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Executive Summary
The draft American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) 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 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 
Bird Conservation Regions (BCR) 14 and 28 who were involved with early successional 
habitat management, creation and outreach about their efforts, messages, audiences and 
assessment of such efforts.

We constructed a semi-structured interview guide based on suggestions from the literature 
reviewed (available under separate cover as Annotated Bibliography) and comments from 
the communications project team members (i.e. Scot Williamson, WMI; Carl Graybill, Jr., 
Pennsylvania Game Commission [retired]; Judy Stokes, New Hampshire Fish & Game; 
and Terri Edwards, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service). We conducted 30 interviews using this 
guide between July and December 2008. Individuals were selected for interviews based 
on recommendations from team members and from previous contacts. Once we began 
interviews, we used a snowball sampling technique (Goodman 1961; Salganik and Heckathorn 
2004) to identify additional individuals to interview.

Our interview notes were transcribed and entered into an Excel spreadsheet for coding and 
exported into SPSS Version 14.0 for data analysis. We ran frequency distributions for all 
numeric data and for categorical data that had been coded numerically. We saved narrative 
data, such as listings of suggestions, into tables. Our notes, taken during interviews, were sent 
to interviewees for review and revision before incorporation in formulation of this report and 
to ensure accuracy.

Interviewees represented state agencies, federal agencies, and non-governmental organizations 
and had been employed in their current positions for an average of seven years. Most (77%) 
interviewees contributed directly to outreach associated with early successional habitat and its 
management, and restricted their activities to a single state though almost a quarter (23%) had 
regional responsibilities.

The most commonly used outreach activities were individual consultations, presentations, 
providing technical assistance and participating in workshops. Private landowners (n=12) and 
natural resource professionals (n=12) were equally represented as the primary audiences of 
individuals who directly contributed to outreach. Interviewees’ objectives for conducting their 
work most commonly were related to wildlife habitat management, educating landowners 
and early successional habitat management. Four key messages were most often delivered by 
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interviewees to audiences: 1) management and wildlife populations are linked, 2) wildlife and 
habitats are linked, 3) specific “how to” advice, and 4) landowners have responsibilities and 
opportunities.

More than half of the interviewees (63%) indicated that they worked with at least five 
partner organizations in their early successional habitat efforts. Less than half (33%) of our 
interviewees had any kind of formal evaluation built into their programming efforts. Those 
individuals who did have an evaluative component incorporated into their efforts generally 
kept track of numerical figures such as numbers of landowners enrolled or numbers of acres 
treated.

Barriers to early successional habitat management on private lands perceived by interviewees 
most often included: 1) negative perceptions of management [i.e. cutting trees] and 2) 
money. Education and outreach was the opportunity in terms of early successional habitat 
management on private lands that was listed twice as often or more by interviewees than any 
other. Individuals also commonly referred to funding as an opportunity.

Most interviewees (73%) indicated that they had produced outreach materials related to 
early successional habitat and/or wildlife, and we asked them to provide us with copies. 
These materials will be used for reference and in the development of an integrated draft 
communications strategy associated with attainment of the habitat management goals set 
forth in the American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) on non-industrial, private lands.

Information gleaned through this set of interviews will be compared and contrasted with 
information gathered during four focus group meetings conducted in the Northeast during 
November 2008. That analysis will then contribute to the development and implementation 
of a questionnaire to be administered to a random sample of private woodland owners in 
the ten states of BCRs 14 and 28 in which we are working. The questionnaire represents the 
next step in our iterative process of developing a final communications and outreach strategy 
associated with attainment of the habitat management goals set forth in the American 
Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) on non-industrial, private lands. 
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Introduction

The draft American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) established a goal of adding 3.2 
million acres of early successional habitat to existing early successional habitat levels in Bird 
Conservation Region (BCR) 14 to advance full recovery of woodcock populations to 1970 
levels. In BCR 28, the Appalachian Mountain region, the established recovery goal demands 3 
million additional acres of early successional habitat. To achieve these goals, management on 
non-industrial, private lands to increase early successional habitat is critical. 

One of six linked strategies that the Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) and U. S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) has identified as necessary to achieve the goals set forth 
in the American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008) is to use modern marketing techniques 
to determine effective outreach strategies to private landowners with Best Management 
Practices (BMP) and to use demonstration areas and case histories as key instructional 
tools. Techniques include identification of primary audiences, evaluation of impediments, 
construction of key messages, development of effective outreach tools and responsive 
monitoring strategies.

D.J. Case & Associates was hired by WMI to undertake the above-mentioned strategy. 
As one of the first steps in the determination of effective outreach strategies to private 
landowners, we interviewed natural resource professionals in BCRs 14 and 28 who were 
involved with early successional habitat management, creation and outreach about their 
efforts, messages, audiences and assessment of such efforts.
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Methods

We constructed a semi-structured interview guide based on suggestions from the literature 
reviewed (available under separate cover as Annotated Bibliography). A draft guide was 
posted on the collaborative workspace so that communication project team members (i.e. Scot 
Williamson, WMI; Carl Graybill, Jr., Pennsylvania Game Commission [retired]; Judy Stokes, 
New Hampshire Fish & Game; and Terri Edwards, U.S. FWS) could review and suggest 
revisions to the guide. The interview guide was then finalized (Appendix A) and used in our 
subsequent interviews to guide discussions.

We selected individuals for interviews based on recommendations from team members and 
from previous contacts in New England. A telephone conversation with Gary Donovan 
in July 2008 resulted in suggestions as did a telephone conversation with Darrel Covell of 
University of New Hampshire-Extension. Once we began interviews, we used a snowball 
sampling technique (Goodman 1961; Salganik and Heckathorn 2004) to identify additional 
individuals to interview.

We took notes during interviews; these were transcribed into an electronic file for each 
individual. A coding key was created (Appendix B) to enter data into an Excel spreadsheet 
for export into SPSS Version 14.0 for data analysis. We ran frequency distributions for all 
numeric data and for categorical data that had been recoded numerically (Appendix C). We 
saved narrative data, such as listings of suggestions, separately into tables. Our notes taken 
during interviews were sent to interviewees for review and revision for incorporation in 
formulation of this report and to ensure accuracy.



Page 3

A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals | Results

Results

We interviewed thirty individuals (Table 1) using our semi-structured interview guide. Two 
individuals who had been suggested by other interviewees deferred the opportunity to be 
interviewed. Interviews lasted from 30 to 90 minutes. 

