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Executive Summary

Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004
HD-2-06.AMS

Larry Mark Gigliotti, Ph.D.
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks

Thisis adescriptive study of attitudes of South Dakota residentsin relation to
wildlife diversity issues. Specifically, five topic areas are addressed: 1) overal
importance of wildlife diversity and funding, 2) prairie ecosystems, 3) bat species, 4)
Topeka shiners, and 5) value priorities for managing the Missouri River. This
information was used to produce a five-group model that is essentially a measure of
peoples underlying value system related to wildlife diversity. Thisinformation has a
number of valuable uses:

1. Better management decisions: Thisinformation provides a valuable

understanding of the public's attitudes in relation to nongame species
management and wildlife diversity issues, which in turn can lead to better
management decisions by the South Dakota Game Fish and Parks
Department.

2. Improved ability to predict public responses to wildlife issues: A better

understanding of the public's attitudes on specific topics may also lead to an
improved predictive ability on related topics.
3. Improved public trust in the agency: In addition, being able to demonstrate

that GFP listens to and understands the public's attitudes, opinions, desires,
needs, etc. can increase the public's trust in the agency.

4. Public involvement tool: Most wildlife issues are the result of conflicting

values and attitudes. Often each side in such conflicts holds the view that
their opinion is held by a significant majority of the public and/or they have a
poor understanding of the other side's position. When sound scientific public
attitude data is shared with the public it often tends to moderate the conflict

and the groups tend to become more willing to accept compromise solutions.



5. Measuretrends and evaluate projects, programs or policy changes:

Human dimensions information is especially valuable in measuring trends and

evaluating project or program effectiveness and impacts.

6. Collection of public opinion information relevant to Wildlife Action

Plans: With the development of Wildlife Action Plans by every state and the

increase in national attention on nongame species management, nongame

issues will likely increase. One important aspect of this issue for wildlife

agencies will be the public's understanding of and support for nongame

species management. This is especially important, as each state will need to

identify 50% matching funds to receive federal funding for their nongame

management projects.

Summary of Major Findings

The majority of South Dakota residents have high general support for conserving and

protecting wildlife diversity in South Dakota

South Dakota residents seem to be very supportive of spending money on nongame

programs, including redirecting existing taxes to fund nongame programs. However,

support for increasing taxes was very low.

This study produced a wildlife importance model (wildlife diversity model) based on

respondents opinion on various wildlife diversity issues.

This five-group model measures
the underlying value system
related to wildlife diversity and is
avery good tool for predicting
specific attitudes towards wildlife
diversity issues and related

management actions.
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WILDLIFE VALUES AND BELIEFS

OF SOUTH DAKOTA RESIDENTS - 2004
HD-2-06.AM S

LARRY M. GIGLIOTTI, PH.D.
SOUTH DAKOTA GAME, FISH AND PARKS

The purpose of this report is to gain a better understanding of South Dakota
residents in relation to wildlife diversity issues. The report has five topic areas related to
wildlife diversity issues: 1) overall importance of wildlife diversity and funding, 2)
prairie ecosystems, 3) bat species, 4) Topeka shiners, and 5) value priorities for managing

the Missouri River.

METHODS
This study was conducted as part of a larger project (Wildlife Vauesin the West

2004) summarized below (Ted, et al., 2005). A complete description of project
background and methods can be found in the Wildlife Values in the West 2004 report.
This document only reports on the South Dakota state-specific section of the study

(Appendix A).

Project Overview - Wildlife Valuesin the West 2004

"Wildlife Values in the West 2004" is a project of the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (WAFWA) Human Dimensions Committee in cooperation with Colorado State University.
The survey instrument for this project was divided into two parts: 1) aregiona section, and 2) a
state-specific section.

The purpose of the regiona section of the survey, which was the same across al states, was to
measure public values and wildlife value orientations, sociodemographic characteristics, and
participation in wildlife-related recreation activities among residents of each state. The regiona
section also contained questions addressing public reactions to key "regional” wildlife management
issues deemed important across a majority of participating states. |ssues were selected largely on the
basis of their ability to provide information about how changes in public values could affect
responses to management issues and decisions.

The state-specific section provided an opportunity to gather information about key, timely
management issues affecting a particular state. The questions appearing in this part of the survey
were developed by each participating state, with input and suggestions from Colorado State
University and other members of the project work group.
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The report is organized into five parts. Part one, "Overview of Attitudes and
Beliefs of South Dakota Residents' , summarizes the attitudes and beliefs of South Dakota
residents for each of the five topic areas in the survey (overall importance of wildlife
diversity and funding, prairie ecosystems, bat species, Topeka shiners, and value
priorities for managing the Missouri River).

Part two, "Wildlife Importance Groups', identifies and describes five distinct
groups of South Dakota related to the topic of importance of wildlife diversity. Part three
(Attitudes and Beliefs of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Viewing Participants and Wildlife
Value Orientations in South Dakota — Who are our customers?) describes the attitudes
and beliefs related to wildlife diversity from the perspective of anglers, hunters and
wildlife viewers and different wildlife value orientations of South Dakota residents.

Part four provides demographic descriptions of anglers, hunters and wildlife
viewers, identifying the significant demographic variables between participants and non-
participants. Part five provides demographic descriptions of the four different wildlife
value orientations (pluralist, utilitarian, mutualist, and distanced) held by South Dakota
residents and the five different types of residents based on their relative ratings of the

importance of various wildlife diversity issues.

RESULTS
Part 1 —Overview of Attitudes and Bdliefs of South Dakota Residents

Section A: General Attitudes (Tables1.1—1.4)

A significant proportion of South Dakota residents fedl that it is very important
(69%) or moderately important (26%) that South Dakota conserves/protects as mush fish
and wildlife as possible, where appropriate (Table 1.1). Thisvalueis dightly higher in
2004 compared to when it was measured in 1997 and 2002. Also a significant proportion
of South Dakota residents fedl that healthy fish and wildlife populations are very
important (78%) or moderately important (19%) to the economy and well-being of South
Dakota residents (Table 1.2). This value is much higher in 2004 compared to when it
was measured in 1997 and 2002.

About two-thirds of South Dakota residents rated Game, Fish and Parks (GFP)
efforts to conserve and protect the diversity of fish and Wildlife in South Dakota as "just
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about right", about one-fourth rated GFP's effort as "too little" and about 9% rated GFP's
effort as "too much" (Table 1.3).

With the development of Wildlife Action Plans by every state and the increase in
national attention on nongame species management, nongame issues will likely increase.
One important aspect of this issue for wildlife agencies will be the public's understanding
of and support for nongame species management. This is especialy important, as each
state will need to identify 50% matching funds to receive federal funding for their
nongame management projects. Nearly 40% of South Dakota residents selected using
money generated from hunting and fishing license sales and about 22% selected using a
portion of current state taxes and 13% a portion of current federal taxes as their most
preferred choice for money to pay for nongame management projects in South Dakota
(Table 1.4). Only about 11% selected the choice that "only" money from voluntary
contributions should be used, which is an easy option to select if you are opposed to
nongame projects and only 3% felt that "no™ money should even be spent for nongame
projects. In spite of the willingness to spend money on nongame projects, new taxes

(increasing taxes) was not a preferred choice for very many South Dakota residents.
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Table1.1. Comparing 1997, 2002 and 2004 — South Dakota has a great diversity
(variety) of fish and wildlife. How important isit to youthat South Dakota
conserves/protects as much fish and wildlife as possible where appropriate?

South Dakota General Public Opinion Surveys

1997 2002 2004
Importance (scale) Sample | Corrected | Mt. Lion | Values | Values
Percent | Percent® | Survey? | Survey® | Survey*
Very Important (0) 64.2% 56.7% 60.7% 62.3% 69.3%
Moderately Important (1) | 20.0% | 325% | 28.9% | 26.9% | 25.6%
Slightly Important (2) 5.6% 6.1% 7.9% 7.9% 4.0%
Not Important (3) 1.2% 3.1% 15% | 17% | 05%
No Opinion (missing) 2.0% 1.6% 1.0% 1.2% 0.6%
Sample Size 2,147 1,101 400 735

“This question item was correct

for non-response bias.

*Question included at the beginning of the mountain lion public opinion survey (Gigliotti, et al.,

2002).

*Question included in the “Wildlife Vaues in the West” survey (WAFWA and HDNRU, 2002).
*Mean (95% C.1.) = 2.65 (2.61 — 2.69)

Table 1.2. Comparing 1997, 2002 and 2004 — How important do you think healthy fish
and wildlife populations are to the economy and well-being of South Dakota residents?

South Dakota General Public Opinion Surveys

1997 2002 2004
Importance (scale) Sample Mt.Lion | Values Values

Per cent Survey’ | Survey’ | Survey?
Very Important (0) 59.3% 58.8% 58.6% 78.2%
Moderately Important (1) 29.4% 30.4% 32.5% 18.7%
Slightly Important (2) 7.3% 8.5% 7.5% 2.3%
Not Important (3) 1.1% 1.3% 0.5% 0.4%
No Opinion (missing) 2.8% 1.1% 0.9% 0.4%
Sample Size 2,147 1,106 404 738

“Question included at the beginning of the mountain lion public opinion survey.
*Question included in the “Wildlife Valuesin the West” survey (WAFWA and HDNRU, 2002).
*Mean (95% C.1.) = 2.75 (2.72 — 2.79)
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Table 1.3. In genera, how would you rate GFP's effort to conserve and protect the

diversity (variety) of fish and wildlife of South Dakota?

GFP'sfocus on wildlife diversity issuesis... (scale) Number Per cent
... far too little. (-3) 12 1.7%
... moder ately too little. (-2) 30 4.1%
... slightly too little. (-1) 106 14.4%
... just about the right amount. (0) 400 54.7%
... dightly too much. (1) 34 4.6%
... moderately too much. (2) 13 1.7%
... far too much. (3) 6 0.9%
No Opinion_(missing) 131 17.9%
Total 731 100%
Mean / 95% C.I. -0.21 -0.28—--0.14
SUMMARIZED RESULTS
TOOLITTLE 148 24.6%
JUST ABOUT RIGHT 400 66.7%
ToO M UCH 52 8.7%
Total 600 100%

Table 1.4. Which would be the most appropriate source of money to pay for projectsin
South Dakota to keep nongame fish and wildlife (those not fished or hunted) from

becoming rare, endangered or extinct?

Sour ce of Money for Nongame Projects Number Per cent
Money generated from hunting and fishing license sales. 285 39.5%
A portion of the state revenue presently being collected

from taxes. 159 22.0%
A portion of the federal revenue presently being collected

from taxes. 93 12.9%
Only money from voluntary contributions should be used. 78 10.8%
No Opinion. 71 9.8%
No money should be spent for nongame pr oj ects. 22 3.0%
Increasing state salestax. 11 1.5%
Increasing feder al taxes. 4 0.6%
Total 722 100%
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Section B: Prairie Ecosystems (Tables 1.5 — 1.12)

SITUATION 1. Prairie wildlife conservation faces different challenges in different
regions of South Dakota. In eastern South Dakota, where most of the prairie has been
converted to cropland, one of the challenges is finding and conserving large enough
landscapes of prairie vegetation and its associated wildlife. In western South Dakota,
where there till are large tracts of native grassand, the current challenges are more related
to the specific needs of certain wildlife species like black-footed ferrets, swift fox, and

black-tailed prairie dogs.

Most (89%) South Dakota residents feel that maintaining healthy native prairie
ecosystems are important and most (88%) support using some money from hunting
license fees for projects designed to conserve and enhance native prairie ecosystems and
associated wildlife (Tables 1.5 and 1.6). Also, most (70%) South Dakota residents
support efforts by private landowners to reintroduce swift fox to their land if permitted by
GFP; only 16% disagreed with the statement (Table 1.7). On the other hand, prairie dog
management in South Dakota is somewhat controversial. Only about 57% agreed that
prairie dogs are an important component of native prairie ecosystems and need some
degree of protection, with 30% disagreeing with the statement (Table 1.8). Compare this
to the 72% that agreed with the statement that state agencies should take stepsto
maintain/restore healthy populations of all native prairie wildlife species in South Dakota
(Table 1.10), while only 44% disagreed with the statement that publicly-owned native
grasslands should be managed for game animals or forage production, NOT for rare
native prairie wildlife species (Table 1.9). Also, only 55% disagreed with the statement
that prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural pest that should be eliminated form South
Dakota; 23% agreed with this statement (Table 1.11). And, only 52% disagreed with the
statement that federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the black-footed ferret, a
federally endangered species, 32% agreed with this statement (Table %.12).

"
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Table 1.5. General attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — Maintaining a healthy native
prairie ecosystem in South Dakota is important to me.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 12 1.6% 0.4%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 14 1.9% 0.7%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 8 1.1% 1.0%
Neither (0) 46 6.3% 11.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 202 27.8% 18.5%
Moder ately Agree (2) 248 34.1% 31.8%
Strongly Agree (3) 198 27.2% 36.6%
Total 728 100% 404

Mean (95% C.I.)

