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Executive Summary 

This survey was conducted to provide information about the public's opinion concerning the Gunnison 
Sage-grouse. The survey was conceptualized with five specific goals including demographics of 
respondents, familiarity with the Gunnison Sage-grouse, knowledge of the Gunnison Sage-grouse, values 
tbat are held towards the bird, and willingness to help with conservation efforts . A random sample was 
taken ofresidents with listed phone numbers in Gunnison County. A total of310 survey respondents 
completed the survey, yielding a margin of error of ±3%. 

Demogra_phics: 
Respondents were asked to provide information about their sex, age, occupation, level of education and a 
specific loca tion ofresidence in Gunnison County. The survey demographic results were compared to 
statistics from the 2000 US Census and the results indicated that our sample of respond ents was 
representative of the Gunnison County population. Of the 310 respondents almost half(48%) had 
bachelor':S degree or higher. 

Famili11rity with Gunnison S11ge-grouse: 
Most of the respondents (82%) knew of the Gunnison Sage-grouse, and 70% had seen at least one. 
Tntercstingly, 47% of respondents were very confident in their ability to identify a Gunnison Sage-grouse , 
anci 87% were at least somewhat confident in identification. A large percentage of the respondents knew of 
the grouse because they have or had grouse living on their land or were former hunters. The local 
newspapers are a key source of information about the grouse for the community. Thirty-nine percent of 
respo ndemts had a general interest in the Gunnison Sage-grouse, 15.6% labeled themselves as fonn er 
hunters , 11.4% were landowners with grouse habitat , and 9.3% of respond ents wet"e grouse viewers (bird 
watchers). 

Knowledge of the Gunnison Sage -grouse: 
On average, 47% of the Gunnison County population answered basic questions about the grouse correctly . 
Conversely, over half the community did not answer basic questions about population and habitat correctly. 
The community ranked threats to the Gunnison Sage-grouse as follows: 1) habitat loss, 2) natural 
processes, 3) predators , 4) livestock grazing, 5) recreation, and 6) competing wildlife . 

Values To·ward the Gunnison Sage -grouse: 
Almost¾ ofrespond ents (72%) associat e a positive value on the existence of the Gunnison Sage-grouse 
and on its presence in Gunnison County. While ¼ of respondents did not have a positive image of the 
grouse, most of these respondents were neutral. Only 12% ofr espondents associated a negative value with 
the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Near ly 70% of respondents thought the Gunn ison Sage-grouse was an 
important iPart of Gunnison County's identity. Two-thirds of the respondents thought the Gunnison Sage­
grouse sho,uld be protected under the Endangered Species Act. 

Willingness to Contribute to Conservation Efforts : 
Over two-thirds of respondents ( 68%) were willing to personally contribute financially ( at least $1) to 
Gunniso n Sage-grouse conservation efforts and about 50% were willing to donate their personal time. 
Three -fourths were willing to change their behavior (avoid use of hiking or biking trail) on behalf of the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse . The high willingness to pay for conservation is somewhat tempered by the fact that 
only 5% of respondents were willing to pay more than $100 . There may be a gap in the commu nity' s 
"love" for the Gunnison Sage-grouse and their willingness to significantly contribut e to its conservation. 
Our sample of the community indicated that private donations were the most popular source of funding for 
grouse conservation efforts. There may be a gap in the identification of funds (private sources) and 
willingness to contribute funds personally. State and federal agencies were also popu lar sources for grouse 
conserva tion fund ing. 

Respondenrt's Desire to Obtain More Information About Gunnison Sage-grouse: 
About half of the respondents were interested in learning more about the Gunnison Sage-grouse. The best 
way for those interested in the issue to leam more about the biology and conservation status of the grouse 
was through a pamphlet., video or DVD, or a newsletter. 
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Introduction 

In 2003, a public opinion survey was conducted to gather information about public awareness concerning 
the Gunnison Sage-grouse. TI1e aim of the survey was to quantify and describe the attitudes and values of 
the local Gunni son human population toward Gunnison Sage-grouse . Gauging the level of community 
understanding and support for local wildlife populations is important in developing conservation strategies. 

The purposes of the survey were to gain a better understanding of the need to provide education to the local 
human population about grouse conservation and the ecological and economic importance of grouse, and to 
help build momentum for implementation of recovery programs . 

The survey was written with five specific goals: 
• to define the survey respondent's familiarity with the Gunnison Sage-grouse and to determine 

how respondents characterized their relationship to the Gunnison Sage-grouse, 
• to explore levels of public knowledge about the Gunnison Sage-grouse, 
• to examine values held towards the Gunnison Sage-grouse, 
• to determine the willingness of individuals to contribute to conservation efforts on behalf of 

the Gunnison Sage-grouse, and 
• to gather demographic data on the sample of Gunnison County residents who completed the 

survey. 

The proje~:t was a partnership between Western State College of Colorado (WSC), Sisk-a-dee (a local 
conservation group), and the Information and Education Subcommittee of the Gunnison Sage-grouse 
Working Group. 

The survey was constructed through efforts by WSC professor Darla DeRuiter, Sisk-a-dee Director and 
WSC faculty member Patrick Magee, WSC students Keith Hefley and Cara Scannell and helpful input 
from Jessica Young (WSC), Darrel Jury (Sisk-a-dee), Sue Navy (GW1Dison Sage-grouse Working Group), 
and Chris Dickey (Sisk-a-dee). 

Methodology 

Survey Developme 11t 
A panel of experts was solicited via e-mail to help develop the survey content. This group included 
biologists .and sage-grouse experts from the Colorado Division of Wildlife, Western State College, 
Colorado Audubon, members of the Information & Education Sub-Committee of the Gunnison Sage­
Grouse Workin g Group, and Sisk-a-dee 's Board of Directors. The experts were asked for specific input on 
themes of 1tbe survey in hopes of enhancing the content and lessening bias associated with survey 
responses . 

The core smvey team (DeRuiter, Magee, Scannell, and Hefley) then developed specific survey wording and 
fonnat, wbiich was circulated to the experts for further input. After several such iterations, the survey was 
finalized for pre-testing. 

Questionnaire and A udience 
The final q1uestionnaire consisted of29 questions categorized into five sections (as explained above; q r , 
knowledge,, values) . The survey was designed to take 10~15 minutes to complete. We chose a phone 
survey as our medium to reduce paper use and costs associated with mailings. Responses were recorded 
onto computer s using Ex~el database software , to avoid time consuming data entry after mailed surveys 
were returned. 

The survey targeted residents of Gunnison County via a random sample of telephone numbers. 
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Pre-Test 
On 6 Octo,ber 2003, the survey was pre-tested with randomly selected phone numbers from the Gunnison 
County phone book. A total of 30 pre-tests were completed, and minor revisions to improve flow and 
comprehension of the survey items were made. 

Sample Ac quisition 
A sample 1ofGunnison County residents' phone numbers was purchased from Survey Sampling lnc., 
Fairfield, CT. The sample was purged of business addresses and included 2,500 random-digit phone 
numb ers from Gunnison County ' s prefix. The sample was demographica11y representative . of the 
popu lation in every way including age, income, and ethnicity (see Demographic s section in Results) . 

Survey Administration 
The survey was administ ered by telephone with the help of trained work-study and volunteer students and 
the cooperation of the WSC Alumni Office and Copy Center. The data were gathered over a two week 
period from 13-16 and 20-23 October 2003. Interviews were conducted between 1700 and 2030 only. 
Survey data were recorded directly on computers into an Excel database and all files were merged into the 
statistical package SPSS for analysis. Data were analyzed by determining frequencies of responses to each 
question . JFurther, a demographic analysis was conducted using Pearson's R Correlation statistic to 
determine the relationship between sex, age, occupation , education status, duration of residency in 
Gunnison County, and place of residency within Gunn ison County and responses to survey questions. We 
•1sed an alpha level of0, 05 to reject a ll hypotheses of no corre lation between demograp hic status and 
responses to the questionnaire . 

How to Read Report 

Results from the survey are displayed in graphic form in the body of the report, with brief captions 
interpreting the findings. Each graph includes the size of the sample that responded to that item (e.g. n = 
308) . Sa1D]ple size varies because some questions targeted only respondents who had heard of or seen 
Gunnison Sage-grouse, or because some people chose not to respond to particular items. 

