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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Division of Fish, Wildlife, and Marine Resources (Division) identified 2
guiding questions for this study: (1) what fish and wildlife-related programs and services
are desired by the citizens of New York State, and (2) what characteristics would make a
funding mechanism acceptable for each program area examined? We used a multiple-
methods approach for answering the questions. First, we conducted focus groups in 5
locations across the state to identify the range of program categories desired by citizens
and to identify the "currency" used by citizens when they think about and discuss
categories of programs, associated management actions, and program impacts. We also
used focus groups to identify the important characteristics citizens associate with
mechanisms that might be used to fund different categories of programs. Second, we
implemented a mail-back questionnaire with a random sample of households, stratified
by 5 geographic regions, to assess current participation levels and beliefs about human-
wild resource interactions, importance of and satisfaction with current programs, and
desired change in program emphasis. We also used the mail survey to assess
acceptability of characteristics associated with mechanisms to fund categories of
programs.

Desired Categories of Programs and Services

We identified 15 categories of desired programs from focus group discussions.
We used 6 of these in the mail survey to reflect the range of possible human-wild
resource interactions: (1) people actively seeking wild resources, (2) people making a
living from wild resources, (3) people believing that wild resources can continue to exist
into the future, (4) people having concerns about nuisance problems from wild resources,
(5), people having concerns about health and safety problems caused by wild resources,
and (6) people having concerns about problems from other people who are actively
seeking wild resources.

Of these 6 general types of programs, New Yorkers place high importance on
addressing concerns about human health and safety problems caused by wild resources,
and protecting wild resources. The first kind of program relates to meeting a basic
human need to be safe and healthy. The second not only ensures that wild resources can
continue to exist into the future, but also ensures that citizens have opportunities to
interact with wild resources in a variety of desirable ways, from viewing to engaging in
resource-based occupations. Across the state, many citizens who place at least moderate
importance on programs to protect wild resources are satisfied with current program
outcomes (except in Region 2), but want even more emphasis on this category of
program. With respect to a program to address human health and safety problems,
respondents indicating at least moderate importance tend to be satisfied in Regions 5-9
but dissatisfied in Regions 2-4. Specific management actions associated with these 2
categories of programs need to be tailored by geographic region, based on regional
differences in human health and safety concerns and in beliefs about how wild resources



are/should be protected. Most importantly, respondents indicated that various "Division
actions" (e.g., regulation, land purchase) would have a greater impact on their confidence
that citizens’ concerns and interests were being addressed than either "information
actions” (e.g., communication to or education of citizens) or "citizen actions" (e.g., hands-
on studies or opportunities for citizens to take responsibility).

The other general categories of programs should not be ignored when prioritizing
program effort and associated management actions. Substantial numbers of stakeholders
in each Region place at least moderate importance on the other categories of programs
examined, and indicated a desire for increased emphasis on those categories of programs.
Further, comparisons of importance level versus satisfaction with current program
outcomes indicated a need for particular emphasis on programs to address problems
caused by people actively seeking wild resources in Regions 1-6, to address nuisance
concerns in Region 3, and to help people earn income from wild resources in Regions 1
and 5-6. Insights are provided in the report for management actions that might be

associated with such programs.
Acceptable Characteristics of Mechanisms to Fund Program Categories

Acceptability of funding mechanisms seems to be based on a relatively small set of
characteristics: (1) who should pay, (2) on what basis should the amount of payment be
determined, and (3) what should people expect to get in return for paying? However,
the focus group discussions revealed that there are potentially many answers to these few
questions, depending on the category of program under consideration. This was
confirmed in the mail survey when we found relatively low levels of consensus about the
most acceptable characteristics associated with funding mechanisms.

Broad support exists for the idea that all New Yorkers should help fund the kinds
of programs that are desired by the greatest numbers of citizens. In all strata,
"everybody" was the most acceptable answer to the question of who should pay for
programs to address concerns about human health and safety from wild resources and
programs to protect wild resources. Some support existed for the notion of a user pay or
pay-as-you-go approach for some program categories in some strata where "participants”
was the most acceptable choice, but the level of support was not substantially greater
than for other choices. Depending on whether "everybody” or "participants" should pay
for a category of programs, respondents indicated that the basis of payment should be
either "ability to pay" or "number of times people participate,” respectively.

Clearly, the characteristics associated with federal aid and license fee funding
mechanisms are not the most acceptable characteristics of mechanisms to pay for
programs to (1) address concerns about human heaith and safety problems from wild
resources, (2) protect wild resources, or (3) address concerns about nuisance prqblems
from wild resources. For these 3 categories of programs, <10% of respondents in any

stratum identified federal aid and license fee characteristics as the most acceptable. As
might be expected, the category of programs aimed at helping people to actively seek
wild resources (e.g., in general, by enhancing access to private land, and by developing
facilities on public land) had the highest percentages indicating that federal aid and
license fee mechanism characteristics were most acceptable-- but these percentages were
not a majority in any stratum.

Beyond those generalities, we gained little clarity about the most acceptable
characteristics of funding mechanisms. There seems little likelihood that high levels of
agreement can be reached among various stakeholders for "the most acceptable” set of
characteristics for almost any category of program. It seems that funding mechanisms
with characteristics different from those associated with federal aid and license fees
would be the preferred choice for funding all categories of fish and wildlife programs. It
is unlikely that these findings reflect dissatisfaction among respondents that "sportsmen’s
dollars" are providing the majority of current funding for fish and wildlife programs
because we never identified the characteristics of federal aid and license fee mechanisms
to survey respondents.

Conclusions

Even people who actively seek wild resources at higher rates than the general
public want to have relatively few positive interactions with wild resources. In general,
citizens want their concerns about negative interactions to be minimized, and to know
that wild resources are being protected so those resources can continue to exist. Further,
citizens generally expect state government to accomplish these, and citizens want to take
on comparatively little personal responsibility for action.

These conclusions can be interpreted in at least 2 different ways. One
interpretation is that citizens receive little personal meaning from nature, they are
disconnected from it, and fear it for its potential negative impacts on human lives and
livelihoods. Under this interpretation, citizens would seem to know little about the wild
resources of the state or about ecological relationships among those resources, but they
want the Division to take care of these things. An alternative interpretation is that
citizens simply want their basic needs met first. That is, they want to be protected from
harm before emphasis is placed on helping people experience positive, tangible benefits
from wild resources. Under this interpretation, citizens could be intimately connected
with nature and recognize it is not always kind, and citizens may want the Division to act
as a buffer between them and nature. -

Regardless of whether citizens want the Division to "take care of resources
without much citizen involvement" or "act as a buffer between citizens and nature,”
specific management actions need to be tailored to each region. Different concerns and
desires occur regionally, and respondents indicated that various management actions
would have different levels of influence on their perceptions of Division programs.

xii



Further, some regional differences in the most acceptable characteristics of mechanisms
to pay for the various programs suggests that variations in programs from region to
region might be accomplished fiscally by tapping into different sources of funding.

xiit
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1. INTRODUCTION

In New York State, conservation and management of fish and wildlife fall under
the purview of the Division of Fish, Wildlife, and Marine Resources (Division) within the
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). The mission of the Division is:

To serve the interests of current and future generations of New Yorkers by using
staff's collective skills in partnership with the public to describe, understand, manage, and
perpetuate a healthy and diverse assemblage of fish, wildlife, marine resources, and
ecosystems.

To ensure this mission can be achieved effectively and efficiently, the Division
sought assistance from the Human Dimensions Research Unit (HDRU) in the
Department of Natural Resources at Cornell University. Specifically, Division staff
sought insights about the types of programs and services desired by the public. Division
staff plan to compare the desired range of programs to the suite of programs currently
provided to determine whether any programmatic gaps exist. With knowledge about
possible gaps in programs, Division staff will be able to decide whether and how to
respond programmatically, given existing fiscal constraints.

~ Three existing sources of funding provided 97% of the operating budget for the
Division as of 1995 (draft Division white paper on fish and wildlife program funding
reform). Slightly more than one-half (52%) came from the Conservation Fund (e.g.,
sporting license fees, Return-a-Gift-to-Wildlife tax check-off). About one-third (33%)
came from the General Fund (e.g., state tax dollars). The bulk of the rest (12%) came
from federal aid funds (i.e., Pittman-Robertson, Dingell-Johnson, Wallop-Breaux).

Legal mandates affect the kinds of programs that can be provided using the
Conservation Fund and federal aid funds. Further, income from these 2 sources has
been declining in recent years. Income from the General Fund depends on legislative
action and thus is not necessarily stable year-to-year. Due to legal mandates and
declining/unstable revenues, the Division staff recognizes that even the current suite of
programs and services cannot continue to be provided without new sources of revenue.

Thus, in addition to insights about desired programs and services, the Division
sought information about what the public thinks are appropriate ways of paying for
existing and/or new programs. Of particular interest was information about the
characteristics of funding mechanisms that would make those mechanisms acceptable to
the public. Many stakeholder groups have become accustomed to having funds from
certain kinds of mechanisms applied only to specific kinds of programs (e.g., license fees
applied only to hunting or fishing programs). This has occurred in part because of the
legal mandates mentioned above. For this reason, even generic mechanisms like "user
fees” and “tax check-offs” likely have expectations associated with them in terms of what
programs will be funded through these mechanisms. Knowledge about what aspects of



these mechanisms make them acceptable or unacceptable potentially would allow
Division staff to develop new mechanisms not previously considered. Knowledge about
these aspects also could be very useful in communication with the public about why use

of specific funds would be appropriate for various programs.
1.1. Relevant Management Questions
Two management questions provided impetus for this study.

. What fish and wildlife-related programs and services are desired by citizens of
New York State?

. For each program area, what characteristics would make a funding mechanism
most acceptable?

1.2, Starting Assumptions

The contact team of Russ Biss, George Mattfeld, and Gerry Barnhart helped us identify
several assumptions that framed the research.

. The existing suite of fish and wildlife programs do not cover the full range of
publicly desired programs.

. Labels used by Division staff to describe and discuss programs arc¢ not easily
understood or interpreted by the public.

. Public confidence that state government is responsive to the desires of the citizens
depends on the Division understanding and using the “currency” that citizens use
to think about and discuss desired programs.

. Existing funding mechanisms are not well-understood by the public, either in
terms of name recognition, programs affected, or any legal constraints associated

with the mechanisms.

. Lack of Division understanding about publicly desired programs and publicly .
acceptable characteristics of funding mechanisms decreases public satisfaction with
the way funds are allocated across the spectrum of desired programs.

1.3. Study Goal and Objectives

Our goal was to determine the full array of programs and services desired by the
public, and to gain insights about the characteristics of potential funding mechanisms that

would make such mechanisms acceptable.

1.3.1. Specific Objectives:

(1)  Identify stakeholder-defined gaps in fish and wildlife programs and services
provided by the Division.

(2)  Gain insights about why stakeholders desire more of some kinds of fish and
wildlife programs and services and reduction of others.

(3) Determine the acceptable attributes of broad strategies for allocating funds to
desired sets of fish and wildlife programs and services.

(4)  Determine the criteria desired for limiting allocation of federal aid and license
fees to specific programs.

2. METHODS

We used a 2-stage approach involving focus groups and a statewide mail-back
survey. Because we lacked sufficient knowledge about citizens’ perceptions of
interactions with wild resources to develop a mail-back questionnaire initially, we used
focus groups to gain important insights (Krueger 1994). Specifically, we used focus
groups to determine the public “currency” associated with program descriptions and
acceptable characteristics of funding mechanisms to pay for those programs. Further, we
used focus groups to identify the potential range of programs and characteristics of
funding mechanisms we should examine in the survey. Then we used a self-administered,
mail-back questionnaire to collect quantitative data about programs and characteristics of
funding mechanisms. Each of these stages is described in more detail below.