1.68 (1.59—1.77)

1.88 (1.77 — 1.99)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 34 4.6% 2.0%
Neither 46 6.3% 11.1%
Agree 649 89.1% 86.9%

Table 1.6. Genera attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — | support using some money
from hunting license fees for projects designed to conserve and enhance native prairie
ecosystems and their associated wildlife.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 12 1.6% 3.5%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 13 1.8% 3.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 27 3.6% 5.9%
Neither (0) 40 5.5% 11.9%
Slightly Agree (1) 200 27.3% 22.9%
Moderately Agree (2 236 32.3% 25.9%
Strongly Agree (3) 204 27.9% 26.4%
Total 731 100% 404

Mean (95% C.I.)

1.64 (1.54—1.73)

1.30 (1.15— 1.46)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 51 7.0% 13.0%
Neither 40 5.5% 11.9%
Agree 640 87.5% 75.2%
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Table1.7. General attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — | support efforts by private
landowners to reintroduce swift fox to their land if the re-introduction is permitted by the
state wildlife agency (GFP).

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 41 5.6%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 22 3.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 54 7.3%
Neither (0) 105 14.2%
Slightly Agree (1) 202 27.5%
Moderately Agree (2) 152 20.7%
Strongly Agree (3) 159 21.6%
Total 736 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 1.03 (0.92-1.15)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 118 16.0%
Neither 105 14.2%
Agree 513 69.8%

Table 1.8. General attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — Prairie dogs are an important
component of native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 104 14.1% 9.8%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 74 10.1% 7.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 123 16.7% 13.0%
Neither (0) 78 10.6% 13.7%
Slightly Agree (1) 200 27.1% 30.2%
Moderately Agree (2) 101 13.7% 13.2%
Strong_]ly Agree 3 57 7.8% 13.2%
Total 738 100% 404
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.01 (-0.15-0.12) 0.40 (0.22-0.57)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 301 40.9% 29.8%
Neither 78 10.6% 13.7%
Agree 358 48.6% 56.6%
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Table1.9. General attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — Publicly-owned native
grasslands should be managed for game (fished or hunted) animals or forage production,
NOT for rare native prairie wildlife species.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 74 10.0% 14.4%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 127 17.2% 14.2%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 170 23.1% 15.6%
Neither (0) 138 18.7% 22.4%
Sightly Agree (1) 109 14.8% 13.6%
Moderately Agree (2) 76 10.3% 12.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 43 5.8% 7.9%
Total 736 100% 403
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.35 (-0.47 —-0.23) -0.26 (-0.44—-0.08)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 371 50.4% 44.2%
Neither 138 18.7% 22.4%
Agree 227 30.9% 33.5%

Table 1.10. General attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — State agencies should take
steps to maintain/restore healthy populations of all native prairie wildlife species in South

Dakota.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 18 2.4% 3.3%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 25 3,3% 3.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 67 9.1% 7.7%
Neither (0) 54 7.4% 14.6%
Slightly Agree (1) 269 36.7% 27.3%
Moderately Agree (2) 166 22.6% 27.0%
Strong_]ly Agree 3 136 18.5% 17.0%
Total 735 100% 403
Mean (95% C.I.) 1.14 (1.04-1.25) 1.09 (0.94-1.23)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 109 14.9% 13.9%
Neither 54 7.4% 14.6%
Agree 572 77.8% 71.5%
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Table 1.11. General attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — Prairie dogs are a
destructive agricultural pest that should be eliminated from South Dakota.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 128 17.4% 20.8%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 92 12.4% 18.5%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 183 24.8% 15.9%
Neither (0) 114 15.5% 22.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 89 12.1% 10.1%
Moderately Agree (2) 69 9.3% 7.6%
Strongly Agree (3) 63 8.5% 4.9%
Total 737 100% 403

Mean (95% C.I.)

-0.46 (-0.59—-0.32)

-0.75 (-0.92—-0.58)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 402 54.6% 55.1%
Neither 114 15.5% 22.1%
Agree 220 29.9% 22.8%

Table 1.12. Generd attitudes related to prairie ecosystems — Federal tax money should
NOT be spent to save the black-footed ferret, a federally endangered species.

2004 2002
Attitude (scale) Number Per cent Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 136 18.5% 14.8%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 123 16.8% 16.1%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 173 23.5% 21.4%
Neither (0) 92 12.6% 15.8%
Slightly Agree (1) 97 13.2% 13.0%
Moderately Agree (2) 57 7.8% 10.5%
Strongly Agree (3) 56 7.7% 8.4%
Total 734 100% 404
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.61 (-0.74—-0.48) -0.39 (-0.57—--0.21)

SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 431 58.8% 52.2%
Neither 92 12.6% 15.8%
Agree 210 28.6% 31.9%

10
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Section C: Managing Batsin South Dakota (Tables 1.13 - 1.18)

SITUATION 2. Twelve species of bats are found in South Dakota. Bats roost
(rest/dleep) in trees, buildings, caves, mines, and crevices. They play an important
role in nature because they feed on insects. Places where bats feed and roost are
vulnerable to disturbance and destruction. The South Dakota Bat Management Plan
was designed to protect bats and their habitats in South Dakota. The main goal of the
plan is to provide guidance for individuals and agencies for promoting long-term
protection of bat species through research, management, and education.

Overal, there was approximately 60% general support for managing bats in South
Dakota, about 20% opposition and 20% undecided (Tables 1.13 — 1.15, and 1.17).
However, there was a little less support (40-50%) when it comes to living in proximity to
bats (Tables 1.16 and 1.18).

Table 1.13. General attitudes related to managing bats — Maintaining healthy
populations and diversity of bat speciesin South Dakota is important to me.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 49 6.7%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 44 6.1%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 53 7.2%
Neither (0) 142 19.4%
Slightly Agree (1) 200 27.3%
Moderately Agree (2) 142 19.4%
Strong_]ly Agree 3 102 14.0%
Total 733 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 0.69 (0.57-0.81)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 146 20.0%
Neither 142 19.4%
Agree 444 60.7%
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Table 1.14. Genera attitudes related to managing bats — Bats pose an unacceptable
health risk to people.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 117 16.1%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 155 21.4%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 178 24.5%
Neither (0) 98 13.5%
Sightly Agree (1) 102 14.1%
Moderately Agree (2) 47 6.4%
Strongly Agree (3) 29 4.0%
Total 725 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.77 (-0.89 —-0.65)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 450 62.0%
Neither 98 13.5%
Agree 178 24.5%

Table 1.15. Generad attitudes related to managing bats — Bats are important and should
have some legal protection from harm.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 45 6.1%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 35 4.8%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 75 10.2%
Neither (0) 144 19.7%
Sightly Agree (1) 214 29.4%
Moderately Agree (2) 124 17.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 92 12.7%
Total 728 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 0.63 (0.51-0.75)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 154 21.2%
Neither 144 19.7%
Agree 430 59.1%
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Table 1.16. Genera attitudes related to managing bats — Bats should NOT be allowed to
thrive in urban areas where they can come in contact with people.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 87 11.9%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 113 15.4%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 155 21.2%
Neither (0) 95 13.0%
Sightly Agree (1) 132 18.0%
Moderately Agree (2) 83 11.4%
Strongly Agree (3) 67 9.1%
Total 732 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.20 (-0.33--0.06)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 355 48.5%
Neither 95 13.0%
Agree 282 38.5%

Table1.17. Genera attitudes related to managing bats — | support the South Dakota Bat
Management Plan's goal of promoting long-term protection of bat species.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 38 5.1%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 31 4.2%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 48 6.5%
Neither (0) 164 22.3%
Sightly Agree (1) 191 26.1%
Moderately Agree (2) 149 20.3%
Strongly Agree (3) 114 15.5%
Total 734 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 0.83 (0.71-0.94)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 116 15.8%
Neither 164 22.3%
Agree 454 61.9%
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Table 1.18. Generad attitudes related to managing bats — | would enjoy having bats
living and feeding near my house.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 146 20.0%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 99 13.5%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 101 13.7%
Neither (0) 84 11.5%
Sightly Agree (1) 110 15.0%
Moderately Agree (2) 103 14.1%
Strongly Agree (3) 91 12.3%
Total 733 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.20 (-0.35--0.06)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 346 47.2%
Neither 84 11.5%
Agree 303 41.4%
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Section D: Topeka Shiner Management in South Dakota (Tables 1.19 — 1.25)

SITUATION 3. The Topeka shiner isasmall minnow (fish) native to the prairie streams
of the Great Plains. Topeka shiners prefer small, quiet prairie streams with cool
temperatures and good water quality found in Eastern South Dakota. The presence of
Topeka shiners in a community often signals a healthy stream system. The Topeka shiner
(Notropis topeka) was listed as a federally endangered speciesin 1999. The Topeka
Shiner State Management Plan is a document that will establish conservation guidelines
for the Topeka shiner in South Dakota. Research in South Dakota has shown that the
Topeka shiner currently inhabits similar waters to those it did historically. However,
studies show that the places that Topeka shiners inhabit have greatly declined in other
states. The plan will alow for management of the Topeka shiner at the state level while
still supporting national recovery efforts.

Overall, general support for Topeka shiner management in South Dakota ranged
from about 64% to 82%, with general opposition ranging from about 7-12% (Tables 1.19,
1.21-1.23, and 1.25). However, about one-fourth of South Dakota residents felt that
federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the Topeka shiner, athough 57%
disagreed with this statement in support of spending Federal taxes for Topeka shiner
management (Table 1.20). Also, most residents felt that it was appropriate to pay
incentives to landowners to help maintain habitat for Topeka shiners compared to 23%
that disagreed with this statement (Table 1.25).
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Table 1.19. Genera attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — Maintaining a
healthy prairie ecosystem that supports populations of Topeka shinersin South Dakotais

important to me.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 17 2.3%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 26 3.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 32 4.4%
Neither (0) 190 26.0%
Slightly Agree (1) 214 29.4%
Moderately Agree (2) 155 21.3%
Strongly Agree (3) 96 13.1%
Total 729 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 0.93 (0.83-1.03)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 75 10.2%
Neither 190 26.0%
Agree 465 63.8%

Table 1.20. Genera attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — Federal tax money
should NOT be spent to save the Topeka shiner, an endangered species.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 91 12.6%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 126 17.3%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 197 27.1%
Neither (0) 132 18.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 100 13.8%
Moderately Agree (2) 40 5.4%
Strongly Agree (3) 41 5.7%
Total 728 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) -0.58 (-0.70—-0.46)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 415 57.0%
Neither 132 18.1%
Agree 181 24.9%

16




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004
Larry M. Gigliotti

Table1.21. Generd attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — Topeka shiners are
an important component of native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 12 1.7%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 21 2.9%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 43 6.0%
Neither (0) 125 17.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 313 43.0%
Moderately Agree (2) 133 18.2%
Strongly Agree (3) 81 11.1%
Total 727 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 0.96 (0.87—1.05)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 77 10.6%
Neither 125 17.1%
Agree 526 72.3%

Table 1.22. Genera attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — It would be OK
with me if the Topeka shiner went extinct because there are enough other species of
shiners (small fish) to take their place.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 185 25.5%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 136 18.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 203 27.9%
Neither (0) 119 16.3%
Slightly Agree (1) 59 8.1%
Moderately Agree (2) 18 2.5%
Strongly Agree (3) 7 1.0%
Total 727 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) -1.26 (-1.36—-1.15)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 524 72.0%
Neither 119 16.3%
Agree 85 11.6%
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Table 1.23. Genera attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — | support the South
Dakota Topeka Shiner State Management Planning effort to manage Topeka shiners
while minimizing the impact on landowners.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 11 1.6%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 10 1.4%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 40 5.5%
Neither (0) 152 20.9%
Slightly Agree (1) 242 33.2%
Moderately Agree (2) 168 23.1%
Strongly Agree (3) 103 14.1%
Total 727 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 1.09 (1.00-1.18)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 62 8.6%
Neither 152 20.9%
Agree 513 70.5%

Table 1.24. Genera attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — | think that it
would appropriate to pay incentives to landowners that help maintain habitat for Topeka
shiners.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 48 6.6%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 26 3.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 94 13.0%
Neither (0) 149 20.6%
Slightly Agree (1) 237 32.7%
Moderately Agree (2) 109 15.0%
Stroneg Agree (3 62 8.6%
Total 724 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 0.49 (0.37—0.60)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 168 23.1%
Neither 149 20.6%
Agree 408 56.3%

18




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004
Larry M. Gigliotti

Table 1.25. Generad attitudes related to Topeka shiner management — | support
federally-funded agricultural programs (for example, Farm bill programs) designed to
improve water quality, which in turn benefits many wildlife species, including Topeka
shiners.

Attitude (scale) Number Per cent
Strongly Disagree (-3) 13 1.8%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 12 1.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 25 3.4%
Neither (0) 85 11.7%
Slightly Agree (1) 209 28.7%
Moderately Agree (2) 201 27.7%
Strongly Agree (3) 183 25.1%
Total 728 100%
Mean (95% C.I.) 147 (1.38-1.57)
SUMMARIZED RESULTS

Disagree 50 6.8%
Neither 85 11.7%
Agree 593 81.5%

Section E: Missouri River Management (Table 1.26)

SITUATION 4. The Missouri River provides benefits to many different groups of
people. However, conflicts can occur when making decisions on how the Missouri
River resources can be used. How strong of a focus should each of these 4 categories
of uses be for managing the entire Missouri River? Please distribute 100 points
among these 4 categories to show how much focus you feel each category should
receive in management of the Missouri River.

