactesstwhich differ from those of Mutualists and
Distanced individuals (Teel et al., 2005). Utilitars and Pluralists, for example, are more likely
than the other two value orientation types to béeraad also tend to be slightly older on average
and to have lived in the state for a longer peabtime. The types were also found to differ in
their responses to wildlife-related issues andi@pétion in wildlife-related recreation (Teel et
al., 2005). As an illustration, Mutualists and Risted individuals are less likely to indicate past
and current involvement in hunting and are alss liggly than the other two groups to express
interest in participating in this activity in thet@ire. Mutualists are more likely than the other
types to participate in wildlife viewing and to egps interest in future participation in this
activity.

B. SEGMENTATION OF WASHINGTON RESIDENTS ON THE BASI S OF THEIR
WILDLIFE VALUE ORIENTATIONS

TheWildlife Values in the Westudy classified residents in the 19-state reggofobows: 34%
Utilitarian, 20% Pluralist, 33% Mutualist, and 13%stanced. Washington state-specific results
from the same study classified residents as 33%idditan, 18% Pluralist, 37% Mutualist, and
12% Distanced. In comparison, the distribution ddllife value orientation types in Washington
revealed by the current investigatidnderstanding People in Plages as follows: 33%
Utilitarian, 14% Pluralist, 35% Mutualist, and 18%stanced (Figure 11.B.1). Results from the



2005Wildlife Values in the We study are presented alongs@erent finding from the
Understanding People in Plac investigation in Figure 11.B.Percentagefor Washington are
relativelycomparable across stuc, providing further confirmation of findings reportedthe
earlier 19state study. In addition, results of these compasgsevealing similar patterns ove
relatively short timeframe aiconsistent with expectations given thiatue orientation chang:
are believed to occumtergenerationall. There is roughly a $ear gap between data collion
for the two projects, and a longer timeframe wdudcheeded to detect a potential change i
composition of value orientationn the stateA slightly smaller percentage of Pluralists @
slightly larger percentage of Distanced individuwasdetected in the current stuas compared
to results of thavildlife Value: in the Wesproject?

Figure 11.B.1. Distribution of wildlife value orientation typen Washingtoi from the current
investigationUnderstanding People in Plac.

m Utilitarian
® Pluralis

= Mutualis!
m Distance!

Z Interpretation of findings from this comparison slibbe made with caution for a few reasons. Fingt,items
used to measure wildlife value orientations diftesemewhat between the two stuc— a reduced set of items w
extracted from th&Vildlife Values in the We:survey for use in thelnderstanding People in Plac study. Second,
theWildlife Values in the Wegproject used data that were weighted by ographic and lifestyle variabl¢o
adequately represent populations of interest ih @actcipating state, whereas the current stmade adjustments
on the basis of gendat the county leviand population within each county at the statel.
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Figure 11.B.2. Distribution of wildlife value origation types found by two different studies.
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Results by county.Spatial depictions of the distribution of each Wiklvalue orientation type
by county are presented in Figures I1.B.3 — II.B.Be percent of Utilitarians across counties
ranged from 21.6% in San Juan County to 61.4% ili@bia County; Pluralists from 7.2% in
Garfield County to 28.0% in Grays Harbor County;tivalists from approximately 13.6% in
Columbia County to 52.3% in San Juan County; argdabced from 7.2% in Pacific County to
27.0% in Island County. See Table A-1 for perceesagf wildlife value orientation types in
each county.

Figure 11.B.7 displays the ratio of Utilitarians kdutualists in Washington (i.e., the number of
Utilitarians for every one Mutualist). A number gter than 1 on the map signifies that there are
more Utilitarians than Mutualists in the county,emas a number less than 1 indicates that there
are more Mutualists than Utilitarians. Washingtas b higher concentration of Utilitarians in

the southern and eastern portions of the statereabehe northwest portion of the state

generally has higher percentages of Mutualistsiaboonflict regarding wildlife management
actions (e.g., actions resulting in harm or deatindividual wildlife) is most likely to occur in
areas where there are equal numbers of resideltis@palivergent value orientations (e.g., 50%
Utilitarians, 50% Mutualists). This type of stakéder conflict is likely to exist in the following
counties: Clallam, Franklin, Pacific, Pierce, anakifna. Alternatively, areas predominately



comprised of individuals having the same valuergaigon are more likely to be in consensus
regarding their responses to particular managesteategies. For example, residents from
Columbia County, where there are approximately fouive Utilitarians for every one
Mutualist, are likely to have greater consensuwibdlife-related issues compared to other
counties. Pluralists, while not constituting a nnéyoin any county, were found in higher
concentrations in the coastal areas of Grays HamhadPacific Counties. Although the county
with the highest percentage of Distanced individweds Island County, locations with relatively
high percentages of Distanced individuals when amegbto other counties were found in the
more urban areas near Seattle. This finding isistard with prior research suggesting that
Distanced individuals are somewhat more likely ttienother value orientation types to live in
urban areas (Teel & Manfredo, 2009).

Figure 11.B.3. Distribution of Utilitarians.
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Figure 11.B.4. Distribution of Mutualists.
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Figure 11.B.5. Distribution of Pluralists.
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Figure 11.B.6. Distribution of Distanced individial
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Figure 11.B.7. Ratio of Mutualists to Utilitariarts.
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SECTION IlIl. DEMOGRAPHIC AND LIFESTYLE CHARACTERIST ICS

This section explores demographic and lifestylaattaristics of Washington residents,
including gender, age, number of people under ¢jeech 18 years living at home, length of
residence, income, education, and ethnicity oatdmckground. This section also explores
Washington residents’ participation in wildlife-aétd recreation activities. In addition to
providing information useful in characterizing Wasjton residents, data reported in this section
can help in determining the overall representaggsrof our study sample. Although we
obtained a very large sample size from which tevdranclusions overall, we had a relatively
small number of non-white respondents, limiting ability to make generalizations about
specific ethnic or racial groups. Alternative aares to data collection are recommended to
elicit responses from diverse audiences who ter tonderrepresented in mail surveys. For
example, as part of this overall multi-state projemnderstanding People in Plagese obtained

a more accurate representation of Hispanics indnydarizona using a door-to-door data
collection procedure. Such an approach in Washmgiould have been financially prohibitive
given the agency’s interest in collecting datagjpresent all counties in the state, but alternative
methodologies may be beneficial in future effoitaed at obtaining results specific to certain
racial/ethnic groups or for more localized geograpineas. Demographic characteristics can also
be useful in the context of identifying factorstthaay be linked to shifts in wildlife value
orientations occurring at the state or more loealitevels. Supporting tables for results reported
in this section can be found in Appendix A (Tabl2 Ao A-8). ltems used in this section are
below.

The following background infermationwall be used tohelp make general conclusions about the residents of Washmgton. Your
responses will remain completely confidential.

Areyou...? O Male O Female

How many people under 18 vears of age Perzon(s)
are currently living m vour houssheld?
What 15 vour ags? {Frite responze ) Years (Write response.)
Abouthew long have vou lrved m, Washmgton? Tears, OR O Less then one year.
(Write response or check box for less than one year) Y our current home? Years, OR O Less than one year.
What iz vour approximate annuzl household mcoms [ Less than S10,000 1535000 - 540 990 O3 S100.00:0 - 5140 000
e fapra {Chheck ame ) OIS10,000- 524999  CIS50.000- $74,699 03.$150,000- $196,.999
O525.000- 534900 3 575.000- 505,900 0O 5200000 or more
What 15 the highest level of O Less then high scheel diplomsa O d-weer college depree
Ed"}mﬂn that you have achieved? O High school diploma or equivalent (GED) O Advanced depree bevond 4-vear college degres
(Check one ) € P 1 ERER IR B 08
O 2-yesr associztes degree of trade scheol
Areyou...? O Whits O Asian
(Check one or morgcaiegories) 0 Hispanic or Latmo D Matrve Hawaitan or Other Pacific Islander

O Black or African American O Othet {Please print on {ine below.)
O American Indian or Alaska Native
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Results by state Respondents were primarily of white ethnicity @), had an average age of
57 years, lived in Washington a significant portadriheir lives (36.4 years), and spent on
average more than a decade residing in their cdulh@ne (14.6 years). There was an average of
0.52 people under the age of 18 years living aténdrhis can also be interpreted to mean that,
on average, approximately every other householdrteg one person under the age of 18 years
living at home. Residents also reported an avelnagsehold income between $50,000 and
$74,999 and had an average of two-four years dffigh school education (equivalent to an
associate’s degree or trade school and a fourdezree).

Results by wildlife value orientation.Mutualists and Distanced individuals were moreliike

be female, whereas Utilitarians and Pluralists vmeoee likely to be male. Mutualists and
Pluralists were less likely to indicate people uritie age of 18 years were living at home.
Pluralists were also more likely than the otheueabrientation types to be older, to have lived in
Washington for a longer period of time, and to réflee lowest levels of education and income
of the value orientation types. Distanced individuaported that they have lived the fewest
number of years in their current residence whenpaoed to the number of years reported by the
other value orientation types.

Results by county. The average age of respondents ranged from $&#&3 across the
counties. Franklin County residents reported igbdst number of people under the age of 18
years living at home (~0.75, on average), where@asJ8an County residents reported the lowest
number of household residents under the age oe&85y(~0.24). San Juan and King County
residents had lived in Washington the least amotitime (~309 years), whereas Yakima and
Grant County residents had lived in Washingtonldngest (~50 years). Garfield County
residents reported the longest length of residemdyeir current homes (~22 years), whereas
Pierce County residents reported the shortesthemighome occupancy (~12 years). Compared
to all other counties, King County residents repaithe highest levels of income ($75,000-
$99,999), and Asotin County residents reporteddhest levels of income ($25,000-$34,999).
San Juan County residents had the highest levelduafation (on average, a 4-year degree),
whereas Wahkiakum County residents reported thedolevels of education (on average, less
than a 2-year associates degree or trade school).
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A. WILDLIFE-RELATED RECREATION PARTICIPATION

This section examines participation in the follogvihree wildlife-related recreation activities:
hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing. Differencesd similarities in responses to select survey
items are explored between current, past, and adicgpants in these three activities. Current
participants are defined as those who reportedcjgztion in the respective activity within the
past 12 months, past participants are those whartegpparticipation in the past (but did not
indicate current participation), and non-particiggaindicated they had not participated at all.

Similarities and differences in responses to sedantey items are also explored between
residents who are current hunters and those rdsidém are categorized as the “latent demand”
group. This latent demand group consists of peaple indicated they had a future interest in
the activity, but were not current participantsdafge majority of people in the latent demand
categories (87.3% of 552 hunters, 89.8% of 1,11fleas) consisted of individuals who had
participated in the past, but did not participat¢hie last 12 months. WDFW has had recent
success in targeting such “lapsed” angling coratits (residents who no longer hold current
licenses) in an effort to boost license sales. &ledforts highlight the importance of
understanding the geographic location and chartatitsr of residents classified in “latent
demand” categories.

Items used in this section are below.

Foreachactivity listed below, checkone response for gach of the three guestions appearing to the right.

In the last 12 months, Do vou have an interest in

Have youn ever participated in,., did you participate in,,, fature participation in,.,,
... Huntmg? OYes ONe OYez ONeo O Yes [ONo
...Fishmg (non-commercial}? OYes ONo OYes DONe O%es ONo
- Wildlife Viewmg? OYes ONe OYe: ONo OYes ONo
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Results by stateFor all three wildlife-related recreation actiesi future interest exceeded
current participation (Figure 111.A.1). For huntitagd fishing in particular, future interest was
about double current participation rates. Womem were less likely to currently participate in
fishing and wildlife viewing, were more likely teebn the latent demand groups. Results
presented here are a “snapshot” in time of padtep rates that were collected in the fall of
2009. Current rates of participation determinedhiy project are likely to be inconsistent with
the percentage of Washington residents who purdnesgate hunting or fishing license for
several reasons, including: (1) residents respagnidinhe survey may have hunted or fished in
2008 or 2009; (2) some may not have bought a leémparticipate; and (3) residents may have
hunted or fished in states other than Washington.

Figure 1ll.A.1. Percent of residents indicating fpaarticipation and future interest in
participation in three wildlife-related recreatiadtivities.

100%

90%

80% —

70% — —

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
Hunting Hunting Fishing Fishing Wildlife-vewing Wildlife-viewing
participation  (future interest) participation (future interest) participation (future interest)

(past 12 months) (past 12 months) (past 12 months)

16



Results by wildlife value orientation.Utilitarians and Pluralists reported the highestgaf
hunting participation in the past and in the I&&nhionths, and had the highest percentages of
people indicating future interest in hunting papttion (Figure 111.A.2). This trend was true for
fishing as well, although overall percentages afgbe indicating participation in this activity
were higher across all the value orientation typas they were for hunting (Figure 111.A.3).
Mutualists were more likely to indicate participatiin wildlife viewing compared to the other
value orientation types (Figure 11.A.4). Overadiricipation rates were highest across the value
orientation types for wildlife viewing.

Figure 11l.A.2. Percent wildlife value orientatiamdicating participation imunting
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Figure 111.A.3. Percent wildlife value orientatiamdicating participation ifishing
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Figure 11l.A.4. Percent wildlife value orientatiamdicating participation invildlife-viewing
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Results by county. Participation rates for wildlife-related recreatiin the last 12 months varied
considerably across the counties as compared talbstatewide results (Figures 111.LA.5 —
[11.A.7). Counties with the highest percentageseasidents who participated in hunting were
located in the far northeast and southeast porbbigashington, whereas high fishing and
wildlife viewing participation rates appeared taywacross the state rather than being tied to a
particular region of the state. Participation ratese relatively low in the Seattle metropolitan
area for hunting and fishing when compared to atineas within the state.

Figure 1ll.LA.5. Percent of residents who particgghtnhuntingin the last 12 months.
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Figure Ill.A.6. Percent of residents who particgzhinfishingin the last 12 months.
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Residents in some counties may have obstacle$rthitheir ability to participate in certain
wildlife-related recreation activities (e.g., lesxess to land areas), while other counties may be
experiencing social changes (e.g., urbanizaticat)dffect participation rates. For example,
counties such as Adams and Klickitat had somewilghieh percentages of people in the hunting
latent demand group (i.e., residents indicating theenot currently participate, but have an
interest in future participation) compared to otbeunties (Figure 111.A.8). It is possible that
hunter recruitment programs may be more success@ukas with high levels of latent demand,
particularly if these areas have a relatively Ipgihcentage of Utilitarians and Pluralists.

Figure 111.A.8. Percent of residents in thentinglatent demand group.
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Additionally, information on latent demand can Ised in conjunction with information on
whether limited access to land areas may be areamisto participation in wildlife-related
recreation in an effort to identify areas where WDRay be more successful in increasing
participation rates. For example, Cowlitz Countd ngore residents than any other county who
indicated that limited access to local lands aéddheir ability to participate in outdoor
recreation. In comparison with other counties, bg&lark County had a relatively high
percentage of residents in the latent demand catégofishing (Figure 111.A.9). WDFW may
want to consider whether additional lands can brelased or work with private landowners
near this area to help provide more local recreatsated opportunities for residents.

Figure 11l.A.9. Percent of residents in thighing latent demand group.
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SECTION IV. PERCEPTIONS OF NATURE AND THE PLACE NEA R HOME

The purpose of this section is to explore the Eebad attitudes of Washington residents
regarding nature and the place near their homesaBagorizing people’s broad perceptions of
nature, resource managers can gain a better uadénsg) of human-nature relationships, which
can provide a foundation for understanding con8litiong different people regarding natural
resources and their use. For example, a persorbeli@ves nature is relatively limited and
fragile may be more likely to oppose invasive mamagnt techniques such as lethal control of
wildlife in their area than a person who believest hature is robust and can take care of itself.
Additionally, residents who are more active in git@ce where they live may have a greater
awareness and knowledge of the natural environfiresitding the wildlife that may be
present). This may further affect how people trabkut local natural resource issues and the
myriad of agency responses possible to address thezonjunction with information about
wildlife value orientations (see Section 1), tim$ormation can help gauge people’s thoughts
about how the natural world, including wildlife,alld be managed in Washington.

A. EXPLORING HUMAN-NATURE RELATIONSHIPS

Survey items presented in this section stem fromdlas’s (1992) “grid/group model” and the
“myths of nature” (Douglas, 1992; Milton, 1996) tlvadditional input from the literature on
categorizations of nature and place (e.g., Relp80;1Tuan, 1974). Supporting tables can be
found in Appendix B (Tables B-1 to B-5).

This survey begins with a list of paired phrases representing different ways that people might think about
nature. We want to know which phrase out of each pair below best describes how you think about nature.

There are two parts to this quesffo}‘jl ® PART 2. Circle one number for each phrase circled in Part 1.

To what extent does the phrase to the left represent

PART 1. Circle one phrase for each pair below. how you think about nature?
I think nature... Slighth: Moderateh: Extremely
is fragle por isdurable 1 2 3
is unlimited, abundant or  is hmited, scarce 1 2 3
is unpredictable, chaotic  or  is predictable, ordered 1 2 3
is remote, uninviting or  isaccessible, imviting 1 2 3
cantake careofitself or needstobe protected 1 z :

We are now interested in knowing more about how vou think about the area near vour home (including vour
place of residence and the area within a few miles of it}

There are two parts to this guestion PART 2. Circle one mumber for each word'phrase circled in Part 1.
To what extent does the word/phrase to the left represent how you

PART 1. Cixcle one word'phrase for each pair below. think about the area near vour home?
I think the area near myv home is. .. Slightly Moderately Extremely
ugly, unattractive gy  beautiful attractive 1 2 3
zsafe gy  dangerous 1 2 3
COITUTION  gp ugue 1 2 3
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This study served as a pilot for testing a new miesent approach to understanding human-
nature relationships. A more detailed cluster asalgpproach to grouping people based on their
beliefs about nature was conducted separately fingsrreport (see Dietsch, 2010 for more
details). Generally, five patterns of beliefs refjag the way people think about nature (i.e.,
“myths of nature” groups) could be found in WashdamgNature is Benign, Nature is Tolerant,
Nature is Ephemeral, Nature is CapricioasidNature is ResilientAdding to the role of the
wildlife value orientation concept, categorizingopée in this way can be useful in understanding
the basis for and variation in public response &amagement issues. Below is a description of the
five groups, along with an illustration of how tgeups may differ in their reactions to wildlife-
related issues. For purposes of this illustratves report information about residents’ responses
to wolf recovery and wolf management measures axaanon the survey.

* Nature is Benignndividuals (6%) thought nature was durable, uitkarabundant,
predictable/ordered, accessible/inviting, and abkake care of itself; this may further
indicate that these residents are more likely te@agvith traditional, invasive
management actions. As an illustration, lethal mdrtf wolves was acceptable for this
group, while wolf recolonization in Washington was.

» Nature is Tolerantndividuals (16%) viewed nature as durable, pradiie/ordered,
accessible/inviting, and in need of protection.iB&sts in this group are likely to find
traditional, invasive management actions accept@gain, as an illustration, lethal
control of wolves was deemed acceptable by thisgrashereas allowing wolves to
recolonize in Washington was somewhat less accleptab

* Nature is Ephemerahdividuals (56%) viewed nature as fragile, linditecarce,
accessible/inviting, and in need of protection.slisia group that is likely to not want
lethal control or other invasive management acttorise used and to support measures
that restore the “natural state” of the planensi&mts in this category rated lethal
control of wolves as unacceptable and wolf recaation as highly acceptable.

» Nature is Capriciousndividuals (4%) thought nature was unpredictaiblabtic and
remote/uninviting. According to the literature,glgroup will oftentimes reflect the
beliefs of other categories, making it difficultfind a predictable and consistent pattern
in their responses. Results showed that this segofidgine population was typically
supportive of lethal control of wildlife and wasalmuch less likely to participate in
outdoor activities compared to the other “mythsature” groups.

* Nature is Resilienindividuals (17%) thought nature was durable, edmtable/chaotic,
accessible/inviting, and in need of protection.sTdrioup is likely to be accepting of
traditional management approaches that can resblrm or death to wildlife. Residents
in this group found both lethal control of wolveasdarecolonization of the state by
wolves to be acceptable.

Results presented in this report are largely desee and are intended to give a general

understanding of the ways in which Washington esisl view nature and the area near their
homes.
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Results by state Washington residents overwhelmingly found naturkegaccessible/inviting
(94.4%) andn need of protectiof88.1%). Residents also believed nature hmaised/scarce
(74.3%) andragile (60.5%). Many people additionally thought natumesw
unpredictable/chaoti¢50.4%). Residents believed the area near themesovas
beautiful/attractivg(92.8%),safe(91.7%), andinique(63.3%). Results largely indicate that
Washington residents feel connected to the areatiheia homes and therefore may be inclined
to want their local area managed in such a wayrttzntains the status quo.

Results by wildlife value orientation. Mutualists were more likely to view naturefeagile,
limited/scarceandin need of protectignwhereas Utilitarians were least likely to holégk

views (Figure IV.A.1). Such results indicate thatitMalists are less likely than Utilitarians to
support invasive management actions resulting imlaa death to wildlife. There was no
statistical difference among the value orientatigres regarding the beliefs that nature was
unpredictable/chaotior predictable/orderedNinety percent or more of each value orientation
type found nature to beccessible/inviting

Figure IV.A.1. Percent of wildlife value orientatidype agreeing with specific beliefs about
nature.
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Distanced individuals were most likely to find t#wea near their homes to eique(Figure

IV.A.2). Distanced individuals and Utilitarians veemore likely to find the area near their homes

safeandbeautiful/attractive Although statistical differences did exist ongéeariables, the
effect size was small, indicating only marginaliggion. Overall, all value orientation types

found the area near their homes tdobautiful/attractiveandsafe

Figure IV.A.2. Percent of wildlife value orientatidype agreeing with specific beliefs about the

area near their homes.
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Results by county.The percent of people across counties who foungr@ab beragile ranged
from 36.6% in Garfield County to 67.4% in Kitsapu®ay; limited/scarcefrom 58.2% in
Garfield County to 81.8% in Benton Countyjpredictable/chaotirom 32.0% in Walla Walla
County to 59.3% in King Countgccessible/invitingrom 89.5% in Grays Harbor County to
100% in Kitsap and Douglas Counties; aweeds to be protectdcbm 69.2% in Pend Oreille
County to 92.8% in Thurston County.

These perceptions of nature, in conjunction witldkfe value orientations, can help to explain
why certain geographic areas may be more or lggsostive of specific wildlife and wildlife
management strategies. For example, residentsne sceas such as Garfield County were
much more likely to find natur@urableandunlimited/abundantompared to residents in other
areas. Residents from this county, which had a nityjof residents holding Utilitarian values,
were less tolerant of predator species and moedyltb support limiting predator populations.

The percent of people across counties who foundrte& near their homes to be
beautiful/attractiveranged from 77.8% in Franklin County to 100% inu®@abia, Ferry, and
Skamania Countiesafefrom 82.1% in Yakima County to 98.2% in Skagit @by andunique
from 44.3% in Franklin County to 95.4% in San J@aunty. Residents from Franklin County
were the only county residents who viewed the asza their homes a®mmon/generic
whereas all other counties had more than 50% afeets believing the area near their homes
wasunique
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B. BELIEFS ABOUT PARTICIPATION IN OUTDOOR ACTIVITIE S

People choose to engage or not engage in outdtieitias near where they live for a variety of
reasons. Many people may simply enjoy being outsloshile others may participate in outdoor
activities mainly for exercise or because theirjetuires them to spend a lot of time outside.
Potential barriers to participation in nature-bagetivities include a fear of being harmed by
wildlife while participating and a fear of strangerear the home (e.g., see Louv, 2005).
Furthermore, residents may be more or less lilkelyarticipate in outdoor activities near their
homes during particular seasons of the year. Utatedsg these motivations, barriers, and
preferred seasons of participation is importargdanging public opinion and anticipating
demand relative to outdoor recreation. Survey iteanghis section are presented below, and
supporting tables can be found in Appendix B (Tdb& to B-8).

In this section, we'reinterested in knowing whether you participate in outdoor activities near your home and what factors
might influence vour participation. Again, for this survev, we're defining “near vour home™ as vour place of residence and the
area within a few miles ofit. Circle one number for each starement below.

Strongly Moderately Shightly Shightly Moderately Strongly
Do you disagree or agree with the following? Disaeres Disasres Disaeres Meither Arree Arree Azree
Toftenparticipate in outdoor activities nearmy home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 )
Iavoidparticipationin outdoor activities nearmy -

5 2 1 2 3 4 3 &

home due to fear of strangers.
My jobrequires thatIspendalot oftime outside near i 5 3 1 5 6 =
my home.
Iparticipatein outdoor activities near my home 1 2 3 4 & 6 ]
mainly to get exercise, -
lamafraid ofbeing harmed by waldlife if Iparticipate 1 3 3 i = 6 2

m outdoor activities nearmy home.

In which season(s) do vou spend the most time participating in outdoor activities near your home? [fvou spend a similar
amount of time in more than one season, check all that apply, OR check the box indicating that you don't spend much time
participating in outdoor activities near your home.

0 Spring 0 Summer O Fall 0O Winter O Idon’t spend much time participating in outdoor activities near my home.

Results by stateThe majority of Washington residents reported thitgn participate in

outdoor recreation near their homes (81.6%). Rassdadicated they participated in outdoor
activities mainly for exercise (67.4%), and son@oréed that they are required to be outside for
their job (14.3%). Still others avoided participetiin outdoor activities near where they live due
to a fear of being harmed by wildlife (6.1%) oreaf of strangers (7.2%). Some residents also
wrote on the survey that they could no longer pgudite in outdoor activities near their homes
due to old age or physical disabilities.

Participation in outdoor activities near residetisimes varied across seasons. Residents
predominately participated in outdoor activitiesidg the summer (89.2%), followed by
participation in spring (63.1%), fall (58.8%), awthter (22.1%) months. Six percent of
respondents said they did not spend much timeggaating in outdoor activities near their
homes.
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Results by wildlife value orientation.The percent of wildlife value orientation typesesjng

with specific beliefs related to participation intdoor activities near their homes is graphically
depicted in Figure 1V.B.1. There were no statigtaiierences among the value orientation
types regarding levels of participation (i.e.,raidents participated often in outdoor activities)
Statistical differences were found at fhe 0.05 level on other variables; however, efféts
indicated marginal variation for each. Pluraliserevmore likely than the other value orientation
types to spend a lot of time outdoors because jihleirequires them to do so. Mutualists and
Pluralists were more likely to avoid participationoutdoor activities due to a fear of strangers.

Figure IV.B.1. Percent of wildlife value orientatitype agreeing with beliefs about participating
in outdoor activities near their homes.
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Pluralists and Utilitarians, who are more likelyeiogage in activities such as hunting and
fishing, participated the most in outdoor actistiuring the fall and winter compared to
Mutualists and Distanced individuals (Figure IV.B.Ristanced individuals had the lowest
participation rates of any of the value orientatigmes during all seasons, except summer when
there was no statistical difference among the vatigntation types.

Figure IV.B.2. Seasonal participation in outdodiaties near residents’ homes by wildlife
value orientation type.
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Results by county All counties had a majority of residents indicatthgy often participate in
outdoor activities near their homes; however, Yaki@ounty had the lowest percentage of
residents who indicated participation in outdoareation (64.5%). Lincoln and Garfield
Counties had a majority of residents with jobs tieguired them to be outside. All counties
except Adams and Wahkiakum had a majority of reg&landicating they participated in
outdoor activities mainly for exercise. Althoughedatively small number of Washington
residents reported a fear of strangers or a febeioig harmed by wildlifas limiting factors in
their participation in outdoor activities, variatidid occur across the counties. For instance, less
than 1% of Stevens and San Juan County residatitatad that a fear of strangers limited their
participation, while Yakima County had almost 14#6asidents who expressed this concern.
Similarly, less than 1% of Whatcom and San Juam@oesidents indicated a fear of being
harmed by wildlife in the context of outdoor redrea, whereas nearly 16% of residents in
Wahkiakum and Lincoln Counties reported this asracern.

Overall, seasonal participation rates ranged fré6% in King County to 77.9% in Skamania
County during the spring; from 73.6% in Grant Cguiat 94.2% in Skagit County during the
summer; from 46.7% in King County to 82.0% in Pacounty during the fall; and, from
12.4% in King County to 51.5% in Ferry County dgrie winter. Less than two percent of
residents in Skagit and San Juan Counties indi¢agsddid not participate at all, whereas the
largest percentage of non-participants was four@ramt County (15.9%).
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C. PARTICIPATION IN OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES NEAR THE HOM E

Results from the previous section indicated thashifagton residents actively participate in
outdoor activities near their homes. This sectiqgpi@es the types of outdoor activities in which
residents currently participate, as well as whéviies they currently participate in the most
and are most likely to continue doing into the fetuSupporting tables for results reported in
this section are located in Appendix B (Table B3Bt14), and survey items are below.

Now we would like to leam about the specific outdoor activities vou participated in near vour home in the last 12 months_
Check all that applyin the list below.

O Gardening O WalkmgHikmgFunmmg O Feedimg Wild Birds O Fishing (non-commercizl) O Boating (motorized)

O Camping O Horseback Riding O Feedimg Other Wildlife O Dirt-Biking or OHV/ATV use O Saling {non-motorizad)
O Climbing O Nature Photography 0O Huntng O Downhill Sking Snowboarding O Cross-Country Skiing
O Biking 0O Wildlife Viewing O Trapping 0O Kavzking/Cancemng Rafting O Snowmobiling

0O OTHER (describe):

ONONE,I did not participate in outdoor activities near my home in the last 12 months.

Ifvou checked more than one gelivity above;

Which activity do you cumrently participate in the most nearvour home? (wrife respornse)

Which activity are youmaest likely to continue ini the future near your home? (write response)

Results by stateResidents primarily participate in walking/hikinghning (82.2%) and
gardening (80.7%) near their homes. Less than theesent of residents indicated they did not
participate at all in outdoor activities in thetla® months. Wildlife viewing, feeding birds, and
biking were also popular activities at the statenelel. Walking/hiking/running was the

activity in which people indicated they currentlgricipate the most (34.0%) and are most likely
to continue in the future near their homes (28.8@l the three main fish and wildlife-related
recreation activities, wildlife viewing was mosé€uently reported (40.4%), followed by fishing
(28.4%) and hunting (11.2%).

Results by wildlife value orientation.Although the top two activities people currently
participate in the most were the same across \mlaatation types, the third most popular
activity was biking for Distanced individuals, feed wild birds for Mutualists, and fishing for
Utilitarians and Pluralists.
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Results by county.Across all counties, walking/hiking/running and dgming were the top two
most popular outdoor activities in which peopletiggyated near the home. Thirty-one counties
reported wildlife viewing as the third most popudativity (participation rates ranged from
40.2% to 74.4% of residents). Four counties repldigeding wild birds as the third most popular
activity (Franklin, 37.7%; Pierce, 38.8%; Grays btar, 51.2%; Thurston, 54.6%). Three
counties reported biking as the third most popativity (Snohomish, 34.5%; Benton, 39.1%;
King, 44.6%). One county reported fishing as thedtmost popular activity (Adams, 42.2%).
Out of the 20 activities that were listed on thevey, wildlife viewing was among the top five in
terms of highest participation rates in all but eoenty (Benton, where the rate of participation
was 32.6%), and fishing was among the top fiv&fbrounties. Hunting participation rates,
though not high enough to be within the top fivestqmopular activities in any of the counties,
ranged from 4.8% in Snohomish County to 41.6% irfi&ld County.
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D. BELIEFS ABOUT CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS NEAR THE HO ME

Climate change is increasingly a concern for natesource agencies; the potential effects on
the natural environment, including wildlife and dlife habitat, are multifaceted and the topic
itself is often socially contentious. An undersiguag of residents’ beliefs regarding climate
change impacts can help to inform the approachwHaFW may take in future management
efforts, including public outreach initiatives,dddress climate change issues. Appendix B
(Tables B-15 and B-16) presents results regaragisglents’ beliefs about the effects of climate
change near their homes. The survey item usecsepted below.

There’s been a lot of talk recentlv about climate change and its potential impacts. We are interested in leaming yvour views about
climate change in relation to the area near vour home. Circle one number for the statement below.

Strongly Moderately Shightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither Asree Asree Arree
Ibelieve that climate change is currently affecting 1 2 3 4 5 6 -

the area nearmy home.

Results by state Washington residents, as a whole, believe thatatk change is currently
affecting the area near their homes (53.6%). S@sidents were neutral on the topic (12.9%),
whereas others disagreed that climate change wasghany localized effects (33.5%).
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Results by wildlife value orientation. Approximately 58% of Utilitarians disagreed that
climate change is currently affecting the area tiear homes, whereas a majority of Mutualists
(70.6%), Distanced (65.7%), and Pluralists (54.4%sked that climate change is having a local-
level impact (Figure IV.D.1).

Figure 1V.D.1. Percent of wildlife value orientatidype disagreeing or agreeing that climate
change is currently affecting the area near thainds.
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Results by county. Twelve of Washington’s 39 counties had more th@¥ of residents
agreeing that climate change is currently affectivgarea near their homes, whereas only three
counties had more than 50% that disagreed (Figui2.2). The highest percentages of residents
who disagreed that climate change was currentgctffg the area near their homes were found
in Garfield (62.4%), Lincoln (50.8%), and Chelanu@ity (50.0%). San Juan, King, Pacific, and
Jefferson County had more than 60% of residentseagy that climate change was having
localized effects.

Figure IV.D.2. Percent of residents agreeing thatate change is currently affecting the area
near their homes.
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SECTION V. WILDLIFE NEAR THE HOME

This section explores how people think more speatiff about the wildlife near their homes and
whether residents have experienced problems witll lwildlife in the recent past. Combined
with other sources of information such as residemtdlife value orientations, results reported

in this section offer additional background that && useful in understanding public thought and
how different segments of the population may redgoriocal management strategies. For
example, those who perceive wildlife near their Berto generally be a nuisance or a threat and
who have experienced wildlife-related problems naynore likely to support aggressive
management responses to human-wildlife conflictagions. In addition, this information may

be used to identify human-wildlife conflict “hotggbd (i.e., places with a higher incidence of
reported problems). Supporting tables for resulthis section can be found in Appendix C
(Table C-1to C-4).

A. GENERAL BELIEFS ABOUT WILDLIFE NEAR THE HOME

Residents were asked to rate their level of agreemith a series of statements representing
beliefs about wildlife near their homes. Items usethis section are presented below.

Now we're interested in your views about the wildlife near vour home. Circle one number for each siatement below.

The wildlife near mv home... Strongly  Moderately Slightly Skehtly  Mbderately  Strongly
= Disagree Disasree Disasgrae Neither Asree Agree Arree

...are generally anuizance (cause problems). 1 2 3 4 3 & 7

...areenjoyable to have around. ! 2 3 4 5 §

...pose a dangerous nisk to people. 1 2 3 4 3 & 7

...provide valuable opportunities for recreation. 1 2 3 4 3 6

Irarely see any wildlife nearmy home. 1 2 3 4 3 (i

Results by stateTwenty-four percent of Washington residents indidahat they rarely observe
wildlife near their homes. Many residents indicatieely perceive wildlife near their homes as
enjoyable to have around (86.4%) and as providalgable opportunities for recreation

(57.4%); however, some also considered the wildtifédneir area to be dangerous (18.7%) and a
general nuisance (23.5%).
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Results by wildlife value orientation.Mutualists and Pluralists were more likely thae dther
value orientation types to view wildlife as enjolato have around their homes (Figure V.A.1);
however, Mutualists were also more likely thandkiger value orientation types to indicate that
they rarely see wildlife near their homes. Utiligaass had the highest percentage of people
indicating that wildlife were a nuisance. Distanaedividuals were less likely than the other
value orientation types to agree that wildlife pdevwaluable recreation opportunities. There
was no statistical difference among the value taigon types on the statement about wildlife
near the home posing a dangerous risk to people.

Figure V.A.1. Percent of wildlife value orientatitype agreeing with general beliefs about
wildlife near their homes.
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Results by county. Counties with higher percentages of residentsrteyy that they rarely see
wildlife near their homes were primarily locatedsiouth-central Washington (Franklin, Yakima,
Grant, Walla Wall, Benton, and Adams Counties)eamSeattle (Pierce, Snohomish, King, and
Chelan Counties). This finding is not surprisingegi that these locations may be less suitable
for many wildlife species; south-central Washing®predominately comprised of arid
grassland, while Seattle is largely urban. Fran&tid Yakima Counties, in south-central
Washington, had the largest number of residenrtieg that they rarely see wildlife near their
homes (38%).

More than 82% of residents in all counties vieweldiNfe near their homes as enjoyable to have
around. The majority of residents in all countiesadreed that wildlife near their homes are a
nuisance. San Juan County had the largest perecotagsidents indicating wildlife were a
nuisance (39.3%), while Franklin County had thelssapercentage of residents with this view
(7.8%). Pend Oreille County had the largest peegmnbdf residents indicating that wildlife near
their homes pose a dangerous risk to people (28 Wh@reas Benton County had the least
number of residents who felt this way (3.3%).

Columbia, Pacific, and Lincoln Counties had thenlegf percentages of residents believing that
wildlife near their homes provide valuable oppotties for recreation (>80%). These counties
also had relatively higher percentages of people participated in hunting and fishing when
compared to residents in many other counties. ddhnties except Snohomish had a majority of
residents agreeing that wildlife near their honmesaavaluable source of recreation.
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B. SPECIFIC PROBLEMS WITH WILDLIFE NEAR THE HOME

Although Washington residents overwhelmingly findidiife near their homes to be enjoyable
(see previous section), different species may cprsdems for some residents. Whereas many
residents may learn to live with wildlife over tirmad adapt to the conflicts they experience,
WDFW is often called upon to respond to particmiaisance situations. This section explores
the species and types of problems that Washingtsidents have faced in the recent past. By
providing information about the location and natafevildlife-related problems that residents
are experiencing, results can help WDFW targegfitats aimed at addressing human-wildlife
conflict. Items used on the survey are below.

In the past 12 months, have vou or vour neighbors had problems with wildlife? Check ane box for each category below.

