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Executive Summary

The draft American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) has established a goal of adding 
millions of acres of early successional forest habitat to advance full recovery of woodcock 
populations to 1970 levels. Management on private lands to increase early successional forest 
habitat is critical if these goals are to be attained.

D.J. Case & Associates was hired by Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to undertake 
modern marketing techniques to determine effective outreach strategies to private 
landowners. We conducted focus groups to examine the beliefs and attitudes of a sample of 
private woodland owners in our focal area. We sought to determine the fundamental reasons 
why individuals might choose to either actively manage their land for early successional 
forest habitat or not, and to test the appeal of potential messages that might be used in a 
communications and outreach campaign aimed at increasing the acreage of private lands 
being managed for early successional forest habitat.

We chose locations in which to hold focus groups based on state early successional habitat 
acreage goals listed in the American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) and on the availability 
of logistical assistance in populating, setting up, and conducting focus group meetings. We 
held one focus group meeting in New Hampshire (NH), one in New York (NY), and two in 
Pennsylvania (PA). We attempted to schedule twelve individuals to attend each meeting. 

DJ Case used a standardized process to conduct focus groups. Focus group moderators used 
a script to solicit participants’ opinions and ideas about woodland management and potential 
messages to be used in a communications campaign. Feedback was recorded both verbally and 
in written form. Audio tapes were transcribed and statistics run on written response forms.

Close to 90% of the individuals who committed to attending the focus groups actually 
participated. Eleven of 13 people participated in NH, nine of nine participated in NY, and 19 
of 22 and an additional influx of three new recruits, participated in PA. In all, eight females 
(19%) and 34 males (81%) participated in focus groups. Almost half (48%) of our participants 
were 61 or older. 

When asked how they had obtained their woodland parcel, a majority (73%) of responding 
participants indicated that they had bought it. Greater than half (62%) of the focus group 
participants either lived on or within one mile of their woodland parcels. When asked about 
the type of ownership in which their woodland parcel was held, most participants (79%) 
indicated that it was owned either individually or jointly. The largest segment (40.5%) of 
participants indicated that they had owned their parcels for greater than 20 years. When 
asked about the size of their woodland parcels, greater than half (57%) indicated that their 
woodland parcel was less than 100 acres in size and almost a quarter (24%) indicated that their 
parcels were 100 – 199 acres in size. Most individuals (86%) indicated that there parcels were 
at least 50% wooded.
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Focus group participants ranked beauty as the most important reason for owning their 
wooded parcel; three reasons ranked second—to protect the land, to be close to nature and to 
provide wildlife habitat. The reason ranked least important was to cultivate/collect non-timber 
forest products. More than half (71%) of the focus group participants had participated in some 
kind of cost-share program on their land, the most commonly mentioned being the Wildlife 
Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP) through USDA, NRCS. Most (80%) individuals 
indicated that they were the primary forest management decision maker for their parcels. 
About a fifth of the participants (19%) indicated that they had an easement on their parcel 
and almost half (47%) of those participants who did not currently have an easement on their 
parcel were undecided as to whether they would enter into one in the future. 

Most (81%) focus group participants had harvested trees on their parcels, most commonly 
for firewood and saw logs. When asked why trees were removed, focus group participants 
most frequently responded that it was to improve the quality of remaining trees (88%) or to 
achieve objectives in their forest management plan (79%). The two people who focus group 
participants indicated that they consulted with most commonly for information relating to 
forest management were state foresters (79%) and Extension foresters (64%).

When asked for suggestions on how an organization like WMI might encourage early 
successional forest habitat management on private lands, most ideas could be parsed out 
into six categories: funding, information and education, specific formats recommended for 
education and information events, formation and maintenance of networks, equipment rental 
and leasing, and tax relief.

Focus group participants were asked to rank the appeal of eight potential messages for use 
in a communications and outreach campaign to encourage private landowners to manage or 
create early successional forest habitat on their land. The message that was ranked highest by 
focus group participants was “A diversity of wildlife requires a diversity of habitats”. This was 
closely followed by “early successional forest habitat has greatly decreased in _______, and so 
have the dozens of wildlife species dependent on this habitat.”

Insights gained from this set of focus groups will be compared and contrasted with results 
from thirty interviews we conducted with natural resource professionals working on early 
successional habitat management and its associated outreach. This step will help guide the 
development of a draft communications and outreach strategy for the woodcock initiative 
and development and implementation of a survey to be administered to a random sample 
of landowners in each of ten states in Bird Conservation Regions (BCR) 14 and 28. Results 
of that survey, which will include a much larger, and random, sample of individuals, will 
be used to revise and finalize the communications and outreach strategy for the woodcock 
initiative and its associated habitat goals for private lands as outlined in the American Woodcock 
Conservation Plan (2008).
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Introduction

The draft American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) has established a goal of adding 
millions of acres of early successional habitat to advance full recovery of woodcock 
populations to 1970 levels. Management on private lands to increase early successional habitat 
is critical if these goals are to be attained.

D.J. Case & Associates (DJ Case) was hired by Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to 
undertake modern marketing techniques to determine effective outreach strategies to private 
landowners. As a first step in the process, we interviewed natural resource professionals in 
our focal areas who were involved with early successional habitat management, creation and 
outreach. We queried them about their outreach efforts, messages, audiences and assessment 
of their outreach programs.

We conducted focus groups to examine the beliefs and attitudes of a sample of private 
woodland owners in Bird Conservation Regions (BCR) 14 and 28. Focus groups offer an 
advantage over individual interviews by allowing participants to interact with each other 
during the “interview” process. Our purpose was to determine the fundamental reasons why 
individuals might choose to either actively manage their land for early successional forest 
habitat or not. We were also interested in testing the appeal of several potential messages that 
might be used in an outreach and communications campaign aimed at increasing the acreage 
of private lands in BCRs 14 and 28 being managed for early successional forest habitat and the 
wildlife dependent on such habitat.
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Methods

We chose locations in which to hold focus groups based on the acreage goals listed in the 
American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) for each of ten states in BCRs 14 and 
28 (Table 1), and on the availability of logistical assistance in populating, setting up, and 
conducting focus group meetings. We held one focus group meeting in New Hampshire 
(NH), one in New York (NY), and two meetings in Pennsylvania (PA).

Table 1. Ten focal states for woodcock communications project and their associated habitat acreages 
goals (as listed in American Woodcock Conservation Plan [2008]).

State
Habitat  
Acreage Goal

Maine 2,006,813
Maryland 525,556

Massachusetts 534,455
New Hampshire 305,583

New York 2,395,533
Ohio 931,135

Pennsylvania 1,459,266
Vermont 26,758
Virginia 1,624,581

West Virginia 553,368

Specific locations of focus groups were chosen to facilitate partnership building between 
WMI and various agencies and organizations involved in early successional forest habitat 
management in BCRs 14 and 28, and to take advantage of local help which contributed 
greatly to the successful implementation of the focus groups.

We used Coverts cooperators, Forest Stewards participants and landowners who had used 
the services of an agency forester for our lists of individuals to invite to participate in focus 
groups. These individuals had some contact with agency or University personnel and by their 
participation in forest management programs had some interest in forest management. This, 
together, with our small sample sizes, precludes the generalization of results from these focus 
groups to the population of private non-industrial, landowners in BCRs 14 and 28. However, 
that was not our goal. These focus groups were held to collect insights from individuals within 
our target audience which would assist us in the design of a questionnaire to be distributed 
to a much larger, random sample of such individuals. Insights obtained from focus group 
participants included their personal opinions and beliefs, but also their experiences and 
perceptions when interacting with their neighbors. In addition, our selection of participants 
assured that we would have an adequate number of individuals attending focus groups, which 
was essential given the logistics and travel involved in conducting these meetings.
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We were assisted with the logistics of the NH focus group meeting by Judy Stokes, Chief of 
the Public Affairs Division of NH Fish & Game. Judy hosted the meeting at the NH Fish & 
Game headquarters building in Concord. Malin Clyde, who coordinated the Coverts program 
in NH, sent out a letter (Appendix A) inviting Coverts coordinators to participate in the 
meeting and DJ Case’s contact information to confirm attendance.

In NY, we were assisted by Kim Farrell of United States Department of Agriculture, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, and John Graham of NY State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). John hosted the meeting at the NYSDEC office 
in Cortland. He also populated the meeting by personally inviting landowners with whom he 
or another NYS DEC forester had worked with locally to participate.

In PA, we were assisted by Carl Graybill, Jr., who introduced us to Allyson Muth of 
Pennsylvania State University (PSU). Allyson coordinated the Forest Stewards program and 
sent out an invitation letter (Appendix A) to her approximately 380 Forest Steward members, 
who would then contact DJ Case to confirm participation. In addition, Allyson facilitated a 
focus group meeting on the same evening that we facilitated a second group at PSU. The two 
meetings were held concurrently on separate floors of the Forest Resources Building.

We attempted to schedule twelve individuals to attend each focus group. After an individual 
contacted DJ Case to express interest in attending a focus group, we sent a confirming letter 
or email which outlined the process, and included the focus group location, directions and 
other logistical information for the event.