South Dakota residents assigned the highest overall priority for Missouri River
management decisions to home uses (31%), followed by 24% for agriculture and industry
use, 23% for wildlife species and 22% for recreationa use (Table 1.26). Overall, the

priorities were relatively evenly split among the four categories.
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Table 1.26. Managing the Missouri River — Priorities assigned by South Dakota

residents.
Managing the Missouri River for...

Points Agriculture & Wildlife (game

Industry Home Uses Recreation and non-game)
0 1.1% 0.0% 1.7% 1.3%
1-9 3.1% 0.3% 3.4% 3.2%
10-19 17.0% 9.1% 27.9% 22.3%
20—-29 47.7% 36.4% 46.9% 50.3%
30-39 19.8% 26.2% 12.0% 15.1%
40 -49 6.7% 12.4% 4.3% 3.7%
50-59 3.1% 9.9% 2.9% 3.3%
60 — 69 1.2% 3.6% 0.5% 0.8%
70—79 0.2% 1.8% 0.4% 0.1%
80—89 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0%
90—100 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Number 697 697 697 697
Mean 24.3 314 21.7 22.6
95% C.I. 235-25.1 30.4-32.4 20.9-22.5 21.8—-23.4

Home uses 2 31%

Agriculture & Industry Uses 2> 24%
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Part 2—Wildlife Importance Groups

A k-means cluster analysis solving for five clusters using the 21 variablesin
situations one through three produced five groups named according to their rating of the
general importance of conserving/protecting wildlife diversity in South Dakota (Table
2.1). Note that more people are in the high end (very high and high — 44%) compared to

the low end (very low and low — 28%) of the continuum.

Table2.1. Assigned names and frequency distribution of the five wildlife importance
groups.

Group Name - Wildlife Importance Number Per cent
Very High 168 24.7%
High 131 19.2%
Medium 193 28.3%
L ow 145 21.4%
Very Low 44 6.4%
Total 681 100%

100%

90%

80%

70%

= 60%

S 50%

& 40%

30%

20%

10%
0% . . . .

Very High High Medium Low Very Low
Wildlife Importance Groups

Figure 2.1. Frequency distribution of the five wildlife importance groups (data from
Table 2.1).
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Section A: General Attitudes Analyzed by Wildlife Importance Groups
(Tables2.2 -2.5)

The wildlife importance groups form a relative continuum ranging from placing
very high importance on wildlife diversity to alower level of importance, however, even
the very low wildlife importance group places a moderate level of importance on wildlife
diversity (Table 2.2 and Figure 2.2). All levels of wildlife importance groups fed that
healthy fish and wildlife populations are very important to the economy and well-being
of South Dakota residents, although the very low wildlife importance group had a dightly
lower importance rating for this variable compared to the other four groups (Table 2.3
and Figure 2.3).

Four of the five wildlife importance groups rated GFP's effort to conserve and
protect wildlife diversity in South Dakota as "Slightly too little”, while the very low
wildlife importance group rated it as "dlightly too much” (Table 2.4 and Figure 2.4).

Preferred Funding Sourcesfor Nongame Projects. The five wildlife
importance groups were relatively similar in the percent preferring using "money
generated from hunting and fishing license sales’, ranging from 36% to 46% (Table 2.5).
However, there were some large differences among the groups in their preference for
using a proportion of current taxes, ranging from higher preference to lower preference
along the continuum of wildlife importance groups. Also, there was an increase in
percent preferring "only voluntary contribution” from the very high wildlife importance
group to the very low wildlife importance group (4% to 28%). The very low wildlife
importance group had arelatively high percent preferring that "'no money should be spent
for nongame species’ compared to the other four wildlife importance groups (16% vs. 1-
3%).
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Table2.2. Wildlife Importance Groups— South Dakota has a great diversity (variety)
of fish and wildlife. How important is it to youthat South Dakota conserves/protects as
much fish and wildlife as possible where appropriate?

Wildlife Importance Group M ean’ 95% C.I.

Very High 2.92 2.88 —2.96
High 2.71 2.62-2.80
Medium 2.65 2.57-2.73
L ow 2.43 2.32-2.53
Very Low 2.14 1.87 —2.41
Average 2.65 2.61-2.69

ANOVA: F=26.79; df=4/668; p<0.001

'Scale: 0 = Not Important, 1 = Slightly Important, 2 = Moderately Important, and 3 = Very Important

Importance of Wildlife Diversity in South Dakota

3

2.5
2

15

Importance

1

0.5

O T T T T
Very High High Medium Low Very Low

Wildlife Importance Groups

Figure 2.2. Importance of conserving/protecting wildlife diversity in South Dakota
analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.2).
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Table2.3. Wildlife Importance Groups— How important do you think healthy fish and
wildlife populations are to the economy and well-being of South Dakota residents?

Wildlife Importance Group M ean’ 95% C.I.

Very High 2.83 2.75-291
High 2.83 2.77—-2.90
Medium 2.71 2.63—-2.78
L ow 2.73 2.65-2.81
Very Low 242 2.17-2.67
Average 2.75 2.71-2.79

ANOVA: F=7.10; df=4/673; p<0.001

"Scale: 0 = Not Important, 1 = Slightly Important, 2 = Moderately Important, and 3 = Very Important

Economic Importance of Wildlife to South Dakota

2.5

1.5

Importance

0.5

Very High High Medium Low Very Low

Wildlife Importance Groups

Figure 2.3. Economic importance of wildlife to South Dakota Economy analyzed by
wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.3).
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Table2.4. Wildlife Importance Groups— Rating of GFP's effort to conserve and
protect the diversity (variety) of fish and wildlife of South Dakota.

Wildlife Importance Group M ean’ 95% C.I.
Very High -0.56 -0.70--0.41
High -0.28 -0.43--0.12
Medium -0.10 -0.22-0.01
L ow -0.09 -0.19-0.01
Very Low 0.30 -0.19-0.79
Average -0.22 -0.29 --0.15
ANOVA: F=11.13; df=4/553; p<0.001

'Scale: -3 = Far Too Little, -2 = Moderately Too Little; -1 = Slightly Too Little, 0 = Just About the Right
Amount, 1 = Slightly Too Much, 2 = Moderately Too Much, 3 = Far Too Much

Evaluation of GFP's Efforts to Conserve/Protect
Wildlife Diversity

T T
V\eWHTgh High Medium Low Very Low

Evaluation Scale
o

Figure 2.4. Rating of GFP's effort to conserve and protect the diversity (variety) of fish
and wildlife of South Dakota analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table
2.4).
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Table2.5. Wildlife Importance Groups— Which would be the most appropriate source
of money to pay for projects in South Dakota to keep nongame fish and wildlife (those
not fished or hunted) from becoming rare, endangered or extinct?

Sour ce of Money for

Wildlife Importance Group

Nongame Proj ects Very High | High | Medium | Low | VeryLow
Money generated from

hunting and fishing license 36.4% 40.3% | 35.8% | 45.9% 39.5%
sales.

A portion of the state

revenue presently being 33.9% 24.8% | 26.7% | 10.3% 2.3%
collected from taxes.

A portion of the federal

revenue presently being 15.8% 14.0% | 19.8% 5.5% 4.7%
collected from taxes.

Only money from voluntary

contributions should be used. 4.2% 6.2% 75% | 17.8% 27.9%
No Opinion. 4.8% 12.4% 7.0% | 15.1% 9.3%
No money should be spent

for nongame proj ects. 1.2% 1.6% 1.1% 3.4% 16.3%
Increasing state sales tax. 3.0% 0.0% 2.1% 1.4% 0.0%
I ncreasing feder al taxes. 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%
Total 165 129 187 146 43

Chi-square: X°=128.87; df=28; p<0.001
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Section B: Prairie Ecosystems Analyzed by Wildlife Importance Groups
(Tables2.6 —2.13)

SITUATION 1. Prairie wildlife conservation faces different challenges in different
regions of South Dakota. In eastern South Dakota, where most of the prairie has been
converted to cropland, one of the challenges is finding and conserving large enough
landscapes of prairie vegetation and its associated wildlife. In western South Dakota,
where there till are large tracts of native grassand, the current challenges are more related
to the specific needs of certain wildlife species like black-footed ferrets, swift fox, and

black-tailed prairie dogs.

For al eight statements related to prairie ecosystems there was a strong linear
relationship with the attitude responses by the continuum of wildlife importance groups
(very high to very low) (Tables 2.6 — 2.13 and Figures 2.5 — 2.12). The very high group
expressed a strong environmental attitude while the very low group tended to express an
anti-environmental attitude with the three middle groups attitudes somewhere in-
between. All five wildlife importance groups expressed a positive attitude towards
maintaining healthy native prairie ecosystems in South Dakota, ranging from very
important to only dlightly important (Table 2.6 and Figure 2.5). Also, all groups had a
positive attitude towards using some money from hunting license fees for managing
native prairie ecosystems in South Dakota, ranging from very strong support to only
dlight support (Table 2.7 and Figure 2.6). Attitudes towards specific species like the
swift fox, prairie dogs and black-footed ferret showed very large differences aong the
continuum of the five wildlife important groups. Overal, the wildlife importance model

was very good for predicting attitudes related to prairie ecosystems in South Dakota.
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Table2.6. Wildlife Importance Groups— Maintaining a healthy native prairie
ecosystem in South Dakota is important to me.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium | Low | VerylLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 2.1% 11.4%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 0.8% 2.1% 2.1% 9.1%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 0.8% 0.5% 1.4% 6.8%
Neither (0) 0.0% 6.9% 4.7% 13.8% 13.6%
Slightly Agree (1) 6.5% 23.7% 38.0% 44.1% 34.1%
M oderately Agree (2) 35.1% 42.0% 39.6% 26.9% 15.9%
Strongly Agree (3) 58.3% 26.0% 14.1% 9.7% 9.1%
Total 168 131 192 145 44
Chi-square: X“=252.22; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.52 1.83 1.50 1.14 0.35
95% C.I. 243-261 | 1.66-200 | 1.35-166 | 0.95-134 | -0.20-0.90
ANOVA: F=55.69; df=4/675; p<0.001
SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 0.0% 1.5% 4.1% 5.5% 27.3%
Neither 0.0% 6.9% 4.7% 13.8% 13.6%
Agree 100% 91.6% 91.2% 80.7% 59.1%
Chi-square: X?=97.98; df=8; p<0.001
Attitude - Maintaining a healthy native prairie
ecosystem in South Dakota is important to me.
3
o 2
§ 1
8 0 T T T T 1
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Wildlife Importance Groups

Figure 2.5. Mean attitude towards — Maintaining a healthy native prairie ecosystemin
South Dakota isimportant to me, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from

Table 2.6).
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Table2.7. Wildlife Importance Groups— | support using some money from hunting
license fees for projects designed to conserve and enhance native prairie ecosystems and

their associated wildlife.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium | Low [ VerylLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 0.7% 4.5%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 0.8% 1.6% 2.1% 13.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 1.2% 2.3% 3.1% 6.3% 11.4%
Neither (0) 1.2% 4.5% 5.7% 9.7% 9.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 10.1% 22.0% 33.7% 44.4% 38.6%
Moderately Agree (2) 19.0% 47.0% 39.9% 29.2% 13.6%
Strongly Agree (3) 68.5% 23.5% 13.0% 7.6% 9.1%
Total 168 132 193 144 44
Chi-square: X?=283.96; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.53 1.85 1.36 114 0.41
95% C.|. 241-265 | 168-201 | 118-155 | 0.96—132 | -0.09-0.91
ANOVA: F=52.56; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 1.2% 2.3% 7.8% 9.0% 29.5%
Neither 1.2% 4.6% 5.7% 9.7% 9.1%
Agree 97.6% 93.1% 86.5% 81.4% 61.4%

" Chi-square: X°=64.84; di=8; p<0.001

Attitude - | support using some money from hunting license fees for
projects designed to conserve and enhance native prairie
ecosystems and their associated wildlife.