Table 1. Individuals interviewed regarding their work in managing and creating early successional 
habitat and associated outreach and communication efforts.

Name Affiliation State Interview Date
Dave Adams VT Fish & Game VT 10-15-08

Toby Alexander USDA, NRCS VT 9-05-08
Put Blodgett VT Woodlands Assoc. VT 10-16-08
Tom Cooper US FWS MN 12-04-08

Gary Donovan NFWI ME 7-15-08
Kim Farrell NRCS, WHIP,EQIP NY 10-29-08

Steve Fuller NH Fish & Game NH 10-03-08
Tracy Grazia MA Dept. of Wildlife MA 10-06-08

Dave Gumbart The Nature Conservancy CT 12-01-08
Mitch Hartley US FWS MA 9-03-08

Min Huang CT Dept. of Env. Prot. CT 11-14-08
Pam Hunt NH Audubon NH 8-15-08

Wally Jakubas ME Inland Fisheries & Wildlife ME 10-15-08
Ben Jones PA Game Commission PA 8-29-08

Paul Karczmarczyk Ruffed Grouse Society VT 11-11-08
Dave King USFS Northern Forest Research Station MA 8-27-08
Steve Long Northern Woodlands magazine Reg 10-21-08

Ben Mazzei MA Dept. of Wildlife MA 11-17-08
Mike Morgan Audubon New York NY 8-28-08

Jim Oehler NH Fish & Game NH 9-02-08
Paul Rothbart CT Dept. Fish & Wildlife CT 10-07-08
Lisa Sausville VT Coverts VT 9-26-08

Dave Scarpitti MA Dept of Wildlife MA 11-21-08
Beth Schreier USDA, NRCS MA 10-08-08

Jim Shallow VT Audubon VT 8-29-08
Chris Smith US FWS VT 9-05-08

Matt Tarr NH Extension NH 8-18-08
Bill van der Beek CT Woodcock Council CT 11-10-08

Judy Wilson CT Dept. Fish & Wildlife CT 10-07-08
Mariko Yamasaki USFS NH 11-07-08
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Interviewees represented state agencies, federal agencies, and non-governmental 
organizations, with the greatest representation from state agencies and the least from non-
governmental organizations (Table 2). Non-governmental organizations included:

•	 Connecticut Woodcock Council
•	 Massachusetts Audubon
•	 New York Audubon
•	 Northern Woodlands Magazine
•	 Ruffed Grouse Society
•	 The Nature Conservancy
•	 Vermont Audubon
•	 The Nature Conservancy

We interviewed individuals from eight states (Table 3). This included Connecticut (CT), 
Massachusetts (MA), Maine (ME), Minnesota (MN), New Hampshire (NH), New York 
(NY), Pennsylvania (PA) and Vermont (VT).

Table 2. Organization representation by individuals who were interviewed as part of 
communications project associated with the American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008).

Organization Type State agency 40.0%

Federal agency 26.7%

Non-government organization 33.3%

Total 30

Table 3. Frequency of representation by 30 interviewees in the Woodcock Initiative communications 
project by state.

State CT 16.7%

MA 23.3%

ME 3.3%

MN 3.3%

NH 20.0%

NY 6.7%

PA 3.3%

VT 23.3%

Total 30

Interviewees had held their current positions from less than one year to 25 years (Table 4). 
The mean number of years represented by the 30 individuals who answered this question was 
seven years, though greater than half of the interviewees had held their positions for five years 
or less.

Results | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Table 4. Number of years that individuals had held their current positions at time of Woodcock 
Initiative communications project interviews.

Years in Current Position 1 10.0%

2 13.3%

3 13.3%

4 10.0%

5 10.0%

6 6.7%

7 10.0%

8 3.3%

10 6.7%

12 3.3%

14 3.3%

22 3.3%

24 3.3%

25 3.3%

Total 30

Most (77 percent) interviewees contributed directly to outreach associated with early 
successional habitat management; seven interviewees strictly contributed to outreach via 
indirect routes (Table 5).

Table 5. Frequency of direct, indirect and both direct and indirect contributions to outreach associated 
with early successional habitat management by individuals who were interviewed as part of the 
Woodcock Initiative communications project.

Contribute to Outreach Directly 63.3%

Indirectly 23.3%

Both directly and indirectly 13.3%

Total 30
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Interviewees participated in a variety of outreach events, including:

•	 presentations
•	 having booths at trade shows
•	 providing technical assistance
•	 participating in workshops
•	 individual consultations with landowners
•	 writing magazine or newsletter articles
•	 writing articles for peer-reviewed scientific journals
•	 sending e-mails to inform audiences
•	 participating in field tours
•	 speaking at annual meetings
•	 hosting informational Internet sites

The events that interviewees most commonly participated in were individual consultations, 
presentations, providing technical assistance and participating in workshops (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Graph showing the number of interviewees who indicated that they used various types of 
outreach techniques.

We asked individuals to name their primary audiences, secondary audiences, and to comment 
on any of their other audiences. The most frequently cited audiences were private landowners 
(n =12) and other natural resource professionals (n =12). Several other audiences were 
mentioned on single occasions as either a primary or secondary audience:

•	 other interested groups
•	 industrial landowners
•	 town conservation commissions
•	 policy makers
•	 forest industry
•	 college students
•	 land trusts
•	 sportsmen’s clubs
•	 conservation organizations
•	 NE Coordinated Bird Monitoring Network
•	 WHIP state technical committees

Results | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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•	 citizens advisory committee
•	 county planning boards
•	 donors and potential donors

About half of the individuals (52%) who indicated that they contributed directly to outreach 
mentioned that they actively recruit people into their programs or to come to their outreach 
events. About a third (35%) of the interviewees who indicated that they contribute directly to 
outreach stated that they participate in outreach events when invited, but they do not actively 
seek out these opportunities.

Most interviewees restricted their work activities to a single state; one individual had a more 
restrictive geographic area of six counties within New York and one individual restricted their 
work to Vermont and the Lake Champlain basin of New York. Six individuals stated that they 
worked regionally (in New England and New York) and one interviewee remarked that he 
was responsible for the eastern half of the United States.