2.1. Focus Groups

A pair of focus groups was held in each of 5 locations: New York City, Levittown,
Watertown, Syracuse, and Olean. The first focus group in each location was held in
December 1998. The second was held in January 1999. The first meeting pertained to
programs, and the second to characteristics of funding mechanisms. Prior to these
meetings, pairs of focus groups were held with graduate students in the Department of
Natural Resources at Cornell University and with Division staff to refine the
methodology.

The same participants were invited to both focus groups in each location because
the discussion in the first meeting provided a foundation for continued discussion in the
second. We wanted to ensure that focus group participants knew the agency responsible
for fish and wildlife programming. Thus, we identified potential participants from among
persons who had telephoned Division offices near each focus group location during the
previous year. We further stratified potential participants among the 4 Bureaus of the
Division (Fish, Wildlife, Habitat, and Marine Resources) by assigning callers to a Bureau
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C. The degree to which specific management actions by the Division would increase
participation, affect the degree to which respondents believe that resources are
being protected, or affect confidence that concerns about nuisance or human
health and safety concerns are being addressed.

D. Level of importance, to respondents personally and to society, of various
programs.

E. Desired changes in amount of emphasis among program areas.

. Acceptable answers to funding-related questions applied to various programs.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION -- FOCUS GROUPS

3.1. Desired Array of Programs

At the first focus group meeting in each location, participants identified dozens of
activities/experiences relating to the fish and wildlife resources of the state (Appendix
A). When results of the 5 focus groups were combined, 15 categories emerged (Table
1). These categories can be thought of as labels for desired programs. The listed
activities/experiences relating to fish, wildlife, and marine resources and their habitats
under each label can be thought of as a description of the program using the “currency”
of focus group participants.

Some programs were identified by all 5 focus groups, although the specific label
they gave a given program might have differed from place to place (e.g., programs
labeled A, B, and C). Other programs were identified in only 1 or 2 focus groups (e.g.,
F, G, H). Of these, some may have represented unique opportunities sought by focus
group participants in that geographic area (e.g., O - shellfish harvest opportunities
identified by Levittown participants). Other programs (e.g., H -- wildlife rehabilitation
opportunities) may be desired by citizens across the state, but just were not listed by the
small number of participants in the focus groups.

Some program descriptions seem relatively narrow or specific. For example, the
idea of having access to resources (A) is fairly specific although the activities/experiences
listed under it is relatively long. On the other hand, the idea of knowing that ecosystem
quality is being protected (C) is rather broad and nebulous. When focus group
participants were asked which 1 program they would like to see emphasized more and
which 1 they would give up to allow more emphasis on the other, they seemed to
recognize the discrepancy in the specificity of programs. For example, they realized that
if the Division protected ecosystem quality, then other categories of activities/expcriepces
could happen without much programmatic intervention (e.g., wildlife viewing or hunting
opportunities). Similarly, they reasoned without any scientific basis that if citizens hz}ve
high environmental awareness and knowledge (provided through an adequate education

Table 1. Categories of desired fish and wildlife programs identified by focus group
participants in Manhattan, Levittown, Watertown, Olean, and Syracuse, New York in
December 1998.

Accessing fish and wildlife resources

Educating people about fish and wildlife resources

Protecting fish and wildlife resources and habitats

Helping people make a living from fish and wildlife resources
Addressing nuisance problems from fish and wildlife

Helping landowners conserve fish and wildlife resources

Protecting people from others who are seeking fish and wildlife resources
Helping people who want to rehabilitate fish and wildlife resources
Helping people who want to fish

Providing developed facilities for people seeking fish and wildlife resources
Helping people who want to hunt deer and other big game

Helping people who want to hunt small game

Helping people who want to hear and view wild resources

Protecting people’s health and safety from wild resources

Helping people who want to harvest shellfish

CZENR-=CImOTMMUO®R

and information program), less need will exist for a program to restore diminished
populations or habitats.

To quantitatively investigate desired program areas in the mail-back questionnaire,
we reduced this set of 15 programs to 6 general types. Three types were positive ways
that people wanted to interact with wild resources: (1) actively seeking wild resources, (2)
making a living from wild resources, and (3) believing that wild resources are being
protected. Three types were negative interactions to be avoided: (1) concerns about
nuisance problems from wild resources, (2) concerns about human health and safety
problems from wild resources, and (3) concerns about problems from other people who
are actively seeking wild resources.

Further, among the list of desired programs, we identified 3 types of management
actions that would facilitate the activities/experiences. One type requires citizens to take
some active role (e.g., to become more informed, educated, or experienced). A second
type involves the Division or its partners informing or educating the public through
communication efforts. The third type entails the Division taking actions that do not
involve the public directly (e.g., managing habitats, restoring species, regulating water

quality).



3.2. Acceptable Characteristics of Funding Mechanisms

At the second focus group meeting in each location, participants indicated that
acceptable characteristics of funding mechanisms pertained to several important
questions, Combined results from the 5 focus groups indicated 9 characteristics or
funding-related questions (Table 2). Focus group participants indicated that the
acceptability of answers to these questions influenced whether they would support or
oppose the use of a particular mechanism to fund a particular program.

Some characteristics were identified by all 5 focus groups, although the wording of
the question differed slightly from place to place (e.g., Who should contribute/pay funds?
What should the amount of contribution/payment be based on? Why should people be
expected to contribute/pay?) Other characteristics were identified in only a few focus
groups (e.g., How voluntary should the payments be? How often should people have to

pay?).

The characteristics (questions) identified in all 5 locations have a relatively wide
set of possible answers (Appendix B). This indicates that acceptance of a mechanism to
fund a particular program depends on characteristics with a very fine (not coarse)
resolution. For example, questions about "who should pay" and "based on what" have
many possible answers. The question about "how voluntary should payments be" has only
2 possible answers (i.e., voluntary or mandatory), which suggests a coarser resolution to
the answer.

The possibility emerged in the focus groups that acceptability of characteristics
could differ from program to program. For example, answers to questions about "who
should pay," "on what basis should the payment be based,” and "why should they pay"
differed depending on the program being discussed. Participants could not always agree
on 1 best answer for these questions for each program.

Table 2. Questions that affect the acceptability of funding mechanisms for fish and
wildlife programs, as identified by focus group participants in Manhattan, Levittown,
Watertown, Olean, and Syracuse, New York in January 1999.

Who should pay?

How much should people pay?

On what should payment be based?

What should people expect to get back in return for payment?
How should the funds be raised?

When should the funds be raised?

. Who provides input about how funds are used?

. How will information be provided about how the funds are used?
When should the funds be used?

SnomMEgnw

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION -- MAIL SURVEY

4.1. Response Rates and Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Respondents cannot be assumed to reflect a representative sample of New York State
citizens. Rather, respondents are assumed to be more interested in state programs than
nonrepondents. In general, items in the questionnaire were salient enough for
respondents to complete and return it. Thus, findings presented in this report reflect
the opinions of interested persons.

Response rates for all 5 strata were lower than anticipated, even with up to 3
reminder letters after the initial mailing. By strata, response rates were: 24.3% for
Region 1, 15.7% for Region 2, 29.3% for Regions 3-4, 31.8% for Regions 5-6, and 38.3%
for Regions 7-9.

We did not conduct a nonrespondent telephone follow-up to determine whether
nonresponse bias existed for specific variables. It simply was not feasible to contact a
sufficient number of nonrespondents to conduct the analysis. Although we were not able to
adjust data for nonresponse bias, we did adjust data to account for gender bias because a
higher percentage of males than females responded in all strata (Table 3).

Respondents to the mail survey ranged in age from 18 to 89. Region 2 had the
youngest respondents (48.7 + 2.6 years). Region 1 and Regions 3-4 had the oldest
respondents (53.1+1.9 years and 53.9 +1.8 years, respectively). Respondents from
Regions 5-6 and Regions 7-9 were intermediate in age (50.942.1 years and 50.7+1.8
years, respectively).

Educational attainment was relatively high with >30% of respondents in each
strata having at least some college education (Table 4). At least 47% of respondents in
each strata were college graduates. About one-third (34.5%) of respondents from
Region 2 had a postgraduate degree. Household income was highest in Region 1 and
Regions 3-4 (Table 5). More than 35% of respondents from those strata reported pre-
tax household income exceeding $75,000.

4.2. Baseline Indicators of Human-Wild Resource Interactions

4.2.1. Days Spent Actively Seeking Wild Resources:

Almost all respondents actively seek wild resources in some way (Table 6). Activities
and experiences of particular importance are eating fish or shellfish (78-89% in all
strata) and viewing wild resources (50-78%). Overall, the mean number of days that
respondents actively sought wild resources was similar across strata (x = 87 to 92 days
per year).




11

S | 761 8'€T (849 92 9519ap sjenpesd 1504

¥'IE 9'0E Al 1’67 ¥'0¢ va/sd

672 L61 67 7’81 (A 891100 swog

L'ET 70T L9t (A4 Ay ado o [0oyos YSig

$9 101 Ts 187 8T 29130p Jooyos yBIy uey) ST
6L UoIs9y TQ-G SUOTESY J€ suoisey 7 Uowoy LR

{SUOTdaT SATIRIISIUILDE () elells JfUeIdosn

"000T Ur Sp[oYyosnoy ajel§ Y104 MaN JO
A9AINS OpPIMOIE)S B WO ‘PAUTEIIB UONEINDS JO [9A3] 1saydiy 1oy se K1o8a1e0 yoea Suneorpuy viens oiydeidoad ¢ jo yoeo ur sjuapuodsar jo Jusorad b AqeL

10

SLET €€TT $L9'T 6211 £rS'T 10308} Buniidrom o[eta]

££9'0 v$9°0 €1L°0 868°0 OvLD 10308} Suniydiom o[eW

- 11 -9 - - - 11 Furssi 1opuod 1dquNnN

(12) zs (z2) s (0€) €9 (r¥) 99 (ze) 18 (95) ssuapuodses a[ewa) QNN

(6L) s61 (8L) 951 (0L) 8¥1 (95) €8 (39) 691 (9) syuspuodsal ajew FIQWINN
6L uoideyd Tg-g suoaay ¢ suoged —guoged T Uo3oy

(SUOTdaT SANCNSIUIUPE Jd(]) BIENS Jlydeldoan)

. "0007 Ut 998IS IO MIN Ul SPIOYIsnoy
JO A3AINS OpIMAIEIS B Ul seiq 1opusd ssaIppe o) pesn s10308] JunySom pue ‘e1ens ¢ JO YOI J0J ‘1opuad Aq sjuepuodsar jo jusoiad pue rquInN g JqEL



13

"SPOYIaW §/SpoIjau [je Aq seo1nosal Juryaas Ajaanor sAep (€10,

¥38C £'06 g0b (A4 LTE 916 6Tl 9'98 4 6'06 Xaput uoyedonred feloL
(Al 0 00 00 80 Te 00 90 '91 (A USH[SYS paisasleH
TEl  ¥'SE 0er 98¢ 9'8 g1e 184 1404 98 T6¢ paysty
9 761 L yee [4? el 0 9c S0 t'E pauny

1Y) 98P 6'L1 viv o1 5'6¢ 128 4 6l oy €0t swed 1o
ysy 1ySnes Ajjeuosiod a1y
192 T'+8 ¥'3c 6L g6t 9L8 Fig 8L ey £'88 1y3noq 1 Ysy{aYs/usy 91y
(AL L'L gy 8¢t [ [ 194 08 g0 vl paueydio/pain(ur 103 pare)
0'¢8 ¥LS TeET 919 $'96 U'6es 78C  ¥0E 0SL (4% pad
788  €6L LPET  S9L €11l T8L I'ee 005 $89  £99 paydesdojoyd/payorem
SAepx ABp [ < Skepx Rep < SAep % AEP | < epx Aepl < Skepx Repi < $90IN0591 JJ|p[im pue ysy
Suryeos g5 Surya9s g4 Suryoes g Suryoaas g Buryoas g4 Bunyoes £joanoe Jo poyle