Attituce Scale
w N P O P N W

Wildlife Importance Groups

Figure 2.6. Mean attitude towards — | support using some money from hunting license
fees for projects designed to conserve and enhance native prairie ecosystems and their
associated wildlife, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.7).
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Table2.8. Wildlife Importance Groups— | support efforts by private landowners to
reintroduce swift fox to their land if the re-introduction is permitted by the state wildlife

agency (GFP).
Wildlife Importance Group
Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 4.6% 3.6% 8.8% 18.2%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 6.8% 15.9%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.6% 4.6% 5.7% 17.0% 15.9%
Neither (0) 5.4% 12.2% 13.5% 27.9% 13.6%
Sightly Agree (1) 12.0% 34.4% 40.4% 28.6% 18.2%
Moderately Agree (2) 24.0% 29.0% 23.8% 8.2% 11.4%
Stroneg Agree 3 58.1% 15.3% 12.4% 2.7% 6.8%
Total 167 131 193 147 44
Chi-square: X?=332.29; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.32 1.20 1.09 -0.05 -0.45
95% C.I. 217-247 [ 096-144 | 090-127 [ -029-019 | -1.02-0.12
ANOVA: F=78.33; df=4/675; p<0.001
SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 0.6% 9.2% 9.8% 32.9% 51.2%
Neither 5.4% 12.2% 13.5% 28.1% 14.0%
| Agree 94.0% 78.6% 76.7% 39.0% 34.9%
Chi-square: X“=170.56; df=8; p<0.001
Attitude - | support efforts by private landowners to
reintroduce swift fox to their land if the re-introduction is
permitted by the state wildlife agency (GFP).
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Figure2.7. Mean attitude towards— | support efforts by private landowners to
reintroduce swift fox to their land if the re-introduction is permitted by the state wildlife
agency (GFP), analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.8).
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Table2.9. Wildlife Importance Groups— Prairie dogs are an important component of
native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VerylLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 6.9% 12.5% 13.0% 83.7%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 2.4% 6.1% 17.2% 15.8% 11.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 6.5% 17.6% 18.8% 30.1% 2.3%
Neither (0) 5.3% 13.0% 10.9% 18.5% 0.0%
Slightly Agree (1) 28.4% 36.6% 34.4% 19.9% 2.3%
Moderately Agree (2) 32.5% 17.6% 5.7% 2.1% 0.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 24.9% 2.3% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0%
Total 169 131 192 146 43
Chi-square: X“=467.17; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 1.59 0.26 -0.41 -0.74 -2.71
95% C.I. 140-177 | 000-052 | -064—-019 | -097—-052 | -2.95—-2.47
ANOVA: F=111.05; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 8.3% 31.3% 47.9% 58.9% 97.7%
Neither 5.4% 13.0% 10.9% 18.5% 0.0%
Agree 86.3% 55.7% 41.1% 22.6% 2.3%

Chi-square: X?=240.84; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Prairie dogs are an important component of native
prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection.
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Figure 2.8. Mean attitude towards — Prairie dogs are an important component of native
prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection, analyzed by wildlife importance

groups (data from Table 2.9).

31




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004

Larry M. Gigliotti

Table 2.10. Wildlife Importance Groups— Publicly-owned native grasslands should be
managed for game (fished or hunted) animals or forage production, NOT for rare native

prairie wildlife species.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High [ Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 26.8% 6.2% 4.1% 0.7% 2.3%
M oderately Disagree (-2) 25.6% 25.4% 14.5% 6.2% 9.1%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 23.2% 31.5% 30.1% 14.5% 11.4%
Neither (0) 10.1% 17.7% 19.7% 31.7% 11.4%
Slightly Agree (1) 8.9% 6.2% 16.1% 26.9% 20.5%
Moderately Agree (2) 3.6% 10.0% 9.3% 15.9% 25.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 1.8% 3.1% 6.2% 4.1% 20.5%
Total 168 130 193 145 44
Chi-square: X?=208.92; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -1.33 -0.65 -0.19 0.41 0.95
95% C.|. -157--111 | -091--040 | -040-0.03 | 020-0.62 | 043-147
ANOVA: F=39.12; df=4/675; p<0.001
SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 75.6% 63.4% 48.7% 21.9% 22.7%
Neither 10.1% 17.6% 19.7% 31.5% 11.4%
| Agree 14.3% 19.1% 31.6% 46.6% 65.9%
Chi-square: X“=126.92; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Publicly-owned native grasslands should be
managed for game animals or forage production, NOT for rare

native prairie wildlife species.

1 |

—

ry High—\_l:l@n_‘—Medium—Law—\LeLngwi

Attituce Scale
(IA) N P O P N W

Wildlife Importance Groups

Figure 2.9. Mean attitude towards — Publicly-owned native grasslands should be
managed for game (fished or hunted) animals or forage production, NOT for rare native
prairie wildlife species, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.10).
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Table2.11. Wildlife Importance Groups— State agencies should take steps to

maintain/restore healthy populations of all native prairie wildlife species in South Dakota.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 18.2%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 2.3% 3.1% 4.8% 20.5%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 1.8% 5.3% 10.8% 17.9% 18.2%
Neither (0) 3.6% 3.1% 8.8% 11.0% 9.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 21.3% 39.7% 49.5% 46.2% 20.5%
Moderately Agree (2) 31.4% 29.8% 18.6% 17.2% 6.8%
Strongly Agree (3) 42.0% 19.8% 8.2% 2.8% 6.8%
Total 169 131 194 145 44
Chi-square: X“=300.72; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.08 1.48 0.91 0.61 -0.63
95% C.I. 193-223 | 128-168 | 074-108 | 042-081 | -1.19--0.07
ANOVA: F=61.75; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 1.8% 7.6% 14.6% 22.8% 58.1%
Neither 3.6% 3.1% 8.9% 11.0% 9.3%
Agree 94.6% 89.3% 76.6% 66.2% 32.6%
Chi-square: X?=118.27; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - State agencies should take steps to
maintain/restore healthy populations of all native prairie
wildlife species in South Dakota.
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Figure 2.10. Mean attitude towards — State agencies should take steps to
maintain/restore healthy populations of all native prairie wildlife species in South
Dakota, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.11).
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Table2.12. Wildlife Importance Groups— Prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural
pest that should be eliminated from South Dakota.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 43.5% 18.3% 5.7% 2.1% 0.0%
M oderately Disagree (-2) 21.4% 15.3% 12.5% 5.5% 0.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 17.9% 35.9% 38.5% 15.1% 4.5%
Neither (0) 11.3% 14.5% 13.5% 27.4% 0.0%
Slightly Agree (1) 4.8% 5.3% 16.1% 24.7% 11.4%
Moderately Agree (2) 0.0% 6.9% 9.9% 17.1% 31.8%
Strongly Agree (3) 1.2% 3.8% 3.6% 8.2% 52.3%
Total 168 131 192 146 44
Chi-square: X“=412.93; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -1.81 -0.92 -0.34 0.51 2.25
95% C.I. -202--160 | -1.19--0.65 | -0.55—-0.13 | 028-0.74 | 1.94-257
ANOVA: F=97.67; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 82.1% 69.5% 56.8% 22.6% 4.7%
Neither 11.3% 14.5% 13.5% 27.4% 0.0%
Agree 6.5% 16.0% 29.7% 50.0% 95.3%
Chi-square: X?=218.81; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural pest that
should be eliminated from South Dakota.
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Figure2.11. Mean attitude towards — Prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural pest
that should be eliminated from South Dakota, analyzed by wildlife importance groups

(data from Table 2.12).
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Table 2.13. Wildlife Importance Groups— Federal tax money should NOT be spent to
save the black-footed ferret, a federally endangered species.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 53.6% 19.1% 5.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 25.6% 25.2% 19.8% 1.4% 0.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 14.3% 35.9% 41.7% 8.3% 6.8%
Neither (0) 0.6% 9.2% 18.2% 25.5% 4.5%
Slightly Agree (1) 4.2% 8.4% 10.9% 30.3% 13.6%
Moderately Agree (2 0.0% 1.5% 3.1% 20.7% 25.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 1.8% 0.8% 1.0% 13.8% 50.0%
Total 168 131 192 145 44
Chi-square: X“=584.66; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -2.17 -1.29 -0.76 1.02 2.05
95% C.I. -235--1.98 | -151--1.06 | -093—-058 | 0.82-122 | 167-243
ANOVA: F=191.51; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 93.5% 80.0% 66.3% 9.7% 6.8%
Neither 0.6% 9.2% 18.1% 25.5% 4.5%
Agree 6.0% 10.8% 15.5% 64.8% 88.6%
Chi-square: X?=354.60; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the
black-footed ferret, a federally endangered species.
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Figure 2.12. Mean attitude towards — Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save
the black-footed ferret, a federally endangered species, analyzed by wildlife
importance groups (data from Table 2.13).
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Section C: Managing Batsin South Dakota (Tables 2.14 — 2.19)

SITUATION 2. Twelve species of bats are found in South Dakota. Bats roost
(rest/dleep) in trees, buildings, caves, mines, and crevices. They play an important
role in nature because they feed on insects. Places where bats feed and roost are
vulnerable to disturbance and destruction. The South Dakota Bat Management Plan
was designed to protect bats and their habitats in South Dakota. The main goal of the
plan is to provide guidance for individuals and agencies for promoting long-term
protection of bat species through research, management, and education.

The set of six statemerts related to managing bats in South Dakota reveal that the
five wildlife importance groups do not exhibit a continuum of positive to negative
attitudes towards bats (Tables 2.14 — 2.19 and Figures 2.13 — 2.18). The "high" wildlife
importance group expressed attitudes very similar to the "low" wildlife importance group.
Overdl the "very high" and the "medium” wildlife importance groups (representing about
53% of the adult population) tended to express positive attitudes towards bats while the
other three wildlife importance group (high, low and very low) tended to express neutral

to negative attitudes towards bats.




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004
Larry M. Gigliotti

Table 2.14. Wildlife Importance Groups— Maintaining healthy populations and
diversity of bat species in South Dakota is important to me.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 9.9% 0.5% 7.5% 36.4%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 1.2% 8.4% 1.0% 13.0% 9.1%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 12.2% 2.6% 18.5% 6.8%
Nether (0) 1.2% 32.8% 17.6% 27.4% 31.8%
Slightly Agree (1) 16.7% 26.0% 46.1% 25.3% 13.6%
Moderately Agree (2) 35.7% 9.9% 23.8% 6.8% 0.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 45.2% 0.8% 8.3% 1.4% 2.3%
Total 168 131 193 146 44
Chi-square: X“=461.34; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.21 -0.12 1.13 -0.24 -1.16
95% C.I. 208-235 | -037-013 | 099-1.27 | -0.47—-0.00 | -1.66—-0.66
ANOVA: F=134.42; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 1.2% 30.8% 4.1% 38.6% 53.5%
Neither 1.2% 33.1% 17.6% 27.6% 32.6%
Agree 97.6% 36.2% 78.2% 33.8% 14.0%
Chi-square: X?=258.21; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Maintinging healthy populations and diversity of bat
species in South Dakota is important to me.
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Figure 2.13. Mean attitude towards — Maintaining healthy populations and diversity of
bat speciesin South Dakota isimportant to me, analyzed by wildlife importance groups
(data from Table 2.14).
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Table 2.15. Wildlife Importance Groups — Bats pose an unacceptable health risk to

people.
Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 44.4% 0.8% 15.0% 0.0% 4.5%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 31.4% 7.6% 38.3% 4.1% 9.1%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 17.2% 21.4% 36.8% 26.2% 20.5%
Neither (0) 4.7% 25.2% 4.7% 22.8% 27.3%
Slightly Agree (1) 1.8% 32.8% 4.1% 25.5% 15.9%
Moderately Agree (2 0.0% 9.9% 0.0% 15.2% 9.1%
Strongly Agree (3) 0.6% 2.3% 1.0% 6.2% 13.6%
Total 169 131 193 145 44
Chi-square: X“=416.45; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -2.11 0.20 -1.52 0.41 0.18
95% C.I. -227--1.96 | -001-041 | -1.66—-1.37 | 0.19-0.62 | -0.33—0.69
ANOVA: F=137.77; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 93.5% 29.8% 90.2% 30.1% 34.1%
Neither 4.8% 25.2% 4.7% 22.6% 27.3%
Agree 1.8% 45.0% 5.2% 47.3% 38.6%

Chi-square: X?=277.04; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Bats pose an unacceptable health risk to people.
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Figure 2.14. Mean attitude towards — Bats pose an unacceptable health risk to people,
analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.15).
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Table2.16. Wildlife Importance Groups— Bats are important and should have some
legal protection from harm.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 1.2% 6.1% 0.0% 6.2% 34.1%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 1.8% 5.3% 1.6% 6.8% 20.5%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 13.0% 5.7% 20.5% 27.3%
Nether (0) 2.4% 32.1% 17.6% 34.2% 13.6%
Slightly Agree (1) 18.3% 37.4% 48.7% 24.7% 4.5%
Moderately Agree (2 38.5% 6.1% 17.6% 5.5% 0.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 37.9% 0.0% 8.8% 2.1% 0.0%
Total 169 131 193 146 44
Chi-square: X“=466.25; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.03 0.09 1.01 -0.10 -1.64
95% C.I. 1.86-219 | -013-030 | 087-116 | -031-011 | -202—1.26
ANOVA: F=128.06; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 3.0% 24.4% 7.3% 33.1% 81.8%
Neither 2.4% 32.1% 17.6% 34.5% 13.6%
Agree 94.6% 43.5% 75.1% 32.4% 4.5%
Chi-square: X?=278.91; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Bats are important and should have some legal
protection from harm.
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Figure 2.15. Mean attitude towards — Bats are important and should have some legal
protection from harm, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.16).
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Table2.17. Wildlife Importance Groups— Bats should NOT be alowed to thrivein

urban areas where they can come in contact with people.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 27.5% 0.0% 14.1% 1.4% 7.0%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 36.5% 2.3% 16.8% 1.4% 11.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 22.2% 12.1% 44.5% 8.3% 9.3%
Neither (0) 4.8% 16.7% 14.7% 17.2% 11.6%
Slightly Agree (1) 7.2% 32.6% 8.9% 31L.7% 20.9%
Moderately Agree (2) 0.6% 26.5% 1.0% 22.1% 16.3%
Strongly Agree (3) 1.2% 9.8% 0.0% 17.9% 23.3%
Total 167 132 191 145 43
Chi-square: X“=411.31; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -1.64 0.99 -1.09 1.15 0.70
95% C.I. -184—-144 | 078-120 | -125--093 | 093-1.37 | 0.10-129
ANOVA: F=144.16; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 85.7% 13.7% 75.5% 11.0% 27.9%
Neither 4.8% 16.8% 14.6% 17.1% 11.6%
Agree 9.5% 69.5% 9.9% 71.9% 60.5%