We used a standardized process to conduct focus groups (Appendix B). Focus group 
moderators used a script (Appendix C) to solicit participants’ opinions and ideas about 
woodland management and potential messages to be used in a communications campaign. 
Feedback was recorded both verbally (audio-taping) and in written form via a Focus Group 
Response Form (Appendix D). We used a written focus group response form to assure that 
we received input from all of the participants at the meeting, and to give individuals the 
opportunity to provide their candid comments, without experiencing the stress of potentially 
offending someone or feeling uncomfortable in the presence of their peers. Audio tapes were 
transcribed (available under separate cover) and statistics run on Focus Group Response 
Forms (Appendix E, supporting tabulations); these materials were used in preparation of this 
report.
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Results

FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS
Participation in all four focus groups was very good to exceptional (Table 2). Overall, close to 
90% of the individuals who committed to attending the focus groups actually participated. 
In NH, 11 of 13 people participated, and one of the two people who did not participate called 
beforehand to inform us of a true emergency situation which precluded her participation. In 
NY, nine of nine people who committed to come, did so. And in PA, of the 22 people who 
had committed to attend, three did not show up, but we had three additional individuals who 
committed to coming just a day or two prior to the meeting. 

Table 2. Numbers of individuals recruited to participate in four focus groups held in NH, NY and PA 
from November 17-19, 2008 and numbers of individuals who actually participated in each group.

Location Date # Recruited # Participated

Concord, New Hampshire 11/17/08 13 11

Cortland, New York 11/18/08 9 9

State College, Pennsylvania 11/19/08 11 11

State College, Pennsylvania 11/19/08 11 11

Totals 44 42

Unsurprisingly, focus groups were much better represented by males than females. Nineteen 
percent of focus group participants were female. This sort of gender representation is fairly 
typical in natural resources social survey work. This can be true even when the researcher 
specifically asks for the adult in the household who will next celebrate their birthday 
(a technique commonly used to try to equalize gender representation) to fill out a mail 
questionnaire (Christoffel 2007).

We did not ask participants for their exact age, but did ask them to check one of five age 
categories listed (Table 3). Almost half (48%) of our focus group participants were 61 or older.

Results  |  A Summary of Focus Group Meetings with Private Landowners 
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Table 3.  Frequency of focus group participant responses to queries regarding the age category to 
which they belonged.

Age Category Percent

21 to 30 years old 0

31 to 40 years old 0

41 to 50 years old 23.8

51 to 60 years old 28.6

61 or older 47.6

Total 100.0

When asked how they had obtained their woodland parcel, a majority (73%) of responding 
participants indicated that they had bought it (Table 4). Other individuals had either 
inherited their land, gotten their land through a combination of inheritance and purchase, or 
by other means. “Other” listed ways in which individuals had obtained their woodland parcels 
included:

•	 a combination of purchase and gift
•	 joined a club owning the land

Table 4. Frequency of types of acquisition of woodland parcels by focus group participants in NH, 
NY, and PA.

Types of Acquisition Percent

Bought it 78.9
Inherited it 15.8

Other 5.3
Total 38

Greater than half (62%) of the focus group participants either lived on or within one mile of 
their woodland parcels. A little more than a third (38%) indicated that they lived further than 
a mile from their parcels.

One participant remarked that he had come into his property sort of by accident. “We just 
wanted an older home and the land came with it which was nice because I always wanted to 
have the natural environment to live in, that’s basically it.”

A second participant remarked that he had been looking for a few acres in the country on 
which to live with his family, including three small children.  He “fell in love with this old 
farm house and it had 30 acres – sort of serendipitous.”

PARTICIPANT PROPERTIES
When asked about the type of ownership in which their woodland parcel was held, most 
participants (79%) indicated that it was owned either individually or jointly (Table 5). 

Table 5. Frequency of types of ownership in which focus group participants’ woodland parcels  
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were held.

Ownership Type Percent
Individual or Joint 79

Family partnership 7
Trust 7

Other 7
Total 42

When asked how long that they had owned their woodland parcel, the greatest percentage 
(40.5%) of participants indicated that they had owned their parcels for greater than 20 years 
(Table 6). However, there was also good representation from individuals who had owned their 
parcels for far less time. A third of our participants had owned their woodlands for less than 
or equal to 10 years.

Table 6. Length of time that focus group participants in three states (NH, NY, PA) had owned their 
woodland parcels.

Length of  
Time Parcel Owned Percent

1-5 years 17
6-10 years 17

11-20 years 26
>20 years 40

Total 42

When asked about the size of their woodland parcels, more than half (57%) of participants 
indicated that their woodland parcels were less than 100 acres in size (Table 7). An additional 
quarter (24%) indicated that their parcels were 100 – 199 acres in size. We were pleased to be 
able to obtain the participation of so many people who actually fell into our targeted audience 
of “small woodland owners” in these focus groups. Prior research indicates that smaller 
landowners are less likely to actively manage their properties though private forest ownership 
trends continue to indicate that sizes of parcels are decreasing while numbers of woodland 
owners are increasing.

Table 7. Size of wooded parcels owned by focus group participants in three states (NH, NY, PA).

Size of Wooded Parcel Percent

1-9 acres 5
10-19 acres 2

20-49 acres 7

50-99 acres 43

100-199 acres 24
200-499 acres 14
500-999 acres 5

Total 42
Participants were asked to indicate how much (i.e. what percentage) of their parcel was 
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wooded. No participants indicated that their parcels were less than 25% wooded (Table 8). The 
most common designation was 75–99% wooded, followed by 50-74% wooded.

Table 8. Percentage of individual parcels owned by focus group participants in three states (NH, NY, 
PA) which was wooded.

Percent of Parcel 
 that is Wooded Percent

25-49% wooded 14

50-74% wooded 31

75-99% wooded 43

100% wooded 12

Total 42

MOTIVATIONS AND LAND MANAGEMENT
Focus group participants were asked to rank the importance of sixteen reasons for owning 
their woodland parcels (Figure 1). The reason with the greatest mean importance rating (on 
a scale of 1 to 4) was beauty (3.7). Three reasons ranked second with an average importance 
rating of 3.6: to protect the land, to be close to nature and to provide wildlife habitat. The 
potential reason attributed with the least importance was to cultivate/collect non-timber 
forest products (2.2). Many other reasons were listed by participants for owning their 
woodland parcels:

•	 gives me inner strength – feelings of power plus obligation to protect it
•	 stewardship of open space
•	 retriever training
•	 grasslands and open fields
•	 mitigate eroded areas from previous misuse
•	 protecting unique plants (long beech fern) and reptiles (eastern box turtles)
•	 being responsible for a significant piece of the earth
•	 educational reasons – scouts, 4-H, Future Farmers of America, nature groups
•	 maple sugaring hobby
•	 gas, oil, mineral production
•	 upon retirement 20+ years ago, a complete reversal of personal environment,  

focus, activity

Many participants were woodland owners, at least in part, so that they would have a place 
where they could hunt (i.e. recreation). One NY individual remarked, “I grouse hunt every day 
with my dog, whether the season is open or not, but I only have the gun along about half the 
time in regular season because it’s almost as much fun just to flush them and watch them go 
as it is to try to shoot them.”

A second individual in the NY focus group commented that he had recently spent some time 
hunting on his land. When asked if his kids came to hunt also, he replied, “yes, with my son, 
that’s why I’m hunting, after not hunting for 20 years.” 

A PA focus group participant recounted, “We used to hunt up in state forest land. We had 
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to walk through some private property to get to it. That became posted and at that point, I 
decided I’m going to buy myself a piece of property. It’s going to border state property. I’m 
going to use it to hunt on.” Another participant commented, “I was in the Air Force and went 
around the country on various assignments. I’m a hunter. I’d come back and visit the family. 
What I saw happening was no trespass, no trespass, no trespass, no doe hunting, no doe 
hunting. I got to thinking if you want to hunt you better own your own land...we bought the 
woodland. Haven’t been sorry since.”

Another NY focus group participant was a bit more interested in the management of his 
land for wildlife habitat. He remarked, “I really do enjoy seeing my work result into more 
wildlife….and to see the grouse come back and the woodcock is rewarding.”

Many individuals emphasized the privacy that owning their woodlands afforded them. An 
individual from NY remarked, “I think the first reason we bought it is we both had really high 
stress jobs and the privacy and the therapeutic benefit of it was really attractive to us, and I 
think it’s done all of that for us.” 

One PA participant who had inherited and bought his woodland parcel commented on 
his reasons for owning his land, “Why do I own the land? Because I love it. I want to leave 
something nice for my children like my parents left for me. I also enjoy the wildlife. I was an 
avid hunter years and years ago. I still hunt but I shoot more with my camera than I do with a 
gun.”

Participants were also asked to list the two most important reasons that they owned their 
woodlands (Appendix F).

Figure 1. Mean importance rating for 16 potential reasons that focus group participants owned  
their woodland parcels.  (1= No importance, 2= Low importance, 3= Medium importance and  
4= High importance)
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More than half (71%) of the focus group participants had participated in some kind of cost-
share program on their land. The most commonly mentioned program that participants 
had used was the Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP), followed by the Forest 
Stewardship Management Plan (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Cost-share programs that had been utilized by focus group participants in three states 
(NH, NY, PA). Individuals were instructed to name all programs that they had participated in.

Participants were asked to indicate who the primary forest management decision maker 
was for their wooded parcels. Most individuals responded that they were the primary forest 
management decision maker for their land (Table 9).

Table 9. Primary forest management decision makers as indicated by 41 focus group participants in 
three states (NH, NY and PA).