The survey instrument is provided in Appendix A, and includes results expressed in percentages for each 
item. Appendix B provides a list of responses ifrespondents chose "other" when asked where they had 
first heard of the Gunnison Sage-grouse, and Appendix C provides the list of"other" responses for where 
people get ilnformation about die bird . "Other" responses to the question , "How would you describe 
yourself in relation to the Sage-grouse? " can be found jn Appendix D. Appendix E lists "other" threats to 
the grouse. Appendix F lists "other " information formats respondents preferred to learn more about the 
bird . Appendix G provide s a complete list of respondents ' occupations, and H includes any additional 
comments t:hal respondents provided. 
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Results 

The total number of respondents for the survey was 310, yielding a margin of error of ±3% . The total 
number of successful phone connections (i.e., caller spoke directly to a person) was 341. Of the total 31 
non-respondents, 22 were willing to an swer a few questions to test for non-respo nse bias. The question s 
and results of non-respondents are listed in part 7 below. 

Part 1: 

Respondent's Familiarity with the Gunnison Sage-grouse 

This section of the survey was designed to gauge respondents' level of experience with and awareness 
about the Gunni son Sage -grouse. A series of questions was asked to find out if respond ents had heard of 
the bird and where, if they had ever seen the grouse and how many times , and how confident they felt about 
correctly identifying a Gunnison Sage-grouse. Respondents were also asked to describe themselves in 
relation to the Gunni son Sage-grouse. 

The data sll1ow that the majority of Gunnison County residents had heard of the Gunnison Sage-Grouse and 
had also se:en the bird . Most respondents described the ir relationsh ip to the bird through either genera l 
interest, be ing a former hunter or by being a landowner with grouse on their property. 

Have you ever heard of the Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

No 18.4% 

n=3 10 

Public awaren ess regar ding the existence of the Gunnison Sage-grouse is high, as 81.6% responded 
positively when asked if they had ever heard of the bird before the survey phone call. More than 4/5 of the 
adult humam population of Gunnison County knows that the Gunnison Sage-grouse exists; conversely, one 
of every fi•ve residents is totally unfamiliar with the Gunnison Sage -grouse. 
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1 n=245 -·-·1 

Where did you first hear about the Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

Other 
Local Newspaper 

24.2% 

Other media 
4.0% 

Journal or magazines 
4.0% 

Classes or educational 
settfng 
15.4% 

To determine where respondents first heard about the Gunnison Sage-grouse, a series of response 
categories was provided, along with an open-ended "other'' option. The number one reply was "In the 
Field" which meant that over one third of the respondents who had heard of the Gunnison Sage-grouse 
knew of the bird as former hunters or by having or had the birds on their privately owned land. The local 
newspapers served as the second most popular source for introducing residents to the Gunnison Sage­
g1 01:l.,s;. Of the 17% who selected "other' ', most heard of the Gunnison Sage-grouse from organizations 
such as the Colorado Division of Wildlife, High Cou ntry Citizens' Alliance, Sisk-a-dee and from Western 
State College sage-grouse expe rt Jessica Young. See Appendix B for a complete list of "other" category 
responses. 

n=239 

What is your main source for information about the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

Other 
Living here 11_3% 

1.3% 

Oasses or educationa l 

setting 

10.0% 

Journal or magazines 
4.6% 

5.4% 

Friend or Relative 
14.2% 

Local Newspaper 

38.9% 

As shown, the highest num ber of resp ondents (39%) received their information about the Gunnison Sage ­
grouse fro11n the local newspapers. Of the 11 % who selected the "other'' category, most got c1men t 
information from organizations such as High Country Citizens' Alliance, Colorado Division of Wildlife, 
and Sisk-a-dee. For a comp lete list of "o ther" category responses see Appendix C. 
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Have you ever seen a Gunnison Sage-grouse? ·• ·-·._._ • : . . . >. 
. . . 

. . . -_-_--_-• . _- • -· •• :_ . 
. ' ... ' .. . ... 

n=248 

Over 80% of Gunnison County residents had heard of the Gunnison Sage-grouse, and 70% of those 
respondents had seen at least one. 

n= ISI 

How many times have you seen a Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

more than 1 O times 
49.2% . 

1-2 times 

6-10 times 
11.0% 

14.9% 

Of the respondents who had seen a Gunn ison Sage-grouse at least once, approximately 51 % had seen the 
spec ies less than ten times, and 49% ofrespondents had seen a Gunnison Sage-grouse more than ten times. 
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n=l81 

How confident are you that you can correctly identify a 
Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

Not confident at all 
13.3% 

Slightly 
19.9% 

Moderately 
19.9% 

Extreme ly 
47.0% 

When asked how confident they would be in correctly identi fying a Gunnison Sage-grou se, 87% of 
respond ents said they were confident to some degree. Twenty -four respondent s, 13%, said they were not 
confident at all. 

Male Guru~;"-O,; Sage -grouse in iJreeding plumage . 
Photo by Dick Williams. 

Female Gunnison Sage -grouse in sagebrush. 
Photo by Dick Williams. 
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n=237 

How would you describe yourself in relation to the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

None of the above 
19.4% 

Landowner w/Grouse 
habitat 
11.4% 

Other 
5.5% 

Former hunter 
15.6% 

General interest 
38.8% 

Grouse watcher 
9.3% 

The highest number ofr espondents (39%) described themse lves as havin g a general interest in the 
(Hmnison Sage-grouse. A complete list of"other'' category responses can be found in Appendix D. 
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Part 2: 

Respondent's Knowledge of the Biology and Conservation of the Gunnison Sage­
grouse 

Another series of questions contained more specific knowledge questions regarding the current distributi on 
of the Gunnison Sage-Grouse and what agency has legal authority to manage the sage-grous e in this 
county. R,espondents were asked to give their best answer even if they were not sure. The narrative 
following llhe graphs reveals the correct answers for each question . 

[; =247 

The Gunnison Sage-grouse inhabits ... : 

32 of the lower 48 states 11 states in 
0.8% ~ - ... --- ,.--- .....___--tnter mountain West 

Gunnison County only 
53.5% 

12.1% 

Colorado & Utah 
33.6% 

The correc t answer is Colorad o and Utah. Over half of respondents (53.5%) thought the birds lived in 
Gunni son !County only. Despite its name, the Gunnison Sage-grouse resides not only in Gunni son County, 
but also th1~ species occurs in 6 counties in southwestern Colorado and in one county in southeastern Utah. 
Historicall y, the Gunni son Sage-grouse occurred in approximately 19 counties in Colorado and in five 
states (Col,orado, Utah, Arizona, New Mexico, and Oklahoma). 

n==247 

How many Gunnison Sage-grouse are alive today? 

1,000.00 0 100 

20,000 
26% 

The correc t answer is approximately 3,000. Of the 3,000 Gunnison Sage-grouse, approx imately 2,000 of 
the birds live in Gunniso n County. Sixty-one percent of the respondents answered correctly and 26% 
thought thme were about 20,000 Gunnison Sage-grou se still alive . Two people thought there were a 
million Gunnison Sage-grouse alive today . 

Historicall y numbers were much higher. Average number of males per lek (mating ground) was greater 
than 100 irn the 1950s; today the average number of males per Jek is 2 1. The long-term popul ation decline 
is 80%. In the Gunnison Basin, the sage-grouse population has declined from 2,847 in 2001 to 2,000 birds 
in 2003 (Pedersen and Masden 2003). 
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n=241 

What is the top threat to the Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

Competing Wildlife 

2% 

Livestock Grazing 
5% 

Natural Processes 
16% 

5% 

20% 

Responde1r1ts were provided a list of possible answers to this question and asked to select the top two threats 
to the sage -grouse. There is no right or wrong answer for this question, as research has not been 
conclusive. Over half ofrespondents (5 I%) felt habitat loss was a top threat to the Gunnison Sage-grouse . 
Tw'!nty percent though t predators represented the top threat and I 6% felt natural processes were the most 
important facwr. 

n=234 

Name the second top threat to the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 

Competing Wildlife 
14% 

Recreation Acli>dies 
16% 

Other 
6% 

Livestock Grazing 
15% 

Predators 
14% 

Habitat Loss 
17% 

Natural Processes 
18% 

Respondernts were asked to identify a second threat they felt was contributing to the decl ine of the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse; again there was no "right" answer. This chart shows the answers were more evenly 
distributed throughout the possible choices. The responses for the 6% that chose "other" are included in 
Appendix JE, along with the "other" threats that 1 % of respondents identified in the previous threat 
question. 
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n=247 

What agency has legal authority to manage the Gunnison 
Sage-grouse in this county? 

Colorado Division of 
Wildlife 

72.8% 

US Forest Service 
4.5% 

US Fish & Wild life 
Serv ice 
13.4% 

The Bureau of Land 
Management 

9.3% 

The Colorndo Division of Wildlife has legal authority to manage the Gunnison Sage-grouse in this county. 
About¾ of respondents (73%) answered correctly . The US Fish and Wildlife Service has legal 
managem e:nt authority for species listed under the Endangered Species Act. 