IPERSONATLY have expenenced problems near my home: MY NEIGHBORS have experienced problems:
Owes Ono Oves Ono OIdon’tknow

If vou answered ves above for either category, please briefly explain the problem(s), the wildlife that caused it, and how often it
occurred (once during the vear, once a month, oncea week, etc ). Frife vow response below

Results by state Approximately 30% of Washington residents indicatesly had experienced
problems with wildlife near their homes in the pgesar and that their neighbors had experienced
problems. Approximately 40% of residents were uass to whether their neighbors had
experienced wildlife-related problems. Of those wéyported having experienced problems with
a particular species, deer were most often citeleasause, followed by raccoons and coyotes.
The top three problems associated with each oéthpscies can be found in Table V.B.1.
Cougars, black bears, and rodents were also frédgudantified by residents as wildlife
responsible for causing problems near their homes.
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Table V.B.1. Top three most frequently cited protdeby most frequently cited species.

Of those indicating a
Percent of residents particular species, the
indicating problems with percent of residents with

Speciesk Problem a particular species a particular problem
Deer 48.7
Damage landscaping 59.2
Get into garden (e.g., mostly food) 44.5
Damage agriculture (e.g., crops) 8.1
Raccoon 22.4
Just a general nuisance 334
Get into pet food 14.9
Kills pets 10.3
Coyote 15.9
Just a general nuisance 20.7
Threat/Harm to Pets 16.6
Kills Chickens 11.9
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Results by wildlife value orientation.As depicted in Figure V.B.Jtilitarians were more
likely than the other value orientation types tpae having personally experienced a problem
with wildlife (35.0%) and to indicate that theirigebor had experienced wildlife-related
problems (35.4%). Pluralists were least likely agntire value orientation types to report that
they or their neighbors had experienced problents wildlife near the home.

Figure V.B.1. Percent of residents indicating tbeyheir neighbors have experienced a wildlife-
related problem near their homes.
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Results by county As depicted in Figure V.B.2, Ferry, Jefferson, Pénmdille, San Juan, and
Stevens Counties had the highest percentagesidénés reporting recent experiences with
wildlife-related problems near their homes (>50%esidents). Franklin County had the lowest
number of residents who have experienced problethswildlife (5.3%). It is important to
consider this type of information in a spatial @xif as wildlife can cause localized problems,
and people may be more likely to perceive or repmyblems in certain areas. For instance, only
6.3% of residents statewide specifically commetited elk were a problem near their homes,
whereas 37.5% of residents in Wahkiakum Countyntegcelk-related problems. In addition,
nearly 25% of residents in Garfield and Cowlitz @tes indicated having experienced some
type of problem with elk near their homes.

Although the types of problems residents may expee can vary widely, other sources of
information can be used in conjunction with thaedihgs to better understand the nature and
location of specific problems. For example, spatiictions of wildlife-vehicle collisions can
help in identifying areas where deer, elk, or othidlife are a traffic hazard. Spatially-explicit
data from 2009 that represent deer-vehicle cofisi@ported by the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) are reponteBigure V.B.3. The largest number of
collisions occurred in Kittitas and Spokane Coun{E0-16 collisions). Spatially-explicit data on
vehicle collisions with elk and other wildlife (alsrom 2009 and reported by WSDOT) are
displayed in Figures V.B.4 and V.B.5, respectivélge largest number of elk-vehicle collisions
occurred in King and Kittitas Counties (6-7 colhiss), whereas the number of collisions with
other species was highest in Stevens and Yakimat{&su3-5 collisions). It is important to note
that these data on wildlife-vehicle collisions likeo not represent all collisions that may have
occurred in 2009 (e.qg., collisions may go unrembrtelowever, this type of information offers a
baseline that, when integrated with other data ssdose from the current investigation, can
enhance understanding of wildlife-related problé¢nag may be occurring across the landscape.
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Figure V.B.2. Percent of residents indicating thaye experienced a wildlife-related problem
near their homes.
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Figure V.B.4. Number of elk-vehicle collisions refssl to WSDOT in 2009.
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Figure V.B.5. Number of other wildlife-vehicle cisiions reported to WSDOT in 2009
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SECTION VI. LAND ACCESS

Land access is a concern for natural resource ageattempting to ensure their constituents
have ample opportunities to participate in outdaaivities. Some people may indicate a desire
for more access becausetioé valuethey place on local land areas that provide reicneat
opportunities close to home. In some cases, residaility to engage in outdoor recreation
may be constrained biynited access$o these local land areas. In contrast, accesstbfor
recreation purposes may be available, but residemsrtain areas may wamioreconvenient or
greater accesto the lands (e.g., better roads, more entranteg).section explores Washington
residents’ beliefs related to these land accesgsssSupporting tables for this section can be
found in Appendix D (Table D-1 to D-12). Surveynite are presented below.

Belowis a series of statements to learn more about access to lands near your home. Circle one number for each statement,

. s = o Stronghy Moderately Shghthy Shizhtly Moderatelr  Strongly
Doyou disagree or agree with the following? Disazree D s Disagres Neither Asves Acree Reras
Iwish Thadaccessto more land areasnearmy home -

e ; i i 1 2 3 4 5 6 i
to participate in outdoor activities.
I'would pay a fee to have accesstomore land areas 1 3 4 . 6 -
nearmy home to participate in outdoor activities. = i
Limited accessto land areasis the primary reason for
why [ do not participate in outdoor activities nearmy 1 z 3 4 5 6 7
homeoften.
The Washington Department of Fish & Wildhfe
(WDFW) should work with private landowners to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
provide more accessto land areasnearmy home for
outdoor activities.

From the section related to activity participat{@ction IV):

Are there any activities listed abowe that youwould participatein nearvour home but don’t due to limited access to local lands?

OYes ONo (ifves wrife activities here}
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Results by state Although many areas in Washington have publicgdavailable for recreation
(Figure VI.1), almost forty-one percent of resideimdicated they want more access to land
areas near their homes to participate in outdoivites. Many residents also indicated that
WDFW should work with private landowners to providere access to land areas near their
homes (41.6%). Some residents were also willingatpa fee to have greater access to local land
areas (31.1%). Fourteen percent of residents itetidhat limited access to land areas is the
primary reason for why they don’t participate irtaor activities near their homes. In addition,
nearly 17% of residents indicated that there atiiaes in which they would participate near
their homes but don’t due to limited access tolltarads. For these respondents who indicated a
particular activity in which they do not currenpgrticipate due to limited access, hunting was
most often cited (34.0%), followed by dirt-biking ©HV/ATV use (14.4%).

Figure VI.1. Distribution of public and tribal lasdn Washington.
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Results by demographic and lifestyle characterist&: Males were more likely than females to
indicate that limited access was the primary redsowhy they don’t often participate in
outdoor activities close to home and that WDFW #hetork with private landowners to

provide more access. Older residents were ledy likan their younger counterparts to want
more access to land areas near their homes. Thtisligher levels of education were less
likely to indicate that limited access was the @iynreason for their lack of frequent
participation in outdoor activities near their h@n8mall effect sizes were noted for most of the
relationships between demographic variables ardldaness items, suggesting that
demographics did not play a major role in explagnariation in responses to these items.

Current hunters were significantly more likely ththonse in the latent demand group to indicate a
desire for more access to local land areas and/fdFW to work with private landowners to
provide more access. Current hunters and anglepssabred significantly higher than past
participants and non-participants on the statenmeitating that limited access was the primary
reason for why they weren't actively engaged irdoot activities close to home. Current

wildlife viewing participants were more likely thgast participants and non-participants to
express a willingness to pay a fee for more lamgss: Limited access to local land areas did not
appear to be the primary factor keeping peopléenatent demand category from participating

in outdoor activities. Current hunters scored digantly higher than those in the latent demand
group on this variable, indicating that limited ess was more likely to affect participation for
current hunters as compared to those who indiatadterest in the sport but weren’t currently
active. However, it is worth noting that both greype., current hunters and those in the latent
demand group) generally disagreed that limited sceas the primary reason for why they do
not participate in outdoor activities near theintes.
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Results by wildlife value orientation.As depicted in Figure V1.2, Pluralists were malstlly
among the value orientation types to want moressctteland areas near their homes, but
Mutualists were most willing to pay for that accdsscontrast, Distanced individuals were the
least likely of the value orientation types to cate a desire for more access, and Utilitarians
were the least likely to want to pay for more asc&enerally, the majority of residents across
all value orientation types were not willing to payee for more access to land areas near their
homes; however, the differences across the valeatation types on this variable indicated the
most variation of all the survey items relatedaiod access issues (effect size = 0.24, denoting a
medium effect).

Although Pluralists disagreed overall that limitattess was the primary reason for why they
don’t participate in outdoor activities close ta® they were more likely than the other value
orientation types to indicate that limited accesgtkhem from participating. Although it may
not be feasible to target certain value orientatypes in WDFW's efforts to secure more land
access for Washington residents, it is worth nativag Pluralists were more accepting than the
other value orientation types of WDFW working wgthvate landowners for this purpose. This
could indicate that access to local lands is mmagbrtant to this segment of the Washington
population. Pluralists also had the highest peaggnbdf residents indicating that there were
outdoor activities in which they would participdet don’t due to limited access (23.3%),
followed by Utilitarians (18.3%), Mutualists (16.0%&and Distanced individuals (9.3%). Despite
these differences, residents by and large didmtbicate that limited access was the primary
factor affecting their participation.

Figure VI.2. Percent of wildlife value orientatitype agreeing with particular beliefs related to
land access.
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Results by county.As shown in Figures VI.3 and V1.4, the largestgeeitages of people
wanting more access to land areas near their hamesfound in Lewis and Cowlitz Counties
(>58% of residents). Pierce and Cowlitz Countied the highest percentages of people
indicating a willingness to pay a fee for greateress to local land areas for outdoor recreation
(>40% of residents; Figures VI.5 and VI1.6). A méjof residents in seven counties (Asotin,
Columbia, Cowlitz, Franklin, Lewis, Pacific, and&jit) wanted WDFW to work with private
landowners to provide more access to local landgi(€ VI1.7). Skagit County had the highest
percentages of residents expressing support ®agproach (57.7%). The percentage of
residents who indicated that limited access tolllzocal areas affected their ability to participate
ranged from 5.4% in San Juan County to 31% in Gewdbunty. The percent of residents
indicating they would participate in a particulacreation activity but don’t due to limited access
ranged from 6.6% in Chelan County to 31.2% in Le@dginty.
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Figure VI.3. Percent of residents favoring moredlancess to participate in outdoor activities
near their homes.
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Figure VI.4. Overlay of public and tribal lands ppercent of residents wanting more land
access to participate in outdoor activities neairthomes.
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Figure VI.5. Percent of residents willing to pafea for more land access to participate in
outdoor activities near their homes.
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Figure VI.6. Overlay of public and tribal lands wpercent of residents willing to pay a fee for
more land access to participate in outdoor actisitiear their homes.
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Figure VI.7. Percent of residents wanting WDFW trkwvith private landowners to provide
more access to land areas near their homes.
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Geographically-linked data on residents’ beliefswtdand access issues can help inform the
identification of future locations for developmaftnature-based opportunities. For example,
Cowlitz County had 58.6% of residents wanting as¢esnore land areas near their homes;
40.9% of residents willing to pay for more acces®] 31.0% of residents indicating that limited
access was the primary reason for why they dotéingbarticipate in outdoor activities near their
homes. These findings not only highlight a gredtsire for more access in this region of the
state but could also be suggestive of a greatéingmless among residents there to support land
acquisition programs or the use of conservatioemasts. Results may further suggest that
residents are willing to pay for additional oppaities to use existing private lands through
cooperative partnerships with WDFW. However, impdatation of any new program,
particularly if instituting a fee-based programosld be carefully considered by the agency and
vetted through a stakeholder and public process.
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SECTION VII. ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

This section explores public attitudes toward a benof wildlife species in Washington as well
as certain management actions involving those speblany of these management actions are
specifically aimed at addressing human-wildlife fiehsituations near residents’ homes. ltems
in this section were designed to primarily meagwriglic acceptability of management strategies
intended to deal with coyotes and black bears, deérelk, wolves, and salmon. Wildlife
acceptance capacities, or residents’ tolerancdslefog coyotes, black bears, deer, elk, and
cougars were also examined.

A. COYOTE AND BLACK BEAR

Residents were asked to evaluate the acceptadiilifyDFW lethally removing a coyote or black
bear in five hypothetical situations that couldurceear residents’ homes. The five situations
included: the animal is seen near the home, issance, has a disease that may be spread to
humans, attacks a pet, and attacks a human. Suygptables for results reported in this section
can be found in Appendix E (Table E-1 to E-18).v@yritems for this issue are presented below.

We're interested in knowing under what circumstances {if any) youthink it is acceptable for WDEFW to lethally remove a covote
orblack bear. Circleone nmumber for each statement below.

Isit unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Highly Alod erately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
lethally remove a COYOTE if it... Unacceptable Unacceptsble Unacceptable Neither Acceptable  Acceptable  Accepteble
...15 5een near vour home? 1 2 3 4 3 6 1
...i3 a nuizanees (for example: it gets mto trash or 1 3 3 4 = & 4

pet food contamers ) near your home? ) .

...has 2 dizease that may be spread to humans? I 2 3 4 3 4 7
...attacks 2 pet near your homs? 1 2 3 4 3 L] 7
-..attacks a person near your home? i 2 3 2 5 il 1
Isit unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Highly Niod erately Slightly Slightly Mod erately Highly
lethally remove a BLACKBEAR if it... Unacceptable Unmacceptable Unacceptable  Noither Acceptable  Acceptable  Acceptable
...15 5220 near vour home? 1 2 3 4 3 i) 7
..:i3 z nuisanee (for example: it gtz mto wash or . - 3 4 = & 5

pet food containers) near your homs? ) - b h :

-..has 2 diseasa that may be spread to humans? i 2 3 4 5 il 1
...attacks 2 pet near your home? 1 2 3 4 5 L] 7
-..attacks 3 person nezr your home? 1 2 3 4 5 L] 7
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Results by stateResidents found lethal removal of coyoand black bearless acceptable for
more benign interactions€., the animal is seen near home ornuisance) and mc
acceptable for addressiatfacks on petandhumans and to prevent potential dise
transmissionAcceptability results are presented graphicfor the five scenaricin Figures
VII.LA.1 and VII.A.2 using the Ptential for Conflict Index (PClsee Manfredo et al., 200 The
center point of each bubbidotted against the-axisrepresents the mean acceptability ratir-
7 scale) for lethal removal af coyoti or black bear in the given scenaride corresponding
PCI value, determining the&ze of each bublk, can range from 0'rfo conflict”) to 1 (*maximum
potential for conflict”).This PCI scor represents the degree of consesnsn the acceptabilit
rating,taking into account thfrequency distribution or amotof dispersion around the me.
Larger bubbles and PCI values indicate consensuamong residents over the acceptiy of
lethal removal, whereasmaller bubbles indicatgreater consensusofisensuwas lowest for
the nuisance interactiqe.g., the animal is getting into trash or pet foodtainersfor both
coyotes and black bears,iadicatec by the larger bubbles. Results revibat he use of lethal
removal in this scenarig likely ta be highly contentious amoMyashington resider. An
understanding of how public sentimearies in this way, based time severity othe situation,
can helpWDFW evaluate potential management strategieaddressingnumatr-wildlife
conflict and determine under what circumstancedipgbmmunication efforts may be neec

Figure VII.A.1L Potential for conflict index comparing the puldiacceptability of lethal contrc
of anuisance coyote
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Figure VII.A.2. Potential for conflict index compiag the public’s acceptability of lethal control
of anuisance black bear
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Results by demographic and lifestyle characterist& As indicated by effect size measures,
most of the demographic variables had little tampact on attitudes toward lethal control of
coyotes and black bears; however, a few of thdagareships are worth noting. For example,
length of residency in Washington appeared to tiaedargest effect (but still minimal overall)
on residents’ attitudes in the scenario involvingugsance interaction. Specifically, those who
had lived in the state and in their current homeaftonger period of time were more likely to
rate lethal removal as acceptable in this situatimaddition, males and those with lower levels
of education and income were generally more aaegati lethal control.

Residents who currently participated in wildlifewing were less accepting of lethal control
compared to residents who had participated in #% @ not at all. In general, hunters (whether
past or current) were more accepting of lethal @mhan non-hunters, although the effect sizes
indicated only marginal variation. Few statistiddferences were found between current hunters
and those residents constituting the latent dengamab. Among the wildlife-related recreation
variables, participation in fishing appeared toenthe least effect on beliefs about lethal control.

Results by wildlife value orientation.As shown in Figures VII.A.3 and VII.A.4, Utilitans

and Pluralists were more likely than the other galuentation types to be accepting of lethal
control in all five scenarios for coyotes and bléears. Results of these comparisons were
statistically significant, with medium to large et sizes, indicating that wildlife value
orientations play an important role in explainingopc variation in response to lethal control
strategies. This trend was most apparent for tiganae scenario, where differences among the
value orientation types were most pronounced;Hr gcenario, Utilitarians had the highest
ratings of acceptability and Mutualists scoredltveest. Results did not appear to differ much
across species type, indicating that for both aayaind black bears, Washington residents were
generally more accepting of lethal control underersevere conflict-related circumstances.

Figure VII.A.3. Percent of wildlife value orientati type accepting déthal removal of &oyote
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Percent Acceptable

Figure VII.A.4. Percent of wildlife value orientati type accepting déthal removal of a black
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Results by county Results for the nuisance scenario, which had thet Ermount of consensus
among residents regarding the acceptability oflletbntrol of coyotes and black bears, are
spatially depicted in Figures VII.A.5 and VII.A.Bhis scenario is particularly important to
explore in a geographic context, as it can help WCbetter understand the divergence of public
opinion on this issue by identifying localized as&ehere acceptability déthal control is higher

or lower. For example, thirteen counties had 50%more of residents indicating that lethal
removal of a nuisance coyote was acceptable, wh&aa Juan County had less than 30% of
residents that supported this action. Similarlyernty-one counties had 50% or more of residents
indicating lethal control of a nuisance black beas acceptable, whereas residents in Jefferson
(34.1%) and San Juan (32.1%) Counties again rapthreelowest ratings of acceptability for this
situation. Findings indicate that residents from lditter counties, which also had high
percentages of Mutualists, are less acceptingvaiSive management strategies such as lethal
control, suggesting that implementation of suchtsetgies in these areas is likely to result in a
heightened level cdocial conflict.

Figure VII.LA.5. Percent of residents acceptingathél removal of auisance coyote
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Figure VII.A.6. Percent of residents acceptingathal removal of auisance black bear
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Figure VII.A.7 displays the percent of residentsegating of lethal removal of a black bear in a
nuisance scenario along with additional spatiah dabwing locations where WDFW Law
Enforcement responded to a report of a black Béese incident reports from 2009 include
instances where a bear raided crops or an orcvasdinvolved in some form of depredation,
encountered a human, or was otherwise a nuisatiteulyh the data reflect only those incidents
that were reported and to which WDFW Law Enforcemmesponded, as opposed to all incidents
that may have occurred, it appears that tolerahb&ok bears was higher (as indicated by lower
levels of support for lethal control) in many oétbounties where a greater number of black bear
incidents have been reported to WDFW. These firgllghlight the importance of taking into
account multiple sources of information (socialel as biological) in a geographic context to
understand wildlife-related issues and public respao those issues. It is likely that a number
of factors, including for example wildlife preserfeleundance, prior experience with wildlife and
wildlife-related problems, how the agency respadsildlife situations, and wildlife value
orientations, can impact how people react to thkesds of issues.

Figure VII.LA.7. Overlay of incident® which WDFW Law Enforcement has responded
involving a black bear with the percent of residesmtcepting of lethal removal ohaisance
black bear*
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! Data source: WDFW2010. Each “bear incident” on this map reflectslduation where
WDFW Law Enforcement investigated a report thalaglhobear raided crops or an orchard,
was involved in some form of depredation, encowtter human, was a general nuisance, or
caused some unknown incident. All incidents ocaime2009.
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B. DEER AND ELK

Much of Washington has suitable habitat for différgpecies of deer (Figure VII.B.1), and a
large portion of Washington is also suitable fdr @igure VII.B.2). As human populations
expand, interactions between humans and deerfellikkaty to increase in Washington.

Although some people enjoy seeing these animalsraydalso benefit from the recreational
opportunities (e.g., hunting) they provide, intéi@ts can sometimes result in problems such as
damage to shrubbery, landscaping, and commerapcil his section explores the acceptability
of different management actions that could be tisedspond to situations involving nuisance
deer or elk. Supporting tables for results repometthis section can be found in Appendix E
(Table E-19 to E-30). Items used in this sectiankalow.

DEER AND ELK:

Az humanpopulations expand. interactions between humans and deer or elk arelikely to increase in certamparts of Washington.
Although some people enjoy seeing these animals, interactions can sometimesresult in problems such as damage to shrubbery,
landscaping, and commercial crops. Below we ask about the acceptability of differentmanagement actions that could be used
to address these problems. Circle one number for each siatement below.

Isit unaceeptable or acceptable for WDFW to,., _ Highly Moderntely  Slightly o Shightly — Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unscceptable Unacceptable [Neither Acceptsble  Acceptable  Acceptable
...capture and lethally remove problem dest or k7 1 2 3 4 3 L] i

..:use techniques designed to scare problem deer or

elk away (examples: loud noises. mbber bullets)? ! 2 3 4 2 § !
...usezgency fimds to compensate landowners for i e 3 4 : P _|
damag= {§10,000 or mors) canzed by deer or elk? - < !
...contribute agency fimds to 2 landowner cost-

sharmg program supportmg the constructien of 4 3 4 5 8 -
fences around property that has been damaged by : .

dest or 2lk?

...require landowners fo accept at least 5005 of the 1 2 3 i 3 6 ;

responsibility i dezling with problem deer o elk?
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Figure VII.B.1. Quality habitat for deer.
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Figure VII.B.2. Quality habitat for elk.
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Results by stateWashington residents generally found it unacceptabtapture and lethally
remove a problem deer or elk (54.9%) and to conmgieriandowners for damage (greater than
$10,000) caused by deer or elk (58.9%). Residedisated that it was acceptable for WDFW to
use devices designed to scare away problem dedk (80.8%) and to require landowners to
accept 50% or more of the responsibility for deglivith deer/elk-related problems (74.4%).
Residents also found it acceptable for WDFW to ibuate funds to a cost-share program to
build fences around property that has been damageeéer or elk (44.5%).

Results by demographic and lifestyle characterists&c Demographic variables generally had a
marginal effect on residents’ acceptance of managémctions aimed at addressing nuisance
deer/elk situations. However, residents with higbeels of income were generally less
accepting of using WDFW funds to compensate for/déerelated damage and contributing
agency funds to construction of fences around dachagoperty. Current hunters were more
accepting than non-hunters and past participanfg@FW managing for problem deer or elk
(regardless of the technique) and were less acgeptirequiring landowners to accept 50% or
more of the responsibility for dealing with the pkem. Current wildlife viewing participants
were less likely to accept lethal removal of probl@eer/elk, and residents who indicated past
participation in wildlife viewing were more likekp believe that landowners should be held
responsible for addressing problems on their owshig participation had little to no impact on
residents’ reactions to deer/elk management actions

Results by wildlife value orientation.Mutualists were less accepting of capturing antklky
removing a problem deer or elk, whereas Utilitagsiarere more accepting of this management
action than the other value orientation types (fégvil.B.3). Distanced individuals were least
likely among the value orientation types to supgemmtiowner compensation schemes for
damage (greater than $10,000) caused by deer.dviatkalists and Distanced individuals were
most accepting of requiring landowners to take tdeast 50% of the responsibility for dealing
with nuisance situations; however, the effect sixehis comparison indicated only marginal
variation. The least amount of variation amonguhlele orientation types occurred for the action
involving a contribution of agency funds to a cekare program supporting the construction of
fences around damaged property.
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Figure VII.B.3. Percent of wildlife value orientati type accepting of particular management
actions for problem deer or elk.
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Results by county.Results by county can help identify locations whaublic support of
management actions may be higher or, alternativéigre actions are likely to generate a
greater amount of controversy. Whereas the majofit{fashington residents found landowner
compensation to be an unacceptable strategy foessidg greater than $10,000 of deer/elk-
related damage, the majority of residents in séwenanties in eastern Washington were
supportive of this action (Figure VII.B.4). Certaiounties where residents were opposed to
compensation schemes had higher levels of suppoirtifiatives like a cost-share program
designed to help build fences around damaged prepéFigure VII.B.5). This could indicate
that residents in these areas are likely to suppore proactive strategies aimed at preventing
future problems as opposed to reactive measurésasucompensation. As an illustration, two
areas in central Washington (Chelan, Douglas, aaatGounties; Yakima and Klickitat
Counties) who reported up to 10% of residents liadetated problems at their home may wish
to indicate that proactive measures would be beia¢fn these areas. Figure VII.B.6 shows
support for WDFW requiring landowners to accegdeast 50% of the responsibility in dealing
with problem deer or elk. Benton, King, and Spok@oenties indicated the most amount of
residents in support of landowner responsibilitgs&lts, however, do not indicate if residents
think that problems with deer or elk are “just atpd life” and that landowners are largely
responsible for their own property or whether resid think that accepting 50% of the
responsibility means that landowners could harttdeproblems more directly (e.g., killing the
nuisance animal) without agency oversight.

Figure VII.B.4. Percent of residents accepting dFW compensating landowners for damage
($210,000 or more) caused by deer or elk.
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Figure VII.B.5. Percent of residents accepting @&V contributing agency funds to a cost-
share program supporting the construction of feacesnd property that has been damaged by
deer or elk.
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Figure VII.B.6. Percent of residents accepting d®MW requiring landowners to accept at least
50% of the responsibility in dealing with problemed or elk.
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C. WOLVES

Wolves are a state and federal endangered spexidsae started to recolonize Washington
from other surrounding states. There are a widgea opinions and interests associated with
wolves. Some residents may be concerned that agaise in wolves could lead to problems like
attacks on livestock and population declines inatergame species (e.g., deer and elk). Others
may be excited about the prospect of having walggsn to Washington (e.g., the opportunity
to see wolves in the wild). This section explotes acceptability of different management
actions that may be considered by WDFW in the tuag wolves become reestablished in the
state. Supporting tables for results reportedismghaction can be found in Appendix E (Table E-
31 to E-46). Items used on the survey for thisiseare presented below.

WOLVES:

Woalvesare a state and federal endangered species andhave started to recolonize Washington from other surrounding states.
There are a wide range of opinions and interests associated with wolves. Someresidents are concerned that anincreaze in wolves
couldleadto problemslike attacks onlivestock and population declinesin certamhimted species. Others are excited about the
prospect ofhaving wolves retumto Washington {for example, the opportumity to see wolves i the wild). Below we ask about the
acceptability of different management actions that mavy be considered in the future as wolves become reestablished in the state.
Circle one number for each siaiement delow.

Highly Moderately  Slighfly Slighfly  Moderatelr  Highly

Isituna Itab]e =] acceplah]e for WDFW 105 Unacceptable Unscceptable Unecceptable Neither Acceptable Acceptsble Acceptable

_..movewolves from one area in Washington where
they*vereached 2 certain population size to another i o 3 4 3 i} 7
area m the state to establish new wolf populations?

.._allow wolves to recolontze and estzblish new ; 3 5 . % 6 "
populations on their own i Washington? E = L '
- limit the number of wolves if they canse declmes m 1 5 3 4 _ P ;
deer and =lk pepulations in cerain areas? = 2

.._capture and lethally remove 2 wolf if it13 Imown to 1 3 3 4 i & 2

hawe canszed loss of livestock?

..-compenszate landowners for loss of livestock cansad i o 3 i - 6 -
by 2 wolf? & 1 !

.-use g portion of WDFW huniing and s hing

licencze dollars to compensate landowners for loss i 2 3 4 3 6 7
eflivestock caused by a wolf?

_.use g partion af state fax dellars to compensate i 5 3 i ’ 6 7
landowners for loss of livestock causad by a wolf? 2

...2llow 2 recreational hunt of welves onee they have
reachad a certain population size that exceads WDEFW 1 2 3 4 3 & 7
recovery goals?
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Results by stateWashington residents generally found natural regaldion of the state by
wolves to be acceptable (74.5%). Residents alspostgdl translocation of wolves by WDFW
from one area in Washington where they have reaatwsitain population size to another area
in the state to establish new wolf populations{%3. There was also a high level of support
among residents for wolf control measures. Speglficresidents were accepting of lethal
removal of wolves that have caused loss of lives{66.9%), limiting the number of wolves in
certain areas if they are contributing to localidedlines in deer or elk (69.8%), and a limited
hunting season on wolves once they have exceeddeMM2covery goals (63.5%). Residents
were less accepting of landowner compensation sebéon wolf-related livestock losses
(44.8%), but were slightly more accepting of thesategies if the funds for compensation came
from the sale of hunting and fishing licenses (2®.1tather than from state tax dollars (40.3%).

Results by demographic and lifestyle characterist& Generally, males were more accepting
than females of invasive management actions sutdttasd removal of wolves, whereas females
were more accepting of wolf recolonization. Oldesidents and residents who have lived for a
longer period of time in their current home orhe state of Washington were more likely to
support lethal control of wolves involved in livesk depredation; these individuals were also
less likely to support wolf recolonization.

Current hunters were highly supportive of limitwglf numbers, both in terms of lethal removal
of damage-causing animals and recreational hun@tog.ent hunters were also supportive of
compensating landowners for livestock losses dweolues, whereas non-hunters were
generally opposed to this strategy. Non-huntergwggnificantly more supportive of wolf
recolonization than were past or current hunteirail& trends were noted for fishing
participation, with current anglers expressing Egsport for wolf recolonization compared to
non-anglers or past participants. Residents inidigdhey had participated in fishing in the past
were more accepting of WDFW using hunting and fighicense dollars to compensate
landowners for wolf-caused livestock losses. Wigdiiiewing participants were generally
supportive of letting wolves recolonize Washingtontheir own and were less supportive of
invasive management techniques and compensatiosunesa Residents in the latent demand
group differed significantly from current huntens almost all of the wolf management variables
except using hunting and fishing license dollarddadowner compensation. More specifically,
compared to current hunters, those in the |latemiatiel category were more supportive of wolf
recolonization and less supportive of invasive vm#inagement techniques (though still
supportive overall).
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Results by wildlife value orientation. Utilitarians and Pluralists were less acceptirantthe
other value orientation types of wolf recolonizatio Washington. Utilitarians and Pluralists
were also less accepting of WDFW assisting withfwaxtovery by moving wolves from one
area in Washington to another part of the stateetp build populations (Figure VII.C.1).
Utilitarians and Pluralists were more likely th&e tother value orientation types to support
control measures resulting in death of wolves. Mlists and Distanced individuals were less
accepting of lethal removal of wolves that havesealiosses to livestock and limiting wolf
numbers to address localized declines in deerkoMaltualists also found it unacceptable for
WDFW to allow a recreational hunt once wolves hexeeeded the agency’s recovery goals.

Figure VII.C.1. Percent of wildlife value orientai type accepting afolf-relatedmanagement
actions
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As depicted in Figure VII.C.2, Distanced individsiddad low levels of acceptability for
compensating landowners for wolf-related livesttodses, particularly if it entailed using a
portion of state tax dollars as the funding souktetualists and Pluralists were more accepting
than the other value orientation types of usingtimgnand fishing license dollars for landowner
compensation programs. Pluralists were consistetfigir responses across the different
compensation mechanisms — approximately 50% oadts were accepting of compensation,
regardless of the funding source (i.e., huntingifig license dollars v. state tax revenue). While
close to 50% of Utilitarians found it acceptabletmpensate landowners for wolf-related
livestock losses, the percent of Utilitarians whpgorted the use of hunting and fishing dollars
or state tax dollars to fund compensation progrdetseased to about 40%. These divisions
among segments of the population highlight the matkfor a significant amount of controversy
to be generated over the use of compensation nesaasira wolf management tool in
Washington.

Figure VII.C.2. Percent of wildlife value orientari type accepting afiolf-relatedcompensation
measures
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Results by county.Support for wolf recolonization in Washington vareidely across

counties. As depicted in Figure VII.C.3, greaterels of support were found in counties in
northwest Washington (e.g., the Seattle metropoht@a), whereas residents from counties in
the east were less accepting. For example, GadiddAsotin Counties had the lowest
percentage of residents who thought wolves shoelallowed to recolonize and establish
populations on their own in Washington (~32%), wit8lan Juan, and Snohomish Counties had
approximately 85% of residents expressing suppontefcolonization. Generally, residents from
eastern Washington were less accepting than rdsidewestern Washington of WDFW
assisting with wolf recovery by moving wolves frame part of the state where they have
become established to another to build populatibiggure VII.C.4).

Residents from counties in far eastern Washingterewnuch more likely to support WDFW
compensating landowners for loss of livestock duealf predation; however, Yakima County
residents were also supportive of compensationnsebéFigure VII.C.5). Residents from
counties in the northwest portion of Washingtonenaso less likely than other county residents
to agree that WDFW should limit wolf numbers intaér areas if those wolves are causing
localized declines in deer and elk populations{fegv1l.C.6). Similarly, residents in the far
northwestern portion of Washington and in Douglasii@y were less supportive of a limited
recreational hunt of wolves once they have exce®dB&\W recovery goals (Figure VII.C.7)
than residents in other parts of the state. Retaiit$ to coincide with the distribution of
Utilitarians, who are more likely to support acties like hunting and lethal control. For
example, about 86% of Garfield County residentso(ate mostly Utilitarians) were accepting
of WDFW capturing and lethally removing a wolf thets caused loss of livestock, whereas
approximately 55% of residents in San Juan Coumy(are mostly Mutualist) were supportive
of this action. Additionally, Garfield County resiats were moderately to strongly in favor of
limiting the number of wolves if they cause locatizdeclines in deer and elk populations,
whereas Kitsap County residents (who had a more ésstribution of Utilitarians and
Mutualists) were less accepting and had less censarn this item. These findings highlight the
utility of examining the distribution of differesegments of the population (i.e., wildlife value
orientation types) across the landscape to hedmiicipating how people in certain areas are
likely to respond to wildlife-related issues andnmagement strategies. This kind of information
can be particularly important in the context oliss such as those associated with wolf
management that can generate a high level of patiBation and controversy.
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Figure VII.C.3. Percent of residents accepting ofwes being allowed to recolonize and
establish new populations on their own in Washingto
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Figure VII.C.4. Percent of residents accepting ofwes being moved from one area in
Washington where they have reached a certain poguisize to another area in the state to
establish new wolf populations.
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Figure VII.C.5. Percent of residents acceptingahpensating landowners for loss of livestock
caused by a wolf.
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Figure VII.C.6. Percent of residents acceptingrmofting the number of wolves if they cause
declines in the deer and elk populatiomsertain areas

Accepting of
limiting wolves
if causing declines
in deer and elk

(%)

[ e2-92

I 77 - 82

Em7s-77

[C169-73

[ ]63-69

[]:55-63

l:l Counties
D Mational parks
—

'ater

—

74



Figure VII.C.7. Percent of residents acceptingllmiveing a recreational hunt of wolves once
they have reached a certain population size thagezis WDFW recovery goals.
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D. SALMON

Many salmon species are federally listed undeEt#angered Species Act. Salmon are also
considered a symbol of the Pacific Northwest. Faldstate, and tribal management efforts have
focused on the recovery of wild salmon for manyrgeand salmon-related activities occur in a
wide-variety of locations throughout Washington. il&lsome people may feel that salmon
recovery is important for the natural environmamd écal economies, others may feel that it
can interfere with their livelihoods. This sectiexplores residents’ views about salmon and
salmon recovery efforts in Washington. Supportadges for results reported in this section can
be found in Appendix E (Table E-47 to A-58). Iteasd in this section are presented below.

SALMON:

Many salmon are federally listed under the Endangered Species Act. Salmon are also a symbolof the Pacific Northwest. Federal,
state, and tribalmanagement efforts have focused onthe recovery of wild sabmon formany vears. and alarge percentage of
Washington’s geography is involvedin salmon-relatad activities. While some people feel that salmonrecovery is important for the
natural enviromment and local economnges, others feel thatitmay interfere with their ivelihoods. We ars interested in vour views
aboutsalmon in the state. Circle one number for each siatement balow.

" x = CH Stongly  Aoderately  Slighdy Slighdy Moderately  Sorongly
Do vou disagree or agree with the following? Tciar:  Dhinces Dhosw NSk Rl i i
Szlmon ars miportant to the local sconomy whers 1 live. 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
Szlmoen are important to the quality of lif: for residents i = 3 s e
wheral live. = - .

WDFW should contmue its =fforts to recover wild salmon 1 5 3 i 6 -

throughout the state. S

WEDFW should focus more of its efferts on mtreduction of ; -. " 5 6 -
e 2 =

hatchery-raized ralmonto enhance fishing opporiumities.

Decreased Decreassd Remained Increased Increased No
Greathy Some the Same Some Greatly Opinion

Ower the past five vears, would you say that vour support for
salmon recovery has mcreased. decreased. or temamed the same? 1 ] 3 4 3 |
(Circle one number OR check the box fo ndicate “ng opinicn)

Results by stateA large majority of residents indicated that salnao@ important to local
economies (84.1%) and to the quality of life fooplke in Washington (78.0%). There was also a
high level of support for WDFW continuing its salmecovery efforts (91.6%). Less support
was expressed for WDFW focusing more of its efforighe introduction dfiatchery-raised
salmon to enhance fishing opportunities (56.2%)ragimately 8% of residents indicated that
their support for salmon recovery has decreasedtbedast five years, whereas 46.3% indicated
their support had remained the same, and 45.8%tespthat their level of support had increased
during that timeframe.

Results by demographic and lifestyle characterist&c Demographics had very little impact on
beliefs about salmon, with the exception of howdests felt about the introduction of hatchery-
raised salmon. Males and those in the lower incanteeducation brackets were more
supportive of WDFW focusing its efforts on introdioa of hatchery-raised salmon to enhance
recreational fishing opportunities. Current huntemd anglers as well as those who have never
participated in wildlife viewing were also more gaptive of this management action compared
to other population subgroups.
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Results by wildlife value orientation.Although results were statistically significant ff five
salmon-related items when comparing value oriemtatypes, the effect sizes indicated only
marginal variation. The largest effect size (0.1@3} found for residents’ acceptance of WDFW
focusing more of its efforts on introduction of tiary-raised salmon to enhance fishing
opportunities. Utilitarians and Pluralists, who gemerally more likely to participate in activities
such as fishing, were more supportive than therothkeie orientation types of this management
action (Figure VII.D.1). Utilitarians were more dily to report having remained the same or to
have experienced a decrease in their overall fv&lipport for salmon recovery in the last five
years (Figure VII.D.2).