We considered the objectives that individuals were trying to achieve through their early 
succesional habitat work to be important in terms of potential contributions to our work. We 
asked individuals to state the specific objectives that they were trying to achieve through their 
work. Interviewees’ thoughts were paraphrased and then sorted into specific categories:

•	 early successional habitat management, restoration or creation
•	 wildlife habitat management 
•	 education of landowners
•	 development or maintenance of networks of natural resource professionals or 

landowners
•	 wildlife management
•	 research to inform management
•	 outreach activities
•	 encouragement of a sense of stewardship for the resource
•	 other (objectives that did not fit into any of the previously listed items)

The most frequently cited objectives were related to wildlife habitat management, education 
of landowners and early successional habitat management (Figure 2). Other objectives listed 
by individuals included: 

•	 Meet goals/objectives of landowner and WHIP
•	 Promote timber management
•	 Represent membership to political bodies
•	 Communicate benefits of working forests
•	 Program goals
•	 The number of landowners that we are engaging (number annually) 
•	 We are shifting our focus to larger forest parcels
•	 To recreate a balance on the landscape of forest conditions
•	 To bring “sanity” to forest health issue
•	 Promotion of idea of keeping 10 percent of landscape in early succesional  

forest habitat
•	 To see how many successional cuts that they can do
•	 To work with National Wildlife Refuges to create demonstration areas
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Figure 2. Frequency of interviewee responses regarding types of work objectives that they were trying 
to achieve. Individuals were able to list as many objectives as they wished; therefore, number of 
responses is greater than 30.

We queried individuals regarding what, if any, key messages that they conveyed to their 
audiences. A wide variety of key messages were used by individuals, depending on the mission 
of their organizations and on their particular positions. The themes of most key messages 
were:

•	 Responsibilities and opportunities for landowners
•	 Wildlife and habitat are essentially linked
•	 Program benefits to participants
•	 Use a professional for land management
•	 Management and wildlife populations are linked
•	 Your property is just one piece in a larger landscape
•	 Diversity
•	 Early successional habitats and wildlife dependent on such habitats are in decline
•	 Habitats/land are dynamic – as the habitat changes, so do the wildlife
•	 There are resources available to you 
•	 How to” advice
•	 Compatibility of meeting multiple objectives on land
•	 Management is OK (i.e. that it is acceptable to conduct land management activities 

such as cutting trees)
•	 Protect your land
•	 Other (key messages that were only mentioned once)

Figure 3. Themes of key messages conveyed by interviewees to their audiences.

Results | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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We asked individuals to name partner organizations with which they worked; this included 
federal agencies, state agencies, and non-governmental conservation organizations. Most 
individuals (67%) listed at least five partner organizations (Table 6). Some individuals listed 
types of partners, though did not specify them by name (e.g., land trusts). Partners listed at 
least once by interviewees included: Allegheny National Forest, American Forest Foundation, 
Connecticut (CT) College, CT Farmland Trust, CT State Department of Environmental 
Protection, CT Woodcock Council, CT Working Lands Alliance, Conservation NGOs, 
Cornell Cooperative Extension, Cornell Laboratory of Ornithology, county and state 
foresters, Ducks Unlimited, Environmental Defense Fund, Fish and Game clubs, Farm 
Service Agency, land trusts, Landowner Incentive Program, Massachusetts (MA) Audubon, 
MA Dept. of Wildlife, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, National Fish & 
Wildlife Foundation, National Wild Turkey Federation, National Wildlife Refuge staff, 
Northeastern Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies, New Hampshire (NH) Fish & 
Game, NH Division of Forest & Lands, New York (NY) Audubon, NY Department of 
Environmental Conservation foresters, NY State Forest Landowners Association, Northeast 
Bird Monitoring Network, private landowners, Quality Deer Management Association, 
Rhode Island Department of Wildlife, Ruffed Grouse Society, State Technical Committee 
and associated subcommittees, State University of New York, The Nature Conservancy, 
trustees of reservations, United States Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, University of 
Connecticut faculty, University of Massachusetts Cooperative Extension Service, University 
of New Hampshire, University of New Hampshire-Extension, Vermont (VT) Audubon, 
VT Coverts, VT Fish & Wildlife, VT Forests, Parks & Recreation, VT Natural Resources 
Commission, VT Wildlife Association, VT Woodlands Association, Wells Reserve, Wildlife 
Management Institute, and woodland owner associations.
Table 6.  Numbers of partners, indicated by interviewees, who were included in program efforts. 

Number of  
Interviewees Responding

Number of  
Program Partners

6 5
5 7
4 8
4 4
3 3
2 0
1 22
1 12
1 10
1 9
1 6
1 2
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Fewer than half (39%) of the interviewees had built formal evaluations into their outreach 
programs. One individual was designing an assessment for a program which was still in 
development. Types of evaluation metrics used by interviewees who indicated that they did 
some sort of assessment included: 

•	 number of acres of habitat created
•	 number of projects
•	 techniques used
•	 number of people enrolled
•	 results of survey included in publication
•	 number of people attending presentations
•	 whether or not all money available had been obligated
•	 spot checks on practices installed
•	 number of acres impacted
•	 bird counts on state lands
•	 Internet-based survey
•	 post-workshop evaluation
•	 follow-up with people who have been consulted
•	 follow-up with people who have received funding for habitat work
•	 long-term, follow-up with participants

We asked individuals to name the barriers that they perceived in terms of early successional 
habitat management on private land (Figure 4). The most commonly perceived barriers were 
money and negative perceptions of management. There were several other barriers mentioned 
multiple times by interviewees including; government and/or regulations, ignorance, 
aesthetics, the sheer numbers of individuals who need to be reached, lack of participation, lack 
of personnel, lack of equipment, lack of time, requisite follow up, lack of interest and adverse 
impacts of management.

Individuals identified thirteen different “other” barriers (i.e. barriers that were mentioned only 
once):

•	 lack of participation
•	 lack of interest
•	 politics
•	 development pressure
•	 word of a bad job done by a logger that gets passed around
•	 misallocation of resources
•	 bad press regarding habitat management
•	 landowners hear what they want to hear
•	 lack of perception of small acreages as important
•	 bio-political activism that promotes a “hands off ” policy
•	 potential lack of continuity of members in NGOs
•	 traditional schism between Forestry and Wildlife
•	 lack of understanding of economic value to keeping open spaces in towns

Results | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Figure 4. Perceived barriers to early successional habitat management on private lands, as identified 
by interviewees.