6§ L uomoy "9 g suoreeyg b E Suotod ¢ uoraay [ UoTgoy

‘0007 W SPIOYasNOY 91BIS NI0A MIN JO AJAINS B WO} '§30IN05T IJI[PIM pue
ys1y Sunyaas A[aAno, se pauljep sanianoe g w uonedonred jo skep uesw pue Supedionred ‘ejens siydeifoad ¢ Jo yoes ur sjuspuodsar Jo Jusorad "9 Aqel,

12

7L zZo1 0T $'8l S0 000'001$<

801 Sl €ST 01 991 000°001-100°SL$

L4 TLI vy ¢'1T €T 000°SL-100°05%

70T YLz 681 6'ST 10T 000°05-100°0€$

g'LT 012 £t 81 A9 000°0€-000°STS

06 L6 9 68 124 000'STS >

6-L U033y Tg-g suordey F¢ suoay (ALCIEERT T uordoy SWOIUT Poyasnoy
(STOISaT SANEISIUIIPE JJ ) 11§ OIYdeisoan) xv1-214

‘000z Ul sployasnoy
37e1§ NI0A MIN JO £IAINS IPIM3IEIS © UI0I} "SWEoU} PoYasnoy xej-a1d jo 1099180 ora Juneorput ‘erens omderdosd 4q ‘sjuapuodsor Jo Jua0Isd "G A[qe],



14

Higher percentages of respondents than expected hunted, fished, and rehabilitated
wildlife based on state licensing data, and applicable data from the 1996 National Survey
of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-associated Recreation (USFWS 1997). Connelly et al.
(1998) also reported higher-than-expected rates of involvement in these activities by
respondents in a statewide study of citizens’ expectations about Bureau of Habitat
programs. As with the Connelly et al. study, our findings indicate that respondents not
only are more interested in state programs than nonrespondents, but are also more
likely than nonrespondents to actively seek wild resources in some way.

42.2. Desree to Which Respondents Believe That Wild Resources Are Being
Protected:

Overall confidence that wild resources are being protected by the state was less than
the middle point on a scale from 0-3 for all 5 strata (Table 7). Generally, respondents
were more likely to believe that the State was keeping aquatic habitats unpolluted and
ensuring that wild resources have high quality habitats, compared to other possible
ways of protecting resources. Respondents were least likely to believe that the state
was controlling exotic species, restoring habitats, or restoring fish and wildlife species.

1.5 BC

168
1.7 A
14C
15C
12D
14

% score’

Regions 7, 8 9

16 A

1.7A
17 A
14 B
1.5 B
1.2C
14

% score®

Regions 5, 6

% score®
1.7A
1.7 A
1.7A
14 B
1.5B
13C
14

Connelly et al. (1998) found that most New Yorkers (84%) believed that an
agency of state government should be responsible for protecting and managing wild
resources, but that an even larger percentage could not name the responsible agency in
New York State. Thus, we assessed citizens’ levels of overall confidence that state
government (not the Division) was upholding this responsibility. We also assessed their
beliefs about specific ways in which state government is protecting wild resources.

4.23. Types of Concerns About Nuisance Problems From Wild Resources:

Concerns about problems around homes and parks were indicated by a relatively high
percentage of respondents in all strata (Table 8). Moderate percentages in each
stratum indicated concerns about non-native species causing problems for native
species, and fish/shellfish causing problems in lakes or bays. Respondents generally
had few other concerns. However, overall confidence that the state was addressing
nuisance concerns was lower than overall confidence that the state was protecting wild

TESQUICES,

4.2.4. Types of Concerns About Human Health and Safety Problems From Wild
Resources:

The percentage of respondents with these kinds of concerns (Table 9) was higher
than the percentage with concerns about nuisance problems (see Table 8). These data
support findings from Connelly et al. (1996) that among persons who called DEC offices

Repgions 3, 4

Repion 2

% score’
14 A
13A
1.3 AB
12B
12 B
11C
11

"to a great degree.”

Region 1

% score?
1.6 A
1.7 A
1.6 A
14 B
14 B
12 C,
1.2

®On a 4-point scale where 0="not at all confident" and 3="very confident."

means sharing the same letter are not different.
Making sure streams, lakes, and bays
Overall confidence that state government
is generally protecting fish and
wildlife species in New York State.”
*0On a 4-point scale where 0="not at all" and 3

are not polluted.
different fish and wildlife species.

have high quality habitat to live in.
Restoring native fish and wildlife

Making sure fish and wildlife
species.

Restoring habitats.
wildlife species.

Table 7. Degree to which respondents in each of 5 geographic strata believed state government is protecting fish and wildlife resources in specific
ways, from a survey of New York State households in 2000, Letters in columns indicate significant differences (p < 0.05) within Regions. Two

Ways to protect fish and wildlife
Maintaining populations of many
Controlling exotic, non-native fish and



17

,TUIPU0D A19A,=¢ PUB ,JUSPIJUOD [[& 18 10U, =() DIOUM 2[B0S Jujod-p & UQ,

LA ST £T (Al €1 o SHIPIIM PUE UslY
woIy suiaouod A1ajes pue
yi[eay urwny JNOGE SUINUD
srignd Suissarppe st JuswuIA03
21015 J2Y} DUIPHU0D [[RIBAQD

91 ¥l L1 81 ST (pa1sy ¥ JO INO) SUIFOUO0D
£15Jes pue yiesy urting
Jo sad£) Jo Iaqunu ursy

X
IX
X

4
>

8'9¢ 06 9'9¢ 7L AN 601 €08 1L Fie 86 "IN YA 108jU0D OJUl
Surroo woiy asessip & Sunian

e £ 99z (43 0Lt 98 ger 9 (A1) 6L "oJIpIM A
POIBUILUIRIUCD SEM JB IDjem
Surquusp woly yis Suwooag

9'8¢ £6 0'6T LS S9¥ L6 9’19 L8 L0s 174" YSHI=YS
10 ysI] Pa1BUIWBIucO
Sunes waoly yois Sunuooag

P19 0S1 €Ly 6 L8y 001 0'sT 9¢ L9z 9 JUIPOE JJOIYAA
-ojpia ® uf pamfur Fuiog

7 u % il o, u % 1] % i swajqoId
KizJes pue yieay 2[q1ssod

6 ] Z Uoigay g 'G suordog ¥ ¢ suoigoy 7 uotgoy 1 HoT3ay

"000T Ul SPIOYyasnoy 23e1S J1I04 MmoN JO AaaIns v woly ‘A[feuosiad wayl 01 UIIOUOI B 2Iam IJIPIIM
pue ysty wolj surapqold Ajayes pue yipesy uewny dywads yeyy Sunespu ereas oyderdoad ¢ jo yoea ul sjuapuodsat jo Jusorad pue JaqUINN 6 2[qEL

-juapIju00 K19A,=¢ pue JUIPHUOO [[€ I& JOU,=() 9IYM "3[edS od-p ® UQ,

16

't (A} 11 01 11 SOJIPIM puE Usty wolj swajqord
2oUESIOY INOGE SUISOUOD
otjqnd Sussarppe St JUSWHIIA0S

21918 B} DUIPIJUOD [[RIDAQ

(A} £l (A 60 1 "(passti 9
JO JNO) SUISDUOD JDUESINY
30 sadA} JO Iequinu UBSAL

3 X 3 3 3
9'1¢ LL 9'¢t 69 v'oe (44 801 el £7e €5 "seq 10 saye[ ul
swajqoxd Suisnes ysijiioys 10 YLy
6L 0L 6'vC i L'81 8t €61 Lz ¥'1Z 15 ‘satoads
aayeu 10 swaiqoid Jusnes
IJIPIIA 30 YSI} SANBU-UON
(A 134 0’81 % L8 81 g1t 91 §6 £ '928 0} 31 [ s{euIiue
19110 jo 10 B Sunes s1ojepald
s (4" 6 81 £o1 (44 L1t L1 68 12 ‘8152107 [e4nl
w Fumoid wozy sjue(d 19710
pue saax; Sunjuoaard PIM
19z ¥9 9'6T 8¢ vy 6 8'0¢ 0t g€e 8 osn I
yaed [#o0] € J0 ‘UopIed ‘pied A
0} waiqoid e Fuisneds IPPIIMA
el £e 981 Lt 80T 137 €11 91 91 0¥ *asn | Burppng
1a0ue 10 9snoy Aw
01 waqosd © 3uisned AP
a, 0 % ] 7 TR 7% ] 7 T o ens Jouesmu 9[qIssog
6 9L uotday § 'G suoigoyg T ¢ suotgay —7 uolseq T doI3ay

‘0007 Ut SPIOYISNOY 211§ NI0A MaN Jo AaaIns € wolj ‘Aeuosiad way) 0} UIOLOD
® 510/ SUOIENIIS 20UBSINU SJPjiM PUE sy 015109ds JeY) Sunesipul ejeis amydes8os9 ¢ Jo yore ul sjuapuodsal jo Juadsad pue PQUAN g JIqRL



18

for some reason, higher percentages experienced concerns about human health and
safety problems than experienced concerns about nuisance problems. In each stratum,
overall confidence that state government was addressing human health and safety
concerns was higher than for nuisance concerns. However, confidence that health and
safety concerns are being addressed still was lower than the middle point of 1.5 on a
scale of 0-3.

4.3. Most Important Kinds of Fish and Wildlife Programs to Individuals and Society

Patterns of importance were consistent across all 5 strata. Respondents consistently
placed highest levels of personal and societal importance on programs that (a) address
concerns about human health and safety problems being caused by wild resources or
(b) protect wild resources (Table 10). Lowest levels of personal and societal
importance consistently were placed on programs that help people make a living from
wild resources or otherwise actively seek those resources. Intermediate importance
was placed on programs to address concerns about nuisance problems from wild
resources or concerns about problems caused by other people actively seeking wild
TeSOUICes.

For 4 of the 6 programs examined, societal importance was rated higher than
personal importance. Personal and societal importance was rated equally high for
programs aimed at addressing health and safety concerns and aimed at protecting wild
resources. A program that allows people to benefit economically from wild resources
was of particularly low importance. Even societal importance of this kind of program
was low compared to other programs.

The high levels of importance placed on programs to address concerns about
human health and safety problems caused by fish and wildlife mirror findings from
previous HDRU studies. Connelly et al. (1998) reported that a majority of New Yorkers
(53%) rated "concerns about the environment and natural resources” as being just as
important personally as transportation, education, crime, and welfare. Specific natural
resource issues identified by >60% of respondents in the Connelly et al. study as being
"extremely important” were (a) advising people about safe levels of fish to eat, (b)
protecting lakes and streams from pollution, and (c) controlling PCBs and mercury
contamination in fish.

Conversely, Connelly et al. (1998) identified lower levels of personal importance
for programs related to protecting wild resources. Between 41-48% of their respondents
identified as being "extremely important" the issues of (a) collapse of ocean fish stocks,
(b) acid rain effects on biological resources, (c) protecting large, undeveloped habitats,
(d) protecting habitat in general, and (¢) maintaining a wide diversity of species,
including rare and endangered species. Lowest levels of importance in the Connelly et

11D

Importance

to society

% score”
16 C
1.9 B
22 A
19 B
21A

Regions 3, 4

Importance to
% score”
13C
17 B
22A
18B
22A
05D

respondent

nt to provide 6 kinds of fish and wildlife
advantage of, from a survey of New York

Importance
to society
% score”

17C
19 B
22 A
1.7 BC
21A
14D

Region 2

Importance to
% score’
14 C
18B
22 A
1.7 B
21 A
07D

Iespondent

17C
19B
22 A
19B
22 A
13D

to society

Importance
% score®

“very important.”