Figure VII.D.1. Percent of wildlife value orientati type agreeing with beliefs abaaimon
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Figure VII.D.2. Support for salmon recovery ovee fiast five years by wildlife value
orientation type.
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Results by county. The percentage of residents indicating that salarennmportant to local
economies ranged from 21.1% in Pend Oreille Cotmtwer 90% in fifteen of Washington’s
counties. The percentage of residents who agreg¢d#mon are important to the quality of life
for people in Washington ranged from 22.9% in F&oyunty to 95.9% in Pacific County. All
Washington counties had more than 65% of residadisating that WDFW should continue its
wild salmon recovery efforts. Support for WDFW fgsawg more of its attention on introduction
of hatchery-raised salmon to enhance fishing oppdres ranged from 42.4% of King County
residents to 75.3% of Yakima County residents.

At least 75% of residents in all counties indicateat their support of salmon recovery has
remained the same or increased over the last éaesy Figure VII.D.3 displays the percentage
of people by county who indicated their supportdalmon recovery hascreasedduring the

last five years. Only two counties had a highecgetage of residents who indicated their
support had decreased than those who indicatedstingport had increased. These two counties
are Lincoln and Grant, which had 1.9% and 4.0%p@esvely)more peoplendicating

decreased support than increased support oveaigshée years. Overall, these results indicate
that there is relatively strong support (particiylam the western counties) for salmon recovery
efforts in Washington.

Figure VII.D.3. Percent of people indicating thiewel of support for salmon recovery has
increased over the last five years.
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E. WILDLIFE ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY

Prior research has shown variation in public pexfees and tolerance for specific wildlife
species. People desiring an increase in the populsizes of certain species may have an
interest in greater opportunities for wildlife vieg, while others may want more of a particular
game species to hunt. Some residents may wantatied in the current population of a
particular species because they are frustrateddiygms that species may be causing. Beliefs
about wildlife population levels are known as “ifld acceptance capacities” (i.e., how much
more or less of a particular species people fircdpiable). An examination of these beliefs can
help resource managers to understand public prefeseand can be used as a tool in the
development of wildlife managements plans for patér species (e.g., see Carpenter, Decker,
& Lipscomb, 2000). The current investigatiddnderstanding People in Plagesxplored
Washington residents’ acceptance capacities footesy black bears, deer, elk, and cougars.
Additional in-depth analyses (i.e., correlation®rg&vconducted to determine whether these
acceptance capacities were related to residermpastiof species-specific management actions
presented earlier in this report. Supporting tafdesesults reported here can be found in
Appendix E (Table E-59 to E-76). Iltems used in #a@stion are presented below.

Would youlike the following wildlife populations in Washington to merease, decrease, or remam at thewr current levels overthe
next five vears? Circle one number for each species below.

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase

This Species Creatly Some Current Level Some Creatly
Coyots 0 i 2 3 4 2]
Blzck Bear o 1 2 3 4 3
Dreer Lt i 2 3 4 3
Elk o i 2 3 4 3
Miountzin lion 0 1 2 3 4 3

Results by stateMore Washington residents wantediacreasein the elk population than for
the population size for this species to remainstimae or decrease. Residents generally wanted
deer, cougar, coyote, and black bear populationsnain the same. People who wanted an
increase in the coyote and black bear populaticare 'ess supportive of lethal control than
residents who did not want an increase in theseiepeEffect sizes for relationships between
wildlife acceptance capacity variables and the piad®lity of lethal control for coyotes and
black bears indicated medium to large effects. f@dcceptance capacities for deer and elk
had little to no effect on residents’ attitudes émdvdamage-related deer or elk management
strategies.
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Results by demographic and lifestyle characterist& Residents with lower levels of education
were more likely to desire an increase in deeradkaumbers and a decrease in predator
populations in the state. Similarly, residents alad lived in Washington or their current home
for a longer period of time were more likely to wéewer predators than people who had not
lived there as long. Older residents were mordyit@want a decrease in wildlife populations,
whereas younger residents were more likely to piedging higher numbers of all species.
Males were more likely than females to prefer highembers of black bear, deer, and elk.

Current hunters and anglers were more likely thest participants and non-participants to want
an increase in deer and elk populations (althobgreffect sizes were smaller for fishing
participation). Those who currently participatenitdlife viewing were more likely to want
increases in all wildlife species, except for debere there were no statistical differences.
Compared to current hunters, residents in the ialemand category were more likely to want
increases in the coyote and cougar populationsemsdikely to want increases in the deer and
elk populations.
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Results by wildlife valueorientation. Figure VII.E.1 displayshe percent of each vali
orientation type preferring eéincreasein thefive wildlife species in the state of Washing
Mutualists were more likelthan the other vali orientation types tdesir¢ an increase in
predator populationdJtilitarians were more likel than the other valuarientatior types to want
a decreasm the black bear arcougar population®luralists were most likely to want increa:
in deer and elk populatiom®@mpared to the other valorientation typesGenerally, the large:
percentages gdeople in each cthe value orientation types wantedpulatiols sizes to remain
the same for all speciesiiggesting th: population levels are acceptable in most oistate
(with the exception oélk, for which residents desired an incre).

Figure VII.E.1.Percent of wildlife value orientation ty preferring anncreast in five wildlife
species in the state of Washing
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Results by county.Although results for most of Washington’s counséswed residents

wanted coyote populations to remain the same,eatsdn Asotin and Wahkiakum Counties
desired a decrease in coyote numbers (Figure 2).Eimilarly, residents in five counties
(Asotin, Columbia, Ferry, Lincoln, and Stevens)fereed a decrease in cougar populations,
while the remainder of counties wanted the popohetito remain the same (Figure VII.E.3). All
counties were accepting of current black bear nugn@geégure VI1.E.4). Residents in 28 counties
wanted deer populations to remain the same, wheesaents from 11 counties wanted deer
populations to increase some (Figure VII.E.5). Mmginties indicated a preference for the elk
populations to increase some; however, Clallanfetksfn, Kitsap, Kittitas, Jefferson, and
Spokane Counties wanted elk populations to rentersame (Figure VII.E.6). Suitable elk
habitat does not appear to have much of an asswciaith people’s acceptance capacities for
this species (Figure VII.E.7), indicating that atfectors (e.g., social variables) are likely
influencing the beliefs of residents instead. Samiyl, residents from four of the five counties that
desire some reduction in cougar populations alse kaitable cougar habitat (Figure VII.E.8),
suggesting that residents may not know they livin@se areas or other factors are at play.

Figure VII.E.2. Wildlife acceptance capacity faryote
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Figure VII.E.3. Wildlife acceptance capacity fdack bear
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Figure VII.E.4. Wildlife acceptance capacity fixer
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Figure VII.E.5. Wildlife acceptance capacity fak.

Figure VII.E.6. Wildlife acceptance capacity favugar.
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Figure VII.E.7. Overlay of elk habitat with wildéfacceptance capacity results.
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SECTION VIII. WILDLIFE-RELATED SERVICES

Information collected in this section was intendedhelp identify ways to augment traditional
funding and develop non-traditional alternativefotog-term stable funding. Such funding must
be secured to help WDFW maintain its efforts fonsrving the state’s wildlife resources and
providing residents with wildlife-related recreatiopportunities. The specific emphasis of this
section was on identifying the importance of wileHrelated services to Washington residents, as
well as which of these services people expect WD&Wovide. Residents’ willingness to pay
to help support these services was also explorfed.type of information can help WDFW
understand residents’ perceptions relative to atiiggency priorities and inform possible future
directions for agency activities. While some of ffeevices included on the survey are currently
offered by the agency, others would require newvisiess or partnerships with other
organizations to offer in the future. In additiorew services may require WDFW to take
funding away from other existing responsibilities.

Specific services were identified based on the@sts of the Commission and agency staff, and
were further explored in cooperation with CSU tlglowa series of phone interviews with a small
sample of Washington residents in the fall of 2@a8lowing a brief introduction, including a
general description of what the agency does (eigsion, goals, basic programs) as well as an
indication of the need to obtain public input oreagy activities to inform future directions,
interviews centered on two basic questions:

(1) Thinking broadly, what kinds of fish and wili#lirelated servicedo you expect
WDFW to provide? (Prompt with examples to clasflgat is meant by services, if
necessary. Examples might include hunting, lands& protection of fish and wildlife,
disease management, etc. — offer broad examplesnaspecific issue.)

(2) What are some examples of specific “productsjgportunitiesV\DFW could offer
in response to the different services identifiedurestion 17?

In addition to obtaining input from resident intews, CSU researchers conducted online and
literature searches to inform survey developmen{byexploring new directions that other
agencies may be taking with respect to the sertie®sprovide; and (2) determining if prior
human dimensions research had been conductediarda. Cindi Jacobson (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service), whose Ph.D. dissertation focusedagency funding issues, was also
interviewed as part of this process to help witasl Input from the interviews and literature
searches was used to generate a list of “exampless” to be included on the questionnaire.
Supporting tables for results reported in thisisaatan be found in Appendix F (Table F-1 to F-
11). Items used in this section are presented below
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The Washington Departraent of Fish and Wildlifs (WDFW) has a variety of responsibilitiss when it comes 1o conserving the
state’s fisk and wildlife eources and providing residents with fisk snd wildliferelsted racrestion opportunitizs. Ealow iz alistef
xsmples of services thet WDFW may provids. Soms of these services sre corently offersd by WDFW, while others are sithar
pew activities or ones providad by other organdzstions (for exampla private businessas) that could be considerad as possible
future partnership opportunities for WDFW. New servicss may maquire WDFW to take fimding sway fom other susting
raeponsibilities. Given himited funds wa'r2 interestad ik yonr opinlons about the importance of these services and whether
yvou feel they should be WDFW's respomsibility.

Ir =y
I §

There are multiple parts 1o this gusstiolt $DART ] PART2 PART3.
Howimportsnt is each of the folloming to vou? Shoulditbe | Would vou be
Circie one rumber for each service (4 trough I, WDFW’s | willing to pay
y ’ “ e responsibility | to support_?
to provide 7
Checkone dox | Check one dax
Jor each Jor each
" i Mot a5l Shghly  Mederards Qrazire Frtremel Service SErVICA
EXAMPLE SERVICES Important Impert lmperiamt  lmperiamt  lmperias
A. Care forinjused or orphansd wildldfe. 1 2 3 4 5 O%¥ez DNo | OYes ONo
B Responseto complaints shoutwildlife m 1 2 3 4 3 OYea O%o | OYes O¥o

urban arszs
C. Incentives to private landownars wha

restore wildlife habitat (example tax 1 2 3 4 5 OYes ONo | OYes ONo
breaks reimbussement for expensaes)
D ;:;1’;;“;;:“‘“ of threatened o1 1 2 3 4 5 OYes ONo | OYes DNo
E. Ourdaor aducarionz] programs 10 - - -
e vouth familisg 10 1 2 3 < 5 OYes ONo | OYes ONeo
F. Hunringand fishingopparmnites 1 2 3 4 3 OYes ONe | OYes ONo
G. Wildlife viewinz opportunitiss
(2xzmple: provide information on 1 2 3 4 5 OYes ONo | OYes ONo
vigwing arass, build viewing
platforms boardwralls)
H. Programs that halp local sovemments . ~ R i B
plan for protection of open space and 1 2 3 4 5 OYes ONo | OYes ONo
wildlifs populations inurban aress
I OTHER {write your response beiow) 1 2 3 < 3 OYes ONo | OYes ONo

A. IMPORTANCE OF WILDLIFE-RELATED SERVICES

In an effort to better understand the importanceitdlife-related services to Washington
residents, this section asked people to rate eagiglut identified services on a scale from 1
“Not at all important” to 5 “Extremely important.”

Results by stateAll services received a mean score of at leastitflicating overall that the
listed services were of moderate or high importafogure VIII.A.1). Residents primarily found
the servicegrotection and recovery of threatened or endangepeztieto be the most
important, with almost 40% of residents indicatthgt this service was extremely important.
Wildlife-viewing opportunities (example: providédrmation on viewing areas, building viewing
platforms/boardwalks), care for injured or orphaneddlife, andhunting opportunitiesvere
deemed as less important to residents comparettiéo services included on the survey. Five
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hundred and six service-related comments were haittbn by respondents in the “other”
services section (i.e., those not already contaimélde designated listed). These comments were
grouped into 34 categories, of whiletw enforcemen8.5%) andaccess to land areg8.1%)

were the top two most often cited.

Figure VIII.A.1. Residents’ mean level of importanior wildlife-related services.
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' The level of importance for services was measured scale ranging from 1 ‘Not at all
important’ to 5 ‘Extremely important;’ however, teeale pictured here ranges from 3 to 4 to
emphasize differences in the relatively high mezores.
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Results by demographic and lifestyle characterist& Of the demographic variables, gender
had the greatest influence on beliefs about thertapce of wildlife-related services. Males
were more likely than females to rdenting and fishing opportunitiess important. Females
were more likely than males to firm@refor injured or orphaned wildlif@andresponse to
complaints about wildlife in urban areas important. Residents with lower levels of edioca
were more likely to ratBunting and fishing opportunitiess important.

Current hunters were more likely than past hurdatsnon-participants to assign higher
importance ratings tbunting and fishing opportunitiesith an average mean of 4.5 on a 5-
point scale. Current anglers also found this saamnéce to be the most important, and scored an
average of 4 on the same 5-point scale. Those whiertly participate in wildlife viewing

scored the highest of any group foptection and recovery of threatened and endardjere
speciesCompared to current hunters, residents in tlemtatemand group were more likely to
rate the servicesare for injured or orphaned wildlife, responsectumplaints about wildlife in
urban areasandwildlife-viewing opportunitiegs important and were less likely to indicate that
the servicéhunting and fishing opportunitiesas important.

Results by wildlife value orientation.Differences among the value orientation types with
regard to the importance of the servibesting and fishing opportunities, care for injured
orphaned wildlife, protection and recovery of engared speciegndprograms that help local
governments plan for protection of open space aitdlif@ populations in urban areasere all
associated with a large effect size, indicating b&diefs related to these services varied widely
across the value orientation types. Pluralistsldtiltarians had the largest percentages of
residents who found the servieenting and fishing opportunitiemportant (Figure VIII.A.2);
however, Pluralists scored significantly highenthéilitarians in their average rating of
importance. Mutualists were most likely to find flefowing services importanprotection and
recovery of threatened or endangered spearefprograms that help local governments plan for
protection of open space and wildlife populatiomsitban areasDistanced individuals found
the following services most important out of theetservicesprotection and recovery of
threatened or endangered specesiprograms that help local governments plan for pctitsn

of open space and wildlife populations in urbanaae

90



Figure VIII.A.2. Mean level of importance for wil#-related services by wildlife value

orientation typé.
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Results by county. Compared to residents in other areas, San Juantasidents reported
the highest level of importance (moderate to quddejhe most servicesncentives to private
landowners who restore wildlife habitat, protectiand recovery of threatened or endangered
speciesandoutdoor educational programs to connect youth/faasito nature) Columbia
County residents reported the highest level of ingnee forhunting and fishing opportunities.
Thurston County residents indicated the highesllef/importance of any county for the
serviceswildlife viewing opportunitiesndprograms that help local governments plan for
protection of open space and wildlife populatiomsitban areasPacific County residents
reported the highest importance level for the semware for injured or orphaned wildliféing
County residents had the highest level of imporarfcall the counties for the serviesponse
to complaints about wildlife in urban areas.

Of all the counties, Garfield County residents grssd the lowest ratings of importance (slight to
moderate) to more than half of the services indudle the surveycare for injured or orphaned
wildlife, protection and recovery of threatenedemdangered species, outdoor educational
programs to connect youth/families to nature, vifddViewing opportunitiesasndprograms that
help local governments plan for protection of ogpace and wildlife populations in urban
areas) Stevens County residents were least likely te tia¢ serviceesponse to complaints
about wildlife in urban areaas important, and Asotin County residents hadawest rating of
importance for the servigacentives to private landowners who restore wikdhabitat

(example: tax breaks, reimbursement for expendes)g County residents had the lowest score
for hunting and fishing opportunitie$he servicevildlife viewing opportunitieseceived the
lowest level of importance out of all listed seesdy residents in 31 of 39 counties.
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B. AGENCY’S RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE WILDLIFE-RELA TED SERVICES

Many wildlife-related services are considered inbt@ot to Washington residents. To enhance
understanding of public expectations of WDFW, resitd were asked to indicate whether or not
it was WDFW'’s responsibility to provide each of #ight identified services. This information
with regard to public preferences and perceptidmssponsibility was intended to help WDFW
in the context of prioritizing its current actias and informing possible future directions. In
addition, it could aid in identifying where pubbctreach may be needed to raise awareness to
help clarify the agency’s role.

Results by stateOverall, more than 50% of residents indicated #fladervices were WDFW'’s
responsibility to provide. The largest percentaeesidents indicated thatotection and
recovery of threatened or endangered spegias WDFW'’s responsibility to provide (Figure
VIII.B.1). Many residents also indicated that itsW&/DFW'’s responsibility to provide the
following servicesresponse to complaints about wildlife in urban areadhunting and fishing
opportunities

Figure VIII.B.1. Percent of residents indicatingsitWDFW'’s responsibility to provide wildlife-
related services.
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Results by wildlife value orientation. Mutualists were more likely than the other value
orientation types to indicate that WDFW should prdeva number of services, including:
protection and recovery of threatened or endangegaeties, care for injured or orphaned
wildlife, programs that help local governments pfan protection of open space and wildlife
populations in urban areagndincentives to private landowners to who restorealiié habitat
(Figure VIII.B.2). Pluralists and Utilitarians weemore likely than the other value orientation
types to think it is WDFW'’s responsibility to praa hunting and fishing opportunities.
Distanced individuals were more likely to indicttat the following services were WDFW'’s
responsibility:;programs that help local governments plan for pctitsn of open space and
wildlife populations in urban areasndresponse to complaints about wildlife in urban area

Figure VIII.B.2. Percent of wildlife value orientan type agreeing that wildlife-related services
areWDFW'’s responsibility to provide
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Results by county. All counties had more than 50% of residents indgncpthat the listed
services were WDFW'’s responsibility to provide, epicfor the following instances where less
than 50% of residents felt this way: San Juan Goredidents indicated that it was MDFW’s
responsibility to provide the servicare for injured or orphaned wildlifegsidents in Clallam
and Adams Counties felt that it was MBDFW'’s responsibility to provide the serviceentives
to private landowners who restore wildlife habjtand residents iGarfield and Lincoln
Counties indicated that it was NMDFW'’s responsibility to provideildlife viewing
opportunities.
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C. WILLINGNESS-TO-PAY FOR WILDLIFE-RELATED SERVICES

To further assist in facilitating agency decisioegarding wildlife-related services, residents
were asked to indicate whether or not they weréngito pay for each of the eight identified
services.

Results by stateAs depicted in Figure VIII.C.1, residents were mwaling to pay for the
servicegrotection and recovery of endangered and threatespeciesndoutdoor education
programs that connect youth/family to natutdthough the other services were also considered
important, less than 50% of residents were wiltmgay for those services.

Figure VIII.C.1. Percent of residents willing toypfar wildlife-related services.
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Results by wildlife value orientation.Mutualists were most willing to pay for the follawg
servicesprotection and recovery of threatened or endangemztiesandcare for injured or
orphaned wildlifg(Figure VI11.C.2). Furthermore, Mutualists were radikely than the other
value orientation types to indicate a willingnesgay for all services except twounting and
fishing opportunitiesandresponse to complaints about wildlife in urban aedtilitarians and
Pluralists were more likely than the other valuemtation types to express interest in paying for
hunting and fishing opportunitie®istanced individuals were more likely to indeat

willingness to pay foprotection and recovery of threatened or endangeetiever other
services and were more likely than the other vahientation types to express interest in paying
for response to complaints about wildlife in urban area

Figure VIII.C.2. Percent of wildlife value orienia type willing to pay for wildlife-related
services.

Care for injured or orphaned wildlife

Response to complaints about wildlife in urb
areas.

Incentives to private landowners who rest
wildlife habitat.

Protection and recovery of threatened m Utilitarian
endangered species. _
= Pluralist
. Mutualist
Outdoor educational programs to conn ]
m Distanced

youth/families to nature.

Hunting and fishing opportunities

Wildlife viewing opportunities.

Programs that help local governments plan
protection of open space and wildlife
popuations in urban areas.

0% 20% 40% 60%  80% 100%

97



Results by county. Twenty-five counties had more than 50% of redislevilling to pay for the
serviceprotection and recovery of threatened and endartjspeciesResidents in nineteen
counties were willing to pay fdrunting and fishing opportunities/hile residents in seventeen
counties indicated they were willing to pay tartdoor educational programs to connect
youth/families to naturéMore than 50% of residents in twelve counties iathd they were
willing to pay for the serviceare for injured or orphaned wildlifdResidents in eight counties
were willing to pay fowildlife viewing opportunitiesResidents in six counties were willing to
pay forprograms that help local governments plan for petiten of open space and wildlife
populations in urban areagefferson, Klickatat, Skagit, and San Juan Cosrtéel more than
50% of residents willing to pay for the servioeentives to private landowners who restore
wildlife habitat. Skagit and Snohomish Counties had more than 50%safents willing to pay
for the servicegesponse to complaints about wildlife in urban area
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SECTION IX. CONCLUSION

The intent of thé&Jnderstanding People in Placessearch program was to examine the utility of
spatially-depicted data at varying degrees of rggmi to facilitate solutions for a variety of
wildlife-related issues pertinent to participatstgte agencies. Geographically-referenced data
can enhance the applicability of human dimensiafaination to fish and wildlife management
and help in anticipating public response to managgrstrategies at more local scales. In
addition, to enhance local-level understandingyigue emphasis of this project was on
exploring how residents feel about the place whigeg live and, more specifically, about the
wildlife and wildlife-related issues and experientieey may face in that context (i.e., near the
home).

For the Washington component of this project, datee collected in each of Washington’s 39
counties to improve WDFW's ability to respond tedtized issues and problems, and
furthermore, to inform the agency’s strategic plagrprocess by ensuring county-level
representation of public opinion and concerns.taltof 4,183 completed surveys (32%
response rate) obtained in this investigation aidor adequate numbers to generalize at the
state and county levels as well as to specific fajmn subgroups of interest (e.g., groups
defined by their wildlife value orientations, demapghic characteristics, and participation in
wildlife-related recreation activities).

Findings from this investigation offer many exangpté where county-level data can be more
helpful than statewide results in depicting thewades of residents across a variety of issues.
This type of information can be useful in underdiag the variability in public response to
wildlife-related issues and management strategi@isdan exist at finer scales, and it can also
provide guidance as to where communication efimidy be needed to alleviate controversy and
garner greater support for agency efforts in therés A more detailed discussion of these
implications in relation to key concepts and mamagyat issues of interest in this study is
provided below.

A. PRELIMINARY IMPLICATIONS OF STUDY FINDINGS

» Wildlife Value Orientations: The distribution of wildlife value orientation typén
Washington revealed by the current investigaticasi$ollows: 35% Mutualist, 33%
Utilitarian, 18% Distanced, and 14% Pluralist. Ténessults provide confirmation of findings
from an earlier study depicting Washington as hgeamelatively high percentage of people
with a mutualism value orientation toward wildlifgnen compared to other western states
(Teel et al., 2005). Mutualists view wildlife agpable of having relationships of caring and
trust with humans, as if part of an extended fajahd as deserving of rights. Compared to
those with a more utilitarian orientation toware tlesource, who believe wildlife should be
used and managed primarily for human benefit, Migtsaare less likely to support
traditional forms of management that can resudtaath or harm to wildlife (e.g., hunting,
lethal control). As an illustration based on theults of the current studWfderstanding
People in Placgs Mutualists were generally less accepting thatitatians of lethal control
of coyotes, black bears, deer, elk, and wolves.
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While the percentage of Mutualists in Washingtdatiee to other states may be high, the
state can also be characterized as having a miggddtion of wildlife value orientation
types, evidenced by the roughly equal distribubbMutualists and Utilitarians identified in
the current investigation — 33.3% Utilitarian, 1%.®luralist, 34.9% Mutualist, and 17.8%
Distanced. This suggests that the potential forasaonflict over wildlife-related issues at
the overall state level is high. However, when examg the distribution of wildlife value
orientation types by county, it becomes cleardoashere WDFW can anticipate higher
levels of conflict in the form of mixed public senent or resistance to proposed
management strategies. Yakima and Clallam Courftegxample, have a nearly 1 to 1 ratio
of Utilitarians to Mutualists, suggesting that these areas where the agency may want to
consider targeting its outreach and communicatidratives to reduce potential controversy
between people with different value orientationsrananagement decisions in the future.
Similarly, findings can be used to identify aredseve greater consistency or consensus
among publics on wildlife management issues idylike

Beliefs about and Experiences with Local WildlifeMany residents indicated they
consider the wildlife near their homes as enjoyableave around (86.4%) and as a valuable
opportunity for recreation (57.4%); however, somg&dents felt that the wildlife in their area
were dangerous (18.7%) and a nuisance (23.5%)nAsample of variation in beliefs about
wildlife that was detected at the county level, @obia, Pacific, and Lincoln Counties had
the highest percentages of residents indicatingdleal wildlife serve as an important source
of outdoor recreation (>80%), whereas Snohomisin@oload only 45.2% of residents who
felt this way.

Approximately 30% of Washington residents as a wheported experiencing problems
with wildlife near their homes over the past ydacidents most commonly reported on the
survey included wildlife-caused damage to landsagpnd agriculture; wildlife getting into
residential gardens and pet food; and threatstacks on domestic animals, including pets
and chickens. Among those reporting a problem, deee cited as the cause by the highest
percentage of residents (48.7%), followed by ransd@2.4%) and coyotes (15.9%). A
majority of residents in Ferry, Jefferson, Pendil@i,eSan Juan, and Stevens Counties
(between 50.4% and 53.6% of residents) indicatattttey have experienced wildlife-
related problems near their homes, whereas on®g Bf3Franklin County residents reported
a problem. As another, more specific illustratidrcaunty-level differences, approximately
38% of residents in Wahkiakum County and almost 26%&sidents in Cowlitz and Garfield
Counties indicated elk had caused problems nearttbmes in the past year (compared to
only about 6% of residents statewide reportingreliated problems). These findings are
helpful in being able to pinpoint areas in theestahere human-wildlife conflict is most
prevalent and to define the nature of the problgrasare occurring there. This information
can then be used by WDFW in conjunction with ow@urces of data (e.g., wildlife-vehicle
collision reports, as depicted in the body of tieigort) to determine where to focus its
management and communication efforts aimed at iconfiitigation. Given limited agency
resources and funds available to address humatife/iddnflict incidents, identification of
these “local target areas” becomes critical foueing greater management efficiency.
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Land Access:While at the statewide level less than 50% of Wagtioin residents wanted
more access to land areas near their homes in wighrticipate in outdoor activities, the
majority of residents in certain counties (Cowlitewis, Pacific, Pierce, and Skagit)
indicated a desire for greater access. Residemstsne of these areas, despite the amount of
public land currently available for recreation, w@tso more likely to indicate a willingness
to pay a fee for access and to express suppdWiFW working with private landowners to
improve access to local land areas. Findings sudjgasthese are areas which could be
targeted for purposes of providing greater acoesg, (through partnerships with local
landowners and/or other agencies and organizattorfakilitate residents’ participation in
recreation activities in the future.

Lethal Control of Coyotes and Black BearsWhile the general public tends to find lethal
control measures less acceptable than nonlethatitpees for addressing wildlife-related
problems, lethal removal often becomes more acbépta residents when it is used to
address severe incidents of human-wildlife confkehdings from the current study, for
example, indicate that Washington residents wenerikely to support lethal control of
coyotes and black bears when attacks on pets oamaiirave occurred or when there is a
potential for disease transmission. Consensus amesdents over the acceptability of lethal
control was lowest for nuisance interactions (¢hge,animal is getting into trash or pet food),
suggesting that the use of lethal control in tkhiEnsirio is likely to be highly contentious.
Certain areas, such as San Juan and Jeffersoni€qguratd lower percentage of residents
who found lethal control of coyotes and black beaeptable than other locations. These
areas represent “hotspots” in Washington whereigleeof certain management techniques to
deal with human-wildlife conflict is likely to reun a heightened level of public opposition.

Overall, findings regarding public acceptance tidremoval have implications for WDFW
in terms of the agency’s ability to anticipate wdhand under what circumstances
controversy is more or less likely to develop detinal control strategies. This information
can be helpful in the context of evaluating whichnagement alternatives should be pursued
in a given area or situation, realizing that susftdsmplementation of management
strategies is oftentimes dependent upon publicatpim addition, findings can offer
guidance in terms of how and under what circum&sMWDFW may need to communicate
more readily with the public on these issues. kan®le, lethal removal is likely to generate
greater controversy in situations perceived bypihiglic as lacking a significant threat to
human (or pet) safety, and communication aimedatiging a clear justification for lethal
control may be especially import for these situadioAs discussed in the body of this report,
the applicability of these findings may be furtleahanced by integrating the information
with other sources of data, including, for exampéports identifying locations where
WDFW has had to respond to specific conflict inaigenvolving black bears or coyotes.

Deer and Elk Management:Washington residents as a whole were more accepting
preventative measures than lethal control or daraggensation schemes for addressing
problem deer or elk. For example, a vast majofiityesidents indicated that it was acceptable
for WDFW to use devices designed to scare deelk@veay or to require landowners to
accept at least half of the responsibility for adding problem animals. Approximately 45%
of residents at the state level were also acceptfiyDFW contributing funds to a
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landowner cost-share program to build fences arguogerty that has been damaged by
deer or elk. Results by county suggest that thereertain locations in the state where levels
of public acceptance of deer and elk managemehhigges do not fit the overall trend
reported at the state level. For example, whilentlagority of Washington residents did not
agree that WDFW should compensate landowners faratecelk damage exceeding $10,000,
several counties in eastern Washington (Garfiethtiéy, Columbia, and Franklin) were
supportive of this strategy. These findings provigither evidence of the need to consider
local-level factors, including the nature of wifélirelated problems and public response,
when evaluating the effectiveness of possible mamagt solutions.

Wolf Recovery: Approximately74% of Washington residents as a whole found iepiable
for wolves to recolonize the state on their own BomndVDFW to move wolves from one area
of the state where they've reached a certain ptipulgize to another area in Washington to
help with wolf recovery. However, there was clealgtivergence of public opinion on this
issue. Western Washington residents, for exampdeg wenerally more accepting than
residents in eastern Washington of these actiangh&more, King, San Juan, and
Snohomish Counties had more than 80% of residadisating that wolves should be
allowed to recolonize Washington on their own, whihly 32% of residents in Asotin and
Garfield Counties in the eastern portion of théestaund this to be acceptable. As another
illustration, residents of counties in the mostieasportion of Washington were more likely
than residents in the northwestern region of thegesb find it acceptable for WDFW to limit
wolf numbers if causing localized declines in daed elk and to support a recreational hunt
of wolves once wolves have reached a certain ptpnolaize. These findings highlight the
importance of examining public response to contrsigéissues such as wolf management at
more local levels as opposed to only relying oteskavel data, which may be misleading if
trying to generalize to certain regions of theestat

Salmon: It is clear from this investigation that wild salmand salmon recovery efforts are
important to Washington residents. The vast mgjdr@lieved salmon are important to local
economies (84.1%) and are important to the quafitife in Washington (78.1%). Overall
support among residents was high for WDFW contiguii® salmon recovery efforts
(91.6%), and at least 75% of residents in all Wagtioin counties indicated that their support
of salmon recovery has either remained the sanmemased over the last five years.

Desired Population Levels for Wildlife SpeciesOver 50% of residents indicated a
preference for populations of coyotes, black besard,cougars to remain at their current
levels in Washington. While nearly half of all idsints were also accepting of current
population sizes for deer and elk, a significantpetage expressed a desire for increased
numbers of these species (47.7% for elk; 40.9%iéer). Preferred population levels varied
only slightly by county, with most residents waugtithhe populations to remain the same;
however, many counties did indicate a desire fopebpulations to increase some. Findings
as a whole suggest a relatively high tolerance antioa public for the various species.
Exceptions to this trend were noted for specifipydation subgroups. For example,
Utilitarians were more likely than the other valu@ntation types to prefer a decrease in
predator populations, suggesting that this group Inealess willing to support predator
conservation initiatives in the future. This kindimformation can help WDFW better
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understand its audiences, including how differexgnsents of the public may respond to
future conservation and management strategiep&mific species.

Wildlife-Related Services:A number of different wildlife-related services waated as
important to Washington residents, and many ressdeglieved WDFW had a responsibility
to provide such services. While some of these sesvincluded on the survey are currently
offered by the agency, others would require newvisiess or partnerships with other
organizations to offer in the future. The servidgdhvwhe highest importance rating was
protection and recovery of threatened or endangepetiesand approximately 88% of
residents believed WDFW had the responsibilityrtavjgle the service. Nearly 8% of
residents indicated that there were additionaléotlservices that were important to them,
includinglaw enforcemen&ndaccess to land aregthe top two most often cited “other”
services). Variation in beliefs about services exiacross the counties, particularly with
respect to whether residents were willing to payckrtain services. As an example, residents
from nineteen counties were willing to pay famting and fishing opportunitiesnd

residents from seventeen counties indicated theg wéling to pay foroutdoor educational
programs to connect youth/families to natusdile residents in only four counties indicated
a willingness to pay for the servigeentives to private landowners who restore widdli
habitat. These types of findings provide an indication oblic expectations and levels of
support that can help WDFW in the context of ptimimg its current activities, informing
possible future directions, and identifying whetdblic outreach may be needed to raise
awareness to help clarify the agency’s role.

Wildlife-Related Recreation: Many residents indicated past participation in \ifidrelated
recreation activities (i.e., hunting, fishing, wifd viewing), and future interest in these
activities exceeded current rates of participafaefined by participation in the last 12
months) at the state level. Current participatiates, which were highest for wildlife
viewing, varied considerably across the countiepdred participation levels for hunting
and fishing were lower, for example, in countieantbe Seattle metropolitan area. In
addition, certain counties such as Adams and Khatkiad higher latent demand for hunting
(defined by higher percentages of residents inisigahey do not currently participate, but
have an interest in future participation) compacedther counties. Geographically-tied data
in this sense may help WDFW to identify locationslsas Adams or Klickitat County where
hunter recruitment programs may be more succesdfid.information can be linked to other
sources of data, including land access that maseses a constraint to participation in certain
areas. It can also be looked at in conjunction witre in-depth analyses such as those
included in the body of this report that attempidentify the characteristics of people in the
latent demand categories.
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B. NEXT STEPS

Human dimensions data presented in this repopramearily descriptive in nature, and are
intended to portray the variety of beliefs andtadkes residents have regarding wildlife and
wildlife-related issues throughout the state of Wagton. Implications of findings were
illustrated in particular areas to highlight wh&®®FW efforts may be augmented through the
use of human dimensions information collectedragrfdegrees of resolution. In order to more
fully explore the utility of these data in termstbéir application to planning and decision-
making, WDFW staff will arrange a series of workgbofacilitated by CSU as needed, that
focus on certain inquiries of interest (e.g., lacdess, wildlife-related services) and further
investigate the larger array of management impboatand potential recommendations
stemming from this collaborative investigation.akidition, as part of the multi-state project
Understanding People in PlacegSSU is working with participating state agendeeslevelop a
“regional” report that will explore specific managent issues of interest in greater depth using
more complex spatial analysis techniques and gtads-comparisons. The regional report will
be released at a later date and is intended tocfuenhance the application of project findings to
fish and wildlife management in the western region.
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APPENDIX A. SUPPORTING TABLES FOR WILDLIFE VALUE OR [IENTATION AND
DEMOGRAPHIC AND LIFESTYLE CHARACTERISTICS SECTIONS
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Table A-1. Distribution of wildlife value orienians.

County Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced
Adams 45.0 16.3 18.8 20.0
Asotin 51.6 14.1 25.0 9.4
Benton 36.3 9.9 28.6 25.3
Chelan 39.8 17.3 24.5 184
Clallam 37.0 15.1 37.8 10.1
Clark 38.3 14.0 31.8 15.9
Columbia 61.4 14.3 13.6 10.7
Cowlitz 39.7 19.0 30.2 11.2
Douglas 38.3 12.3 33.3 16.0
Ferry 47.6 19.0 23.8 9.5
Franklin 35.1 11.7 36.4 16.9
Garfield 60.8 7.2 16.8 15.2
Grant 45.6 18.9 26.7 8.9
Grays Harbor 29.3 28.0 32.9 9.8
Island 35.1 12.6 25.2 27.0
Jefferson 27.7 7.3 50.4 14.6
King 28.3 9.8 39.1 22.8
Kitsap 31.3 14.1 38.4 16.2
Kittitas 37.3 15.9 33.3 13.5
Klickitat 36.9 21.3 33.6 8.2
Lewis 53.6 10.7 27.4 8.3
Lincoln 50.0 18.3 20.6 11.1
Mason 41.1 15.8 28.4 14.7
Okanogan 49.5 13.8 26.6 10.1
Pacific 34.0 23.7 35.1 7.2
Pend Oreille 54.0 9.7 25.8 10.5
Pierce 32.5 21.3 33.8 12.5
San Juan 21.6 8.1 52.3 18.0
Skagit 315 19.4 37.1 12.1
Skamania 38.1 15.9 31.7 14.3
Snohomish 28.9 14.5 34.9 21.7
Spokane 41.8 14.5 30.0 13.6
Stevens 44.9 18.9 24.4 11.8
Thurston 33.3 12.8 40.2 13.7
Wahkiakum 47.1 12.7 28.4 11.8
Walla Walla 46.1 14.8 25.2 13.9
Whatcom 29.9 8.5 37.6 23.9
Whitman 44.9 15.7 24.7 14.6
Yakima 33.3 18.5 33.3 14.8
Washington 33.3 13.9 34.9 17.8
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Table A-2. Residents’ demographics.