We also asked individuals to identify opportunities that they perceived in terms of early 
successional habitat management on private lands (Figure 5). “Education and outreach was 
listed twice as often or more by interviewees than any other opportunity. Individuals also 
commonly referred to funding as an opportunity. Other opportunities that were mentioned 
by more than one interviewee included: compatibility with other landowner goals, increased 
interest, network development and maintenance, government lands, increased participation, 
commercial properties, technical assistance, local markets, and past land use.

“Other” opportunities that were mentioned by individuals included: 
•	 integration of efforts
•	 technical assistance
•	 NGOs
•	 get people interested in wildlife
•	 some sites could be targeted as permanent early successional habitat
•	 audiences that have been missed
•	 forest certification programs

Figure 5. Perceived opportunities for early successional habitat management on private lands as 
mentioned by interviewees.
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Greater than half of the interviewees (67%) indicated that they had produced outreach 
materials of one sort or another. In many cases, copies were provided and are listed in 
Appendix D.

When we asked whether there were any outreach materials that they would like to have, but 
didn’t; interviewees provided a wealth of suggestions and requests:

•	 a really good list of contractors who conduct early successional habitat management 
work

•	 a really good list of landowners
•	 good publications on early successional-specific wildlife species
•	 early successional habitat fact sheet with aesthetic concerns, management concerns, 

species of concern
•	 economic analysis of sorts—path to getting projects completed efficiently and 

effectively
•	 “how to” guides for landowners—what they can do to undertake early successional 

habitat management
•	 more local information would be helpful
•	 maps – landscape, habitat, focus area—better, well-developed, ground truthed maps, 

at a regional or state level as much as possible
•	 studies on birds using power-line corridors and BMPs for power line corridors
•	 BMPs for bird conservation
•	 landowner guide to birds of early successional habitat—what they look and sound like
•	 technical notes to hand out to landowners and short films that people could show  

at events
•	 personnel to come out to help at outreach events
•	 CD of bird songs to learn by ear
•	 someone to call and ask questions of
•	 a one-page handout describing early successional habitat activities and why U.S. Fish 

& Wildlife Service supports those
•	 updated Web site that highlights the positive aspects of the program
•	 DVD which gives a wildlife manager’s look on land from a reality perspective to 

demonstrate the benefits of managing land before a new landowner is sold the 
“preservationist” approach

At the conclusion of the interviews, we asked individuals to share any other suggestions or 
ideas that they had for outreach and/or communications associated with early successional 
habitat management on private lands (Appendix E).

Results | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Discussion

We learned a lot through our interviews with natural resource professionals regarding 
their activities, level of partnering and perceptions of barriers and opportunities for early 
successional habitat management on private lands as outlined in our results section.

We did identify three issues that will need to be addressed in a comprehensive 
communications strategy aimed at increasing early successional habitat management on 
private lands. These include:

1. A lack of knowledge and/or interaction among some individuals and organizations 
involved in early successional habitat management in the project areas

2. The infrequent mention in interviewees’ key messages of the dynamic nature of early 
successional habitat in particular, but also the wildlife species associated with such 
habitats

3. A lack of consistent, formalized assessment of outreach and some management efforts 
(and perhaps a lack of understanding of assessment’s importance in terms of future 
funding, opportunities, success)

Data from our interviews indicate that the natural resource professionals in our target areas 
are already conducting a multitude of outreach activities and producing a variety of outreach 
materials. Many of the activities are “natural fits” for the incorporation of the demonstration 
areas that WMI has established, or is establishing, in these regions. In addition, there is 
a multitude of existing outreach materials that may be distributed to individuals via the 
timberdoodle.org web site hosted by WMI or other channels. These existing materials have 
been compiled (Appendix D) and will be used in our discussion and development of a 
communications plan strategy aimed at achieving the early successional habitat management 
goals set forth in the American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008), as they pertain to private 
lands.

We were surprised and impressed by the degree of partnering which is already occurring 
among organizations within our targeted areas. Such partnerships will be critical to the 
successful achievement of the private lands habitat management goals set forth in the 
American Woodcock Conservation Plan (2008). Information that we gathered through these 
interviews will be used to facilitate and enhance interactions among the various entities 
and individuals who are managing, creating, and conducting outreach associated with early 
successional habitat management on private lands.

We were given a number of suggestions by the people we interviewed pertaining to 
communications and outreach associated with the Woodcock Conservation Initiative. We 
are taking these suggestions into consideration in the development of a comprehensive 
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communications and outreach strategy associated with the Woodcock Conservation Initiative 
as it pertains to early successional habitat creation and maintenance on non-industrial, private 
lands. Some of the suggestions we received include:

1. To construct demonstration areas in different parts of each state, using various 
approaches depending on local demand, services, mills, etc.

2. To get people “on the ground” to experience the habitat

3. To be aware that many people are only used to very “small scale” management and 
that you can run into resistance when you try to do something at a larger scale

4. To talk about and make linkages to other organisms dependent on early successional 
habitat besides woodcock; people are interested in more than a single species 
approach

5. To convey to landowners the ephemeral nature of this kind of habitat and the need 
for disturbance of one sort or another to maintain it

6. To make a Powerpoint presentation available online for educators/presenters to 
download and use

7. To make state-specific information available to people, particularly as it pertains to 
southern New England

8. To conduct focus groups and repeat this effort in other regions of the United States, 
such as the Upper Great Lakes, where there may be regional differences

We will compare and contrast the two data sets (i.e. interviews with natural resource 
professionals and focus group meetings with private landowners) to reveal the similarities 
and differences in perceptions of natural resource professionals and landowners pertaining 
to barriers and opportunities to early successional habitat management on private lands. We 
will also use the insights gained from these interviews and from focus groups to guide the 
development of a questionnaire, which we will send to a random sample of small (<100 acre) 
woodland owners in the targeted region. 

The questionnaire mailing is the next step in an iterative process that we are using to 
determine effective outreach strategies to non-industrial, private landowners pertaining 
to early successional habitat management on non-industrial, private lands. This process is 
being used to help us identify how best to integrate the Best Management Practices (BMP), 
demonstration areas, and case histories that WMI and its partners are developing into a 
comprehensive communications and outreach strategy for the Woodcock Conservation 
Initiative.

