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Abstract 
 

This study examined Duluth area (Minnesota, USA) elementary school 

teachers’ perceptions regarding the school-based environmental education (EE) 

programs provided by the non-profit organization Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory 

(HRBO). A total of 76 Duluth area teachers participated in the study by 

completing a questionnaire. The influence of motivations and barriers on 

teachers’ decisions to select or not select HRBO were described. Additionally, 

teachers’ needs and desired changes regarding HRBO offerings were identified. 

Teachers’ perceptions and use of other local, nonformal EE providers were also 

addressed in this study.  Factors guiding decisions regarding EE programming in 

general were described. Results were used to make recommendations that can 

guide future programming efforts at HRBO including increasing advertising, 

displaying program connection to academic standards, and providing more 

opportunities for in-classroom programming. Results also offer insight that may 

be useful to other nonformal EE providers such as the barriers teachers are 

experiencing across organizations and the overall value placed on EE by 

teachers in the community. 
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Chapter 1 
 

Introduction 

Background 

 Duluth, Minnesota is home to Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve, one of the 

premier raptor migration hotspots in North America.  Hawk Ridge Bird 

Observatory (HRBO) is a non-profit organization that manages the reserve with a 

mission to protect birds of prey and other migratory birds in the Western Lake 

Superior Region through research, education, and stewardship. Each fall, HRBO 

migration counters, interpreters, and naturalists document the migration and 

educate visitors about birds. Visitors from all 50 states and over 40 countries 

have traveled to Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve in the fall to observe the migration 

(HRBO, 2017).   

Along with education programs for the public, HRBO offers on-site 

environmental education (EE) programs for school groups ranging from 

kindergarten to college classes during the fall migration season.  They also offer 

in-classroom/off-site EE programs year-round.  Programs are designed for 

specific grade levels, and typically involve live bird demonstrations.  Scholarships 

and bus funds are available for school groups traveling to Hawk Ridge, and 

program fees are comparable to other nonformal EE providers in the area. HRBO 

programs provide students with an opportunity to learn about and interact with 

birds in a local, dynamic setting. In addition, EE programs are a source of funding 

for the organization. Therefore, it is important to understand Duluth area 
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teachers’ perceptions of HRBO education programs and to learn what would 

make them as valuable and accessible as possible. 

The Duluth area, in terms of this study, consists of the cities of Duluth, 

Proctor, and Hermantown. Duluth is situated on the edge of Lake Superior, with 

Proctor and Hermantown to the west. Hawk Ridge is located on the north end of 

Duluth (See Figure 1). The Duluth area is rich with opportunities to engage in 

outdoor activities including hiking, skiing, and biking. Additionally, there are 

several organizations that provide nonformal EE programming for schools. Along 

with HRBO, providers include the Great Lakes Aquarium, the Lake Superior Zoo, 

Boulder Lake Environmental Learning Center and Hartley Nature Center. 

 

Figure 1. Map of the Duluth Area. Locations of Duluth, Proctor, and Hermantown 
are outlined in red. Hawk Ridge is starred (Google Maps, 2017). 
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Several studies have indicated the positive effects of EE field trips, or out-

of-school learning, on students’ knowledge and attitudes towards science and the 

environment (DeWitt & Storksdieck, 2008; Falk & Dierking, 1997; Rennie & 

McClafferty, 1995). Much of this research has focused on informal education 

experiences at museums and zoos, where the formal school teacher is facilitating 

the learning. This study differs from the existing body of research by focusing on 

nonformal education experiences where a naturalist or educator plans and 

teaches a lesson, as opposed to the formal classroom teacher facilitating the 

learning.  

Teachers’ views on the key factors influencing the success of field trips 

have been identified in the literature and include curriculum fit, as well as 

perceived value of the experience. (Anderson & Zhang, 2003; Jamison, 1998). 

Teachers may be motivated to select field trip programs with intentions of 

connecting with classroom curriculum, providing a learning experience, 

encouraging life-long learning, enhancing interest and motivation, providing new 

experiences, providing a change in routine, enjoyment, and meeting school 

expectations (Kisiel, 2005). 

While many teachers may be motivated to provide students with 

nonformal EE experiences (whether in or out of the classroom), they often face 

barriers to doing so.  Research has identified common barriers that teachers 

encounter while planning field trips, such as transportation, cost, and time 

(Michie, 1998). Additionally, barriers to implementing EE in schools in general 

have been identified (Ham and Sewing,1988; Simmons, 1988). Barriers may vary 
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with individual teachers and can differ between school districts and regions. In 

addition, much of the research on barriers is from the 1980’s and 90’s. This study 

is focused on the barriers that Duluth area teachers are currently facing. 

There are several options for teachers seeking nonformal EE programs in 

the Duluth area, so it is important to understand which options they are choosing 

and why. Communicating with teachers to better understand their motivations 

and barriers in terms of choosing nonformal EE programming could help HRBO 

and other local providers shape their programs to better meet teacher needs and 

expectations. 

Purpose Statement and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to examine Duluth area elementary school 

teachers’ perceptions regarding the school-based EE programs provided by 

HRBO, as well as their perceptions regarding nonformal EE programs offered 

within the community.  This information can guide future programming efforts at 

HRBO and offer insight that may be useful to other nonformal EE providers.  The 

following questions were addressed in this research: 

1) Are teachers aware of the EE programs for schools provided by HRBO?   

a. If so, what is their understanding of what is offered? 

2) Have teachers utilized HRBO EE programming in the past? 

a. If so, what were their motivations for choosing HRBO as their 

nonformal EE provider? 

b. If not, what barriers have prevented them from doing so? 
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c. What do teachers perceive is needed for them to utilize current 

HRBO program offerings? 

d.  What changes could be made to make programs more appealing? 

3) Which EE providers or programs, if any, do teachers utilize? 

a. In what ways are teachers using their EE provider(s)? 

b. Why are teachers choosing their selected EE provider(s)? 

4) What guides teachers’ decisions regarding in and out of classroom 

nonformal education programming relating to the environment? 

Significance 

This study provides an understanding of teachers’ awareness and 

perceptions of the school programs offered by HRBO.  In addition, the barriers 

and motivations that Duluth area teachers encounter when considering utilizing 

HRBO as a nonformal EE provider are addressed. Based on this information, 

recommendations for HRBO regarding its school programs are provided.  

Recommendations can help the nonprofit organization focus limited resources on 

aspects of school programs that are of greatest importance to teachers. These 

recommendations could potentially lead to more teachers selecting HRBO as a 

provider and ultimately a greater number of students participating in valuable 

learning experiences. Identifying which EE providers teachers are choosing and 

why provides some insight in to the overall status of nonformal EE in schools of 

the Duluth area, and has implications for area providers to consider moving 

forward. Ultimately, this study allows for teachers’ opinions to be expressed, 
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generating information that providers can use to guide their programming 

accordingly. 

Definition of Terms 

 The following are key terms that are used throughout this study: 

Environmental Education: a learning process that increases people’s 

knowledge and awareness about the environment and associated challenges, 

develops the necessary skills and expertise to address these challenges, and 

fosters attitudes, motivations, and commitments to make informed decisions and 

take responsible action (UNESCO, 1978).  Further, Environmental education is 

aimed at producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable concerning the biophysical 

environment and its associated problems, aware of how to help solve these 

problems, and motivated to work toward their solution (Stapp, 1969).  

Formal Education: The hierarchically structured, chronologically graded 

“educational system,” running from primary school through the university and 

including, in addition to general academic studies, a variety of specialized 

programs and institutions for full-time technical and professional training 

(Coombs, 1973). 

 Nonformal Education:  Any organized educational activity outside the 

established formal system-whether operating separately or as an important 

feature of some broader activity-that is intended to serve identifiable learning 

clientele and learning objectives (Coombs, 1973). 



7 
 

 Informal Education: The truly lifelong process whereby every individual 

acquires attitudes, values, skills and knowledge from daily experience and the 

educative influences and resources in his or her environment-from family and 

neighbors, from work and play, from the marketplace, the library and the mass 

media (Coombs, 1973). 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

Environmental Education 

The Tbilisi Declaration (1978), one of the founding documents of EE, 

states that the ultimate goal of EE is “to enable people to understand the 

complexities of the environment and the need for nations to adapt their activities 

and pursue their development in ways which are harmonious with the 

environment” (p.12). Therefore, EE plays a crucial role in creating a sustainable 

future with citizens who practice responsible environmental behavior. Hungerford 

& Volk (1990) used the objectives of the Tbilisi Declaration to describe an 

environmentally responsible citizen as someone who has:  

• an awareness of the environment and its problems,  

• a basic understanding of the environment and its problems, 

• feelings of concern for the environment,  

• skills for identifying and solving environmental problems, 

•  and active involvement in resolving environmental problems. 

Achieving the goals and objectives of EE is not a small task, and the best 

approaches are still evolving. Some of the issues EE has faced include the lack 

of total integration in to all subjects, the use of activity guides without long-term 

thinking, focusing on activism instead of action, and a lack of educator training 

(Knapp, 2000). To be successful, EE must be relevant, holistic, value-oriented, 

issue-based, action-oriented, and critical education (Tilbury, 1995). EE should be 
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integrated in to education and society in different forms including formal, 

nonformal, and informal education to be the most effective and to accommodate 

different learning styles (Orion & Hofstein, 1994). 

Environmental Education and Schools 

One avenue toward achieving the goals of EE is programming for schools.  