People <18

Length of

years of age residence in

Length of residence
in current home

County Gendér Agée® in householdl WA (years§ (years¥ Incomé Educatiofl
Adams 49.0 58.85 0.62 46.73 20.84 3.31 1.95
Asotin 53.0 62.94 0.35 35.12 17.82 2.83 1.90
Benton 51.0 58.33 0.53 38.59 15.94 4.46 2.52
Chelan 51.0 59.92 0.49 41.62 15.58 3.82 2.44
Clallam 51.0 63.33 0.35 35.70 13.22 2.99 2.38
Clark 51.0 55.52 0.64 31.19 14.89 4.13 2.42
Columbia 52.0 57.84 0.45 43.33 14.45 3.04 1.97
Cowlitz 51.0 58.62 0.30 44.45 16.02 3.19 1.81
Douglas 51.0 59.99 0.46 44.90 18.18 3.78 1.87
Ferry 49.0 58.94 0.44 43.95 19.24 3.34 2.03
Franklin 47.0 57.29 0.75 37.18 13.83 3.45 2.02
Garfield 50.0 59.62 0.43 48.49 22.07 3.40 2.31
Grant 49.0 62.35 0.61 50.19 18.23 3.30 1.81
Grays Harbor  50.0 59.07 0.57 46.80 15.62 3.35 1.90
Island 52.0 61.61 0.39 37.64 14.85 3.47 2.21
Jefferson 51.0 63.21 0.27 33.13 12.78 3.71 2.61
King 50.0 5451 0.57 29.66 13.32 4,76 2.85
Kitsap 50.0 59.77 0.48 35.20 14.92 4.02 2.36
Kittitas 50.0 59.61 0.52 46.79 18.54 3.35 2.55
Klickitat 51.0 62.02 0.38 36.45 14.93 3.32 2.22
Lewis 51.0 58.17 0.52 45.91 16.29 3.49 2.14
Lincoln 52.0 57.94 0.77 46.00 20.13 3.37 2.09
Mason 49.0 61.39 0.40 44.06 14.56 3.54 2.06
Okanogan 51.0 58.94 0.39 41.91 14.75 291 2.29
Pacific 51.0 59.07 0.45 39.87 14.07 3.16 1.83
Pend Orellle 51.0 58.60 0.48 39.41 16.63 3.01 2.16
Pierce 51.0 57.66 0.44 40.36 11.90 4.19 2.46
San Juan 52.0 62.03 0.24 28.82 13.98 4.05 2.95
Skagit 51.0 58.44 0.53 39.12 13.71 4.05 2.30
Skamania 50.0 58.70 0.51 34.95 17.27 3.42 1.95
Snohomish 50.0 56.11 0.66 38.33 17.20 4.30 2.46
Spokane 51.0 58.51 0.37 38.89 15.61 3.42 2.20
Stevens 51.0 57.71 0.60 36.74 14.85 3.34 1.96
Thurston 52.0 57.72 0.46 39.46 13.49 4.16 2.50
Wahkiakum 51.0 62.06 0.41 37.43 16.42 3.17 1.76
Walla Walla 50.0 59.18 0.62 40.27 16.62 3.77 2.40
Whatcom 51.0 57.33 0.54 38.48 14.47 4.04 2.60
Whitman 49.0 57.26 0.62 38.55 19.25 4.06 2.84
Yakima 51.0 59.11 0.44 49.79 17.88 3.22 1.97
Washington 50.6 57.07 0.52 36.48 14.59 4.14 2.49
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! Cell entries represent the percent of respondehtsase female.
2 Cell entries represent the mean age in years.

3Cell entries represent the mean. The original lespscale was as follows: 0 = <$10,000, 1 = $10,000
$24,999, 2 = $25,000-$34,999, 3 = $35,000-$49,939$50,000-$74,999, 5 = $75,000-$99,999, 6 =
$100,000-$149,000, 7 = $150,000-$199,999, and 306 $00+.

“Cell entries represent the mean. The original lespscale was as follows: 0 = <Less than high $choo
education, 1 = High school education or GED, 2 years Associates degree or trade school, 3 = 4-year
degree, 4 = Advanced degree.

Table A-3. Demographics by wildlife value orientetitype.

Length of
People <18 Length of residence in
years of age residence in current home
Gendet Age® inhousehold WA (years§ (years¥ Incomé Educatiofl

Utilitarian 0.32 57.23 0.64 38.61 16.04 4.34 2.39

Pluralist 0.38 60.35 0.42 40.82 16.60 3.32 2.10
Mutualist 0.68 57.54 0.35 35.07 13.51 4.13 2.61
Distanced 0.60 53.05 0.71 31.47 12.23 4.46 2.77

! Cell entries represent the percent of respondehtsase female.
2 Cell entries represent the mean age in years.

3Cell entries represent the mean. The original nespacale was as follows: 0 = <$10,000, 1 = $10,000
$24,999, 2 = $25,000-$34,999, 3 = $35,000-$49,9%9$50,000-$74,999, 5 = $75,000-$99,999, 6 =
$100,000-$149,000, 7 = $150,000-$199,999, and 309 $00+.

“Cell entries represent the mean. The original nespscale was as follows: 0 = <Less than high $choo
education, 1 = High school education or GED, 2yedrs Associates degree or trade school, 3 = 4-year
degree, 4 = Advanced degree.
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Table A-4. Percent of wildlife value orientatiorptyindicating race and ethnicity.

Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced

Race
White 96.6 89.7 93.9 96.6
Black or African American 2.2 2.2 0.6 1.8
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.6 2.2 1.2 0.1
Asian 0.5 5.3 3.7 1.2
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0.0 0.6 60 0.3
Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino 1.4 1.9 2.5 6.1

Table A-5. Percent of wildlife value orientatiorptyindicating participation in wildlife-related reation.

Hunting Fishing Wildlife-viewing

Past Current Future Past Current  Future Past Qurr€uture

Utilitarian 66.3 254 49.6 90.8 48.7 78.2 88.8 78.7 84.4
Pluralist 63.5 20.1 41.8 89.9 52.6 74.4 80.4 69.6 0.28
Mutualist 31.3 3.8 9.5 78.3 24.7 48.7 96.4 84.2  895.
Distanced 29.4 2.2 7.6 78.8 24.7 58.4 91.2 77.2 4 89.

Washington 47.2 13.2 27.2 84.1 36.7 64.0 90.6 79.0 88.6
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Table A-6. Percent of residents indicating paragipn in wildlife-related recreation.

Hunting Fishing Wildlife-viewing
County Past Current  Future Past Current Future PaGurrent Future
Adams 61.4 26.3 53.2 84.0 52.6 80.2 82.9 75.3 84.8
Asotin 70.9 24.0 43.3 86.5 47.6 68.3 87.2 79.4 86.3
Benton 55.6 24.7 38.8 75.3 40.7 56.8 83.0 67.4 80.9
Chelan 60.6 19.5 33.3 82.7 49.5 68.1 89.8 83.2 89.5
Clallam 50.0 11.3 30.1 81l.1 37.1 66.1 94.3 89.7 89.6
Clark 50.0 19.1 31.9 87.5 43.3 74.5 90.3 76.2 89.8
Columbia 73.6 36.7 52.7 87.9 46.2 77.4 93.4 89.8 .393
Cowlitz 66.7 25.7 42.7 92.2 53.2 74.1 93.8 85.1  487.
Douglas 59.3 23.7 37.3 82.5 41.3 71.8 86.4 775 387.
Ferry 70.5 33.7 50.0 89.5 68.6 78.6 95.2 92.3 91.3
Franklin 56.6 15.1 31.9 90.8 41.1 70.7 88.2 64.5 87.8
Garfield 72.0 38.0 48.7 87.1 48.4 76.0 85.4 82.1 85.3
Grant 67.7 25.6 42.9 82.8 44.8 69.0 91.3 81.4 88.2
Grays Harbor 63.4 28.0 45.3 83.5 50.7 66.2 93.6 185. 91.9
Island 42.9 8.2 21.0 73.2 41.6 62.7 83.8 77.9 81.7
Jefferson 39.1 10.9 16.0 87.7 36.6 55.9 95.6 85.4 89.7
King 40.0 8.8 17.9 82.0 26.5 56.5 93.3 79.1 88.2
Kitsap 42.9 7.8 21.3 90.7 30.5 63.4 95.9 86.8 92.6
Kittitas 62.1 25.9 37.5 84.4 38.3 54.2 96.7 88.2 .393
Klickitat 65.3 22.1 47.8 84.4 40.7 69.6 93.2 82.9 9.78
Lewis 58.3 26.9 37.2 83.8 45.3 61.3 915 83.3 88.6
Lincoln 75.2 30.2 47.1 95.1 51.7 76.9 92.7 88.1 91.9
Mason 54.2 13.8 27.6 86.3 41.3 64.0 92.7 78.5 87.8
Okanogan 68.2 31.8 46.7 92.5 55.3 84.8 93.5 88.7 92.5
Pacific 60.0 27.0 46.6 93.5 62.0 82.4 92.5 86.2 592
Pend Oreille 63.6 22.5 45.7 88.4 55.2 72.6 916 690. 91.5
Pierce 46.8 15.3 37.8 82.1 48.7 72.7 84.8 76.3 85.5
San Juan 37.2 10.6 22.2 80.5 42.3 69.4 96.5 93.8 96.4
Skagit 60.7 16.1 325 87.7 41.3 71.3 94.3 88.4 91.5
Skamania 58.5 24.3 44.9 78.5 47.9 68.0 95.3 88.0 91.0
Snohomish 40.5 7.8 19.0 87.8 30.9 63.9 90.5 771 5091
Spokane 55.9 12.5 34.0 90.1 39.1 67.0 88.3 79.2 7 87.
Stevens 71.2 34.5 48.8 87.2 52.5 68.9 91.2 89.3 6 91.
Thurston 42.4 11.8 23.6 78.2 34.2 60.9 93.2 80.5 90.4
Wahkiakum 70.3 23.2 44.4 90.8 52.0 78.1 94.0 93.0 93.8
Walla Walla 57.9 24.8 36.8 81.6 45.0 68.8 86.6 77.4 85.2
Whatcom 41.9 6.5 23.4 85.6 34.5 66.7 88.0 78.9 88.5
Whitman 58.7 15.3 36.4 85.7 42.5 66.3 90.1 84.3 292
Yakima 50.0 14.5 27.8 80.0 37.7 56.8 90.1 73.1 88.5
Washington 47.2 13.2 27.2 84.1 36.7 64.0 90.6 79.0 88.6
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Table A-7. Demographics of hunters and those irhtheing latent demandroup.

Latent

Current demand

hunter groug t-value p-value ES
Gendet 0.11 0.22 -5.15 <.001 154
Age’ 54.28 54.20 0.10 923
People <18 years of age in housefiold  0.79 0.62 2.56 .011 .084
Length of residence in WA (yeatfs) 40.98 35.12 4.89 <.001 148
Length of residence in current home 15.94 12.78 4.30 <001 135
(yearsf
Income 4.55 4.16 3.45 .001 107
Educatiofi 2.21 2.40 -2.69 .007 .083

"Latent demand” group is defined as residents whizated they do not currently participate in hugfibut
have a future interest in participating.

2Effect Size measures. Eta values are presented pvhaines are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”,
.243 = “medium”, and .371 = “large” effects.

3Cell entries represent the mean. Multiplying by @l0 produce the percent of respondents who amesfe.
“Cell entries represent the mean age in years.

>Cell entries represent the mean. The original nespscale was as follows: 0 = <$10,000, 1 = $10,000
$24,999, 2 = $25,000-$34,999, 3 = $35,000-$49,9%9$50,000-$74,999, 5 = $75,000-$99,999, 6 =
$100,000-$149,000, 7 = $150,000-$199,999, and 306 $00+.

®Cell entries represent the mean. The original nespscale was as follows: 0 = <Less than high $choo
education, 1 = High school education or GED, 2yedrs Associates degree or trade school, 3 = 4-year
degree, 4 = Advanced degree.

112



Table A-8. Percent of residents in two latent desneattegories.

County Hunting Latent Demand Fishing Latent Demand
Adams 75.3 84.8
Asotin 79.4 86.3
Benton 67.4 80.9
Chelan 83.2 89.5
Clallam 89.7 89.6
Clark 76.2 89.8
Columbia 89.8 93.3
Cowlitz 85.1 87.4
Douglas 77.5 87.3
Ferry 92.3 91.3
Franklin 64.5 87.8
Garfield 82.1 85.3
Grant 814 88.2
Grays Harbor 85.1 91.9
Island 77.9 81.7
Jefferson 85.4 89.7
King 79.1 88.2
Kitsap 86.8 92.6
Kittitas 88.2 93.3
Klickitat 82.9 89.7
Lewis 83.3 88.6
Lincoln 88.1 91.9
Mason 78.5 87.8
Okanogan 88.7 92.5
Pacific 86.2 92.5
Pend Oreille 90.6 91.5
Pierce 76.3 85.5
San Juan 93.8 96.4
Skagit 88.4 91.5
Skamania 88.0 91.0
Snohomish 77.1 91.5
Spokane 79.2 87.7
Stevens 89.3 91.6
Thurston 80.5 90.4
Wahkiakum 93.0 93.8
Walla Walla 77.4 85.2
Whatcom 78.9 88.5
Whitman 84.3 92.2
Yakima 73.1 88.5
Washington 14.8 28.9
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APPENDIX B. SUPPORTING TABLES FOR
PERCEPTIONS OF NATURE AND PLACE SECTION
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Table B-1. Percent of residents agreeing with Eebout nature and the area near their homes.

Belief Strength

Survey item Slightly Moderately Extremely
| think nature...
is fragileor 3.2 33.6 23.6
is durable 2.7 25.0 11.9
is unlimited, abundardr 4.7 15.7 5.5
IS limited, scarce 10.2 41.8 22.3
is unpredictable, chaotmr 7.6 30.7 11.9
is predictable, ordered 75 27.1 15.2
IS remote, uninvitingr 1.0 1.8 29
is accessible, inviting 55 48.5 40.3
can take care of itsetir 2.6 6.3 3.0
needs to be protected 6.5 30.3 51.3
| think the area near my home...
is ugly, unattractiver 1.9 3.2 2.1
is beautiful, attractive 4.6 41.2 47.0
is safeor 3.0 57.5 31.2
is dangerous 2.3 4.5 1.6
is common, generior 2.9 25.7 8.2
is unique 6.6 29.0 27.7
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Table B-2. Percent of wildlife value orientatiorpéyagreeing witlspecificbeliefs about nature and the area
near their homes.

Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced
| think nature...
is fragile 37.3 59.3 84.2 57.4
is limited/scarce 61.1 65.7 87.9 78.4
is unpredictable/chaotic 47.6 52.3 50.7 53.5
is accessible/inviting 95.7 92.2 94.3 93.5
needs to be protected 75.8 88.4 97.5 91.6
| think the area near my home...
is beautiful, attractive 94.3 89.3 90.9 96.2
is safe 95.7 87.7 87.7 95.3
IS unique 60.1 58.7 64.4 70.5
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Table B-3. Percent of residents agreeing with $jpdoeliefs abounature

| think nature...

Needs to be
County Is fragile Is limited Is unpredictable Is accessibl  protected
Adams 47.1 69.6 39.7 94.0 75.7
Asotin 42.2 65.5 48.6 94.0 77.4
Benton 51.2 81.8 47.2 93.2 85.2
Chelan 40.0 63.3 47.1 98.9 83.5
Clallam 52.7 66.1 47.3 97.3 82.1
Clark 61.4 72.4 40.8 99.0 91.2
Columbia 43.5 60.8 44.1 96.2 71.0
Cowlitz 42.6 71.7 34.6 99.0 77.4
Douglas 50.7 59.7 59.1 100.0 82.6
Ferry 44.8 65.6 45.2 95.9 71.6
Franklin 62.5 73.6 43.3 94.1 83.3
Garfield 36.6 58.2 32.7 94.5 72.1
Grant 51.7 68.2 43.9 96.4 82.4
Grays Harbor 50.0 65.8 48.6 89.5 75.9
Island 57.7 70.1 43.4 94.1 81.6
Jefferson 63.0 76.2 40.3 97.5 86.5
King 65.5 79.3 59.3 93.0 91.9
Kitsap 67.4 77.2 44.7 100.0 87.2
Kittitas 55.8 78.8 44.3 95.7 84.2
Klickitat 50.9 73.6 36.0 95.5 83.5
Lewis 49.4 64.9 42.7 96.0 76.0
Lincoln 53.4 66.1 45.6 99.1 70.7
Mason 56.2 77.9 47.7 90.8 90.8
Okanogan 51.5 70.1 36.8 99.0 79.2
Pacific 60.2 75.6 51.7 98.9 85.4
Pend Oreille 46.7 67.8 42.4 94.8 69.2
Pierce 67.1 71.6 45.9 91.8 92.0
San Juan 62.1 75.3 515 96.1 85.6
Skagit 59.5 72.2 46.3 93.7 87.6
Skamania 48.3 69.6 42.0 98.2 80.2
Snohomish 64.4 72.6 53.5 92.0 83.8
Spokane 45.8 68.3 49.0 97.0 84.3
Stevens 44.7 72.3 35.2 98.4 79.8
Thurston 61.1 79.6 48.6 93.6 92.8
Wahkiakum 54.9 68.5 47.0 93.3 73.9
Walla Walla 45.7 68.3 32.0 98.0 87.3
Whatcom 57.5 77.1 49.5 94.5 87.4
Whitman 46.4 67.9 43.8 96.4 86.9
Yakima 59.5 64.5 48.0 93.4 87.3
Washington 60.5 74.3 50.4 94.4 88.1
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Table B-4. Percent of residents agreeing with $jpdaeliefs abouthe area near their homes

The area near my home is...

County Beautiful/attractive Safe Unique
Adams 89.5 93.6 51.9
Asotin 88.3 94.1 68.3
Benton 85.6 94.4 53.9
Chelan 98.9 94.5 80.4
Clallam 97.4 89.5 87.6
Clark 90.3 92.4 54.3
Columbia 100.0 97.0 70.2
Cowlitz 90.3 91.6 59.8
Douglas 92.8 95.8 75.7
Ferry 100.0 88.9 82.4
Franklin 77.8 87.7 44.3
Garfield 94.9 94.9 59.8
Grant 80.0 90.4 58.8
Grays Harbor 92.4 90.9 60.8
Island 99.0 97.0 84.2
Jefferson 98.5 92.9 85.2
King 95.4 94.3 62.2
Kitsap 99.0 93.7 70.5
Kittitas 97.5 93.9 76.9
Klickitat 98.3 92.0 87.8
Lewis 91.3 92.3 55.8
Lincoln 95.0 85.6 75.6
Mason 94.4 86.0 71.3
Okanogan 95.2 92.1 72.8
Pacific 98.9 82.2 81.1
Pend Oreille 97.6 93.5 78.9
Pierce 87.2 89.5 60.5
San Juan 99.1 91.6 954
Skagit 97.4 98.2 77.2
Skamania 100.0 91.3 92.2
Snohomish 92.3 85.9 60.3
Spokane 91.5 91.1 59.4
Stevens 98.4 94.3 67.7
Thurston 95.6 94.7 75.4
Wahkiakum 98.9 90.2 80.6
Walla Walla 94.5 93.5 63.6
Whatcom 95.6 93.8 75.0
Whitman 90.8 97.7 71.3
Yakima 85.2 82.1 53.2
Washington 92.8 91.7 63.3
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Table B-5. Percent of wildlife value orientatiorpé&yagreeing with statements related to participaticoutdoor
activities.

Avoids Afraid of being

Participates participation harmed by
Often Outside a lot mainly for due to afear of  wildlife if

participates because of job exercise strangers participating
Utilitarian 81.9 18.2 66.0 3.1 4.2
Pluralist 83.3 20.9 71.4 10.2 9.5
Mutualist 80.9 9.6 68.7 10.7 5.8
Distanced 81.4 10.7 64.9 5.6 7.7
Washington 81.6 14.3 67.4 7.2 6.1

Table B-6. Percent of wildlife value orientatiornpéyindicating seasonal participation in outdooivéats near
their homes.

Spring Summer Fall Winter Does not participate
Utilitarian 65.5 89.5 67.5 27.3 4.5
Pluralist 69.1 89.2 64.5 26.3 3.2
Mutualist 65.8 89.2 56.5 20.4 8.8
Distanced 48.9 88.7 43.0 12.4 4.1
Washington 63.1 89.2 58.8 221 5.8
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Table B-7. Percent of residents agreeing with statds related to participation in outdoor actigtie

Often Outside a lot Participates mainly Avoids participation  Afraid of being
County participates because of job  for exercise due to strangers harmed by wildlife
Adams 77.2 40.5 48.7 6.3 3.8
Asotin 83.9 23.8 65.6 8.9 5.7
Benton 75.0 23.3 62.0 4.3 4.3
Chelan 85.6 33.0 73.7 10.1 8.1
Clallam 80.3 20.7 63.9 7.5 6.6
Clark 81.6 10.6 70.1 7.7 3.9
Columbia 87.7 38.8 61.6 4.3 10.9
Cowlitz 82.6 28.6 59.6 8.8 3.5
Douglas 84.1 18.7 69.6 2.5 1.3
Ferry 97.1 37.6 53.3 11.4 15.2
Franklin 75.3 23.3 62.3 12.8 5.2
Garfield 84.4 54.9 55.3 1.6 8.1
Grant 73.0 39.3 56.7 7.5 2.2
Grays Harbor 81.3 24.1 51.9 7.4 8.6
Island 82.7 19.6 63.6 1.8 0.9
Jefferson 88.2 22.8 65.9 3.0 11.1
King 81.3 8.8 72.5 5.6 6.7
Kitsap 86.7 17.7 61.6 2.1 3.1
Kittitas 89.4 31.4 61.8 5.7 8.9
Klickitat 84.3 42.5 55.4 8.2 10.8
Lewis 81.9 25.0 64.3 9.5 11.9
Lincoln 87.6 50.0 57.4 2.5 16.0
Mason 78.9 14.9 60.2 12.6 12.9
Okanogan 90.0 34.6 67.3 4.5 12.7
Pacific 92.6 37.0 67.7 11.0 9.7
Pend Oreille 80.0 27.5 53.2 9.6 15.2
Pierce 78.5 104 66.7 7.7 5.1
San Juan 96.5 31.8 61.1 .9 0.9
Skagit 86.1 23.1 74.6 4.9 5.8
Skamania 84.9 34.5 57.9 10.5 14.6
Snohomish 82.9 9.9 63.8 10.8 6.0
Spokane 82.0 12.6 66.7 8.1 8.9
Stevens 90.4 32.0 66.1 .8 8.7
Thurston 89.1 15.8 70.0 7.6 4.2
Wahkiakum 87.1 29.9 49.0 9.0 15.7
Walla Walla 83.9 29.6 51.3 1.8 8.0
Whatcom 87.4 19.8 75.4 6.0 0.9
Whitman 84.4 32.6 61.1 6.6 3.3
Yakima 64.5 13.5 63.0 13.9 7.6
Washington 81.6 14.3 67.4 7.2 6.1
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Table B-8. Percent of residents indicating seaspadicipation in outdoor activities near their hesn

County Spring Summer Fall Winter Did not participate
Adams 56.6 77.6 56.6 22.1 14.5
Asotin 76.7 84.2 68.9 21.7 8.4
Benton 77.8 82.2 71.1 28.9 12.2
Chelan 67.4 93.7 69.5 34.7 3.1
Clallam 64.5 89.9 66.4 34.5 5.5
Clark 65.4 87.6 63.8 19.2 6.7
Columbia 69.1 77.9 77.0 39.7 9.6
Cowlitz 58.4 84.1 58.4 24.8 8.8
Douglas 74.7 82.3 72.2 33.8 3.8
Ferry 74.8 87.4 75.5 51.5 2.9
Franklin 55.8 75.3 51.3 18.2 115
Garfield 74.8 85.4 74.8 35.8 4.1
Grant 59.1 73.6 59.8 20.7 15.9
Grays Harbor 67.1 92.0 68.4 26.3 8.0
Island 69.2 87.9 60.7 25.2 10.3
Jefferson 66.4 92.4 67.9 32.8 2.3
King 55.6 93.3 46.7 12.4 3.4
Kitsap 70.1 87.6 64.9 27.6 8.2
Kittitas 71.1 90.1 73.3 34.7 2.5
Klickitat 71.3 85.2 74.8 33.3 10.4
Lewis 67.1 76.8 68.3 37.8 7.3
Lincoln 66.9 86.9 68.0 34.7 7.4
Mason 64.4 86.7 60.0 18.9 10.0
Okanogan 72.6 87.7 69.5 35.2 3.8
Pacific 73.3 85.4 82.0 33.3 2.2
Pend Oreille 70.5 90.1 63.9 40.2 7.4
Pierce 72.2 89.9 64.6 22.8 3.8
San Juan 68.8 91.0 70.3 34.2 1.8
Skagit 76.7 94.2 71.9 31.7 1.7
Skamania 77.9 90.1 76.2 33.6 4.1
Snohomish 60.2 90.4 60.2 25.0 6.0
Spokane 59.6 87.2 60.6 29.4 5.5
Stevens 70.8 86.8 76.0 40.8 6.6
Thurston 68.8 91.1 67.9 26.8 7.1
Wahkiakum 71.1 91.7 73.2 30.9 6.2
Walla Walla 71.2 80.2 71.2 27.0 7.2
Whatcom 67.2 89.7 59.5 27.6 6.0
Whitman 70.8 91.0 69.7 27.8 6.7
Yakima 59.0 79.5 59.0 25.6 12.8
Washington 63.1 89.2 58.8 22.1 5.8
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Table B-9. Percent of residents indicating partitigm in specific outdoor activities near their hesin the last
12 months.

Activity Percent
Walking/Hiking/Running 82.2
Gardening 80.7
Wildlife Viewing 40.4
Feeding Wild Birds 37.6
Biking 36.0
Camping 29.2
Fishing (non-commercial) 28.4
Nature Photography 21.9
Boating (motorized) 21.8
Hunting 11.2
Kayaking/Canoeing/Rafting 11.2
Downhill Skiing/Snowboarding 10.6
Feeding Other Wildlife 10.4
Climbing 6.3
Cross-Country Skiing 5.7
Dirt-Biking or OHV/ATV use 5.6
Horseback Riding 54
Sailing (non-motorized) 3.9
Snowmobiling 2.1
Trapping 0.4
Other 18.0
None, did not participate 2.4
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Table B-10. Top three outdoor activities by peragfresidents indicating participation near theintes in the

last 12 months.

County First Second Third
Adams Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Fishing
75.0 63.9 42.2
Asotin Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife ®wing
77.0 76.2 51.6
Benton Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Biking
79.3 72.8 39.1
Chelan Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife &wving
89.9 82.8 61.6
Clallam Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
83.9 77.4 52.4
Clark Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife iigng
80.2 79.2 41.5
Columbia Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
78.4 70.5 65.5
Cowlitz Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife igwing
72.6 69.0 57.8
Douglas Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife Viewing
72.8 71.6 55.6
Ferry Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife ieng
80.0 78.1 73.1
Franklin Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Feeding Wild Birds
75.3 72.7 37.7
Garfield Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlifgiewing
81.6 65.6 60.8
Grant Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
79.3 58.1 45.7
Grays Harbor Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Feedwild Birds
74.5 74.4 51.2
Island Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife Viewing
83.2 77.0 49.6
Jefferson Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening WildINgéewing
86.1 85.4 62.0
King Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Biking
89.1 81.3 44.6
Kitsap Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife ¥iiving
84.0 77.0 57.0
Kittitas Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife Viewing
80.0 70.4 52.8
Klickitat Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlif&iewing
80.5 77.2 63.4
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Table B-10continued Top three outdoor activities by percent of restdendicating participation near their

homes in the last 12 months.

County First Second Third
Lewis Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
83.5 74.1 53.5
Lincoln Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlifeigwing
78.4 76.8 74.4
Mason Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
82.5 76.0 54.2
Okanogan Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running WildIWeewing
79.1 79.1 54.5
Pacific Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
80.2 80.1 70.8
Pend Oreille Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running WitdlViewing
79.2 74.4 68.8
Pierce Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Feeding Wild Birds
81.3 78.8 38.8
San Juan Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening WildNfeewing
91.2 86.7 70.8
Skagit Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife Viewing
82.2 82.1 52.5
Skamania Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running WildIWeewing
84.5 82.9 63.6
Snohomish Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Biking
84.5 78.6 34.5
Spokane Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildliféewing
80.7 80.6 46.8
Stevens Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
81.0 80.3 65.4
Thurston Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening FeedingdMBirds
80.7 79.8 54.6
Wahkiakum Gardening Walking/Hiking/Running Wildlife Viewing
78.4 71.8 68.0
Walla Walla Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wiltdi Viewing
78.3 70.4 44.3
Whatcom Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife Viewing
86.4 83.1 46.6
Whitman Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlifei&wving
85.7 82.4 47.3
Yakima Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlife Viewing
79.3 78.0 40.2
Washington Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Wildlif e Viewing
82.2 80.7 40.4
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Table B-11. Top three outdoor activities by peragnwildlife value orientation type indicating penipation

near their homes in the last 12 months.

First Second Third
Utilitarian Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Fislgn

78.0 76.3 40.6
Pluralist Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Fishing

80.4 79.8 45.5
Mutualist Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Feedigld Birds

83.8 82.9 48.4
Distanced Walking/Hiking/Running Gardening Biking

88.5 85.7 37.9
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Table B-12. Percent of residents indicating an éctlinot listed activity in which they have participated near
their homes in the last 12 months.

Activity Percent
Golfing 15.2
Farming 9.5
Swimming 8.8
Cutting Wood 8.5
Working in Yard 8.1
General Outdoor Enjoyment 7.9
Ranching/Tending to Farm Animals 6.8
Snowshoeing 6.5
Recreational Sports (e.qg., softball, basketball) 7 5.
Work 5.6
Mushrooming 3.7
Shooting 3.1
Dogs/pets 2.9
Clamming 2.9
Beach Activities 29
Berry Picking 2.8
Picnicking 2.3
Scenic Drives 2.0
Motorcycling 1.7
Crabbing 1.7
Rock Hounding 1.6
Birding 15
Maintaining Fences 1.3
Sledding 1.3
Prospecting 1.2
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Table B-13. Percent of residents indicating an ooitéctivity theycurrently participate in the mostear their

homes.

Activity Percent  Activity Percent
Walking/ Hiking/ Running 34.0 Nature Photography 41.
Gardening 24.5 Kayaking/Canoeing/Rafting 0.9
Fishing 13.1 Feed Other Wildlife 0.8
Hunting 8.0 Downhill Skiing/Snowboarding 0.6
Bird Viewing/Feeding Wild Birds 4.9 Snowmobiling 0.
Biking (non-motorized) 4.8 Sailing 0.3
Wildlife Viewing 4.2 Cross-Country Skiing 0.2
Camping 4.0 Climbing 0.1
Boating (motorized) 3.8 Trapping 0.1
Dirt-Biking or OHV/ATV use 2.1 Other 9.5
Horseback Riding 1.9

Table B-14. Percent of residents indicating arnvagtin which they aranost likely to continuparticipating in

the future.

Activity Percent  Activity Percent
Walking/ Hiking/ Running 28.8 Dirt-Biking or OHV/AV use 1.6
Gardening 18.7 Nature Photography 1.1
Fishing 11.7 Kayaking/Canoeing/Rafting 0.8
Same as Above 115 Downhill Skiing/Snowboarding 0.6
Hunting 7.1 Snowmobiling 0.5
All 6.3 None 0.4
Biking 5.1 Feed Other Wildlife 0.4
Camping 3.6 Sailing 0.4
Boating (motorized) 3.4 Cross-Country Skiing 0.2
Bird Viewing/Feeding Wild Birds 3.1 Climbing 0.1
Wildlife Viewing 2.8 Trapping 0.1
Horseback Riding 1.7 Other 7.3
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Table B-15. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpé¢ disagreeing or agreeing with the statem€iitrfate
change is currently affecting the area near my htme

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither  Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 35.6 16.0 6.1 13.3 15.3 10.7 3.0
Pluralist 16.2 7.9 10.7 10.7 20.5 16.0 17.9
Mutualist 4.4 2.8 8.1 14.2 24.5 25.4 20.7
Distanced 11.7 6.6 5.1 10.9 28.8 26.1 10.8
Washington 17.8 8.6 7.3 12.8 21.6 19.3 12.6
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Table B-16. Percent of residents disagreeing aeeagg with the statemenCtimate change is currently
affecting the area near my horhe.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly Slightly  Moderately Strongly
County Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither Agree Agree Agree
Adams 28.2 10.3 6.4 115 23.1 12.8 1.7
Asotin 29.6 8.0 7.2 16.0 16.8 19.2 3.2
Benton 27.2 10.9 3.3 17.4 25.0 13.0 3.3
Chelan 23.7 17.5 8.2 13.4 155 12.4 9.3
Clallam 22.0 6.5 4.1 17.9 20.3 16.3 13.0
Clark 17.8 9.3 7.5 16.8 21.5 19.6 7.5
Columbia 32.1 13.9 2.2 6.6 25.5 16.1 3.6
Cowlitz 154 10.3 6.8 23.1 18.8 18.8 6.8
Douglas 28.8 11.3 7.5 3.8 25.0 13.8 10.0
Ferry 26.7 13.3 5.7 7.6 171 21.9 7.6
Franklin 234 11.7 2.6 20.8 20.8 16.9 3.9
Garfield 42.4 16.0 4.0 4.0 19.2 7.2 7.2
Grant 36.3 6.6 5.5 24.2 16.5 8.8 2.2
Grays Harbor 18.1 12.0 6.0 7.2 26.5 16.9 13.3
Island 25.2 10.8 6.3 10.8 15.3 18.0 13.5
Jefferson 12.6 5.2 3.0 19.3 23.0 17.8 19.3
King 13.2 55 1.7 7.7 23.1 24.2 18.7
Kitsap 15.2 8.1 8.1 16.2 19.2 21.2 12.1
Kittitas 26.4 12.8 4.8 19.2 11.2 11.2 14.4
Klickitat 26.2 6.6 6.6 9.8 27.0 11.5 12.3
Lewis 19.3 15.7 2.4 15.7 13.3 18.1 15.7
Lincoln 31.2 12.0 7.2 10.4 18.4 11.2 9.6
Mason 11.7 11.7 8.5 14.9 18.1 25.5 9.6
Okanogan 24.5 12.7 7.3 11.8 17.3 17.3 9.1
Pacific 14.6 8.3 8.3 8.3 27.1 15.6 17.7
Pend Oreille 30.4 8.8 4.0 16.0 15.2 13.6 12.0
Pierce 19.0 7.6 8.9 11.4 25.3 21.5 6.3
San juan 15.0 3.5 2.7 12.4 22.1 29.2 15.0
Skagit 19.7 9.0 5.7 13.1 19.7 17.2 15.6
Skamania 27.1 7.0 3.9 14.0 10.9 20.2 17.1
Snohomish 14.5 12.0 6.0 19.3 15.7 18.1 14.5
Spokane 19.8 10.8 9.9 14.4 28.8 10.8 54
Stevens 27.2 12.8 4.0 16.0 16.8 16.8 6.4
Thurston 16.0 10.1 5.0 11.8 23.5 19.3 14.3
Wahkiakum 25.5 10.8 2.0 13.7 20.6 14.7 12.7
Walla Walla 31.6 7.9 4.4 14.0 15.8 184 7.9
Whatcom 22.2 111 6.0 111 22.2 154 12.0
Whitman 23.6 5.6 4.5 14.6 22.5 18.0 11.2
Yakima 22.2 13.6 7.4 14.8 18.5 13.6 9.9
Washington 17.7 8.6 7.2 12.9 21.7 19.3 12.6
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APPENDIX C. SUPPORTING TABLES FOR
WILDLIFE NEAR THE HOME SECTION
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Table C-1. Percent of wildlife value orientatiopé&yagreeing with general beliefs about wildlife mibeir
homes.

Wildlife are...

A Recreational Rarely observe
A Nuisance Enjoyable Dangerous Opportunity  wildlife near home

Utilitarian 30.9 81.5 15.8 61.3 21.6
Pluralist 21.6 91.2 24.5 70.2 24.4
Mutualist 18.4 91.8 18.6 52.9 26.8
Distanced 21.1 81.1 19.5 48.4 23.3
Washington 23.5 86.4 18.7 57.4 24.1
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Table C-2. Percent of residents agreeing with gérosliefs about wildlife near their homes.

Wildlife are...
A Recreational Rarely observe
County A Nuisance Enjoyable Dangerous Opportunity wildlife near home
Adams 17.5 85.0 4.9 63.8 27.2
Asotin 32.0 89.1 16.9 68.0 20.5
Benton 154 89.0 3.3 64.8 28.1
Chelan 26.5 93.9 28.6 74.5 255
Clallam 26.7 83.9 20.2 60.5 15.1
Clark 21.7 92.5 13.2 53.8 27.6
Columbia 29.0 94.2 23.9 81.8 6.4
Cowlitz 254 91.2 15.8 66.7 14.8
Douglas 20.0 83.8 16.3 65.4 225
Ferry 314 88.5 21.9 78.6 7.6
Franklin 7.8 82.9 12.8 55.1 38.5
Garfield 34.7 82.4 13.0 75.4 56
Grant 121 89.0 6.7 71.6 28.6
Grays Harbor 20.0 97.6 14.8 69.1 11.0
Island 26.8 85.6 171 60.4 20.7
Jefferson 32.6 89.8 20.6 56.2 8.8
King 26.4 83.3 20.5 52.8 26.1
Kitsap 15.5 88.0 12.0 58.2 13.4
Kittitas 17.1 87.0 11.4 63.1 16.9
Klickitat 32.5 90.2 21.3 76.3 13.1
Lewis 28.6 87.2 195 67.9 15.3
Lincoln 34.4 95.2 22.4 82.9 8.9
Mason 30.2 89.7 20.4 66.0 12.4
Okanogan 25.9 93.5 16.5 76.1 14.5
Pacific 22.7 96.9 17.7 82.3 8.4
Pend Oreille 27.2 96.7 28.7 75.6 9.0
Pierce 31.6 84.8 23.8 51.3 28.8
San Juan 39.3 92.8 9.0 64.5 6.4
Skagit 19.5 88.5 15.6 76.2 15.6
Skamania 28.6 93.6 12.0 72.2 6.3
Snohomish 20.2 84.5 23.8 45.2 26.2
Spokane 18.2 86.4 25.2 68.5 24.8
Stevens 28.6 89.8 18.5 77.6 7.2
Thurston 21.2 87.3 11.8 59.5 16.8
Wahkiakum 28.4 85.4 11.7 72.8 11.9
Walla Walla 15.7 91.3 14.9 70.4 28.4
Whatcom 18.6 92.3 9.4 52.1 13.8
Whitman 27.8 87.8 18.0 68.9 17.6
Yakima 17.1 84.1 9.8 71.6 38.3
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Table C-3. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop&yindicating they or their neighbors have expegena
wildlife-related problem.

Personally Neighbor Doesn't know if neighbor

experienced a problem experienced a problem experienced a problem
Utilitarian 35.0 35.4 35.1
Pluralist 23.5 16.6 44.1
Mutualist 30.4 30.8 36.9
Distanced 27.5 25.2 44.6
Washington 30.4 29.4 38.7
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Table C-4. Percent of residents indicating thetheir neighbors have experienced a wildlife-relgieablem.

