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ABSTRACT

We sent questionnaires to 7,602 residents who purchased Idaho
hunting licenses in 1971 and to 204 Idaho Department of Fish and Game
employees to compare their opinions and preferences on wildlife manage-
ment issues. Fifty-four percent of the residents and 87% of the employees
returned their questionnaires.

A majority of both residents and department employees preferred big
game hunting over upland bird or waterfowl hunting. More of the residents
preferred deer to elk, while more department employees preferred elk to
deer. Residents and Department of Fish and Game employees expressed
similar preferences for the type animal they preferred to bag.

More department employees listed their hunting in Idaho as satisfac-
tory or excellent than did residents. Too many hunters was the reason
listed most often by department employees for unsatisfactory big game
hunting, while a lack of game was the reason listed most often by
residents.

Seventy-nine percent of the department employees expressed confidence
in the department's game count information and 617 had confidence in the
harvest estimates. Half the residents indicated a lack of confidence or
skepticism of the department's game count and harvest information.

Seventy-six percent of the department employees and 867% of the
residents thought Idaho should restrict the number of out-of-state
hunters. A larger proportion of department employees (18%) than residents
(3%) thought unrestricted numbers of non-residents should be allowed to
hunt in Idaho. Twenty-nine percent of the Department of Fish and Game
employees thought the Idaho Fish and Game Commission should have allowed
more out-of-state hunters in 1971 compared to only 2% of the residents.
Fewer than 1 in 10 of the department employees versus one-third of the
residents reported too much competition with non-residents while hunting
big game.

A majority of both residents (54%) and employees (76%) thought
limited number of hen pheasants could be harvested but 18% of the
residents compared to 5% of the department employees thought hens should
not be hunted at any time. Seventy-one percent of the department employees

versus 27% of the residents thought "put-and-shoot'" hunting for game

farm pheasants was a poor use of license fees and should be discontinued.
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Three-fourths of the department employees compared to one-third of
the residents approved of the department's policies on regulating big
game numbers and winter feeding. Eighty-eight percent of the department
employees thought the department should not attempt to increase big game
numbers through supplemental winter feeding, a reply consistent with
their thoughts on department policies. Half the residents, however,
thought the department should increase big game numbers through supple-
mental winter feeding.

Most department employees (687%) but only 5% of the residents thought
the distribution of supplemental salt for big game animals was unnecessary
and should be discontinued.

More department employees preferred to restrict deer and elk harvest
by controlled hunts than by shorter seasons; the opposite preference of
residents. To increase the harvest of deer, a majority of the depart-
ment employees preferred to provide extra deer tags while the largest
group of residents preferred to increase the season length.

Habitat improvement and acquisition of wildlife areas were the two
activities ranked most important by department employees compared to
habitat improvement, law enforcement, and emergency winter feeding by

residents.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1971, Idaho Department of Fish and Game administrators decided
to seek information on topics of special concern from a larger, more
diversified group of the hunting public. A survey was conducted to
obtain a better description of the people who hunt in Idaho, their
hunting activities, and their opinions and preferences on important
issues related to hunting and management of wildlife in Idaho (Bjornn
and Dalke, 1975). At the same time we sent questionnaires to the hunt-
ing public (hereafter referred to as the primary survey), I also sent
questionnaires to personnel of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game.
We wanted to compare the opinions and preferences of employees of the
Department of Fish and Game with those of Idaho residents who purchased

hunting licenses.

SURVEY METHODS

We sent the same questionnaire to Department of Fish and Game
employees that we sent to licensed hunters in the primary survey (Fig.
1). We mailed questionnaires to 204 employees in December, 1971 and
received 178 completed questionnaires for a return of 87%Z. We sent
questionnaires to 7,602 residents of which 54% were completed and
returned after two follow-up contacts.

I grouped the Department's employees into 6 categories as follows
for analysis of their opinions and preferences: 1) game research and
management, 2) conservation enforcement, 3) land and refuge management,
4) information and education, 5) fisheries research and management, and
6) fish hatcheries.

We summarized the data from the Department employees in the same

way described by Bjornn and Dalke (1975) for the primary survey.

FINDINGS

Demographic comparisons:

Nearly all (907%) licensed hunters and virtually all the Department
employees who completed the questionnaires were males. The largest
proportion of department employees fit in the 30-50 age groups while a

large proportion of the hunting public was less than 20 or over 60 years




GOOD MANAGEMENT
REQUIRES GOOD INFORMATION

D A SURVEY
of
| - RESIDENT
IDAHO
HUNTERS

College OF Forestry, Wildlife
And Range Sciences
University of Idaho
Moscow

Figure 1.