Region 1

Importance to
13C
16 B
21 A
16 B
22 A
05D

respondent

% score®

lumns indicate significant differences (p <0.05) within Regions. Two means sharing the same letter are not

portance indicated by respondents in 5 geographic strata for state governme

rograms that (a) respondents can take advantage of personally and (b) that others in society can take

problems caused by fish and wildlife.
and safety problems caused by fish

fish and wildlife.
and wildlife.
from fish and wildlife.

their habitats.

*On a 4-point scale from 0="not at all important" to 3

State households in 2000. Letters in ¢co

different.

Address concerns about problems caused
by people who actively seek fish and
wildlife.

Protect fish and wildlife species and

Address concerns about human health

Allow people to benefit economically

Allow people to actively seek
Address concerns about nuisance

Table 10. Mean level of im

Proprams that...
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to society
1.9C
20B
22 A
21 A
13D

% score”

Importance

Regions 7, 8. 9
15C
1.6 B
21 A
1.6 BC
19A
07D

respondent
% score’

Importance to

to society
19C
208B
22 A
1.9 BC
22 A
13D

Importance
% score’

Region 5, 6

respondent
17C
1.8 B
21 A
1.8 BC
20 A
06D

% score®

Importance to

“not at all important" and 3="very important."

by people who actively seek fish and
problems caused by fish and wildlife.

wildlife.
and safety problems caused by fish

and wildlife.
from fish and wildlife.

fish and wildlife.
their habitats.

Address concerns about problems caused
Protect fish and wildlife species and
Address concerns about human health
Allow people to benefit economically

Allow people to actively seek
Address concerns about nuisance
*0On a 4-point scale where 0

Table 10. {cont.)
Programs that...

al. study were associated with addressing declines in (a) waterfowl populations, (b)
migratory songbirds, and (¢) amphibians.

4.4. Satisfaction With Various Programs

Relatively high percentages of respondents (one-quarter to more than one-half) were
neutral about the job the state was doing on most programs.

Although some regional differences existed in levels of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with specific kinds of programs, several general patterns were discernable
(Table 11). Highest percentages of neutral respondents generally were associated with
programs that facilitate people benefiting economically from wild resources or actively
seeking resources. Lowest percentages of neutral respondents were associated with a
program to protect wild resources. That is, more respondents had either a positive or
negative opinion about how well the state was doing with these kinds of programs.

Our satisfaction data generally support findings from Connelly et al. (1998). They
found relatively high levels of dissatisfaction with the job state government was doing to
protect human health and safety from problems caused by wild resources. They also
reported mixed levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction for programs aimed at protecting
wild resources.

4.5. Desired Changes in Program Emphasis

With few regional exceptions, >50% of respondents in each stratum wanted more
emphasis on the programs about which we asked. About 47% of respondents in
Regions 3-4 and Regions 7-9 wanted an increase in a program that facilitates people
“actively seeking wild resources.” At least 70% of respondents in each stratum wanted
increased emphasis on a program to “protect wild resources.” Nearly as many wanted
increased emphasis on a program that addresses concerns about “human health and
safety problems from wild resources.”

Most respondents desiring an increase in a program to help people actively seek wild
resources were satisfied with current programs (except in Region 2 where more were
dissatisfied). This may mean that respondents generally want additional opportunities
of the same types they enjoy currently. Conversely, more respondents wanting an
increase in a program to address problems from people seeking wild resources were
dissatisfied than satisfied in all strata. Statewide results for the other 4 programs
showed a mixture of those who wanted more emphasis because they were satisfied,
and those who wanted more because they were dissatisfied.
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8.1

%
17.9
157
11.6
119
19.7

136
244
285
232
220
14.4

%
dissatisfied _don’t know

Regions 7, 8, 9

%

38.0
329
20.7
38.1
34.0
44.5

neutral

%
satisfied
30.5
26.9
427
27.1
32.0
214

Allow people to benefit economically

health and safety problems caused
from fish and wildlife.

Protect fish and wildlife species and
by fish and wildlife.

their habitats.
Address concerns about nuisance
problems caused by fish and

seek fish and wildlife species.
wildlife species.

Make sure the public can actively
seek fish and wildlife species.

Address concerns about problems
caused by people who actively

Address concerns about human

Table 11. (cont.)
Programs that...

25

Despite differences in the rated importance of the various programs, relatively few
respondents in each stratum wanted less emphasis for any program (Table 12). A
plurality in each stratum desired no change in emphasis for programs that facilitate
people benefiting economically from wild resources. About one-quarter desired less and
one-quarter desired more emphasis for this kind of program.

4.6. Management Actions Associated with Changes in Program Emphasis

4.6.1. Actions to Facilitate Active Seeking of Wild Resources:

Respondents suggested that building more developed facilities in natural habitats
would result in the greatest increase in the number of days that they actively seek wild
resources (Table 13). Providing opportunities through which people could earn income
from wild resources would have the least effect, according to respondents. Also,
respondents generally did not want public education efforts and opportunities for hands-
on experiences.

We did not intend to assess demand for programs aimed at facilitating active
seeking of wild resources. Rather, we developed insights about the kinds of management
actions that would increase participation among those who desired to participate.
Although our respondents already exhibited higher than expected levels of participation,
previous HDRU research indicated that a substantial pool of potential participants exists
in urban areas.

Connelly et al. (1995) found that demand for future wildlife education programs
was higher than past participation in such programs for urban residents. Statewide,
Connelly et al. (1996) reported differences in the components of programs desired by
various demographic groups. Those who were younger, from urban areas, and had less
experience in wildlife-related activities wanted more basic information about how to see
wild resources. Older respondents with more wildlife-related experience wanted more
detailed information about wildlife identification and life histories.

4.6.2. Actions to Increase Public Confidence that Wild Resources Are Being
Protected:

Regulating land uses better and buying more land (except in Regions 5-6) are 2
possible actions that would have the greatest effect on whether the public believes the
Division is protecting wild resources (Table 14). According to respondents, the most
effective foci of better regulation and land acquisition would be to control exotic species
and their effects on native species, and to restore habitats and native species. Provision
of opportunities for the public to get hands-on involvement to determine how fish and
wildlife species are fairing would have the least effect, according to respondents in all
sirata.
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ographic strata indicated that specific Division actions would increase their confidence that

Table 14, Degree to which respondents in each of 5 ge

from a survey of New York State households in 2000. Letters in columns indicate

Regions. Two means sharing the same letter are not different.

d wildlife species,

state government is "protecting fish an

within

significant differences (p<0.05)

Regions 5, 6 Regions 7, 8, 9

Region 2 Regions 3, 4

% score?

Region 1
% score”

% score®

% score”

% score®

Possible Division actions

Tell more about the population

14B 14C

15D 13C

15D

size of fish and wildlife species.

TFell more about how the state is

making sure fish and wildlife
species can continue to exist.

17B

1.7A

1.7B

18C

18C

Let me take part in studies so 1

can personally see how well |
fish and wildlife. are doing.

12D

13 B

1.1D

12 E

13E

14B 1.7B

19B 18 B

19B

Buy more land to protect species.

Regulate land uses to better

protect species.

18 A

1.7A

20A

21A

21 A

"no more confident" and 3="a lot more confident."

*On a 4-point scale, where 0

30

A

31

4.6.3. Actions to Address Concerns About Nuisance Problems From Wild
Resources:

-

Respondents indicated that providing information about whom to contact to take
care of nuisance problems is the action that would do the most to raise their confidence
that the state was addressing nuisance concerns (Table 15). Creating an economic
incentive for people to catch and sell nuisance wildlife would have the least effect,
according to respondents.

Butler et al. (2001) suggested that New Yorkers may be becoming more
interested in programs aimed at addressing concerns about wild resources. They found
declining tolerance for wildlife-related problems over a 15-year time period, regardless of
stakeholder type or area of residence (i.e., rural, urban). However, they also reported a
decline in the amount of personal importance that non-rural residents are placing on
communication/education about wild resources as a way of increasing acceptance of those
resources.

Although we have no data from this study to indicate a trend in levels of interest,
previous HDRU studies indicate that interest in programs to address nuisance problems
is likely related to personal experience with problems (Connelly et al. 1996, Enck et al.
1996, Loker et al. 1999). As citizens’ negative experiences with wild resources increase,
demand for actions to deal with those problems also may increase.

4.6.4. Actions to Address Concerns About Human Health and Safety Problems
From Wild Resources:

Protecting water quality to prevent contamination of fish and shellfish that might
be consumed by humans is the action that would most increase respondents’ confidence
that the state was addressing human health and safety concerns (Table 16). Reducing
populations of wild resources to prevent spread of dis€ase to humans would have the
least effect for the respondents. Any kind of communication efforts (¢.g., about level of
risk, about how to stay safe, or about what the state already is doing) would have an
intermediate effect.

4.7. Aggregated Types of Actions Associated with an Increase in Emphasis for any
Program

For each of the 4 main programs examined, we grouped possible management
actions post facto into 3 categories. “State actions” involved regulation, land purchase, or
facility construction. “Information actions” involved communication with, or education
of, citizens about ecological data or about state actions associated with a program.
“Citizen actions” involve opportunities for citizens to engage directly in studies or to
otherwise take some action on their own.
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We calculated aggregated mean-influence scores for each of the 3 categories of
actions (Table 18). We anticipated that mean scores for all “citizen actions” might be
similar, that mean scores for all “state actions” might be similar, and that mean scores for
all “information actions" might be similar--regardless of program area. However, we did
not find this to be true. For example, the mean level of influence associated with "state
actions" differed from program to program. Nonetheless, we found a consistent pattern
of influence associated with "state actions,” "information actions," and "citizen actions"
within each type of program (Table 18).

Region 7-9

Regions 5-6

Any type of possible management action (state, information, or citizen) that might
be taken as part of a program to address concerns about human health and safety
problems from wild resources would have a greater influence on public confidence in the
state than any management action that might be taken as part of any other program
(Table 17). Management actions of any type aimed at protecting wild resources had the
second highest mean score. These were followed by any actions aimed at addressing
nuisance concerns. Any actions that would facilitate people actively seeking wild
resources would have the least influence. These findings are consistent with importance

rankings for the program areas.

Regions 3-4

Not only does the public place highest emphasis on a program to address
concerns about human health and safety problems caused by wild resources, but
respondents indicated that any state attention to these concerns will result in a high
impact. Indeed, any state actions that address these concerns will have a greater impact,
on baseline indicators (i.e., reducing undesirable negative interactions with TESOUICES)
according to respondents, than any actions the state might take relative to any other

program.

Geographic Strata (DEC administrative regions)

Region 2

These findings suggest that the state should prioritize program efforts in this order:
address human health and safety concerns, protect wild resources, address nuisance
problems, help citizens actively seek resources.

Another pattern of responses uncovered through this analysis was confirmation of
our original expectation, but within each program area instead of across program areas.
For 3 of the 4 program areas, the greatest influence (i.e., increase positive interactions or
reduce negative interactions) will result from “state actions” (Table 18). The least impact
in any program will result from ‘citizen actions.” “Information actions” will have an
intermediate impact in 3 of 4 programs. The only exception was for a program aimed at
addressing nuisance problems from wild resources - “information actions” would have a
greater impact than “state actions.”

This latter finding is consistent with previous HDRU research. Connelly et al.
(1995) reported that 31% and 39% of urban residents in Westchester County and the
Syracuse area, respectively, desired information about how to handle wildlife nuisance

Table 17. Mean amount of influence® indicated by respondents in 5 geographic strata that any management actions would have on increasing

respondents’ perceptions that each of 4 general fish and wildlife programs were meeting their goals. Letters in columns indicate significant

differences (p<0.05) within Regions. Two means sharing the same letter are not different.
Region 1

Programs that...

19A
15B
11C
08D

17A
15B
1.1C
04D

18 A
15B
10 C
0.8 D

20A
1.7B
11C
08D

21A
1.78B
10C
09D

*On a scale of 0 to 3, where 3 is the greatest influence.