Personally experienced a

Reported that neighbor experienced

County wildlife-related problem a wildlife-related problem
Adams 21.0 14.3
Asotin 32.8 33.3
Benton 14.6 13.1
Chelan 34.7 34.8
Clallam 31.3 34.5
Clark 30.5 28.3
Columbia 31.7 41.4
Cowlitz 29.6 25.7
Douglas 22.8 27.8
Ferry 52.0 44.2
Franklin 5.3 17.1
Garfield 49.2 41.4
Grant 18.7 19.8
Grays Harbor 26.8 25.0
Island 39.1 21.6
Jefferson 50.4 43.3
King 34.1 35.8
Kitsap 39.4 33.0
Kittitas 325 31.6
Klickitat 44.2 45.2
Lewis 38.1 36.6
Lincoln 36.9 38.3
Mason 41.8 34.5
Okanogan 37.1 36.6
Pacific 38.9 39.8
Pend Oreille 53.3 47.1
Pierce 30.8 34.2
San Juan 51.4 47.6
Skagit 23.1 22.6
Skamania 40.6 32.1
Snohomish 25.3 23.7
Spokane 23.9 18.8
Stevens 53.6 44.2
Thurston 38.8 27.2
Wahkiakum 44.1 41.1
Walla Walla 20.7 19.0
Whatcom 29.9 19.3
Whitman 35.2 36.0
Yakima 15.2 14.7
Washington 30.4 29.4
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APPENDIX D. SUPPORTING TABLES FOR
LAND ACCESS SECTION

135



Table D-1. Percent of residents disagreeing oreaggewith the statement fvish | had access to more land
areas near my home to participate in outdoor atigei’

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither  Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 15.4 11.9 5.9 29.2 14.4 9.6 13.5
Pluralist 10.3 9.1 5.6 22.4 11.0 17.9 23.6
Mutualist 15.3 8.3 6.0 27.2 18.1 12.5 12.7
Distanced 11.9 18.3 9.0 28.2 20.6 4.5 7.6
Washington 14.0 11.4 6.4 27.5 16.3 10.8 13.6

Table D-2. Percent of residents disagreeing oreaggewvith the statement fvould pay a fee to have access to
more land areas near my home to participate in oatdctivities’

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither  Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 37.6 16.0 8.2 13.8 15.9 5.8 2.8
Pluralist 25.6 7.3 8.8 28.7 14.0 8.8 6.7
Mutualist 15.6 10.4 9.9 23.0 22.4 13.1 5.6
Distanced 21.6 20.2 14.2 18.7 17.9 4.2 3.2
Washington 25.4 13.6 9.9 20.0 18.2 8.4 4.4

Table D-3. Percent of residents disagreeing oreaggewith the statement.imited access to land areas is the
primary reason for why | do not participate in outdoor a&gdies near my home oftén.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither  Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 45.2 18.1 5.5 16.5 5.7 3.7 5.2
Pluralist 27.8 11.7 8.2 29.9 8.2 5.7 8.5
Mutualist 43.5 14.7 8.9 21.4 5.7 2.6 3.1
Distanced 49.3 22.9 5.8 13.1 3.2 0.9 4.8
Washington 42.9 16.9 7.1 19.5 5.6 3.1 4.9
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Table D-4. Percent of residents disagreeing oreaggewith the statemenihe WDFW should work with
private landowners to provide more access to land areas near my Homeutdoor activities.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither  Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 22.6 9.5 4.1 27.4 11.3 9.9 15.2
Pluralist 9.2 8.5 6.3 22.6 17.0 11.6 24.8
Mutualist 13.0 8.4 3.5 30.9 18.5 13.2 12.5
Distanced 154 8.0 3.6 36.3 194 9.0 8.4
Washington 16.1 8.7 4.1 29.5 16.1 11.1 14.4

Table D-5. Percent of residents indicating thwuld participate in a particular activity near theimmes, buto
notdue to limited access to local lands.

Activity Percent Activity Percent
Hunting 34.0 Kayaking/Canoeing/Rafting 3.4
Dirt-Biking or OHV/ATV use 14.4 Snowmobiling 2.2
Walking/Hiking/Running 10.9 Motorized Boating 2.1
Fishing 10.6 Downhill Skiing/Snowboarding 1.7
Biking 6.3 Cross-Country Skiing 1.3
Access Private Land 6.2 Trapping 1.1
Camping 6.0 Mushroom Foraging 1.1
Wildlife Viewing 5.7

Horseback Riding 3.8

Access Water/Shoreline/Beach 3.5

! Percentages are out of the number of peapte55) who responded to the questidne there any activities
you would participate in but don’t due to limitedcass to local lands.”
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Table D-6. Correlatioisamong demographics and statements about landsacces

Demographics

Residents <18 Years in Years in . _
Statements about land access Gendet Age years at home Washington household Income Educatiori

I wish I had access to more land areas near _ 5, 173 036

my home to participate in outdoor activities. ~091 ~055 ~050

| would pay a fee to have access to more
land areas near my home to participate in  .059 -.097 -.135 -.100 .105 101
outdoor activities.

Limited access to land areas is the primary
reason why | do not participate in outdoor -.106 -.109 -.169
activities near my home.

The WDFW should work with private land
owners to provide more access to land areas.137 -.059 .044 -.091 -.071
near my home for outdoor activities.

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are represdny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large”
effects. Cell entries with a “---* are not signdiat @ < .05).

2 Statements about land access were measured poiat&cale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) {stfongly agree).

% Gender was measured as a dichotomous variablegWheiMale and 1 = Female. Correlations reportecpaint-biserial, where
.100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 = “largeffects.

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.
> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiamger value corresponded to a higher educatieel.le
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Table D-7. Differences between hunting types otestants about land access.

Hunting typé
Statements about land access Non-hunter Past Hunt€urrent Hunter F-valué ES
| wish | had access to more land areasnearmy 5@ 4.08 531 141.07 255
home to participate in outdoor activities.
| would pay a fee to have access to more land
areas near my home to participate in outdoor 3427 3.20° 3.5¢° 7.33 .060

activities.

Limited access to land areas is the primary
reason why | do not participate in outdoor 2.22 2.70 3.57 130.25 246
activities near my home.

The WDFW should work with private land
owners to provide more access to land areas near 3.97 3.98 5.48 143.67 257
my home for outdoor activities.

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =of8ly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”. Differenuperscripts denote statistical
difference p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differems €= .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentatewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rtja” effects.

139



Table D-8. Differences between angling types otestants about land access.

Angling typé
Statements about land access Non-angler Past Angl@urrent Angler F-valué ES
| wish | had access 'go more land areasnearmy 5@ 3.80° 460 110.91 999
home to participate in outdoor activities.
| would pay a fee to have access to more land
areas near my home to participate in outdoor 3.20% 3.33"° 3.47 4.81 .049

activities.

Limited access to land areas is the primary
reason why | do not participate in outdoor 2.43 2.2 3.09 106.19 225
activities near my home.

The WDFW should work with private land
owners to provide more access to land areas near 3.77 3.8¢ 4,73 113.90 232
my home for outdoor activities.

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =of8ly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”. Differenuperscripts denote statistical
difference p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .01).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentatewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rtja” effects.
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Table D-9. Differences between wildlife-viewing gon statements about land access.

Wildlife-viewing type'

Statements about land access Ha_s hever F_’art|C|pated Cu_rrc_antly F-value p-value ES
participated in the past participates

| wish | had access to more land areas near my 417 3.93 4.10 2 45 086

home to participate in outdoor activities.

| would pay a fee to have access to more land

areas near my home to participate in outdoor 2.83 3.12 3.46 24.71 <.001 .109

activities.

Limited access to land areas is the primary
reason why | do not participate in outdoor 2.90° 2.82 2.48 15.69 <.001 .088
activities near my home.

The WDFW should work with private land X
owners to provide more access to land areas near 4.37 4.02 413 3.79 .023 .043
my home for outdoor activities.

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =ofjly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”. Differesuperscripts denote statistical
difference p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and
371 = “large” effects.
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Table D-10. Difference between current huntersrasalents who were classified in the hunting latesmhand group on statements
about land access.

Groups
Statements about land access Current Hunter LBemand t-value p-value ES
I WIS:T.h. I hac! access to mo.r(.a.land areas near my tome 531 4.87 4.33 <001 132
participate in outdoor activities.
| would pay a feg t_o haye access to m.o.r_e land areas 350 3.45 369 712
my home to participate in outdoor activities.
Limited access to land areas is the primary reasonl 357 313 344 001 106

do not participate in outdoor activities near myneo

The WDFW should work with private land owners to
provide more access to land areas near my home for 5.45 4.52 8.20 <.001 244
outdoor activities.

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =of8ly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”.

2 “Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingitahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in
participating.

3Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pihalnes are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and
.371 = “large” effects.
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Table D-11. Differences between wildlife value otegion types on statements about land access.

Wildlife value orientation type

Statements about land access Utilitarian PluralistMutualist ~ Distanced F-value ES

| wish | had access to more land areas hearmy 3 gg 463 413 3.7 27.56 141
home to participate in outdoor activities.

| would pay a fee to have access to more land

areas near my home to participate in outdoor 2.83 3.57 3.88 3.17 84.13 .240

activities.

Limited access to land areas is the primary
reason why | do not participate in outdoor 257 3.30 257 2.20 45.46 179
activities near my home.

The WDFW should work with private land
owners to provide more access to land areas near3.86" 4.64 4.23 3.97 26.24 137
my home for outdoor activities.

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =n§tyodisagree to 7 = Strongly agree. Different sspepts denote statistical
difference (p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s st test, used due to a violation of the equalavexés assumption in analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentatewh00 = small, .243 = medium, and .371 = laffg=ts.
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Table D-12. Percent of residents agreeing withefeelibout access to land areas near their homes.

Willing to pay a

Limited access is
Want more fee for more land primary reason for

WDFW should work with
private landowners to

County land access access non-participation provide more land access
Adams 41.3 28.8 21.5 45.0
Asotin 39.2 23.8 19.5 50.4
Benton 43.5 28.3 16.1 46.7
Chelan 37.8 23.5 11.3 37.8
Clallam 34.7 22.8 10.7 41.8
Clark 45.2 33.3 12.5 41.7
Columbia 45.3 25.0 20.6 54.3
Cowlitz 58.6 40.9 31.0 55.6
Douglas 38.0 24.4 11.4 46.8
Ferry 34.9 20.0 11.5 40.4
Franklin 42.9 30.3 25.0 54.7
Garfield 32.0 16.1 10.4 31.5
Grant 44.9 20.2 20.2 46.1
Grays Harbor 35.0 29.3 17.5 43.8
Island 27.5 23.9 10.9 44.0
Jefferson 23.9 31.9 6.1 32.3
King 35.2 28.3 10.9 35.2
Kitsap 33.3 28.9 10.5 33.7
Kittitas 41.5 32.3 19.7 46.8
Klickitat 43.0 22.5 15.0 43.3
Lewis 58.3 37.6 27.7 56.0
Lincoln 31.1 19.0 16.5 33.3
Mason 34.7 26.3 14.6 46.3
Okanogan 43.9 23.6 13.9 42.7
Pacific 51.6 39.6 22.9 56.4
Pend Oreille 38.7 21.4 16.8 36.0
Pierce 53.2 47.4 20.5 44.3
San Juan 304 25.0 54 40.5
Skagit 50.8 34.4 14.2 57.7
Skamania 38.8 21.0 13.5 38.5
Snohomish 40.7 26.5 11.9 48.2
Spokane 41.4 30.6 12.6 40.9
Stevens 46.8 23.8 16.0 36.5
Thurston 42.7 33.3 11.9 46.2
Wahkiakum 43.1 194 18.4 38.6
Walla Walla 36.0 26.1 15.0 46.0
Whatcom 32.2 30.3 8.5 46.2
Whitman 37.4 23.3 8.9 38.9
Yakima 38.0 28.4 16.0 36.6
Washington 40.7 31.1 13.6 41.6
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APPENDIX E. SUPPORTING TABLES FOR ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE
AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT SECTION

145



Table E-1. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a coyote if it is seen near their homes.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 24.3 10.9 5.3 10.9 11.8 115 25.3
Pluralist 29.0 11.0 5.6 10.5 12.7 13.1 18.2
Mutualist 49.2 15.1 9.4 6.4 7.9 7.0 5.2
Distanced 38.1 18.6 7.0 9.0 12.0 6.5 8.8
Washington 36.1 13.7 7.1 8.9 10.6 9.2 14.3

Table E-2. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a coyote if it is a nuisance.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 10.0 11.3 8.5 7.0 15.3 20.0 27.9
Pluralist 18.4 11.4 5.8 6.3 15.4 20.2 22.5
Mutualist 32.8 195 11.7 7.5 114 8.5 8.7
Distanced 29.3 12.2 16.4 6.9 18.7 8.8 7.7
Washington 22.6 14.3 10.7 7.1 14.5 14.0 16.8

Table E-3. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a coyote if it has a disease that may sgceadmans.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 1.8 0.6 2.1 0.9 4.3 14.1 76.2
Pluralist 3.5 2.6 1.1 0.7 7.2 18.1 66.7
Mutualist 4.6 3.2 4.2 3.0 13.5 24.0 47.6
Distanced 4.2 0.7 7.7 3.3 12.9 25.0 46.3
Washington 3.4 1.8 3.7 2.0 9.5 20.0 59.5
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Table E-4. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a coyote if it attacks a pet near their rmme

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 4.7 3.6 4.9 5.6 12.7 18.1 50.4
Pluralist 7.2 5.2 4.4 7.0 10.8 20.8 44.7
Mutualist 12.6 10.1 5.0 8.4 19.6 23.7 20.7
Distanced 8.8 10.3 9.4 7.3 15.8 26.4 22.0
Washington 8.6 7.3 5.7 7.1 154 21.9 34.1

Table E-5. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a coyote if it attacks a person near thmings.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 2.7 0.9 0.4 1.2 3.1 5.8 86.0
Pluralist 5.8 0.4 0.5 1.2 4.2 6.7 81.2
Mutualist 7.2 3.7 2.4 2.2 8.3 19.3 57.0
Distanced 1.4 1.9 3.0 3.4 7.3 14.8 68.2
Washington 4.5 2.0 1.6 1.9 5.8 12.3 72.0

Table E-6. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a black bear if it is seen near their homes.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 22.0 10.3 7.5 10.8 14.8 12.0 22.6
Pluralist 30.2 10.8 7.7 10.5 12.1 7.3 21.3
Mutualist 46.2 13.6 6.8 10.3 9.0 8.3 5.8
Distanced 34.9 15.0 11.0 4.6 17.7 7.0 9.7
Washington 33.9 12.4 7.9 9.5 12.9 9.2 14.3
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Table E-7. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEWEthally
remove a black bear if it is a nuisance.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 9.7 8.4 8.2 6.2 16.6 22.3 28.5
Pluralist 15.2 11.7 7.4 7.6 15.2 13.6 29.3
Mutualist 29.3 14.4 15.4 7.0 111 13.3 9.4
Distanced 26.6 11.0 13.0 6.1 18.5 12.9 119
Washington 20.3 114 114 6.7 14.8 16.3 19.0

Table E-8. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a black bear if it has a disease that magadpto humans.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 1.6 0.5 14 1.7 5.9 12.2 76.7
Pluralist 3.7 2.1 1.6 0.7 10.9 14.4 66.6
Mutualist 5.1 4.0 3.5 3.0 14.4 22.9 47.1
Distanced 3.8 3.5 0.9 4.3 13.6 28.9 44.9
Washington 3.5 2.5 2.1 2.5 11.0 19.2 59.2

Table E-9. Percent of wildlife value orientatiop#yfinding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDEMEthally
remove a black bear if it attacks a pet near themes.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 3.9 5.5 2.1 2.6 11.7 18.0 56.3
Pluralist 7.7 4.0 4.0 3.0 15.8 14.0 51.4
Mutualist 12.5 9.1 5.8 6.6 20.4 20.9 24.8
Distanced 7.3 8.3 11.0 4.9 16.8 18.2 33.6
Washington 8.0 7.0 53 4.5 16.2 18.5 40.5

148



Table E-10. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDW
lethally remove a black bear if it attacks a pemsear their homes.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 1.8 0.9 0.3 1.2 2.9 6.4 86.6
Pluralist 6.0 0.2 0.7 0.7 3.0 6.2 83.1
Mutualist 6.7 4.2 1.9 1.6 11.2 17.4 57.1
Distanced 1.1 2.2 0.1 2.2 6.0 13.5 75.0
Washington 3.9 2.2 0.9 1.4 6.3 11.5 73.7
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Table E-11. Correlationamong demographics and the acceptability of ledrabvaf of coyote and black bear.

Demographics

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Residents <18 Years in Years in

lethally remove a... Gendet Age years at home Washington household Incomé  Education

COYOTE ifit...
...Is seen near your home? -.133 .148 139 .067 .165- -.150
...Is a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash _ ;5,4 140 189 085 160 - 160
or pet food containers) near your home?
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? - 42 0 123 .088 -.084 -.064
...attacks a petear your home? .079 134 .039 -.088 -.145
...attacks a persomear your home? .052 .070 .050 -.034

BLACK BEAR ifit...

...Is seen near your home? -.043 .165 -.019 190 108 -.191 -.133
yoamsne (o oampe ges S0y a5 - 22 ais a0 -1
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? -- 73 .0 157 .085 -.144 -.098
...attacks a petear your home? .081 .166 .047 -.121 -.143
...attacks a persomear your home? .034 .079 .038 -.056 -.044

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are represdny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries
with a “---" are not significantg < .05).

2 Statements about the acceptability of lethal reahwsere measured on a 7-point scale ranging fraghti unacceptable” to “highly acceptable.”

% Gender was measured as a dichotomous variableewhetMale” and 1 = “Female.” Correlations reporee point-biserial, where .100 =
“small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 = “large” effext

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.

> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiamger value corresponded to a higher educatieai.le
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Table E-12. Differences between hunting types @etability of lethal removal of coyote and bladah

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Hunting typé
lethally remove a... Non-hunter Past Hunter Current HunterF-value  p-value ES
COYOTE if it...
...Is seen near your home? 3.05' 3.44 3.75 25.77 <.001 112
...isa nuisanc_e (for example: it gets into trash or 357 3.97 4.6 49.98 <001 155
pet food containers) near your hore?
...has a disease that may be spread to huhans? 6.03' 6.13° 6.32 7.53 .001 .061
...attacks a petear your home? 5.03 5.24 5.32 7.35 .001 .060
...attacks a persomear your homé? 6.22 6.32 6.39 3.46 .032 041
BLACK BEAR ifit...
...Is seen near your honte? 3.29 3.44" 3.62 5.21 .005 .051
...isa nuisancg (for example: it gets into trash or 3.83 429 475 37.40 <001 135
pet food containers) near your home?
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 6.07 6.06' 6.27 4.03 .018 .045
...attacks a petear your home? 5.19 5.43 5.57 9.48 <.001 .068
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.27 6.36" 6.52 5.99 .003 .054

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =HHiginacceptable” to 5 = “Highly acceptable”. Diféat superscripts denote statistical difference
(p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpikarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption in analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentetewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.
3 Different superscripts denote statistical differeip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table E-13. Differences between angling types aepi@bility of lethal removal of coyote and blacab

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Angling type
lethally remove a... Non-angler Past Angler Current AnglerF-value  p-value ES
COYOQTE fifit...
...Is seen near your home? 3.17 3.18 3.48 9.21 <.001 .068
pet food contamer) near your hores - S4Z 37 410 2283 <00l 106
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 5.99 6.12 6.15 2.47 .085
...attacks a petear your home? 4.98 5.14 5.20 2.84 .058
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.18 6.31 6.29 1.69 .184
BLACK BEAR ifit...
...Is seen near your home? 3.42 3.38 3.36 .148 .862
...isa nuisancg (for example: it gets into trash or 3.84 4.085 417 508 006 050
pet food containers) near your home?
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 5.99 6.10 6.12 1.67 .188
...attacks a petear your home? 5.15 5.33 5.34 2.39 .092
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.28 6.30 6.40 2.32 .098

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =HHiginacceptable” to 5 = “Highly acceptable”. Difat superscripts denote statistical difference
(p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpikarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption in analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Different superscripts denote statistical differip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table E-14. Differences between wildlife-viewingp&gs on acceptability of lethal removal of coyotd atack bear.

Wildlife-viewing type'

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Has never Participated in Currently

lethally remove a... participated the past participates  F-valué ES

COYOTE ifit...
...is seen near your horie? 4.92 3.83 2.99 144.97 258
...Is a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash or 517 433 3.6F 93.07 209
pet food containers) near your home? ' ’ ’ ' '
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 6.48 6.22 6.04 15.40 .087
...attacks a petear your home? 5.93 5.42 5.0 41.89 142
...attacks a persomear your homé? 6.64 6.43 6.21 16.18 .089

BLACK BEAR ifit...
...is seen near your honfe? 477 3.92 3.13 108.86 225
...Is a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash or 527 4.49 3.89 71.75 185
pet food containers) near your home? ' ’ ’ ' '
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 6.56" 6.32 6.00 30.41 121
...attacks a patear your home? 6.23 5.58 5.16 54.44 161
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.74 6.50 6.26 21.81 103

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =HHiginacceptable” to 5 = “Highly acceptable”. Difat superscripts denote statistical difference
(p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpikarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption in analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2 All p-values are significanp(< .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentetewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.

* Different superscripts denote statistical differeip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table E-15. Differences between current huntersrasidents who were classified in the hunting latesmand group on acceptability of lethal
removal of coyote and black bear.

Groups
Current Latent
Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to ldyha@move a... Hunter Demand t-value p-value ES
COYOTE ifit...
...Is seen near your home? 3.75 3.65 0.68 497
é.c.)i:t:i:;;z;lzgzr(?;u?xsorrr;p;: it gets into traspetrfood 4.62 4.21 302 003 092
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 6.32 6.39 -0.83 407
...attacks a petear your home? 5.32 5.42 -0.77 444
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.39 6.47 -0.95 .340
BLACK BEAR (ifit...
...Is seen near your home? 3.62 3.47 1.12 .263
é:.(;i:t:irr:euri;a;Z:r(1;)0ruerx;:lorr;npel(’a?: it gets into traspedrfood 4.72 4.18 411 <001 195
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 6.27 6.26 0.16 .875
...attacks a patear your home? 5.51 5.41 0.81 419
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.52 6.49 0.33 743

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 =HHjiginacceptable” to 7 = “Highly acceptable”.
2 “Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingi¢ahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in participating.

3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pvhalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar#¥1 = “large”
effects.
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Table E-16. Differences between wildlife value ataion types on acceptability of lethal removatofote and black bear.

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Wildlife value orientation type
lethally remove a... Utilitarian ~ Pluralist ~ Mutualist ~ Distanced F-value ES
COYOTE ifit...

...is seen near your home? £11 3.79 2.50 2.93 147.20 311

...Is a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash or

d
pet food containers) near your home? 4.78 4.39 3.06 331 190.53 350

...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 2 652 6.27 5.80 5.80 71.79 223
...attacks a petear your home? 5.94 5.5¢ 4.66 478 90.87 249
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.82 6.42 5.87 6.37 62.07 208

BLACK BEAR ifit...

...Iis seen near your home? £12 3.77F 2.7T 3.1% 107.11 269

...Is a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash or

. 4,93 453" 3.34° 3.65" 151.35 316
pet food containers) near your home?

...has a disease that may be spread to humans? 2 653 6.23 5.75 5.86 75.54 229
...attacks a petear your home? 5.92 5.62 4.7% 5.05' 97.57 258
...attacks a persomear your home? 6.88 6.46 5.87 6.50 81.26 237

! Cell entries represent means ranging from 1 = Klighacceptable to 5 = Highly acceptable. Differemperscripts denote statistical difference (p <
.05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test, useda a violation of the equal-variances assumptia@analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differer € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentegtewh00 = small, .243 = medium, and .371 = laffg=ts.
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Table E-17. Percent of residents agreeing thaaleimoval of a coyote is acceptable in variousagions.

Lethal removal is acceptable if coyote...

Is seen near Has a disease that can Attacks a Attacks a
County home Is a nuisance spread to humans pet human
Adams 44.3 53.2 83.1 67.1 80.8
Asotin 49.2 69.9 92.0 85.5 92.6
Benton 32.6 41.6 87.6 68.5 89.9
Chelan 28.1 40.2 88.7 69.1 93.8
Clallam 28.3 44.1 88.3 69.4 89.2
Clark 324 42.3 94.2 80.8 96.1
Columbia 36.4 58.6 96.4 82.6 94.3
Cowlitz 34.2 45.9 92.1 80.7 89.6
Douglas 38.0 50.6 81.0 70.0 77.2
Ferry 23.8 43.3 87.5 70.5 89.5
Franklin 35.5 57.0 89.7 74.4 88.5
Garfield 38.2 48.8 89.6 69.4 85.4
Grant 33.7 47.2 94.4 81.8 95.5
Grays Harbor 38.8 50.6 83.8 73.8 88.9
Island 30.6 42.3 86.1 70.3 82.0
Jefferson 235 30.4 83.1 57.4 83.7
King 35.2 44.4 91.2 68.1 92.3
Kitsap 245 375 84.5 72.0 86.6
Kittitas 26.4 38.7 86.4 68.3 86.6
Klickitat 22.1 41.5 85.6 66.4 89.8
Lewis 25.9 40.0 84.7 75.0 88.2
Lincoln 30.1 49.6 95.2 74.6 92.7
Mason 35.8 53.2 92.6 76.9 90.2
Okanogan 211 37.4 83.6 66.0 81.5
Pacific 27.7 42.6 86.2 74.5 89.4
Pend Oreille 21.1 43.8 89.5 72.1 91.9
Pierce 41.3 45.6 85.0 70.0 85.0
San Juan 21.0 29.5 84.8 66.0 88.7
Skagit 33.9 50.0 93.4 69.7 93.3
Skamania 21.9 41.4 86.0 67.2 86.7
Snohomish 36.1 40.2 83.1 67.5 85.5
Spokane 36.7 54.7 94.4 79.8 93.6
Stevens 27.4 53.3 92.7 75.8 94.3
Thurston 29.9 43.6 91.5 70.6 91.5
Wahkiakum 41.2 55.4 91.1 81.8 90.0
Walla Walla 34.2 56.6 93.8 79.6 93.8
Whatcom 26.7 41.7 84.5 65.0 87.2
Whitman 315 48.3 87.6 78.7 90.9
Yakima 35.8 57.0 87.7 78.8 90.1
Washington 34.2 45.0 89.1 71.4 90.1
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Table E-18. Percent of residents agreeing thaaledmoval of a black bear is acceptable in vargustions.
Lethal removal is acceptable if black bear...

Is seen near Has a disease that Attacks a Attacks a
County home Is a nuisance can spread to humans  pet human
Adams 57.1 61.0 86.8 76.6 88.2
Asotin 52.8 72.6 90.3 87.1 92.7
Benton 37.1 60.7 92.1 74.2 93.3
Chelan 36.1 50.0 88.7 78.4 89.7
Clallam 27.7 45.4 85.6 71.7 85.8
Clark 34.6 49.5 94.2 81.6 97.1
Columbia 42.1 66.4 95.0 83.9 94.3
Cowlitz 34.8 51.3 92.1 82.3 89.7
Douglas 41.3 53.8 82.1 68.4 79.5
Ferry 20.0 43.8 91.3 74.3 94.3
Franklin 44.9 57.7 93.5 80.8 92.3
Garfield 41.9 55.6 89.5 75.8 91.1
Grant 44 .4 60.2 94.5 83.0 93.4
Grays Harbor 35.0 51.3 84.8 75.0 90.0
Island 31.8 45.5 84.7 71.6 83.5
Jefferson 19.3 34.1 80.0 60.4 85.2
King 39.6 50.6 93.3 73.3 93.3
Kitsap 27.3 39.4 83.7 71.4 86.9
Kittitas 28.1 46.7 85.7 70.5 89.0
Klickitat 26.7 44.2 83.2 67.5 90.8
Lewis 30.6 41.2 84.7 77.4 91.7
Lincoln 41.9 58.1 95.2 83.7 96.0
Mason 35.8 52.6 90.4 78.9 92.2
Okanogan 23.9 46.3 84.5 69.8 88.2
Pacific 16.8 35.8 83.9 75.5 90.4
Pend Oreille 22.1 38.3 89.3 76.0 93.4
Pierce 41.3 48.1 87.5 77.5 85.0
San Juan 20.0 32.1 83.2 67.0 87.9
Skagit 36.4 50.4 93.4 76.2 92.6
Skamania 20.3 41.9 86.0 68.0 86.8
Snohomish 34.9 44.0 78.6 68.7 89.2
Spokane 37.0 61.1 95.4 83.3 98.1
Stevens 21.8 52.0 90.3 78.9 92.8
Thurston 30.8 47.4 88.0 70.3 91.5
Wahkiakum 36.6 56.0 93.0 81.0 91.1
Walla Walla 38.7 60.2 93.8 83.2 95.6
Whatcom 24.1 44.4 86.2 72.4 89.7
Whitman 32.6 52.8 85.4 82.0 89.9
Yakima 40.7 61.7 91.5 82.5 90.2
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Table E-19. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WD&W
capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 20.3 11.4 7.8 9.1 14.9 17.6 18.9
Pluralist 21.2 20.0 12.3 7.0 16.1 10.0 13.5
Mutualist 46.7 14.3 9.1 8.0 14.0 3.4 4.6
Distanced 29.3 12.9 13.2 6.9 24.0 10.7 2.9
Washington 31.2 13.9 9.8 8.1 16.3 10.4 104

Table E-20. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDeWise
techniques designed to scare away problem dedk.or e

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 3.0 5.0 2.7 6.4 14.7 23.0 45.1
Pluralist 4.7 5.3 3.5 9.5 18.2 19.1 39.6
Mutualist 51 6.5 6.0 3.5 20.0 27.5 31.4
Distanced 1.8 5.0 4.5 5.1 27.4 28.9 27.4
Washington 3.8 5.6 4.3 5.6 19.4 25.0 36.4

Table E-21. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDt&se
agency funds to compensate landowners for damd@e0@0 or more) caused by deer of elk.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 29.9 14.1 11.6 12.7 17.0 8.3 6.5
Pluralist 28.7 13.4 9.7 12.3 15.8 12.5 7.6
Mutualist 30.9 18.4 11.2 15.7 12.8 6.9 4.1
Distanced 37.9 195 10.2 15.7 12.9 3.0 0.8
Washington 31.5 16.5 10.9 14.2 14.7 7.4 4.8
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Table E-22. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WD&W
contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-shaingram supporting the construction of fences radou
property damaged by deer or elk.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 22.4 15.3 10.4 11.2 19.4 13.9 7.3
Pluralist 20.9 9.8 5.6 14.6 22.8 14.8 11.3
Mutualist 18.5 13.8 8.8 9.5 28.8 13.8 6.7
Distanced 26.1 11.5 11.4 12.1 20.8 15.5 2.7
Washington 215 13.3 9.4 11.3 23.4 14.3 6.8

Table E-23. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WD&W
require landowners to accept at least 50% of thpaesibility in dealing with problem deer or elk.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 8.9 3.5 3.8 12.3 22.5 23.2 25.8
Pluralist 8.0 3.0 6.8 13.6 13.3 27.4 27.7
Mutualist 5.0 3.9 4.3 11.0 16.2 27.8 31.8
Distanced 2.5 2.2 2.5 11.6 23.6 26.6 31.2
Washington 6.2 3.3 4.2 11.9 19.2 26.0 29.1
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Table E-24. Correlationamong demographics and the acceptability of diffeneanagement actions for deer/glk.

Demographics

_ Residents <18 Years in Years in
Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to.Gendet Age vyears at home Washington household Incomé Educationi

...capture and lethally remove problem deeror _, 44 095 111 081 -073 033
oo . : : . . :

...use techniques designed to scare problem
deer or elk away (examples: loud noises, rubber --- .076 .054 -.038
bullets)?

...use agency funds to compensate landowners
for damage ($10,000 or more) caused by deer or--- .166 134 .098 -221 -.097
elk?

...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-

sharing program supporting the construction of g 104 077 040 193
fences around property that has been damaged ) ' ’ ’

by deer or elk?

...require landowners to accept at least 50 of the
responsibility in dealing with problem deer or  .089 -.107 -.154 -.109 .070 .104
elk?

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are represdny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries
with a “---" are not significantg < .05).

2 Statements about land the acceptability of dderéghted management actions were measured orom¥7sgale ranging from “highly
unacceptable” to “highly acceptable.”

% Gender was measured as a dichotomous variableeWteMale and 1 = Female. Correlations reportecbaint-biserial, where .100 = “small”,
.243 = "medium”, and .371 = “large” effects.

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.
®> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiarger value corresponded to a higher educaticei.le
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Table E-25. Differences between hunting types @eptability of different management actions forréelk.

Hunting typé
Past Current

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Non-hunter  Hunter Hunter F-value p-value ES
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk? 3.18 347 3.98 28.84 <.001 119
...use techniques designed to scare problem deer or ., 553 541 141 244
elk away (examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)? ' ' ' ' '
...use agency funds to compensate landowners for b
damage ($10,000 or more) caused by deer or elk? 2.94 3.04 3.51 17.74 <001 093
...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-
sharing program supporting the construction of 3.74 3.6F 3.89 4.05 017 045
fences around property that has been damaged by ’ ' ’ ' ' '
deer or elk?
...require landowners to accept at least 50 of the 545 524 4.85 2306 <001 106

responsibility in dealing with problem deer or elk?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigleceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpixarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption
in analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Different superscripts denote statistical differip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table E-26. Differences between angling types aepi@bility of different management actions forrdelk.

Angling typé
Past Current

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Non-angler  Angler Angler F-value p-value ES
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk? 2.99" 3.3% 3.5% 14.39 <.001 .085
...use techniques designed to scare problem deer or 5 35 567 547 13.93 <001 083
elk away (examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)? ' ' ' ' '
...use agency funds to compensate landowners for b c
damage ($10,000 or more) caused by deer or elk? 2.78 3.01 3.21 13.67 <001 082
...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-
sharing program supporting the construction of 345 3.7¢ 3.69 6.94 001 059
fences around property that has been damaged by ) ’ ' ' '
deer or elk?
...require landowners to accept at least 50 of the 548 5.3 517 15.76 <001 089

responsibility in dealing with problem deer or elk?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigleceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpixarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption
in analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentedtewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rtja” effects.
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Table E-27. Differences between wildlife-viewingp&g on acceptability of different management astion deer/elk.

Wildlife-viewing type'

Has never Participated Currently

s it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... participated in the past participates F-value p-value ES
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk? 4.03 3.94 3.20 48.85 <.001 153
...use techniques designed to scare problem deer or ; 5.60 550 0.96 384
elk away (examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)? ' ' ' '

...use agency funds to compensate landowners for a

damage ($10,000 or more) caused by deer or elk? 3.71 322 2.95 28.54 <001 118
...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-

sharing program supporting the construction of 41P 3.8 3.68 9.02 <001 066
fences around property that has been damaged by ’ ’ ' ' '
deer or elk?

...require landowners to accept at least 50 of the 454 5.37 5.37 38.16 <001 136

responsibility in dealing with problem deer or elk?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigleceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpixarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption
in analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.
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Table E-28. Differences between current huntersrasidents who were classified in the hunting latesmand group on acceptability of different
management actions for deer/elk.

Groups
Current Latent
Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Hunter Demand  t-value p-value ES
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk? 3.98 3.70 211 .035 .065
...use techniques designed to scare problem ded¢k away 541 568 263 009 082
(examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)? ' ' ’ ' '
...use agency funds to compensate landowners forgama 351 3.22 228 023 071

($10,000 or more) caused by deer or elk?

...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-sigarin
program supporting the construction of fences adoun 3.89 3.94 -0.41 .685
property that has been damaged by deer or elk?

...require landowners to accept at least 50% of the 4.85 522 3.14 002 097
responsibility in dealing with problem deer or elk?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (yigleceptable).
2 “Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingi¢ahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in participating.

3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pvhaues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar%¥1 = “large”
effects.
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Table E-29. Differences between wildlife value otaion types on acceptability of different managetractions for deer/elk.

Wildlife value orientation type

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to...  Utilitarian  Pluralist Mutualist  Distanced F-valué ES
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk? .154 3.67 257 3.27 143.60 .309
...use techniques designed to scare problem deer or5.74 5.47 5.35 5.47 13.79 .100
elk away (examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)?

...use agency funds to compensate landowners for 3.24 347 2.98 2.59 26.92 .139
damage ($10,000 or more) caused by deer or elk?

...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost- 3.6 3.99 3.84 347 10.72 .088

sharing program supporting the construction of
fences around property that has been damaged by
deer or elk?

...require landowners to accept at least 50 of the ~ 5.09 5.15 5.40 5.5 15.88 107
responsibility in dealing with problem deer or elk?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigleceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentegtewh00 = small, .243 = medium, and .371 = laffg=ts.
* Different superscripts denote statistical diffeeip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table E-30. Percent of residents accepting of difftmanagement actions for problem deer or elk.