Discussion | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Appendix A

TOPIC INTERVIEW GUIDE
NORTHERN FOREST INITIATIVE—WOODCOCK COMMUNICATIONS PROJECT

Introduction: I will start by introducing myself, my position as a consultant hired by 
Wildlife Management Institute working on the Northern Forest Initiative of the Woodcock 
Conservation Plan. I will thank the participant for taking time out of his or her schedule 
to talk with me. Next, I will explain the purpose of this project, i.e. to gather information 
regarding the communications and outreach efforts that have been conducted or are being 
conducted regarding management for early succession forest stages, particularly on private 
lands, and associated private landowner outreach efforts. I’ll explain that we are trying to 
get a handle on what outreach is already being done, what resources are already available, 
what needs to be done, and what materials would facilitate ongoing as well as future efforts 
to increase habitat management for early succession forests and wildlife dependent on such 
habitats. [At the end of our interview I will ask the respondent if there are others whom he or 
she recommends that I speak to about this topic.] 

First, I’d like to ask you a little bit about yourself and work job duties. 

1. How long have you served in your current position? (If recently in new position, I will 
follow up by asking in what position they previously served.)

2. And can you tell me how long you have worked in your organization or agency? 

3. As a part of your job duties, do you directly or indirectly contribute to outreach 
directed at managing land for early succession forest stages? If yes, proceed to Q4.

Now, I’d like to focus specifically on the outreach that you have been involved in.

1. Please describe the type of programs that you’ve been involved in related to managing 
land for early succession forest stages. [Probes below]. 

2. Who is your primary target audience? Who else are you reaching?

3. How do you recruit participants in your program(s)? Must they meet    specific 
criteria to participate (i.e. is there an application process?)

4. What is the geographic area that you currently serve through your program(s)?

5. What are the specific objectives that you are trying to achieve? Do you feel that you 
have achieved them?

6. What are the key messages that you convey?

7. What is/are the format(s) used to conduct such outreach?

8. Does this program involve any other agencies or organizations as partners? Please list 
and describe the role of each agency or organization.

9. How often do you hold this/these program(s)?

10. About how many people do you reach through these efforts on an annual basis?
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11. Is a formal evaluation built into the program(s)? If yes, please describe.

12. If yes, how successful do you feel the programs have been? Any measures to 
substantiate perception?

13. What barriers have you identified in terms of early succession forest habitat 
management on private lands?

14. What do you see as opportunities in terms of early succession forest habitat 
management on private lands?

15. Have you developed or produced written or electronic materials as a part of your 
efforts? [If yes, ask about getting copies.]

16. Are there other materials that you would like to have as a part of your efforts? If yes, 
please describe.

17. Are there other people in your area who also conduct similar outreach that I should 
speak with? [If yes, ask for contact information.]

For this last part, I’d like to ask you to share any other suggestions or recommendations that 
you might have for outreach associated with management of early succession forest habitat 
and the wildlife species that depend on such habitats. 

Thank you VERY MUCH for taking time to talk with me.

Appendix A | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Appendix B

CODING KEY FOR SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE

1. How long have you served in your current position? (If recently in new position, I will 
follow up by asking in what position they previously served.)

A. Fill in number of years

2. And can you tell me how long you have worked in your organization or agency? 
A. Fill in number of years

3. As a part of your job duties, do you directly or indirectly contribute to outreach 
directed at managing land for early succession forest stages? If yes.

1=Directly
2=Indirectly
3=Directly and Indirectly

4. Please describe the type of programs that you’ve been involved in related to managing 
land for early succession forest stages. [Probes below]. 

1=Presentations
2=Booths at shows
3=Technical assistance
4=Workshops
5=Consultations
6=Magazine/Newsletter articles
7=Scientific articles
8=E-mail messages
9=Field tours/trips
10=Annual meeting
11=Web site

5. A. Who is your primary target audience? B. Who else are you reaching?
1=Private landowners
2=NR professionals
3=Interested groups
4=Industrial landowners
5=Others

6. How do you recruit participants in your program(s)? Must they meet specific criteria 
to participate (i.e. is there an application process?)

1=Active
2=Passive

7. What is the geographic area that you currently serve through your program(s)?
Answer is two-letter abbreviation for state.
REG = New England + New York
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8. What are the specific objectives that you are trying to achieve? Do you feel that you 
have achieved them?

1=Early successional habitat management
2=Create/maintain/manage habitat for wildlife
3=Educate landowners about woodlands
4=Create landowner cooperatives
5=Wildlife management (single or multi-species)
6=Research/generate new knowledge to inform management
7=Adaptive management
8=Outreach
9=Stewardship
10=Other

9. What are the key messages that you convey?
1=Landowner responsibility/opportunity
2=Link Wildlife populations with Habitats
3=Program benefits to landowners
4=Use professionals for land management
5=Link Wildlife and land management
6=Your land in the landscape
7=Diversity and its importance
8=Declines in early successional habitat and early succession dependent species
9=Change/dynamic nature of land
10=Resources
11=How to’s
12=Compatibility
13=Management acceptability
14=Protect land

10. What is/are the format(s) used to conduct such outreach?

11. Does this program involve any other agencies or organizations as partners? Please list 
and describe the role of each agency or organization.

12. How often do you hold this/these program(s)?

13. About how many people do you reach through these efforts on an annual basis?

14. Is a formal evaluation built into the program(s)? If yes, please describe.
1=Yes
2=No

15. If yes, how successful do you feel the programs have been? Any measures to 
substantiate perception?

Appendix B | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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16. What barriers have you identified in terms of early succession forest habitat 
management on private lands?

1=Time
2=Money
3=Lack of knowledge of what to do
4=Government / Regulations
5=Aesthetics
6=Perceptions pertaining to management
7=Invasives and other adverse impacts
8=Sheer numbers that must be reached
9=Lack of participation
10=Development
11=Lack of interest
12=Necessary follow-up over time
13=Personnel
14=Equipment
15=Other

17. What do you see as opportunities in terms of early succession forest habitat 
management on private lands?

1=Increased participation
2=Outreach and education
3=Network/cooperative of private landowners
4=Funding opportunities
5=Compatibility of management and landowner objectives
6=Commercial properties
7=Increased interest
8=Past land management
9=Push for local markets
10=Integration of forestry, economics, wildlife, etc., knowledge
11=New knowledge
12=Land management planning
13=Government lands
14=Increased technical assistance
15=Other

18. Have you developed or produced written or electronic materials as a part of your 
efforts? [If yes, ask about getting copies.]