Chi-square: X?=326.48; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Bats should NOT be allowed to thrive in urban areas
where they can come in contact with people.
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Figure 2.16. Mean attitude towards — Bats should NOT be allowed to thrive in urban
areas where they can come in contact with people, analyzed by wildlife importance
groups (data from Table 2.17).
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Table 2.18. Wildlife Importance Groups— | support the South Dakota Bat
Management Plan's goal of promoting long-term protection of bat species.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 3.8% 0.5% 4.1% 27.9%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 9.8% 0.5% 6.8% 11.6%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 11.4% 1.0% 11.6% 25.6%
Neither (0) 3.6% 40.2% 11.9% 42.5% 32.6%
Slightly Agree (1) 12.5% 24.2% 46.4% 27.4% 2.3%
Moderately Agree (2 31.0% 9.8% 33.5% 5.5% 0.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 53.0% 0.8% 6.2% 2.1% 0.0%
Total 168 132 194 146 43
Chi-square: X“=564.33; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.33 0.05 1.29 0.09 -1.29
95% C.I. 220-246 | -017-0.26 | 1.16—141 | -010—0.29 | -1.68—-0.89
ANOVA: F=175.14; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 0.0% 24.4% 2.1% 22.1% 65.1%
Neither 3.6% 40.5% 11.9% 42.8% 32.6%
Agree 96.4% 35.1% 86.0% 35.2% 2.3%
Chi-square: X?=325.56; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - | support the South Dakota Bat Management Plan's
goal of promoting long-term protection of bat species.
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Figure 2.17. Mean attitude towards — | support the South Dakota Bat Management
Plan's goal of promoting long-term protection of bat species, analyzed by wildlife
importance groups (data from Table 2.18).
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Table 2.19. Wildlife Importance Groups— | would enjoy having bats living and

feeding near my house.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 39.7% 0.0% 37.7% 50.0%
M oderately Disagree (-2) 3.6% 29.0% 5.7% 22.6% 14.3%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 8.9% 24.4% 13.5% 13.7% 16.7%
Neither (0) 4.8% 5.3% 19.3% 16.4% 7.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 19.6% 1.5% 28.1% 7.5% 4.8%
Moderately Agree (2) 31.5% 0.0% 20.3% 1.4% 4.8%
Strongly Agree (3) 31.5% 0.0% 13.0% 0.7% 2.4%
Total 168 131 192 146 42
Chi-square: X“=453.59; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 1.61 -1.99 0.82 -1.59 -1.67
95% C.I. 140-183 | -217--182 | 062-102 | -1.83--1.36 | -219—-1.15
ANOVA: F=207.18; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 12.5% 93.1% 19.3% 74.0% 79.5%
Neither 4.8% 5.3% 19.3% 16.4% 6.8%
Agree 82.7% 1.5% 61.5% 9.6% 13.6%
Chi-square: X?=373.07; df=8; p<0.001

my house.
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Figure 2.18. Mean attitude towards — | would enjoy having bats living and feeding near
my house, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.19).
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Section D: Topeka Shiner Management in South Dakota (Tables 2.20 — 2.26)

SITUATION 3. The Topeka shiner isasmall minnow (fish) native to the prairie streams
of the Great Plains. Topeka shiners prefer small, quiet prairie streams with cool
temperatures and good water quality found in Eastern South Dakota. The presence of
Topeka shiners in a community often signals a healthy stream system. The Topeka shiner
(Notropis topeka) was listed as a federally endangered speciesin 1999. The Topeka
Shiner State Management Plan is a document that will establish conservation guidelines
for the Topeka shiner in South Dakota. Research in South Dakota has shown that the
Topeka shiner currently inhabits similar waters to those it did historically. However,
studies show that the places that Topeka shiners inhabit have greatly declined in other
states. The plan will alow for management of the Topeka shiner at the state level while
still supporting national recovery efforts.

For al seven statements related to Topeka shiner management in South Dakota
there was a strong linear relationship with the attitude responses by the continuum of
wildlife importance groups (very high to very low) (Tables 2.20 — 2.26 and Figures 2.19
—2.25). The wildlife importance groups had a similar relationship to both the attitudes
towards prairie ecosystems and attitudes towards Topeka shiner management. In genera,
the very high group expressed a strong environmental attitude while the very low group
tended to express an anti-environmental attitude with the three middle groups' attitudes
somewhere in-between. Overall, the wildlife importance group model was very good for
predicting attitudes related to Topeka shiner management in South Dakota.

* © Konrad Schimdt »
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Table 2.20. Wildlife Importance Groups— Maintaining a healthy prairie ecosystem
that supports populations of Topeka shiners in South Dakota is important to me.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 1.4% 15.9%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 3.1% 3.6% 6.1% 15.9%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 12.2% 13.6%
Neither (0) 0.0% 23.7% 32.1% 45.6% 34.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 12.0% 43.5% 40.9% 25.2% 20.5%
Moderately Agree (2) 44.3% 24.4% 14.0% 7.5% 0.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 43.7% 5.3% 2.1% 2.0% 0.0%
Total 167 131 193 147 44
Chi-square: X“=453.68; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.31 1.03 0.53 0.18 -0.70
95% C.I. 221-242 | 085-120 | 036-070 | 0.00-0.35 | -112--0.28
ANOVA: F=128.87; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 0.0% 3.1% 10.9% 19.9% 44.2%
Neither 0.0% 23.7% 32.1% 45.9% 34.9%
Agree 100% 73.3% 57.0% 34.2% 20.9%

Chi-square: X?=222.94; df=8; p<0.001

improtant to me.

Attitude - Maintaining a healthy prairie ecosystem that
supports populations of Topeka shinners in South Dakota is
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Figure 2.19. Mean attitude towards — Maintaining a healthy prairie ecosystem that
supports populations of Topeka shiners in South Dakota isimportant to me, analyzed by
wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.20).
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Table2.21. Wildlife Importance Groups— Federal tax money should NOT be spent to
save the Topeka shiner, an endangered species.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 38.7% 6.9% 2.6% 0.7% 8.9%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 44.6% 18.3% 7.8% 4.1% 0.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 11.3% 41.2% 49.5% 15.2% 2.2%
Neither (0) 3.0% 22.9% 21.9% 25.5% 6.7%
Slightly Agree (1) 2.4% 9.9% 11.5% 32.4% 20.0%
Moderately Agree (2) 0.0% 0.8% 3.6% 12.4% 20.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 9.7% 42.2%
Total 168 131 192 145 45
Chi-square: X“=572.65; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -2.13 -0.87 -0.44 0.59 1.63
95% C.I. -227--1.99 | -1.06—-0.69 | -061—--027 | 037-0.80 | 1.09-2.16
ANOVA: F=149.83; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 94.6% 66.4% 59.6% 20.5% 9.3%
Neither 3.0% 22.9% 21.8% 25.3% 7.0%
Agree 2.4% 10.7% 18.7% 54.1% 83.7%

Chi-square: X?=284.48; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the
Topeka shiner, an endangered species.
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Figure 2.20. Mean attitude towards — Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save
the Topeka shiner, an endangered species, anayzed by wildlife importance groups (data

from Table 2.21).
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Table2.22. Wildlife Importance Groups— Topeka shiners are an important component
of native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.6% 0.0% 2.1% 0.7% 11.1%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 0.6% 3.1% 1.0% 2.7% 20.0%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 2.3% 5.2% 12.2% 17.8%
Neither (0) 0.0% 14.5% 16.1% 36.1% 33.3%
Slightly Agree (1) 22.6% 58.8% 64.6% 38.1% 17.8%
Moderately Agree (2) 39.3% 16.0% 9.9% 9.5% 0.0%
Strongly Agree (3) 36.9% 5.3% 1.0% 0.7% 0.0%
Total 168 131 192 147 45
Chi-square: X“=445.13; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.10 0.99 0.73 0.40 -0.71
95% C.I. 196-223 | 083-115 | 059-087 | 025-056 | -1.10—-0.32
ANOVA: F=106.57; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 1.2% 5.3% 8.8% 15.2% 47.7%
Neither 0.0% 14.5% 16.1% 36.6% 34.1%
Agree 98.8% 80.2% 75.1% 48.3% 18.2%

Chi-square: X?=196.42; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - Topeka shiners are an important component of native
prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection.
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Figure2.21. Mean attitude towards — Topeka shiners are an important component of
native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of protection, analyzed by wildlife

importance groups (data from Table 2.22).
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Table 2.23. Wildlife Importance Groups— It would be OK with meif the Topeka
shiner went extinct because there are enough other species of shiners (small fish) to take

their place.
Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High [ Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 76.2% 12.9% 11.4% 0.7% 6.7%
M oderately Disagree (-2) 21.4% 29.5% 24.9% 6.2% 2.2%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 2.4% 40.9% 40.9% 35.6% 15.6%
Neither (0) 0.0% 11.4% 15.0% 37.7% 20.0%
Slightly Agree (1) 0.0% 3.8% 5.7% 14.4% 37.8%
Moderately Agree (2) 0.0% 0.8% 2.1% 3.4% 13.3%
Strongly Agree (3) 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 2.1% 4.4%
Total 168 132 193 146 45
Chi-square: X?=522.09; df=24; p<0.001
Mean -2.73 -1.30 -1.15 -0.23 0.39
95% C.|. -281--265 | -1.49—-1.11 | -1.31—-1.00 | -040—-0.06 | -0.04—0.81
ANOVA: F=158.27; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 100% 83.2% 77.2% 42.5% 22.7%
Neither 0.0% 11.5% 15.0% 37.7% 20.5%
Agree 0.0% 5.3% 7.8% 19.9% 56.8%

" Chi-square: X°=242.78; di=8; p<0.001

Attitude - It would be OK with me if the Topeka shiner went
extinct because there are enough other species of shiners
(small fish) to take their place.

T T U | —
Mery Hi High l\/Iediu

Wildlife Importance Groups

Attituce Scale
O NE O R N W

Figure 2.22. Mean attitude towards — It would be OK with me if the Topeka shiner went
extinct because there are enough other species of shiners (small fish) to take their place,

analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.23).
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Table 2.24. Wildlife Importance Groups— | support the South Dakota Topeka Shiner
State Management Planning effort to manage Topeka shiners while minimizing the

impact on landowners.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High [ Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 0.7% 8.9%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 13.3%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 6.9% 3.1% 11.0% 15.6%
Neither (0) 1.2% 16.0% 21.2% 42.1% 37.8%
Slightly Agree (1) 13.2% 43.5% 44.6% 37.9% 20.0%
Moderately Agree (2) 44.9% 22.1% 24.4% 6.9% 4.4%
Strongly Agree (3) 40.7% 11.5% 4.1% 0.7% 0.0%
Total 167 131 193 145 45
Chi-square: X?=401.82; df=24; p<0.001
M ean 2.24 1.16 0.95 0.41 -0.41
95% C.|. 213-235 | 097-134 | 079-110 | 0.27-055 | -0.81—-0.02
ANOVA: F=104.22; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 0.0% 6.9% 5.7% 12.3% 38.6%
Neither 1.2% 16.0% 21.2% 41.8% 38.6%
Agree 98.8% 77.1% 73.1% 45.9% 22.7%

" Chi-square: X°=185.90; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - I support the South Dakota Topeka Shiner State
Management Planning effort to manage Topeka shiners while
minimizing the impact on landowners.
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Figure 2.23. Mean attitude towards — | support the South Dakota Topeka Shiner State
Management Planning effort to manage Topeka shiners while minimizing the impact on
landowners, analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.24).