*Aggregate of 5 management actions.

health and safety problems caused
*Aggregate of 5 management actions,

by wild resources”
Facilitate people actively seeking

Address concerns about nuisance
wild resources®

Address concerns about human
problems from wild resources®

Protect wild resource®

dAggregate of 5 management actions.
‘Aggregate of 8 management actions.



19B
15B
12C

20A
1.7 A
12 B
1.7A
09C
10A
08B
07C

Region 7-9

1.8 A
1.7A
15A
15A
13B
1.1B
16 A
1.0B
1.1A
09B
08 C

Regions 5-6

19A
15B
11C
16 A

20 A
18 B
11B
09C
10A
09 B
06C

Regions 3-4

16 A

Geopraphic Strata {DEC administrative_regions)
21 A
20 A
20 A
1.7B
12C
1.1B
09C
1.0 A
09 B
0.7C

Region 2

22" A
20B
20A
16 B
13C
11B
1.7 A
¢8C
L1 A
098
07C

Region 1

1)

Information actions (n=3)

Citizen actions (n=3)

by geographic strata in New York State. Letters in columns indicate significant differences (p <(0.05) within Regions. Two means

sharing the same letter are not different.

Possible kinds of management

actions
Possible kinds of management

actions
Possible kinds of management

actions
Possible kinds of management

actions

Division actions (n=2)
Information actions (n=3)
Citizen actions (n=0)
Division actions (n=2)
Information actions (n=2)
Citizen actions (n=1)
Division actions (n=3)
Information actions (n=2)
Citizen actions (n=3)

Division actions (n

Table 18. Aggregate mean influence scores for 3 types of possible management actions that could be taken to meet the goals of 4 general fish and

sAll numbers indicate mean responses on a scale of 0 to 3, where 3 is the greatest influence.

health and safety problems from

wild resources
Facilitate people actively seeking

wildlife programs,

Programs that...

Address concerns about human
Protect wild resources

'Address concerns about nuisance
problems from wild resources
wild resources

37

problems. In another study of persons who had telephoned DEC previously, Connelly et
al. (1996) reported that the highest percentage of respondents (61%) wanted information
about how to solve a nuisance problem. Fewer respondents sought referrals to wildlife

damage specialists (51%), wanted destroy permits (46%), or wanted DEC to take action
to solve the problem (36%).

5. REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF GAPS IN PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
Region 1 (summarized in Appendix C).

Respondents suggested that the greatest benefit could be gained by focusing on
programs to (1) address concerns about human health and safety problems caused by
wild resources, and (2) protect wild resources. These programs had associated with them
the highest mean levels of personal and societal importance (see Table 10). Higher
percentages of Region 1 respondents were dissatisfied with the job state government is
doing on these programs, compared to other programs (see Table 11). Further,
considering only those who wanted an increase in emphasis in programs to address
concerns about human health and safety, one-third were dissatisfied with current
program outcomes. Also, among those who wanted an increase in emphasis on
protecting wild resources, 37% currently were dissatisfied (Table 19). Implementation of
management actions associated with these programs would do more to increase public
confidence that state government is doing a good job than actions associated with any
other programs (see Table 18).

Respondents believed that emphasis on addressing concerns about human health
and safety problems could be increased by "protecting water quality to prevent fish and
wildlife from becoming contaminated.” This management action would most increase
respondents’ confidence that health and safety concerns are being addressed is (see
Table 16). This action also would directly address the type of concern held by the
greatest percentage of respondents (see Table 9). )

According to respondents, emphasis on protecting wild resources could be
increased by (1) regulating land uses better, (2) buying more land, and (3)
communicating how the state already is protecting resources (see Table 14). These
actions will have the best chance of increasing respondents’ confidence that the state is
protecting wild resources if the action$ are aimed specifically at (1) making sure streams,
lakes, and bays are not polluted, (2) making sure fish and wildlife have high quality
habitat to live in, and (3) maintaining populations-of fish and wildlife species.

Two programs were identified by respondents as being of moderate importance:
(1) address nuisance problems from wild resources, and (2) address problems from
people who actively seek wild resources (see Table 10). Respondents indicated that
management actions associated with these programs also would have moderate levels of
influence on their confidence that state government is addressing problems and helping
people to actively seek wild resources, compared to management actions associated with
other programs (see Table 18).



Table 19. Comparison of Region 1 respondents’ (a) satisfaction with current program outcomes and (b) desired changes in level of program

emphasis for each of 6 general fish and wildlife programs. Numbers are percent of respondents in that Region.

Programs that address

Programs that protect wild

resources

problems caused by people
actively seeking resources

Programs that facilitate people
actively seeking wild resources

Decrease

Keep
same

Increase
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Increase
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Respondents believed that emphasis on addressing nuisance problems from wild

resources could be increased by "communicating information about whd, respondents can .

contact to take care of problems" (see Table 15). The greatest benefit can be gained by
tailoring this information towards (1) wildlife causing problems in yards, gardens, or local
parks, (2) fish or shellfish causing problems in lakes or bays, and (3) non-native species
causing problems for native species (see Table 8). Insights about specific management
actions that would address problems from people who actively seek wild resources come
from the focus group in Levittown. Participants wanted to (1) be able to easily report
violations, (2) know that violators are being prosecuted, and (3) know that people and
pets are safe from hunters.

Respondents placed lower importance on a program to help people actively seek
wild resources. Relatively few respondents were dissatisfied with current program
outcomes (see Table 11). Many of those desiring an increase in emphasis were satisfied,
seeming to indicate that they want more of the same kinds of opportunities they have
currently. Respondents indicated that emphasis can be increased on programs to help
people actively seek wild resources by (1) building more developed facilities on public
land, (2) improving access to private land, (3) providing opportunities for people to
understand wild resources better through hands-on studies, and (4) improving protection
from other people who actively seek wild resources (see Table 13).

Region 2 (summarized in Appendix D).

Program and service gaps may be more severe in Region 2 compared to other
geographic strata based on relatively low levels of satisfaction and confidence that state
government is doing a good job on some programs, and low levels of participation in
wild resource-related activities. However, respondents suggested that the greatest
benefits can be gained by focusing on the same kinds of programs identified as most
beneficial in other strata, programs that (1) address concerns about human health and
safety problems caused by wild resources, and (2) protect wild resources. These
programs had associated with them the highest mean levels of personal and societal
importance among Regional respondents (see Table 10). Higher percentages of Region
2 respondents were dissatisfied with the job state government is doing on these programs
compared to other programs (see Table 11). Also, relatively high percentages of regional
respondents who want an increase in emphasis in programs to address concerns about
human health and safety (33%) and to: protect wild resources (39%) currently are
dissatisfied with the job state government is doing (Table 20). Implementation of
management actions associated with these programs would do more to increase public
confidence that state government is doing a good job than actions associated with any
other programs (see Table 18).

According to Region 2 respondents, emphasis on a program to address concerns
about human health and safety problems from wild resources can be increased by
focusing on "protecting water quality to prevent fish and wildlife from becoming



Table 20. Comparison of Region 2 respondents’ (a) satisfaction with current program outcomes and (b) desired changes in level of program

emphasis for each of 6 general fish and wildlife programs. Numbers are percent of respondents in that Region.
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contaminated.” This action would have the greatest influence on respondents’ confidence
that the state was addressing health and safety concerns (see Table 16). This action also
would address a concern held by 61% of Region 2 respondents that they might get sick
from eating contaminated fish or shellfish (see Table 9). Other actions (about which we
have no insights) would be needed to specifically address the 2 other concerns held by
>40% of respondents (i.c., getting a disease from coming into contact with wild
resources, and becoming sick from drinking contaminated water).

Respondents from Region 2 were less likely than respondents from other strata to
believe the state is protecting wild resources in any of the ways we examined (see Table
7). Emphasis on protecting wild resources can be increased by (1) regulating land uses
better, (2) buying more land, and (3) communicating how the state already is protecting
resources (see Table 14). Given the low levels of active seeking and lack of confidence
in state resource protection programs expressed by Region 2 respondents, communicating
about what the state already is doing may be a particularly useful management action.

According to respondents in Region 2, moderate benefit can be gained by
focusing on a program that addresses problems from other people who actively seek wild
resources. Respondents indicated moderate levels of personal and societal importance
for this program (see Table 10). Further, a moderate percentage of respondents were
dissatisfied with current program outcomes (see Table 11) and a moderate percentage
desired an increase in emphasis in this program (see Table 12). Unfortunately, we have
no msights about specific actions to take to address problems from people actively
seeking wild resources.

Lower importance was placed on programs that (1) address nuisance problems
from wild resources, and (2) help people actively seek wild resources. Respondents
indicated that emphasis on addressing nuisance problems can be increased by
"communicating information about who respondents can contact to take care of
problems" (see Table 15). In particular, contact information is needed for (1) wildlife
causing problems in yards, gardens, or local parks, and (2) non-native species causing
problems for native species {see Table 8). Despite respondents from Region 2 having
the lowest confidence of any stratum that the state was addressing nuisance problems,
these respondents had the fewest concerns on average.

Respondents indicated that the'state can increase emphasis on helping people to
actively seek wild resources by (1) building more developed facilities, (2) improving
access to private lands, (3) communicating about what wild species exist in the state, and
(4) protecting citizens from people who are actively seeking wild resources. Respondents
from Region 2 generally participated fewer days in any of the listed activities than
respondents from other strata (see Table 6). Although we did not assess level of unmet
demand for actively seeking wild resources, respondents indicated that these
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actions would increase their days of participation more than other listed management
actions (see Table 12).

Regions 3-4 (summarized‘in Appendix E).

According to respondents in Regions 3-4, greatest benefit can be gained by
focusing on programs that (1) address concerns about human health and safety problems
caused by wild resources, (2) protect wild resources, and (3) address concerns about
problems caused by people who are actively seeking wild resources. The need to focus
also on programs to address concerns about problems from people differentiates the
suite of high priority programs in this stratum from other Regions. These programs had
associated with them high mean levels of personal and societal importance (see Table
10), and relatively high percentages of respondents who were dissatisfied with current
program outcomes (see Table 11). Also, relatively high percentages of regional
respondents who want an increase in emphasis in programs to address concerns about
human health and safety (50%), protect wild resources (41%}), and address concerns
about problems from other people (45%) currently are dissatisfied with the job state
government is doing (Table 21). Management actions associated with programs to
address concerns about human health and safety and to protect wild resources would do
more to increase public confidence that state government is doing a good job than
actions associated with other programs (see Table 18).

Like other regions, "protecting water quality to prevent fish and wildlife from
being contaminated" is the management action that would do the most to increase
respondents’ confidence that concerns about human health and safety problems were
being addressed (see Table 16). This action would address directly concerns (see Table
9) about eating contaminated fish and wildlife (held by 46.5%) and about getting sick
from drinking contaminated water (held by 27%). Other (unspecified) actions are
needed to address concerns about getting a disease from coming into contact with
wildlife, about being injured in a vehicle accident caused by wildlife.

According to respondents, regional staff can increase emphasis on protecting wild
resources by (1) regulating land uses better, (2) buying more land, and (3)
communicating how the state already is protecting resources (see Table 14). These
actions may be most beneficial in increasing public confidence if they are aimed at (1)
controlling exotic species, (2) restoring habitats, and (3) restoring fish or wildlife species
(see Table 7). We have no insights about actions that would help address problems from
people seeking wild resources.

Respondents placed moderate importance on programs to (1) address nuisance
problems caused by wild resources. Specific management actions that would do the most
to increase respondents’ confidence that nuisance problems from wild resources were
being addressed are (1) provide information about whom to contact to take care of
problems, and (2) provide complainants with authority to take care of their own
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Table 21. Comparison of Regions 3-4 respondents’ (a) satisfaction with current program outcomes and (b) desired changes in level of program

emphasis for each of 6 general fish and wildlife programs. Numbers are percent of respondents in that Region.
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problems (see Table 15). By far, the largest percentage of respondents from Regions 3-4
had concerns about wildlife causing problems to yards, gardens, or local parks (see Table

8).