How is the Gunnison Sage-grouse classified under the Endangered 
Species Act? 

No conservation status 
12.3% 

Candidate species 
20.2% 

45.7% 

lbe correc1t answer is candidate species. Almost half of the respondents ( 46%) thought the Gunnison Sage­
grouse was a threatened species and 22% thought the bird was listed as endangered. Therefore, 2/3 of 
respondent:s thought the grouse was currently protected by federa l legislation. 

A candidati~ species has no legal federal protection under the Endangered Species Act which is 
administere:d by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Department oflnterior). The USFWS conducts 
annual revi,ews and seeks public input on the status of and threats to the candidate species. Candidate 
species warrant listing due to low populations or lack of sustainable habitat, but are precluded from listing 
due to funding and administrative limitations and priorities within the USFWS. 
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Part 3: 

Respondent's Values Held Toward the Gunnison Sage-grouse 

TI1e next section of the survey was developed to explore the values held toward the Gunnison Sage-grouse 
by the peo,ple in Gunnison County. Each item used a 7-point Likert scale, where I was strongly agree or 
extremely important , 4 was neutral and 7 was strongly disagree or not important at all. 

1 n=248 1 

I think the Gunnison Sage-grouse should be listed and federally 
protected under the Endangered Species Act . 

Moderately Disagree 
49% 

Slightly Disagree 
2.4% 

Neutral 
20 .6% 

Strongly Disagree 
4.9% 

Strongly agree 
36.0% 

Moderately Agree 
23.5% 

Approximately 68% agreed with this statement to some degree. Of the respondents who agreed, 36% felt 
strongly about the statement. Twelve percent disagreed to some degree and 2 1 % were neutral. 

n=248 

'Would you be concerned if the Gunnison Sage-grouse went extinct 
today? 

M>derately 

Sf,ghtly Unconcerned Unconcerned 
0.8% 2.4% 

Extremely 

--- Unconcerned 

9.3% 

Moderately Concerned 
28.6% 

1.6% 

Extremely concerned 

42.3% 

Th e highest number of respondents (42%) would be extremely concerned if the-Gunnison Sage-gro use 
went extimct and 80% were concerned to some degree. Only 5% were unconcerned to some degre e. 
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Values ]Respondents Associated with the Gunnison Sa~e-grouse 

The next item included a list of values the Gunnison Sage-grouse may have for the respondent . 
Responde111ts were asked to use a 7-point Likert scale to identify how important that value was to them . 

n=248 

Beauty of the Gunnison Sage-grouse 

Moderately 
Unimportan t 

4.5% 

Slightly Unimportant 
4 .9% 

Neutral 
13.8% 

Not important at all 
3.2% 

Moderate ly Important 
22.3% 

A majority of respond ents (74%) felt the beauty of the species was important to some degree, where as 26% 
thought the beauty of the species was either unimportant to some degree or these responde nts had a neutral 
opinion. 

1 n=248 1 

Econom ic value of Gunnison Sage-grouse for tourism 

Not important at all 
18% 

Moder~tely 
Unimportant 

8% 

Slightly Unimportant 
13% 

Extreme ly Importan t 

Neutral 
25% 

7% 

Moderately Important 
10% 

Slightly Important 
19% 

Thirty-six percent felt the econom ic value for touri sm was importan t to some degree, whereas 39% felt it 
was unimportant to some degree. This question suggests that the Gunnison Sage-grouse may have a 
positive imjpact on the local tourism economy. 
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n=248 

Glad the Gunnison Sage-grouse exists regardles s 
of whether I see one 

Slightly Unirrportant 

4.0% 

Slightly lrrportant 

6.5% 

r.txlerately lrrportant 

16.9% 

r.txlerately 
Unirrportan t 

Not ifTl>ortant at all 
1.6% 

Extremely "l)O rtant 

60.5% 

A majority of respond ents (60%) said the existence of the Gunnison Sage-grouse was extremely important 
to them. Over 80% indicated that the existence of the Gunnison Sage-grouse was importantto some 
degree. Eight percent felt this value was not importa nt to some degree . The responses to this question 
suggest that the grouse holds intrinsic value to many local residents. 

n=248 

The Gunnison Sage-grouse is a symbol 
of Gunnison County 

Moderately 
Unimportani 

7.7% 

Not important at all 
10.5% 

Slightly Unimportant 
7.7% 

16. 1% 

Slightly Important 
16.5% 

Extremely Important 
25.0% 

Moderately Important 
16.5% 

Many respondents (57%) identified the symboli c value of the grouse to the local sense of place as 
important to some degree, whereas 27% felt it wa5 unimportant to some degree. 
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n=-247 

The Gunnison Sage-grouse is an indicator of sagebrush ecosystem 
health 

Moderately 
Unimportant 

3.2% 
Slightly Unimportant __ ___, 

6.0% 

~ ... 6 
Neutral 
15.3% 

' . 
Moderately Important 

17.7% 

Not important at all 
4.8% 

Extremely Important 
42.4% 

A fairly large percentage of respondents (42%) felt the Gunni son Sage-gro use was an extremely important 
indicator of sagebrush ecosystem health, with 7 1 % of responde nts identifying this value as important to 
some degree . Fourteen percent felt the Gunnison Sage-grouse was not an important indicato r of sagebrush 
ecosystem health to some degree, and -15% were neutral. 

n=248 

The Gunnison Sage-grouse has recreational opportunity value 

Extremely Unirrportant 

18.2% 

IVoderately Unirrport ant 
11.7% 

11.3% 

Extremely h'portan t 
10.1% 

Neutral 

25.1% 

9.7% 

Slightly lrrportant 

13.8% 

More respondents felt the Gunnison Sage-grouse did not have recreational value than did. Approximatel y 
41% ofres1pondents felt recreational opportunity value was unimportant to some degree . Thirty -four 
percent felt it was important to some degree and 25% were neutral. These results may indicate the 
proportion of the population with interest in hunting or bird watching. Hunting has been prohibited since 
2000, and bird watching is challenging because the birds are only predictably visible for one month a year 
(Apr il) at o-r before sunrise. 
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n=248 

Scientific value of Gunnison Sage-grouse for research 

Slig htly Unimportant 
2.8% 

Sl ightly Importa nt 
12.6% 

Moderate ly Important 
22.7% 

Extremely Important 
37.2% 

About 36% of respond ents felt scientific value for research was important to some degree and 40% felt it 
wai; unimpu1tant to some degree. 
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Part 4: 

Respond ent's Willin gness to Contribute to Conservation Efforts on Behalf of the 
Gunni son Sage-grouse 

Four questions were devoted to understand ing the community's ability and willingness to help with 
Gunnison Sage-grouse conservat ion efforts. Respondents were not asked to take any action at the present 
time , nor were any type of contributions or donations solicited. The majority of these questions used a 7-
point Likert scale. 

The first question in this sect ion provided five sources where funds may come from to help conserva.tion 
efforts . Respondents were asked the following question: "Sage-grouse conservation efforts may need 
funding, a111d that money can come from a number of sources. On a scale of I to 7, with 1 being strongly 
agree, 4 being neutral , and 7 being strongly disagree, what sources of funds do you think should be used?" 

n=247 

Moderate ly Disagree 
5.7% 

Sales Taxes 
Strongly Agree 

7.3% 

Slightly Disagree 
11.7% 

Moderately Agree 
6.1% 

Slightly Agree 
11.3% 

Halfofres pondents (50%) disagreed to some degree with using sales taxes as a source of funds for Sage­
grouse conservation efforts. Another 26% were neutral and 24% agreed to some degree. Sales tax for 
grouse conservation was unpopular. 

n=247 

Recreational User Fees 
Strongly Disa9ree 

Moderately Disagree 
5.3% 

9.7% 

.c:~,- .. . 

. "· ··• 

Strongly Ag ree 
26.7% 

Slightly Disagree 
5.7% 

··~· <r·_·--->~_-__ · .. 

..... ~. 
. . - . 

Moderately Agree 
22.3% ' . · , 

A total of64% ofrespondents felt recreational user fees would be a good source of funds to some degree. 
Nearly 2/3 of respondents felt that users should pay for the services or recreation that they experience. This 
may indicate that local residents are willing to pay to use the Wawiita Watchable Wildlife site or to use 
local hiking and biking trails in sagebrush areas. Approximately 2 1 % disagreed with recreational user fees 
as a source of funds and 15% were neutral. 
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n=246 

City or County Funds 

Strongly Disagree 
13.8% 

Moderately Disagree 
9.3% 

Sligh tly Disagree 
8.9% 

19.5% 

Strongly Agree 
11.0% 

Moderately Agree 
15.4% 

Slightly Agree 
22 .0% 

Nearly half of respondent s (48%) agreed to some degree that city or county funds would be a good source 
of funds for the sage-grouse conservation efforts. Twenty percent were neutral and 32% disagreed with 
city or county funds as a source of funds. City or county funds were a more popular source of funds than 
general sales tax , but still 50% did not support the use of these funds for sage-grouse conservation. 

n=247 

Private Donations 

• I ... • .. 