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004

Larry M. Gigliotti

Table 2.25. Wildlife Importance Groups— | think that it would appropriate to pay
incentives to landowners that help maintain habitat for Topeka shiners.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 4.2% 3.1% 5.7% 3.5% 31.8%
Moderately Disagree (-2) 1.2% 1.5% 1.6% 8.3% 11.4%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 3.0% 12.2% 13.5% 21.5% 22.7%
Neither (0) 7.1% 28.2% 23.4% 27.8% 11.4%
Slightly Agree (1) 26.2% 35.1% 45.8% 29.2% 18.2%
Moderately Agree (2) 37.5% 9.2% 7.8% 6.9% 4.5%
Strongly Agree (3) 20.8% 10.7% 2.1% 2.8% 0.0%
Total 168 131 192 144 44
Chi-square: X“=266.36; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 1.46 0.59 0.34 0.04 -1.15
95% C.I. 125-167 | 036-082 | 016-052 | -0.18-0.25 | -1.65—-0.65
ANOVA: F=42.59; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 8.3% 16.9% 20.7% 33.1% 65.9%
Neither 7.1% 28.5% 23.3% 27.6% 11.4%
Agree 84.5% 54.6% 56.0% 39.3% 22.7%
Chi-square: X?=125.43; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - I think that it would be appropriate to pay incentives
to landowners that help maintain habitat for Topeka shiners.
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Figure 2.24. Mean attitude towards — | think that it would appropriate to pay incentives
to landowners that help maintain habitat for Topeka shiners, analyzed by wildlife

importance groups (data from Table 2.25).
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Table2.26. Wildlife I mportance Groups— | support federally-funded agricultural
programs (for example, Farm bill programs) designed to improve water quality, which in
turn benefits many wildlife species, including Topeka shiners.

Wildlife Importance Group

Attitude (scale) Very High| High [ Medium Low | VeryLow
Strongly Disagree (-3) 0.6% 0.8% 2.1% 2.1% 6.8%
Moder ately Disagree (-2) 0.0% 1.5% 1.0% 1.4% 6.8%
Slightly Disagree (-1) 0.0% 2.3% 2.6% 4.9% 13.6%
Neither (0) 1.2% 16.0% 9.4% 22.2% 9.1%
Slightly Agree (1) 12.5% 29.0% 39.6% 31.9% 38.6%
Moderately Agree (2) 28.6% 25.2% 32.8% 27.8% 18.2%
Strongly Agree (3) 57.1% 25.2% 12.5% 9.7% 6.8%
Total 168 131 192 144 44
Chi-square: X?=206.45; df=24; p<0.001
Mean 2.39 1.45 1.33 1.02 0.40
95% C.|. 226-253 | 123-167 | 117-149 | 082-123 | -0.10-0.90
ANOVA: F=40.83; df=4/675; p<0.001

SUMMARIZED RESULTS
Disagree 0.6% 5.3% 5.7% 8.9% 29.5%
Neither 1.2% 16.0% 9.3% 21.9% 9.1%
Agree 98.2% 78.6% 85.0% 69.2% 61.4%

" Chi-square: X°=90.23; df=8; p<0.001

Attitude - | support federally-funded agricultural programs (for example,
Farm bill programs) designed to improve water quality, which in turn
benefits many wildlife species, including Topeka shiners.
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Figure 2.25. Mean attitude towards — | support federally-funded agricultural programs
(for example, Farm bill programs) designed to improve water quality, whichinturn
benefits many wildlife species, including Topeka shiners, analyzed by wildlife importance
groups (data from Table 2.26).
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Section E: Missouri River Management (Table 2.27)

SITUATION 4. The Missouri River provides benefits to many different groups of
people. However, conflicts can occur when making decisions on how the Missouri
River resources can be used. How strong of a focus should each of these 4 categories
of uses be for managing the entire Missouri River? Please distribute 100 points
among these 4 categories to show how much focus you feel each category should

receive in management of the Missouri River.

Although there were significant differences among the five wildlife importance
groups in the priority points assigned to the four categories for managing the Missouri
River the differences were relatively small for three categories (agriculture & industry,
home uses, and recreation) (Table 2.27 and Figure 2.26). For the category of "wildlife"
the "very high" wildlife importance group assigned a relatively high number of points
compared to the other wildlife importance groups, especialy the "low" and "very low"

groups.
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Table2.27. Wildlife Importance Groups— Priorities assigned by South Dakota
residents for managing the Missouri River.

Managing the Wildlife Importance Group

Missouri River for... | Very High High Medium L ow Very Low
Agriculture & Industry

Mean 22.9 23.1 22.8 26.5 28.9
95% C.I. 21.5-242 | 21.2-251[21.4-24.1|245-28.6| 24.8—33.0
ANOVA: F=5.73; df=4/644, ﬁ<0.001

Home Uses

Mean 28.1 33.2 30.5 35.0 30.3
95% C.I. 26.4—-29.8 | 30.5-35.8|28.7-323 | 326—-374 | 26.1—-34.4
ANOVA: F=5.92; df=4/644, ﬁ<0.001

Recreation

Mean 20.1 21.8 24.1 20.2 22.7
95% C.I. 186—-21.6|200-23.6 | 22.6—25.6 | 18.3—-22.0 | 17.7—-27.7
ANOVA: F=3.97; di=4/644, p=0.003

Wildlife (game and non-game)

Mean 28.9 21.9 22.7 18.3 18.1
95% C.I. 27.3-30.7 | 20.3—-235|21.5-238 | 16.7—19.9 | 15.3-20.9

ANOVA: F=28.05; df=4/644; p<0.001

Priorities for Managing the Missouri River
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Figure 2.26. Priorities assigned by South Dakota residents for managing the Missouri
River analyzed by wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.27).
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Section F: Wildlife Value Orientations (Table 2.28)

There was a very strong relationship between the wildlife importance groups
model and wildlife value orientations (Table 2.28 and Figures 2.27 — 2.28). Utilitarians
comprised an increasing percent of the wildlife importance groups ranging from only
22% in the "very high" group to comprising 86% of the "very low" group (Figure 2.27).
The opposite trend occurred for the percent composition by mutualists ranging from 30%
of the "very high" group to 0% occurring in the "very low" group (Figure 2.27). The
mutualist group was comprised mainly of people from the "very high" and "high" wildlife

importance groups, while the utilitarian group was comprised mainly of people from the

"medium” and "low" wildlife importance groups (Figure 2.28).

Table 2.28. Relationship between the wildlife value orientations and the wildlife

importance groups.

Wildlife Value Wildlife Importance Group

Orientation Very High| High | Medium Low | VeryLow
Pluralist 38.0% 31.0% 22.9% 25.5% 14.0%
Utilitarian 22.3% 42.6% 62.5% 63.4% 86.0%
Mutualist 30.1% 19.4% 10.4% 5.5% 0.0%
Distanced 9.6% 7.0% 4.2% 5.5% 0.0%
Total 166 129 192 145 43
Wildlife Importance Wildlife Value Orientation

Group Pluralist Utilitarian Mutualist Distanced
Very High 33.2% 10.9% 48.5% 39.0%
High 21.1% 16.1% 24.3% 22.0%
Medium 23.2% 35.2% 19.4% 19.5%

L ow 19.5% 27.0% 7.8% 19.5%
Very Low 3.2% 10.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 190 341 103 41

Chi-square: X“=111.59; df=12; p<0.001
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Wildlife Value Orientations
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Figure 2.27. Composition of (percent wildlife importance groups found in...) the
wildlife value orientation groups (data from Table 2.28).
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Figure 2.28. Composition of (percent wildlife value orientation groups found in...) the
wildlife importance groups (data from Table 2.28).
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Part 3 — Attitudes and Beliefs (Importance of Wildlife) of Fishing,
Hunting and Wildlife Viewing Participants and Wildlife Value
Orientationsin South Dakota—Who are our customers?

Section A: Anglers

General Attitudes. Active anglers provided dlightly higher importance ratings
for both conserving/ protecting as much fish and wildlife as possible where appropriate
and the value of healthy fish and wildlife populations to the economy and well-being of
South Dakota residents compared to non-anglers and inactive anglers (Table 3.1). Active
anglers rated GFP's efforts to conserve and protect South Dakota's diversity of fish and
wildlife as more negative (too little range) compared to non-anglers and inactive anglers.

Funding of Non-game Projects. Non-anglers had a much higher preference for
using money from hunting and fishing license sales to pay for nongame projects
compared to anglers (inactive and active) (Table 3.2). Anglers (inactive and active) had a
higher preference for using a portion of the current state taxes to pay for nongame
projects compared to non-anglers.

Prairie Ecosystems. Non-anglers, inactive anglers and active anglers were
statistically similar on four of the eight attitudes related to prairie ecosystems and
although statistically significant the overall differences were small for two of these four
attitudes (Table 3.3). Anglers (inactive and active) were much more likely than non-
anglers to "support efforts by private landowners to reintroduce swift fox to their land if
the reintroduction is permitted by the state wildlife agency” and active anglers had higher
support compared to inactive anglers. Anglers (inactive and active) were more likely
than non-anglers to support using federal taxes to save the black-footed ferret and active
anglers had higher support compared to inactive anglers.

Managing Batsin South Dakota. Non-anglers, inactive anglers and active
anglers were statistically similar on three of the six attitudes related to managing bats in
South Dakota (Table 3.4). Anglers (inactive and active) were less likely than non-anglers
to believe that "bats pose an unacceptable health risk to people” and less likely to hold the
belief that "bats should NOT be allowed to thrive in urban areas where they can comein
contact with people. Also, anglers (inactive and active) were more accepting than were

non-anglers of bats living and feeding near their house.
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Topeka Shiner Management in South Dakota. Non-anglers, inactive anglers
and active anglers were statistically similar on six of the seven attitudes related to Topeka
shiner management in South Dakota (Table 3.4). Active anglers had the highest level of
support for using federal taxes to save the Topeka shiner, followed by inactive anglers
with non-anglers having the lowest level of support.

Managing the Missouri River. Although statistically significant the overall
differences among the three levels of fishing participation (non-angler, inactive angler
and active angler) in priorities assigned to the four categories for managing the Missouri
River were relatively small (Table 3.6 and Figure 3.1).

Summary — Wildlife Importance Groups. Active anglers had a higher
proportion of the "very high" wildlife importance group compared to the non-anglers and
inactive anglers (Table 3.7 and Figure 3.2). Non-anglers had a higher proportion of the
"low " wildlife importance group compared to inactive anglers and especialy active

anglers.
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Table3.1. General attitudes related to wildlife diversity analyzed by fishing

participation.

General Attitude

Fishing Participation

Non-AngIers

I nactive
Anglers

Active
Anglers

How important is it to youthat South Dakota conserves/protects as much fish and

wildlife as possible where appropriate?

M ean®

2.52

2.59

2.81

95% C.I.

243 -2.62

2.53 —2.66

2.15—-2.87

ANOVA: F=12.57; df=2/711, p<0.001

How important do youthink healthy fish and wildlife populations are to the economy and

well-being of South Dakota residents?

M ean®

2.61

2.73

2.88

95% C.I.

251-271

2.67—-2.78

2.83-2.93

ANOVA: F=12.70; df=2/717, p<0.001

In genera, how would you rate GFP's efforts to conserve and protect the diversity
(variety) of fish and wildlife of South Dakota?

M ean?

-0.12

-0.15

-0.35

95% C.I.

-0.23-0.00

-0.25—--0.05

-0.48 —-0.22

ANOVA: F=3.97; df=2/586, p=0.019

“Scale: 0 = Not Important, 1 = Slightly Important, 2 = Moderately Important, 3 = Very Important
*Scale: -3 = Far Too Little, -2 = Moderately Too Little, -1 = Slightly Too Little, 0 = Just About
the Right Amount, 1 = Slightly Too Much, 2 = Moderately Too Much, 3 = Far Too Much
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Table 3.2. Fishing Participation — Which would be the most appropriate source of
money to pay for projects in South Dakota to keep nongame fish and wildlife (those not
fished or hunted) from becoming rare, endangered or extinct?

Sour ce of Money for Nongame

Fishing Participation

Projects Inactive Active
Non-Anglers Anglers Anglers

Money generated from hunting and

fishing license sales. 61.9% 36.9% 31.2%

A portion of the state revenue

presently being collected from taxes. 6.2% 27.4% 21.8%

A portion of the federal revenue

presently being collected from taxes. 12.4% 9.2% 20.8%

Only money from voluntary

contributions should be used. 7.1% 9.7% 14.4%

No Opinion. 7.1% 12.3% 6.9%

No money should be spent for

nongame proj ects. 5.3% 2.1% 3.0%

I ncreasing state sales tax. 0.0% 2.3% 0.5%

I ncreasing feder al taxes. 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%

Total 113 390 202

Chi-square: X*=75.06; df=14; p<0.001

Table 3.3. Attitudes related to prairie ecosystems analyzed by fishing participation.

Fishing Participation

Prairie Ecosystem Attitudes | nactive Active
Non-Anglers Anglers Anglers
Maintaining a healthy native prairie ecosystem in South Dakota is important to me.
Mean" 1.67 1.60 1.85
95% C.I. 1.48-1.86 148-1.73 1.70—2.01

ANOVA: F=2.98; df=2/713, p=0.051

| support using some money from hunting license fees for projects designed to conserve
and enhance native prairie ecosystems and their associated wildlife.

M ean*

1.89

1.59

1.60

95% C.I.

1.70-2.08

1.46-1.72

142-1.78

ANOVA: F=2.72; df=2/714, p=0.067

Table continued on next page.




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004

Larry M. Gigliotti

Table 3.3. — Continued. Attitudes related to prairie ecosystems analyzed by fishing

participation.

Fishing Participation

Prairie Ecosystem Attitudes

Non-Ang_;Iers

I nactive
Anglers

Active
Ang_;lers

| support efforts by private landowners to reintroduce swi

introduction is permitted by the state wildlife agency (GFP).

ft fox to their land if the re-

M ean’

0.51

1.05

1.40

95% C.I.