Respondents placed relatively low importance on a program to help people
actively seek wild resources (see Table 10), and nearly twice as many respondents were
satisfied with current program outcomes as were dissatisfied (see Table 11). Similarly,
about twice as many of those who wanted more emphasis on this kind of program were
satisfied as were dissatisfied (Table 21). Specific management actions that would have
the greatest impact on future participation are (1) building more developed facilities, and
(2) improving access to private lands (see Table 13).

Region 5-6 (summarized in Appendix F).

A variety of gaps in programs and services were identified for this stratum based
on program importance and levels of dissatisfaction with current program outcomes.
Highest levels of personal and societal importance were placed on programs that (1)
address concerns about human health and safety problems caused by wild resources, and
(2) protect wild resources (see Table 10). However, compared to these 2 programs,
greater percentages of respondents were dissatisfied with current outcomes associated
with programs that (1) address problems from people who seek wild resources, and (2)
address nuisance problems caused by wild resources (see Table 11). Also, of those who
wanted more emphasis on the various programs, 27% were dissatisfied with programs to
address human health and safety concerns, 43% were dissatisfied with programs to
address problems from people seeking wild resources, and 36% were dissatisfied with
programs to address nuisance problems caused by wild resources (Table 22).
Respondents in this stratum also reported the highest levels of confidence that state
government already was protecting wild resources (see Table 7) and already was
addressing concerns about human health and safety problems (see Table 9), but they
reported relatively high numbers of nuisance concerns (see Table 8).

According to respondents, regional staff can increase emphasis on programs to
address concerns about human health and safety problems by focusing on (1) protecting
water quality to prevent fish and wildlife from becoming contaminated (see Table 16)
and (2) addressing concerns about injuries from wildlife-vehicle accidents (see Table 9).
The state can put more emphasis on programs to protect wild resources by (1)
communicating how the state already is protecting resources and (2) regulating land uses
better (see Table 14). Particularly low levels.of public confidence might be increased if
emphasis is placed on communication or regulation pertaining to (1) controlling exotic
species, (2) restoring habitats, and (3) restoring native species {see Table 7).

Respondents indicated that emphasis on programs to address concerns about
nuisance problems from wild resources could be increased by (1) informing citizens about

EEEEEEEEEEEEREERERE

Table 22. Comparison of Regions 5-6 respondents’ (a) satisfaction with current program outcomes and (b} desired changes in level of program

emphasis for each of 6 general fish and wildlife programs. Numbers are percent of respondents in that Region.
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whom to contact to take care of problems, and (2) giving authority to citizens to take
care of their own problems (see Table 15). Concerns about specific problems identified
by the greatest percentage of respondents were (1) fish or shellfish causing problems in
lakes or bays, (2) non-native species causing problems for native species, and (3) wildlife
causing problems in yards, gardens, or local parks (see Table 8).

The focus group in Watertown provided insights about actions that would address
concerns about problems from people seeking wild resources. Of particular interest was
the desire for landowners to feel safe on their own property when strangers were hunting
on it. Also, several participants mentioned low tolerance for sharing private or public
land with people using snowmobiles/ATVs.

Importance of programs to help people actively seeking wild resources was rated
higher in Regions 5-6 compared to other Regions, but was of relatively low importance
within this stratum (see Table 10). Like other Regions, the 2 management actions that
would do the most to increase participation are (1) building developed facilities for
viewing wildlife on public land, and (2) improving access to private land (see Table 13).
Moreso than in other Regions, respondents in this stratum indicated a desire for
opportunities to earn income from fish and wildlife.

Regions 7-9 (summarized in Appendix G).

Like other Regions, highest levels of importance were placed on programs that (1)
address concerns about human health and safety problems from wild resources, and (2)
protect wild resources (see Table 10). These programs also had associated with them the
highest percentages of respondents who were satisfied with current program outcomes,
and moderate to high percentages who were dissatisfied currently (see Table 11). Unlike
Regions 1-4, higher percentages of respondents from this stratum wanted more emphasis
on these 2 programs because they were satisfied rather than dissatisfied (Table 23).

The management action that respondents said would do the most to increase their
confidence that state government was addressing concerns about human health and
safety problems is protecting water quality to prevent fish and wildlife from becoming
contaminated (see Table 16). However, far fewer respondents had concerns pertaining
to water quality issues than had concerns about wildlife-vehicle accidents (see Table 9).
Actions that would do the most to incfease public confidence that wild resources are
being protected are (1) regulate land uses better, (2) buy more land, and (3)
communicate about what the state already is doing to protect wild resources (see Table
14). The greatest benefit likely would be realized by focusing regulation/land
purchase/communication on (1) controlling exotic species, (2) restoring habitats, (3)
restoring species, and (4) ensuring that streams, lakes, and bays are not polluted (see

Table 7).
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emphasis for each of 6 general fish and wildlife programs. Numbers are percent of respondents in that



48

Respondents placed moderate importance on programs to (1) address problems
from people seeking wild resources, and (2) address nuisance problems caused by wild
resources. Focus groups in Syracuse and Olean provided insights about management
actions likely to increase public confidence that people-related problems are being
addressed. Of particular importance seems to be a desire to know the parcels on which
strangers are hunting and that hunters would not mistakenly shoot pets. Management
actions that would do the most to increase public confidence that state government was
addressing concerns about nuisance problems from wild resources are (1) informing
citizens about whom to contact to take care of problems, (2) giving citizens authority to
take care of their own problems, and (3) encouraging private operators to catch nuisance
animals and give them to food banks (see Table 15). Additional benefit likely could be
gained by focusing actions on fish/shellfish causing problems in lakes and bays and on
exotic species causing problems for native species (see Table 8).

Respondents placed relatively low importance on a program to help people
actively seek wild resources (see Table 10) and the percentage who were dissatisfied with
current program outcomes was low (see Table 11). Management actions that would have
the greatest influence on respondents’ future participation are (1) building developed
facilities to enhance viewing on public land, (2) improving access to private land, and (3)
addressing problems from people who are seeking wild resources (see Table 13).

6. ACCEPTABLE CHARACTERISTICS OF FUNDING MECHANISMS

We asked respondents 3 funding-related questions pertaining to each of the 6
programs (plus 2 management actions dealing with access and facilities for actively
seeking wild resources and 1 action pertaining to protecting wild resources on private
lands). Who should pay (4 options)? What is the best basis for paying (6 options)?
What should the payer expect to get back in return (5 options)? A total of 120 possible
combinations of answers exist for these questions, indicating 120 possible combinations of

funding-related characteristics.

Below we provide information about answers given for each of the 3 funding
questions as well as information about the diversity of combinations given. Responses to
the individual questions provide insights about characteristics to use when identifying the
most acceptable existing mechanisms or developing new mechanisms for funding the
various programs. The diversity of most acceptable combinations listed for each program
or subprogram indicates the degree of consensus about how to fund the programs.

Lower diversity of combinations indicates more consensus about acceptable

characteristics for funding the programs.

6.1. Who should pay?

For 5 of the 9 types of programs and actions examined, the most acceptable
choice at the statewide level would be for "everybody" to contribute financially (Figure
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1). These programs are to (1) protect wild resources, (2) address human health and
safety concerns, (3) educate citizens about wild resources, (4) address nuisance concerns
cqused by wild resources, and (5) address problems caused by people who actively seek
wild resources. A strong plurality of respondents chose "participants” as the most
accepta}:le source of funds for programs that enhance access to private lands so people
can actively seek wild resources. For the other 3 types of programs examined, we found
no clear indication of the most acceptable funding group. ,

6.1.1. Regional similarities and differences in "who should pay."

The degree of agreement among respondents that "everybody” should pay for
some of the types of programs and actions was remarkably similar among all geographic
strata (Tables 24-28). In all strata, a strong majority believed that "everybody" should
pay to protect wild resources (75-84% in all strata) and to address concerns about human
health and safety problems from wild resources (73-84% in all strata). A majority (54-
6§%) in all strata also indicated that "everybody” should pay to educate the state’s
citizens about native wild species and their habitat needs. About one-half or more in all
strata (47-66%) also believed that "everybody" should pay to address concerns about
nuisance problems from wild resources.

Somewhat fewer respondents in all strata (36-46%) believed that "everybody”
should pay to address problems caused by people who actively seek wild resources (see
Tables 22-26). Although this choice was not selected by a majority of respondents in any
strata, "everybody" was selected as the most appropriate characteristic by twice as many
respondents (in all strata) as any other choice.

Regional differences were identified for 3 of the programs and actions examined
(see Tables 24-28). In Regions 5-6 and 7-9, "everybody" was the most acceptable answer
to the question about who should pay to facilitate people actively seeking wild resources
(46_% and 42%, respectively) and to build more facilities on public land to help people
actively seek wild resources (41% and 38%, respectively). In other stra'ta, the most
acceptable answers were split almost evenly between "participants” and "everybody" for
these 2 programs. |
) -I.-Ips-tate respondents were split about whether "everybody," "participants,” or
bene.flcmnes" was the most acceptable choice to help landowners protect wild resources
on private land. Downstate respondents (Regions 1-2) indicated "beneficiaries” was the
most acceptable choice. We defined "beneficiaries” in the questionnaire as those
persons who benefit either directly (e.g., participants) and/or indirectly (e.g., business
owners who benefit economically, home or land owners whose properties are enhanced
In some way).
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6.2. What should be the basis for payment?

Compared to the "who" question, somewhat less agreement existed as to what the
basis of payment should be (Figure 2). Still, a slight majority of respondents statewide
identified "ability to pay" as the most acceptable choice for protecting resources and
addressing concerns about humarn health and safety. Further, a plurality of respondents
indicated that "ability to pay” was the most acceptable choice for educating citizens about

wild resources and addressing nuisance coOncerns.

Statewide, a pay-as-you-go approach seems most acceptable for 2 management
actions aimed at facilitating active seeking of wild resources. A plurality of respondents
believed that "number of times a person participates in activities made possible through a
program” was the most appropriate basis for raising funds to (a) develop facilities on

public land, and (b) increase access to private land (Figure 2).

6.2.1. Regional similarities and differences in "basis for payment."

A slight majority of respondents in each stratum (52-61%) indicated that payment
should be based on "ability to pay" to protect wild resources (see Tables 24-28). Slightly
fewer (43-57%) believed that "ability to pay" also was the most acceptable basis for
raising funds to address human health and safety problems from wild resources.

Less agreement was found for other programs and actions. Between one-third
" was the most

and one-haif of respondents in each stratum indicated that "ability to pay
acceptable basis of payment for (a) addressing concerns about nuisance problems from
wild resources, (b) educating people about
addressing problems from people who actively seek wild resources. A plurality of
respondents also indicated that "ability to pay” was the most appropriate basis of

payment for helping landowners protect wild resources on private land,
interest" was identified by about the same percentage as "ability to pay" in Region 2 (see

Table 25) and Regions 7-9 (see Table 28).

In some strata, "ability to pay" and "interest" were identified as most acceptable
choices by nearly the same percentage as "number of times" for various kinds of
management actions aimed at helping people to actively seek wild resources. For
example, in Region 2 (see Table 25) no clear agreement existed about the most
acceptable basis of paying for developing facilities on public land. In Regions 5-6 (see
Table 27), the 2 most acceptable choices for developing facilities on public land were
"number of times" (38%) and "ability to pay" (37%). In Regions 7-9 (see Table 28), no
agreement existed about the most acceptable basis to pay for making sure people can

actively seek wild resources.