Who is your primary  
forest management 

decision-maker? Percent
Myself 81

Forester 19

Total 41

Focus group participants were asked why they did or did not manage all or a part of their 
woodland parcels for early successional habitat. 

Participants were asked to share their own reasons and insights about why other woodland 
owners might manage or NOT manage their woodlands for early successional habitat. The 
responses that people provided were varied though many focused on money, time and a lack 
of knowing the ‘right thing to do’ as keeping individuals from managing for early successional 
habitat.

One individual in the NH focus group remarked, “to be very blunt, I think it comes down to 
just dollars and cents. You have a couple of brothers that have to share the decision-making 



and cost expenses. It’s one of those things that is an expense. I don’t think it’s going to gain in 
revenue. As much as I might personally want to do it.”

In PA, one participant commented, “I think they should have more cost-share projects. You 
would see a lot more people doing the right thing for the forest. The economy is tough. We 
need more help.” A second PA participant added, “That’s the whole reason why our land has 
not been managed. We’re just barely paying for it. All our money goes to that, plus we have 
two kids.” Another participant stated it succinctly as “Owning forest land is a cash sink.”

In NY, there was much discussion regarding the rate of taxation on land. One individual 
remarked, “It’s not cheap, number one, to pay taxes in New York on property. So right away 
you’re the hole.” A second individual commented, “And I think the state doesn’t help us 
enough as far as getting us some tax breaks, or I mean, we live in the highest taxed state in the 
nation and, you know, we’re doing enough.”

Another person attributed time as a limiting factor. “That’s basically what’s kept us from 
doing it is having enough time. We both still work. We work full-time plus building the house 
and stuff. We haven’t even got to all four corners of the property yet.” He added, “I don’t feel 
like at this  point that I’m probably educated enough to really know what to do with parts of 
it.”

Many individuals felt as if they didn’t know enough to be able to make land management 
decisions well, and that there wasn’t a lot of assistance available to them. One NY focus group 
participant remarked, “I don’t think the state does a very good job of letting us know what’s 
out there and what’s available.”

Another participant expounded on the barrier of insufficient knowledge. “You see how it all 
goes back to communication……we’re vulnerable in the sense that we don’t know all the right 
things to do.” He added, “We’re vulnerable as far as lack of knowledge, or we’re vulnerable due 
to a lack of resources, and to be able to communicate or to get information from the state, or 
even like Cornell Cooperative Extension….” He concluded by stating, “There probably is the 
answers that you want, but if you don’t know what the right question is to begin with, you 
don’t know where to begin. It’s just a maze.”

Another participant added, “there’s so much information out there, it’s just difficult for those 
of us to find things. So it all goes back to a communications problem.” He concluded by 
calling for better ‘direct line communication.’

A resistance to having government involvement in terms of their land management was 
brought up several times. One NY participant remarked about his initial exposure to a 
government cost-share program as, “we were able to do it, until the federal forms hit my desk 
a day before they had to be signed, and there was 130 pages of forms, each page of which 
referenced a section of the Certified Federal Register and incorporated it by reference into it. 
I had no idea what I was being asked to sign, absolutely none. So I said thanks, but no thanks, 
you know.”

Another individual identified a ‘loss of control’ as a barrier to getting involved with 
government agencies. “There’s another aspect that is an obstacle to getting involved with 
government agencies or just seeking any help of any kind. This is undeniably a surrender of 
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control involved in asking somebody else to come in and tell you what to do with quote ‘your’ 
land, and I’d be the first one to acknowledge that I have a possessory sense about my land 
that is extremely emotional, extremely emotional. We all invest our emotions in that land 
being an owner and a steward of that land. We take it seriously, and so it’s very, very hard to 
ask for help sometimes.” This commentary reflected back on some of the comments made 
by individuals regarding the reason(s) that they owned their woodland parcels. A reason for 
owning land that was given in one of the PA focus groups was the ability to “make your own 
decisions on your own land.” 

In another example of fear of losing control, a PA focus group participant stated that he had 
been in a hunter access program run through the PA Game Commission up until about 
6 months ago. He stated that the Commission was going to “put everybody’s farm on the 
computer that allows everybody to see where your access is, where your farm. I was afraid 
being that I’m not living there that it would hey, look there’s a farm there, no one lives there, 
it’s on a program automatic approval. Don’t have to call the guy. I took my property out. I’ve 
been in the program for many years, up until that point of fear of getting inundated with too 
many hunters.”

One landowner commented on the problem of getting agency personnel to follow up on 
actions that landowners have taken. “We have 40 acres of prairie grass, you know, which is 
beautiful, seven feet, and fine, beautiful habitat, and we try and get people to come back from 
state and county just to check us out, are we doing this right, and we never see them. They 
don’t seem to ever want to come back.”

The idea of people having a negative view toward cutting trees came up in Pennsylvania. One 
individual commented, “I’m Pennsylvania Dutch, always taught to be everything has to be 
clean and neat all the time…..As I got old, I realized that the messy stuff is where most of 
the wildlife is and where you see that…..I found people come to my place and say so many 
birds, so much wildlife, snakes, salamanders, all that, because I didn’t mow.” Another PA 
participant commented that “it’s kind of cultural for where I live that everybody lives in or 
near the woods. But it’s the woods that they grew up with two or three generations, grew up 
with a woods that had trees, had water, had deer, had fish, had some game birds. So that’s 
what a woods was supposed to be, me included. It wasn’t until five years ago that I realized 
that from being a forest steward and so on from my trainings, that a woods should actually 
look different than the woods that I grew up with, the woods that I know….I really don’t 
think people have the knowledge that it would be something – could be something different.” 
Another participant added, “there is major national media that people listen to, that think that 
cutting is bad.” One participant felt that this idea was perpetuated in school. She commented 
that “we have to get away from teaching little kids that cutting is bad. Because then we grow 
up with that idea and it’s just perpetuated.”

One PA participant expounded on the idea of a huge cultural divide that existed between 
individuals who supported wilderness and individuals who would harvest trees. He stated, “I 
think you’re at this point it seems to me the people that want the wilderness have the upper 
hand financially and politically to a huge extent over those of us who think it’s not a tragedy 
and a cardinal sin to cut a tree.”
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Individuals also provided insights regarding their reasons for managing at least a part of their 
wooded parcel, for early successional habitat. In New Hampshire, the individuals who had 
been invited to participate in the focus group were already involved in the Coverts program. 
The focus of Coverts is on managing forest for wildlife, and so it was not surprising that these 
individuals were heavily focused on creating wildlife habitat, particularly for wildlife needing 
early successional habitat for part, if not all, of their life cycle.

One PA focus group participant commented on the pleasure he derived from working on his 
property to build wildlife habitats. H stated, “My theory is build it and they will come. I have 
three bear dens that I built.  I have bears, a lot of bears on my property. I have a lot of deer. 
I have grouse. I have an abundance of turkey. A lot of raptors. I have apartment houses for 
white-footed deer mice for my owl to have lunch, breakfast. I have numerous bat houses. I 
have a wood duck house and about 40 brush piles now.”

Another individual explained, “I do it because I want to see and observe and enjoy some of 
the wildlife…….As I’ve gone on, I’ve done some openings in it because you can tell that you 
learn more that the deer were going through.  They had no food sources. You see moose tracks 
going through, you see a few more bear.” Another PA focus group participant explained that 
he managed for early succesional habitat because “it brings in my little friends.”

One PA focus group participant stated that he managed for early successional habitat because 
“early successsional forests are a good management tool for wildlife enhancement because 
there’s a lot of species of song birds and small mammals. Really it’s a more diverse habitat 
than a mature forest.”

Another individual from NH remarked on his desire to accommodate wildlife. “I’m interested 
in attracting and making a complete set of habitat for certain animals that are in the area. 
Primarily if I see that the habitat is not available on any of my neighbor’s areas.” He added, 
“There are some other areas in my place there’s about five-ten acres that I’ve said that’s not 
going to be touched. That’s got some 100 year old pines that are over 100 feet in height and 
diameter is close to four foot DBH. See, that’s an area that’s as close to old growth we’re 
going to come.”

One of the NY focus group participants shared his insights on managing a part of his land for 
aspen. “To me, early successional forests means aspen. They’re not worth a damn for anything, 
but the grouse sure do love them, and it improves the bird habitat tremendously if you do 
have the aspens on your property. So that really was, right from the start, not a question of 
what to do affirmatively, but more what not to do, because in the natural reversion scheme of 
things, the aspens will come if you don’t mow, and that’s basically my – been my plan…”

Focus group participants were asked whether they had any kind of an easement on their 
woodland parcels, and if so, what activities were restricted on their parcels. About a fifth (19%) 
indicated that they did have an easement on their parcel. Restricted activities on these parcels 
included:

•	 conversion of woodland to another land use (n=6)
•	 splitting of woodland into smaller landholdings (n=3)
•	 harvesting of trees – must keep 50% canopy (n=1)
•	 subdivisions less than 10 acres (n=1)
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•	 construction of housing (n=2)
•	 no ATV use (n =3) 
•	 towers and any other activity detrimental to conservation purpose (n =1)

Some focus group participants were adamantly opposed to conservation easements. One 
participant remarked, “I think it’s a matter of private property rights. It’s just tying the hands 
of the people in the future to be able to do something with that property too.”

Of the individuals who indicated that they did not currently have an easement on their 
parcels, almost half (47.1%) were undecided about whether they planned to get an easement 
(Table 10).