1=Yes
2=No

19. Are there other materials that you would like to have as a part of your efforts? If yes, 
please describe.

20. Are there other people in your area who also conduct similar outreach that I should 
speak with? [If yes, ask for contact information.]
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For this last part, I’d like to ask you to share any other suggestions or recommendations that 
you might have for outreach associated with management of early succession forest habitat 
and the wildlife species that depend on such habitats. 

Narrative comments

Thank you VERY MUCH for taking time to talk with me.

Appendix B | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Appendix C

[DATASET1] G:\WOODCOCK COMMS\INTERVIEW NOTES\WOODCOCK_INTERVIEW_
DATA.SAV

Frequency with which interviewees belonged to various kinds of organizations.

Organization Type

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 

State agency 12 40.0 40.0 40.0
Federal agency 8 26.7 26.7 66.7
Non-government 
organization 10 33.3 33.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Number of interviewees who were located in each of eight states.

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CT 5 16.7 16.7 16.7
MA 7 23.3 23.3 40.0
ME 1 3.3 3.3 43.3
MN 1 3.3 3.3 46.7
NH 6 20.0 20.0 66.7
NY 2 6.7 6.7 73.3
PA 1 3.3 3.3 76.7
VT 7 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Average number of years that interviewees had held their current positions and that they had 
been affiliated with their current organizations.

 

Years in 
Current 
Position

Years in  
Current  

Organization
N
 

Valid 30 22
Missing 0 8

Mean 6.93 10.18
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Number of Years in which 30 interviewees had held their current positions.

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 3 10.0 10.0 10.0
2 4 13.3 13.3 23.3
3 4 13.3 13.3 36.7
4 3 10.0 10.0 46.7
5 3 10.0 10.0 56.7
6 2 6.7 6.7 63.3
7 3 10.0 10.0 73.3
8 1 3.3 3.3 76.7
10 2 6.7 6.7 83.3
12 1 3.3 3.3 86.7
14 1 3.3 3.3 90.0
22 1 3.3 3.3 93.3
24 1 3.3 3.3 96.7
25 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Number of years that interviewees had been affiliated with their current organizations.

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 1 3.3 4.5 4.5
2 1 3.3 4.5 9.1
3 2 6.7 9.1 18.2
4 2 6.7 9.1 27.3
5 2 6.7 9.1 36.4
7 1 3.3 4.5 40.9
8 2 6.7 9.1 50.0
9 1 3.3 4.5 54.5
10 3 10.0 13.6 68.2
12 2 6.7 9.1 77.3
14 1 3.3 4.5 81.8
19 1 3.3 4.5 86.4
22 1 3.3 4.5 90.9
26 1 3.3 4.5 95.5
30 1 3.3 4.5 100.0
Total 22 73.3 100.0  

Missing 8 26.7   
Total 30 100.0   

Appendix C | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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As a part of your job duties, do you directly or indirectly contribute to outreach directed at 
managing land for early successional forest stages?

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 

Directly 19 63.3 63.3 63.3
Indirectly 7 23.3 23.3 86.7
Both directly and indirectly 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Please describe the type(s) of program(s) that you’ve been involved in relating to managing 
land for early successional forest stages.

Presentations

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 16 53.3 53.3 53.3
Yes 14 46.7 46.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Booths at shows

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 29 96.7 96.7 96.7
Yes 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Technical Assistance

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 16 53.3 53.3 53.3
Yes 14 46.7 46.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Workshops

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 19 63.3 63.3 63.3
Yes 11 36.7 36.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Consultations

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 16 53.3 53.3 53.3
Yes 14 46.7 46.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Magazine/Newspaper Articles

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Scientific Articles

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 28 93.3 93.3 93.3
Yes 2 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Emails

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Field Tours

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Annual Meeting

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 29 96.7 96.7 96.7
Yes 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Appendix C | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Web site

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 29 96.7 96.7 96.7
Yes 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Who is your primary target audience?

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 
 
 

private landowners 12 40.0 41.4 41.4
natural resource 
professionals 12 40.0 41.4 82.8

interested groups 1 3.3 3.4 86.2
industrial landowners 1 3.3 3.4 89.7
other 3 10.0 10.3 100.0
Total 29 96.7 100.0  

Missing 1 3.3   
Total 30 100.0   

Who else are you reaching?

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 
 

private landowners 7 23.3 50.0 50.0
natural resource 
professionals 2 6.7 14.3 64.3

other 5 16.7 35.7 100.0
Total 14 46.7 100.0  

Missing 16 53.3   
Total 30 100.0   

How do you recruit (i.e. passively or actively) participants in your program(s)? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

Active 12 40.0 57.1 57.1
Passive 9 30.0 42.9 100.0
Total 21 70.0 100.0  

Missing 9 30.0   
Total 30 100.0   
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What is the geographic area that you currently serve through your programs?

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 1 3.3 3.3 3.3
CT 5 16.7 16.7 20.0
MA 4 13.3 13.3 33.3
ME 1 3.3 3.3 36.7
NH 5 16.7 16.7 53.3
NY 1 3.3 3.3 56.7
PA 1 3.3 3.3 60.0
REG 7 23.3 23.3 83.3
VT 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Please list the specific objectives that you are trying to achieve through your early successional 
habitat management work.

Early Successional Habitat Management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 17 56.7 56.7 56.7
Yes 13 43.3 43.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Wildlife Habitat Management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 12 40.0 40.0 40.0
Yes 18 60.0 60.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Educate Landowners

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 20 66.7 66.7 66.7
Yes 10 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Network Building

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 28 93.3 93.3 93.3
Yes 2 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Appendix C | A Summary of Semi-Structured Interviews with Natural Resource Professionals
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Wildlife Management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 20 66.7 66.7 66.7
Yes 10 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Research

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Outreach

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Stewardship

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Other Objectives

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 16 53.3 53.3 53.3
Yes 14 46.7 46.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

What are the key messages (i.e. take-home points) that you convey?

Responsibilities/Opportunities for Landowners

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 23 76.7 76.7 76.7
Yes 7 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Linking Wildlife Habitat to Management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 18 60.0 60.0 60.0
Yes 12 40.0 40.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Program Benefits

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 28 93.3 93.3 93.3
Yes 2 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Use a Professional for Management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Linking Management to Wildlife

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 18 60.0 60.0 60.0
Yes 12 40.0 40.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

How your property fits into the larger landscape

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 24 80.0 80.0 80.0
Yes 6 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

The diversity of wildlife and animals in this habitat

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 22 73.3 73.3 73.3
Yes 8 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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This habitat and associated wildlife are in decline

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 23 76.7 76.7 76.7
Yes 7 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

This is a dynamic (i.e. changing) habitat type

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 23 76.7 76.7 76.7
Yes 7 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Resources available to landowners

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

How to’s

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 23 76.7 76.7 76.7
Yes 7 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Compatibility of management with other goals

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Management is OK

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Protection of land

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Other key messages

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 21 70.0 70.0 70.0
Yes 9 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Is a formal evaluation built into your program(s)?