Dear Hunter:
This questionnaire is designed to assess your

preferences and attitudes on a number of key

. issues and problems in Idaho wildlife manaj

and to provide

BigGame . __
Upland Birds .
Weanbel:

ment, your expenditures while hunting in Idabo,
background information to help
us describe pmrle who hunt in Idaho. This is

an opportunity lor you to participate in decisions

regarding the Future management of wildlife in
Idaho. se take the time to provide us with
the information requested.

Thank you.

I. How many years have you hunted each
category ﬂmr in Idaho, and which type
ol huntin| you most prefer (Rank from
I to 3)? Then list the one species in each
category that you most prefer to hunt.

Years
Hunted Rank Preferred Species

2 Rank (1 to 3) the three most important
sources of your information about hunting
and fishing regulations and wildlife man-
agement programs in Idaho:

.. Fish and Game Department regulations
Idsho Wildlife Review
Friends—hunting companions

Sportsmen club meetings

e Other CEIRY) e e i

3. Please estimate the number of miles your
al vehicle was driven in Idaho during
EEPT!L‘\IIBER. 1971, when you hunted:

Miles driven
Big Came. <o e
Upland Birds . ...
Waterfowl ..

The questionnaire sent to residents

Idaho Department of Fish and Game.

4. For each species of wildlife you hunted in
Idaho dnrinr SEPTEMBER. 1971, please
list the number of days you hunted in each

arca (See Map).
Species Hunted  Days Spent Flunting in Each Ares:

Area Days

Area Days

Onmly Elk
Only Deer
Decr &Elk .

Clist) i

5. Please indicate if you hunted in Idaho dur-
ing SEPTEMBER, 1971. If you ba
n:ne game, list the species and num
taken.

Hunted in Species and
September? number
Yes No

6.- Why do you go hunting? Rank in erder
of importance (] to 3) the three major rea-
sons why you hunt with "1 the most im-
portant.

— ] ... Relaxation-change of pace

O R Opportunity to get out-of-
rophy Qrre

. Companionship ...... Challenge of the hunt

p— 1 e Do pot hunt -«

7. 1f you hunt for big game, which type of an
imal do you most prefer? (CheckngE for
each species).

No pre ol A -

Pmarew 8 8§

Wil 0 O
A

Large buck or bull O O a

8. Please mark the term below which best de
seribes your degree of sansfaction with your
hunting in Idaha (Cheek ONE in each

game category)
Bi Upland  Water-
vt RS em
]

Unsatisfactory o ]
Excellent o 0 D
Satisfactory ot o @]
No Opinion (] o s}

9. Il you were not nm\l]\lrlch' satisfied while

hunting in ldaho, which reason was the
most responsible for your lack of satisfac-
tion? Check the tingle most important rea-
son for each game category.

Rig Upland ~ Water-

ame irds fowl

Did not
Rame -1:1'" (5] 0 o
Too many hunters in

the ares hunted ] D ]

Not encugh game [J D o
Weather D (u] o
Qutfitter and guide

services (m] =] o
Access (w] o O
Other u] 8] O

(describe) .. e ST o

1. Which of the following best expresses your

feeling I:anlmg out-of state hunters and

hunting of wildlife in Idaho? (Check ONE)

[] Allow unrestricted numbers of out-of-state
hunters in Idahe.

[ Restrict the number of outofsiate hunters
in ldaho.

[J No Opinion.

If you believe out-of state hunters should be
restricted, which of the following do you
prefer? (Check One)

[0 Outof-state hunters should be allowed to hunt
only in thow areas where residents do not
ndequately harvest the game.

[0 Reurict the number of outol-state hunters
to 20% [, 10% [, or $% (] of all hunters.

[1 No outofstate hunters should be allowed

1o hunt in | .

1.

If vou hunted in Idaho during 1971, which
of the categonies below best ﬁr-«uln yuour
experiences with regard to competition with
the out of state hunters? (Check ONE for
each gamre category)
Big Upland  Water-
Came irds

fowl
Not noticeable o =] (=]
Noticeable, but not
obiectionable o (8] [u]
Too much
competition from
non residents =] 0 a

No Opinion o o o

Which of the following best expresses yout

fecling regarding the Fish and ‘liame om

mission’s limitanon on the number of out

ol state big game hunters in 19717 (Check

ONE)

[ Shoukl have allowed more outof stste hunters.