Lethally Scare  Agency compensate Cost-share program Landowners accept

County remove away for damage to build fences  50% responsibility
Adams 48.7 78.7 46.1 55.1 64.9
Asotin 50.0 86.3 57.3 51.6 55.3
Benton 47.7 85.4 39.3 41.6 80.7
Chelan 42.9 92.8 42.3 64.9 73.2
Clallam 40.3 75.0 28.3 40.8 68.6
Clark 36.9 83.7 25.7 39.8 68.9
Columbia 46.8 88.6 50.4 52.9 67.1
Cowlitz 42.0 76.5 30.1 43.4 64.9
Douglas 38.3 84.0 41.3 58.0 77.5
Ferry 39.4 75.2 40.0 55.8 63.5
Franklin 43.0 87.2 50.0 57.7 65.4
Garfield 57.4 80.0 65.3 62.1 44.4
Grant 46.2 88.9 40.0 58.9 75.3
Grays Harbor 40.3 77.5 32.1 48.1 71.3
Island 32.7 78.2 26.1 34.5 62.4
Jefferson 26.9 78.2 21.1 44.7 69.4
King 38.6 82.2 23.3 51.1 81.8
Kitsap 36.4 79.0 23.5 37.8 80.8
Kittitas 36.4 79.3 37.0 47.5 71.7
Klickitat 40.5 79.2 42.1 63.9 72.1
Lewis 41.9 78.6 41.7 49.4 71.8
Lincoln 41.9 75.6 46.0 42.7 58.9
Mason 34.7 75.8 30.5 44.2 65.9
Okanogan 44.0 72.5 38.9 55.5 71.3
Pacific 29.8 70.2 37.2 47.9 56.4
Pend Oreille 37.7 79.7 40.5 43.8 65.9
Pierce 325 76.3 20.0 325 73.8
San Juan 33.9 75.5 10.1 30.9 74.5
Skagit 35.8 84.2 24.8 44.7 66.7
Skamania 34.6 70.2 33.8 41.1 65.4
Snohomish 31.3 79.5 26.5 47.0 67.5
Spokane 38.9 79.6 27.1 31.5 80.6
Stevens 42.7 81.5 41.9 46.4 71.8
Thurston 31.6 85.5 325 45.3 68.4
Wahkiakum 33.0 68.7 39.2 51.5 58.6
Walla Walla 40.2 75.2 36.6 42.5 67.6
Whatcom 29.9 79.7 18.8 35.6 66.4
Whitman 41.1 78.0 36.3 40.7 64.8
Yakima 42.5 83.8 37.0 60.0 71.6
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Table E-31. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to
move wolves from one area of Washington where treegéached a certain population size to anotheriare
the state to establish new wolf populations.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 19.7 7.1 6.2 6.7 18.5 17.4 24.3
Pluralist 14.6 3.3 5.3 4.2 16.5 25.2 30.9
Mutualist 2.6 2.2 2.1 8.2 15.9 33.5 35.6
Distanced 6.9 3.0 2.6 8.6 24.6 29.4 24.9
Washington 10.9 4.2 4.0 7.2 18.4 26.1 29.2

Table E-32. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to
allow wolves to recolonize and establish new pajpaha on their own in Washington.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 15.0 5.9 8.2 9.0 24.8 16.4 20.6
Pluralist 16.1 5.5 6.4 3.9 23.5 19.3 25.4
Mutualist 2.2 2.7 3.0 6.3 22.2 27.3 36.4
Distanced 3.1 2.4 3.4 9.7 324 25.4 23.5
Washington 8.6 4.1 5.3 7.5 25.1 22.1 27.2

Table E-33. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to
limit the number of wolves if they cause declinesleer and elk populatiois certain areas

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 3.8 3.7 6.1 7.2 22.0 21.9 35.2
Pluralist 8.8 14 3.9 6.5 19.8 25.6 33.9
Mutualist 8.6 7.9 9.4 115 30.9 18.2 13.6
Distanced 8.0 5.6 9.8 18.5 31.8 19.9 6.4
Washington 6.9 5.2 7.5 10.6 26.5 20.8 22.5
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Table E-34. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to
capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is knovenhtave caused loss of livestock.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 3.6 4.9 4.2 5.0 10.8 22.0 49.5
Pluralist 5.5 8.1 7.6 3.4 16.0 19.6 39.9
Mutualist 14.3 12.1 14.9 7.3 20.8 15.1 15.5
Distanced 9.8 10.4 12.5 12.9 25.9 16.8 11.7
Washington 8.7 8.8 9.8 7.0 17.7 18.4 29.6

Table E-35. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to
compensate landowners for loss of livestock cabyes wolf.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 20.0 8.6 7.7 15.9 12.3 16.4 19.2
Pluralist 11.2 20.8 7.6 10.8 15.2 10.5 23.9
Mutualist 19.7 13.2 7.4 13.0 25.7 14.3 6.8
Distanced 23.2 15.8 131 15.9 12.0 13.8 6.3
Washington 19.3 13.1 8.6 14.2 17.2 14.4 13.2

Table E-36. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to

use a portion of WDFW hunting and fishing licensdlats to compensate landowners for loss of livesto
caused by a wolf.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 28.5 9.7 10.2 11.8 15.8 10.7 13.3
Pluralist 21.3 13.6 6.2 9.5 18.1 13.2 18.1
Mutualist 17.6 10.5 7.0 12.2 24.6 17.6 10.4
Distanced 23.9 13.3 8.8 11.5 20.7 14.7 7.1
Washington 22.9 11.1 8.3 115 20.0 14.2 11.9
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Table E-37. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe indicating it is unacceptable or acceptabléN@FW to
use a portion of state tax dollars to compensatgoaners for loss of livestock caused by a wolf.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 29.8 9.2 10.2 111 15.5 12.0 12.2
Pluralist 23.8 7.1 10.5 9.8 20.7 9.8 18.4
Mutualist 25.4 11.3 10.2 9.6 26.3 11.9 5.2
Distanced 32.2 20.4 12.1 7.4 19.5 5.3 3.1
Washington 27.8 11.6 10.6 9.7 20.7 10.5 9.1

Table E-38. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe finding it unacceptable or acceptable for WDt/éllow
a recreational hunt of wolves once they have reheheertain population size that exceeds WDFW rexgov
goals.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Utilitarian 2.8 2.4 3.1 7.5 12.6 23.3 48.3
Pluralist 8.5 3.9 4.9 7.1 111 19.2 45.3
Mutualist 33.4 8.6 6.6 9.7 23.2 10.6 7.9
Distanced 13.7 12.4 7.0 10.9 27.0 12.7 16.2
Washington 16.1 6.5 5.2 8.8 18.6 16.5 28.4
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Table E-39. Correlationamong demographics and the acceptability of diffeneanagement actions for wolves.

Demographics

Residents <18 Years in Years in

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Gendet Age vyears at home Washington household Incomé Educationi
...move wolves from one area in Washington where
they've reached a certain population size to amothe  .225 -117 -.170 -.133 .068 136
area in the state to establish new wolf populaftons
...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new 144 - 182 076 =197 - 129 171 177
populations on their own in Washington?
...limit the number of wolves if they cause decliies ;¢ 105 173 175 2110 119
deer and elk populations certain area8 ' ' ' ' ' '
...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is knowm _121 204 -.039 202 201 133 113
have caused loss of livestock? ' ' ' ' ' ' '
...compensate landowners for loss of livestock caused 187 042 146 162 131
by a wolf? ' ' ' ' '

...usea portion of WDFW hunting and fishing

licensedollarsto compensate landowners for loss of .138 .108 .091 -.097 .038

livestock caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of state tagollarsto compensate
landowners for loss of livestock caused by a wolf?

...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they have
reached a certain population size that exceeds WDFW-.228 .087 161 120 -.063 -.076
recovery goals?

--- 77 -.065 125 135 -.165 ---

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are represdny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries
with a “---" are not significantg < .05).

Z Statements about the acceptability of differenifwelated management actions were measured opairit-scale ranging from 1 (highly
unacceptable) to 7 (highly acceptable).

3 Gender was measured as a dichotomous variableewheMale and 1 = Female. Correlations reportecpaint-biserial, where .100 = “small”,
.243 = *medium”, and .371 = “large” effects.

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.
> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiamger value corresponded to a higher educatieel.le
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Table E-40. Differences between hunting types @etability of different management actions for ved.

Hunting typé

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Non-hunter ~ Past Hunter Current HunterF-value ES

...move wolves from one area in Washington where
they've reached a certain population size to amothe 5.51° 5.07 3.8F 168.72 279
area in the state to establish new wolf populatons

...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new 53¢ 5.04 42F 88.05 205
populations on their own in Washington? ' ) ) ' '
...limit the number of wolves if they cause declines 477 4.97 6.00 11021 299
in deer and elk populatioris certain area8 ' ) ) ' '
...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is known 456 507 6.07 114.63 232
to have caused loss of livestock? ' ' ' ' :
...compensate landowners for loss of livestock 3.6 4.0P 4.6 42 71 144

caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of WDFW hunting and fishing
licensedollarsto compensate landowners for 3.97 3.79 3.45 13.30 .081
loss of livestock caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of state tarollarsto
compensate landowners for loss of livestock 3.3¢ 3.54 3.98 15.29 .087
caused by a wolf?

...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they
have reached a certain population size that exceeds 4.26' 4.88 6.09 159.94 272
WDFW recovery goals?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigliceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentetewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.
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Table E-41. Differences between angling types aepi@bility of different management actions for ved.

Angling typée

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Non-angler  Past Angler Current AnglerF-valué ES

...move wolves from one area in Washington where
they've reached a certain population size to anothe 5.68 5.3% 4.68 79.37 197
area in the state to establish new wolf populatons

...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new 536 547 470 7178 187
populations on their own in Washington? ' ’ ’ ' '
...limit the number of wolves if they cause declines 4.88 4.87 518 13.96 084
in deer and elk populatioris certain area8 ' ’ ’ ' '
...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is known 443 489 5.2¢ 36.46 134
to have caused loss of livestock? ' ' ' ' '
...compensate landowners for loss of livestock 357 3.90 410 14.86 086

caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of WDFW angling and fishing
licensedollarsto compensate landowners for 3.87% 413 3.48 40.51 142
loss of livestock caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of state tarollarsto
compensate landowners for loss of livestock 3.23 3.57 3.65 9.07 .068
caused by a wolf?

...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they
have reached a certain population size that exceeds 4.15' 4.47 5.3F 98.05 218
WDFW recovery goals?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigliceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentetewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rtja” effects.
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Table E-42. Differences between wildlife-viewingp&g on acceptability of different management astion wolves.

Wildlife-viewing type'

Has never Participated Currently

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... participated  in the past  participates  F-valué ES

...move wolves from one area in Washington where
they've reached a certain population size to amothe 4.8C° 5.14 5.17 5.56 .053
area in the state to establish new wolf populaffons

...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new 3.97 4.9% 508 89.29 206
populations on their own in Washington? ' ) ) ' '
...limit the number of wolves if they cause declines 508 524 4.89 15.73 088
in deer and elk populatioris certain area8 ' ’ ’ ' '
...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is known 5 95 499 478 5575 164
to have caused loss of livestock? ' ' ' ' '
...compensate landowners for loss of livestock 4.88 368 3.8¢ 4352 145

caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of WDFW wildlife-viewing and
fishing licensedollarsto compensate landowners ~ 4.34 3.8% 3.80 10.90 .073
for loss of livestock caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of state tarollarsto
compensate landowners for loss of livestock 4.23 3.37 3.47 23.43 107
caused by a wolf?

...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they
have reached a certain population size that exceeds 5.7F 4.69 4.60 42.86 144
WDFW recovery goals?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyiglcceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] als® to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differer €= .004).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentetewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.

* Different superscripts denote statistical diff@eip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table E-43. Differences between current huntersrasidents who were classified in the hunting latesmand group on acceptability of different

management actions for wolves.

Groups
Current Latent

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Hunter Demand t-value p-value ES
...move wolves from one area in Washington where’teey 3.81 500
reached a certain population size to another ardeeistate to ' ' -8.41 <.001 .253
establish new wolf populations?
...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new papahs on 4.21 4.98 569 <.001 175
their own in Washington? ' '
...limit the number of wolves if they cause declimesleer and elk 6.00 5.20 777 <.001 231
populationdn certain area8 ' '
...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is knotenhave caused 6.02 4.92 9.69 <.001 281
loss of livestock? ' '
...compensate landowners for loss of livestock cabgyea wolf? 4.62 4.08 4.03 <.001 124

...usea portion of WDFW hunting and fishing licerdalarsto 3.45 3.65 1.48 139

compensate landowners for loss of livestock cabyealwolf? '

...usea portion of state tadollarsto compensate landowners 3.95 3.63 228 .023 071

for loss of livestock caused by a wolf? ' '
...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they haazhed a 6.09 5.43 6.26 <.001 187

certain population size that exceeds WDFW recogesjs?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (yigleceptable).

2 “Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingit¢ahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in participating.
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, arl&¥1 = “large”

effects.
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Table E-44. Differences between wildlife value otaion types on acceptability of different managetractions for wolves.

Wildlife value orientation type

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced F-valué ES

...move wolves from one area in Washington where
they've reached a certain population size to amothe 4.47 5.04 5.75 5.28 112.12 277
area in the state to establish new wolf populatons

...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new

b
populations on their own in Washington? 4.54 4.73 571 5.36 116.13 281

...limit the number of wolves if they cause declines

_ O . 5.47 5.3¢ 457 4.46 97.93 260
in deer and elk populatioms certain area8

...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is known 5 76 5 34 415 435 212 73 368
to have caused loss of livestock?

...compensate landowners for loss of livestock 4168 4,958 3.8% 344 26.47 139
caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of WDFW hunting and fishing
licensedollarsto compensate landowners for 3.62 4.02 410 3.64 15.79 107
loss of livestock caused by a wolf?

...usea portion of state tarollarsto
compensate landowners for loss of livestock 3.58 4.00 357 2.90 32.45 153
caused by a wolf?

...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they
have reached a certain population size that exceeds 5.88 5.48 3.44 4.2¢ 432.01 492
WDFW recovery goals?

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (lyigliceptable). Different superscripts denote
statistical difference (p < .05) as reported by Bettis post hoc test, used due to a violation efdqual-variances assumption in analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentegtewh00 = small, .243 = medium, and .371 = laffg=ts.
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Table E-45. Percent of residents accepting of difftmanagement actions for wolves.

Help establis Allow to Limit if causing Lethally remove

new populations recolonize on  declines in deer if causing loss of Allow
County with relocation their own and elk livestock recreational hunt
Adams 46.8 62.8 78.2 79.5 77.2
Asotin 35.8 31.5 89.4 84.6 84.1
Benton 70.5 74.2 71.9 75.3 65.2
Chelan 52.6 75.3 78.4 75.0 74.2
Clallam 63.3 69.2 62.5 70.3 71.7
Clark 74.8 71.8 67.9 66.3 61.9
Columbia 39.1 49.3 82.0 85.6 83.6
Cowlitz 58.0 72.6 66.4 74.3 69.0
Douglas 55.0 59.3 63.3 73.8 54.3
Ferry 43.3 55.2 80.6 81.9 74.3
Franklin 65.8 64.1 80.3 70.9 74.4
Garfield 23.4 31.7 91.7 86.3 86.3
Grant 55.6 54.5 82.2 78.9 73.3
Grays Harbor 58.0 66.7 75.3 76.3 81.5
Island 69.2 62.9 67.9 63.0 56.0
Jefferson 71.8 75.2 58.8 59.1 53.4
King 80.5 80.9 69.3 60.7 63.2
Kitsap 71.1 74.2 59.2 62.0 52.5
Kittitas 59.0 54.9 72.4 72.4 68.3
Klickitat 50.8 62.0 68.0 74.6 70.5
Lewis 52.9 67.9 74.1 72.6 64.3
Lincoln 43.2 48.4 84.7 91.8 87.8
Mason 66.0 63.4 73.4 72.3 66.0
Okanogan 51.4 60.7 70.2 75.9 79.2
Pacific 54.7 69.5 78.3 76.8 65.2
Pend Oreille 47.1 66.1 79.8 78.0 80.2
Pierce 78.5 75.9 68.4 60.8 64.6
San Juan 77.3 85.3 62.4 54.6 53.6
Skagit 60.8 70.5 68.1 66.4 53.7
Skamania 57.7 76.0 65.6 69.0 63.6
Snohomish 81.7 85.4 67.1 56.1 56.1
Spokane 70.4 62.0 75.0 84.3 74.1
Stevens 48.4 53.2 79.4 81.7 81.7
Thurston 74.8 72.0 61.0 68.1 58.5
Wahkiakum 47.0 61.6 75.0 74.0 67.7
Walla Walla 61.3 62.5 80.9 82.0 74.1
Whatcom 77.8 74.4 66.7 62.4 48.7
Whitman 56.2 55.6 74.2 74.4 67.8
Yakima 67.5 70.4 86.1 72.8 69.1
Washington 73.7 74.5 69.8 65.7 63.5
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Table E-46. Percent of residents accepting of corsgeon techniques for wolf-caused loss of livelstoc

Compensation source

Compensate landowners  pynting and fishing Portion of state tax
County for livestock losses license dollars dollars
Adams 55.1 50.0 49.4
Asotin 66.1 60.8 56.5
Benton 43.8 38.2 29.5
Chelan 63.9 46.9 47.9
Clallam 42.1 47.1 35.8
Clark 30.8 36.5 31.1
Columbia 64.7 56.1 49.6
Cowlitz 45.9 35.5 33.0
Douglas 62.0 47.5 47.5
Ferry 65.7 59.0 58.1
Franklin 56.0 55.1 55.8
Garfield 80.6 69.2 71.9
Grant 53.3 51.1 50.0
Grays Harbor 53.8 50.0 46.3
Island 29.6 26.9 25.9
Jefferson 41.2 40.2 38.6
King 48.3 53.4 40.9
Kitsap 34.7 37.4 35.4
Kittitas 54.9 47.5 39.3
Klickitat 61.2 55.8 50.8
Lewis 52.4 47.0 48.8
Lincoln 66.1 59.7 54.0
Mason 33.0 32.6 29.8
Okanogan 65.4 50.5 55.0
Pacific 66.0 50.0 44.1
Pend Oreille 67.2 49.6 51.7
Pierce 37.2 38.0 44.3
San Juan 33.0 38.5 25.5
Skagit 45.1 38.8 35.3
Skamania 56.3 45.0 44.2
Snohomish 41.5 45.8 33.7
Spokane 46.7 45.4 47.2
Stevens 62.7 53.2 45.2
Thurston 44.9 48.7 40.2
Wahkiakum 61.6 50.5 47.0
Walla Walla 52.3 53.6 42.3
Whatcom 44.0 47.4 37.9
Whitman 53.3 455 47.8
Yakima 54.4 44.4 48.8
Washington 44.8 46.1 40.3
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Table E-47. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe disagreeing or agreeing with the staterf®atmon are
important to the local economy where | live.”

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly =~ Moderately Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Neither Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 4.3 3.6 2.5 6.7 16.7 29.5 36.9
Pluralist 3.1 1.2 1.9 6.1 6.3 26.4 55.0
Mutualist 3.2 14 3.8 6.6 11.5 21.1 52.5
Distanced 15 3.1 6.8 6.9 16.1 28.0 37.5
Washington 3.2 2.4 3.6 6.6 13.3 25.9 449

Table E-48. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe disagreeing or agreeing with the staterf®atmon are
important to the quality of life for residents whdrlive.”

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly =~ Moderately Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Neither Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 6.6 3.7 4.0 12.1 21.0 26.4 26.2
Pluralist 3.1 2.3 3.1 9.1 14.8 27.5 40.1
Mutualist 3.2 2.1 1.8 13.8 10.9 26.3 41.9
Distanced 1.8 4.2 2.3 10.9 20.1 26.9 33.8
Washington 4.1 3.0 2.8 12.1 16.4 26.6 35.0

Table E-49. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe disagreeing or agreeing with the staterfMafdFwW
should continue its efforts to recover wild salnimmughout the state.”

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly =~ Moderately Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Neither Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 3.6 2.4 2.7 4.4 19.0 32.5 35.4
Pluralist 0.7 1.0 1.7 3.5 9.4 17.1 66.1
Mutualist 0.6 0.2 0.3 3.1 7.0 21.3 67.4
Distanced 0.5 2.7 0.8 4.9 16.2 20.2 54.7
Washington 1.6 1.5 14 3.9 13.0 24.2 54.3
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Table E-50. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe disagreeing or agreeing with the staterfiafdFwW
should focus more of its efforts on introductiomafchery-raised salmon to enhance fishing oppatites)”

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly =~ Moderately Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Neither Agree Agree Agree
Utilitarian 3.8 2.9 7.5 16.5 22.3 21.6 25.4
Pluralist 5.2 5.6 9.4 6.8 16.6 29.4 26.9
Mutualist 16.6 9.3 9.7 18.2 20.5 15.3 104
Distanced 12.2 11.5 15.0 23.4 20.5 10.5 6.9
Washington 10.0 7.0 9.8 17.0 20.7 18.5 17.0
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Table E-51. Correlatiohamong demographics and statements about salmon.

Demographics

Residents <18 Years in Years in

Statements about salnfon Gendet Age years at home Washington household Incomé  Educatiori
Salmon are important to the local economy 035 -033 057 069
where | live. ' ' ' '
Salmon are important to the quality of life for 041 _.037 061 064

residents where | live.

WDFW should continue its efforts to recover 068

wild salmonthroughout the state. ~047 ~067 ~085 091

WDFW should focus more of its efforts on
introduction ofhatchery-raised salmoto -.200 .102 147 .083 -.152 -.209
enhance fishing opportunities.

Over the past five yegra/ould you say that
your support for salmon recoveryhas .039 -.073 -.096 .051
increased, decreased, or remained the same?

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are represdny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries
with a “---" are not significantg < .05).

2 Statements about salmon were measured on a 7suailet ranging from “strongly disagree” to “stronghree,” except for the statement
measuring support for salmon recovery which wassonea on a 5-point scale ranging from “decreasatlyfeto “increase greatly.”

% Gender was measured as a dichotomous variableeWtemMale and 1 = Female. Correlations reportecbaint-biserial, where .100 = “small”,
.243 = "medium”, and .371 = “large” effects.

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.
> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiamger value corresponded to a higher educatieel.le
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Table E-52. Differences between hunting types atestents about salmon.

Hunting typé
Statements about salmon Non-hunter Past Hunter efudunter F-value p-value ES
Salmon are important to the local economy
where | live® 5.86 .78 5.69 2.85 .058
Salmon are important to the quality of life for ¢ g 5 46 550 219 116
residents where | livé, ' : : : :
WDFW should continue its efforts to recover ¢ 5qa 6.13° 597 2 69 <001 061

wild salmonthroughout the state.

WDFW should focus more of its efforts on
introduction ofhatchery-raised salmoto 4.43 457 5.10 26.50 <.001 114
enhance fishing opportunitiés.

Over the past five yegraould you say that
your support for salmon recoveryhas 3.55 3.5F 3.3¢ 7.85 <.001 .067
increased, decreased, or remained the same?

! Means with different superscripts denote stafitilifference | < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpiehere noted), used due to a
violation of the equal-variances assumption in gsialof variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (styoagree).

* Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (decrease greatly) to 5 (inergesatly).
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Table E-53. Differences between angling types atestents about salmon.

Angling type
Statements about salmon Non-angler Past Angler e@uAngler F-value p-value ES
Salmon are important to the local economy 567 5 g7 5 G 4.28 014 046
where | live? : : : : : :
Salmon are important to the quality of life for ¢ 5 55 550 E64 £69
residents where | livé. ' : : : :
WDFW should continue its efforts to recover 6.07 6.29 6.06 9.35 <001 068

wild salmonthroughout the state.

WDFW should focus more of its efforts on
introduction ofhatchery-raised salmoto 4.34 437 4.98 59.62 <.001 170
enhance fishing opportunitiés.

Over the past five yegraould you say that
your support for salmon recoveryhas 3.34 3.53 3.53 8.21 <.001 .069
increased, decreased, or remained the same?

! Means with different superscripts denote stafitilifference | < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpiehere noted), used due to a
violation of the equal-variances assumption in gsialof variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (styoagree).
* Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (decrease greatly) to 5 (inergesatly).
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Table E-54. Differences between wildlife-viewingp&g on statements about salmon.

Wildlife-viewing type'

Statements about salmon Has never  Participated in Currently

participated the past participates F-value p-value ES
Salmon qre3important to the local economy 579 585 581 0.29 752
where | live:
Sal_mon are |mport_an} to the quality of life for 5 34 5.5 5.5 319 041 039
residents where | liv&
WDFW should continue its efforts to recover 6.03 6.11 6.17 233 097

wild salmonthroughout the statk.

WDFW should focus more of its efforts on
introduction ofhatchery-raised salmoto 5.49 4.76 4.42 58.02 <.001 .166
enhance fishing opportunitiés.

Over the past five yegra/ould you say that
your support for salmon recoveryhas 3.59 3.6 3.49°¢ 4.30 .014 .050
increased, decreased, or remained the same?

! Means with different superscripts denote stafitilifference | < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpiehere noted), used due to a
violation of the equal-variances assumption in gsialof variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (styoagree).
* Different superscripts denote statistical diffeeip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.

> Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (decrease greatly) to 5 (inergasatly).
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Table E-55. Differences between current huntersrasidents who were classified in the hunting latesmand group on statements about salmon.

Current Latent
Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Hunter ~ Demand t-value p-value ES$
Salmon are important to the local economy wheieel®| 5.69 5.81 -1.22 223
Salmon are important to the quality of life foricents where | livé. 5.50 5.49 0.11 915
WDFW should continue its efforts to recowetd salmonthroughout 5.97 6.01
' ' -0.48 .631
the staté.
WDFW should focus more of its efforts on introdoatiof hatchery- 5.10 5.04
, I iy ' ' 0.55 .580
raised salmorto enhance fishing opportunitiés.
Over the _past five yearaiould you say that yowsupport for salmon 3.36 3.58

recovery has increased, decreased, or remained the $ame? 325 001 106

1 «Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingidahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in participating.

?Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pvhalnes are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (styoagree).
“ Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (decrease greatly) to 5 (inergasatly).
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Table E-56. Differences between wildlife value ataion types on statements about salmon.

Wildlife value orientation type

Statements about salmon Utilitarian ~ Pluralist ~ Miista Distanced F-valué ES
Salmon are important to the local economy where 5 64 6.10 598 567 18.99 117
I live.t ' ' ' ' ' '
Salmon are important to the quality of life for 527 579 5.74 550 30.40 147

residents where | livé.

WDFW should continue its efforts to recoweitd 575 6.37 6.50 6.1%

salmonthroughout the state. 102.97 264

WDFW should focus more of its efforts on
introduction ofhatchery-raised salmoto 517 5.2¢ 4.04 3.8¢ 157.68 321
enhance fishing opportunitiés.

Over the past five yegra/ould you say that your
support for salmon recoveryhas increased, 3.28 3.65 3.67° 3.56" 40.98 184
decreased, or remained the same?

! Means with different superscripts denote statitilifference | < .05) as reported by Dunnett's post hoc test] ulse to a violation of the equal-
variances assumption in analysis of variance (ANQVA

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).

3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presenteztewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.
* Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (styoagree).

> Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (decrease greatly) to 5 (inergasatly).
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Table E-57. Percent of residents agreeirtly statements about salmon.

Important to

Important to

Continue

recovery efforts

Focus on hatchery-
raised salmon for

County economy quality of life  for wild salmon fishing opportunities
Adams 39.7 29.5 71.8 65.4
Asotin 88.8 75.8 81.6 74.4
Benton 61.5 61.5 76.9 65.9
Chelan 68.4 63.2 72.9 52.6
Clallam 92.6 86.9 88.2 58.3
Clark 79.8 70.2 88.5 49.0
Columbia 52.2 52.9 69.6 73.0
Cowlitz 90.2 85.8 92.9 65.5
Douglas 62.5 62.5 81.5 75.0
Ferry 28.6 22.9 67.6 68.6
Franklin 55.1 52.6 73.1 72.2
Garfield 49.6 38.1 65.3 64.5
Grant 38.9 35.6 77.8 75.0
Grays Harbor 96.2 90.1 93.8 66.7
Island 85.3 75.0 83.5 55.0
Jefferson 93.4 88.1 94.1 43.7
King 94.5 85.9 97.8 42.4
Kitsap 89.9 84.0 94.9 57.0
Kittitas 38.8 40.5 81.1 55.8
Klickitat 81.1 77.7 82.0 63.1
Lewis 84.5 82.1 83.5 60.0
Lincoln 25.8 25.8 72.8 70.4
Mason 92.5 87.4 93.7 66.3
Okanogan 62.6 60.2 77.8 56.5
Pacific 98.9 95.9 90.5 62.1
Pend Oreille 21.1 25.8 70.0 57.0
Pierce 96.3 87.5 91.1 70.0
San Juan 92.9 94.6 99.1 49.1
Skagit 93.4 92.6 91.8 54.5
Skamania 915 86.9 85.3 53.8
Snohomish 90.2 83.3 92.9 62.7
Spokane 46.8 44.0 88.9 66.0
Stevens 37.6 33.9 83.3 56.3
Thurston 90.7 88.1 93.2 59.8
Wahkiakum 91.2 89.2 81.4 68.0
Walla Walla 42.1 51.3 77.0 53.1
Whatcom 92.3 90.5 93.2 47.9
Whitman 42.2 45.1 78.0 57.1
Yakima 76.5 71.6 87.7 75.3
Washington 84.1 78.0 91.6 56.2
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Table E-58. Percent of residents indicating thepp®rt for salmon recovery has increased, decreased
remained the same over the last five years.

Decreased Decreased Remained the Increased Increased
County Greatly Some Same Some Greatly
Adams 8.1 9.7 58.1 19.4 4.8
Asotin 3.6 9.1 62.7 16.4 8.2
Benton 6.9 9.7 44 .4 23.6 15.3
Chelan 9.4 10.6 45.9 23.5 10.6
Clallam 8.6 4.8 46.7 19.0 21.0
Clark 2.2 2.2 44.4 31.1 20.0
Columbia 11.3 12.1 41.9 20.2 14.5
Cowlitz 4.0 5.1 44.4 29.3 16.2
Douglas 4.2 4.2 63.9 23.6 4.2
Ferry 9.6 9.6 53.0 20.5 7.2
Franklin 4.9 11.5 45.9 21.3 16.4
Garfield 11.1 9.3 58.3 7.4 13.9
Grant 5.3 14.5 64.5 13.2 2.6
Grays Harbor 4.3 4.3 40.6 33.3 17.4
Island 4.7 4.7 47.7 30.2 12.8
Jefferson 2.4 4.7 49.6 18.9 24.4
King 2.5 2.5 43.0 36.7 15.2
Kitsap 1.2 3.5 44.2 25.6 25.6
Kittitas 7.5 9.4 52.8 16.0 14.2
Klickitat 10.5 5.3 53.5 17.5 13.2
Lewis 7.8 5.2 41.6 32.5 13.0
Lincoln 14.1 9.1 55.6 16.2 5.1
Mason 0.0 6.3 51.3 25.0 17.5
Okanogan 14.6 7.3 47.9 12.5 17.7
Pacific 10.6 1.2 40.0 30.6 17.6
Pend Oreille 11.4 6.8 54.5 18.2 9.1
Pierce 1.4 4.3 45.7 25.7 22.9
San Juan 0.0 5.7 33.3 24.8 36.2
Skagit 3.6 3.6 455 28.2 19.1
Skamania 5.7 10.6 43.1 26.0 14.6
Snohomish 4.3 5.8 47.8 26.1 15.9
Spokane 8.8 1.3 55.0 23.8 11.3
Stevens 5.7 9.5 62.9 13.3 8.6
Thurston 1.0 7.0 48.0 27.0 17.0
Wahkiakum 9.9 6.6 35.2 33.0 15.4
Walla Walla 3.2 10.5 60.0 16.8 9.5
Whatcom 2.9 2.0 48.0 31.4 15.7
Whitman 1.4 9.9 59.2 16.9 12.7
Yakima 15 6.2 41.5 32.3 18.5
Washington 3.5 4.4 46.3 29.2 16.7

187



Table E-59. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe wanting theoyotepopulation to increase, decrease, or
remain the same in Washington over the next fivaege

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase

This Species  Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly

Utilitarian 1.2 6.7 314 54.3 5.6 0.7
Pluralist 0.5 18.7 13.7 53.2 8.8 5.0
Mutualist 0.0 3.5 14.0 62.5 16.6 3.3
Distanced 0.1 3.1 18.8 58.8 17.6 15
Washington 0.5 6.7 20.7 57.8 11.9 2.4

Table E-60. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe wanting thélack bearpopulation to increase, decrease,
or remain the same in Washington over the nextyesss.

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase

This Species  Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly

Utilitarian 0.3 2.6 12.3 68.8 13.0 3.0
Pluralist 0.9 6.1 8.7 55.1 21.1 8.0
Mutualist 0.1 11 6.7 59.0 27.2 6.0
Distanced 0.0 2.6 7.4 63.1 24.5 2.6
Washington 0.2 2.6 9.0 62.4 21.1 4.7

Table E-61. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe wanting theleerpopulation to increase, decrease, or
remain the same in Washington over the next fiarge

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase

This Species  Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Utilitarian 0.1 3.2 9.6 46.1 27.6 13.5
Pluralist 0.0 0.3 10.0 38.5 26.8 24.4
Mutualist 0.0 0.7 8.0 51.8 29.2 10.2
Distanced 0.1 2.9 13.1 48.6 31.7 3.5
Washington 0.1 19 9.7 47.4 28.7 12.2
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Table E-62. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe wanting thelk population to increase, decrease, or
remain the same in Washington over the next fivaege

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase

This Species  Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly

Utilitarian 0.1 0.3 4.1 47.2 30.1 18.3
Pluralist 0.0 0.0 7.7 30.7 34.8 26.8
Mutualist 0.0 0.2 4.4 52.8 30.3 12.2
Distanced 0.0 0.6 5.9 48.3 40.1 5.0
Washington 0.0 0.3 5.0 47.0 32.5 15.2

Table E-63. Percent of wildlife value orientatigpe wanting the&ougarpopulation to increase, decrease, or
remain the same in Washington over the next fivaege

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase

This Species  Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly

Utilitarian 2.6 9.1 25.9 52.7 8.0 1.7
Pluralist 3.3 13.1 13.9 43.2 16.9 9.6
Mutualist 0.2 4.4 7.2 54.4 25.2 8.6
Distanced 0.7 5.1 12.2 58.8 20.2 3.0
Washington 1.6 7.3 154 53.0 17.3 5.5
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Table E-64. Correlatioamong wildlife acceptance capacity and lethal aintr

Wildlife Acceptance Capacity species

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to ldyhamove a particular species... Coyote Black bear
if it...
...Is seen near your home? -.416 -.347
...Is a nuisance (for example: it gets into traspeirfood containers) near your home? -.419 -.347
...has a disease that may be spread to humans? -.208 -.232
...attacks a petear your home? -.359 -.337
...attacks a persomear your home? -.234 -.234

! Correlations are represented by Pearsgnighere .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries are significapt<
.01).

Table E-65. Correlationamong wildlife acceptance capacity and beliefs abeer and elk management.

Wildlife Acceptance Capacity

species

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to... Deer Elk
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or elk? -.120 -.094
...use techniques designed to scare problem dedit amay (examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)? -.074
...use agency funds to compensate landowners forgu$4 0,000 or more) caused by deer or elk? .040
...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-sggsiogram supporting the construction of fences 048
around property that has been damaged by deekdr el

...require landowners to accept at least 50% ofespansibility in dealing with problem deer or elk? -.034

! Correlations are represented by Pearsgnighere .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries with a “--" are not
significant p < .05).
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Table E-66. Correlationamong demographics and wildlife acceptance cagdoityive species.

Demographics

Residents <18 Years in

Years in

Gendet Age years at home Washington household Incomé  Educatiori
Coyote --- -.156 .057 -.142 -.116 116 .094
Black Bear -.089 -.194 .079 -.136 -.120 170 .089
Deer -.175 -.070 .062 - --- -.059 -.196
Elk -.245 -.079 .051 --- --- --- -.162
Cougar --- -.170 .051 -.135 -.140 137 173

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are represdny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries

with a “---" are not significantg < .05).

2 Measurements for wildlife acceptance capacity edrfgom 0 (eliminate this species) to 5 (increasadly).
% Gender was measured as a dichotomous variableeWtemMale and 1 = Female. Correlations reportecbaint-biserial, where .100 = “small”,

.243 = “medium”, and .371 = “large” effects.

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.
> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiamger value corresponded to a higher educatieel.le
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Table E-67. Differences between hunting types ddlifé acceptance capacity for five species.

Hunting typé
Species Non-hunter Past Hunter Current Hunter F-valué ES
Coyote 2.86' 2.84 2.58 29.84 122
Black Bear 3.1P° 3.16 3.34 17.17 .093
Deer 3.2F° 3.37 4.16 259.74 341
Elk 3.37 3.59 4.28 283.65 355
Cougar 2.96 2.98 2.68 19.72 .100

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 0 (eliminate this species) tméréase greatly). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] ase to a violation of the equal-variances assiomp analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presenteztewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.
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Table E-68. Differences between angling types ddlifi@ acceptance capacity for five species.

Angling typée
Species Non-angler Past Angler Current Angler  F-valué ES
Coyote 2.85" 297 2.69 30.00 123
Black Bear 3.07 3.14"° 3.27 7.57 .063
Deer 3.3¢ 3.28 3.56 52.27 162
Elk 3.42 3.44 3.80 94.70 216
Cougar 2.89 3.04 2.84 18.32 .097

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 0 (eliminate this species) tméréase greatly). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] ase to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem €= .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presenteztewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.
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Table E-69. Differences between wildlife-viewingp&g on wildlife acceptance capacity for five spgcie

Wildlife-viewing type'

Species Ha§ never Participated in Cu_rr(_antly
participated the past participates F-value p-value ES
Coyote 2.46 2.73 2.87 42.34 <.001 145
Black Bear 2.83 3.0P 3.27 55.95 <.001 166
Deer 3.49 3.38 3.39 1.94 143
Elk 3.4¢° 3.49 3.6 13.23 <.001 .082
Cougar 2.3 2.76 3.03 78.01 <.001 195

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 0 (eliminate this species) tméréase greatly). superscripts denote statistical
difference p < .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] s to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of variance
(ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.
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Table E-70. Differences between current huntersrasidents who were classified in the hunting latesmand group on wildlife acceptance
capacities for five species.

Groups
Current Hunter Latent Demahd t-value p-value ES
Coyote 2.55 2.78 -4.30 <.001 133
Black Bear 3.34 3.30 0.72 464 ---
Deer 4.16 3.48 12.37 <.001 .354
Elk 4.28 3.83 8.85 <.001 .264
Cougar 2.68 2.98 -4.38 <.001 136

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 0 (eliminate this species) tmbréase greatly).
2 “Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingi¢ahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in participating.

3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pvhalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar#¥1 = “large”
effects.
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Table E-71. Differences between wildlife value ataion types on wildlife acceptance capacity fee species.

Wildlife value orientation type

Species Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced  F-valué ES
Coyote 2.5 2.66' 3.02 2.98 78.36 236
Black Bear 3.0P 3.14 3.30 3.17 34.25 159
Deer 3.38" 3.68 3.40 3.20 27.43 142
Elk 3.62 3.8° 3.50 3.43 28.04 144
Cougar 2.60° 2.86 3.26 3.0P 113.63 281

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 0 (eliminate this species) tméréase greatly). Different superscripts denote
statistical difference (p < .05) as reported by Dettis post hoc test, used due to a violation efdfual-variances assumption in analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presenteztewh00 = small, .243 = medium, and .371 = laffgets.
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Table E-72. Percent of residents indicating theceptance capacity faoyoteover the next five years.