0.20-0.83

0.89-1.21

1.20-1.60

ANOVA: F=11.86; df=2/718, p<0.001

Prairie dogs are an important component of native prairie ecosystems and need some

degree of protection.

M ean®

0.17

-0.09

0.10

95% C.I.

-0.16 - 0.49

-0.27 -0.09

-0.15-0.34

ANOVA: F=1.24; df=2/720, p=0.291

Publicly-owned native grasslands should be managed for game (fished or hunted)

animals or forage production, NOT for rare native prairie wildlife species.

M ean®

-0.40

-0.34

-0.33

95% C.I.

-0.71 —-0.08

-0.50--0.17

-0.56 —-0.11

ANOVA: F=0.08; df=2/720, p=0.928

State agencies should take steps to maintain/restore healthy populations of all native

prairie wildlife species in South Dakota.

M ean®

141

1.05

1.24

95% C.I.

1.19-1.64

0.90-1.19

1.05-1.44

ANOVA: F=3.63; df=2/718, p=0.027

Prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural pest that should be eliminated form South

Dakota.
M ean® -0.16 -0.45 -0.64
95% C.I. -0.50-0.19 | -0.62—-0.27 | -0.89—-0.39

ANOVA: F=2.67; df=2/720, p=0.070

Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the black-footed ferret, afederally

endangered species.
M ean® -0.17 -0.60 -0.96
95% C.I. -055-0.20 | -0.78—-0.43 | -1.19--0.73

ANOVA: F=7.42; df=2/717, p=0.001

"Scale; -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Moderately Disagree, -1 = Slightly Disagree, 0 = Neither,
1= Slighlty Agree, 2 = Moderately Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree
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Table 3.4. Attitudes related to managing bats in South Dakota analyzed by fishing

participation.

Fishing Participation

Attitudes Related to M anaging Bats | nactive Active

in South Dakota Non-Anglers Anglers Anglers
Maintaining healthy populations and diversity of bat species in South Dakota is important
to me.

M ean’ 0.61 0.74 0.73
95% C.I. 0.32-0.90 0.58-0.91 0.51-0.96
ANOVA: F=0.33; df=2/716, p=0.719

Bats pose an unacceptable health risk to people.

M ean’ -0.23 -0.79 -1.03
95% C.I. -055-0.09 | -0.95--0.63 | -1.25—--0.81
ANOVA: F=9.17; df=2/710, p<0.001

Bats are important and should have some legal protection from harm.

Mean" 0.82 0.59 0.72
95% C.I. 0.53-1.11 0.43-0.74 0.50-0.94

ANOVA: F=1.21; df=2/712, p=0.300

Bats should NOT be allowed to thrive in urban areas where they can come in contact with

people.
M ean® 0.37 -0.26 -0.43
95% C.I. 0.02-0.72 | -0.44--0.08 | -0.67—-0.19

ANOVA: F=7.82; df=2/715, p<0.001

| support the South Dakota Bat Management Plan's goal of promoting long-term

protection of bat species.

M ean” 0.84 0.85 0.90
95% C.I. 054-1.14 0.70-1.00 0.68-1.12
ANOVA: F=0.09; df=2/718, p=0.916

| would enjoy having bats living and feeding near my house.

M ean’ -0.80 -0.15 0.12
95% C.I. -1.18—--0.43 | -0.35-0.06 -0.15-0.39

ANOVA: F=7.87; df=2/717, p<0.001

‘Scale: -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Moderately Disagree, -1 = Slightly Disagree, 0 = Neither,

1= Slighity Agree, 2 = Moderately Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree
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Table 3.5. Attitudes related to Topeka shiner management in South Dakota analyzed by

fishing participation.

Attitudes Related to Topeka Shiner
Management in South Dakota

Fishing Participation

Non-AngIers

I nactive
Anglers

Active
Anglers

Maintaining a healthy prairie ecosystem that supports popul ati

Dakota is important to me.

ons of Topeka shinersin South

M ean®

0.77

0.89

1.09

95% C.I.

0.54-1.01

0.75-1.02

0.90-1.27

ANOVA: F=2.36; df=2/722, p=0.095

Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the Topeka shiner, an endangered species.

M ean®

-0.30

-0.51

-0.87

95% C.I.

-0.62 - 0.01

-0.67 —-0.35

-1.07 —-0.66

ANOVA: F=5.45; df=2/721, p=0.004

Topeka shiners are an important component of native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of

protection.
Mean® 0.78 0.95 1.07
95% C.I. 054-1.01 0.83-1.07 0.90-1.24

ANOVA: F=2.16; df=2/721, p=0.116

It would be OK with me if the Topeka shiner went extinct because there are enough other species

of shiners (small fish) to take their place.

M ean®

-1.09

-1.22

-1.43

95% C.I.

-1.34—--0.83

-1.36—-1.08

-1.62 —-1.24

ANOVA: F=2.52; df=2/721, p=0.081

| support the South Dakota Topeka Shiner State management planning effort to manage Topeka
shiners while minimizing the impact on landowners.

M ean®

0.95

1.04

1.24

95% C.I.

0.70-1.19

0.92-1.16

1.06-141

ANOVA: F=2.52; df=2/721, p=0.081

I think it would be appropriate to pay incentives to landowners that help maintain habitat for

Topeka shiners.
M ean® 0.29 0.44 0.67
95% C.I. 0.03-0.55 0.29 - 0.60 0.46 —0.89

ANOVA: F=2.73; df=2/718, p=0.066

| support federally-funded agricultural programs (for example, Farm bill programs) designed to improve
water quality, which in turn benefits many wildlife speciesincluding Topeka shiners.

M ean*

1.30

1.44

1.61

95% C.I.

1.09-151

1.31-1.57

1.41-1.80

ANOVA: F=2.16; di=2/721, p=0.116

"Scale: -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Moderately Disagree, -1 = Sightly Disagree, O = Neither,
1= Slighlty Agree, 2 = Moderately Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree
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Table 3.6. Attitudes related to managing the Missouri River Ecosystem analyzed by

fishing participation.

Fishing Participation

Attitudes Related to Managing the | nactive Active
Missouri River Ecosystem Non-Anglers Anglers Anglers
Agriculture & Industry

M ean” 24.7 25.4 21.9
95% C.I. 22.3-27.2 24.3-26.5 20.7-23.2
ANOVA: F=6.93; df=2/692, p=0.001

Home uses (drinking water and cleaning)

M ean’ 36.6 31.1 29.2
95% C.I. 33.6-395 299-324 27.5-30.8
ANOVA: F=11.63; df=2/692, p<0.001

Recreation (boating, swimming, fishing, hunting, etc.)

M ean” 18.4 20.8 25.1
95% C.I. 16.7-20.2 19.8-21.9 23.6—-26.7
ANOVA: F=17.24; df=2/692, p<0.001

Wildlife (game and non-game species

Mean" 20.3 22.6 23.8
95% C.I. 18.6 —22.0 21.5-23.7 225-251

ANOVA: F=4.10; df=2/692, p=0.017

“Scale: Digtribute 100 points among these 4 categories to show how much focus you feel each

category should receive in management of the Missouri River.

Table3.7. Summary — Wildlife importance groups analyzed by fishing participation.

Wildlife Importance Fishing Participation

Groups Non-AngIers InactiveAngIers ActiveAngIers
Very High 20.4% 22.9% 30.8%
High 19.4% 19.9% 16.7%
Medium 16.7% 29.1% 33.3%

L ow 38.9% 20.5% 13.6%
Very Low 4.6% 7.5% 5.6%
Total 108 371 198

Chi-square: X“=34.65; df=8; p<0.001
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Priorities for Managing the Missouri River
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Figure 3.1. Attitudes related to managing the Missouri River Ecosystem analyzed by
fishing participation (data from Table 3.6).

Wildlife Importance Groups

100%

90%

80% .

70% @ Very High
% 60% High
O 50% 0O Medium
()
a 40% O Low

30% Very Low

20%

10% T =3

0% . I

Non-Angler Inactive Angler  Active Angler

Figure 3.2. Wildlife importance groups analyzed by fishing participation (data from
Table 3.7).
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Section B: Hunters

General Attitudes. Non-hunters, inactive hunters and active hunters were
statistically similar in their rating of the importance of conserving/ protecting as much
fish and wildlife as possible where appropriate and their evaluation of GFP's efforts to
conserve and protect South Dakota's diversity of fish and wildlife (Table 3.8). Active
hunters rated the value of healthy fish and wildlife populations to the economy and well-
being of South Dakota residents dightly higher than did non-hunters, with inactive
hunters falling in-between non-hunters and active hunters.

Funding of Non-game Projects. Non-hunters had a higher preference for using
money from hunting and fishing license sales to pay for nongame projects compared to
hunters (inactive and active) (Table 3.9). Hunters (inactive and active) had a dlightly
higher preference for using a portion of the current state or federal taxes to pay for
nongame projects compared to non-hunters.

Prairie Ecosystems. Non-hunters, inactive hunters and active hunters were
statistically similar on three of the eight attitudes related to prairie ecosystems (Table
3.10). Non-hunters had dightly more support for using money from hunting license fees
for projects to conserve and enhance native prairie ecosystems and their associated
wildlife compared to hunters (inactive and active). Non-hunters had higher agreement
than did hunters (inactive and active) that prairie dogs need some degree of protection,
that publicly-owned grasslands should be managed for rare native prairie wildlife species,
and that steps be taken to maintain/restore healthy populations of all native prairie
wildlife species in South Dakota. Non-hunters had higher disagreement than did hunters
(inactive and active) that prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural pest that should be
eliminated from South Dakota

Managing Batsin South Dakota. Non-hunters, inactive hunters and active
hunters were statistically similar on three of the six attitudes related to managing bats in
South Dakota (Table 3.11). Hunters (inactive and active) tended to be dlightly more
tolerant of living near bats however, non-hunters and inactive hunters were slightly more

supportive of promoting long-term protection of bat species.
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Topeka Shiner Management in South Dakota. Non-hunters, inactive hunters
and active hunters were statistically similar on six of the seven attitudes related to Topeka
shiner management in South Dakota (Table 3.12). The one significant difference was a
minor difference between active hunters and inactive hunters — active hunters had dlightly
more support for federally-funded agricultural programs than did inactive hunters.

Managing the Missouri River. Non-hunters, inactive hunters and active hunters
had significantly similar priority ratings for the categories of agriculture/industry and
wildlife for managing the Missouri River (Table 3.13 and Figure 3.3). Active hunters
had dlightly lower ratings for home uses and significantly higher priority assigned to
recreation compared to non-hunters and inactive hunters.

Summary — Wildlife Importance Groups. Non-hunters had higher proportions
of the "very high" and "low" wildlife importance groups compared to hunters (inactive
and active) while hunters (inactive and active) had higher proportions of "medium” and
"very low" wildlife importance groups compared to non-hunters (Table 3.14 and Figure
3.4).




Wildlife Values and Beliefs of South Dakota Residents — 2004
Larry M. Gigliotti

Table 3.8. General attitudes related to wildlife diversity analyzed by hunting
participation.

Hunting Participation

General Attitude | nactive Active
Non-Hunters Hunters Hunters

How important is it to youthat South Dakota conserves/protects as much fish and
wildlife as possible where appropriate?

M ean® 2.60 2.65 2.73

95% C.I. 2.53-2.67 2.58—-2.72 2.63—-2.82

ANOVA: F=2.04, df=2/710, p=0.131

How important do youthink healthy fish and wildlife populations are to the economy and
well-being of South Dakota residents?

M ean® 2.68 2.78 2.85

95% C.I. 2.62—-2.75 2.73—-2.83 2.77—-2.92

ANOVA: F=5.80; df=2/716, p=0.003

In genera, how would you rate GFP's efforts to conserve and protect the diversity
(variety) of fish and wildlife of South Dakota?

M ean? -0.23 -0.19 -0.23

95% C.I. -0.34--0.12 | -0.31--0.08 | -0.37—--0.09

ANOVA: F=0.15; df=2/587, p=0.865

“Scale: 0 = Not Important, 1 = Slightly Important, 2 = Moderately Important, 3 = Very Important
*Scale: -3 = Far Too Little, -2 = Moderately Too Little, -1 = Slightly Too Little, 0 = Just About
the Right Amount, 1 = Slightly Too Much, 2 = Moderately Too Much, 3 = Far Too Much
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Table 3.9. Hunting Participation — Which would be the most appropriate source of
money to pay for projects in South Dakota to keep nongame fish and wildlife (those not
fished or hunted) from becoming rare, endangered or extinct?

Hunting Participation

Sour ce of Money for Nongame | nactive Active
Proj ects Non-Hunters Hunters Hunters
Money generated from hunting and

fishing license sales. 46.9% 36.7% 28.3%
A portion of the state revenue

presently being collected from taxes. 17.5% 27.0% 23.6%
A portion of the federal revenue

presently being collected from taxes. 13.4% 10.4% 18.1%
Only money from voluntary

contributions should be used. 7.2% 11.1% 16.5%
No Opinion. 11.3% 9.3% 7.9%
No money should be spent for

nongame proj ects. 2.1% 3.5% 3.1%
I ncreasing state sales tax. 1.4% 1.7% 1.6%
I ncreasing feder al taxes. 0.3% 0.3% 0.8%
Total 292 289 127

Chi-square: X“=29.18; df=14; p=0.010

Table 3.10. Attitudes related to prairie ecosystems analyzed by hunting participation.