EE can be integrated in to school curriculums in a variety of forms. Four broad 

approaches include infusing EE in to existing curricular goals, imposing it as a 

required topic, inserting a special class or course, and framing EE as a topic to 

unify all subject areas (EETAP Resource Library, 2004). Bringing EE in to 

schools has resulted in improved academic test scores across subjects, as well 

as greater environmental knowledge among students (Bartosh, Tudor, Ferguson, 

& Taylor, 2006; Farmer, Knapp, & Benton, 2007; Haines & Kilpatrick, 2007; Volk 

& Cheak, 2003). Other student outcomes of comprehensive and systemic forms 

of EE include the development of critical thinking and community problem solving 

skills (Birdsall, 2010; Bodzin, 2008; Ernst & Monroe, 2004; Volk & Cheak, 2003).  

Environmental education in schools has led to innovative changes in teaching 

instruction and learning environments that appeal to students with different 

abilities and backgrounds ( Blatt, 2013; Bodzin, 2008; Ernst & Monroe, 2004; 

Haines & Kilpatrick, 2007; Schneller, 2008). 

Barriers to Environmental Education in Schools 

Despite the evidence of the positive outcomes of implementing EE in 

schools, there are challenges to doing so. As Stevenson (2007) argues, the 

traditional structure and purposes of schools are often contradictory to the action-
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oriented goals of EE. Additionally, action-oriented learning may be interpreted as 

an attempt to change learner behavior, which can cause skepticism in schools 

(Jensen & Schnack, 1997).  

Schools are often required to meet standards and expectations placed on 

them by outside authorities, which can make it seemingly difficult to find space 

for EE. As stated by Gruenewald & Manteaw (2007), “If educational leaders, 

teachers and parents are to support environmental education, they have to be 

shown that environmental education fosters measurable student learning in the 

tested content areas” (p. 176). 

 Ham & Sewing (1988) categorized teachers’ barriers to practicing EE as 

being conceptual, logistical, educational, or attitudinal. Conceptual barriers 

concern a lack of understanding of the meaning and scope of EE, and how it can 

fit in to different subjects. McCrea & deBettencourt (2000) found that of the 1,505 

teachers they surveyed, the most reported reason for not teaching EE was 

irrelevancy to their curriculum. Logistical barriers are concerned with a lack of 

support, money, time etc. to effectively teach EE. Robertson & Krugly‐Smolska 

(1997) concluded from their in-depth interviews with three teachers committed to 

EE that time, materials, and schedules can make it difficult to carry out desired 

lessons. Educational barriers are due to teachers perceived or actual lack of 

training, knowledge, or preparation to teach EE. In a survey of preservice teacher 

education programs throughout the United States, McKeown-Ice (2000) found 

that most schools have few requirements relating to EE. Finally, attitudinal 

barriers refer to negative or neutral attitudes that teachers may have toward EE, 
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or how relevant they find it in comparison to other topics. However, research has 

indicated that teachers typically have positive attitudes toward EE, feeling that it 

is important and being committed to teaching it (Ham & Sewing, 1988; Sosu, 

McWilliam, & Gray, 2008). 

Provision of Environmental Education in Schools through Nonformal 
Environmental Education Providers 
 

One approach for teachers to include EE in their curriculum is to utilize a 

nonformal education provider. This may take the form of an in-class visit from a 

naturalist or environmental educator, or a field trip to the provider’s location. 

While EE programs brought to the classroom aid in making EE more accessible 

to teachers, learning about nature is generally more effective in a natural setting 

than in a formal classroom, creating an authentic experience. For example, 

Dettmann-Easler & Pease (1999) found that students who participated in 

residential wildlife education programs developed more positive attitudes towards 

wildlife than students who were taught about wildlife in the classroom. Outdoor 

experiential learning can provide a supportive learning environment for students 

of different backgrounds and abilities, enhance intellectual quality and the 

recognition and respect of differences among students, and provide a feeling of 

connectedness to the world through problem-based curriculum (Ballantyne & 

Packer, 2009). 

There is value for students in taking field trips, which typically involve 

hands-on, inquiry-based learning. Research has shown field trips to have a 

positive impact on cognitive, social, and affective outcomes. (Allard, Boucher, & 
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Forest, 1994; Bamberger & Tal, 2008; DeWitt & Storksdieck, 2008). After 

interviewing 50 middle school students to determine learning outcomes following 

a field trip to a natural history museum, Bamberger & Tal (2008) identified: 

• content oriented outcomes, including acquired scientific knowledge,  

• social oriented outcomes, including communicating knowledge with staff 

or peers, and  

• interest oriented outcomes including expression of students’ emotion 

and curiosity.  

Field trips can spark curiosity and excitement and generate a motivation to 

learn more about science and the research process (Behrendt & Franklin, 2014; 

Rennie & McClafferty, 1995). Providing out of school learning experiences can 

fortify classroom learning. In a review of the research on outdoor learning, Dillon 

et al. (2006) determined that an effective field experience can provide cognitive 

opportunities for students to enhance and make connections to their knowledge 

from the classroom. 

Field trips change the course of a typical school day, and can leave a 

lasting impression on students. Falk & Dierking (1997) interviewed 82 children 

and 46 adults and determined that 96% of all subjects could recall a field trip they 

took, some of them decades later. Relative to EE, Falk & Dierking found the most 

recalled field trips were to natural sites and nature centers. In addition, research 

has suggested that EE field trips may have long-term effects on environmental 

attitudes and knowledge of students (Farmer et al., 2007). 
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Brain-Based Learning  

The positive impacts that EE has on learners can be described through 

the lens of brain-based learning and education. Brain-based education is the 

engagement of strategies based on principals derived from a understanding of 

the brain (Jensen, 2008). Brain- based education recognizes the brain as a 

parallel processor, meaning the brain performs many functions simultaneously 

making the learning process complex (Caine & Caine, 1995).  Therefore, 

dynamic learning environments and a wholistic approach to teaching can 

stimulate brain-based learning. 

Three interactive elements must be present for meaningful, brain-based 

learning to occur: relaxed alertness, immersion, and active processing (Caine & 

Caine, 1990). All three of these elements are present in quality EE programs. 

Relaxed alertness is present, as nature provides a balanced environment of calm 

and challenge. Immersion is present in the inherent experiential learning aspects 

of EE. Additionally, active processing is present in the inquiry-based nature of 

quality EE. 

Schenck & Cruickshank (2015) explained that brain-based learning 

necessarily occurs when the educator teaches to the entire organism. Thus, 

wholistic, active, and multiple methodologies utilizing experiential learning 

comprise brain-based learning theory. This theoretical foundation lends 

especially well to the type of EE occurring at HRBO. 
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Learning in a Local Context/Place-based Learning 

Taking field trips within the community or inviting community members in to 

the classroom is an effective way to connect students to the concepts they are 

learning. Learning in a local context can create personal meaning and relativity. 

David Sobel (2004) describes place-based education as “the process of using 

the local community and environment as a starting point to teach concepts in 

language arts, mathematics, social studies, science and other subjects across 

the curriculum” (p.6). This hands-on, real world, approach to education can 

achieve the following: 

• increase academic achievement,  

• help students develop stronger ties to their community,  

• enhance students’ appreciation for the natural world,  

• create a heightened commitment to serving as active, contributing 

citizens, 

• improve community vitality and environmental quality through the active 

engagement of local citizens, community organizations, and 

environmental resources in the life of the school.  

A review of forty place-based programs in the San Fransisco Bay Area 

supported Sobel’s description, finding that along with revitalizing teaching 

approaches, place-based education can promote academic achievement, 

community building, social skills, and environmental stewardship in students 

(Chin, 2001). After implementing a place-based curriculum at an Alaskan school 
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with the lowest test scores in its district, test scores rose dramatically, with the 

school’s third graders scoring the highest in the entire state (Loveland, 2003). 

A place-based curriculum has personal connections at its foundation, and 

involves local investigations that deepen subject understanding, build holistic 

understandings of places, and build opportunities for civic engagement 

(Demarest, 2014). When interviewing 225 Vermont teachers, Jennings, Swidler, 

& Koliba (2005) found that 84.3% agreed or strongly agreed that place-based 

education has academic value for students, and 88.7% agreed or strongly 

agreed that it has social value for students. Powers (2004) found that children 

with special needs tended to thrive during place-based learning activities. While it 

may not always be possible to implement a full place-based curriculum, learning 

experiences in a local context is one way to enrich an EE experience for 

students. 

Live Animals as a Teaching Tool 

Another factor that can add value to an EE program is the use of live 

animals as a teaching tool. Interacting with animals can influence human 

attitudes and behaviors.  Sorge (2008) interviewed 358 children who participated 

in an educational program involving captive wild animals and found that the 

bonding between the children and animals was positively related to the children’s 

attitudes toward science. Research on zoos and aquariums has suggested that 

observing an animal up close and in its natural environment can lead to a 

positive change in conservation attitudes and behaviors (Ballantyne, Packer, 

Hughes, & Dierking, 2007). 
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Children are naturally interested in animals. Connecting with an animal 

can evoke feelings of wonder and awe, creating an effect that Vining (2003) 

referred to as “magic.”(p. 94).  Many teachers believe that having a classroom 

pet can promote socio-emotional development and empathy in their students 

(Daly & Suggs, 2010). However, classroom pets may not always be an option 

due to reasons like allergies or cultural beliefs. Nonformal EE programs that 

teach with live animals present an alternative way to provide students with the 

opportunity to develop an emotional non-human connection. 