Table 10. Frequency of intention to get an easement in the future on their woodland parcels by focus 
group participants who did not currently have an easement on their woodland parcels.

Do you plan to get a 
conservation easement? Percent

Yes 14

No 51

Maybe 34

 Total 42

Most (81%) focus group participants had harvested trees on their parcels. When asked what 
types of products were harvested, the most commonly cited products were firewood and saw 
logs (Figure 3). Other timber products that were harvested included chips for biomass, pallet 
wood, and aspen (for which the participant indicated that there was no market).

Figure 3. Frequency of timber products harvested on the wooded parcels of 34 focus group 
participants in three states (NH, NY, PA). Individuals were instructed to check all timber products 
that had been harvested, resulting in a response count greater than 34.

When asked why trees were removed, focus group participants most frequently responded 
that it was to improve the quality of remaining trees (Figure 4). Other reasons for tree harvest 
that individuals provided were to improve wildlife habitat (n=2), to build their house (n=1) 
and to maintain and improve trails (n=1).
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Figure 4. Reasons given by 34 focus group participants for harvesting trees on their wooded parcels. 
Individuals were asked to check all reasons that applied, resulting in a total greater than 34. 

Focus group participants used a variety of sources to gather information about managing their 
woodlands (Figure 5). Other sources listed by focus group participants included:

•	 magazines (i.e. National Wildlife, Audubon, Northern Woodlands, Mass Wildlife)
•	 books
•	 journals
•	 radio
•	 television shows
•	 workshops
•	 newsletters
•	 information gleaned from work with Conservation Commission Planning Board
•	 NGOs (i.e. New England Forestry Foundation, NH Society for the Preservation of 

NH Forest, Ruffed Grouse Society, Northern Forest Woodcock Initiative, County 
Woodland Owners’ Association, PA Forestry Association)

•	 Cooperative Extension
•	 library

Though the Internet was only listed as being used by 8 focus group participants, there was 
some discussion of its utility at each focus group. In NY, one landowner commented that he 
had been on the Internet a minimum of 100 times because he felt “it is that broad a source 
of information, and it’s just absolutely the first thing that I think about.” A second individual 
commented, “That’s my primary reference, whenever I’m looking up anything….I think 
the Internet is very key in any communication.” In PA, one participant commented that he 
usually talked to his service forester first, “but I get a lot off of the Internet. I get on there and 
read all the time.”
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Figure 5.  Information sources pertaining to forest management used by 42 focus group participants 
in three states (NH, NY, PA).

SUGGESTIONS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE (WMI)
We asked focus group participants to list suggestions for actions that an organization such as 
WMI might take to encourage private woodland owners to manage some or all of their land 
for early successional forest habitat and the wildlife dependent on such habitat. Participants 
offered a plethora of ideas (Appendix G). Most of the ideas could be parsed out into six 
categories:

•	 funding
•	 information and education
•	 education/information formats (i.e. demo areas, website, field tours, workshops, 

consultations)
•	 network formation/maintenance
•	 equipment rental/leasing
•	 tax relief (this was particularly salient to NY focus group participants)

Suggestions regarding the dissemination of specific information or education were by far the 
most numerous (Figure 6). Four individuals specifically mentioned the value of educating 
children in order to dispel some existing beliefs about forest management, such as that all tree 
cutting is bad and that a neat forest is good, rather than a messy-looking forest. One PA focus 
group participant suggested, “…you start with the kids in school. Then the kids go home and 
they educate the parents and talk to them. That’s where I would take my tact. Go through 
the kids in schools, start early.” Another PA participant added, “The first idea I have is the 
importance of early successional habitat for wildlife needs to be an emphasis item in the third 
or fourth grade level. It’s got to be in the schools across the eastern United States because 
that’s now been listed as the second most threatened habitat in the eastern United States.” 
One PA participant put it bluntly as “if they want to do something long-term, you need to 
literally educate and brainwash kids, the younger, the better.”
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Another PA participant was dismayed to learn that he would no longer be hosting Penn State 
students on his land. “About three years ago they stopped it because of insurance reasons. 
Now they won’t bring……Now I come here and talk to agricultural students but that’s not 
like being on the farm.”

The use of demonstration areas was suggested as a way to help. In NY, one individual stated, 
“Showing people what success looks like is a great idea.” This same sentiment was expressed 
by several PA focus group participants. One individual, who had been a county agricultural 
agent for much of his life commented, “Of course where we were really most effective is where 
we had demonstration plots to be just called scoop shovel research. But people came and saw 
it. If you’re doing dairy barn remodeling, they’d come by the hundreds to see how somebody 
did the barn. I think that’s effective across society.”

One individual commented that there was “tons and tons of information” but that “we’re 
just kind of like, how do you really pull it all together and utilize it?” Another individual 
recommended a Web site in which to make resources and options known, “perhaps a 
dedicated Web site that was really aimed at private landowners who had some wooded area  
of their land where you could sort of do this one stop shopping, or whatever.”

There were several appeals for making funding available, including more cost-share programs, 
tax breaks, and other sorts of financial incentives. Other participants emphasized a lack of 
equipment and had some suggestions on how WMI or some other organization might assist 
in getting equipment out to people for their use, and there was some discussion regarding 
existing woodland owner organizations which lend out equipment to landowners.

Several individuals picked up on the electronic communications theme and added their 
comments.

“Are you talking sort of about a chat room? Because that’s what I see for the support group.” 
“Blog, right. That’s something you guys could talk about nine families who together have a lot 
of information and you’ve asked a lot of questions right here tonight of each other and gotten 
a lot of answers.”

Another individual commented on a need to know how to prioritize, particularly in terms of 
managing for one kind of wildlife over another. “It’s like you’ve got red maples growing over 
in your swampy area that the moose browse. Then again the red maple growing there, if they 
were removed, now you’ve got a nice rough woodcock area potential there. Which are you 
going to manage for?” A PA focus group participant also added some cautionary input, “If we 
turn all of the emphasis to this, then we’re going to be in trouble with some species that really 
don’t want this habitat. So we need to be sure we balance this into and create the balance 
because I am worried about the birds that are in the high trees. They are, as I understand it, 
also in danger.”

The networking aspect was mentioned by several individuals as something helpful that an 
institution such as WMI might facilitate. Such a network could help in identification of 
reputable consulting foresters, etc, but also facilitate the rental or use of specialized equipment 
for land management.
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A NY focus group participant suggested, “maybe what we need is to have ourselves a group 
where we could, if not in meetings, but maybe online communications where we could 
just talk to each other, you know.” As an example, he added, “who could I contact to find 
somebody who could come in here and cut some wood, you know, and things like that.”

Another person put it succinctly, “An Angie’s list for landowners.”

One participant remarked on his experience as a Coverts participant, “…it inspired me to 
want to go out and talk to my neighbors and really kind of spread the good word so to speak.” 
He pointed out his value to other private woodland owners as “I’m no expert of course but 
at least I know how to get in touch with the right people who are the experts.” He added, “I 
think that’s the only way really you’re going to get to people is to talk to them one on one and 
that’s one reason you have this (Coverts) program is you have a workshop to take them on 
your property or some other property.”

A PA focus group participant expounded on the benefits of being a PA Forest Steward. 
“We get the regular monthly newsletters. There’s the programs now that are put online. It’s 
excellent material. If we can’t use it ourselves, we can at least share it with our peers.”

Figure 6. Types of suggestions offered to WMI for encouraging private landowners to create or 
maintain early successional forest habitat on their properties, as provided by focus group participants 
in three states (NH, NY, PA).

MESSAGES TESTED FOR APPEAL
Finally, focus group participants were asked to rate the appeal of eight messages (Table 11). 
The message with the highest average appeal was “A diversity of wildlife requires a diversity of 
habitats” (Figure 7). This was closely followed by “Early successional forest habitat has greatly 
decreased in _______, and so have the dozens of wildlife species dependent on this habitat.”
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Table 11. Messages tested for their appeal in motivating a person to manage some or all of their land 
for early successional forest habitat.  Messages were rated by 42 focus group participants in three 
states (NH, NY, PA).  (Response options included: 1= No appeal, 2= Low appeal, 3=Medium appeal, 
and 4 = High appeal.  Responses coded 99 = Don’t know, were not included in the analysis.)

Message # Message Text

1 Young trees and shrubs are important for many kinds of wildlife in __________.

2 Harvesting trees opens the canopy and releases young trees.

3 Wildflower diversity is greater in a young forest than an old one.

4 Early successional forest habitat has greatly decreased in __________, and so 
have the dozens of wildlife species dependent on this habitat.

5 Shrub/scrub habitat helps to preserve privacy.

6 A diversity of wildlife requires a diversity of habitats.

7 More than 50 species of greatest conservation need in the Northeast are 
dependent on early successional habitats.

8 Woodcock populations have declined greatly in ______________, as have early 
successional habitats.

Message 1 seemed too vague for many NH focus group participants. One individual 
commented “first of all, what’s the context here?......I need more information.” This message 
fared better in NY, where one individual commented, “I’d say that it has high appeal for me.  I 
think it generally addresses a lot of what we talked about here in a single sentence statement.” 