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

Yes 10 33.3 41.7 41.7
No 14 46.7 58.3 100.0
Total 24 80.0 100.0  

Missing 6 20.0   
Total 30 100.0   

What barriers have you identified in terms of early successional forest habitat management on 
private lands?

Time

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Money

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 15 50.0 50.0 50.0
Yes 15 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Ignorance

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 24 80.0 80.0 80.0
Yes 6 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Government /Regulations

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 21 70.0 70.0 70.0
Yes 9 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Aesthetics

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Perceptions of Management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 13 43.3 43.3 43.3
Yes 17 56.7 56.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Adverse Impacts

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Sheer Numbers to Reach

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Lack of Participation

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Lack of Interest

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 28 93.3 93.3 93.3
Yes 2 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Follow-up that is Necessary

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 29 96.7 96.7 96.7
Yes 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Lack of Personnel

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Lack of Equipment

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Other Barriers

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 

Percent
Valid
 
 

No 15 50.0 50.0 50.0
Yes 15 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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What do you see as opportunities in terms of early successional forest habitat management on 
private lands?

Increased participation

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Education and/or Outreach

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 13 43.3 43.3 43.3
Yes 17 56.7 56.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Network development or maintenance

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Funding

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 22 73.3 73.3 73.3
Yes 8 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Compatibility of management with goals

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 24 80.0 80.0 80.0
Yes 6 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Commercial properties

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 27 90.0 90.0 90.0
Yes 3 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Increased interest

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 24 80.0 80.0 80.0
Yes 6 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Past land management

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 28 93.3 93.3 93.3
Yes 2 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Local markets

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 25 83.3 83.3 83.3
Yes 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Government lands

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 26 86.7 86.7 86.7
Yes 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Technical assistance

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 28 93.3 93.3 93.3
Yes 2 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  

Other opportunities

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

No 18 60.0 60.0 60.00
Yes 12 40.0 40.0 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0  
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Have you developed outreach materials of your own?

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
 
 

Yes 22 73.3 84.6 84.6
No 4 13.3 15.4 100.0
Total 26 86.7 100.0  

Missing 4 13.3   
Total 30 100.0   
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BIBLIOGRAPHY OF OUTREACH MATERIALS PROVIDED BY INTERVIEWEES

Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies, Resident Game Bird Working Group. 2006. Ruffed 
Grouse Conservation Plan, edited by D.R. Dessecker, G.W. Norman and S.J. Williamson.

Audubon Vermont. Bird-Friendly Management Recommendations Fact Sheet. 

Audubon Vermont. Managing your forest for Vermont’s birds. Resource List.

Audubon Vermont. The Birder’s Dozen Fact Sheet. (www.vt.audubon.org)

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Natural Resources, 
Wildlife Division. 2000. Connecticut State Lands Wildlife Habitat Management Program. 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Natural Resources, 
Wildlife Division. 2005. The Connecticut Landowner Incentive Program: Enhancing wildlife 
habitat on private lands for at-risk species.

Cooper, T. DRAFT version of stepped down county-level plan for ES habitat maintenance 
and creation goals (received via email 12-4-08).

Cooper, T. and P. Ruble.  PowerPoint presentation for Upper Great Lakes Woodcock 
Initiative (received via email 12-4-08).

DeGraaf, R.M, M. Yamasaki, W.B. Leak, and A.M. Lester. 2005. Landowner’s guide to 
wildlife habitat: forest management for the New England region. University of Vermont 
Press: Burlington.

DeGraaf, R.M., M. Yamasaki, W.B. Leak, and A.M. Lester. 2006. Technical Guide to Forest 
Wildlife Habitat Management in New England. University of Vermont Press: Burlington.

Dessecker, D.R., G.W. Norman and S.J. Williamson. 2007. Ruffed grouse conservation plan: 
executive report, Ruffed Grouse Society.

Donovan, Gary. 2008. Appalachian Region Woodcock Initiative, BCR 28 Habitat Needs 
Powerpoint presentation (on CD).

Donovan, Gary. 2008. Northern Forest Woodcock Initiative Powerpoint presentations (on 
CD).

Hodgman, T.P., and K.V. Rosenburg. 2000. Partners in Flight Landbird Conservation Plan: 
physiographic Area 27, northern New England.

Lanier, J.W., “Managing regenerating and young forest habitat,” in Managing grasslands, 
shrublands and young forest habitats for wildlife: a guide for the Northeast, J.D. Oehler, 
D.F. Covell, S. Capel and B. Long, eds. Northeast Upland Habitat Technical Committee, 
Massachusetts Division of Wildlife. (www.wildlife.state.nh.us/wildlife/Northeast_Hab_Mgt_
Guide.htm)
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Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife. Mass Habitat Partnership, Newsletter of 
the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife.

Michigan United Conservation Clubs. “Woodcock,” in Michigan Landowner’s Guide to 
Wildlife Management.

Northeast Upland Habitat Technical Committee. 2006. Managing grasslands, shrublands, and 
young forests for wildlife (on CD).

Northern Forest Woodcock Initiative fact sheet. (www.timberdoodle.org)

Pennsylvania State University, College of Agricultural Sciences. Farmlands and Wildlife of 
Pennsylvania and the Northeast.

Peterjohn, B. 2006. Conceptual ecological model for management of breeding shrubland birds 
in the mid-Atlantic region, Technical Report NPS/NER/NRR—2006/043, US Department 
of the Interior, National Park Service, Northeast Region.

Ruble, P. Upper Great Lakes Woodcock and Young Forest Initiative handout.  (sent to DJ 
Case via email from T. Cooper 12-4-08).

Ruffed Grouse Society. 2007. RGS Overview: Ruffed Grouse Conservation Plan. 

Schlossberg, S. and D.I. King. 2008. Are shrubland birds edge specialists? Ecological 
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Schlossberg, S. and D.I. King. 2007. Ecology and management of scrub-shrub birds in New 
England: a comprehensive review. Report submitted to USDA NRCS, Resource Inventory 
and Assessment Division.