Factors Impacting Field Trip Planning 

Thus far, EE in schools and the value of nonformal EE experiences has 

been discussed. There are many factors that teachers must take in to 

consideration while planning and implementing a nonformal EE experience. After 

surveying 97 K-7 teachers in Vancouver, Anderson & Zhang (2003) identified five 

issues considered by the teachers while planning field trips. These included: 

• curriculum fit, 

• the perceived value of the experience,  

• venue entry costs, 

• the amount of enjoyment, and 

• transportation costs.  

In addition, Anderson & Zhang identified the key issues that the teachers 

believed to affect the success of a field trip. These issues are: 

• pre-trip planning and lessons, 
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• curriculum fit,  

• student engagement,  

• availability of parent volunteers, 

• helpful venue staff, 

• well organized venue, 

• smooth timing of field trip schedule, 

• post-trip activities, 

• teacher familiarity with the venue, and  

• coordination with venue staff. 

Many teachers recognize the value of field trips and are motivated to plan 

them for their students. Falk & Balling (1979) surveyed elementary school 

teachers and administrators and found they perceived field trips to help develop 

positive attitudes toward science, promote cognitive skills in science, and 

improve the social climate of the class.  

More recently, Kisiel (2005) surveyed elementary school teachers to better 

understand their motivations for taking field trips. The biggest motivators were: 

• connecting with classroom curriculum,  

• providing a learning experience,  

• encouraging life-long learning,  

• enhancing interest and motivation,  

• providing new experiences,  

• providing a change in routine,  
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• enjoyment, and  

• meeting school expectations. 

In addition to motivations, teachers also experience barriers while 

planning field trips. Many researchers, have focused on understanding these 

barriers which include: 

• transportation,  

• cost,  

• lack of time,  

• lack of administrative support,  

• lack of resources,  

• poor curriculum fit, and  

• perceived lack of teacher skills (Falk & Balling, 1979; Michie, 1998; 

Muse, Chiarelott, & Davidman, 1982; Price & Hein, 1991).  

 Anderson, Kisiel, & Storksdieck (2006) described logistical barriers that 

teachers from three different countries, including the United States were faced 

with while planning field trips. One of the most common barriers was cost for 

transportation or venue entry and a lack of funding to cover those costs. Another 

common barrier was time limitations due to curriculum demands, testing 

schedules, and lack of materials. The last major barrier was the lack of autonomy 

to select a venue for the field trip. It is important for field trip venues and 

nonformal education providers to be aware of the array of challenges that 

teachers face while planning field trips. 
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Summary of Literature Review 

A review of the literature has identified the goals and objectives of EE, and 

how it can be implemented in schools. One way is through the utilization of 

nonformal EE providers such as HRBO. The benefits of field trips, especially 

when they involve brain-based learning, place-based learning and live animals as 

a teaching tool were discussed. All these teaching approaches are relevant as 

they are integrated in HRBO programming. Finally, the factors impacting 

teachers during field trip planning such as motivations and barriers were 

explored. Identifying the specific barriers and motivations that Duluth area 

teachers are experiencing is a major piece of this study. This literature guided the 

methodology of this study and is incorporated in to the discussion of results. 
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Chapter Three 

Methodology 

The purpose of this descriptive study was to examine Duluth area elementary 

school teachers’ perceptions regarding the school-based EE programs provided 

by HRBO, as well as their perceptions regarding nonformal EE programs offered 

within the community.  This information can guide future programming efforts at 

HRBO and offer insight that may be useful to other nonformal EE providers.  The 

following questions were addressed in this research: 

1) Are teachers aware of the EE programs for schools provided by HRBO?   

a. If so, what is their understanding of what is offered? 

2) Have teachers utilized HRBO EE programming in the past? 

a. If so, what were their motivations for choosing HRBO as their 

nonformal EE provider? 

b. If not, what barriers have prevented them from doing so? 

c. What do teachers perceive is needed for them to utilize current 

HRBO program offerings? 

d. What changes could be made to make programs more appealing? 

3) Which EE providers, if any, do teachers utilize? 

a. In what ways are teachers using their EE provider(s)? 

b. Why are teachers choosing their selected EE provider(s)? 

4) What guides teachers’ decisions regarding in and out of classroom 

nonformal education programming relating to the environment? 
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Design 

This study used a nonexperimental research design with surveys as the 

data collection method. Survey research was appropriate for the research 

questions at hand and most feasible for the population of interest. Unlike with 

interviews or focus groups, many teachers could be surveyed in a relatively short 

amount of time.  Teachers are busy, and a shorter time commitment likely 

yielded a higher response rate.  A survey provided a breadth of information from 

as many teachers as opposed to in depth responses from only a few teachers.  

The breadth vs. depth approach was thought to be more effective at providing an 

understanding of a larger sample, and in-depth information was not critical to the 

research topic at hand.  

This study has built upon the existing body of research.  Several studies 

have used interviews to address teacher perceptions, motivations, and barriers 

regarding taking field trips (Anderson & Zhang, 2003; Kisiel, 2005; Michie, 1998).  

These studies have been primarily exploratory and have identified commonalities 

among teachers across the country and internationally.  The results of previous 

studies were used to develop the survey instrument used in this study to gather 

information from Duluth area teachers that was both current and locally-relevant. 

The survey was cross-sectional and was self-administered in the form of a paper 

and pencil questionnaire. 

Study Population 

The target population was Duluth area elementary school teachers 

currently teaching in kindergarten to fifth grade classrooms, an audience 
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currently targeted by HRBO. Due to differences in state level standards, as well 

as the study context and timeline of the researcher, programming for out of state 

schools (in this case, Wisconsin), was not addressed. While the inclusion of out 

of state teachers is not feasible for this study, it may be useful to research in the 

future.  Public, private, and charter school teachers currently teaching in Duluth, 

Proctor, and Hermantown were included in the study.  The total population size 

was approximately 278 teachers from 18 schools in the Duluth area. Fifteen of 

the schools are in the city of Duluth, of which eight are public (Independent 

School District 709), three are parochial, two are public charter, and two are 

private charter. Two of the schools are in Proctor, and both are public 

(Independent School District 704). One of the schools is in Hermantown and is 

also public (Independent School District 700). The Hermantown school district 

houses fifth grade in their middle school building, but those teachers were 

considered part of the elementary school for this study. All teachers who met the 

criteria of currently teaching kindergarten through grade five in Duluth area, 

public, private, or parochial schools were targeted to participate in the study. A 

sampling procedure was not used as the population size was manageable for the 

survey research. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument used to conduct the survey was a questionnaire that was 

developed by the researcher, specifically for this study (See Appendix A). 

Results from the current body of literature were used to create the fixed 

responses to questionnaire items.  For example, Anderson and Zhang (2003) 
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identified major issues teachers face while planning field trips, as well as what 

teachers believe makes a field trip successful.  Their findings, which include 

factors such as curriculum fit, and cost were used to develop the fixed responses 

on the questionnaire.   

An accurate, exhaustive, and mutually exclusive list of responses was 

developed for each categorical item on the questionnaire.  In addition, the 

questionnaire contained items that used a Likert scale to judge the level of 

influence of motivators and barriers on teachers.  All questions were written 

according to existing guidance for writing questionnaire items, in efforts to 

strengthen internal validity (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014).  When 

appropriate, there were multiple items targeted at providing data for individual 

research questions. 

The questionnaire began with assessing teachers’ general knowledge 

about HRBO.  It then posed questions regarding their perceptions of HRBO 

nonformal EE programs.  Next, motivations and barriers regarding EE 

programming decisions were addressed. Finally, teachers’ perceptions and use 

of nonformal EE providers in general were addressed.  A few open-ended 

questions were included on the questionnaire, which allowed teachers to express 

thoughts or concerns that may not have been addressed by the close-ended 

questions. 

The questionnaire was reviewed by a panel of four experts whose areas of 

expertise include research methodology, survey research, formal education, and 

the organization at hand. This review helped to establish content and face 
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validity. The questionnaire was field-tested by three Duluth teachers, to 

determine if further revisions were needed. The final version of the questionnaire 

was self-administered, in paper format as well as electronic format and took 

approximately five to ten minutes for teachers to complete. 

Data Collection Procedures 

In preparation for data collection, an application was submitted to the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Minnesota. The IRB 

determined that this study did not meet the federal definition of human subjects 

research, and consequently further review and approval by the IRB was not 

needed (See Appendix B). Thus, data collection procedures were conducted 

ethically, per general guidance regarding research and evaluation ethics. The 

formal processes in obtaining consent were not needed for this study, nor was 

submission of school-level approval to the IRB. 

To obtain access to teachers, principals of each of the 18 schools were 

contacted via email. The email served both to invite school level participation and 

to obtain permission from the principals for administering the questionnaire to the 

teachers (See Appendix C). As needed, follow-up phone calls to principals were 

used to obtain school level permission. The researcher requested to attend one 

faculty/staff meeting for 10 to 15 minutes to explain and distribute the 

questionnaire to teachers. If principals did not agree to the researcher attending 

a staff meeting, they were asked if the questionnaire could be distributed to 

teachers electronically. 
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With agreement from five principals to attend staff meetings, the 

researcher began visiting schools to collect data.  Within the time frame allotted 

by the principals, the study, logistics of participation, and voluntary and 

confidential nature of the study was explained to teachers (See Appendix D). 

They were also offered an educational poster as an incentive to participate in the 

study. The questionnaire was distributed to teachers in paper and pencil form, 

and those that wished to participate completed it.  They were asked to complete 

and return the questionnaire in a provided envelope before the meeting was 

over. Teachers were encouraged to provide true and honest answers, not 

answers that they believed would be preferred by the researcher.  The 

researcher stepped out of the room while the questionnaire was being completed 

so that the teachers were as comfortable as possible.  The researcher remained 

close by however, in case any questions arose. Questionnaires were collected, 

and the data was manually transferred in to an electronic database by the 

researcher. 