[ Should have reduced the number of outol-
state hunters further.

[ Allows sbout the right pumber.

[0 Do oot know shout restrictions.

[ Ne Opinion.

. If the numher of outof state hunters were

significantly restricted, would vou be willing
to pay increased annual fers to help make
up for the lost revenue from license and
tag sales?

1f_yes, how much?

Ne §$1 33 35 More
Huntinglicenss [0 O O O O
Elk Tag el & a 'a
Deer Tag 0 o-aga o

. Which of the following best describes your

views regarding the distributing of supple
mental salt for hig game in certain areas?
(Check ONE)

[1 Necewary and should be continoed or ex
panderd
[0 Unnecessary and should be curtailed o

dnppe
{1 No Opinion

in the primary survey and to professional employees of the



i Asd\enwnbunflmnunmuia. “qual- |

ity" hunting areas tend 10 become "quantity”
hunting arcas unless actions are taken o
||‘r:}ir : t‘.;‘m;:nl?:“:f hum;nrs and harvests. |
uch the Followin| most
fer? (Check ONE) s i

[ Manage each herd fur quantity hunting
(maximum open season with no re- |
strictions om n-hr of hunters, lower rate

of success.)

LY nd h-d for quality b t

a ,L.:‘:. Sl Mg (lr-
-m-ub, low -lnnc z~ b

o Mm' ke mm':"' qnil.ily huaung wnd |

o N.n he remainder for quantity hunting.

In those instances where the harvest of deer
and clk must l:hm}i‘ o in cerain :}m
L units, whic! you most prefer?
{Eheck ONE) N
Short m
8 llu: o 'll{lhnmlll: of Ima:n reg-
h  hy by deawing thus rmhunu num-

DNDOM

i When an mcmscd harvest of deer is neces-

r management unit, which
nnc d lK:mollnwmg methods would you
most prefer? (Check ONE)

[ Inceased length of seasons, ome deer per
hunter on regular tag

Dvaulsmndnu n-pu:lmlnuummy
take un addiiunal deer.

[ No Opinion.

In your opinion is the amount and condition

uf wg;uw.m on big game winter range
woper basis for managing big game
ations? (Check ONE)

Yel (u] No O No Opinion

. Do you have confidence n the Idaho Fish

and Game Depariment’s fivuies on game
counts and annual harvest? (Check ONE
for each category)

N
Yes  No Skepticul Opinioa

Game counts (W] 5 (0] r

Annuasl Game Kill () a 0 (]

Figure 1. Continued

20. Please indicute if you believe the Fish and
Game ])o.p.mrm.m should place more, less,
or no change in the emphasis on all the ac

tivities listed helow,

hen rank (1 10 3)

the three activitics you believe are most
impurtant.

No
More Less Change Rank

(8]
5]
0
0

(8]

21

o
5]
n
o

OoDoo

B a

" Ccheck stations,

Predator control

- Habitat improvenient
- Law enfarcement

M ment |uiRiaIos

bird counts,
planting e1c.)
Farma for “put and

iy

- Game
take” bird shooting

Emergency winter feed
ing

Acquisition of wildlifer
arcas (winter runge,
waterfowl marshes, atc.)

. Improved access w0 bhunt-

ing arcas
Public information
[eograms

- Rescurch and evaluation

of progrums

~ Onhiers (describe)

Do you believe the Fish and Game Depart

ment is doing a satisfactory job ¢

GG

the [n]k:wmg species, (Check ONE - for

vach species)

No
Yes Nuo  Opinion
Deer G 6] a]
Elk a o 5}
Tuf:y animals »

(sheep, goats, moose’ [ L3 (]
Antelope 13 13 (8]
Pheasaats ] o a
Suge growse 8] a o
Furest grouse 0o a U
Chubkar partridge o (8] a
Watetfowl £ o] (]
Onher [w] (8] [s]

. Which of the following best expresses your

opiniun of supplemental winter feeding to
attempt v a increase the abund-

ially
ance of deer or ek ((.,Ju'ch ONE)»

[0 The Department should not sttempt w in:
crease big game berds in excess of the natursl
carrying capacity of winter range.

0 ke D:pu“.m:m should sttempt 10 increase

b,
‘xn:m through supplemental winter

[0 No Opinion.