I • 

.. :.· : ~ 

• 
_ Moderate ly Agree 

20.6% 

Strongly Disagree 
2.4% 

Strongly Agree 
58.0% 

The highe s;t number of respondents (58%) strongly agreed with the use of private donations as a source of 
funds for girouse conservat ion efforts. All together, 88% agreed with this source of funds to some degree . 
Only 4% diisagreed either slightly or strongly. None of the respondents answered with "moderatel y 
disagr ee." Of the funding mechanisms mentioned jn this survey , private donations are the most popular 
source for grouse conservation efforts. 
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n=247 

State or Fede ral Agency Funds 

Moderate ly Disagree 

3.2% Strongly Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 

4
_9% 

3.2% 

Slightly Agree 

13.0% 

···-.J··V\.•. • I . . 

·., 

........ ... . . 

Strongly Agree 
43.3% 

Again, the highest number of respondents reacted positively to state or federal agency funds being used as a 
sou1cc to help conservation effort s. Approximat ely 43% answered "stron gly agree'' an<l a total of 80% of 
responden1ts agreed to some degree . Only 11 % disagreed to some degree and 9% were neutral. State and 
federal funds were the second most popular source of funding for grouse conservation . 

n=244 

How much would you be willing to donate to Gunni~on 
Sage- grouse conse1vation efforts? 

$21-50 
25.4% 

rrore than $100 

$1-20 
33 .6% 

Respondents were asked how much they might be willing to donate to help with grouse conservation 
efforts . The categories "nothing '' and "$1-20" have close results with 32% and 34%, respectively. Only 
9% of respondents are willing to donate over $50 and the survey shows 25% of respondents would donat e 
$2 1-50. O,ier 2/3 of the community was willing to spend at least $ 1 on grouse conservation , but only 9% 
were willing to spend more than $50 and less than 5% of the community was willing to spend over $100. 
Two-thirds of the community are not willing to spend more than $20. 
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n=246 

Would you be willing to donate your time to the Gunnsison 
Sage-grouse conse nration efforts? 

Strongly Unwilling 
8.9% 

IVbderately Unw Hling 
6.9% 

Slightly Unw ilfing 
5.7% 

29.7% 

Strongly Willing 
15.4% 

M'.lderately Willing 
20.7% 

!\)most half (49%) of the respondents were willing to donate at least some time to the Gunnison Sage­
gro u--:·_ ccr 1-~ervation effort. Twenty -two percent were unwilling to give time to some degree and 29% were 
nc11tral. 

n=249 

Are you willing to limit your use of recreational trails during certain 
seasons tor the Gunniso n Sage-grouse? 

Neutral 
9.2% 

7.6% 

M'.lderately \Nilling 
17.3% 

Strongly Unw Hling 
11.6% 

trongty WiUing 
49.4% 

The highest number of respondent s was strongly willing to limit their use of trails during certain seasons to 
benefit the Gunnison Sage-grouse (50%). About¼ of respondents were willing to change their behavior to 
benefit the Gunni son Sage-grouse. Altogeth er, 16% of respondent s were unwilling to limit their use of 
trails and of those respondents 12% answered strongly unwilling . Evidently, a portion of the community 
strongly op,pose s infringement s on personal rights to use recreational trail s. 
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Part 5: 

Respondent's Desire to Obtain More Information about the Gunnison Sage -grouse 

The next two questions gauge respondent interest in receiving more information about the Gunnison Sage• 
Grouse and what format is best for the information. 

n=29 7 

Are you interested in receiving more information about the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

Slightly uninterested 
16% 

/~--••· : .... 
Strongly interested 

20% 

Moderately 
uninterested 

8% 

Slightly uninterested 
5% 

•"II>·•···· .. 

•
• •• •• 

. < 
: Moderately interested 

23% 

22% Slightly interested 
6% 

Almost half of respondents ( 49%) were interested to some degree in receiving more information. Twenty­
nine percent showed non-interest to some degree and 22% were neutral. These results represent a 
challe nge 1to a comm unity wide conservation effort because only half the community is inter ested in 
learning rntore about the issues. 

n=193 

What is the best format for you to receive further information? 

Speakers or 

Workshops 

6.4% 

Video or rN 
26.0% 

Other 

Internet 

7.2% 

Newsletter 

23.6% 

27.6% 

Those that indicated they were receptive to further information were asked about the best format for it. A 
flyer or paimphlet was the most popular answer closely followed by video/DVD and newsletter. A 
complete list of the "other" category can be found in Appendix F. These results indicate that a variety of 
resources are required to insure that a large proportion of the public has access to information. 
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n=302 

Highest Leve l of Education 

sorre high school 

gradu;.ite degree 

14.6% 

bachelo r's degree 
34.8% 

1.3% 

high school or GED 

16.6% 

associates degree 

3.0% 

sorre college 

29.8% 

Education demo graphics c losely match the 2000 U.S. Census statistics for Gunnison County. According to 
the U.S. Census, 43.6% of Gunnison Cou nty residents have a bachelor 's degree or higher. ln our survey, 
48% of survey respondents have a bachelor's degree or higher . 

How respond ents h:\d first heard about lhc Gunnison Sage-grouse was significantly correlated with their 
education level (P = 0.003). The higher lhe educational level, the more likely the responde nt was to have 
learned about the bird from the local media rather than in the field. Similarly, those with less than a high 
schoo l lev,el of education were less likely to re ly on the local newspaper for their current informat ion about 
the Gunnison Sage-grouse (P = 0.033). Also, the higher the educational level, the fewer times the 
respond ents had seen the Gunnison Sage-grouse (P = 0.009). 

Respondents with more education tended to underestim ate the Gunnison Sage-grouse popu lation, whereas 
those with less education tended to overestimate (P = 0.010). Our survey indicated that residents with less 
than a bachelor's degree were more likely to identify predators as the top threat to Gunnison Sage-grouse 
(P = 0.043). Also, those surveyed who had a minimum ofa bachelors degree were more likely to support 
listing the Gunn ison Sage-grouse as a federally threatened or endangered species (P = 0.029) and were 
more conc,emed if the Gunnison Sage-grouse went extinct (P ""0.0001). Further, surveyees with some 
college were more likely to consider the Gunnison sage -grouse as part of our community's identity (P = 
0.035), they recogni zed lhe grouse as a symbo l of Gunnison County (P = 0.007), and they tended to value 
the beauty of the grouse more than other groups (P = 0.005). Over 95% of the respondents who had a 
college degree thought the existence of the Gunnison Sage-grouse was extremely important. This 
demon stralted a significant correlation between educational level and existence value associated with the 
grouse (P '" 0.00 I). Those surveyed who had at least some college were also more likely to associate 
recreational value (P = 0.006) and scientific value (P = 0.0001), and they were more likely to see the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse as an important indicator of ecosystem health (P = 0.0001 ). 

For funding, responde nts with a college degree were more likely to support the use of state and federal 
funds for g;rouse conservation (P ~ 0.001) . They were also more likely to contribute between $2 1-50, but in 
contrast thi~y were more likely than other educational groupings to not give any financial support (P = 
0.067). We observed a slight trend in the likelihood of donating time to help the grouse and leve l of 
education (P = 0.037), and we observed a relationship between level of education and willingness to limit 
personal use of recreat ion trails (P = 0 .000 I). 

Finally , respondent s with some college and especially those with graduate degree s were most likely to be 
interested in learning more about the Gunnison Sage-grouse (P = 0.000 I). 

In general , higher level of education did not correlate with a better knowledge of Gunnison sage-grouse . 
However, all ten survey questions that referred to values toward sage-grouse were significantly correlated 
with educational level. Those with tilOi •e education tended to associate 1n<)te vaJue toward the Gunnison 
Sage-grous.e. There was a slight trend in the willingness to pay and donate time toward grouse 
conservation efforts with more education. 
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n=3 10 

Managerrent/ 

Professional 

14% 

Ranching/Fa rrrin g/ 

Forestry 

3% 

Occupations 
RetaiVSales 

Other Unel'Tl)loyed 
t'' 

1.8% 
Construction/ 

___ Maintenance 

~ .~•--, 

6% 

-.~.~~ 
12.5% 

. \1,_ , 
~-/&.,i.,.:;. 
~~ ~\\iii' 

. - -· - I 

11.4% 
7.6% 

t-ealth care/Service 

5.6% 

Business O.Vner 

8% 

Respondents were asked "What is your occupation?" in an open-ended question format. For presentation 
in this report, occupational categories were determined by a list from the US Census Bureau website. See 
Appendix G for a complete list of occupational responses. 

n=306 · 

How long have you lived in Gunnison County? 
Less than 1 yr. · Mo/ whole life 

l'v'ore than 20 yr s. 