An additional eight principals provided permission and distributed the 

questionnaire to their teachers electronically. The electronic version was nearly 

identical to the paper version and was created using google forms. A request for 

principals to send a reminder to teachers about completing the questionnaire was 

sent one week following the initial distribution. The data was converted in to a 

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. 
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Data Analysis 

Data was analyzed quantitatively using Microsoft Excel software. 

Descriptive statistics, tables, and visual displays were used. Frequency 

distribution tables were created to display teacher choices of the fixed responses 

on the survey.  The frequency distributions were then presented in the form of 

graphs and charts. The open-ended question responses from the survey were 

analyzed from a quantitative lens, despite their textual nature. This was 

accomplished by coding and assigning numbers to frequency of responses. 

Results were interpreted to describe Duluth are elementary school 

teachers’ perceptions of nonformal EE programming offered by HRBO and other 

local providers. Data provided knowledge about the barriers and motivations that 

teacher’s experience while making decisions regarding nonformal EE 

programming. The data was used to inform recommendations to HRBO to help 

make programs more appealing and accessible for teachers. Implications for 

other local EE providers and recommendations for future research were also 

described. 

Limitations 

There are some limitations to this study that are worth noting. One 

limitation is the lack of generalizability of the results. The absence of random 

sampling prevents the data from being representative of the Duluth are teacher 

population. Additionally, this study’s focus on the Duluth are specifically prevents 

generalizability to other geographic areas.  
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 Another limitation is the nature of self-reporting which is inherent with 

survey research. Though teachers were asked to provide honest answers, and 

the researcher left the room when the questionnaires were being completed in 

paper and pencil form, some may have been inclined to provide what they 

thought was the “correct” or desired answer to certain questions. 

 Finally, voluntary response bias may have been a factor, especially with 

teachers who completed the questionnaire electronically. While teachers were 

made aware that all responses were valuable to the study, individuals who had 

utilized HRBO programming may have been more inclined to complete the 

questionnaire. 
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Chapter Four 

Results 

A total of 76 Duluth area elementary school teachers (27.3% of the 

population) from 13 schools participated in the study. The questionnaire was 

completed by 56.6 % (n=43) in paper form and 43.4% (n=33) in electronic form. 

The response rate of teachers that received a link to complete the questionnaire 

electronically was 24.3%, while the response rater of teachers who were asked 

to complete the questionnaire in paper form during a staff meeting was 87.8%. In 

sum, the study yielded a 41.2% response rate. Of the schools that were 

represented by participating teachers, 9 were public, 3 were parochial, and 1 was 

public charter. At least one school from all three cities in the Duluth area (Duluth, 

Proctor, and Hermantown) participated in the study. Experience of teachers 

ranged from 1-5 years (10.5%; n=8), 6-20 years (43.4%; n=33), and over twenty 

years (46.1%; n=35).  All elementary grade levels were represented (See Figure 

2). 
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Figure 2. Representation of grade levels taught by participating teachers. One 
teacher was a “split” between Kindergarten and 1st grade. 

 

 Results are presented in order of the following research questions: 

1) Are teachers aware of the EE programs for schools provided by HRBO?   

a. If so, what is their understanding of what is offered? 

2) Have teachers utilized HRBO EE programming in the past? 

a. If so, what were their motivations for choosing HRBO as their 

nonformal EE provider? 

b. If not, what barriers have prevented them from doing so? 

c. What do teachers perceive is needed for them to utilize current 

HRBO program offerings? 

d. What changes could be made to make programs more appealing? 

3) Which EE providers, if any, do teachers utilize? 
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a. In what ways are teachers using their EE provider(s)? 

b. Why are teachers choosing their selected EE provider(s)? 

4) What guides teachers’ decisions regarding in and out of classroom 

nonformal education programming relating to the environment? 

 

Program Awareness and Perceptions (Research Questions 1, 1a.) 

 When asked if they had ever heard of HRBO, 98.7% (n=75) selected ‘yes’. 

All teachers that had heard of HRBO were asked if they were aware of the EE 

programs that the organization offers for schools. Regarding HRBO school 

programs, 81.6% (n=62) of teachers who were aware of HRBO were also aware 

of the existence of their school EE programs. 

 Teachers that were aware of HRBO school programs provided their 

personal understanding of what is offered. They shared their perceptions of 

target audience(s), seasonality, location, length, and content of HRBO 

programming. (See Figures 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7). All options provided regarding 

HRBO programs (apart from “don’t know”) are technically accurate, however 

some are more commonly offered or practiced than others. The “correct” 

responses to the aspects of HRBO school programs and the accuracy of teacher 

responses will be addressed in Chapter 5. 
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Figure 3. Teacher perceptions regarding audience of HRBO programs (n=62). 
Teachers were able to select more than one option. All black bars are actual 
audiences of HRBO programs. Bar outlined in green is most frequently offered 
and/or practiced. 

 

 

Figure 4. Teacher perceptions of when HRBO programs are offered (n=62). 
Teachers were able to select more than one option. All black bars are actual 
seasons that programs are offered. Bar outlined in green is most frequently 
offered and/or practiced. 
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Figure 5. Teacher perceptions of where HRBO programs take place (n=62). 
Teachers were able to select more than one option. All black bars are actual 
locations of HRBO programs. Bar outlined in green is most frequently offered 
and/or practiced. 

 

 

Figure 6. Teacher perceptions of length of HRBO programs (n=62). Teachers 
were able to select more than one option. All black bars are actual length of 
HRBO programs (or combined programs). Bars outlined in green are most 
frequently offered and/or practiced. 
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Figure 7. Teacher perceptions of content covered in HRBO programs (n=61). 
Teachers were able to select more than one option. All black bars are actual 
content covered in HRBO programs. Content varies between individual 
programs. 
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Table 1.  

Level of influence of motivators on teachers’ decisions to select HRBO 
programming (not at all=0, very little=1, somewhat=2, to a great extent=3).  

 
Motivator 

 

 
Level of Influence (M) 

 
Standard Deviation 

(SD) 
 
Providing a unique 
educational experience 

 
2.74 (n=29) 

 
.65 

 
Enjoyment for students 

 
2.62 (n=29) 

 
.68 

 
Enhancing interest and 
motivation to learn in 
nature 

 
2.60 (n=30) 

 
.67 

 
The opportunity to see live 
animals in the wild 

 
2.60 (n=30) 

 
.67 

 
Making connections to 
classroom curriculum 

 
2.47 (n=30) 

 
.67 

 
Encouraging life-long 
learning 

 
2.52 (n=29) 

 
.74 

 
Providing a change in daily 
classroom routine 

 
 

2.26 (n=30) 

 
 

.87 
 
Ease of logistics (location, 
transportation, costs) 

 
2.07 (n=29) 

 
.75 

 
Your own personal interest 
in birds, nature, or the 
outdoors 

 
1.90 (n=29) 

 
.98 

 
Meeting school 
requirements or 
expectations 
 

 
1.81 (n=31) 

 
1.08 
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 Teachers were provided with an open-ended questionnaire item regarding 

their motivations for selecting HRBO programming. Motivators that emerged from 

responses were: 

• availability of grants/funding for programming utilization,  

• curriculum fit,  

• program content,  

• providing an outdoor learning experience,  

• prior experience with HRBO,  

• location of HRBO,  

• meeting school expectations/requirements,  

• observing the bird migration,  

• providing a hands-on learning experience, and  

• excitement for students (See Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. Teachers’ self-described motivations for selecting HRBO programming 
(n=29). 

 

Barriers (Research Question 2b.) 

Of the 32 teachers that had utilized HRBO programming during their 

career, 87.5% (n=28) indicated that they would select HRBO as an EE provider 
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teachers who were aware of HRBO programs but never utilized them, completed 

the questionnaire section regarding barriers. Teachers were provided with a fixed 
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Table 2.  

Influence of barriers on teachers’ decisions not to select or re-select HRBO 
programming (not at all=0, very little=1, somewhat=2, to a great extent=3). 

Barrier Level of Influence (M) Standard Deviation 
(SD) 

Transportation (cost, 
logistics) 

2.17 (n=30) 1.18 

 
Program fee 

 
1.81 (n=27) 

 
1.21 

 
Lack of information 
regarding HRBO EE 
programs 

 
1.70 (n=30) 

 
1.18 

 
Lack of time 

 
1.67 (n=30) 

 
1.21 

 
Doesn’t align with or 
support what I teach 

 
1.31 (n=29) 

 
1.14 

 
Prior experience with other 
EE providers in the area 

 
0.79 (n=29) 

 
1.01 

 
Facilities (outdoor v. indoor 
setting) 

 
0.62 (n=29) 

 
1.05 

 
Lack of administrative 
support 

 
0.32 (n=28) 

 
.72 

 
Lack of skills or confidence 
to take students outdoors 

 
0.32 (n=28) 

 
.72 

 
Lack of personal interest in 
birds, nature, or the 
outdoors 

 
 
 

0.10 (n=29) 

 
 
 

.31 
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Teachers were provided the opportunity to describe why they chose not to 

select or re-select HRBO programming in an open-ended format. The barriers 

indicated by teachers in response to this open-ended question were:  

• costs and lack of funding,  

• poor fit with curriculum or grade level,  

• lack of information about HRBO programs,  

• weather concerns or cancellations,  

• use of HRBO programs by a different teacher or grade level,  

• use of a different EE provider,  

• unsatisfactory prior experience with HRBO,  

• lack of time,  

• preference for in-classroom programming,  

• and safety concerns (See Figure 9).  