Do you approve or disapprove of the Fish
and ‘Game Department’s cutrent policy on
(1) regulating big game numbers and (2)
emergency winter feeding? (Check ONE in
cach eolumn)

Big Game numbers  Winter feeding

Approve o o
Disapprove o o
No Opision o o
Do not know policy 0 o

Which of the following best describes your
feclings on roads as related to big game
llunung? (Check ONE)

lhmi: v fm provide improved
2 mlnhﬂ unting, mdl belicve more

dnuldbcmmu.l in the furure.

Pu wads
o uaunumaciumluu ar:uiarl is
for lnqpn‘ Jmul-lbeclm-ed 10 public

use

[ Overcrowding 05 big gume hunting areas has
ileeaddy wecurn ause of oo many
No new tods should be constructed and some
existing roads should be closed.

[0 No Opipion.

. What are your ft:ulmﬁ\' about hunting hen

phecasants? (Check O

[ Men pheasants should ot be bunted st any
e,

{1 il numbers of hen pheasants should be
tuken by ln:.nm; under specisl segulations,
swusons or bag linats.

[3 Wk cocks sl hens shiould be hunted with-
uut pestriction, saoie as other game birds,

{7 Nu Opinion.

25.

26.

27.

28,

.

Which of the following best describes Jonr
views concerning hunting provide
game farm pheasanis? (Check ONE)

O Providing hunting with c Farm pheasant.
isa program aud s uulq.l bee cuntinued.

[ “Put and shoot" hunting Tur game farm ﬂmn
ants is & poor use of license fees and
not Le contin

O No Opinion.

The pheasant scason in southorn Idaho
s at noon rather than daylight, \Which
the fullm\*msbuf expresses your [eelings?

((.hrd( ON.
Ol am muﬁed with the noon upening for

[1 1 peefer an early morning opening [ pheas:
ants.
[ No Opinion.

When do most Emﬁr to hunt bear in
Idaho? (C

0O Fall 0O Year Round

(1 Spring O Neo Opinion

D0 Fall and Seing

Should bear hunting with hounds be per-
mited?  Yes[] No[J No Opinion [J

which would most er?
ﬁd. ONE) £ o

[ In the Fall Only
[ In the Spring Only
O In Fall and Spring
O Year Round

Please list your Age .. Sex e
CRCHPREGE. 3wty idonasian i sctmm sorsiorsss

What was the uﬁnpmxmme total yull
cume of your family in 19712 (Check O

O Under $2.599 ) $10,000-14,999
[0 $3,000-4,999 [ $15,000 19,999
[ $5,000-6,999 [0 $20,000-24,999
1 $7,000-9,999 " [ $25,000 05 over

30. This question deals with the cost of your
hunting tip(s) and i particulady impun-
ant. Please estimate the cust ol jour bunting
unly. Do not incude expenses paid by you
Tur another persun(s), but do I£||.|u¢]|. your

nvpulau paid by sameu

ulse
Whit were your n._{u.un.a wlnle hunting

i [daho during SEP
Upland
ok,
Train, planc, bus fares. ... .

olggin, (-mrciv mmr
iny fees, e - B =

Gl und uulllnet f:r-
Equipment rental Cex-

EMBER, 1971, lor:

Waterfuwl

cluding ontfiliers Jees) e i i

Taxudetmy snd tanning -
Came sttage,

ing and shipping
Misellancous supplies
Orher (lise) oo e e

31 Please record below the ubxuduun:s
uring the
EMBER, 1970) and how

made for equipment items

year (since SEI

Lo

much of the total was spent m Idaho. Please

estimate the percentay
time used eac

clinsed

in Lo,

of the wtal amount
equipment item pur
uring the last year while hunting

for exumple, i you purchased a

camper and you used it a total of 4 weuks,
of which one was for a hunlmg trip in

Idaho, you would write down 25%.

Parcem of totsl

hunting time
wauipmant
o ot
Yot o ok, K -ml- Runting
Equipment pmh...a \daho
Equipment Purchased Wdaho  law'yeer

Dm
and Ihlir WI .
Miscuilansous
(Ginccvian, etc)

Orhar (Ia1) .- —_———————-

Thank You



of age (Table 1). 1In 1971, most department employees had incomes in
the $7-15,000 range (Fig. 2). Idaho families and residents in the

primary survey also had incomes in the $7-15,000 range.

Table 1. The percentage of residents in the primary survey and Depart-
ment of Fish and Game employees in each age group.