21% 

9% 

11-20 yrs . 
20% 

5% 

1-5 yrs . 
24% 

21% 

Approximately 4 J % of respondents had lived in Gunnison County between 6-20 years . Thirty percent of 
respondents stated they had lived here more than 20 years or their whole life, whereas 29% of responde nts 
had lived in Gunnison County under 5 years . 

We observed numerous significant correlations between length ofres idency in the Gunnison Basin and 
grouse val Illes and behaviors . As expected, there was a significant correlation in length of residency and 
age (P = 0.0001), so much of the previous discussion on age correlations applies here . Genera lly, those 
respondents who only lived in the county a short time were less familiar with grouse and the issues 
associated with grouse, and were more likely to have a neutral opinion. Long-term resid ents were more 
likely to have a strong opinion about the grouse . 

In general, the only knowledge question that was significantly correlated with residency time was the 
agency that had management authority over the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Those residents who lived in the 
county less than IO years identified federal land management agencies (especially the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service) as the managing authority. Therefore, knowledge of the issues was not significantly tied to length 
of time one lived in the county. However , there was a trend in showing less value for the Gunnison Sage­
grouse and less willingne ss to contribut e time or money as respondents lived in the county longer. 
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n=305 

Where in Gunnison County do you live? 

OUtof town 
34% 

Other 
1% 

0-ested Butte & 
vicinity 

24% 

41% 

"'011)'-one percent of respondents lived in Gunnison and 24% lived in Crested Butte, Mt. Crested Butte or 
Ci'ested Butte South. Over a third (34%) of respondents lived beyond the city limits of Gunni son and 
Crested Butte . The res t (l % ) were classified in the "other" category. 

Where resp ondents lived in the coun ty was also importan t in understandin g their attitudes tow ard Gunnison 
S,ige-grou:se. Tho se res idents of the county who reside out of towns were more likely to have seen the bird 
(P = 0.041 ). Interestingly , those respondents who lived within the Gunnison city limits were less likely to 
be concem ed if the Gunn ison Sage-grouse went extinct (P = 0.008). 

In general , there was no sign ificant correlation between place of residence and knowledge of grouse or 
willingnes:s to contribute time or mon ey to grouse conservation. There was no overa ll trend in the place of 
res idence and values held toward grouse, except for the trend that Gunn ison city residents were less likely 
to be concerned if the grouse went extinct. 
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Part 7: 

Analysis of Non-Respondents 

The same demographic questions were asked to people not willing to do the full survey along with two 
questions 1conceming the Gunnison Sage-grouse . The questions were asked of non-respondents to 
determine if the survey had a non-response bias. The results below show that a significan t non-response 
bias was not observed in this survey. In part , this is due to the small sample of non-respondents (only 1% 
of residents called refused to participate). 

n==J l 

Have you ever heard of the Gunnison Sage-grouse? 

no 

42% 

yes 
58% 

Over half(58%) of the non-respondents said they had heard of the Gunnison Sage Grouse before the 
,1,: . ,;tionna1ire. This compares to 81 % of responde nt~ who had previously heard of the Gunnison Sage­
grouse. 

n= l7 

I think the Gunnison Sage-grous~ should be listed and federally 
protected under the Endanger ed Species Act. 

Strongly Disagree 
18% 

Moderately Diagree 
6% 

24% 

Strong ly Agree 
12% 

Slightly Agree 
12% 

Moderate ly Agree 

28% 

Approxima tely half, 52%, of the non-respond ents agreed with the statement to some degree, while 24% 
disagreed moderatel y or strongly, and 24% were neutral. Of the respondents to the survey, 68% agreed , 
12% disagireed, and 2 1% were neutral. 
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Demogr aphics for Non-Respond ents 

n=l8 

Female 
50% 

Gender 

The results show a split of nine females and nine males. 

n=22 

75-84 yrs. 
5% 

14% 

45-54 yrs. 
18% 

35-44 yrs. 
18% 

Age 

Mlle 
50% 

18-24 yrs. 
18% 

27% 

Almost haJf (45%) of non-respondents were between the ages 18-34 years. Thirty-s ix percent were 
bet~ee n th,e ages of 35-54 years. Approximate ly 19% were between the ages of 55-84 years old. 
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n=22 

HighestLevelofEducation 

Graduate Degree 
14% 

Bachelor 's Degree 
18% 

Sorre College 

36% 

High Schoo VGffi 

27% 

Associate Degree 
5% 

Approximately 36% of non -respondents had some college experience. Thirty-seven percent had rece ived a 
degre e andl 27% had completed high school or a GED. 

Occupations 

The complete list of occupations for the non-responden ts is listed below (n=22). 

Occu1,ation FreQnencv 
Doctor I 

Engineer I 
Firefighter I 

Hom emaker l 
Hou se stainer 1 

Housewife l 
Marketing I 

Mobil home park 1 
owner 
Nurse 1 

Restaurant manager 1 
Retired 3 

S1tore own er I 
Student 3 

Student/brewery I 
Citv of CB I 

Truck driver I 
Unemployed I 

Wife I 
Tota l 22 
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How long have you lived in Gunnison County? 

My whole life 
9% 

l'vbre than 20 yrs . 

9% 

11-20 yrs. 
9% 

14% 

Less than 1 yr. 
27% 

The highest percentage (32%) ofnon-re spondents had lived in Gunnison County between 1-5 years. 
Twenty -seven percent have lived in Gunnison County for less than a year. Approximately 14% have been 
here betw,~en 6-10 years and 9% between 11-20 years. Eighteen percent have lived here more than twenty 
years or their whole life. 

I n""22 

Where in Gunnison County do yo u live ? 

Out of town 
18% 

vicinity 
27% 

Other 
9% 

Gunnison 
46% 

Almost hallf(46%) of non-respondents lived in the town of Gunnison. Approximately 27% lived in Crested 
Butte and the surround ing area (Mt. Crested Butte, Crested Butte South). 18% of noncrespondents lived in 
the county but outside the city limits of Gunnison and Crested Butte. Nine percent were classified in the 
"other" catego ry. 
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Conclus ions 

The Gunn ison commun ity gave an overwhelmi ng approval rating to the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Almos t 
70% of the residents of Gunni son County believed the Gunnison Sage -grouse was an important part of the 
community's identity,-and 80% were concerned if the bird went extinct. Nearly three-fourths (74%) valued 
the beauty of the species. Over 80% thought it was important that the bird existed regard less of whether 
they saw the bird or not. And, 71 % ofrespondents thought the Gunnison Sage-grouse was an important 
indicator of the health of the sagebrush ecosystem. We observed that residents who had positive values 
toward the: Gunnison Sage-grouse were likely to be willing to contribute to conservation efforts. 

However , we identified some gaps. Whereas Gunnison county residents indicated their love for the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse, they did not indicate their willingness to contribute to conservation proportionately. 
Two -third:, ofrespondents were willing to contribute financially, but only 5% were willing to give more 
than $100. Two thirds of residents were not willing to contribute more than $20 (the price of 
approximately one tank of gasoline). Also, while 49% of respondents were willing to donat e time, 51 % 
were unwilling or neutral. 

s fV 1 a ues an ummarvo d Will ineness to ontri ute esponses C .b R 
Questio nmaire Item Negative Positive NeutraJ 

Response Respons e Response 
Should grcmse be listed for federal 12% 67% 21% 
prot ection . 
Concerned! if grouse went extinct 5% 80% 15% 
Grouse is part of community identity 18% 69% 13% 
Grouse is beautiful 12% 74% 14% 
Grouse has economic value for tourism 39% 36% 25% 
Glad U1e girouse exists 8% 84% 8% 
Grouse is symbol of Gunnison County 27% 57% 16% 
Grouse is indicator of sagebrush health 14% 71% 15% 
Grouse has recreationa l value 41% 34% 25¾ 
Grou se ha s scientifi c value 40% 35% 24% 
Use sales tax to fund grouse conservation 50% 24% 26% 
Use recreation fees for grous e conservation 21% 64% 15% 
Use city or county funds for grous e 32% 48% 20% 
conservation 
Use private funds for grouse conservation 4% 88% 8% 
Use state/foderal funds for grouse 11% 80% 9% 
conservation 
Donate per sona l time to grouse conservati on 22% 49% 29% 
Donat e personal income to grouse 32% 68% NIA 
conservation 
Limit trail ·use for grouse conservation 16% 75% 9% 
Want to learn more about grouse issues 29% 49% 22% 

Positive responses were below 50% for economic, scientific, and recreational value of the Gunnison Sage­
grouse . Furth er, low positive responses were associated with use of sales tax and city and county funds to 
pay for Gunnison Sage -grouse conservation activities. About half the respondents were willing to donate 
personal time to the grouse conservation effort and similarly less than half the community apparently wants 
to learn mc,re about the conservation issues associated with the Gunnison Sage-grouse . 