Eliminate  Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
County this species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Adams 0.0 10.5 21.1 60.5 3.9 3.9
Asotin 5.6 7.2 28.0 56.0 2.4 0.0
Benton 1.1 4.4 154 69.2 1.7 1.1
Chelan 1.0 7.1 21.4 64.3 51 1.0
Clallam 0.0 4.3 18.1 63.8 12.1 1.7
Clark 1.0 8.9 23.8 58.4 6.9 1.0
Columbia 1.5 4.4 26.3 51.1 14.6 2.2
Cowlitz 0.0 8.0 31.0 47.8 10.6 2.7
Douglas 0.0 5.1 215 65.8 6.3 1.3
Ferry 0.0 9.8 25.5 59.8 3.9 1.0
Franklin 2.6 2.6 10.4 72.7 9.1 2.6
Garfield 1.6 12.0 24.8 58.4 0.8 2.4
Grant 1.1 12.2 25.6 55.6 4.4 1.1
Grays Harbor 1.2 8.6 16.0 59.3 7.4 7.4
Island 1.8 12.5 17.9 56.3 8.9 2.7
Jefferson 0.7 8.9 22.2 57.8 10.4 0.0
King 0.0 7.1 19.0 57.1 15.5 1.2
Kitsap 1.0 6.1 22.4 55.1 15.3 0.0
Kittitas 0.8 6.4 18.4 65.6 8.0 0.8
Klickitat 0.0 8.3 24.0 56.2 8.3 3.3
Lewis 0.0 11.9 22.6 48.8 16.7 0.0
Lincoln 1.6 12.1 21.8 58.9 4.8 0.8
Mason 0.0 8.4 18.9 63.2 8.4 1.1
Okanogan 1.8 7.2 26.1 55.0 7.2 2.7
Pacific 2.1 135 18.8 59.4 5.2 1.0
Pend Oreille 0.0 14.2 20.0 59.2 3.3 3.3
Pierce 0.0 51 25.3 51.9 12.7 51
San Juan 0.0 2.9 11.7 53.4 29.1 2.9
Skagit 2.5 5.8 20.7 62.0 7.4 1.7
Skamania 1.6 7.0 23.3 54.3 10.9 3.1
Snohomish 1.3 5.0 15.0 60.0 13.8 5.0
Spokane 1.9 8.4 29.9 51.4 7.5 0.9
Stevens 0.8 10.5 23.4 58.1 6.5 0.8
Thurston 0.0 6.1 20.2 57.9 11.4 4.4
Wahkiakum 1.0 22.0 31.0 42.0 1.0 3.0
Walla Walla 1.9 6.5 215 58.9 10.3 0.0
Whatcom 0.0 3.5 16.5 68.7 9.6 1.7
Whitman 0.0 8.0 30.7 53.4 8.0 0.0
Yakima 0.0 2.5 14.8 64.2 14.8 3.7
Washington 0.5 6.7 20.7 57.8 11.9 2.4
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Table E-73. Percent of residents indicating theceptance capacity ftsack bearover the next five years.

Eliminate  Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
County this species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Adams 2.6 3.8 7.7 70.5 10.3 5.1
Asotin 1.6 9.7 17.7 58.9 8.9 2.4
Benton 1.1 3.4 6.9 65.5 19.5 3.4
Chelan 0.0 2.1 11.3 69.1 16.5 1.0
Clallam 0.9 0.9 10.3 60.3 22.4 4.3
Clark 0.0 4.0 10.1 57.6 28.3 0.0
Columbia 0.7 3.6 14.5 59.4 16.7 5.1
Cowlitz 0.0 1.8 6.2 63.7 23.0 5.3
Douglas 0.0 1.3 10.4 74.0 13.0 1.3
Ferry 0.0 1.0 16.2 61.0 18.1 1.9
Franklin 3.8 2.6 10.3 60.3 19.2 3.8
Garfield 0.0 7.1 15.1 62.7 11.1 4.0
Grant 0.0 3.3 9.9 69.2 154 2.2
Grays Harbor 0.0 1.3 10.0 60.0 20.0 8.8
Island 1.8 1.8 10.8 60.4 19.8 5.4
Jefferson 0.0 2.3 3.8 65.9 24.2 3.8
King 0.0 2.4 7.1 64.3 22.6 3.6
Kitsap 0.0 1.0 4.2 71.9 19.8 3.1
Kittitas 0.8 1.6 8.9 58.1 24.2 6.5
Klickitat 0.0 1.7 10.7 62.8 15.7 9.1
Lewis 0.0 3.7 13.4 58.5 18.3 6.1
Lincoln 3.3 5.0 13.2 57.9 13.2 7.4
Mason 0.0 2.1 16.7 61.5 18.8 1.0
Okanogan 0.0 1.8 10.1 63.3 20.2 4.6
Pacific 2.1 1.1 9.5 65.3 17.9 4.2
Pend Oreille 0.0 5.0 15.0 59.2 18.3 2.5
Pierce 0.0 2.5 10.1 51.9 25.3 10.1
San Juan 0.0 1.0 5.7 56.2 28.6 8.6
Skagit 0.0 3.3 3.3 68.6 20.7 4.1
Skamania 0.0 1.6 11.7 57.0 21.1 8.6
Snohomish 0.0 2.6 7.7 62.8 17.9 9.0
Spokane 1.9 1.9 14.2 66.0 14.2 1.9
Stevens 0.0 3.2 8.9 66.1 194 2.4
Thurston 0.0 3.5 8.8 64.6 16.8 6.2
Wahkiakum 0.0 5.0 11.0 64.0 14.0 6.0
Walla Walla 0.0 3.8 17.0 59.4 17.0 1.9
Whatcom 0.0 1.8 7.0 65.8 21.9 3.5
Whitman 1.2 2.3 9.3 59.3 24.4 35
Yakima 0.0 1.3 8.9 68.4 17.7 3.8
Washington 0.2 2.6 9.0 62.4 21.1 4.7
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Table E-74. Percent of residents indicating theceptance capacity faleerover the next five years.

Eliminate  Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
County this species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Adams 0.0 0.0 6.3 45.6 31.6 13.9
Asotin 0.0 0.0 104 32.0 36.8 18.4
Benton 0.0 0.0 2.2 51.7 29.2 16.9
Chelan 0.0 0.0 11.2 48.0 28.6 12.2
Clallam 0.0 0.0 20.9 46.1 18.3 104
Clark 0.0 0.0 4.0 53.0 25.0 16.0
Columbia 0.0 0.0 19.0 35.0 29.2 13.1
Cowlitz 0.0 0.0 2.6 34.2 35.1 26.3
Douglas 0.0 0.0 3.8 53.2 31.6 11.4
Ferry 0.0 1.9 19.2 36.5 26.9 154
Franklin 0.0 0.0 9.0 41.0 32.1 17.9
Garfield 0.0 5.6 11.9 44.4 22.2 15.9
Grant 0.0 1.1 10.0 36.7 32.2 20.0
Grays Harbor 0.0 1.3 51 32.1 37.2 24.4
Island 1.8 2.7 13.4 56.3 11.6 14.3
Jefferson 0.0 8.1 13.3 59.3 14.1 5.2
King 0.0 1.2 10.6 43.5 36.5 8.2
Kitsap 0.0 51 10.1 56.6 22.2 6.1
Kittitas 0.8 0.0 12.1 46.0 20.2 21.0
Klickitat 0.8 6.6 13.2 46.3 22.3 10.7
Lewis 0.0 1.2 11.9 45.2 29.8 11.9
Lincoln 0.0 8.1 21.0 37.1 25.0 8.9
Mason 0.0 1.1 9.7 49.5 30.1 9.7
Okanogan 0.0 3.7 18.5 36.1 29.6 12.0
Pacific 0.0 0.0 5.2 38.5 32.3 24.0
Pend Oreille 0.0 7.5 20.8 35.0 20.8 15.8
Pierce 0.0 2.5 6.3 50.0 21.3 20.0
San Juan 0.9 7.5 25.2 514 11.2 2.8
Skagit 0.0 0.8 9.2 44.2 30.0 15.8
Skamania 0.0 1.5 13.0 42.7 27.5 15.3
Snohomish 0.0 0.0 6.4 47.4 33.3 12.8
Spokane 0.0 2.8 19.6 53.3 22.4 1.9
Stevens 0.0 6.5 18.7 39.0 24.4 114
Thurston 0.0 0.9 14.8 53.0 18.3 13.0
Wahkiakum 0.0 2.0 7.9 32.7 32.7 24.8
Walla Walla 0.0 2.7 11.6 46.4 29.5 8.9
Whatcom 0.9 2.6 12.3 52.6 21.9 9.6
Whitman 1.1 9.0 22.5 33.7 24.7 9.0
Yakima 0.0 1.2 3.7 47.6 31.7 15.9
Washington 0.1 1.9 9.7 47.4 28.7 12.2
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Table E-75. Percent of residents indicating the@eptance capacity fetk over the next five years.

Eliminate  Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
County this species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Adams 0.0 0.0 2.6 48.7 30.8 17.9
Asotin 0.0 0.0 3.2 27.2 38.4 31.2
Benton 0.0 0.0 3.3 50.0 24.4 22.2
Chelan 0.0 0.0 6.2 45.4 30.9 175
Clallam 0.0 0.0 14.7 49.1 22.4 13.8
Clark 0.0 1.0 3.0 53.5 23.8 18.8
Columbia 0.0 1.5 4.4 27.2 36.0 30.9
Cowlitz 0.0 0.9 3.6 33.3 33.3 28.8
Douglas 0.0 0.0 2.6 45.5 31.2 20.8
Ferry 0.0 2.0 0.0 25.5 38.2 34.3
Franklin 0.0 0.0 3.8 42.3 32.1 21.8
Garfield 0.8 2.4 7.9 32.5 31.7 24.6
Grant 0.0 0.0 55 36.3 31.9 26.4
Grays Harbor 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.3 42.5 31.3
Island 0.0 0.0 3.6 52.7 27.3 16.4
Jefferson 0.0 0.0 6.7 60.4 23.9 9.0
King 0.0 0.0 7.1 47.1 35.3 10.6
Kitsap 0.0 1.0 2.0 58.2 28.6 10.2
Kittitas 0.8 1.6 5.6 53.2 19.0 19.8
Klickitat 0.0 1.7 5.0 42.5 34.2 16.7
Lewis 0.0 4.8 4.8 45.8 33.7 10.8
Lincoln 0.0 0.0 8.1 37.1 33.9 21.0
Mason 0.0 2.1 2.1 47.4 33.7 14.7
Okanogan 0.0 0.9 2.8 38.9 35.2 22.2
Pacific 0.0 2.1 5.3 41.1 30.5 21.1
Pend Oreille 0.0 2.5 4.1 37.2 31.4 24.8
Pierce 0.0 0.0 3.8 46.8 27.8 21.5
San Juan 0.0 1.0 1.0 53.8 33.7 10.6
Skagit 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.9 33.9 18.2
Skamania 0.0 0.0 7.7 42.3 30.0 20.0
Snohomish 0.0 0.0 6.4 38.5 42.3 12.8
Spokane 0.0 0.0 6.5 50.5 33.6 9.3
Stevens 0.0 1.6 2.4 36.6 31.7 27.6
Thurston 0.0 0.0 54 51.4 27.0 16.2
Wahkiakum 0.0 2.0 4.9 42.2 28.4 225
Walla Walla 0.0 0.9 4.7 47.2 29.2 17.0
Whatcom 0.9 0.0 3.6 50.0 31.3 14.3
Whitman 1.2 1.2 8.1 36.0 40.7 12.8
Yakima 0.0 1.2 1.2 50.6 29.6 17.3
Washington 0.0 0.3 5.0 47.0 32.5 15.2
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Table E-76. Percent of residents indicating thetegtance capacity faougarover the next five years.

Eliminate  Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
County this species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Adams 1.3 15.6 18.2 50.6 6.5 7.8
Asotin 8.2 18.9 21.3 44.3 4.1 3.3
Benton 1.1 6.7 13.5 62.9 13.5 2.2
Chelan 1.0 8.2 25.8 51.5 11.3 2.1
Clallam 0.9 8.5 21.4 53.8 13.7 1.7
Clark 0.0 12.9 15.8 55.4 12.9 3.0
Columbia 1.5 20.6 30.9 33.1 8.1 5.9
Cowlitz 0.0 3.6 19.8 54.1 15.3 7.2
Douglas 0.0 6.3 22.5 52.5 16.3 25
Ferry 1.0 17.0 34.0 36.0 11.0 1.0
Franklin 3.8 11.4 11.4 50.6 13.9 8.9
Garfield 0.8 13.6 24.0 52.8 6.4 2.4
Grant 4.4 10.0 30.0 41.1 11.1 3.3
Grays Harbor 0.0 125 22.5 42.5 10.0 12.5
Island 3.6 55 155 53.6 12.7 9.1
Jefferson 0.0 8.1 14.8 51.9 23.7 1.5
King 2.3 6.9 14.9 47.1 24.1 4.6
Kitsap 3.1 3.1 9.2 66.3 13.3 5.1
Kittitas 1.6 4.9 22.8 53.7 13.8 3.3
Klickitat 1.7 13.2 215 51.2 8.3 4.1
Lewis 3.7 6.2 18.5 56.8 12.3 25
Lincoln 8.9 14.5 27.4 43.5 4.8 0.8
Mason 0.0 11.6 12.6 58.9 14.7 2.1
Okanogan 2.8 11.9 22.0 45.0 13.8 4.6
Pacific 2.1 14.9 14.9 58.5 6.4 3.2
Pend Oreille 2.5 11.6 24.0 49.6 9.1 3.3
Pierce 0.0 7.6 11.4 58.2 15.2 7.6
San Juan 0.0 1.0 14.3 47.6 25.7 11.4
Skagit 3.3 5.0 17.4 52.9 15.7 5.8
Skamania 0.8 10.9 12.4 457 225 7.8
Snohomish 1.3 5.1 7.6 57.0 16.5 12.7
Spokane 3.7 7.4 25.9 48.1 12.0 2.8
Stevens 0.8 21.1 23.6 48.0 5.7 0.8
Thurston 0.0 7.3 13.8 56.0 17.4 55
Wahkiakum 5.1 11.1 16.2 47.5 14.1 6.1
Walla Walla 2.8 11.3 28.3 45.3 11.3 0.0
Whatcom 0.0 1.7 16.5 56.5 21.7 3.5
Whitman 1.2 5.8 20.9 50.0 20.9 1.2
Yakima 3.7 1.2 17.3 58.0 13.6 6.2
Washington 1.6 7.3 15.4 53.0 17.3 55
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Table F-1. Percent of wildlife value orientatiopéyindicating their beliefs regarding wildlife-redd services.

Importance WDFW is
responsible  Willing to pay
Example Services Not at all Slightly Moderately Quite Extremely for providing for service

Care for injured or orphaned wildlife.

Utilitarian 12.6 36.1 31.1 14.7 5.5 46.0 22.9
Pluralist 4.6 12.2 28.8 35.0 19.3 74.3 51.5
Mutualist 0.4 7.7 27.1 37.0 27.8 85.8 76.9
Distanced 5.3 30.3 35.3 26.2 2.9 58.9 33.9
Washington 5.9 21.8 30.2 27.3 14.8 66.0 47.8
Response to complaints about wildlife in urban area
Utilitarian 4.4 20.1 30.8 24.6 20.1 79.7 39.0
Pluralist 2.0 14.1 27.3 41.7 15.0 84.8 37.7
Mutualist 1.9 13.8 26.4 36.7 21.2 83.7 51.6
Distanced 3.2 13.5 25.4 41.5 16.5 84.2 52.9
Washington 3.0 16.0 27.8 34.1 19.1 82.6 45.6
Incentives to private landowners who restore widgdhabitat.
Utilitarian 10.4 13.6 35.4 27.7 12.8 52.6 26.2
Pluralist 7.9 8.8 21.7 32.6 28.9 60.7 36.9
Mutualist 1.4 7.7 20.5 37.1 33.3 70.3 51.4
Distanced 5.9 15.8 32.1 33.8 12.4 54.2 37.8
Washington 6.1 11.3 27.8 32.7 22.1 60.1 38.4
Protection and recovery of threatened or endangepezties.
Utilitarian 6.5 17.1 30.5 29.1 16.8 78.1 40.2
Pluralist 0.7 5.7 18.9 30.3 44.4 89.6 54.8
Mutualist 0.4 3.4 9.8 225 63.9 96.1 80.3
Distanced 1.8 9.5 23.8 34.3 30.5 87.0 66.5
Washington 2.7 9.4 20.5 27.9 39.5 87.5 60.8
Outdoor educational programs to connect youth/fasito nature.
Utilitarian 6.5 18.9 30.8 29.5 14.1 62.4 40.8
Pluralist 2.3 5.1 22.3 38.6 31.7 75.3 48.2
Mutualist 2.7 8.9 21.7 32.5 34.2 79.2 61.4
Distanced 3.2 17.9 29.1 31.3 18.6 59.3 55.9
Washington 4.0 13.2 26.1 32.2 24.5 69.4 51.6
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Table F-1continued Percent of wildlife value orientation type indica their beliefs regarding wildlife-
related services.

Importance WDFW is
responsible  Willing to pay
Example Services Not at all Slightly Moderately Quite Extremely for providing for service

Hunting and fishing opportunities.

Utilitarian 2.8 6.4 26.2 29.3 354 84.6 524
Pluralist 1.1 4.4 17.6 35.3 41.6 83.9 57.8
Mutualist 20.7 22.0 31.8 17.5 8.0 69.0 314
Distanced  20.2 24.5 33.7 13.4 8.2 66.3 26.1
Washington 12.0 14.8 28.3 23.2 21.7 76.1 41.3
Wildlife viewing opportunities.
Utilitarian 16.1 20.5 37.1 20.6 5.7 56.2 36.3
Pluralist 7.8 20.0 26.2 254 20.6 62.4 36.4
Mutualist 5.6 14.0 31.1 27.2 22.0 72.0 58.1
Distanced 10.1 22.4 36.4 20.0 111 69.6 48.5
Washington 10.2 18.5 33.4 23.5 14.5 64.8 46.0

Programs that help local governments plan for petiten of open space and wildlife populations inanmb
areas.

Utilitarian 10.3 20.9 31.2 25.0 12.5 60.1 24.9
Pluralist 2.0 6.1 27.6 29.8 34.6 80.2 38.5
Mutualist 2.2 4.5 13.7 35.7 43.9 89.0 64.0
Distanced 5.1 12.9 24.2 30.9 26.8 68.5 54.6
Washington 5.4 11.6 23.3 30.5 29.2 74.2 45.6

204



Table F-2. Correlatiorimmong demographics and the importance of wildédeted services.

Demographics

Residents <18 Yearsin Years in

Wildlife-related services Gende? Age years at home Washington household Incomé Education

Care for injured or orphaned wildlife 239 .043 -.063 -.157 -.094
Response to complaints about wildlife in urban srea .237 -.130 .057 -.040 -.101 -.045
Incentives to private landowners who restore wigdli  .083 -.085 -.086 -.088 .069

habitat

Protection and recovery of threatened or endangered.165 -.169 -.157 -.152 .082

species

Outdoor educational programs to connect .108 -.092 -.060 -.069 -.083 .064
youth/families to nature

Hunting and fishing opportunities -.273 .077 146 .065 -.107 -.201
Wildlife viewing opportunities 110 -128 -.108 -.092 .092

Programs that help local governments plan for .158 -.132 -.149 -.110 147

protection of open space and wildlife populatiams i
urban areas

! Unless otherwise noted, correlations are repreddny Pearson’s where .100 = “small”, .300 = “medium”, and .500large” effects. Cell entries
with a “---" are not significantg < .05).

2 The importance of wildlife-related services wereasured on a 5-point scale ranging from “not ainglortant” to “extremely important.”

% Gender was measured as a dichotomous variableeWhemMale and 1 = Female. Correlations reportecbaint-biserial, where .100 = “small”,
.243 = “medium”, and .371 = “large” effects.

* Income was measured on a 9-point scale whergerlaalue corresponded to a higher income bracket.
> Education was measured on a 5-point scale, whiamger value corresponded to a higher educatieai.le
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Table F-3. Differences between hunting types oroirtigmce of wildlife-related services.

Hunting typé
Wildlife-related services Non-hunter Past Hunter rr€nt Hunter F-valué ES
Care for injured or orphaned wildlffe 3.47 3.20° 2.58 118.13 235
Response to complaints about wildlife in urban 3.66' 3.39 3.1% 62.49 174
areas
Incentives to private landowners who restore 3.50° 3.57 3.7P 6.88 .058
wildlife habitat
Protection and recovery of threatened or 4.03 3.86 3.66 25.72 113
endangered species
Outdoor educational programs to connect 3.65' 3.52 3.69 7.92 .063
youth/families to nature
Hunting and fishing opportunities 2.8 3.55’ 4.50¢ 486.58 441
Wildlife viewing opportunitie$ 3.3% 2.99 2.89 47.37 152
Programs that help local governments plan for 3.87° 3.54 3.47 31.23 125

protection of open space and wildlife populations
in urban areas

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extely important). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpixarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption
in analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differems €= .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentetewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rtja” effects.
* Different superscripts denote statistical diff@eip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.

206



Table F-4. Differences between angling types oroitgmce of wildlife-related services.

Angling typée
Wildlife-related services Non-angler Past Angler rn@aot Angler F-value p-value ES
Care for injured or orphaned wildlffe 3.37 3.3¢ 3.04 29.82 <.001 121
Response to complaints about wildlife in urban  3.58 3.63 3.29 46.56 <.001 152
areas
Incentives to private landowners who restore 3.54 3.54 3.53 .034 .967
wildlife habitat
Protection and recovery of threatened or 4.02 3.98 3.78 17.04 <.001 .093
endangered species
Outdoor educational programs to connect 3.49 3.64 3.6F° 4.06 017 .045
youth/families to nature
Hunting and fishing opportunities 2.66 2.96 3.9¢ 418.43 <.001 417
Wildlife viewing opportunities 3.08' 3.2¢ 3.08 6.50 .002 .057
Programs that help local governments plan for ~ 3.77 3.69° 3.59 5.86 .003 .055

protection of open space and wildlife populations
in urban areas

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporasescanged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extely important). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testdpixarhere noted), used due to a violation of theakgariances assumption
in analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwalues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, ar&¥1 = “large”
effects.

3 Different superscripts denote statistical diffeeip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table F-5. Differences between wildlife-viewing &gon importance of wildlife-related services.

Wildlife-viewing type'

Wildlife-related services Has never — Participated in  Currently F-valué ES’
participated the past participates

Care for injured or orphaned wildlffe 3.06' 3.60 3.19 38.95 137

Response to complaints about wildlife in urban 3.3¢8 3.72 3.47 16.65 .091

areas

Incentives to private landowners who restore 3.19 3.52 3.58 18.33 .095

wildlife habitat

Protection and recovery of threatened or 3.55' 3.79 3.9¢ 28.44 118

endangered species

Outdoor educational programs to connect 3.40° 3.57° 3.65 8.12 .063

youth/families to natufe

Hunting and fishing opportunities 357 3.03 3.3T 20.57 .100

Wildlife viewing opportunities 2,57 3.12 3.23 60.40 170

Programs that help local governments plan for 3.25' 3.63 3.74 28.88 120

protection of open space and wildlife populations
in urban areds

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extely important). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc testgpixehere noted), used due to a violation of theabgariances assumption
in analysis of variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presenteztewh00 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, and .371 =rja” effects.
* Different superscripts denote statistical diffeeip < .05) as reported by Scheffe’s post hoc test.
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Table F-6. Difference between current hunters asalents who were classified in the hunting latemand group on their level of importance for

wildlife-related services.

Current Latent

Wildlife-related services Hunter ~ Demand t-value p-value  ES$
Care for injured or orphaned wildlife 2.58 3.15 -8.09 <.001 .240
Response to complaints about wildlife in urban srea 3.13 3.50 -5.38 <.001 .164
Incentives to private landowners who restore wigdhabitat 3.71 3.77 -0.85 .398
Protection and recovery of threatened or endanggredes 3.66 3.71 -1.58 114
Outdoor educational programs to connect youth/fasito nature 3.69 3.66 0.44 .663
Hunting and fishing opportunities 4.50 4.11 7.68 <.001 221
Wildlife viewing opportunities 2.89 3.11 -2.82 .005 087
Programs that help local governments plan for ptaie of open 3.47 3.56 122 204

space and wildlife populations in urban areas

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporslescanged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (@xtely important).

2 “Latent demand” is defined as residents who ingit¢ahey do not currently participate in huntingt bave a future interest in participating.
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presented pwues are significanp(< .05), where .100 = “small”, .243 = “medium”, a®&¥1 = “large”

effects.
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Table F-7. Differences between wildlife value ot&ion types on importance of wildlife-related sees.

Wildlife value orientation type

Wildlife-related services Utilitarian Pluralist Mudlist Distanced F-valué ES
Care for injured or orphaned wildlife 2%4 3.52 3.84 2.97 380.10 466
Response to complaints about wildlife in 3.36" 3.53 3.67 3.59 14.27 102
urban areas

Incentives to private landowners who restore 3.19 3.66 3.93 3.3° 121.88 287
wildlife habitat

Protection and recovery of threatened or 3.33 412 4.46 3.82 314.77 434
endangered species

Outdoor educational programs to connect 3.26 3.92 3.87 3.44 96.29 .258
youth/families to nature

Hunting and fishing opportunities 3388 417 2.7¢ 2.65 445.02 496
Wildlife viewing opportunities 2.79 3.3F 3.46 3.00 87.35 245
Programs that help local governments plan ~ 3.09 3.89 415 3.61 230.14 383

for protection of open space and wildlife
populations in urban areas

! Cell entries represent means. Original resporsescanged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extely important). Different superscripts denote
statistical differencep(< .05) as reported by Dunnett’s post hoc test] ase to a violation of the equal-variances assiomph analysis of
variance (ANOVA).

2All F-values were statistically differem € .001).
3 Effect size measures. Eta values are presentatewh00 = small, .243 = medium, and .371 = laffg=ts.
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Table F-8. Mean level of importance for wildlifelated services.

Care for injured Response to Incentives to private Protection and recovery
or orphaned complaints about landowners who of threatened or

County wildlife wildlife in urban areas restore wildlife habitat endangered species
Adams 3.06 3.13 3.39 3.60
Asotin 3.28 3.51 3.30 3.46
Benton 3.11 3.45 3.35 3.68
Chelan 3.14 3.41 3.54 3.53
Clallam 3.05 3.16 3.32 3.66
Clark 3.37 3.41 3.54 3.98
Columbia 2.90 3.32 3.53 3.43
Cowlitz 3.50 3.47 3.55 3.79
Douglas 3.15 3.33 3.58 3.63
Ferry 3.19 3.44 3.55 3.45
Franklin 3.13 3.32 3.61 3.71
Garfield 2.58 3.20 3.32 2.94
Grant 3.00 3.45 3.56 3.60
Grays Harbor 3.46 3.36 3.41 3.77
Island 3.15 3.38 3.33 3.80
Jefferson 3.20 3.24 3.65 4.17
King 3.10 3.75 3.58 411
Kitsap 3.34 3.33 3.49 4.01
Kittitas 3.22 3.17 3.50 3.86
Klickitat 3.16 3.31 3.60 3.70
Lewis 3.21 3.43 3.53 3.69
Lincoln 3.06 3.14 3.54 3.26
Mason 3.32 3.44 3.46 3.80
Okanogan 2.93 3.23 3.38 3.55
Pacific 3.52 3.49 3.58 3.75
Pend Oreille 2.85 3.18 3.39 3.43
Pierce 3.30 3.34 3.71 3.84
San Juan 3.34 3.15 3.80 4.30
Skagit 3.41 3.49 3.64 4.03
Skamania 3.33 3.30 3.34 3.71
Snohomish 3.40 3.57 3.44 3.86
Spokane 3.11 3.49 3.37 3.88
Stevens 3.00 3.11 3.37 3.44
Thurston 3.45 3.33 3.69 4.06
Wahkiakum 3.22 3.12 3.46 3.63
Walla Walla 3.20 3.25 3.70 3.60
Whatcom 3.27 3.23 3.39 3.96
Whitman 3.05 3.46 3.40 3.57
Yakima 3.48 3.51 3.44 3.76
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Table F-8continued Mean level of importance for wildlife-related siees?

Programs that help local

Outdoor educational Hunting and Wildlife governments plan for protection
programs to connect fishing viewing of open space and wildlife

County youth/families to nature opportunities  opportunities populations in urban areas
Adams 3.54 3.76 3.22 3.39
Asotin 3.61 3.93 2.84 3.10
Benton 3.49 3.49 3.05 3.55
Chelan 3.59 3.66 3.05 3.33
Clallam 3.62 3.44 3.00 3.59
Clark 3.68 3.69 3.20 3.72
Columbia 3.36 4.06 2.89 3.15
Cowlitz 3.83 3.71 3.20 3.34
Douglas 3.72 3.48 2.93 3.45
Ferry 3.47 3.77 2.68 3.28
Franklin 3.62 3.45 3.13 3.54
Garfield 3.09 3.74 2.39 2.90
Grant 3.38 3.67 3.13 3.41
Grays Harbor 3.53 3.79 3.14 3.38
Island 3.56 3.41 2.96 3.40
Jefferson 3.75 2.93 3.02 3.71
King 3.52 2.81 3.11 3.80
Kitsap 3.71 3.29 3.22 3.65
Kittitas 3.56 3.50 3.00 3.70
Klickitat 3.68 3.64 3.15 3.69
Lewis 3.27 3.64 3.01 3.36
Lincoln 3.15 3.52 2.44 2.92
Mason 3.55 3.54 3.07 3.37
Okanogan 3.22 3.78 2.94 3.27
Pacific 3.56 3.89 291 3.49
Pend Oreille 3.43 3.72 3.01 3.09
Pierce 3.84 3.45 3.18 3.83
San Juan 3.93 3.27 3.37 3.86
Skagit 3.69 3.48 3.27 3.71
Skamania 3.44 3.49 2.98 3.30
Snohomish 3.65 3.23 3.19 3.67
Spokane 3.53 3.69 3.01 3.55
Stevens 3.29 3.73 2.94 3.11
Thurston 3.69 3.29 3.49 3.91
Wahkiakum 341 3.75 2.80 3.06
Walla Walla 3.33 3.44 3.13 3.34
Whatcom 3.49 3.18 3.10 3.50
Whitman 3.36 3.40 3.03 3.34
Yakima 3.55 3.66 3.16 3.29

! Cell entries represent means. Original respondesscanged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (ertely important).
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Table F-9. Othernot listed wildlife-related services.

Percent citing this

Services service is important
Law Enforcement 8.5
Access 8.1
Wildlife Population Control 7.7
Already Pay Taxes/Fees 7.5
Hunting Regulations 6.7
Negative toward WDFW 6.3
Assist/Work with Private Landowners 5.9
Educational Opportunities/Outreach 55
More Opportunities/Resources for Hunters and Arsgler 5.3
Native American Issues 4.7
Cooperation with Other Entities (e.g. volunteem/agnments, NGOS) 4.7
Budget Reforms 4.0
Curtail Land Development/Urban Sprawl 3.6
Species Protection 3.6
Fishing Regulations 3.6
Fund with Fees 3.2
Less Government Involvement/Management of Nature 2 3.
Wildlife Habitat 2.8
Better Management 2.6
Reimbursement for Damages/Loss caused by Wildlife 6 2
Fund by Taxes 2.4
Habitat Restoration 2.2
Increase Scientific Research/Information to thelieub 2.2
Eliminate Gill Netting 1.8
NO Reintroduction 1.8
Incentives (e.g. for habitat conservation) 1.6
Opportunities for Youths 1.2
Natural balance 1.0
Manage wildlife, not people 1.0
Improved/Additional Facilities at Waterways 0.8
Wildlife Corridors 0.8
Make humans deal with problems 0.8
Conservation Easements 0.6
Utilize Tourism 0.4
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Table F-10. Percent of residents indicating WDFWegponsible for providing wildlife-related service

Care for injured
or orphaned

Response to
complaints about private landowners
wildlife in urban

Incentives to

who restore

Protection and
recovery of
threatened or

County wildlife areas wildlife habitat endangered species
Adams 63.9 80.0 48.5 80.0
Asotin 67.8 82.5 59.8 76.9
Benton 59.3 79.3 65.1 89.3
Chelan 53.7 82.5 54.6 75.0
Clallam 51.8 76.4 47.8 78.6
Clark 70.4 76.5 58.5 85.9
Columbia 65.2 79.4 65.1 83.5
Cowlitz 70.3 87.5 61.3 86.2
Douglas 64.8 73.3 61.3 82.4
Ferry 63.1 83.7 60.2 79.2
Franklin 66.7 86.8 64.6 87.1
Garfield 52.5 79.2 61.7 74.6
Grant 61.4 81.9 54.9 79.8
Grays Harbor 67.5 83.8 58.2 84.2
Island 58.9 72.6 53.7 87.7
Jefferson 60.3 83.2 59.7 87.0
King 66.3 82.1 60.5 89.3
Kitsap 62.2 84.4 54.5 90.3
Kittitas 67.5 73.9 57.9 85.3
Klickitat 60.3 80.9 64.1 78.0
Lewis 65.1 77.6 54.9 80.2
Lincoln 65.3 83.9 66.9 72.2
Mason 70.8 80.4 62.9 84.9
Okanogan 56.3 79.4 65.7 85.8
Pacific 68.1 85.6 56.7 79.3
Pend Oreille 63.4 84.1 64.9 79.6
Pierce 72.4 85.5 60.5 88.0
San Juan 44.1 69.9 52.0 88.9
Skagit 66.4 84.9 65.8 91.3
Skamania 67.2 81.6 55.0 87.2
Snohomish 62.0 86.4 61.7 87.5
Spokane 67.0 84.3 58.3 91.3
Stevens 60.5 80.3 57.4 79.5
Thurston 67.8 82.6 68.4 92.2
Wahkiakum 65.0 76.5 61.2 81.6
Walla Walla 62.3 83.5 63.8 82.1
Whatcom 59.8 71.8 58.3 84.5
Whitman 71.1 84.7 71.3 83.8
Yakima 70.9 86.5 56.9 81.8
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Table F-10continued Percent of residents indicating WDFW is respdeditr providing wildlife-related services.

Programs that help local

Outdoor educational Hunting and Wildlife governments plan for protection
programs to connect fishing viewing of open space and wildlife

County youth/families to nature opportunities opportunities populations in urban areas
Adams 55.1 77.1 66.7 62.5
Asotin 71.7 84.2 52.1 59.8
Benton 62.8 80.0 68.2 75.0
Chelan 60.4 74.0 61.5 67.3
Clallam 67.3 71.6 59.8 72.0
Clark 69.7 79.2 64.4 74.5
Columbia 65.9 83.5 56.3 68.2
Cowlitz 64.8 82.4 67.9 70.0
Douglas 68.1 76.6 53.9 66.2
Ferry 71.0 88.0 53.5 67.3
Franklin 75.7 77.3 67.1 71.8
Garfield 69.2 80.0 44.4 61.0
Grant 56.0 80.7 62.7 69.4
Grays Harbor 64.5 81.6 59.7 57.3
Island 71.2 77.9 63.8 74.8
Jefferson 70.2 65.9 63.1 76.2
King 70.7 69.1 61.7 75.6
Kitsap 64.8 70.5 65.2 69.1
Kittitas 64.0 78.0 61.5 70.7
Klickitat 73.9 80.7 65.5 67.5
Lewis 64.2 80.5 70.7 73.8
Lincoln 62.5 70.8 45.7 53.6
Mason 68.9 74.7 63.9 63.6
Okanogan 55.0 80.0 65.7 72.1
Pacific 60.4 79.8 58.4 65.2
Pend Oreille 57.7 82.6 59.3 60.4
Pierce 74.0 82.7 68.0 75.0
San Juan 68.8 71.0 69.0 77.0
Skagit 62.1 83.8 62.4 68.8
Skamania 66.4 77.9 59.7 64.5
Snohomish 74.7 83.1 70.1 78.5
Spokane 66.3 82.8 63.1 80.8
Stevens 63.0 82.0 53.3 66.1
Thurston 69.3 71.7 75.2 74.4
Wahkiakum 63.9 82.7 55.9 67.3
Walla Walla 66.3 69.5 59.0 71.0
Whatcom 70.4 68.6 66.7 67.9
Whitman 74.1 88.8 62.2 68.4
Yakima 63.2 75.0 60.3 68.1
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Table F-11. Percent of residents indicating williegs to pay for wildlife-related services.

Care for injured
or orphaned

Response to
complaints about

Incentives to private Protection and recovery

landowners who restore  of threatened or

County wildlife wildlife in urban areas wildlife habitat endangered species
Adams 31.0 35.7 32.9 48.5
Asotin 34.5 29.7 37.6 41.3
Benton 39.0 47.6 37.3 59.5
Chelan 35.9 37.0 30.3 45.7
Clallam 38.3 36.0 33.7 52.6
Clark 46.4 36.2 37.9 60.2
Columbia 26.7 31.8 37.5 42.7
Cowlitz 43.9 38.0 35.5 44.9
Douglas 50.7 49.3 41.4 58.8
Ferry 40.8 30.5 31.3 394
Franklin 47.8 49.2 40.3 60.3
Garfield 32.2 31.0 26.8 30.1
Grant 41.0 40.5 45.1 54.7
Grays Harbor 55.7 39.0 33.8 62.2
Island 42.6 31.6 35.6 60.6
Jefferson 51.2 48.8 50.8 69.0
King 45.5 48.2 354 64.7
Kitsap 51.6 43.0 42.6 60.9
Kittitas 51.8 36.5 39.1 61.3
Klickitat 42.1 38.0 50.9 57.0
Lewis 48.2 38.8 32.5 51.3
Lincoln 27.6 29.6 39.7 34.2
Mason 42.4 45.1 39.8 53.6
Okanogan 33.3 31.7 40.0 51.4
Pacific 50.0 41.6 43.7 49.4
Pend Oreille 35.1 34.5 375 44.2
Pierce 58.9 49.3 42.5 61.1
San Juan 53.5 50.0 51.5 76.0
Skagit 53.0 51.3 50.9 65.8
Skamania 47.2 36.1 29.3 52.9
Snohomish 46.7 53.3 38.2 65.4
Spokane 46.6 45.5 34.3 58.8
Stevens 41.5 29.9 37.6 47.9
Thurston 50.5 38.5 46.3 62.2
Wahkiakum 39.2 25.5 33.0 46.8
Walla Walla 45.6 48.0 42.2 54.0
Whatcom 50.0 48.6 46.7 69.8
Whitman 46.3 36.7 41.8 44.9
Yakima 51.4 33.8 29.9 39.4
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Table F-11continued Percent of residents indicating willingness tg fm wildlife-related services.