Respondents in Regions 7-9 showed the least agreement about the "basis’
question for most of the programs and actions examined (see Table 28). For 6 of the 9
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Figure 2. Percentages of respondents indicating the basis of payment that should be used to fund each of 9

kinds of fish and wildlife programs in New York State.
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programs examined, this stratum had the lowest percentage of respondents indicating a
given acceptable answer to the "basis” question. For 4 of the 9 programs, multiple
acceptable answers were identified by about the same percentage of respondents (i.e., no
clear plurality was identified). Also, this was the only stratum in which the response
"number of concerns addressed” was acceptable (to address problems caused by people
actively seeking wild resources).

Another regional difference was that respondents from Regions 5-6 were least
likely to support the idea of paying-as-you-go, particularly for facilitating active seeking
of wild resources (see Table 27). "Ability to pay" was identified as the most acceptable
answer for both facilitating active seeking and building facilities on public land.

6.3. What should the payer expect to get back in return?

As noted in the section describing results from the focus groups, this question
emerged out of citizens’ interest in knowing what program expenditures will do for them.
This is consistent with the idea that natural resource management is undertaken to
provide benefits to humans (see State Mission Statement). Responses to this question
can be used in communication messages about the mechanisms used to fund the various

programs.

Statewide, a majority of respondents indicated "opportunity to take part in
activities made possible through the program" as the most acceptable response to this
question for the 3 programs related to active seeking of wild resources (Figure 3). Weak
pluralities of respondents indicated "personal satisfaction that society benefits" as the
most acceptable choice for programs to (a) protect wild resources and (b) address human
health and safety problems from wild resources. The most acceptable choice for this
question was less clear for all other types of programs. This indicates that a variety of
messages may be needed to communicate with New Yorkers about why funds are being
spent on these programs.

6.3.1. Regional similarities and differences about what payers should expect in
return for funding programs.

In Region 1 (see Table 24), nearly as many respondents indicated "opportunity”
(34%) as the most acceptable choice for programs aimed at protecting wild resources as
indicated "personal satisfaction that society benefits” (39%). Here, "opportunity” may
refer either to the opportunity to know that species and habitats are being protected, or
the opportunity to experience those species or habitats. In Regions 5-6 (Table 27),
"opportunity” (29%) was mentioned as the most acceptable choice for about the same
percentage as those indicating "personal satisfaction that society benefits" (31%) for
programs aimed at addressing human health and safety concerns. In this case,
"opportunity” may refer to the chance to stay healthy.

HE Society benefits
& Increased opportunity

0 Other

100

Sunyaas NIk I0J §53IIE IPIACIJ

sramopue] diayg

sapej dofasa(g

Sunya3s 3anoe NeyIIey

sdoad wouy surajqord ssaippy

SILIIT0I IDUE S SSAIPPY

$32MO s3I JNOJE IjeInpy

SWIIIUOI A)IJes UgwINy SSAPPY

$2IN0SAI J9)0IJ

Figure 3. Percentages of respondents indicating the reason people should be willing to pay for each of 9 kinds

of fish and wildlife programs in New York State.
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In most strata, either "information about how funds are spent on this program” or
"input into how funds are spent on this program” was the most appropriate choice for
programs aimed at addressing concerns of 1 type or another. The exception was in
Regions 3-4 (see Table 26), where these choices were indicated as most acceptable by
very small percentages of respondents for any of the programs. These findings suggest
that respondents at least want to be informed of how funds are spent specifically on
programs to address concerns, and in some cases they wanted to have a say in how those

funds are spent.

The lack of "input about how the funds are spent” as the most acceptable choice
for programs aimed at facilitating active seeking of wild resources was somewhat
surprising, given expressed interest by some stakeholder groups for providing this input
in the past. Organized hunting, fishing, and birding groups have expressed a desire to
provide input for these kinds of programs. Apparently, the general public is more
interested in providing input into programs aimed at dealing with negative interactions
with wild resources, than with programs aimed at facilitating positive interactions.

6.4. Acceptable Combinations of Characteristics for Each Program:

As noted previously, 120 possible combinations of answers existed for the 3
funding-related questions. Between 40 and 85 acceptable combinations were identified
by respondents depending on the stratum and program. We first calculated the diversity
of combinations mentioned for each program and stratum by dividing the number of
identified combinations by the number of respondents. Because higher diversity
quotients indicated lower levels of consensus, we subtracted this number from 1.00 to
arrive at the consensus index (Table 29). This allowed us to compare relative degree of
consensus about acceptable funding characteristics by strata and by program.

Geographically, respondents in Regions 2 had the lowest levels of consensus about
acceptable characteristics of funding mechanisms for 8 of 9 programs examined (Table
29). Respondents in Regions 5-6 had a lower consensus index for only a program to
educate citizens about native species and their habitats as a way of protecting those
resources. Respondents in Region 1 and Regions 7-9 tended to have the highest levels
of consensus about most of the programs examined.

6.4.1. Programs to address hufnan health and safety problems caused by wild

resources.

These kinds of programs had the third highest consensus index statewide and had
the highest level of consensus of any program in Regions 3-6 (Table 29). In all strata,
the most acceptable combination of characteristics of a funding mechanism for this kind
of program would be to have all citizens pay, based on their ability to pay, and for
personal satisfaction that society benefits from such a program. The second and third
most acceptable combinations were the same in all strata, although the order was

61

Table 29. Co_nsensus indices® for mechanisms to pay for each of 9 kinds of fish and wildlife
programs. Higher numbers indicate more agreement about the most acceptable characteristics of
mechanisms to pay for programs.

DEC administrative regions
Program 1 2 34 5.6 79

Make sure people can
actively seek wild resources. 71 65 .67 67 71

Increase access to private land
for people to actively seek
wild resources. 74 64 71 a0 75

Build more developed facilities
on public land for people to
actively seek wild resources. 71 60 .73 .67 73

a4 o e e A

Protect wild species and their
habitats. gJ7 67 72 68 .77

Educate people about wild
species and their habitats. .69 64 .65 62 .70

Help private landowners
conserve wild resources on
their land. .61 46 57 52 61

kel Kol
Address concermns about

problems caused by people
who actively seeking resources. .66 53 .59 55 62

Address concerns about
nuisance problems from

wild resources. .66 .56 .61 .63 .64
Address concerns about

human health and safety

problems caused by

wild resources. 73 .60 .72 73 73

*Calculated as 1.00 - (number of acceptable combinations of funding mechanisms identified by
respondents in that Region / number of respondents in that Region).



62

reversed in Regions 1 and 2 compared to the rest of the state. These combinations both
included the idea that everybody should pay based on their ability, but the reasons for
paying differed (to be informed about how funds are spent vs. to get additional

opportunity).

The idea that "everybody" should pay for programs to address concerns about
human health and safety problems is consistent with other HDRU research findings. In
a study of persons who had telephoned DEC offices, 56% of respondents indicated that
programs to address human health and safety problems should be paid for out of the
general fund, and 15% indicated that such programs should be paid for by those who
benefit directly (Connelly et al. 1996).

.4.2. Programs to protect wild resources.

We examined a general program to protect wild resources and 2 specific actions
(educating citizens about wild resources and helping landowners protect wild resources
on private land). The general program had the highest statewide mean consensus index,
and highest index for Region 1 and Regions 7-9 (see Table 29). The most acceptable
combination of characteristics of a mechanism to pay for a general program to protect
wild resources would be to have all citizens pay, based on their ability to pay, and for
personal satisfaction that society benefits from such a program. The second most
acceptable combination would be to have all citizens pay, based on their ability, but to
increase their opportunity to take part in activities made possible through the program.
In this case opportunity might be to know the resources were being protected or to
experience those resources.

A specific program to help landowners protect wild resources on private lands
received the lowest level of consensus of any program in any stratum (see Table 29). In
addition, regional differences were identified with respondents in Regions 5-6 indicating
that everybody should pay based on their ability while respondents in most other regions
were split between everybody and beneficiaries as the most acceptable payers. In Region
2, people whose concerns are addressed were indicated as an acceptable payer group.

A specific program to educate people about native species and their habitats had a
moderate mean consensus index (see Table 29). In Regions 2-6, the most acceptable
combination of funding-related characteristics for this program would be for all citizens
to pay, based on their ability to pay, and for personal satisfaction that society benefits.
In Regions 1 and 7-9, the most acceptable reason for payment is to get more
opportunity. In addition to people’s ability to pay "level of interest in the program” was
an acceptable basis for a substantial percentage of respondents.

The idea that "everybody" should pay for educating citizens about wild resources is
supported by other HDRU research. Connelly and Brown (1995) assessed New Yorkers’
opinions about paying for "information services" provided by the Bureau of Habitat
within the state. Those authors did not associate "information services" specifically with
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either education programs or programs to facilitate active seeking, as we did in this
study. However, they found high levels of support for the idea that all citizens should
pay for information. Indeed, 82% of their respondents indicated that the general fund
should be used to pay for "information services." Only 7% indicated license fees and 4%
indicated that "users" of the information should pay. Similarly, Connelly et al. (1995)
found that the level of user-pay fees needed for a self-supporting, urban, wildlife
education program exceeded the amount that a majority of potential users were willing
to pay. This suggests that most people who desired such a program wanted "“the
government” to subsidize or fully fund those programs.

6.4.3. Programs to address nuisance problems caused by wild resources.

The level of consensus about acceptable characteristics for this kind of program
was relatively low, compared to other programs, for all strata (see Table 29). The most
acceptable characteristics of a mechanism to pay for this program would be to have all
citizens pay, based on their ability to pay, and for personal satisfaction that society
benefits from such a program.

Connelly et al. (1996) also reported low levels of agreement about how nuisance
programs should be funded. About one-half (49%) of respondents to their study
indicated that nuisance programs should be funded from the state’s general fund (i.e,,
"everybody"). However, 35% indicated that nuisance programs should be funded by
those who benefit directly from them.

6.4.4. Programs that help people actively seek resources.

The 3 programs of this type examined had among the highest levels of consensus
for all strata (see Table 29). For all strata except Regions 5-6, the most acceptable
characteristics of a mechanism to pay for a general program would be to have
participants pay, based on the number of times they actively seek wild resources, and for
increased opportunity. In northern New York, the most acceptable characteristics would
be for everyone to pay, based on their ability, and for increased opportunity. Results
pertaining to a program to increase access so people can actively seek wild resources on
private land, and a program to build developed facilities so people can actively seek wild
resources on public land, generally mirrored those for the general "actively seeking”
program.

6.4.5. Programs to address problems caused by people who actively seek wild
resources.

We found-a relatively low level of consensus about acceptable mechanisms for
funding this kind of program in all strata (see Table 29). Nonetheless, some consistent
patterns emerged among the strata. The most acceptable characteristics of mechanisms
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to pay for this program would be to have everybody pay, based on their ability to pay, to
ensure increased opportunity to have a satisfying experience.

7. DISCUSSION OF MANAGEMENT QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES

7.1. Management Question 1: What are the fish and wildlife-related programs and
services desired by citizens of New York State?

7.1.1. Breadth of programs and services:

Insights from the focus groups helped to define the spectrum of programs and
services by identifying the kinds of interactions that citizens want to have with fish,
wildlife, and habitats in New York State. Fifteen types of interactions were defined, and
the activities/experiences relating to wild resources that are listed under each type of
interaction in Appendix A can be thought of as a description of each program or service
using the "currency” of the focus group participants. Based on focus group discussions,
we reduced this set of 15 types of interactions to 6 general categories of programs.
Three of these were programs and services to facilitate positive interactions with wild
resources: (1) people actively seeking wild resources, (2) people being able to make a
living from wild resources, and (3) people believing that wild resources are being
protected. Three were programs and services to prevent or address negative interactions
with wild resources: (1) concerns about nuisance problems from wild resources, (2)
concerns about human health and safety problems from wild resources, and (3) concerns
about problems caused by other people actively seeking wild resources.

7.1.2. Priorities Among Desired Programs and_Services:

Of the spectrum of desired programs, those identified as being the most important
in all geographic strata were programs that either (1) address concerns about human
health and safety problems being caused by wild resources or (2) protect wild resources.
Least desired programs were those that either (1) help people make a living from wild
resources or (2) otherwise actively seek those resources.