Number
in Age group (% of people)
Groups sample 19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+
Residents 4105 19;1 23058 P19 GRS S1608. | 1209 RNEa T
Employees 177 0 1558 11367 \W2%09) 105 2N

Our survey of Department of Fish and Game employees included only
the professional staﬁf. We did not send questionnaires to the clerical
staff of the department. One-third of the resident hunters were classi-
fied as professional or student but there were also large groups of

craftsmen and persons who operated small businesses.

Type Hunting, Species, and Animals Preferred

Like the resident hunters, a majority of the department employees
preferred big game hunting over waterfowl or upland bird hunting (Fig.
3). A larger proportion of the department employees than the resident
hunters listed upland birds and waterfowl as their most preferred type
of hunting (Table 2). The proportion of fish and game employees who
preferred the various types of hunting varied between the occupational
groupings.

The proportion of fish and game employees who preferred the various
species of big game and upland birds differed from the resident hunters
(Fig. 4). A slightly larger proportion of the department employees
preferred elk to deer whereas more of the resident hunters preferred
deer to elk. The pheasant was the upland bird preferred by the largest
proportion of employees and residents but a larger proportion of depart-

ment employees preferred chukar and forest grouse than did the residents.
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Table 2. The percentage of residents and Fish and Game Department
employees who preferred big game, upland bird and waterfowl hunting
in 1971.

Type hunting preferred

Number (% of people)

in Big Upland Water-

Groups sample game bird fowl
Residents 3638 72.6 19.3 8.8
Fish and Game Department employees 177 )7 277 15.3
Game and Research and Management 28 46.4 3547 1749
Conservation Enforcement 63 60.3 20.6 19.1
Refuge and Land Management 16 56.3 37.5 6.3
Information and Education 13t 27 3 63.6 9.1
Fish Research and Management 19 47 .4 21.10 31.6
Fish Hatcheries 38 I3l 2451 5.3

The type of elk; deer or antelope which employees preferred to bag
when big game hunting was similar to that of the residents, except that
a smaller proportion of the department employees listed no preference in
the type animal they bagged (Fig. 5). Most fish and game employees
preferred a large buck when hunting antelope, whereas most resident

hunters had no preference.

Satisfaction with Hunting

Fish and game employees listed a higher degree of satisfaction with
their hunting in Idaho than did the resident hunters. Approximately 85%
of the department employees rated big game hunting as excellent or
satisfactory compared to only 55% of the residents (Fig. 6). Less than
10% of the department employees rated their big game hunting as unsatis-
factory compared to more than 30% of the residents. A large proportion
of the resident hunters didn't have an opinion regarding their satisfac-
tion with upland bird or waterfowl hunting; perhaps because they did not
participate in that type of hunting. Nearly 15% of the resident hunters
were dissatisfied with their upland bird hunting compared to only 5% of
the department employees.

Too many hunters was the most frequently listed reason for unsatis-

factory big game hunting by department employees (Fig. 7). Lack of game
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was the reason listed most often by residents for unsatisfactory big
game hunting. A larger proportion of the employees as compared to the
resident hunters listed weather as a primary cause of unsatisfactory big
game hunting.

Too many hunters was the primary reason for unsatisfactory upland
bird and waterfowl hunting for a large proportion of both department
employees and resident hunters. Fewer employees than resident hunters
listed lack of game as the primary reason for unsatisfactory hunting.
Nearly 407 of the department employees listed access as the primary
reason for poor upland bird hunting, whereas only 10% of the residents

listed access as their primary reason for unsatisfactory hunting.

Confidence in Game Counts and Harvest Estimates

Most Department employees (79%) expressed confidence in the game
count figures of the Department of Fish and Game. Only 1 out of 5
employees indicated they were skeptical or did not have confidence in
the department's game count information (Fig. 8). Less than 40% of the
resident hunters had confidence in the count information and nearly half
expressed a lack of confidence.

A smaller portion (61%) of the department employees indicated they
had confidence in the harvest estimates. Nearly 40% of the fish and
game department employees expressed a lack of confidence in harvest
estimate information (Fig. 9). One-third of the residents had confidence
in the department's harvest estimate information and half indicated a

lack of confidence.

Non-resident Hunters in Idaho

Most department employees (76%) and resident hunters (86%) thought
Idaho should restrict the number of out-of-state hunters (Fig. 10).
Approximately 1 out of 5 fish and game employees thought unrestricted
numbers of out-of-state hunters should be allowed in Idaho compared to
only 1 out of 20 resident hunters.