Gunnison County is relatively young compared to other counties in Colorado and highly educa ted. We 
found a positiv e correlation between educational status and positive values held toward the Gunnison Sage­
grouse. Interestingly, there was no correlation between educational level and knowledge about Gunnison 
Sage-grouse. The survey results may indicate that education plays an important role in shaping our 
society's values toward other species. 
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Appendix A: Survey with Results 

Gunnison Sage Grouse Survey 
Phone Survey 

I'm a student calling from Western State College . We're conducting a brief survey about the Gunnison 
Sage Grouse . W ould you be willin g to take a few minut es to give your opinions? 

87.1% Yes, 12.9% No 

It takes about IO minutes, your respons es will be strictly confidential, and we're not asking for any money , 
only your opinions. Let' s begin! 

1. Have you ever heard of the Gunnison Sage-Grouse before this call? 
• 81.6% Yes 
• 18.4% No 

2- \~lb ere did you first hear about the Gunni son Sage-Grous e? 
• 17.6% Friend or relative 
• 20 .0% Loe.al newspaper • 3.3% Other media like video, television, radio 
• 3 .3% Journals or magazine articles • 12. 7% Classes / educational setting 
• 29 .4% Experience seeing grouse in tJ1e field 
• 13,9% Other 

3. Curr ently , what is your main source for information about the bird ? 
• 14.2% Friend or relative • 38.9% Loc al newspap er 
• 5.4% Other media like video, television , radio • 4.6% Journals or magazine articl es 
• I 0.0% Classes / educational setting 
• 14.2% Experience seeing grouse in the field (if respons e = 6, skip to question #5) • 1.3% Just living here 
• l l.3 % Other 

4. Have you ever s_een a Gunnison Sage-Grouse? 
• 70.2% Yes 
• 29.8% No (If no, go to question #7) 

5. How many times have you seen one ? 
• 24.9% I - 2 times 
• 14.9% 3 - 5 times 
• l 1.0% 6 - 10 times 
• 49.2% more than 10 times 
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6. How confident are you that you can correctly iden tify a Gunnison Sage-Grouse in the field? 
• 47.0% extremely confident 
• 19.9% moderately confident 
• 19.9% slightly confident 
• 13.3% not confident at all 

7. How would you describe yourself in relation to the Sage-Gro use? 
• 38.8% I have a general interest 
• 9.3% Sage-Grouse watcher 
• 15.6% Former grouse hunter • 11.4% Landowner with grouse habitat 
• 19.4% None of the above 
• 5.5% Other 

Now I'll be presenting a series of questions t.o gauge your level of knowledge about the Gunnison 
Sage-Grouse. Please provide your best answer even if yon aren't sure. (The correct answers to this 
section are bold.) 

8. Currently the Gunnison Sage-Grouse inhabits: 
• .8% 32 of the lower 48 states 
• 12.1 % 11 states in the intermountain west 
• 33.6% Colorado and Utah 
• 53.4% Gunnison County only 

9. Approximately how many of the birds are alive today? 
• 11.7% 100 • 61.9% 3,000 
• 53.4% 20,000 
• .8% a rnillion 

10. What do you think are the top two threats to Sage-Grouse? (1st threat%, 2nd threat%) 
• 20 .3%, 14.1% Predators like house cats or eagles 
• 51.5%, 16. 7% Habitat loss from residential building, roadways, etc. 
• 16.2%, 17 .9% Natura l processes like drought, fire, or disease 
• 4.6%, 15.4% Livestock grazing 
• I . 7%, 16.2% Recreation activities 
• 4.6%, 14.1% Competing wildlife 
• · 1.2%, 5.6% Something else 

11. What agency has legal authority to manage the Sage-Grouse in this county? 
• 4.5% U.S. Forest Servic e 
• 13.4% U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• 9.3% The Bureau of Land Management 
• 72 .9% The Colorado Division of Wildlife 

12. How is the Gunnison Sage -Grouse classified under the Endangered Spec ies Act? 
• 2 1.8% Endanger ed • 45. 7% Threatened 
• 20 .2% Candidate species 
• 12.3% No conservation status 

The nnt series of questions will explore your values toward the Sage-Grouse. 

J 3. Do you agree, disagree, or feel neutral about the following statement: I think the Gunnison Sage­
Grouse should be listed and federally protected under the Endangered Species Act. Is that 
strongly , moderately , or slightly [ dis ]agree? 
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• 36.0% Strongly agree 
• 23.5% Moderately agree 
• 7. 7% Slightly agree 
• 20.6% Neutral 
• 2.4% Slightly disagree 
• 4 .9% Moderate ly disagree 
• 4.9% Stron gly disagree 

14 . lfthe bird became extinct today, would you be concerne d, unconcerned or neutral? Would that be 
extremely , moderately, or slightly [un]concemed? 

• 42 .3% Extreme ly concerned 
• 28 .6% Moderately concerned 
• 9.3% Slightly conc erned 
• 14.9% Neutral 
• .8% Slightly unconcerned 
• 2.4% Moderately unconcerned 
• 1.6% Extreme ly unconcerned 

15. Do you agree, disagree , or fee l neutral about this statemen t The Gunnison Sage-Grouse is part of 
my comm unity's identity. Is that strongly, moderately, or slightly (dis]agree? 

• 34 .3% Strongly agree 
• 2 1.4% Moderately agree 
• 12.9% Slightly agree 
• 13.3% Neutral 
• 2.4% Slightl y disagree 
• 7.7% Moderately disagree 
• 8.1 % Strong ly disagre e 

16. I have a list of values that the Sage-Grouse may have for you . On a scale of I to 7, with one being 
eJ<tremely important, 4 being neutral, and 7 being not important at all, how would you rate these 
values? 

Extremely Moderately Slightly Neutral Slightly Moderately 
lmnortant - ·· lmnortant Important Unimoortant Unimportant 

Economic va lue for tourism 7.3% 9 .7% 19.0% 24 .2% 13.3% 8.5% 

Beauty of the specie:s 38.9% 22.3% 12 .6% 13.8% 4.9% 4.5% 

Glad they exist regardless of whether I 60 .5% 16.9% 6.5% 8.1% 4.0% 2.4% 
see one 
Symbol of Gunnison, County 25.0% 16.5% 16.5% 16.1% 7.7% 7.7% 

Indicator of the sagelbrush ecosystem 42.3% 17.7% 
health 

10.5% 15.3% 6.0% 3.2% 

Recreationa l Opportunity Value 10 .1% 9.7% 13.8% 25 .1% 11.3% 11.7% 
Scientifi c Value for research 37 .2% 22.7% 12.6% 13 .8% 2.8% 5.7% 
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Sales Tax 

I hav,e a few questions about what you might be willing to do to help the Gunnison Sage-Grouse . 
RemEimber that I am not asking you to take any action or donate, nor will your name be 
assoc iiated with your responses in any way . 

17. Sage-Gro use conserva tion efforts may need funding, and that money can come from a number of 
sources. On a scale of I to 7, with 1 being strongly agree , 4 being neutra l, and 7 being strongly 
d. I ffi d d thi ik b 1sagree, w 1at sources o un s oyou I should e used? 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neutral Slightly Moderately 
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
7.3% 6.1% 11.3% 25.5% 11.7% 5.7% 

Recreational user foes for bird 26 .7% 22.3% 15.4% 15.0% 5.7% 5.3% 
watchers 
City or County funds 11.0% 15.4% 22.0% 19.5% 8.9% 9.3% 
Private Donations 57.9% 20.6% 9 .3% 7.7% 2.0% 0.0% 
State or Federal agency funds 43.3% 23.9% 13.0% 8.5% 3.2% 3.2% 

18. How much would you be willing to donate to Sage-Grouse conse rvation efforts? 
• 31.6% I woul d not be willing to donat e anything 
• 33 .6% $1 - 20 
0 25.4% $21 - 50 
• 4.1% $51-100 
• 5.3% More than $ 100 

19. Are you willing, unwilling, or neutral about giving of your time to help with the conservation 
effort? Is that extreme ly, mod erate ly, or slightly [un]willin g? 