One unsatisfactory experience was described as programming not being 

age appropriate, and the other referenced a perceived lack of valuable learning 

taking place. 
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Figure 9. Teachers’ self-described barriers that have prevented them from 
selecting or re-selecting HRBO programming (n=31). 
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• create an easier scheduling process,  

• provide a safer learning space (away from the road), and  

• increase the teacher to student ratio (See Figure 10).  

In addition, two teachers mentioned keeping the transportation funds that 

are currently offered and two teachers stated that no changes were needed to 

make programs more appealing to them. 

 

Figure 10. Changes that would make teachers more likely to use or continue 
using HRBO as an EE provider (n=44). 
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provider. Teachers provided the names of eight local organizations that they had 

selected as their EE providers (See Table 3). 

Table 3.  

Duluth area EE providers used by teachers. 

Provider Percent of teacher utilization (N=63) 

Hartley Nature Center 74.6% (n=47) 

Lake Superior Zoo 47.6% (n=30) 

Great Lakes Aquarium 44.4% (n=28) 

Boulder Lake Environmental Learning Center 9.5% (n=6) 

Wolf Ridge Environmental Learning Center 4.8% (n=3) 

Positive Energy Outdoors 3.2% (n=2) 

Lake Superior Marine Museum 1.6% (n=1) 

University of Minnesota Duluth 1.6% (n=1) 

 

 The EE programs provided by the organizations listed above were 

implemented as field trips by 87.3% (n=55) of teachers, in-classroom programs 

by 63.5% (n=40) of teachers, and residential programs by 1.6% (n=1) of 

teachers. When teachers described why they selected the EE provider(s) in 

response to an open-ended question, the following were their reasons:  

• alignment with standards/curriculum,  

• scholarships or funding provided,  

• program content and variety,  

• advertisement/outreach from the organization,  
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• providing a unique/enjoyable educational experience for students,  

• tradition or prior experience with the organization,  

• the quality of the program and delivery,  

• ease of logistics,  

• low or no cost of programs,  

• existing school partnerships with the organization or meeting school 

requirements,  

• the option for in-classroom programs, and  

• word of mouth or recommendations from other teachers (See Figure 11). 

 

Figure 11. Teachers’ reasons for selecting the local EE providers they have used 
(n=60). 
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Nonformal EE Programming Decisions (Research Question 4) 

 Every teacher participant was asked to share what ultimately guides their 

decisions regarding nonformal EE programming in general. The following factors 

were expressed in their responses:  

• connection to curriculum/standards,  

• funding and costs,  

• quality of the program and delivery,  

• time and scheduling,  

• engagement in active learning for students,  

• developmentally appropriate material,  

• program content and variety,  

• providing a unique experience for students,  

• encouraging life-long learning and a relationship with nature,  

• location and transportation to program site, and  

• an overall smooth experience (See Figure 12). 
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Figure 12. Factors that guide Duluth area teachers’ decisions regarding 
nonformal EE programming (n=63). 
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Chapter Five 

Discussion 

This chapter begins with a discussion and interpretation of the results, 

which follows the order of the research questions. Following that discussion, 

implications for HRBO and its school programming are shared, along with how 

this information may be useful to other EE providers. Finally, recommendations 

for future research are addressed. 

Program Awareness and Perceptions (Research Questions 1, 1a.) 

The fact that all but one of the 76 participating teachers had heard of 

HRBO as an organization demonstrates that it is widely known in the Duluth 

area. Most teachers (81.6%) also knew that HRBO offered EE programs for 

schools. However, perceptions of what school programs consisted of varied and 

sometimes were inaccurate. Often teachers’ perceptions reflected what is the 

most common practices of HRBO but did not encompass the scope of what is 

offered.  

Audience 

 Educational programming provided by HRBO is available to all audiences 

(grade levels) that were listed on the questionnaire: preschool, K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12 

and college. However, only 19.3% (n=12) of teachers selected all grade levels. 

Additionally, 24.2% (n=15) of teachers selected “don’t know” when asked about 

the intended audience for HRBO programs. Of all the questionnaire items 

regarding perceptions of what is offered by HRBO, program audience received 

the most “don’t know” responses. The most frequently select grade levels were 
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3-5, by 74.2% (n=46) of teachers. There are several program offerings for grades 

3-5, including the “Experience Hawk Ridge” program which has been the most 

frequently delivered program in recent fall seasons (Nienhaus & Menzies, 2017). 

Thus, it is understandable why teachers may have selected that response. 

Seasonality 

Ideally, programming for schools is offered throughout the school year. 

However, the most advertised time with the greatest amount of staff available 

(due to hiring of seasonal naturalists) to conduct programs is the Fall migration 

season. This seasonality was mirrored in teacher responses to the topic, as 

82.3% (n=51) selected “Fall” for the time of year that programs are offered. 

However, more than half (56.5%, n=35) of teachers also selected “Spring”. It is 

reasonable that “Winter” was not a commonly selected response as it is likely not 

perceived by teachers as a desired season to observe birds. Despite being in 

northern Minnesota however, there are birds to observe and learn about in the 

winter, including several owl and other raptor species. It is also a great time to 

observe birds at a feeder. Again, while HRBO programming is an option year-

round, availability of staff to conduct programming in the “off” season is a 

challenge. Thus, the responses teachers provided make sense considering the 

lesser availability of programming outside of the busy Fall season. 

Location 

Most programming currently takes place at Hawk Ridge during the busy 

Fall season. Being at the actual count site on the ridge provides the opportunity 

to best witness the migration and potentially see a live bird demonstration (due to 
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proximity to bird banding station). During inclement weather in the Fall, if a group 

chooses not to reschedule, the program is moved to a nearby lodge. The option 

for in-classroom programming is available for schools but is not as frequently 

advertised or utilized. Over three years (2015-2017) the average number of 

school programs taking place at the ridge per year was 61, while the average 

number of programs delivered in the classroom per year was three (Nienhaus & 

Menzies, 2017). This is likely due more to lack of availability of HRBO education 

staff (and therefore minimal advertising of programs) than it is to lack of teacher 

demand for programs. Additionally, prior grant funding that supported “Raptors in 

the Classroom” programs for years 2005-2011 is no longer available, which 

correlates with a decrease in the number of students reached through in-

classroom programs (See Figure 13). 
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Figure 13. Number of students served through “Raptors in the Classroom” 
programs relative to availability of funding. Blue line segments represent grant-
funded years and red line segments represent non-grant funded years. 
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field trip at the ridge lasting between one and three hours. Teachers can choose 

to create a longer, half-day experience by combining multiple programs or hiking 

the trails with students. While a full-day experience could be possible, it is 

uncommon. In-classroom programming can be tailored to fit the schedule of the 

class/school. Most teachers understood the typical length of programming, as 

69.4% (n=43) selected “1-2 hours” and 48.4% (n=30) selected “half-day” when 

asked about this topic. 

Content 

 When considering all the programs that are offered by HRBO, every 

content area provided on the questionnaire is covered through their EE offerings 

for schools (See Appendix E). However, only 36.1% (n=22) of teachers selected 

all the content areas when asked about what is covered in HRBO programming. 

The most frequently selected content area was “migration”, which is a major 

focus of most programs that take place on the ridge. Additionally, “bird 

identification” and “bird behavior” were frequently selected. The least frequently 

selected content area was “scientific processes.” Actually, many HRBO programs 

focus heavily on scientific processes and research including data collection 

processes for hawk counting and bird banding. “Ecology” and “conservation” 

were also among the least selected content areas. These results suggest that 

some teachers may have the perception that HRBO only teaches about birds. In 

reality, birds are used as the unifying subject to teach about many EE topics. 



50 
 

Program Utilization (Research Question 2) 

Slightly greater than half (51.6%, n=32) of the teachers that were aware of 

HBRO school programs had utilized them in the past, most often in the form of 

field trips. Of the 32 teachers that utilized HRBO programs, 25% (n=8) were 5th 

grade teachers (See Figure 14).  This is consistent with recent HRBO education 

reports that indicate 5th grade “Experience Hawk Ridge” programs as the most 

frequently utilized (Nienhaus, 2016; Nienhaus & Menzies, 2017). 

 

Figure 14. Distribution of teacher utilization of HRBO programs by grade level. 

 

Why the remaining teachers had not used HRBO programs could be due 

to misunderstandings of what is offered as was described in the previous section. 

For example, misconceptions of audience or content of HRBO programs may 

have deterred teachers from utilizing them. Additionally, barriers may have 
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prevented utilization, which will be discussed later. First, the motivations that 

influenced teachers who did select HRBO will be explored. 

Motivations (Research Question 2a.) 

Teacher participants that selected HRBO at some point in their career 

completed a section of the questionnaire regarding what motivated them to do 

so. One of the biggest motivators for teachers who selected HRBO was the 

receipt of grant money or funding to take a field trip to the ridge. Typically, 

teachers described their school receiving funding from a third party educational 

organization. One teacher had received funding for a field trip from a student’s 

family member. Additionally, some teachers may have been referring to the 

scholarships and transportation funds that teachers are able to apply for when 

signing up for a HRBO program online. While funding was uncovered as a 

motivator, it can also be viewed as a barrier disruption, as costs and lack of 

funding are often a top barrier to taking field trips (Anderson, Kisiel, & 

Storksdieck, 2006). 