Approximately three-fourths of the resident hunters and department
employees thought out-of-state hunters should be restricted to a percen-—
tage of the total hunters in the state (Fig. 11). A fourth of the

employees and resident hunters thought out-of-state hunters should be

=10=




_‘['[.-

Percentage of hunters in sample

| BIG GAME 1 UPLAND BIRD WATERFOWL

404 F &G Employees 404 F &G Employees 404 F & G Employees
n: 62 n: 45 n:40
.1

204 204 204

0 0 — & —
601 50] 30,‘

Resident Resident Resident

< n = 2683 4 n-1689 n=990
40+ 404 404
204 20+ 204

o —r—— 0 o
Non - Resident Non-Resident Non-Resident
n=782 4 n=229 a=103

404 40 404

- -
204 20+ 204

A -

° I o O

i Weather Outfittar Access Did not Teo Mo Weather Owtfitter Access
Did not Too many No  Weather Outfitter Access Did not Too many Mo many
bag game hunters, game guide bag game hunters  game & guide bag game hunters game & guide
services services services

Fig. 7. The percentage of department employees, residents, and non-residents of the primary survey
who listed various reasons for their dissatisfaction with hunting in Idaho.




‘ 100 1+
‘ 7] Resident

80 s Resident

nz 4426

50 1
60+

404

204

F&G Employees
n =180

80

F&G Employees
60 r:z180

Percentage of hunters in sample
Percentage of hunters in sample

40

BT

Yes No Skeptical No opinion

Yes No Skeptical No.
opinion

Fig. 8. The percentage of department Fig. 9. The percentage of department
employees and residents of the primary employees and residents of the primary
survey who expressed confidence or a survey who expressed confidence or a
lack of confidence in the game count lack of confidence in the harvest esti-
information of the Department of Fish mate information of the Department of
and Game. Fish and Game.

i




20
1 F&G Employees
4 n=180
60
m-
0 I 1
904
wl s
30 4
2
5 o
£ —
2
s
€
Fle
k]
§ 40 Ne::ﬁnigem
§
&
301
J
0
Unrestricted Restricted No opinion
numbers numbers
Fig. 10. The percentage of department

employees and residents and non-residents

of the primary survey who thought Idaho
should allow unrestricted numbers of
out-of-state hunters or should restrict
the number of out-of-state hunters in
Idaho.

-13-

Resident
n=3841

F&G Employees
n=136

Percentage of Munaters in Sample

Selected Restrict 0 5 10 20
Areas  Numbers Percentage of Residents

Fig. 11. The percentage of department
employees and residents of the primary
survey who believed out-of-state hunters
should be (1) restricted in number or
allowed to hunt only in those areas
where residents did not adequately har-
vest the game and (2) restricted to a
percentage of all hunters. The per-
centage that out-of-state hunters
should comprise is listed in the right
hand side of the figure.



allowed to hunt only in those areas where residents did not adequately
harvest the game. Most residents thought hunters should comprise 5% or
less of the total hunters in the state whereas most department employees
thought out-of-state hunters should comprise 10% or more of the hunters.
A significant number (17%) of the resident hunters thought no out-of-
state hunters should be allowed to hunt in Idaho.

The Idaho Fish and Game Commission limited sales of combination
licenses (elk and deer) to 5% of resident hunting license sales for the
previous year and sales of deer only licenses to 2% of resident sales.
Nearly 607 of the department employees thought the commission allowed
the right number of out-of-state hunters to hunt in Idaho in 1971 (Fig.
12). Twenty-nine percent of the employees thought the commission
should have allowed more out-of-state hunters. Half the resident hun-
ters thought the commission should have reduced further the number of
out-of-state hunters .in Idaho and less than 5% thought the commission
should have allowed more non-resident hunters.

Three-fourths of the department employees thought competition with
out-of-state hunters while hunting big game in 1971 was either not
noticeable or noticeable, but not objectionable (Fig. 13). Less than
10% of the fish and game employees reported too much competition with
residents while hunting big game. One-third of the residents reported
too much competition with non-residents while hunting big game and 40%
thought competition with out-of-state hunters was not noticeable or
least not objectionable.

A larger proportion of the department employees than residents were
willing to pay more for hunting licenses or elk and deer tags if the
number of non-resident hunters was significantly reduced (Table 3).
Department of Fish and Game employees were also willing to pay larger

amounts for the licenses or tags than were the residents.