Many individuals voiced their belief that Message 3 might have appeal for particular audience 
segments, such as women, but did not feel that it held universal appeal. One NY focus group 
participant recommended, “You might get them off the couch if you told them it increased 
the deer population during hunting season……that is something that would probably get 
them off, because I think that’s a majority of the hunters around our area are looking for good 
deer habitat…”

In NH, Message 4 seemed to resonate with a number of focus group participants who 
commented on it’s concreteness and that it ‘tells a story.’ In NY, one individual really disliked 
Message 4, remarking, “It’s a negative – this is a negative statement. This is one of these sort of 
makes you feel guilty, so you don’t like it.” Another person added, “…..it doesn’t give you any 
hope, this particular – to me.”

Message 5 resonated well with NY focus group participants. One landowner commented, “…..
having privacy is important, and it does – especially where our house is fairly close to the road 
and there’s areas where it would be nice to have more of a hedgerow…..I think that has pretty 
high appeal.” There was some dislike of the term ‘scrub.’ One individual commented that 
“Privacy, preserving privacy is the top, but the scrub totally turned me off.” In PA, participants 
also struggled with the use of the word ‘scrub.’ One participant commented, “that particular 
word is less appealing.” 
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Message 6 was more appealing to NY participants than Message 4 because people felt that 
it was more ‘positive.’ One individual commented, “it sure made me feel good when [the 
forester] came out years ago and suggested that we do have somewhat of a diverse population 
of…..and it’s just somewhat diverse, and I like that.” Another participant added, “Diversity 
is just always a good word.” In PA, one participant was less positive regarding the use of 
‘diversity.’ She stated that “diversity I don’t think is a term or a concept that people who 
haven’t been to some of our work, know.” Other PA participants felt that Message 6 resonated 
well, provided that people knew what you were talking about.

The message that appeared to be most appealing to NH focus group participants was Message 
7. One individual commented, “Playing on my conscience. It’s a high appeal.” This message 
also held some appeal for NY participants, including one landowner who commented, “For 
me it has a pretty good appeal. I mean,…in our situation, we suspected our old meadows 
are reverting and I plan on having that continue. So it makes me feel good like, well, I know 
we’re helping out these 50 species, you know…” In PA, one individual voiced apprehension 
about the use of Message 7, “You know what people around here in some rural areas of 
Pennsylvania especially down near my sister in Maryland over there. When someone tells 
about an endangered species on your property, they say, ‘Where? I want to go out and destroy 
that because that’s a way for the government to get involved and tell me what to do with my 
property.’  The respondent felt that people would equate Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need with federally endangered species.

In PA, there was some expression of being ‘overwhelmed’ by the enormity of Message 7. One 
participant stated that, “I don’t’ think I have enough to make an impact. When you talk about 
something like this, I mean this is – yeah, everybody needs to be doing this. It’s not just me. 
It’s not just me. So I don’t know if I could do anything.”

Message 8 held more appeal to PA focus group participants. One individual stated “it’s 
very appealing to me because I really feel sorry for the woodcock and everything.” Another 
participant added, “I think that’s more appealing than the 50 one because you can relate to 
that one species.”

One NH participant felt that Message 8 should be rewritten as a “cause and effect” 
statement, highlighting that loss of early successional habitat was responsible for the declines 
experienced by woodcock populations.  Another individual felt that many people might not 
even know what a woodcock was, and that it might be more effective to highlight animals 
that more people are familiar with, and would feel a desire to manage habitat for them, thus 
also benefitting woodcock. A PA participant suggested that, “if you’re going to get it out to 
the general public and people that own ground that they would relate to more non-game 
species and songbirds always comes up because people have bird feeders...if they would realize 
a lot of their songbirds like that early successional habitat, you know, they would change their 
minds about….that it is a good idea. So they might emphasize something like that rather 
than game species.”

A PA focus group participant felt that Message 8 would be improved by substitution, “The 
number of huntable species, game species, declines with the decline of early successional 
habitat.”
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Another suggestion offered up by PA focus group participants that did not tie back directly to 
the messages tested for appeal had to do with the use of terminology. “I think they need to be 
careful about not getting caught up in the jargon of what early wildlife succession is because 
for people that are somewhat knowledgeable about it, it’s fairly obvious. But to the general 
public that you need to reach I think that’s a kind of mystifying concept.” Another participant 
added that “Early successional is hard to understand but young trees isn’t. Young trees need 
respect too. Hug a young tree. The next wildlife on the endangered species list will need young 
trees. Protect wildlife habitat, cut trees. Hunting’s future needs young trees and shrubs for 
wildlife habitat.

Figure 7. Mean appeal rating of eight messages tested by 42 focus group participants in NH, NY and 
PA. (1=No appeal, 2=Low appeal, 3=Medium appeal, and 4=High appeal)

Discussion and Next Steps

When interpreting the results reported above, it is important to understand both the 
value and limitations of these data. Focus group participants consisted of individuals who 
either were actively involved in a University-sponsored woodland owners’ program such as 
Forest Stewards in PA and Coverts in NH, or had some previous interaction with a state 
or federal agency forester or biologist in NY. Such individuals represent a small percentage 
of all woodland owners and so our results are likely not as applicable to private woodland 
owners who have not previously interacted with agency foresters or biologists or engaged 
in University-sponsored programs. However, it is likely that such individuals talk with 
neighbors, friends, and other forested landowners who have not participated in such forest 
management programs, and thus, are able to contribute their experiences and perceptions of 
such conversations in terms of influencing the forest management decisions of such private 
landowners.

A second caveat in interpreting these results is the small sample size represented in our 
results.  Focus groups are used to collect input from a group of individuals at one time and 
to capitalize on the interactions among individuals within each group. Richer, more detailed 
data are collected through focus groups than one can typically collect through a survey 
instrument. Focus groups allow for interaction among participants and can generate more 
discussion, cognitive thought, and insights from participants than an individual interview. 
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The downside is that such data are not suitable for statistical analyses, or for generalizing to a 
larger population.

On the other hand, we received many useful suggestions for interacting with our targeted 
audience and we were able to confirm some of the comments that we had heard during our 
interviews with natural resources professionals about potentially meaningful messages to use 
in a communications and outreach campaign to encourage the creation and management 
of early successional forest habitat on private, non-industrial lands. Likewise, many of the 
barriers (i.e. funding, personnel, lack of knowledge, negative perceptions pertaining to early 
successional habitat management) and opportunities (i.e. communication and outreach 
directed at several target audiences, development and maintenance of networks, and additional 
funding) that had been conveyed to us by natural resource professionals for managing early 
successional habitat on private, non-industrial lands were confirmed through our focus group 
meetings with private woodland owners in NH, NY and PA.

Results from the four focus groups will be further compared and contrasted with the results 
from the thirty interviews that we conducted with natural resource professionals. This step 
is facilitating the development of our draft communications strategy for the initiative and 
will guide the development and implementation of a survey which will be administered to a 
much larger sample (> 1,000) of our targeted audience of private woodland owners. Results of 
that survey, which will include a much larger and random sample of individuals, will be used 
to revise and finalize the communications and outreach strategy for the woodcock initiative 
and its associated habitat goals for private, non-industrial lands as outlined in the American 
Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008).
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Appendix A. Focus Group Invitation Letter

Date

Dear _________,

I am working as a member of a communications team contracted by the Wildlife 
Management Institute, to develop a communications and outreach strategy to promote early 
successional forest habitat management on privately owned woodlands.  We are particularly 
interested in investigating landowners’ opinions and attitudes about managing their land for 
wildlife species which are dependent on early successional forest stands.

I am writing to invite your participation in a facilitated discussion about wildlife habitat 
management on private woodlands and issues associated with such management.  This 
discussion will include 7-11 other individuals like yourself who own woodland property in 
____________.

Your name and other personal information will not be shared with anyone.  We are simply 
contacting you because you fit the description of our target audience for this communication 
and outreach strategy and we’d like to better understand our target audience.  We will not 
attempt to sell you anything.  We are most interested in gaining your candid ideas and 
thoughts.

Would you be interested and available to help us?  We will be holding focus groups the week 
of November __ at ______________.  Each focus group will last for 2 hours, from 6-8 p.m.  
We would like participants to arrive by 5:45 so that we can start the meeting promptly at 6:00 
p.m.  We will end promptly by 8:00 p.m.  Light refreshments will be available to participants 
before and during the meeting, and each participant will receive a $50 honorarium as a “thank 
you” for their participation.

If you would like further information about the focus groups, or already know that you are 
interested in being a participant, will you please contact Rebecca Christoffel, Project Manager 
at D.J .Case & Associates directly?   I can be reached by phone (574) 258-0100 or email 
rebecca@djcase.com.  

I look forward to hearing from you!

Sincerely,

Rebecca Christoffel
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Appendix B. Focus Group Process for Woodcock Communications 
Project  09-24-08

Description of the Focus Group Process

1. Rebecca to meet with facility coordinator and get into focus group facility by 5 p.m. to 
set up.

2. At least one other person (from DJ Case or a local volunteer) is needed to welcome 
and “register” participants (i.e. have them sign in, give them name tag, offer them 
refreshments).

3. Set up audio taping equipment (Rebecca will bring and set up).

4. Set up laptop and digital projector (Rebecca will bring).

5. Set up refreshments (Rebecca will bring when she can, otherwise arrangements will 
be made with facility to provide snacks and beverages).

6. Welcome participants between 5:30 and 6:00 p.m. (Rebecca and other DJ Case staff 
or a local volunteer).

7. Begin focus group at 6 p.m. (Rebecca to facilitate).

8. Up to 2 Team members can sit in on the focus group if desired.  Usually, we would 
not want observers in the same room, but because of the non-controversial nature 
of the content, it shouldn’t be a problem (but more than two might intimidate 
participants).