• 15.4% Strongly willing 
• 20.7% Modera tely willing 
• 12.6% Sligh tly willing 
• 29 .7% Neutra l • 5. 7% Slightly unwilling 
• 6.9% Modera tely unwillin g • 8.9% Strongly unwilling 

20. Wou ld you be willing , unwillin g, or neutra l to limit your use ofre creational trai ls durin g certain 
seasons for the Sage-Grouse? Is that extremely, moderately , or slightly [un]willing? 

• 49.4% Strong ly willing 
• 17.3% Mod era tely willing 
• 7. 6% Slightly willing 
• 9.2% Ne utral 
• 2.4% Slightly unwilling 
• 2.4% Mod erately unwill ing 
• 11.6% Strong ly unwillin g 

2 1. Are you in teres ted , unint eres ted, or neutra l about receiving more information about the Gunnison 
Sag e-Grouse? Is that extremely, moderately , or slightly [un]in terested? 

• 19.9% Stron gly interested • 23.2 % Mod erately interested • 6.1 % Slightly inte rested 
• 2 1.9% Neutral • 5.4% Slightly uninterested (If uninterested , go to intro for question #23) 
• 7.7% Moderately wiinte rested • 15.8% Stron gly uninter es ted 
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22. What would be the best format for you to receive further information? 
}> 44.6% Newsletter 
)> 17. I% Flyer or pamphlet 
}• 23.8% Internet or e-mail 
)• 2.1% Video or DVD 
}> 4.1 % Speakers or workshops 
>• 8 .3% Something else 

[

Jave you ever heard of the Gunnison Sage-Grouse before this call? 
• 58.1% Yes ASK TIDS ONLY OF NON-RESPONDE NTS!! 
• 41.9% No [If no, DO NOT ask question #29] 

No w I need to ask you just a few questions about yourself , and we 'll be done . 

24. How Jong have you lived in Gunnison County? 
>" 6. 7% Less than I year 
>· 25.0% I - 5 years 
>• 20.4 % 6 - 10 years 
};, 19.2% 11 - 20 years 
>· 19.8% More than 20 ye:m 
>" 8.8% My whole life 

25 Do you mind ifl ask how old you are? 
>' 13.5% 18 - 24 years 
>' 21.8% 25 - 34 years 
>' 23.0% 35 - 44 years 
};, 17.8% 45 - 54 years 
};• 17.2% 55 - 64 years 
};• 4 .3% 65 - 74 years 
};• I .8% 75 - 84 years 
};• .6% 85 years or older 

26. What is your occupation? (type in response) 
•· 8.0% Business owner 
)· 6.0% Construction/Maintenance 
•· 7.6% Educat ion 
•· 5.6% Health care/Service 
•· 14.0% Management/Professional 
•· 3.0% Ranch/ Farming/For estry 
•· 11.0% Retail/Sales 
•· 12.5% Retired 
•· 11.4% Student 
•· 1.8% Unemployed 
•· 19.3% Other 

27. 'What is your level of education? 
•· 1.2% less than high school 
•· 17.3% high school or equival ent 
•· 3 .1 % associa tes degree 
• 30.2% some colle ge 
• 33.6% ba chelor' s degree 
• 14.5% graduate degr ee (master's degree or higher) 
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28. Do you live in town or out of town? Where? 
);• 41.3% Gunnison 
>• 24.5% Crested Butte and vicinity 
~• 32.7% Out of town 
);• 1.5% Other 

29. One last question : Do you agree, disagree, or feel neutral about the following statement: I think 
the Gunnison Sage-Grouse should be listed and federally protected under the Endangered Species 
Act. Is that strongly, moderatel y, or slightl y [dis]agree'? 
)· 11.8% Strongly agree ASK THIS ONLY OF NON-RESPONDENTS!! 
)i.· 29.4% Moderately agree 
)· 11.8% Slightly agree 
•· 23.5% Neutra l 
•· 0.0% Slightly disagree 
•· 5.9% Modera tely disagree •· 17 .6% Strongly disagree 

1'hanlk you for your time in completing the survey. If you want more informati on about 
Gunnison Sage-Grouse or if you want to receive the results of this survey, contact Sisk-a-dee at 
641-3'!)59. Good night. 

(If respo ndents would like to make written comments or have questions, they can also e-mail Sisk-a­
dee at ;nfo@siskadec .org. Sun,ey results will also be published in local newspapers) 

30. Sex :· 56.7% Male 43.3% Female 
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Appendix B 

How did you first hear of the Gunnison Sage Grouse? From the "other" category. 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulativ e 
Percen t 

Valid 34 1 95.8 95.8 95.8 
Chicago 1 .3 .3 96.1 
County 1 .3 .3 96 .3 

Don't remember 3 .8 .8 97.2 
DOW 1 .3 .3 97 .5 

HCCA 1 .3 .3 97 .8 
Jessic a Young 4 I.I 1.1 98.9 

Job I .3 .3 99.2 
Kid I .3 .3 99.4 

Sisk-a-dee 1 .3 .3 99.7 
Sue Navy, HCCA I .3 .3 100.0 

Total 356 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix C 

What is your main source for information now? From "other" category . 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumu lative 
Percent 

Valid 326 91.6 91.6 91.6 
BLM areas I .3 .3 91.9 

"I see them" I .3 .3 92.l 
Brad Phelps I .3 .3 92.4 

DOW 2 .6 .6 93 .3 
Everywhere I .3 .3 93.5 

HCCA 3 --- .8 .8 94.4 
Internet I .3 .3 94.7 

Jessica Youn~ 2 .6 .6 95 .2 
Job I .3 .3 95.5 

Kev in Alexand er l .3 .3 95.8 
None 9 2.6 2.6 98.4 

Organizations l .3 .3 98.7 
Park 1 .3 .3 98.9 

Plaque out of town 1 .3 .3 99.2 
Sue Navy I .3 .3 99.4 

Survey I .3 .3 99.7 
Word of mouth I .3 .3 100.0 

Total 356 100.0 100.0 
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AppenidixD 

How would you describe yourself in relation to the Gunnison Sage Grouse? 
From "other" category 

Frequen cy Percent Valid Percent 

Valid 342 96.l 96. l 
Care less 1 .3 .3 

Casual I .3 .3 
Co-community I .3 .3 

member 
Concerned hunter I .3 .3 

Conservationist 1 .3 .3 
Hiker 1 .3 .3 

Hunted 1 .3 .3 
Hunter 1 .3 .3 

Know about 1 .3 .3 
Land surveyor I .3 .3 
Present hunter 1 .3 .3 

Specific interes t I .3 .3 
Vague ly familiar I .3 .3 

Work I .3 .3 
Total 356 100.0 100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

96.1 
96.3 
96.6 
96.9 

97.2 
97.5 
97.8 
98.0 
98.3 
98.6 
98.9 
99.2 
99.4 
99.7 
100.0 
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Appendix E 

Threats to, the Gunnison Sage Grouse: "other" category 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulativ e 
Percent 

Valid 344 96 .6 96 .6 96.6 
Alli of the above 3 .8 .8 97.5 

Critica l #'s to sustain 1 .3 .3 97 .8 
viable population 

Crows, coyotes l .3 .3 98.0 
Cro ws, sonic booms I .3 .3 98.3 

from airport 
Development l .3 .3 98.6 

DOW has and burns l .3 .3 98.9 
amd it destroys 

Hunting 2 .6 .6 99 .4 
Me:eting species l .3 .3 99 .7 

Nothing else I .3 .3 100.0 
To tal 356 100 .0 100.0 
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Appendix F 

What is the best forma t for you to receive further informa tion? 
From "o th er" category 

Frequ ency Per cent 

Va lid 333 93 .5 
All 5 1.4 

Don't wan t it 2 .6 
Ma il 9 2.5 

Newspaper 1 .3 
None 2 .6 

Own source s I .3 
Reading ma terials I .3 

Sisk-a-dee 1 .3 
More: than eno ugh I .3 

To tal 356 100.0 --- -

Valid Perce nt Cumu lative 
Percent 

93 .5 93.5 
1.4 94.9 
.6 95 .5 

2.5 98.0 
.3 98.3 
.6 98.9 
.3 99.2 
.3 99.4 
.3 99 .7 
.3 100.0 

100.0 
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Appendix G 

1bi s is a c,omplcte list of occupations for respondents. 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 5 1.6 1.6 1.6 
I ' 1 grade teacher I .3 .3 1.9 