Management of Pheasants

Approximately half the residents and department employees preferred
the noon opening time for pheasant hunting in southern Idaho (Table 4).
More of the fish and game employees compared to residents preferred an
early morning opening time and fewer employees did not have an opinion

on the subject.
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Table 3. The percentage of residents in the primary survey and Department
of Fish and Game employees who were willing to pay increased fees for
hunting licenses and tags if the number of non-resident hunters were
reduced and the percentage who were willing to pay specified additional
amounts.

License or tag Number  Percentage
and in willing to Amount willing to pay (% of people)
group sample pay more Sil 53 S5 More than $5
Hunting license
Residents 3895 69.3 21.7 20.3 17.6 9.8
Employees 174 89.1 6.3 2807 28.7 2543
Elk tag
Residents 3536 71:6 25.9 19.4 17.6 87
Employees 171 84.2 2RI 230G 28 ] 10°.5
Deer tag
Residents 3600 70.9 32.6 19.4 116 756
Employees 168 816 30.4 28.6 16.1 6.6

Table 4. The percentage of residents in the primary survey and Depart-
ment of Fish and Game employees who preferred the noon or early morning
opening for pheasants in south Idaho.

Number Preferred opening time (% of people)
in Early No
Group sample Noon morning opinion
Residents 4424 47.5 22.1 30.4
Employees 180 50.0 36.1 188

Most department employees (76%) thought limited numbers of hen
pheasants should be taken by hunters under special regulations, seasons
or bag limits. Nearly 207% of the employees thought hen pheasants should
be hunted without restriction the same as other game birds, and only 5%
thought hens should not be hunted at any time (Fig. 14). A majority of
the resident hunters thought a limited number of hen pheasants could be
taken but 187 thought hen pheasants should not be hunted at any time.

Seventy-one percent of the department employees compared to only
27% of the resident hunters thought "put-and-shoot" hunting for game

farm pheasants was a poor use of license fees and should be discontinued

=16-



(Fig. 15). Seventeen percent of the fish and game employees thought
providing hunting with game farm pheasants was a good program and should

be continued as did 307% of the resident hunters.

Management of Big Game Herds

Seventy-seven percent of the fish and game employees approved of
the department's policy on regulating big game numbers and 697% approved
of the policy on emergency winter feeding of big game (Table 5). Approx-
imately one-third of the resident hunters approved of the department's
policies on regulating big game numbers and emergency winter feeding.
Fourteen percent of the fish and game employees and 197% of the residents
disapproved of the policy of regulating big game numbers while 247 of
the employees and 15% of the residents disapproved of the policy on
emergency winter feeding. There was a variation between the occupational
groups of fish and game employees in the proportion who approved or
disapproved of the policies (Table 5).

Nearly one-third of the residents did not know the department's
policy on regulating big game numbers or emergency winter feeding. We
did not explain the department's policies on these matters in the
questionnaire sent to the resident hunters or department employees, but
we did in a special survey (Bjornm, 1975) as listed below. :

The current policy of the Idaho Fish and Game
Department is to attempt to regulate the abundance
of big game animals in each area at the number
which natural winter range will support during
normal winters. During emergency situations and
severe winters the animals will be herded, baited,
or live-trapped and moved to areas with natural
feed if possible. Emergency winter feeding will be
undertaken only as a last resort.

Eighty-eight percent of the fish and game employees and 327 of the
resident hunters thought the department should not attempt to increase
big game herds in excess of the natural capacity of the winter range
(Fig. 16). Half the residents but only 9% of the fish and game employees
thought the department should attempt to increase big game herds through

supplemental winter feeding.
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Table 5. The percentage of residents and Department of Fish and Game
employees who approved or disapproved of the department's policy on
regulating big game numbers and emergency winter feeding.