9. Wrap up by 8 p.m.  Thank participants for coming.  (Rebecca will bring pre-prepared 
stipend checks for participants.  Rebecca will distribute checks as participants exit).

10. Tear down equipment and leave before 9 p.m.
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Appendix C. Woodcock Communications Project Focus Group Topic 
Guide 11-15- 08

Introduction

Good evening and welcome. I’m Rebecca Christoffel, and I’ll be the moderator for tonight’s 
focus group meeting. I work for D.J. Case & Associates, a communications consulting firm 
based in Indiana. We work with natural resources agencies and organizations throughout the 
country helping them communicate with the public about conservation issues. I’m a wildlife 
biologist by formal training, and an avid naturalist.

DJ Case was hired by the Wildlife Management Institute to gather your opinions and 
attitudes about an important wildlife conservation and management issue in New England.  
The Wildlife Management Institute is an organization dedicated to the conservation, 
enhancement and professional management of North America’s wildlife and other natural 
resources. 

Research tells us that many wildlife populations that are dependent on shrub/scrub and/or 
seedling/sapling stage habitats are greatly declining in New England.  The proportion of New 
England forests in these habitat types have likewise declined precipitously, particularly in the 
past 30-40 years.  Woodcock are declining due to this reduction in suitable habitat; but there 
are also >50 species of conservation concern in New England which are partially or wholly 
dependent on these habitats including mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians and insects.  Our 
goal is increase the presence of early successional habitats in New England to benefit these 
wildlife species and to assist landowners in achieving specific goals they have set for their 
properties. 

This is what we want to talk to you about this evening—we’re asking you to help us 
understand the reasons that individuals do or do not manage their land for shrub/scrub or 
seedling/sapling stage habitat for wildlife.

By the way, we’re not trying to sell you anything or convince you of anything here tonight.  
We just want your honest opinions. We are audio taping the meeting to be sure we capture 
your comments correctly, and the final report that we submit will contain your opinions, but 
they will not be attached to your names in any way.

 [There are a couple observers joining us in the back of the room tonight—I trust we’ll forget 
they’re even there after we get going.]

The process will be for me to ask you some questions or show you some images. After 
that, we’ll have some discussion and then we’ll use a short questionnaire to document 
your opinions and ideas.  I encourage you to relax and enjoy the evening.  Please take the 
opportunity to express your opinions—it’ll be my job to be sure everyone has a chance to 
participate. I apologize in advance if I have to interrupt anyone or move things along, but I 
need to make sure we cover all the material in the 2 hours we have. And because you took 
time out from your schedule, you’ll receive a “thank you” check at the conclusion of the 
meeting at 8 o’clock.
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Are there any questions about the process?

DISCUSSION ITEM 1:
To get started, I’d like to go around the room and learn a little about each of you.  

If you would, please tell us 
•	 your first name, 
•	 what you do for a living, 
•	 how long you’ve been a forest landowner, and 
•	 what age and type of forested land you currently have.

DISCUSSION, GO AROUND THE ROOM UNTIL EVERYONE IS DONE—THANK YOU.

[EXERCISE 1: ASK PARTICIPANTS TO COMPLETE ITEMS Q1 TO Q7]  

DISCUSSION ITEM 2:
Different people have different motivations for owning forest.  I’d like to go around the room 
and have you tell me the number 1 reason why you own your forested land

DISCUSSION, GO AROUND THE ROOM UNTIL EVERYONE HAS ANSWERED—THANK YOU.

[EXERCISE 2: ASK PARTICIPANTS TO COMPLETE Q8 AND Q9]

DISCUSSION ITEM 3:
There might be lots of reasons you do or don’t actively manage your land for shrub/scrub and/
or seedling/sapling stage habitats.  I’d like to take a few minutes listing these reasons.  Let’s 
take turns around the table, each of you providing a reason that you do or do not manage 
some of your land for early seral stage habitats. We’ll keep going around the table until we’re 
satisfied we’ve got most of them.

[DISCUSSION, GO AROUND THE ROOM UNTIL EVERYONE IS DONE. FACILITATOR WRITES 
THESE DOWN ON TABLET.]

Perhaps “seed” the discussion with the following reasons from the 2006 Forest Landowners 
survey:

Managing for shrub/scrub or seedling/sapling stage habitat is

•	 Expensive
•	 Very time-consuming
•	 Management practice result in unsightly mess
•	 Don’t know how to execute a timber sale
•	 No market for wood chips or other products

[EXERCISE 3: ASK PARTICIPANTS TO COMPLETE ITEMS Q10-Q17] 
 
DISCUSSION ITEM 4:
Considering the reasons cited by some of you for not managing your land for shrub/scrub 
or seedling/sapling stage habitat, I’d like to find out if there are things that the Wildlife 
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Management Institute (or its partners) could do to help you overcome these reasons.

[DISCUSSION – FACILITATOR READS MAJOR REASONS ONE AT A TIME, ASKING 
PARTICIPANTS FOR IDEAS FOR THINGS THAT MIGHT ELIMINATE EACH REASON. 

[EXERCISE 4: ASK PARTICIPANTS TO COMPLETE ITEM Q18]  

DISCUSSION ITEM 5:
The Institute is planning to undertake efforts with private landowners in New England and 
New York to encourage them to manage some of their land for shrub/scrub and/or seedling/
sapling stage habitat to benefit >50 species of conservation concern. I’d like to read a few 
messages that they are thinking of including in this campaign.

When I read each message, please tell me what you think of it—how effective would each one 
be at getting you to manage your land for shrub/scrub and/or seedling/sapling stage wildlife 
habitats?

INSERT POTENTIAL MESSAGES TO TEST

[DISCUSSION, THEN ASK PARTICIPANTS TO COMPLETE QUESTION Q19]

DISCUSSION ITEM 6:
I’d like to discuss where you get most of your information about land management and 
wildlife.  Let’s go around the room and discuss where you get this information, focusing on 
the sources you think of and use most often.

DISCUSSION…THEN ASK RESPONDENTS TO COMPLETE QUESTION Q20

CLOSING AND THANK YOU
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Appendix D. Focus Group Response Form

Q1 How did you get your woodland 
parcel? (check one)

 Bought it
 Inherited it
 Got it as a gift
 Other (please specify)________________________

Q2 How long have you owned your 
woodland parcel? 
(check one)

 Less than a year
 1-5 years
 6-10 years
 11-20 years
 >20 years

Q3 How would you describe the 
type of ownership in which your 
woodland parcel is held? (check 
all that apply)

 Individual or joint
 Family partnership
 Trust 
 Other (please list)___________________________

___
Q4 How large is your woodland 

parcel? (check one)
 < 1 acre
 1-9 acres
 10-19
 20-49
 50-99
 100-199
 200-499
 500-999
 > 1,000

Q5 About what percentage of your 
parcel is wooded?  (check one)

 < 25%
 25-49%
 50-74%
 75-99%
 100%

Q6 Do you live either on or within 
one mile of your woodland parcel? 
(check one)

 Yes
 No

__________________________________________________________________________________
 Q7 What is your age?    21 to 30 years old

      31 to 40 years old
      41 to 50 years old
      51 to 60 years old
      61 or older

Q8   What are your top 2 reasons for owning your woodland parcel?
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Q9  How much importance do you attach to each of the following possible reasons for owning your 
woodland parcel? (Check one box in each row)

High
importance

Medium
importance

Low
importance

No 
importance

Don’t
know

To enjoy beauty or scenery     

To protect nature and biological 
diversity     

For land investment     

Part of home or vacation home     

Privacy     

To pass land on to my children or 
other heirs     

To cultivate/collect non-timber 
forest products     

To produce firewood or bio-fuel     

For production of saw logs, 
pulpwood, or other timber products     

To hunt or fish     

To feel close to nature     

To introduce a child/friend to nature     

For recreation other than hunting or 
fishing     

To get away from stress     

To provide habitat for wildlife     
Other important reasons? (please 
list)

    

Q10 Have you participated in any 
cost-share programs for managing 
your woodland parcel? 
(check one)

 Yes.  If yes, please give name of program in space below.
 No  _____________________________________

Q11 Who is your primary forest 
management decision maker? 
(check one)

 Myself
 Family member (other than myself)
 Forester
 Other (please list)_______________________________

Q12 Is there a conservation easement 
on your woodland parcel? (check 
one)

 Yes, Go to Question 13
 No, Go to Question 14
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Q13 What types of activities are 
restricted on your woodland parcel? 
(check all that apply)

 Conversion of woodland to another land use
 Splitting of woodland into smaller landholdings
 Harvesting of trees
 Other (please specify)____________________________

Q14 Do you plan to get a 
conservation easement? (check one)

 Yes
 No
 Maybe
 Don’t know

Q15 Have you ever harvested any 
trees on your woodland parcel?

 Yes, go to Question 16
 No, go to Question 18

Q16 What types of products were 
harvested? (check all that apply)

 Veneer logs
 Sawlogs
 Pulpwood
 Firewood    __________________  Cords per year
 Post or poles
 Other (please specify)____________________________

Q17 Why were trees harvested or 
removed? (check all that apply)

 To achieve objectives in my management plan
 Trees were mature
 To clear land for conversion to another use
 Needed the money
 Needed wood for own use
 Price was right
 To improve hunting opportunities
 To improve scenic and recreational opportunities
 To remove trees damaged by a natural catastrophe
 To improve quality of remaining trees
 Other (please specify) 

Q18  Please write your ideas for things the Wildlife Management Institute and its partners could do to 
encourage you to manage some or all of your land for shrub/scrub or seedling/sapling habitats 
and the wildlife dependent on such habitats..