Insights from the focus groups suggest that programs to help people make a living
from wild resources may be particularly desirable for a small set of stakeholders (e.g.,
commercial fishermen, guides and outfitters). The sample for our mail survey likely
included few of these stakeholders. It is likely that this category of program is, and will
continue to be, vitally important for persons already engaged in occupations linked to

wild resources.

Also, although respondents to our mail survey participated in actively seeking wild
resources at rates much higher than expected among the general public, desire for
programs to help people actively seek wild resources may have been low for 2 reasons.
First, participants may believe that they can participate as much, or as well, as the
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focus group participants who actively sought wild resources recognized that the
opportunity to seek resources depended in large part on protection of wild populations
and the habitats in which they are found. Thus, protecting wild resources is a
fundamental and necessary step in ensuring that people can actively seek wild resources.

7.1.3._Specific components of programs and services:

Results from our mail survey indicate that for each program area, specific
management actions need to be tailored by geographic region. Addressing concerns
about human health and safety might involve monitoring and advising about
contaminants in shellfish in Region 1. In Regions 7-9 the same kind of program might
fo_cus on actions to reduce deer-vehicle collisions. Actions associated with protecting
wild resources in Regions 1-2 might involve purchase of threatened habitats. Actions
associated with the same category of program in Regions 5-6 might involve
communication to the public about what the state already is doing to protect resources in
a part of the Division that contains much public land. |

7.2. Management Question 2: What are the characteristics that would make a funding
mechanism acceptable for each program area?

Acceptability of funding mechanisms seems to be based on a relatively small set of
characteristics. Focus group discussions identified 3 main questions that can be thought
of as characteristics: (1) who should pay? (2) on what basis should the amount of
payment be determined? and (3) what should people expect to get back from the
program in return for funding it? Despite this small number of characteristics, focus
group ¢scussions suggested that acceptability may hinge on relatively fine (not coarse)
resolution with respect to answers for these questions. A wide range of possible
acceptable answers to the questions was identified in focus groups. However, we could
only explore a subset of these in the mail questionnaire. Quantitative results from the
mail survey should be interpreted with this constraint in mind.

Th_e Possil_aility emerged from the focus groups that acceptable funding-related
cha_ractenstlcs might differ from program to program. This was confirmed through the
mail survey. -See discussion under Objective 3 below.

7.3. Objective 1: Identify stakeholder-defined gaps in fish and wildlife programs and
services provided by the Division.

o The mail survey provided 3 indicators of gaps in programs and services. The first
mdlcatqr was the percent of respondents indicating dissatisfaction with each of the
categories of current programs. Overall, the greatest dissatisfaction was associated with
th.e category of programs aimed at protecting wild resources. Next was dissatisfaction
with programs to address concerns about human health and safety. In Regions 3-4 and
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5-6, a high level of dissatisfaction also was associated with programs to address concerns
about problems from people actively seeking wild resources.

Specific actions that would do the most to increase public confidence that human
health and safety concerns are being addressed include (1) protecting water quality to
prevent wild resources from becoming contaminated, and (2) communicating to the
public about their actual risk of problems, and (3) communicating to the public about
what the Division already is doing. The specific action that would most increase public
confidence that wild resources are being protected is regulating land uses. We did not
gain insights about specific actions that would increase public confidence that concerns
about problems from people actively seeking resources are being addressed.

The second indicator of a gap is the percent desiring an increase in emphasis for
each type of program. We found consistencies between gaps identified with this
indicator and gaps identified using level of dissatisfaction. The greatest desired increases
in program emphasis are associated with programs to address concerns about human
health and safety and programs to protect wild resources.

The final indicator is the percent of respondents replying "neutral” or "don’t know'
to questions about level of satisfaction or desired change in emphasis for programs.
High percentages in these response categories suggest that citizens lack basic awareness
or knowledge about what the Division already may be doing with respect to the various
programs. Mail survey data suggest that the Division could benefit from communicating

more with the public about existing programs in all Regions.

7.4. Objective 2: Gain insights about why stakeholders desire some kinds of fish and
wildlife programs and services and reduction of others.

We developed insights by comparing desired change in program emphasis (want
more vs. want less) with level of satisfaction associated with the Division’s current
programs. Our analysis revealed important regional differences. Overall, dissatisfaction
with current programs was associated with a desire for increased emphasis for many of
the categories of programs among respondents from Region 2. For example, high levels
of dissatisfaction with programs that help people actively seek wild resources was the
reason for a desired increase in emphasis in Region 2. In all other Regions, twice as
many respondents who wanted an increase in emphasis were satisfied versus dissatisfied.
Similarly, respondents from Region 2 who wanted an increase in programs to protect
wild resources were much more likely to be dissatisfied with current programs compared

to respondents from other Regions.

High levels of dissatisfaction with current efforts to address nuisance problems
from wild resources were reasons for desired increase in program emphasis in Regions 3-
4 and 7-9. The desire for an increase in emphasis on programs to address concerns
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abm_xt human health and safety was associated with high levels of dissatisfaction in
Regions 3-4, but with high levels of satisfaction in Regions 5-6.

In all Regions, a large majority of those desiring an increase in programs to
address problems from people who actively seek wild resources were dissatisfied with
current I?ivision efforts. The relatively small number of respondents who wanted an
increase in emphasis for programs to help people make a living from wild resources
prevent us from gaining any meaningful insights about that kind of program.

7.5. Objectiye 3: Determine the acceptable attributes of broad strategies for allocating
funds to desired sets of fish and wildlife programs and services.

Thgre seems to be broad support for the idea that all New Yorkers should help
fund the kinds of programs that are desired by the greatest numbers of citizens. In all
strata, "everybody” was the most acceptable answer to the question of who should pay for
programs to address concerns about human health and safety from wild resources and
programs to protect wild resources. Also, the most acceptable choice about who should
pay for programs aimed at helping people actively seek wild resources on private land
was "part1c1pants." However, no clear choice emerged about who should pay for
programs aimed at active seeking on public land. Depending on whether "everybody" or
"participants" should pay for a category of programs, respondents indicated that the basis
of payment should be either "ability to pay" or "number of times people participate,”
respectively. Beyond those generalities, we gained little clarity about the most acceptable
characteristics of funding mechanisms.

The higp diversity associated with combinations of acceptable characteristics of funding
mecham.sms identified in the mail questionnaire confirmed what we learned from focus
group discussions. There seems little likelihood that high levels of agreement can be
reached among various stakeholders for "the most acceptable” set of characteristics for
almost any category of program. Citizens apparently use a very fine filter to consider
what acceptability of funding mefhanisms means.

7_.6. Objective 4: Determine the criteria desired for limiting allocation of federal aid and
license fees to specific programs.

It'lfi important to note that we did not ask respondents about the acceptability of
any spec1f1c.funding mechanisms. We only asked about the acceptability of certain
chara_ctenstlcs of funding mechanisms. Also, we do not know whether the characteristics
associated with federal aid and license fees would be minimally acceptable -- we only
know that they are not the most acceptable.
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Using the set of options provided in the questionnaire and insights gained from
focus group discussions about the characteristics that citizens associated with federal aid
and license fees, we determined the basic characteristics of these 2 traditional sources of
funding. First, these taxes and fees are paid by "participants” or "beneficiaries” who are
either hunters or hunter associates' (Enck et al. 2000). Second, the basis of payment is
the "mumber of times someone participates in activities made possible through the
program"” (i.., number of licenses bought), "level of interest a person has in the program”
(i.e., as indicated by either the number of licenses bought or dollar amount of equipment
bought), or "types of equipment bought". Third, the expected return for paying these

taxes and fees is "increased opportunity.”

Clearly, the characteristics associated with federal aid and license fee funding
mechanisms are not the most acceptable characteristics of mechanisms to pay for
programs to (1) address concerns about human health and safety problems from wild
resources, (2) protect wild resources, or (3) address concerns about nuisance problems
from wild resources. For these 3 categories of programs, <10% of respondents in any
Region identified federal aid and license fee characteristics as the most acceptable (Table
30). The types of programs aimed at facilitating active seeking of wild resources (¢.g., in
general, by enhancing access to private land, and by developing facilities on public land)
had the highest percentages -- but these never exceeded 42%.

These results should be interpreted carefully. We had higher percentages of
anglers and hunters than expected among our respondents, but these persons who
directly pay through federal aid and license fees still only accounted for a minority of
respondents in any Region (see Table 6). It seems that funding mechanisms with
characteristics different from those associated with federal aid and license fees would be
the preferred choice for funding all types of fish and wildlife programs. Further, it is
unlikely that this finding reflects dissatisfaction among respondents that "sportsmen’s
dollars" are providing the majority of current funding for fish and wildlife programs
because we never identified the characteristics of federal aid and license fees to survey

respondents.

Hunter associates are non-hunting family members and friends of hunters who may buy
licenses or hunting equipment for hunters.

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEERT
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'-I‘able-: 30. Percentages of respondents from each strata (DEC administrative region) who

ldt?ntlﬁed characteristics that we reasoned are associated with federal aid and license fees as

gelng the most acceptable for funding 9 categories of fish and wildlife programs in New York
tate.

DEC administrative regions

Program category 1 2 3-4 5-6 7-9

Make sure people can
actively seek wild resources: 32 27 30 19 28

Increase access to private land
for people to actively seek
wild resources. 42 42 42 37 33

Build more developed facilities

on public land for people to

actively seek wild resources. 33 32 34 28 29
sedp ek

Protect wild species and their

habitats. 5 6 7 6 6

Educate people about wild
species and their habitats. 11 12 12 8 17

H?lp private landowners
conserve wild resources on
their land. 14 13 17 9 17

seokokokskok

Address concerns about
problems caused by people
who actively seeking resources. 11 19 12 10 7

Address concems about
nuisance problems from
wild resources. 7 9 7 4 i

Address concerns about

human health and safety

problems caused by

wild resources. 5 3 7 1 3
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8. CONCLUSIONS

Several main conclusions emerge from our assessment of desired programs and
services.

. Even people who actively seek wild resources to a greater extent than average
citizens want to have relatively few kinds of positive interactions with wild
Iesources.

. Citizens generally want concerns about negative interactions to be minimized, and
they want to know that wild resources are being protected.

. Citizens expect state government to accomplish these, and they want to take on

comparatively little responsibility for taking personal actions.

One interpretation of our findings is that citizens receive little personal meaning
from nature, they are disconnected from it, and fear it for its potential negative impacts
on human lives and livelihoods. New Yorkers seem not to know much about the wild
resources of the state or about ecological relationships among those resources. Further,
citizens seem not to want to know much about the resources or ecological relationships -
just that the Division takes care of these things.

An alternative interpretation is that New Yorkers simply want their basic needs
met first. That is, they want to be protected from harm before emphasis is placed on
helping people experience positive, tangible benefits from wild resources. Under this
interpretation, citizens could be intimately connected with nature and realize it is not
always kind. They may be indicating that they want the Division to act as a buffer
between them and nature.

We do not know which interpretation is more plausible. However, the apparently
high amount of interest in programs to protect wild resources and comparatively low
amount of interest in programs to facilitate active seeking of wild resources does not
necessarily indicate a shift towards more preservationist or non-utilitarian attitudes. In
our study this finding likely reflects a recognition by those who already actively seek
resources in some way (most of our respondents) that successful seeking requires
protection of wild species and their habitats. Butler et al. (2001) analyzed data from a
variety of stakeholder groups collected over a 15-year period and found no evidence of
an increase in preservationist or non-€xtractive values among the public. Instead, they
found an increase over time in agreement with traditional conservation values (including
use of wildlife for hunting and trapping) for male stakeholders of all types. They also
found a decrease in tolerance of problems caused by wildlife, among all types of

stakeholders.
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