 Program content was a frequently described motivator for selecting HRBO 

programs. Specifically, birds and adaptations were given as examples. An even 

more common motivator was the connection of programming to classroom 

curriculum and academic standards. Several teachers mentioned that a field trip 

to Hawk Ridge is built in to a specific unit of study for their students. These 

results support the literature on teacher motivators, which identifies the 

importance of connections to classroom curriculum (Kisiel, 2005), as well as the 

importance of alignment with academic standards in teachers’ use of EE 
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(Gruenewald & Manteaw, 2007). However, while connection to 

curriculum/standards was the second highest described motivator in the open-

ended responses, it ranked fifth with a 2.47 level of influence (out of 3.00) in the 

fixed responses. 

 Fixed responses regarding motivators for selecting HRBO programming 

revealed the importance of a novel experience. Providing a unique educational 

experience had the highest level of influence (2.74), followed by enjoyment for 

students (2.62). Enhancing interest and motivation to learn in/about nature and 

the opportunity to see wild animals also ranked high (2.60). Hawk Ridge fills a 

niche in the Duluth area that is unique. While affordability and academic 

standards are necessary for teachers to be concerned about, it appears that 

many teachers recognize the value of a quality field trip experience which can 

spark curiosity and motivation to learn (Behrendt & Franklin, 2014). Motivators 

can positively influence teachers’ decisions regarding EE programming, but 

barriers can have the opposite effect. 

Barriers (Research Question 2b.) 

While the receipt of grant money and/or funding was a motivator to many 

teachers who did use HRBO, costs were a major barrier to those who did not. 

Costs and/or lack of funding was the most frequently described barrier in the 

open-ended responses, mentioned by 35.5% (n=11) or teachers. Additionally, 

transportation costs/logistics and program fee had the highest rate of influence of 

all the fixed-response barriers at 2.17 and 1.81 (out of 3.00) respectively.  This 

logistical barrier is not specific to HRBO, but to nonformal educational 
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programing in general, especially in the form of field trips. It has commonly been 

identified as a barrier in the literature (Michie, 1988; Anderson, Kisiel & 

Storksdieck, 2006). It is unclear how many of the teachers that mentioned these 

barriers were aware of the potential for scholarships and transportation funds 

currently offered by HRBO. 

 Lack of information regarding HRBO EE programs was another frequently 

identified barrier. All teachers who completed the barrier section of the 

questionnaire were aware of HRBO programming, but apparently many felt that 

they were not fully informed. Specifically, teachers mentioned being unaware of 

program content, relevance, and cost. Of course, all teachers who were unaware 

that HRBO school programs exist have also experienced a lack of information. 

 A lack of information may have caused some teachers to describe poor 

alignment to curriculum and standards as a barrier. As described previously, 

many teachers are not fully aware of the wide range of content that HRBO 

programs cover including ecology, conservation, and scientific processes. This 

may be interpreted as a conceptual barrier to EE in schools as described by Ham 

& Sewing (1998) as a lack of understanding of the meaning and scope of EE and 

how it can fit in to different subjects. In an educational system that is driven by 

accountability, a program that is perceived as not aligning with standards is an 

unlikely choice for teachers. 

 The four teachers who had utilized HRBO programming in the past but 

indicated they would not select it again in the future provided their reasons. Costs 

or lack of funding was mentioned by two of the teachers, and an unsatisfactory 
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prior experience was described by two teachers. One unsatisfied teacher 

explained that they did not believe the content of the program was age-

appropriate. The other unsatisfied teacher was unhappy with the amount of 

learning that occurred during the program. Their suggested changes, along with 

those of all teachers who were aware of HRBO programs will be discussed in the 

next section. 

Teacher Needs and Desired Changes (Research Questions 2c., 2d.) 

This section describes needs and desired changes that participating 

teachers expressed. How these needs and changes can be addressed is 

reserved for the implications section.  

Providing more advertising and information about HRBO programs was 

the most frequently described need by 40.9% (n=18) of teachers. Currently, 

email blasts advertising programs are sent out to schools. Several teachers 

mentioned that other EE providers come in to the schools to describe programs 

to teachers in person. As teachers are busy people and may easily overlook 

emails, hearing about program offerings at a staff meeting may better catch their 

attention. Additionally, several teachers requested providing information as an 

outline of programs that clearly shows what grade level each program is for and 

the specific standards that it meets. Connecting to grade-specific curriculum and 

standards was mentioned by 11.4% (n=5) teachers. Changes involving 

advertising, information, and program materials are relatively simple compared to 

ones concerning money. 
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 Lowering program fees and/or providing funding or scholarships was a 

desired change described by 29.6% (n=13) of teachers. Unfortunately, 

significantly lowering costs is typically not a viable option for a nonprofit 

organization that relies on program fees as a source of funding. It is unclear how 

many of these teachers were aware of the scholarships and transportation funds 

that are currently available, which could be a communication strategy for HRBO 

to mitigate the desire for lowered fees.  

 Two of the four teachers that had used HRBO programs in the past with 

an unsatisfactory experience described more hands-on learning and greater 

student engagement as a desired change. Two additional teachers mentioned 

this as well. These responses may likely relate to the two teachers who 

requested having live birds for every program. While an attempt to show live 

birds is made for most school programs, they are wild animals and it is 

impossible to guarantee. However, it is understandable that teachers expect 

student engagement throughout an EE program, even without live birds. Lack of 

student engagement may be more of an instructor training issue than a program 

content issue. Student engagement can involve immersion and active 

processing, which are critical for brain-based learning (Caine & Caine, 1990). 

Student engagement can be considered part of the perceived value of the 

experience or enjoyment for students, which are two of the five top issues 

considered by teachers while planning field trips as identified by Anderson & 

Zhang (2003). The other three issues of curriculum fit, venue costs, and 

transportation costs, were also described by teachers in this study. The 
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previously discussed data regarding needs and desired changes is used to make 

recommendations for HRBO in the implications section later in this chapter. 

Thus far teacher perceptions, motivations, barriers, and desired changes 

regarding HRBO have been discussed. The next section will be broader in 

scope, focusing on teachers’ use and perceptions of Duluth area EE providers in 

general. 

Use of Other EE Providers (Research Questions 3, 3a., 3b.) 

All participating teachers were asked if they had used any local EE 

providers other than or in addition to HRBO. One teacher did not provide an 

answer so 75 teacher responses were received. Of those 75 teachers, 64 

(85.3%) had utilized EE providers other than or in addition to HRBO.  Of the 11 

teachers who had not used a provider other than HRBO, six had used HRBO. 

Thus, only 5 teachers had not used any local EE provider at all. Ultimately, this 

study portrayed the use/nonuse of Duluth area EE providers (including HRBO) of 

74 teachers (See Figure 15). HRBO was the second most used provider 

following Hartley Nature Center. Considering all local, noformal EE providers 

(HRBO and others), 93.2% (n=69) of teachers had utilized at least one. 
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Figure 15. Local, nonformal EE provider utilization of Duluth area teachers 
(n=74). Some teachers have used more than one provider. 

 

 Results have also provided a better understanding of how teachers are 

using their EE providers. The ratio of HRBO in-classroom programs to field trips 

is lower than other local EE providers in general (See Figure 16). 

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

Pe
rc

en
t r

es
po

ns
es

EE provider



58 
 

 

Figure 16. Teachers’ experienced format of programs delivered by HRBO (n=32) 
and other providers (n=63). Some teachers selected both formats. One teacher 
indicated using a residential program in addition to field trips. 

 

 The top three reasons (which can be considered motivations) given for 

selecting non-HRBO EE providers were the same as the top three self-described 

motivators for selecting HRBO as an EE provider. However, the order of the top 

three motivators was slightly different for HRBO than other providers in general 

(See Figure 17). 
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Figure 17. Teacher motivations for selecting HRBO (n=29) and other EE 
providers (n=60). 

 

This data suggests that the participating teachers may perceive a stronger 

connection among programs of other providers to their curriculum and standards 

than HRBO programs. Additionally, data suggests that funding for HRBO 

programming (scholarships, transportation funds, grants) may be more readily 

available than for other EE programs. However, costs and/or lack of funding was 

still the top barrier described by teachers who had not utilized HRBO programs. 

Nonformal EE Programming Decisions (Research Question 4) 

Ultimately, when asked about factors guiding their EE programming 

decisions in general, participating teachers identified connection to 
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the results support literature on teacher planning and perceived success of field 

trips (Anderson & Zhang, 2003). The consistency of the results of this study with 

the existing body of literature suggests that Duluth area teachers have similar 

experiences regarding selecting and implementing nonformal EE programs to 

teachers in other geographic regions. 

Implications for Practitioners 

 The results of this study and research cited in the literature review have 

been synthesized to formulate the following implications for HRBO and other 

Duluth area EE providers. 