Hunting Participation

Prairie Ecosystem Attitudes | nactive Active
Non-Hunters Hunters Hunters
Maintaining a healthy native prairie ecosystem in South Dakota is important to me.
Mean" 1.74 1.61 1.74
95% C.I. 1.62-1.87 1.47-1.75 1.49-1.98

ANOVA: F=1.07; di=2/712, p=0.343

| support using some money from hunting license fees for projects designed to conserve
and enhance native prairie ecosystems and their associated wildlife.

M ean*

1.83

1.53

1.46

95% C.I.

1.70-1.96

1.38-1.67

1.20-1.72

ANOVA: F=5.85; df=2/713, p=0.003

Table continued on next page.
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Table 3.10. — Continued. Attitudes related to prairie ecosystems anayzed by hunting

participation.

Hunting Participation

Prairie Ecosystem Attitudes

Non-Hunters

I nactive
Hunters

Active
Hunters

| support efforts by private landowners to reintroduce swi

introduction is permitted by the state wildlife agency (GFP).

ft fox to their land if the re-

M ean’

1.05

1.01

1.21

95% C.I.

0.87-1.23

0.82-1.20

0.94-149

ANOVA: F=0.73; df=2/717, p=0.418

Prairie dogs are an important component of native prairie ecosystems and need some

degree of protection.

M ean®

041

-0.18

-0.50

95% C.I.

0.21-0.60

-0.39-0.03

-0.83--0.18

ANOVA: F=14.21; df=2/719, p<0.001

Publicly-owned native grasslands should be managed for game (fished or hunted)

animals or forage production, NOT for rare native prairie wildlife species.

M ean®

-0.78

-0.14

0.21

95% C.I.

-0.96 —-0.61

-0.33-0.06

-0.07-0.49

ANOVA: F=21.04; di=2/719, p<0.001

State agencies should take steps to maintain/restore healthy populations of all native

prairie wildlife species in South Dakota.

M ean®

1.39

1.03

0.91

95% C.I.

1.24-1.55

0.87-1.19

0.66-1.17

ANOVA: F=7.45; df=2/717, p=0.001

Prairie dogs are a destructive agricultural pest that should be eliminated form South

Dakota.
M ean® -0.68 -0.36 -0.14
95% C.I. -0.89--0.46 | -0.56—-0.15 | -0.47-0.19

ANOVA: F=4.55; df=2/718, p=0.011

Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the black-footed ferret, afederally

endangered species.
M ean® -0.77 -0.52 -0.54
95% C.I. -0.98--057 | -0.73--0.31 | -0.85--0.23

ANOVA: F=1.62; di=2/716, p=0.198

"Scale; -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Moderately Disagree, -1 = Slightly Disagree, 0 = Neither,

1= Slighlty Agree, 2 = Moderately Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree
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Table 3.11. Attitudes related to managing bats in South Dakota analyzed by hunting

participation.

Attitudes Related to M anaging Bats
in South Dakota

Hunting Participation

Non-Hunters

I nactive
Hunters

Active
Hunters

Maintaining healthy populations and diversity of bat species in South Dakota is important

to me.

M ean’ 0.78 0.76 0.42
95% C.I. 0.58-0.97 0.58 —0.95 0.14-0.70
ANOVA: F=2.39; df=2/715, p=0.092

Bats pose an unacceptable health risk to people.

M ean* -0.70 -0.75 -0.94
95% C.I. -0.90--0.49 | -0.93--057 | -1.21--0.67
ANOVA: F=0.99; df=2/709, p=0.374

Bats are important and should have some legal protection from harm.

M ean’ 0.80 0.58 0.51
95% C.I. 0.61-0.98 0.40-0.76 0.25-0.77

ANOVA: F=2.07; df=2/711, p=0.128

Bats should NOT be allowed to thrive in urban areas where they can come in contact with

people.
M ean® 0.00 -0.33 -0.40
95% C.I. -0.22-0.22 | -053--0.13 | -0.71--0.10

ANOVA: F=3.42; df=2/714, p=0.033

| support the South Dakota Bat Management Plan's goal of promoting long-term

protection of bat species.

M ean” 0.97 0.87 0.54
95% C.I. 0.78-1.15 0.70-1.04 0.26-0.82
ANOVA: F=3.44; df=2/717, p=0.033

| would enjoy having bats living and feeding near my house.

M ean’ -0.45 -0.02 0.06
95% C.I. -0.70—-0.21 | -0.25-0.21 -0.27 - 0.39

ANOVA: F=4.50; df=2/716, p=0.011

‘Scale: -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Moderately Disagree, -1 = Slightly Disagree, 0 = Neither,

1= Slighity Agree, 2 = Moderately Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree
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Table 3.12. Attitudes related to Topeka shiner management in South Dakota analyzed by

hunting participation.

Attitudes Related to Topeka Shiner
Management in South Dakota

Hunting Participation

Non-Hunters

I nactive
Hunters

Active
Hunters

Maintaining a healthy prairie ecosystem that supports popul ati

Dakota is important to me.

ons of Topeka shinersin South

M ean®

1.02

0.90

0.75

95% C.I.

0.87-1.17

0.74-1.06

0.50-1.00

ANOVA: F=1.77; df=2/721, p=0.171

Federal tax money should NOT be spent to save the Topeka shiner, an endangered species.

M ean®

-0.71

-0.44

-0.54

95% C.I.

-0.89 —-0.53

-0.63 —-0.25

-0.81 —-0.27

ANOVA: F=2.11; df=2/720, p=0.122

Topeka shiners are an important component of native prairie ecosystems and need some degree of

protection.
M ean” 1.03 0.95 0.78
95% C.I. 0.88-1.17 0.81-1.09 0.55-1.01

ANOVA: F=1.74, df=2/720, p=0.177

It would be OK with me if the Topeka shiner went extinct because there are enough other species

of shiners (small fish) to take their place.

M ean®

-1.35

-1.22

-1.12

95% C.I.

-1.51--1.20

-1.38—-1.06

-1.38-0.86

ANOVA: F=1.38; df=2/720, p=0.253

| support the South Dakota Topeka Shiner State management planning effort to manage Topeka
shiners while minimizing the impact on landowners.

M ean®

111

1.10

0.99

95% C.I.

0.96-1.25

0.96-1.24

0.75-1.23

ANOVA: F=0.40; df=2/720, p=0.670

I think it would be appropriate to pay incentives to landowners that help maintain habitat for

Topeka shiners.
M ean® 0.43 0.49 0.60
95% C.I. 0.26 — 0.60 0.31-0.67 0.33-0.87

ANOVA: F=0.59; df=2/716, p=0.556

| support federally-funded agricultural programs (for example, Farm bill programs) designed to improve
water quality, which in turn benefits many wildlife speciesincluding Topeka shiners.

M ean*

1.53

1.33

1.63

95% C.I.

1.39-1.68

1.17-1.48

1.40-1.86

ANOVA: F=3.06; dfi=2/720, p=0.048

"Scale: -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Moderately Disagree, -1 = Sightly Disagree, O = Neither,
1= Slighlty Agree, 2 = Moderately Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree
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Table 3.13. Attitudes related to managing the Missouri River Ecosystem analyzed by

hunting participation.

Hunting Participation

Attitudes Related to Managing the | nactive Active
Missouri River Ecosystem Non-Hunters Hunters Hunters
Agriculture & Industry

M ean” 24.4 25.0 22.4
95% C.I. 23.2-25.6 23.7-26.4 20.5-24.2
ANOVA: F=2.60; df=2/691, p=0.075

Home uses (drinking water and cleaning)

M ean’ 32.6 31.4 28.7
95% C.I. 30.9-34.3 30.0-32.7 26.3-31.0
ANOVA: F=3.82; df=2/691, p=0.022

Recreation (boating, swimming, fishing, hunting, etc.)

M ean” 19.6 22.1 25.8
95% C.I. 18.4-20.8 209-234 23.7-28.0
ANOVA: F=15.25; df=2/691, p<0.001

Wildlife (game and non-game species

Mean" 23.4 215 23.1
95% C.I. 22.1-24.7 20.4-22.6 21.4-249

ANOVA: F=2.67; df=2/691, p=0.070

“Scale: Digtribute 100 points among these 4 categories to show how much focus you feel each

category should receive in management of the Missouri River.

Table3.14. Summary — Wildlife importance groups analyzed by hunting participation.

Wildlife Importance Hunting Participation

Groups Non-Hunters Inactive Hunters | Active Hunters
Very High 28.2% 22.1% 21.8%
High 18.7% 19.6% 18.5%
Medium 20.9% 34.5% 31.5%

L ow 29.3% 15.7% 17.7%
Very Low 2.9% 8.2% 10.5%
Total 273 281 124

Chi-square: X“=34.80; df=8; p<0.001
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Priorities for Managing the Missouri River
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Figure 3.3. Attitudes related to managing the Missouri River Ecosystem analyzed by
hunting participation (data from Table 3.13).
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Figure 3.4. Wildlife importance groups analyzed by hunting participation (data from
Table 3.14).
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Section C: Wildlife Watchers

General Attitudes. Active wildlife viewers provided dightly higher importance
ratings for conserving/protecting as much fish and wildlife as possible where appropriate
and were dightly more negative in their evaluation of GFP's efforts to conserve and
protect the diversity of fish and wildlife in South Dakota compared to non-viewers and
inactive viewers (Table 3.15). Non-viewers, inactive viewers and active viewers were
statisticaly similar in their evaluation of the importance of fish and wildlife populations
to the economy and well-being of South Dakota residents.

Funding of Non-game Projects. Differences among the three categories of
viewing participation were relatively small in their preference for sources of money for
nongame projects (Table 3.16). Non-viewers and inactive viewers had dightly higher
preference for using money from hunting and fishing license sales for nongame projects.

Prairie Ecosystems. Non-viewers, inactive viewers and active viewers were
statistically ssimilar on only one of the eight attitudes related to prairie ecosystems (Table
3.17). Wildlife watchers (inactive and active) had a stronger environmental attitude
towards al the prairie ecosystem statements than did the non-viewers.

Managing Batsin South Dakota. There were statistical differences among the
three categories of wildlife viewing participation (non-viewers, inactive viewers and
active viewers) for al six of the statements related to managing bats in South Dakota
(Table 3.18). Wildlife watchers (inactive and active) had more positive attitudes and
support for managing bats in South Dakota than did the non-viewers.

Topeka Shiner Management in South Dakota. There were statistical
differences among the three categories of wildlife viewing participation (non-viewers,
inactive viewers and active viewers) for al seven of the statements related to Topeka
shiner management in South Dakota (Table 3.19). Wildlife watchers (inactive and
active) had more positive attitudes and support for Topeka shiner management in South
Dakota than did the non-viewers.

Managing the Missouri River. Although statistically significant the overall
differences among the three categories of wildlife viewing participation in priorities

assigned to the four categories for managing the Missouri River were relatively small
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(Table 3.20 and Figure 3.5). Wildlife watchers (inactive and active) assigned dightly
higher points to the category of "wildlife" compared to non-viewers.

Summary — Wildlife Importance Groups. Wildlife watchers (inactive and
active) had a higher proportion of the "very high" wildlife importance group compared to
the non-viewers (Table 3.21 and Figure 3.6). Non-viewers had higher proportions of the

"low" and "very low" wildlife importance groups compared to wildlife watchers (inactive
and active).
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Table 3.15. General attitudes related to wildlife diversity analyzed by wildlife viewing

participation.

General Attitude

Wildlife Viewing Participation

Non-Viewers

I nactive
Viewers

Active
Viewers

How important is it to youthat South Dakota conserves/protects as much fish and

wildlife as possible where appropriate?

M ean®

2.55

2.65

2.79

95% C.I.

2.48 —2.62

2.56—2.73

2.13—-2.85

ANOVA: F=10.73; df=2/711, p<0.001

How important do youthink healthy fish and wildlife populations are to the economy and

well-being of South Dakota residents?

M ean®

2.71

2.76

2.81

95% C.I.

2.65-2.77

2.70—2.83

2.74—2.88

ANOVA: F=2.34; df=2/717, p=0.097

In genera, how would you rate GFP's efforts to conserve and protect the diversity
(variety) of fish and wildlife of South Dakota?

M ean?

-0.14

-0.18

-0.35

95% C.I.

-0.25--0.03

-0.31--0.05

-0.47 —-0.23

ANOVA: F=3.51; df=2/586, p=0.030

“Scale: 0 = Not Important, 1 = Slightly Important, 2 = Moderately Important, 3 = Very Important
*Scale: -3 = Far Too Little, -2 = Moderately Too Little, -1 = Slightly Too Little, 0 = Just About
the Right Amount, 1 = Slightly Too Much, 2 = Moderately Too Much, 3 = Far Too Much
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