Q19  Please rate how appealing each of the following messages is as encouragement to manage 
early successional stage habitats.

High
appeal

Medium
appeal

Low
appeal

No 
appeal

Don’t
know

Young trees and shrubs are important for many 
kinds of wildlife in New England

    

Harvesting trees opens the canopy and releases 
young trees

    

Wildflower diversity is greater in a young 
forest than an old one
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Early successional forest habitat has greatly 
decreased in New England, and so have the 
dozens of wildlife species dependent on this 
habitat

    

Shrub/scrub habitat helps to preserve privacy     

A diversity of wildlife requires a diversity of 
habitats

    

More than 50 species of greatest conservation 
need in New England are dependent on early 
successional habitats

    

Woodcock populations have declined greatly 
in New England as have early successional 
habitats

    

Q20 Who do you go to for 
information about managing 
your woodland? (check all 
that apply)

 State forestry agency/state forester
 Extension forester
 Natural Resource Conservation Service, Soil and Water 

Conservation District or Farm Service Agency
 Private consultant, such as a forester or wildlife biologist
 A forester from a company that produces forest products
 Logging contractor
 Employee of a non-profit group
 Other forest landowner 
 Friend
 Neighbor
 Other (please specify)__________________________
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Appendix E. Frequency Tables

State

Frequency Percent

New Hampshire 11 26.2
New York 9 21.4

Pennsylvania 22 52.4
Total 42 100.0

Acquisition 

Frequency Percent

Bought it 30 71.4
Inherited it 6 14.3

Other 2 4.8
Total 38 90.5

Filled out incorrectly 1 2.4
System 3 7.1

Total 4 9.5
Total 42 100.0

Tenure

Frequency Percent

1-5 years 7 16.7
6-10 years 7 16.7

11-20 years 11 26.2
>20 years 17 40.5

Total 42 100.0

Ownership

Percent Percent

Individual or Joint 33 78.6
Family partnership 3 7.1

Trust 3 7.1
Other 3 7.1
Total 42 100.0
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Size

Frequency Percent

1-9 acres 2 4.8

10-19 acres 1 2.4

20-49 acres 3 7.1

50-99 acres 18 42.9

100-199 acres 10 23.8

200-499 acres 6 14.3

500-999 acres 2 4.8

Total 42 100.0

Percent Wooded

Frequency Percent

25-49% wooded 6 14.3

50-74% wooded 13 31.0

75-99% wooded 18 42.9

100% wooded 5 11.9

Total 42 100.0

Reside

Frequency Percent

Yes 26 61.9

No 16 38.1

Total 42 100.0

Age

Frequency Percent

41-50 years old 10 23.8

51-60 years old 12 28.6

61 or older 20 47.6

Total 42 100.0

Beauty

Frequency Percent

Low importance 4 9.5

Medium importance 3 7.1

High importance 35 83.3

Total 42 100.0
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Protection

Frequency Percent

No importance 1 2.4

Low importance 1 2.4

Medium importance 10 23.8

High importance 29 69.0

Total 41 97.6

Filled out incorrectly 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Investment

Frequency Percent

No importance 19.0 19.0

Low importance 31.0 31.0

Medium importance 31.0 31.0

High importance 16.7 16.7

Total 97.6 97.6

Filled out incorrectly 2.4 2.4

Total 100.0 100.0

Home
Frequency Percent

No importance 11 26.2

Low importance 3 7.1

Medium importance 12 28.6

High importance 16 38.1

Total 42 100.0

Privacy

Frequency Percent

No importance 2 4.8

Low importance 5 11.9

Medium importance 8 19.0

High importance 27 64.3

Total 42 100.0
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Heirs

Frequency Percent

No importance 10 23.8

Low importance 6 14.3

Medium importance 9 21.4

High importance 16 38.1

Total 41 97.6

Don't know 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Non-timber

Frequency Percent

No importance 10 23.8

Low importance 17 40.5

Medium importance 12 28.6

High importance 2 4.8

Total 41 97.6

Don't know 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Firewood

Frequency Percent

No importance 7 16.7

Low importance 11 26.2

Medium importance 12 28.6

High importance 12 28.6

Total 42 100.0

Timber

Frequency Percent

No importance 2 4.8

Low importance 15 35.7

Medium importance 11 26.2

High importance 14 33.3

Total 42 100.0
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Hunt/Fish

Frequency Percent

No importance 11 26.2

Low importance 4 9.5

Medium importance 13 31.0

High importance 14 33.3

Total 42 100.0

CloseNature

Frequency Percent

Low importance 2 4.8

Medium importance 12 28.6

High importance 28 66.7

Total 42 100.0

IntroChild

Frequency Percent

No importance 2 4.8

Low importance 10 23.8

Medium importance 15 35.7

High importance 15 35.7

Total 42 100.0

Recreation

Frequency Percent

No importance 4 9.5

Low importance 6 14.3

Medium importance 10 23.8

High importance 22 52.4

Total 42 100.0

Stress

Frequency Percent

No importance 6 14.3

Low importance 4 95

Medium importance 6 14.3

High importance 26 61.9

Total 42 100.0
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Wildlife Habitat

Frequency Percent

No importance 1 2.4

Low importance 1 2.4

Medium importance 12 28.6

High importance 28 66.7

Total 42 100.0

Other Important Reasons

Frequency Percent

Medium importance 4 9.5

High importance 5 11.9

Total 9 21.4

Missing 31 73.8

Filled out incorrectly 2 4.8

Total 33 78.6

Total 42 100.0

Have you participated in any cost-share programs for managing your woodland parcel?

Frequency Percent

Yes 29 69.0

No 12 28.6

Total 41 97.6

Missing 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Who is your primary forest management decision maker?

Frequency Percent

Myself 33 78.6

Forester 8 19.0

Total 41 97.6

Missing 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Do you have a conservation easement on your woodland parcel?

Frequency Percent

Yes 8 19.0

No 34 81.0

Total 42 100.0
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Do you plan to get a conservation easement?

Frequency Percent

Yes 5 11.9

No 18 42.9

Maybe 12 28.6

Total 35 83.3

Don't know 4 9.5

System 3 7.1

Total 7 16.7

Total 42 100.0

Have you ever harvested any trees on your woodland parcel?

Frequency Percent

Yes 34 81.0

No 8 19.0

Total 42 100.0

What types of products were harvested?

Frequency Percent

Sawlogs 2 4.8

Pulpwood 1 2.4

Firewood 6 14.3

Other 1 2.4

Total 10 23.8

System 32 76.2

Total 42 100.0

Why were trees harvested or removed?

Frequency Percent

Needed the money 1 2.4

To improve quality of 
remaining trees

1 2.4

Other 1 2.4

Total 3 7.1

System 39 92.9

Total 42 100.0
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Young trees and shrubs are important for many kinds of wildlife in New England

Frequency Percent

No appeal 1 2.4

Low appeal 4 9.5

Medium appeal 21 50.0

High appeal 16 38.1

Total 42 100.0

Harvesting trees opens the canopy and releases young trees

Frequency Percent

No appeal 4 9.5

Low appeal 9 21.4

Medium appeal 13 31.0

High appeal 16 38.1

Total 42 100.0

Wildflower diversity is greater in a young forest than an old one

Frequency Percent

No appeal 2 4.8

Low appeal 14 33.3

Medium appeal 12 28.6

High appeal 13 31.0

Total 41 97.6

Filled out incorrectly 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Early successional forest habitat has greatly decreased in New England, and so have the dozens of 
wildlife species dependent on this habitat.

Frequency Percent

Low appeal 5 11.9

Medium appeal 15 35.7

High appeal 22 52.4

Total 42 100.0
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Shrub/scrub habitat helps to preserve privacy

Frequency Percent

No appeal 8 19.0

Low appeal 17 40.5

Medium appeal 11 26.2

High appeal 6 14.3

Total 42 100.0

A diversity of wildlife requires a diversity of habitats

Frequency Percent

Low appeal 4 9.5

Medium appeal 15 35.7

High appeal 23 54.8

Total 42 100.0

More than 50 species of greatest conservation need in New England are dependent on early 
successional habitats

Frequency Percent

No appeal 1 2.4

Low appeal 9 21.4

Medium appeal 11 26.2

High appeal 21 50.0

Total 42 100.0

Woodcock populations have declined greatly in New England as have early successional habitats

Frequency Percent

No appeal 4 9.5

Low appeal 13 31.0

Medium appeal 15 35.7

High appeal 9 21.4

Total 41 97.6

Don't know 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

State forest agency/state forester

Frequency Percent

No 9 21.4

Yes 33 78.6

Total 42 100.0
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Extension Forester

Frequency Percent

No 15 35.7

Yes 27 64.3

Total 42 100.0

NRCS, Soil and Water Conservation District or Farm Service Agency

Frequency Percent

No 16 38.1

Yes 26 61.9

Total 42 100.0

Private consultant, such as a forester or wildlife biologist

Frequency Percent

No 16 38.1

Yes 26 61.9

Total 42 100.0

A forester from a company that produces forest products

Frequency Percent

No 42 100.0

Logging contractor

Frequency Percent

No 41 97.6

Yes 1 2.4

Total 42 100.0

Employee of a non-profit group

Frequency Percent

No 40 95.2

Yes 2 4.8

Total 42 100.0
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Other forest landowner

Frequency Percent

No 26 61.9

Yes 16 38.1

Total 42 100.0

Friend

Frequency Percent

No 35 83.3

Yes 7 16.7

Total 42 100.0

Neighbor

Frequency Percent

No 39 92.9

Yes 3 7.1

Total 42 100.0

Other

Frequency Percent

No 15 35.7

Yes 27 64.3

Total 42 100.0

A Summary of Focus Group Meetings with Private Landowners | Appendix E



Page 42

Appendix F. Reasons Given by Participants for Owning Woodlands

Reason 1 Reason 2
Keep from being developed Timber and firewood production
Peace and Quiet Wildlife
Inherited with two brothers Timber harvest revenue
Peace and Quiet Wildlife
Rural Wildlife/Conservation
Enjoy natural environment
It represents a powerful piece of my 
life in feeling at home, safe, one with 
the land.