Programs that help local

Outdoor educational Hunting and Wildlife governments plan for protection

programs to connect fishing viewing of open space and wildlife
County youth/families to nature  opportunities opportunities populations in urban areas
Adams 441 55.7 47.1 25.4
Asotin 53.6 55.5 33.0 29.8
Benton 43.8 38.6 45.5 40.3
Chelan 41.5 47.9 34.0 34.4
Clallam 53.8 47.6 50.5 54.9
Clark 42.3 43.8 41.4 44.9
Columbia 45.0 51.9 32.1 33.6
Cowlitz 41.7 48.1 37.5 36.9
Douglas 55.9 53.6 38.4 44.4
Ferry 45.2 50.5 32.3 35.5
Franklin 49.3 52.4 41.2 46.2
Garfield 33.9 42.9 23.2 29.2
Grant 37.5 53.8 34.2 43.2
Grays Harbor 40.5 58.3 43.2 39.2
Island 55.6 42.7 37.8 41.4
Jefferson 56.3 33.3 40.2 55.6
King 51.2 27.9 47.1 45.2
Kitsap 54.5 40.7 50.6 42.9
Kittitas 47.7 53.1 35.1 46.8
Klickitat 54.2 49.5 46.3 47.1
Lewis 39.5 50.0 37.5 39.0
Lincoln 33.9 40.4 13.9 23.9
Mason 52.4 53.1 46.9 40.8
Okanogan 44.1 52.4 36.5 35.6
Pacific 46.7 53.4 36.4 35.2
Pend Oreille 37.2 48.3 30.7 30.9
Pierce 58.3 51.4 41.3 48.6
San Juan 67.0 43.8 57.3 60.0
Skagit 58.0 52.3 50.9 54.7
Skamania 44.6 42.9 38.0 37.8
Snohomish 57.9 43.6 51.3 48.0
Spokane 49.0 55.6 44.0 46.9
Stevens 43.9 54.2 325 38.9
Thurston 62.4 38.7 59.8 534
Wahkiakum 32.3 40.0 25.3 315
Walla Walla 534 41.0 38.5 39.2
Whatcom 56.1 37.1 53.3 55.4
Whitman 50.6 50.0 43.4 38.0
Yakima 44.4 50.7 51.5 37.1
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APPENDIX G. METHODS AND WEIGHTING

Sampling and Data Collection

Results reported here are for Washington’s powiothe Understanding People in Places
project. A full background and methods for the enpiroject will be reported separately.

Washington residents were the target populatiomhfigrstudy. The sample for data collection
was obtained through random selection from two s$iagpfirms, Genesys and Survey Sampling,
Inc. (SSI). Records were primarily obtained frorm&gys and supplemented from records
obtained through SSI when necessary. Sampling treatfied by county, with a relatively equal
number of residents sampled from each of 39 cosimtithin Washington. This stratification
allowed for comparisons by county on key questminsterest. A pretest of the survey
instrument with a small sample of Washington rasisie&vas conducted in the summer of 2009.
Data were collected via a mail-back questionnaes (Appendix 1) administered in the fall of
2009. Data collection occurred via a modified Ddim(2007) approach, consisting of multiple
mailings to maximize response rates. All survey iagstration, including for the pretest, was
conducted by Colorado State University. Data frampleted questionnaires were analyzed
using SPSS/PASW 18.0.

A total of 4,183 Washington residents respondeati¢éanail survey, resulting in an overall
response rate of 31.8%. Response rates obtaineddbrcounty are reported in Table G-1. The
population estimate for the entire Washington staitha was within £2% at the 99% confidence
level. Sixty-eight responses per county were tadyéd allow for population estimates within
+10% at the 90% confidence level at the countylldyee to varying response rates and sample
sizes available, margins of error were differemtfach county. All counties had a larger sample
than the targeted number of 68; thus, overall dooeach county is less than £10%.

Table G-1. Response rates to the mail survey.

Number of Completed Response Nonresponse

County surveys mailed Nondeliverables surveys rate (%) surveys
Adams 365 56 83 27.0 49
Asotin 399 30 128 34.6 68
Benton 401 54 92 26.5 64
Chelan 379 39 99 29.0 49
Clallam 402 39 124 34.2 63
Clark 418 48 106 28.7 51
Columbia 376 19 141 39.4 64
Cowlitz 405 32 116 31.2 63
Douglas 353 27 81 24.9 53
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Table G-1continued Response rates to the mail survey.

Number of Completed Response Nonresponse
County surveys mailed Nondeliverables surveys rate (%) surveys
Ferry 332 36 105 35.4 62
Franklin 398 48 78 22.4 48
Garfield 310 13 125 42.2 65
Grant 360 38 94 29.3 53
Grays Harbor 336 39 82 27.6 39
Island 391 47 113 32.8 59
Jefferson 392 34 138 38.6 56
King 420 31 92 23.5 a7
Kitsap 403 29 100 26.8 50
Kittitas 352 43 125 40.4 49
Klickitat 373 41 124 37.3 68
Lewis 363 35 86 26.2 48
Lincoln 364 52 125 40.1 50
Mason 365 52 97 31.0 a7
Okanogan 389 62 110 33.7 57
Pacific 379 73 96 31.4 58
Pend Oreille 371 52 125 39.3 68
Pierce 409 29 80 21.0 47
San Juan 335 70 114 43.0 38
Skagit 403 39 123 33.7 66
Skamania 390 44 130 37.5 55
Snohomish 415 63 84 23.8 42
Spokane 421 38 111 29.0 65
Stevens 333 29 127 41.7 62
Thurston 409 28 119 31.2 65
Wahkiakum 337 41 103 34.9 57
Walla Walla 396 33 115 31.7 56
Whatcom 397 51 118 34.2 44
Whitman 355 82 92 33.6 59
Yakima 403 50 82 23.2 47
Washington 14799 1666 4183 31.8 2151
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Nonresponse Check

A sample of residents who did not respond to thi snavey in each county was contacted for a
brief phone interview following data collection£ 2,151 completed interviews). Calls were
made by Phone Base Research, Inc., located irdedirhs, CO, in January, 2010. The purpose
of this effort was to obtain responses to a few dpagstions from the mail survey (see Appendix
J for phone survey instrument). The phone survieyvald for an exploration of whether
differences existed between respondents to thesuaiby and nonrespondents on key variables
of interest to the study (Table G-2)nweighted datavere used in these analyses. Slight
differences were noted between respondents an@ésmomdents on certain variables. As an
example, nonrespondents were likely to have higheans on items related to the wildlife value
orientations (Animals should have rights like humans”, “The neetlsumans should take
priority over fish and wildlife protection”, “I vale the sense of companionship | receive from
animals”, and ‘People who want to hunt should be provided the dppity to do so).

Although all items except two I(bften participate in outdoor activities near mgrhe”, and
“Length of residence in current hometere found to be statistically significant, effstze
measures indicated only marginal variation betwespondents and nonrespondents.
Respondents were also much more likely to be madéhave participated in hunting and fishing
in the last 12 months than nonrespondents. Althaugllid not weight data based on the results
of the nonresponse comparisons, the results dittibate to the weighting procedures described
in the next section of this appendix.

Table G-2. Comparing respondents (RE) and nonrelgmis (NR) on key survey items.

Mean/
Items N Percent F-value p-value Eta

| often participate in outdoor activities RE 4103 5.84 -0.34 733 .004

hear my home NR 2011  5.86

Animals should have rights like humai RE 4118 3.27 -5.86 <.001 .075
NR 1966 3.62

The needs of humans should take RE 4100 412 -15.84 <.001 .200

priority over fish and wildlife protectior NR 1935 501

| value the sense of companionshipl RE 4111 5.15 -29.94 <.001 .358
receive from animals NR 1996 6.41

People who want to hunt should be RE 4120 5.70 -6.36 <.001 .081
provided the opportunity to do so NR 1991 597

Wildlife are a nuisance RE 4142 2.85 9.83 <.001 125
NR 1987 2.35
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Table G-2continued Comparing respondents (RE) and nonrespondents NRey survey
items.

Mean/
Item N Percent F-value P-value Eta
Acceptability of limiting the number of RE 4060 5.29 2.90 .004 .038

wolves in certain areas if they cause
declines in deer and elk populations? NR 1892 5.13

Would you like mountain lion RE 4056 2.75 -2.32 .020 .031
populfatlons to decrease in WA over tf NR 1690 282
next five years?

In the last 12 months, did you RE 3894 26% 6813 <001 .107

participate in hunting? NR 2020 17%

In the last 12 months, did you RE 3992 51% 4620 <.001 .08%

participate in fishing (non-commercial NR 2019 41%

In the last 12 months, did you RE 4020 83% 10.75 .001 042

participate in wildlife viewing? NR 2016 80%

Respondent gender RE 4135 32% 25452 <001 .20%
NR 2024  53%

Respondent age RE 4102 59.57 11.83 <.001 150

NR 1987 54.82
Length of residence in WA (years) RE 4143 40.47 3.54 <.001 .045
NR 2006 38.42
Length of residence in current home  RE 3967 16.25 1.32 .188 .017
(years) NR 2005 15.75

! Test statistic is a chi-square value (nofFavalue), because both independent and dependent
variables were dichotomous.

% This effect size is Bhi as opposed to atavalue. Breakpoints of small, medium and large are
.1, .243, and .371 respectively (as opposed t@,hnd .5 foeta).

® The percentage of females within the sample.
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Data Weighting Procedures

Unless otherwise noted, results reported in thaideent were obtained from data weighted to
more accurately represent the resident populafiamerest on key variables. Specifically, an
overrepresentation of males was found in the unweaysample, as compared to the actual
population. Findings reported at the county levetewveighted to represent the true proportions
of males and females in each county. It is worttingothat weighting by gender partially
adjusted for overrepresentation of hunters in #re@e. Findings reported at the statewide level
for Washington are based on data that have beeaghteei to accurately reflect the true
proportions of residents in each county. This weighprocedure was necessary given that
sampling was stratified at the outset to ensuiively equal representation of residents in each
county for comparison purposes.

Population estimates for gender and population htgig were obtained from U.S. Census data
(2000). These estimates and data weights can Ioel fourables G-3 and G-4.

Table G-3. Percent of males and females in thelptipo and study sampfe.

Population, Population, Sample, Sample, Male Female

County Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) Weighf Weight
Adams 50.7 49.3 67.9 32.1 0.75 1.54
Asotin 46.6 53.4 63.8 36.2 0.73 1.47
Benton 49.4 50.6 72.8 27.2 0.68 1.86
Chelan 49.3 50.7 72.2 27.8 0.68 1.82
Clallam 48.7 51.3 73.8 26.2 0.66 1.96
Clark 49.3 50.7 65.1 34.9 0.76 1.45
Columbia 48.0 52.0 71.2 28.8 0.67 1.81
Cowlitz 49.0 51.0 67.2 32.8 0.73 1.56
Douglas 49.0 51.0 75.3 24.7 0.65 2.07
Ferry 50.7 49.3 72.1 27.9 0.70 1.77
Franklin 52.5 47.5 75.3 24.7 0.70 1.93
Garfield 49.9 50.1 78.5 215 0.64 2.33
Grant 51.2 48.8 67.7 32.3 0.76 1.51
Grays Harbor 50.2 49.8 62.5 37.5 0.80 1.33
Island 48.4 51.6 73.0 27.0 0.66 1.91
Jefferson 49.0 51.0 68.4 31.6 0.72 1.61
King 49.8 50.2 62.6 37.4 0.79 1.34
Kitsap 50.0 50.0 59.0 41.0 0.85 1.22
Kittitas 49.6 50.4 59.8 40.2 0.83 1.25
Klickitat 49.4 50.6 70.2 29.8 0.70 1.70
Lewis 48.8 51.2 68.7 31.3 0.71 1.63
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Table G-3continued Percent of males and females in the populatiohstudy samplé.

Population, Population, Sample, Sample, Male Female
County Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) Weight Weight
Lincoln 48.0 52.0 76.4 23.6 0.63 2.20
Mason 51.0 49.0 68.8 31.3 0.74 1.57
Okanogan 49.4 50.6 69.7 30.3 0.71 1.67
Pacific 48.6 51.4 68.8 31.3 0.71 1.64
Pend Oreille 49.3 50.7 72.7 27.3 0.68 1.86
Pierce 49.1 50.9 51.3 48.8 0.96 1.04
San Juan 48.7 51.3 52.7 47.3 0.92 1.09
Skagit 48.9 51.1 65.0 35.0 0.75 1.46
Skamania 49.9 50.1 70.0 30.0 0.71 1.67
Snohomish 49.7 50.3 68.7 31.3 0.72 1.61
Spokane 48.6 51.4 72.7 27.3 0.67 1.88
Stevens 49.1 50.9 66.9 33.1 0.73 1.54
Thurston 48.4 51.6 55.5 44.5 0.87 1.16
Wahkiakum 48.8 51.2 68.0 32.0 0.72 1.60
Walla Walla 50.4 49.6 62.8 37.2 0.80 1.34
Whatcom 49.3 50.7 61.9 38.1 0.80 1.33
Whitman 51.3 48.7 71.7 28.3 0.71 1.72
Yakima 49.3 50.7 73.2 26.8 0.67 1.89

! Population Estimates = 2008 population estimateadalts 20 years of age and older.

Z Weighting factor = % Pop divided by the % Sample.

Table G-4. Population and sample distribution.

Population Population

County Estimate$ Estimate’(%) Sample % Pop Weight
Adams 10,932 0.23 1.99 0.11
Asotin 16,189 0.33 3.05 0.11
Benton 116,424 241 2.20 1.09
Chelan 52,246 1.08 2.36 0.46
Clallam 56,180 1.16 2.97 0.39
Clark 305,492 6.31 2.54 2.49
Columbia 3,162 0.07 3.37 0.02
Cowlitz 74,307 1.54 2.78 0.55
Douglas 26,068 0.54 1.94 0.28
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Table G-4continued Population and sample distribution.

Population Population
County Estimate$ Estimate5(%) Sample % Pop Weight
Ferry 5,562 0.11 2.51 0.05
Franklin 46,435 0.96 1.87 0.51
Garfield 1,645 0.03 3.00 0.01
Grant 56,693 1.17 2.25 0.52
Grays Harbor 53,668 1.11 1.96 0.57
Island 62,106 1.28 2.70 0.48
Jefferson 24,271 0.50 3.30 0.15
King 1,426,667 29.49 2.19 13.46
Kitsap 178,137 3.68 2.40 1.54
Kittitas 29,614 0.61 2.99 0.21
Klickitat 15,343 0.32 2.96 0.11
Lewis 55,099 1.14 2.05 0.55
Lincoln 8,015 0.17 2.99 0.06
Mason 44,543 0.92 2.32 0.40
Okanogan 29,593 0.61 2.63 0.23
Pacific 16,843 0.35 2.30 0.15
Pend Oreille 9,878 0.20 2.99 0.07
Pierce 569,424 11.77 1.91 6.16
San Juan 12,656 0.26 2.73 0.10
Skagit 87,475 1.81 2.94 0.62
Skamania 8,234 0.17 3.10 0.05
Snohomish 496,308 10.26 2.01 5.11
Spokane 341,482 7.06 2.65 2.66
Stevens 31,504 0.65 3.03 0.21
Thurston 185,281 3.83 2.84 1.35
Wahkiakum 3,307 0.07 2.47 0.03
Walla Walla 42,264 0.87 2.75 0.32
Whatcom 147,083 3.04 2.83 1.08
Whitman 31,523 0.65 2.19 0.30
Yakima 156,710 3.24 1.96 1.66

! Population Estimates = 2008 population estimateadalts 20 years of age and older.

2 Weighting factor = % Pop divided by the % Sample.
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APPENDIX H. ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON
THE WILDLIFE VALUE ORIENTATION CONCEPT *

Wildlife value orientations are a component of adividual’s hierarchical belief structure. They
consist of networks of beliefs that organize aroand’s values and provide contextual meaning
to those values in relation to wildlife. Wildlifealue orientations are assumed to play an
important role in explaining individual variation wildlife-related behaviors and attitudes
toward the treatment of wildlife. Value orientatsoprovide the foundation for an individual's
attitudes and norms, which in turn guide their védra Prior research has shown that wildlife
value orientations are effective in predicting gpation in wildlife-related recreation (Fulton et
al., 1996) as well as support for wildlife managetetions (e.g., Bright et al., 2000; Manfredo
et al., 1998; Manfredo et al., 1999; Manfredo &tba| 1997; Manfredo & Zinn, 1996;
Whittaker, 2000; Zinn et al., 1998).

Wildlife value orientations can be viewedagressions of fundamental valudsclassic
definition states that values are enduring bebisut desired end states and modes of conduct
(Rokeach, 1973). They are “goals for living” thafide how we want the world to be (i.e., a
“worldview”) and principles that guide our behavitm extending this idea to how people relate
to wildlife, two “classes” or categories of thoudtave been identified (Figure H-1; Teel et al.,
2005). Worldview captures the notion of “desired states” in the values definition — an ideal
view of what one would want the world to be regagdwildlife. Principles for wildlife treatment
represent the idea of “desired modes of condugtiigding principles for how an individual
perceives we should interact with and treat wigdlif

Figure H-1. Conceptual model for wildlife value emtations.

Wildlife Value
Orientations

Principles for
Wildlife Treatment

World View
“Ideal World”

! Some of the content appearing in this section bas lextracted from Teel et al. (2005).
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As described by Fulton et al. (1996), wildlife valarientations are comprised of “dimensions,”
or sets, of basic beliefs about wildlife and wildlmanagement. They are revealed through the
pattern of direction and intensity among thesedfi®liRecent work as part of tiéldlife Values
in the Wesproject has identified two primary value orientasdoward wildlife that exist in the

United States. Each of these orientations, inclyitheir corresponding belief dimensions, is
described briefly below.

1. Utilitarian Wildlife Value Orientation

The utilitarian wildlife value orientation is onevolving a view that wildlife should be used
and managed for human benefit, and that human reteddd take precedence over wildlife.

Ideal World Principles for Wildlife Treatment
« Wildlife exists for human use and * There is an abundance of wildlife for
enjoyment. hunting and fishing.
« Manage wildlife so that humans * Prioritize the needs of humans over
benefit. wildlife.

Basic Belief Dimensions

A. Appropriate Use Belief Dimension B. Hunting Belief Dimension
Philosophy regarding utilization of wildlife ~ Philosophy regarding hunting as a humane
for human benefit. and positive activity.

2. Mutualism Wildlife Value Orientation

This orientation is associated with a view of wilellas capable of relationships of trust with
humans and as deserving of rights and compassgta. dllected in th@Vildlife Values in

the Wesstudy suggest that a shift toward mutualism is ooog in the United States and that
this shift is a function of broad, societal forcesluding urbanization and a rise in economic
well-being (Teel et al., 2005).

Ideal World Principles for Wildlife Treatment

* Humans and wildlife are able to live * Assign animals rights like humans.
side by side without fear.

» Allliving things are seen as part of one + Take care of wildlife.
big family.

» Emotional bonding and companionship « Prevent cruelty to animals.
with animals is part of human
experience.

* There is no animal suffering.
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Basic Belief Dimensions

A. Social Affiliation Belief Dimension B. Caring Belief Dimension
Philosophy regarding a relationship of Philosophy regarding a desire to care for
trust with wildlife, as if part of an animals and prevent them from suffering.

extended family.

Statements used on the survey as part of this stusheasure wildlife value orientations and
specific belief dimensions are presented in Table H

Table H-1. Items used to measure wildlife valuemtations and basic belief dimensidns.
Wildlife value orientation

Basic belief dimension

ltems comprising the basic belief dimengion

Utilitarian value orientation
Appropriate use belief dimension
Humans should manage fish and wildlife populatiemshat humans benefit.
The needs of humans should take priority overdisth wildlife protection.
Fish and wildlife are on earth primarily for peepb use.
Hunting belief dimension
We should strive for a world where there's an dange of fish and wildlife for hunting and
fishing.
Hunting does not respect the lives of aninals.
Hunting is cruel and inhumane to the aninfals.
People who want to hunt should be provided theodppity to do so.

Mutualism value orientation
Social affiliation belief dimension

We should strive for a world where humans and disti wildlife can live side by side without
fear.

| view all living things as part of one big family

Animals should have rights similar to the rightdiomans.

Wildlife are like my family and | want to protetttem.
Caring belief dimension

| care about animals as much as | do other people.

| feel a strong emotional bond with animals.

| value the sense of companionship | receive famimals.

! This item set was extracted from Wéldlife Values in the Westudy.

Z ltems were measured on a scale ranging from 1rerigly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.”
3 ltem reverse-coded prior to analysis.
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The next step in being able to use this informaisaio classify people into types based on their
responses to the survey items and explore howyes differ in their wildlife-related attitudes
and behaviors. Figure H-2 provides a visual degictf the four value orientation types
identified in thewildlife Values in the Westudy and discussed elsewhere in this report. For
more detail on the analysis procedures used to esgigpeople into these types and findings on
key attitudinal/behavioral differences, see Teale(2005).

Figure H-2. Wildlife value orientation classificati scheme (from Teel et al., 2005).
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APPENDIX I. MAIL SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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2009 Survey of
Washington Residents
Regarding
Place and Wildlife

We greatly appreciate your opinions!
Even if you know little about wildlife in your area

your input is needed!

A study conducted cooperatively by:

Co§?ar%do

University

Knowledge to Go Places



SECTION 1.

This survey begins with a list of paired phrasgsesenting different ways that people might thibkuat
nature. We want to know which phrase out of eachlqgdow best describdsow you think about nature.

There are two parts to this quesyon. > PART 2. Circle one number for each phrase ciraielart 1
To what extent does the phrase to the left represen
PART 1.Circle one phrase for each pair below. how you think about nature?
| think nature ... Slightly Moderately Extremely
is fragile or is durable 1 2 3
is unlimited, abundant or s limited, scarce 1 2 3
is unpredictable, chaoti or s predictable, ordered 1 2 3
is remote, uninviting oOr is accessible, inviting 1 2 3
can take care of itsel Or needs to be protected 1 2 3

We are now interested in knowing more albmooiv you think about the areanear your home (including your
place of residence and the area within a few nofes.

There are two parts to this question. »  PART 2. Circle one number for each word/phrasdeiirin Part 1.
l To what extent does the word/phrase to the left repsent how you
PART 1. Circle one word/phrase for each pair below. think about the area near your home?
| think the area near my homeis... Slightly Moderately Extremely
ugly, unattractive @gr beautiful, attractive 1 2 3
safe or dangerous 1 2 3
common or unique 1 2 3

SECTION II.

In this section, we're interested in knowiwiether you participate in outdoor activities nearyour home
and what factors might influence your participatidigain, for this survey, we're defining “near yduwsme” as
your place of residence and the area within a fésnof it. Circle one number for each statement below.

Strongly  Moderately  Slightly Slightly ~ Moderatel  Strongly
Do you disagree or agree with the following? Disagree Disagree  Disagree  Neither Agree y Agree Agree
| often participate in outdoor activities near my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

home.

| avoid participation in outdoor activities near my

home due to fear of strangers. L 2 3 4 5 6 7
My job requires that | spend a lot of time outsidt 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
near my home.

I pa}rt|0|pate in outdpor activities near my home 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
mainly to get exercise.

| am afraid of being harmed by wildlife if | 1 5 3 4 5 6 7

participate in outdoor activities near my home.



In which season(s) do y@pend_the most timeparticipating in outdoor activities near your home? If you
spend a similar amount of time in more than onesseacheck all that apply, OR check the box indigathat
you don’t spend much time participating in outdaotivities near your home.

O Spring O Summer OFall OWinter O I don’t spend much time participating in outdoor adivities near my home.

Now we would like to learn about tlspecificoutdoor activities you participated in near your homein the
last 12 months Check all that apply in the list below.

O Gardening O Walking/Hiking/Running O Feeding Wild Birds 3 Fishing (non-commercial) 3 Boating (motorized)

3 Camping O Horseback Riding 3 Feeding Other Wildlife 3 Dirt-Biking or OHV/ATV use 3 Sailing (non-motorized)
3 Climbing O Nature Photography 3 Hunting 3 Downhill Skiing/Snowboarding O Cross-Country Skiing
3 Biking 3 wildlife Viewing 3 Trapping 3 Kayaking/Canoeing/Rafting 3 Snowmobiling

O OTHER (describe):

0 NONE, | did not participate in outdoor activities near my home in the last 12 months.

If you checked more than one activity above:
Which activity do you currently participatetime mostnear your hont2 (write responsg

Which activity are younost likely to continuein the future near your horddwrite responsg

Are there any activities listed above that yeould participate in near your honfieit don’tdue to limited acceds local lands?

O Yes O No (f yes,write activities here)

Below is a series of statememdslearn moreboutaccess to lands near your home€ircle one number for
each statement.

. . . Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Do you disagree or agree with the following? Disagree Disagree Disagree  Neither Agree Adree Adree
| wish | had access to more land areas near my hol 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
to participate in outdoor activities.
| would pay a fee to have access to more land areas 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
near my home to participate in outdoor activities.
Limited access to land areas is fivenary reason for
why | do not participate in outdoor activities neay 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
home often.
The Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife
(WDFW) should work wittprivate landownersto 2 3 4 5 6 7

provide more access to land areas near my home for
outdoor activities.

There’s been a lot of talk recently about climdtarge and its potential impacts. We are interastézhrning
your views about_climate changen relation to the area_near your home Circle one number for the
statement below.

Strongly  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither Agree Agree Agree
| believe that climate change is currently 1 5 3 4 5 6 7

affecting the area near my home.



SECTION Il

Below are statements representing different wagsghople might think about fish and wildlife. We'r

interested in knowingour views about_fish and wildlife Circle one number for each statement.

. . . Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly

Do you disagree or agree with the following? Disagree  Disagree  Disagree  Neither Agree Agree Agree
Humans shoul_d manage fish and wildlife populatismshat 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
humans benefit.
Animals should have rights similar to the rightshafmans. 1 2 3 4 5 7
We should strive for a world where there’s an alzume of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fish and wildlife for hunting and fishing.
I view all living things as part of one big family. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hunting does not respect the lives of animals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel a strong emotional bond with animals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The _needs of humans should take priority over disth 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
wildlife protection.
| care about animals as much as | do other people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Fish and wildlife are on earth primarily for peopteuse. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hunting is cruel and inhumane to the animals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
We should strive for a world where humans and disti

s ; : X : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
wildlife can live side by side without fear.
| value the sense of companionship | receive fraimals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Wildlife are like my family and | want to protedtem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
People who want to hunt should be provided the dppity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
to do so.
Fishing is cruel and inhumane to the fish. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Fishing allows people to enjoy the outdoors in sitpee 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
manner.
Fish are valuable only if people get to use thesoime way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Now we’re interested igour views about the wildlife_near your home Circle one number for each statement

below.
The wildlife near my home... Strongly  Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately ~ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither Adree Agree Aaree

...are generally a nuisance (cause problems). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...are enjoyable to have around. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...pose a dangerous risk to people. 1 2 8 4 5 6 7
...provide valuable opportunities for recreation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| rarely see any wildlife near my home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



In the_past 12 month&ave you or your neighbors habblems with wildlife ? Check one box for each
category below.

| PERSONALLY have experienced problems near my home: MY NEIGHBORShave experienced problems:

3 yes O no O yes O no O | don't know

If you answered yes above for either categplgase briefly explain the problem(s)the wildlife that caused
it, and how often it occurred (once during the yeace a month, once a week, etéd/yite response below.

SECTION IV.

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Wi@Fhas a variety of responsibilities when it corntes
conserving the state’s fish and wildlife resouraed providing residents with fish and wildlife-redd

recreation opportunities. Below is a list of exaegpbf serviceshat WDFW may provide. Some of these
services are currently offered by WDFW, while othare either new activities or ones provided byoth
organizations (for example, private businesses)dbald be considered as possible future partngrshi
opportunities for WDFW. New services may require F¥iDto take funding away from other existing
responsibilities. Given limited funds, we’re intsted inyour opinions about_the importance of these services
and whether you feel they should be WDFW's responsility .

There are multiple partsto this i » PART 1. r PART 2. » PART 3.
guestion. How important is each of the following_to yo? Should it be Would you
Circle one number for each service (A through I). | WDFW's be willing to
responsibility pay to
to provide...? | support...?
Check one Check one
Not at all Siaht Moderatel out Ext | box for each | box for each
ot at al ightly oderately uite remely : :
EXAMPLE SERVICES Important  Important  Important  Important  Important service. service.
A. Care for injured or orphaned wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 O YesO No | O YesO No
B. _Response to complaints about wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 3 Yes No | 3 Yesa No
in urban areas.
C. Incentives to private landowners wh
restore wildlife habitat (example: tax 1 2 3 4 5 O YesO No | O YesOd No
breaks, reimbursement for expenses
D. Protection and recovery of threatengd 1 2 3 4 5 3 Yes No | 3 Yesa No
or endangered species.
E. Outdoor educationgl programs to 1 > 3 4 5 3 ves No | 3 Yesa No
connect youth/families to nature.
F. Hunting and fishing opportunities. 1 2 3 4 5 O YesONo | OYesONo
G. Wildlife viewing opportunities
(EETPIES [ICHIEE TIOEien 6o 1 2 3 4 5 | OvYesONo| dvesano
viewing areas, build viewing
platforms/boardwalks).
H. Programs that help local governmengs
plan for protection of open space anfi 1 2 3 4 5 O YesONo | OYesONo
wildlife populations in urban areas.
I. OTHER (write your response belgw 1 2 3 4 5 A vesa No | 3 Yesa no




SECTION V.

In this section, we askour opinions about specific fish and wildlife speies and their management, particularly
dealing with conflict situations, in Washington

COYOTES AND BLACK BEARS :
We’'re interested in knowing under what circumstan@eany) you think it is acceptable for WDFWl&thally
remove acoyote or black bear Circle one number for each statement below.

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly ~ Moderately ~ Highly
lethally remove a_ COYOTEIf it... Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Nejther Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
...IS seen near your home? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...iIs a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
or pet food containers) near your home?
...has a disease that may be spread to 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
humans?
...attacks a petear your home? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...attacks a persomear your home? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly ~ Moderately Highly
lethally remove a BLACK BEAR if it... Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Neither Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
...IS seen near your home? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...is a nuisance (for example: it gets into trash

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
or pet food containers) near your home?
...has a disease that may be spread to 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
humans?
...attacks a petear your home? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...attacks a persomear your home? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

DEER AND ELK:

As human populations expand, interactions betweemans and deer or elk are likely to increase itaoer
parts of Washington. Although some people enjoynggihese animals, interactions can sometimestregsul
problems such as damage to shrubbery, landscamdg;ommercial crops. Below we ask about the
acceptability of different management actionghat could be used to address these probl€mde one
number for each statement below.

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
"*" Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Neither Acceptable  Acceptable  Acceptable
...capture and lethally remove problem deer or e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

...use techniques designed to scare problem deer or

elk away (examples: loud noises, rubber bullets)? 1 2 3 4 5 6 !

...use agency funds to compensate landowners f

damage ($10,000 or more) caused by deer or ell 4 e 9 & g ® v
...contribute agency funds to a landowner cost-

sharing program supporting the construction of 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
fences around property that has been damaged by

deer or elk?

...require landowners to accept at least 50% of tl 1 > 3 4 5 6 7

responsibility in dealing with problem deer or elk’



WOLVES: Wolves are a state and federal endangered spexidsae started to recolonize Washington from
other surrounding states. There are a wide rangeiafons and interests associated with wolves.&Ssom
residents are concerned that an increase in wolwdgl lead to problems like attacks on livestoc# an
population declines in certain hunted species. Qtaee excited about the prospect of having walgasgn to
Washington (for example, the opportunity to seewaslin the wild). Below we ask about theceptability of
different management actionghat may be considered in the future as wolvesieceestablished in the
state.Circle one number for each statement below.

Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable  Neither Acceptable Acceptable  Acceptable

Is it unacceptable or acceptable for WDFW to...

...move wolves from one area in Washington
where they've reached a certain population size
another area in the state to establish new wolf
populations?
...allow wolves to recolonize and establish new 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
populations on their own in Washington?
...limit the number of wolves if they cause
declines in deer and elk populatidnscertain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
areas®
...capture and lethally remove a wolf if it is
known to have caused loss of livestock?
...compensate landowners for loss of livestock
caused by a wolf?
...usea portion of WDFW hunting and fishing
licensedollarsto compensate landowners for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
loss of livestock caused by a wolf?
...usea portion of state tagollarsto
compensate landowners for loss of livestock 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
caused by a wolf?
...allow a recreational hunt of wolves once they
have reached a certain population size that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
exceeds WDFW recovery goals?

SALMON: Many salmon are federally listed under the Endaedy&pecies Act. Salmon are also a symbol of
the Pacific Northwest. Federal, state, and tribahagement efforts have focused on the recoveryldf w
salmon for many years, and a large percentage shifgton’s geography is involved in salmon-related
activities. While some people feel that salmon vecy is important for the natural environment aockl
economies, others feel that it may interfere wihitirt livelihoods. We are interestedyiour views about

salmon in the state Circle one number for each statement below.

. . . Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Do you dlsagree or agree with the foIIowmg? Disagree Disagree Disagree  Neither Adgree Aagree Adgree
Salmon are important to the local economy whereel | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Salmon are important to the quality of life foridents 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
where | live.
WDFW should continue its efforts to recoweitd salmon 1 > 3 4 5 6 7
throughout the state.
WDFW should focus more of its efforts on introdoatiof 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hatchery-raised salmoto enhance fishing opportunities.
Decreased Decreased Remained Increased Increased No
Greatly Some the Same Some Greatly Opinion

Over the past five yearsould you say that yowsupport for
salmon recoveryhas increased, decreased, or remained the sar 1 2 3 4 5 d
(Circle one number OR check the box to indicate dpaion”.)



Would you like the followingvildlife populations in Washington to increase, decrease, or remain at their
current levels over the next five yeaf3ircle onenumber for each species below.

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
This Species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Coyote 0 1 2 3 4 5
Black Bear 0 1 2 3 4 5
Deer 0 1 2 3 4 5
Elk 0 1 2 3 4 5
Cougar 0 1 2 3 4 5

SECTION V1.

The followingbackdround information will be used to help make general conclusions atturesidents of
WashingtonYour responses will remain completely confidential.

For each activity listed below, check one respdoseach of the three questioappearing to the right.

In the last 12 months, did you Do you have an interest in

Have you ever participated in... participate in... future participation in...
...Hunting? O YesO No 3 YesO No 3 YesO No
...Fishing (non-commercial)? O YesO No 3 YesO No O YesO No
...Wildlife Viewing? O YesO No 3 YesO No 3 YesO No
Are you...? 0 Male O Female

How many people under 18 years of age Person(s)
are currently living in your household?
What is your age\rite responsg. Years (Write responsg.
About how long have you lived in... Washington? Years, OR 3 Less than one year.
(Write response or check box for less than one yeatouyr current home? Years, OR O Less than one year.
What is your approximate annual (J Less than $10,000 3 $35,000 - $49,999 3 $100,000 - $149,999
2

ngcome before taxes? 4 $10,000 - $24,999 0 $50,000 - $74,999 03 $150,000 - $199,999

0 $25,000 - $34,999 O $75,000 - $99,999 3 $200,000 or more
What is the highedevel of O Less than high school diploma O 4-year college degree

' i 2

(egﬁggﬂc;r;]ghat you have achlevedD High school diploma or equivalent (GED) O Advanced degree beyond 4-year college

0 2-year associates degree or trade school degree
Are you...? O White 3 Asian
(Check one or moreategories.)  J Hispanic or Latino O Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

O Black or African American O Other Please print on line beloyv.

O American Indian or Alaska Native

Thank you for participating in this study!|




APPENDIX J. NONRESPONSE PHONE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Hello, my name is . I'm calling from ColtweState University for a study conducted coopeeéti
with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildl¥eur household has been selected to participade i
short survey designed to understand how peopleferit the place where they live and about wildi&ies in
the state of Washington. Would you be willing tketaa minute or two to answer a few questions foP me

Please keep in mind that your participation in gtigly is voluntary and your responses would remain
completely confidential. Additionally, please beaaw that there are no known risks or direct perdoerefits
associated with participation in this study. Feeéfto contact Tara Teel at (970) 491-7729 withstjars about
this survey. If you have questions about your 8gig a participant in this research, you may codtacell
Barker of the CSU Institutional Review Board at@®491-1655.

[If yes begin asking questions listed below
[If no] Sorry to disturb you, have a good evening / day.

Before we begin, can | verify that you are at |d&&syears of age™|no, ask to speak to someone in the
household that is

Questions:

For each of the following statements that | reaga, please tell me if you agree or disagreetti@mstatement
describes how you feel. | will then ask you to wastent you agree or disagree. That is, do youngtyp
moderately, or slightly agree or disagree?

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately ~ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree  Neither Agree Agree Agree
1. The nger of huma}ns should take priority over fish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
and wildlife protection.
2. Animals should have rights similar to the rights of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
humans.
3. People who want to hunt should be provided the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
opportunity to do so.
4. | vglue the sense of companionship | receive from 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
animals
5.  The wildlife near my home are generally a nuisance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(cause problems).
6. | often participate in outdoor activities near nonte. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Wolves are a state and federal endangered spexidsae started to recolonize Washington from other

surrounding states.
Highly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Highly
Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Neither  Acceptable Acceptable  Acceptable

7. s itunacceptable or acceptable for the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
to limit the number of wolves if they cause
declines in deer and elk populatidns
certain area8 [prompt with highly,
moderately, slightl]
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Would you like the cougagropulation in Washington to increase, decreasegroain at their current levels over
the next five yeaf®

Eliminate Decrease Decrease Remain at Increase Increase
This Species Greatly Some Current Level Some Greatly
Cougar 0 1 2 3 4 5

OK, now just a couple of quick questions about gad your participation in wildlife recreation.

8. Inthe last 12 months, did you participate in... hunting? 3 Yesd No
fishing (non-commericial)?3 Yesd No
wildlife-viewing? O YesO No
9.  About how long have you lived in... ...Washington? Years ORJ Less than one year
...your current home? Years OR.ess than one year
10. Finally, what is your age? Years

11. [Record respondent Gender: O Maled Female

That's all. Thank you very much for your participation!
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