HRBO 

Recommendations to make HRBO programs appealing and accessible to Duluth 

area elementary school teachers: 

• Increase and enhance advertising efforts. This is a relatively simple 

change to make. Providing more advertising and being clear about what is 

offered can increase teacher awareness of HRBO programs. A couple of 

ways to do this are: 

o Go in to schools to speak with teachers face-to-face. As 

teachers receive a large amount of emails, it is simple for one 

describing HRBO program offerings to be overlooked. Several 

teachers mentioned that some providers come in to the schools to 

advertise. This can be an effective way to communicate with 

teachers and be sure that they are aware of programs. 
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o Emphasize variety of programs available (all grade levels, 

content, etc.). When asked about perceptions of HRBO programs, 

intended audience had the most “don’t’ know” responses. Making 

clear that programs are available for all grade levels may lead to 

more teachers considering HRBO as an option. Similarly, conveying 

that programs cover topics such as scientific processes, ecology 

and conservation may reduce teacher perceptions that HRBO only 

teaches about birds and migration and can help them make more 

connections to classroom curriculum. Several teachers mentioned 

not using HRBO as a provider because another grade within their 

school already does. Emphasizing variety of programs may prevent 

teachers from worrying about repetition and may even provide 

opportunities for students to return year after year, building on 

previous knowledge, instead of having just a onetime experience 

with Hawk Ridge. 

o Promote funding opportunities (scholarships, transportation 

funds). Costs/funding was a consistent factor that was mentioned by 

teachers throughout this study. Teachers’ awareness of the funding 

opportunities that HRBO offers could be crucial to their decision of 

whether to select HRBO as an EE provider. 

• Provide clear connections to academic standards and curriculum. A 

connection to curriculum and standards continuously came up as a major 

influencing factor on teachers’ selection of nonformal EE programming. No 
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connection to standards was a barrier for many teachers, while a clear 

connection to standards was a motivator for others.  

o Show grade-specific standards that are addressed by each 

HRBO program on the website and other advertising materials. 

This can be beneficial both for teachers and HRBO. Teachers won’t 

have to work harder to make their own connections of programs to 

the standards they are required to meet. Additionally, HRBO may 

acquire more teachers as clients by demonstrating the connection of 

programs to standards. While EE programs are often linked to 

science standards, connecting to standards across subject areas 

may appeal to a wider range of teachers. 

o Offer pre-/post- program materials for teachers to use in the 

classroom. While this idea was only mentioned by a few teachers in 

this study, it is a method that can merge classroom learning with 

HRBO programs. It has also been identified in the literature as a 

major factor influencing teacher perceptions of a successful field trip 

experience (Anderson & Zhang, 2003). Having students participate 

in an EE program with some prior background knowledge can make 

the overall experience more valuable. 

• Offer more in-classroom programming. In-classroom programming was 

mentioned by several teachers as being preferred over field trips. While 

much of the novelty of many HRBO programs is being at Hawk Ridge itself, 

birds are everywhere, and valuable programming can take place anywhere. 
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In-classroom programs can occur throughout the year, during inclement 

weather, even in the winter months when Hawk Ridge is inaccessible. 

Additionally, it eliminates the costs and challenges with transporting 

students to Hawk Ridge. An in-classroom program may be offered as a 

pre-/post- field trip lesson, or as a stand-alone program. Additional staff 

hours or utilization of volunteers may be needed to accomplish this as well 

as other recommendations provided.  

Other EE Providers 

The bulk of this study was focused specifically on HRBO, but it has 

implications for Duluth area EE providers in general. The fact that 93.2% of the 

75 teachers who provided valid responses used a local, nonformal EE provider 

demonstrates the value placed on EE in the Duluth area. As suggested by the 

results, EE providers need to connect programs to school curriculum and 

standards to be of greatest value to teachers. It has been argued that the 

traditional structure and purposes of schools are often contradictory to the action-

oriented goals of EE (Stevenson, 2007). While this may be true, EE is 

multidisciplinary and dynamic and can be used as a tool to meet a wide range of 

the academic standards that teachers are held accountable to. Addressing 

conceptual barriers by demonstrating the scope and relevancy of EE can be 

beneficial to providers throughout the Duluth area. One approach to this is 

aligning programs to grade-specific academic standards (to show relevancy) 

across different subject areas (to show scope).  
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Along with connecting to curriculum and standards, money related factors 

were indicated as a major influence on teachers’ decisions regarding EE 

programs.  Focusing efforts on securing fund to provide some financial support 

for school groups would likely be a worthwhile investment for Duluth area EE 

organizations. 

This study raises the question of how Duluth area EE providers may be 

able to collaborate to best meet teachers’ needs. Motivations and barriers that 

teachers are encountering do not seem to be organizationally specific. 

Additionally, the use of multiple providers by many teachers suggests that 

organizations are not in strong competition for teachers as clients. Collaborating 

to raise money and provide information about nonformal EE programs and their 

connection to classroom material may prove beneficial both to teachers and 

providers. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Future research may benefit from studying the same population (Duluth 

area elementary school teachers) using interviews. Interviews could reveal more 

in-depth information that this survey did not. For example, what has led teachers 

to develop certain perceptions that they have. Additionally, the absence of fixed 

responses in interviews may deter teachers from providing what they perceive as 

the “correct” response to questions posed. While alignment to standards was 

frequently indicated as an important factor influencing teachers’ EE decisions 

throughout this study, teachers may have been inclined to select it as a response 

based on the emphasis of accountability in our current academic systems. Future 
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research could explore the relationship between teacher responses and their 

respective practices. 

Hawk Ridge is located just 11 miles from the Wisconsin border, and 

serves school groups from that state. Future research could potentially focus on 

northeastern Wisconsin teachers or another relevant population (such as public 

program participants, or Duluth area high school teachers). It is recommended 

that research evaluating the status and success of HRBO and other EE school 

programs in the Duluth area is conducted periodically to ensure that they 

maintain a high quality and speak to teachers’ needs. 

Conclusion 

 This study examined Duluth area elementary school teachers’ perceptions 

regarding the school-based EE programs provided by HRBO, as well as their 

perceptions regarding nonformal EE programs offered within the community.  

These findings can guide future programming efforts at HRBO and offer insight 

that may be useful to other nonformal EE providers. The school programs offered 

by HRBO involve brain-based learning in a local context using birds as teaching 

tools, creating a unique and valuable EE experience that should be available to 

as many teachers and their students as possible. By maintaining or adjusting 

aspects of HRBO programs that are of importance to teachers (such as 

advertising, funding, and connection to curriculum), teachers will be more 

inclined to select them.  

Understanding motivations and barriers that impact teachers when 

considering EE programming within the Duluth area, can help local providers to 
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make programs as appealing and accessible as possible. Addressing teachers’ 

conceptual barriers by demonstrating the scope and relevancy of EE (through 

connection to standards/curriculum), as well as collaborating to secure funding to 

support school programs appear to be worthwhile efforts for the Duluth EE 

community. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A: Teacher Questionnaire 
 

Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory Environmental Education Teacher Questionnaire 

Directions: Please complete the questionnaire and return it by placing it in the envelope the 
researcher indicated. The questionnaire should take about five to ten minutes to complete. 
Thank you very much for your time and your valuable insight, as your contributions will help 
further the profession of environmental education and assist Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory with 
improving their educational programming! 

 

1. What grade(s) do you currently teach? _____________________ 
 

2. How many years have you been a classroom teacher? (check one) 

☐1-5 years  ☐6-20 years  ☐20+ years 

3. Have you heard of Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory (HRBO)? (check one) 

☐Yes  ☐No 

4. Are you aware that Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory offers environmental education 
programming for schools? (check one) 

☐Yes (continue to question 5)  ☐No (skip to question 14) 

5. Please indicate your understanding of the following aspects of Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory 
programming for schools: 

For whom are these programs for (what grade levels)? (you may check more than one) 

☐Preschool       ☐K-2        ☐3-5       ☐6-8       ☐9-12       ☐College       ☐Don’t know 

What time of year are these programs offered? (you may check more than one) 

☐Fall  ☐Winter ☐Spring ☐Don’t know 

Where do the programs take place? (you may check more than one) 

☐My school ☐Hawk Ridge      ☐Some other location ☐Don’t know 

 What is the length of programs? (you may check more than one) 

☐1-2 hours ☐Half day ☐Full day ☐Don’t know 

What content areas do the programs focus on? (you may check more than one) 
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☐Adaptations     ☐Bird behavior   ☐Bird identification    ☐Conservation     ☐Ecology               
☐Food webs       ☐Habitats ☐Migration ☐Scientific processes ☐Don’t know 

6. Has your classroom participated in environmental education programming provided by 
Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory (either currently or in prior years)? 

 
☐Yes (continue to question 7)   ☐No (skip to question 11) 
 

7. If yes, what type of program did your class participate in? (you may check more than one) 

☐Field trip   ☐In-classroom program 

8. Why did you choose Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory as an environmental education provider? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

9. To what extent did each of the following motivators influence your decision to choose Hawk 
Ridge Bird Observatory as an environmental education provider? 

 

 

10. Would you choose Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory as an environmental education provider 
again in the future? 
 
☐Yes (skip to question 13)  ☐No (continue to question 11) 
 

11. What has prevented or will prevent you from selecting Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory as an 
environmental education provider? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
Motivator 

Level of influence on your decision to select Hawk 
Ridge Bird Observatory EE programming for your 

students 
 
Not at all    Very little    Somewhat   To a great extent 
 

Making connections to classroom curriculum                                                                  
Providing a unique educational experience                                                                  
The opportunity to see live animals in the wild (v. in a 
captive setting, like a zoo)                                                                  

Encouraging life-long learning                                                                  
Enhancing interest and motivation in nature                                                                  
Providing a change in daily classroom routine                                                                  
Enjoyment for students                                                                  
Meeting school requirements or expectations                                                                  
Your own personal interest in birds, nature, or the 
outdoors                                                                  

Ease of logistics (location, transportation, cost)                                                                  
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12. To what extent have the following barriers influenced your decision not to select or 
continue to select Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory as an environmental education provider? 