Accountant 3 1.0 1.0 2.9 
Administrative assistant 1 .3 .3 3.2 

Administration I .3 .3 3.5 
Administrator l .3 .3 3.9 

Artist 2 .6 .6 4.5 
Ass istant pastor I .3 .3 4 .8 

Attorney 1 .3 .3 5.2 
Automechanic l .3 .3 5.5 

Avon representative 1 .3 .3 5.8 
Bank 1 .3 .3 6.1 

Bartender 2 .6 .6 6.8 
Biologist 2 .6 .6 7.4 

l!Juilding management 1 .3 .3 7.7 
Business 2 .6 .6 8.4 

Business man 1 .3 .3 8.7 
Business owner 6 2.0 2.0 10.6 
Cabi net maker 1 .3 .3 11.0 

Campground manager 1 .3 .3 11.3 
Care giver I .3 .3 11.6 
Carpenter 5 1.6 1.6 13.2 

Carpenter/guide l .3 .3 13.5 
Cashier 1 .3 .3 13.9 

Chef l .3 .3 14.2 
City employee 1 .3 .3 14.5 

City finance department I .3 .3 14.8 
Civil engineer I .3 .3 15.2 

College administrator 1 .3 .3 15.5 
Commerc ial broker 1 .3 .3 15.8 

Construc tion 10 3.2 3.2 19.0 
Consu ltan t 1 .3 .3 19.4 

Contact em I .3 .3 19.7 
Contractor 6 2.0 2.0 21.6 

Cook 3 1.0 1.0 22.6 
CPA 2 .6 .6 23 .2 

Craftsman I .3 .3 23.5 
Dad/mechan ic I .3 .3 23. 9 

Daycare 1 .3 .3 24.2 
Dentist I .3 .3 24.5 

Designer 1 .3 . 3 24.8 . 
Director of Extended Studies 1 .3 .3 25.2 

Director ofln terna l Affairs 1 .3 .3 25 .5 
Dir ector of Operations 1 .3 .3 25.8 

Doctor assistant I .3 .3 26.1 
Dri ver I .3 .3 26.5 
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Drywall installer 1 .3 .3 26 .8 
Educat ion 2 .6 .6 27.4 

Edu cation administra tion I .3 .3 27.7 
Electrician-re tired 1 .3 .3 28 .1 

Elecitrician/b usiness owner 1 .3 .3 28.4 
EMT 1 .3 .3 28 .7 

Engineer 1 .3 .3 29.0 
Faciliti es manager I .3 .3 29.4 

Financ ial coordinato r 1 .3 .3 29 .7 
IF ire chief (WSC grad) 1 .3 .3 30.0 

Fishing wide 2 .6 .6 31.0 
Fla!!l!er 1 .3 .3 31.3 

Forest service 1 .3 .3 3 1.6 
Garage door installer 1 .3 .3 3 1.9 

Gas station 1 .3 .3 32 .6 
General contractor 2 .6 .6 32.9 

Geolog ist I .3 .3 33.2 
Graph ic design I .3 .3 33.5 

Grocery clerk I .3 .3 33 .9 
Gunni road & brid ge I .3 .3 34 .2 

Handyma n I .3 .3 34.5 
Health care provid er I .3 .3 34.8 

Heavy equipment operator 1 .3 .3 35 .8 
Hom emaker 3 1.0 1.0 36. 1 

Horse train er (bio loev degree) I .3 .3 36.5 
Hote l 1 .3 .3 37 .4 

Housewife/moth er I .3 .3 37.7 
Hou sewiife/teach skiin g/florist 1 .3 .3 38 .1 

Housewife/bio log ist l .J .3 38 .4 
Hou sewife 5 1.6 1.6 39.0 

Insurance agent 2 .6 .6 39.7 
Kitchen manager I .3 .3 40 .0 

' Laborer I .3 .3 40.3 
Land surveyor 3 1.0 1.0 41.3 

Land scape 1 .3 .3 41. 6 
Lawyer I .3 .3 41.9 

Librar ian 1 .3 .3 42.3 
Maintenance 2 .6 .6 42.9 

Mana ger 1 .3 .3 43.2 
Manager (@ CB Mto . 1 .3 .3 43.5 

Manages condo 1 .3 .3 43.9 
Manageme nt l .3 .3 44 .2 

Marketing l .3 .3 44.5 
Mayo r of CB l .3 .3 44.8 

Mecha nic 2 .6 .6 45 .5 
Menta l health 1 .3 .3 45.8 

Mom I .3 .3 46. 1 
Mom/ sled tour 1 .3 .3 46 .5 

Mortgage broker 1 .3 .3 46 .8 
Musician l .3 .3 47. 1 

No n-profit consultant I .3 .3 47.4 
NPS emplo yee 1 .3 .3 47.7 

Nurse 1 .3 .3 48.J 
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Outdoor educator l .3 .3 48 .4 
Own business 1 .3 .3 48.7 

Own construction company l .3 .3 49 .0 
Paint technic iai 1 .3 .3 49.4 

Painter · l .3 .3 49.7 
Paradise cafe I .3 .3 50.0 

Para legal l .3 .3 50.3 
Parks/rec l .3 .3 50.6 

Psycho logist 1 .3 .3 51.0 
Phys ician I .3 .3 51.3 

Plumber I .3 .3 51.6 
Police-neighborhood I .3 .3 51.9 

Po lice department 1 .3 .3 52.3 
Probation officer I .3 .3 52.6 

Professor I .3 .3 52.9 
Property manager I .3 .3 53.2 

Rancher 4 1.3 1.3 54.5 
Real estate 2 .6 .6 55.2 

Real tor l .3 .3 55.5 
Resort owner 1 .3 .3 55.8 

Resort sale 1 .3 .3 56 .1 
Retail 2 .6 .6 56.7 

Retail/sales 1 .3 .3 57.0 
Retired 33 10.6 10.6 67.7 

Retired/real estate 1 .3 .3 68 .l 
Retired executive 1 .3 .3 68.4 

Retired po liceman l .3 .3 68.7 
Retired teacher l .3 .3 69.0 
Retired trucker 1 .3 .3 69.4 

Safeway I .3 .3 69.7 
Sales 3 1.0 1.0 70 .6 

Sandwich artist I .3 .3 71.0 
School teacher 1 .3 .3 71.3 

Scientist 1 .3 .3 71.6 
Security 1 .3 .3 71.9 

Self employed 12 3.8 3 .8 75.8 
Sheriff deuartment I .3 .3 76.1 

Shop keeper I .3 .3 76.5 
Ski instructor 1 .3 .3 76 .8 

Ski reso11 1 .3 .3 77.1 
Ski tech/writer l .3 .3 77.4 

Skiing/rea l estate 1 .3 .3 77.7 
Small busin ess l .3 .3 78.1 
Socia l worker 1 .3 .3 78.4 

Software programmer I .3 .3 78.7 
Student 33 10.6 10.6 89.4 

Student/asst.manager 1 .3 .3 89.7 
Student/food service I .3 .3 90.0 

Student/business owne r 1 .3 .3 90.3 
Sub teacher l .3 .3 90.6 
SW stocker I .3 .3 91.0 
Taxidermist 1 .3 .3 91.3 

Teacher 10 3.2 3.2 94.5 
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Technolo!!v 1 .3 .3 94.8 
Tore coord inator I .3 .3 95.2 

Unemployed 5 1.6 1.6 96.8 
Waitres s I .3 .3 97.1 

Wife 4 1.3 1.3 98.4 
Wilderness therapist I .3 .3 98.7 

Wood worker 2 .6 .6 99.4 
WSC academic advisor I .3 .3 99.7 

WSC teacher I .3 .3 100.0 
Total 310 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix H: Comments from Survey 

1 discouraged about sage grouse because we've done so much work and they seem to be still dying 
off. .... 

2 great survey, good luck 
3 used surveys doing work with sisk-a-dee 
4 feel people go overboard 
5 doesn't care but hopes they do not go extinct 
6 spends many months in the woods and says he is not the only one who has seen several bums that 

have destroyed nesting areas. Says the birds are not afraid of you and will come around you. 
7 glad 1they survey is present 
8 sorry the drought is hurtin g them so badly , county should come up with plan for watching the birds . 
9 glad we're doing it, and hopes survey helps in helping g.s.g 
10 has t.vo bacpelor 's degrees in biology and has worked for BLM with habitat restoration for the grouse 

before having her new baby. 
11 hunte:r 
12 said " I hunt the damn things" 
13 lives here and in Arizona 
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