My grandmother bought it and built on it in retirement and 
wanted it preserved; she was and is a significant influence 
on my life.

Enjoy management of the forestry 
resources Recreational opportunities

Quality of life Protect from development
Recreation Wildlife
Hunting Open land management
Recreation Timber Management
Hunting and Family Outings Wildlife Habitat

Recreation (especially hunting) Residence (we live on it as does one of our children and 
her family)

Privacy Destressor
Privacy Aesthetics
Family tradition Recreation 
Hunting Space
Wilderness preservation Recreation
Recreation Destressor
Wildlife habitat Nurture the land
I love the cover of trees Knowing the soil I walk on is mine
Prevent development wildlife
Hunting Wildlife 
Love owning land and being 
responsible for its health Love owning wooded land

Enjoy being in woods Continue family ownership
The thrill of watching timber growth Own land
Privacy Recreation
Timber income Home site
To have something to do during 
retirement

Recreation - to walk in the tall trees and among wild 
things

Love nature privacy
Wildlife privacy
Education Pleasure
Privacy Enjoyment
Recreation Family time
Hunting Timber
Recreation Timber
Recreation Timber
Pass to next generation Timber
Wildlife Do the right thing for the forest
Timber Recreation
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Appendix G

SUGGESTIONS TO WMI TO ENCOURAGE PRIVATE LANDOWNERS TO MANAGE FOR ES 
HABITAT AND THE WILDLIFE DEPENDENT ON SUCH HABITAT

1. a. Provide me with information that I can use in connection with the type of land 
resources that I own. b. Money access.

2. Explain why, explain where, help fund.

3. a. Cover expenses, b. visit property with me to show areas for management, c. lease 
land for long-term management. 

4. Funding assistance information. Where available, details.

5. a. Water rights education.  Provide more education on determining existing habitats 
and which areas would be better suited for different management practices.  Teach 
landowners to do most of the footwork to help reduce management plan costs.  b. 
Cost share for a management plan. Dam and pond info.

6. Encourage and utilize the Coverts program coordinators to reach out to neighbors 
and encourage more field workshops for neighbors.

7. What wildlife will be lost as a result?  Pileated woodpecker, whip poor will? 
Ovenbird? Or is southern NH already too fragmented to make a big difference and 
emphasis should be put on those species which will thrive as a result.

8. Promote the availability of programs such as WHIP or others grant cost-share of 
other.  Make available methods - small or large for mechanical creation of early 
successional habitat.

9. a. Provide/offer: monetary grants to supplement landowner money to manage habitat; 
b. knowledge to landowners about how to do self-habitat improvement; c. build corps 
of landowners, forestry students, conservation people to assist landowners do this 
work - to kick start the work.  These teams could move to various lands for this work.

10. Provide lists of funding sources to bring in necessary equipment. Provide information 
for proper maintenance of areas once created.  Provide information re: ideal sizes and 
locations of such areas within property.

11. a. On the ground prescriptions and layout of management areas. b. Quick dollars for 
cost sharing, free from bureaucracy.

12. a. Funding/tax breaks, b. equipment share/rental for specific short-term use.

13. Tax deduction ideas for landowners.

14. Show me the benefits, cost, time schedule.

15. a. Provide access to affordable rental equipment.  b. Provide tax breaks to stimulate 
on-going stewardship.
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16. Financial incentive.

17. It would be helpful to have good information on resources.

18. a. Tax breaks on $ spent for land improvement OR b. $ for improvements

19. Money for management of woods, fields, and planting.  Controlling invasive species.

20. Guidelines and education.

21. a. Reach the children about the importance of this habitat in early years, such as 
3rd or 4th grade. b. Establish a WHIP activity to create this habitat. c. Establish a 
private landowners’ program through the PGC private habitat biologists that provides 
incentives (cost-share) to create this habitat. d. Create a tax incentive to keep lands in 
early successional habitat.

22. Tell me more about the habitat requirements of the inhabitants of these habitats.  
What size of block is needed for each, what water resources are needed on the block 
or off (how far off ), effect of nearby houses and people in an area under development 
pressure.  These aspects of what the various species need should be presented so that 
the land owner who is motivated can gain confidence to move toward providing the 
needed habitat by methods such as clearcutting.

23. a. Financial assistance: that’s the only thing holding us back.  All our finances go to 
paying for the land. b. Inservice training - make people knowledgeable.  c. Expand 
Forest Stewardship Plan.  

24. Educate young in schools.

25. Educate people as to the species of birds, mammals and reptiles that benefit from this 
type of habitat, i.e. with the general decline in songbird numbers, the numbers would 
probably increase with more habitat that they depend on.  The educational outreach 
could include school children as well as Game Commission or DCNR personnel and 
lands for teaching adult landowners.

26. a. I would manage 100% of my property as early successional habitat if the cash was 
available to do so: Farm Bill and Wildlife organizations.  b. Create models on the 
ground for physical demonstration.

27. a. Education – b. create demo plots and invite public to observe. Have only recently 
learned of benefits.  c. Get rid of notion “never clearcut.”

28. For me, age over 80, son very interested, but distance and cash problems but he would 
be open to this purpose.  Promote easiest ways to do this - i.e. at timber harvest time, 
implement then.

29. A website for information.

30. a. Modeling sites in state parks.  b. Part of their charge is education, this would fit 
well.  c. Then make contact with local woodland owners to help reciprocate on their 
land and offer tours to further spread the word.
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31. a. Additional emphasis by State Park, Forest and Game lands on modeling early 
successional habitat.  b. Pay more foresters so they can teach us about the benefits 
and how to produce this habitat.  c.  Kill more deer - allow private landowners to 
harvest more.  d. Vote more forestry-educated politicians into office; help consolidate 
managers of wildlife conservators so we know where they are.

32. a. Education is the key - forestry service and ag extension through Forest Landowner 
organizations put on b. meetings (well advertised) to explain to forest landowners 
what needs to be done.

33. Provide workshops through Penn State or Woodland owners’ groups.

34. a. Supply guidance for education as to what we should be doing.  b. Financial support 
would enhance the effort also.

35. a. Get forester consultants to accept and recommend to landowners.  b. Provide timely 
notice of cost-share, etc., programs to help with completion.  c. Partner with other 
conservation organizations and wildlife organizations to provide help and provide 
recent updated supporting research.

36. My main issue is time.  I know what I want to do and should do, just don’t have time.  
Is there a way to create a network of landowners willing to allow use of their land 
to members of a hunting club (or other groups) in exchange for labor managing the 
land?

37. a. Educate people. b. Money. c. Create habitats on open land.

38. Prepare information packets that explains the benefits.

39. Produce information about what individual landowner can do to address issues that 
prevent landowners from accomplishing these goals in a low cost or no cost manner 
that can be done by individuals with limited equipment and resources.

40. a. Provide seedlings; provide seeds; b. provide equipment such as no till drills and 
lime spreaders; equipment for controlling invasives, backpack sprayers, tractor pulled 
sprayers, c. public information – d. web location with link to sources of information        

41. a. Increase the number of wildlife practices eligible for cost share.  b. Get more 
tax breaks for good wildlife practices.  c. Develop a list of places we could borrow 
equipment to diminish our labor.

42. Let me know what the wildlife benefits are, especially if the effort will increase game 
on my property.

43. Provide funds

44. Tax breaks (advocacy/lobby role)

45. Long-term benefits explained, illustrated as well as short-term benefits for wildlife

46. Demonstration area – show us success and what it looks like
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47. Make resources/options known – perhaps dedicated website

48. Hosting a “blog” for people to communicate with one another

49. Streamlining process

50. Pro-active communication – intention to help but not direct?

51. Equipment rental? Leasing options?  Use as match 

52. Invasives – probably won’t solve but can provide either $$, technical help or guidance

53. Cost-share – information, do I qualify?  Need more advertising and clarity.

54. Networking with like-minded individuals and commercial enterprises

55. Learn of timber practices with greatest return on investment

56. Equipment –coop organization, other organizations, Conservation districts (not all 
are willing)

57. Cultural norm – take it to the kids to bring home to parents.  Tying in with state 
standards, camp programs, etc.

58. Teacher workshop/training

59. Traveling education mobile

60. Tours – for students (particularly college students)
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