 
 

Barrier 
Level of Influence on your decision to not select 

Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory EE programming for 
students 

 
Not at all    Very little    Somewhat    To a great extent 
 

Lack of information regarding Hawk Ridge 
environmental education programs 

                                                                 

Doesn’t align with or support what I teach                                                                  
Transportation (cost, logistics)                                                                  
Program Fee                                                                  
Facilities (outdoor v. indoor program setting)  
Lack of time                                                                  
Lack of administrative support                                                                  
Lack of skills or confidence to take students outdoors                                                                  
Lack of personal interest in birds, nature, or the 
outdoors                                                                  

Prior experience with other environmental/outdoor 
education providers in the Duluth area                                                                  

 
13. What could Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory do to make you more likely to use or continue 

using them as an environmental education provider for your students? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

14. Do you use any local, environmental/outdoor education providers other than Hawk Ridge 
Bird Observatory (for example, Hartley Nature Center, Lake Superior Zoo, Great Lakes 
Aquarium, Boulder Lake Environmental Learning Center)? 

 
☐Yes (continue to question 15)   ☐No (skip to question 18) 

15. If yes, which local environmental/outdoor education providers do you use?  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

16. In what form(s) are you using the environmental/outdoor education provider(s) that you 
indicated in the prior question? (you may check more than one) 

☐In-classroom visit from provider(s)  ☐Field-trip   ☐Residential program 

17. What influenced your decision to select the environmental/outdoor education provider(s) 
that you indicated above? 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

18. What is the most important factor that guides your decisions regarding environmental 
education programming? 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Appendix B: IRB Determination of Not Human Research 
 

 

Appendix C: Email Script for Principals 
 

Hello (___Principal Name__), 

My name is Emily Wilmoth and I am a graduate student in the Environmental 
Education (EE) master’s program at the University of Minnesota Duluth. I am 
studying Duluth area elementary school teachers’ perceptions regarding the 
school-based EE programs provided by the Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory 
(HRBO) and other local EE providers.  I want to learn about teachers’ insights 
regarding EE providers in the area to better guide future programming efforts at 
HRBO. 

I am seeking your permission for your school to participate in this study. 
Participation would involve me coming in to your school, potentially during an 
already scheduled staff meeting, for approximately ten minutes. During my 
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meeting time with the teachers in your school, I will explain the purpose of the 
study and administer a brief (approximately five minute) questionnaire to the 
teachers who are willing to participate. Teachers’ participation will be entirely 
voluntary, and their responses will remain confidential. In appreciation for sharing 
their meeting time with me, I will provide educational posters (wildlife-themed) for 
your teachers. 

Please let me know if you are willing to allow your teachers to participate in this 
study by responding to this email.  

With receipt of your permission, I will work with you or your secretary to schedule 
a time for me to explain and administer the questionnaire to teachers as 
described above. If you have questions or would like to set up a time to speak 
with me about this, please feel free to contact me at wilmo033@d.umn.edu or 
(414) 870-7708. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Appendix D: Script for Teachers (to be stated aloud at staff meeting, or included 
in email with link to questionnaire) 
 

Hello (School Name) Teachers, 

My name is Emily Wilmoth. I am a graduate student in the Environmental 
Education (EE) Master’s program at the University of Minnesota Duluth. I am 
studying Duluth area elementary school teachers’ perceptions regarding the 
school-based EE programs provided by the Hawk Ridge Bird Observatory 
(HRBO) and other local EE providers.  This information will be used to better 
guide future programming efforts at HRBO. Thus, I am inviting you to participate 
in this survey. Participation involves completing a paper and pencil questionnaire 
during this meeting. It will take approximately five minutes to complete. 

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary and your 
answers will remain anonymous. If you choose to participate, you can skip any of 
the questions you do not wish to answer, and you may choose to stop 
participating in the survey at any time. There is no foreseeable risk to you 
participating in this survey. All information you provide for this survey will be 
confidential and kept on password protected computers.  The data gathered for 
this survey will be summarized across participants, and participant names and 
other identifying information will not be included in any reports. In appreciation for 
your willingness to share your meeting time with me, I brought educational 
posters for you to use in your classroom. 

If you have any questions or concerns after this meeting, you can contact 
me at wilmo033@d.umn.edu or (414) 870-7708.   If you are willing to participate, 
you will be invited to complete the questionnaire now and then insert it into the 
envelope.   If you do not want to participate, you can ask to not receive the 

mailto:wilmo033@d.umn.edu
mailto:wilmo033@d.umn.edu
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questionnaire, or you can take the questionnaire when it is distributed, but turn it 
in “blank” without completing any of it. 

Thank you so much for your time and your insight to help HRBO better meet your 
educational needs. 

 

Appendix E: HRBO School Program Offerings as Listed on Website 
(hawkridge.org) 

Banding Song Birds (Appropriate at all levels) 
45-60 minutes 

At Hawk Ridge we band a lot of birds of prey, but we also band smaller songbirds collecting 
exactly the same kinds of data. Take an opportunity to learn about the science involved in 
banding. What kinds of data do we collect, how do we catch the birds, what do we learn from 
banding birds, what can we learn from a bird in the hand, that we can’t do watching them in 
nature? All these topics will be demonstrated and addressed, with the potential to see a 
variety of songbirds. Group sizes should be no larger than 15 for this opportunity. This 
activity is also weather dependent- rain and high winds may make this opportunity 
impossible on a given day. 

 Hawks, and Falcons, and Eagles, Oh My! (Preschool-Kindergarten) 
30-45 minutes 

Birds are amazing! Explore the world of birds with us, as we take a look at how birds are like 
humans and how they are different. We’ll take a closer look at birds of prey who must hunt 
and eat meat to survive. How does that make them different from other birds? Take an up 
close hands on look at wings, feathers and talons, and learn how to look for birds at one of 
the best places in the U.S. to see birds as they move in the fall. 

Birds of Prey 101 (Grades 1-2) 
30 – 45 minutes 

Birds that hunt and kill other animals are called raptors, or birds of prey. Each type of raptor 
has specials tools they use to help capture and kill their prey. Come explore the life of birds 
of prey and take a closer look at their individual tool boxes through feathers, wing and talons, 
and discover who’s connected to who in the natural world. 

Raptors on the Move (Grades 1-2) 
45 minutes 

Many species of bird migrate. Where do they go? Why do some birds travel long distances, 
while others only fly a little ways south, or maybe not at all? How can you tell that’s a Bald 
Eagle and not a Turkey Vulture from a long ways away? Investigate what birds need for 
winter and how they get what they need. And explore how to figure out who’s flying over your 
head from their shapes and how they fly. 

Raptors on the Move (Grades 3-4) 
45 minutes 
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“You can’t always get what you want”- especially during a Minnesota winter! Some bird must 
fly south to get what they need, and then return in the spring because their summer needs 
are different than their winter needs. Flying long distances takes lots of energy, what do birds 
use to help them use natural conditions to save energy? And how does a big lake like 
Superior affect bird movement? We’ll explore all of these questions and find out firsthand 
why Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve is a great place to see lots of birds in the fall. 

Mystery Bird Hike (Grades 4-12) 
45 min. to 1 hr 

Solve the mystery! Follow the trail at Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve in search of clues to help 
identify your mystery bird. Students will travel in small groups with a chaperone to find the 
clues needed to determine their mystery bird. After all the clues are collected, teams return 
to the start and use Field Guides and additional tools to solve the mystery of their bird’s 
identity. This activity is a great extension of a class, or if two classes from the same school 
come together, one group can do Mystery Bird, while the other class is in a program, and 
then switch. 

Experience Hawk Ridge (Grade 5) 
90 minutes 

Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve is perched above Duluth and Lake Superior offering a stunning 
overlook and high quality observation of migrating birds. The Experience Hawk Ridge 
program will investigate raptor adaptations, raptor research, and help students understand 
what makes Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve an excellent location to watch and experience 
migration. Learn tricks on how to identify birds in flight and then try your hand at counting 
migrating birds in a friendly competition with our Hawk Ridge counters. This program is 
specifically designed to address 5th grade Minnesota State Standards regarding 
adaptations, research and science. 

Eyes on the Skies – An Overview of Migration and Raptors (Grades 6-12) 
45 minutes 

Hawk Ridge has a fascinating history, from gunner’s lair to birdwatcher’s paradise. Over 
1,000 raptors per day fly past Hawk Ridge each fall for many reasons, one of which is Lake 
Superior. These migrating raptors take advantage of the geology of the North Shore to 
migrate. Students can see and touch artifacts such as wings and talons. Binoculars are 
provided. 

Goshawk Hotspot (Grades 6-12) 
30 – 45 minutes 

Hawk Ridge Nature Reserve is one of the best places in the US, if not the world to see 
Northern Goshawks during migration. But what makes this place so special? Northern 
Goshawks live in the boreal forest and their primary prey are Snowshoe Hare and Ruffed 
Grouse. These animals follow approximate 10 year cycles, and some years are not abundant 
causing the Goshawks to head south looking for food. This program highlights some of the 
strong migrations of the past here at Hawk Ridge, investigates Northern Goshawk biology 
and natural history, and explores how cycles observed in the past may be changing. 

Summit Ledges Hike (Appropriate for grades 4 – Adult) 
90 min. to 2 hours 
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Why do experienced hawk watchers at Hawk Ridge head for Summit Ledges? What 
happens there that doesn’t happen at the main overlook? Want to find out? Join us for a 
guided hike through fascinating geology, and unique forest types to Summit Ledges where 
the whole valley opens up and birds are often visible flying right over your head. Why is the 
North Shore of Lake Superior such a great route for hawk migration? What does geology 
have to do with it all? Only one way to answer all these questions- take a Summit Ledges 
hike! 
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