Sepik, G.F., R.B. Owen, Jr. and M.W. Coulter. 1981. A landowner’s guide to woodcock 
management in the Northeast. Miscellaneous Report 253, Maine Agricultural Experiment 
Station, University of Maine: Orono.

USDA, NRCS. Wildlife Fact Sheet for Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) 
Forestry Initiative.

USDA, NRCS, New York office. Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program in New York State.
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Incentives Program in New York.

University of New Hampshire, Cooperative Extension. Marsh and shrub wetlands, Habitat 
Stewardship Series, New Hampshire Wildlife Action Plan.
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Suggestions and ideas from Interviewees regarding outreach and communications associated 
with early successional habitat management on private lands

1. Demo areas in different parts of state with different approaches depending on local 
demand, services, mills, etc.

2. AFWA/State agencies—NE cottontail has been named a priority species for habitat 
management. Memorandum of Understanding among NRCS, AFWA, NH—to 
foster recovery. USFWS Region 5 needs message loud and clear. Safe Harbor 
Agreement—3 years for Karner blue butterfly. Protect productivity of landscape—
have lost most of flood regime and lost fire.

3. One of the biggest criticisms of the woodcock initiative is its goals. Documents that 
put distribution and extent of early successional habitat—historical (pre-European) 
settlement—versus peak explosion of habitat. Value-based target. Broader success 
with more middle ground. Distribution of species—comes from museum records, 
from all states. Assumption has been made that what these things need is clearcut. 
This is NOT supported by data. Species belongs on productive soils close to water 
table and therefore, support shrub-dominated communities. My concern with early-
succession movement is the non-differentiation of habitat types, and the disturbances 
that cause and/or create such habitat. I would like to see expansion of the floodplain. 
It’s the most productive part of the landscape. Floodplain has been destroyed. Haven’t 
identified a particular program. Spatial modeling—NRCS customer database/
NH Fish & Game. Expedient way to address issue of compliance. Get through 
environmental compliance.  Where you have an ES issue, where you don’t. Mapping 
of region done by Steve Fuller. Secured lands database. Two most powerful models 
for getting spatially explicit. RCN this year = conserved landscapes. RCN next year = 
habitats. Red flag in head. Pine barrens and fire—ME, NH, NY, CT, RI, MA wants 
to see clearer connection, emphasis on this. Woodcock use pine barrens as well. Pine 
barrens can be very close to water table. Can have a combination of flooding and fire 
events.

4. ….surprise and disappointment that more sportsmen’s clubs don’t apply for funding.

5. The Wells Reserve is located right in the midst of NE cottontail range in 
southeastern Maine. Whole place is dedicated to conservation outreach facilities. 
Right now there is a lot of controversy with lynx management in Maine. Lynx 
and white-tailed deer winter habitat needs are at odds with one another. There 
are threatened and endangered species issues—Federal regulations are a big deal, 
particularly for large, industrial forest landowners. Critical habitat issues—landowners 
are really afraid of this. Trapping and lynx. Incidental take permit is being pursued 
with US FWS to get rid of lawsuits. Forestry practices that may be used in Maine—
the Maine Forestry Practices Act prohibits clearcuts, but that’s what the species 
needs. Conflicts between managing for deer and lynx—how to do both. Whole 
different brand of landowners in northern Maine than southern Maine—millions of 
acres vs. very small landowners. PLUM CREEK—development issue in northern 
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Maine—are proposing to open the largest resort complex ever, but also proposed 
setting aside millions of acres for conservation on positive side, what has been done 
in past has been good for lynx. Currently, there are partial harvests being conducted 
and they are not as good for lynx. The stem densities are lower. There are all kinds of 
forestry issues involved. Changes in land ownership—the turnover of landowners has 
been tremendous in northern Maine. It has impacted land management agreements 
with Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. The opportunities in northern Maine are 
that there are fewer landowners with much larger parcel sizes. There may be fewer 
landowners needed to achieve goals. You can more easily impact large land areas. 
Management in northern Maine provides lots of opportunities for individuals in 
southern Maine to recreate there.

6. Did a tour of his land (1 acre patch cut) on ~100 acre property—opened people’s eyes 
to be there on the ground to see. A birder identified new bird species in the early 
habitat that had been created. “On the ground”—get people out to experience the 
habitat (and give) publications to people afterward. *Crucial that people get out there 
and see it. Get people into habitat to experience it.

7. a. Informal town meetings are held when management plans are conducted. 
b. Foresters also put up interpretive signs when doing work 
c. People only used to very small scale management; when trying to do something on 
larger scale—ran into resistance.

8. a. You talk about woodcock, but people are interested in more than that (bigger suite 
of species). Move away from single species emphasis. 
b. Issue of invasives—tend to be sun loving pioneer species, and how to deal with 
invasives.

9. Making linkage to other species that utilize early successional habitat (particularly 
game species that folks relate to). In Vermont, white-tailed deer is first thing that 
comes up. Have to talk white-tailed deer and white-tailed deer habitat. Hunting is 
very powerful also. 

10.  NE Cottontails—biggest barrier—getting people to work together. Very fragmented, 
at risk parcels. Acreage goals, etc., working with HUGE number of landowners. 

11. People have real trouble getting their head around ephemeral nature of these habitats. 
I’ve had contentious conversations with people in NE regarding early successional 
habitat management. “Build it and they will come”—need to predictably provide 
habitat in the proper juxtaposition to each other, etc. Can’t place it in a “bell jar” and 
expect it to last. The biggest disturbance that they have is fire—but people will not 
tolerate fire. Lots of fire suppression in NE. There is no fire left on the landscape. 
There isn’t a whole lot of natural disturbance left on the landscape.

12. It would be helpful to have a Powerpoint presentation available for other educators—
could put online so that it could be downloaded. Info such as who the organisms are 
who depend on this habitat, etc.
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13. Information that might be lacking is that which is specific to MA and the rest of 
southern NE. Most of the currently available information is from the Midwest or 
northern NE. Lots of habitats in southern NE are different. Research needs to be 
targeted to our specific geographic area. Min Huang from CT has done some of this. 
I would like to see this work also done in MA.

14. After we have moved forward in the upper Great Lakes area, it would be helpful to 
have a series of focus groups held here to gather input from private landowners in this 
area because there will be regional differences.
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