Topic Number % of people who
and in Dis- Had no Did not
group sample Approved approved opinion know policy

Regulating big game numbers

Residents 4434 31.8 19.4 17.8 310
Department of Fish
and Game employees 180 T1d52 1359 6.7 2.2
Game research & management 28 92.9 0.0 3.6 3.6
Conservation enforcement 65 76.9 20.0 5 1l L
Refuge and land management 17 76.5 0.0 23.5 0.0
Information & education il 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fish research & management 19 89.5 5.3 5.3 0.0
Fish hatcheries 38 52:6 29.0 13.2 G
Emergency winter feeding
Residents ; 4430 35.2 '14.6 20.1 30.1
Department of Fish
and Game employees 180 69.4 24 .4 5.6 0.6
Game research & management 28 71.4 250 36 0.0
Conservation enforcement 65 320 22,5 4.6 0.0
Refuge & land management 17 52.9 235 2355 0.0
Information & education 11 63.6 36.4 0.0 0.0
Fish research & management 19 79,0 204 0.0 0.0
Fish hatcheries 38 63,2 29.0 He3 2.6

Nearly 907 of the department employees and 577% of the resident
hunters thought the amount and condition of vegetation on big game
winter range was the proper basis for managing big game herds (Fig. 17).
Less than 10% of the fish and game employees and less than 207% of the
resident hunters did not think winter range vegetation was the proper
basis for management.

Sixty-eight percent of the department employees but only 5% of the
residents thought the distribution of supplemental salt for big game was
unnecessary and should be discontinued (Table 6). Sixty-one percent of
the residents and 187 of department employees thought the distribution
of salt for big game was necessary and the program should be continued

or expanded.
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Table 6. The percentage of residents and Department of Fish and Game
employees who thought the distribution of supplemental salt for big game
animals was or was not necessary.

Number Views on supplemental salt (% of people)

in Not No
Group sample Necessary necessary opinion
Residents 4435 60.8 4.9 34.3
Fish and Game Department
Employees 180 178 67.8 14.4
Game research & management 28 0.0 92.9 el
Conservation enforcement 65 20.0 66.2 1329
Refuge & land management i 174 11.8 70.6 377
Information & education 11 0.0 100.0 0.0
Fish research & management 19 5.3 13w 2121
Fish hatcheries 38 42.1 39.5 18.4

Most department employees (687%) thought some big game herds should
be managed to provide quality hunting and some quantity hunting (Fig.
18, refer to Question 15, Fig. 1 for description of "Quality" and
"Quantity" hunting). A majority of the residents, with an opinion,
preferred to have herds managed for both quality and quantity hunting.

A larger proportion of the resident hunters than department employees
wanted the herds managed for quality rather than quantity hunting.

In those instances where the deer and elk harvest must be reduced a
slightly larger proportion of department employees preferred to restrict
the harvest with controlled hunts rather than a shorter general season
(Fig. 19). A shorter general season to reduce the harvest of deer and
elk was preferred by 47% of the residents and 387 preferred controlled
hunts.

When an increased harvest of deer is necessary, 557% of the fish and
game employees preferred to provide extra deer tags and allow hunters to
take an additional deer and 427 wanted to increase the length of the
season (Fig; 20). The largest group of resident hunters (47%) preferred
to increase the length of season to increase the harvest of deer and 427
preferred to provide extra deer tags.

Three-fourths of the department employees and resident hunters
thought present access to big game hunting areas by roads was adequate

and no more roads were needed, or there were already too many roads and
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some existing roads should be closed (Table 7).

Only 10Z of the resident

hunters and 3% of the department employees thought additional roads were

needed for hunting in big game areas.

Table 7. The percentage of residents
employees who thought more roads were
there were too many roads in big game

and Department of Fish and Game
needed, no more were needed, or
hunting areas.

Opinions regarding roads (% of people)
Number No more
in More roads roads Too many No
Group sample needed needed roads opinion
Residents 4434 9.6 26.8 47.6 16.0
Employees 180 3.3 39.4 54.4 2.8

Bear Hunting

More than half the department employees and half the resident
hunters, who had an opinion, preferred to hunt bear in the fall (Table 8).
Nearly one-fourth of the resident hunters, with an opinion, preferred to
hunt bear all year round compared to only 3% of the fish and game
employees. A large proportion of the resident hunters did not have an

opinion on a preferred time to hunt bears.

Table 8. The percentage of residents and Department of Fish and Game
employees who preferred to hunt bear in the fall, spring, fall and
spring, or all vyear.

Number Preferred time of year (% of people)
in Fall and All No
Group sample Fall Spring spring year opinion
Residents 4432 24.6 33 6.3 11:9 53.9
Employees 180 40.6 15.0 18.9 2.2 23.3

Considering only those people with an opinion, department employees
were evenly split on the question of hunting bears with hounds (Table 9).
Most resident hunters (55%) did not think bears should be hunted with

hounds but 14% thought the use of hounds should be permitted. Most
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residents and fish and game employees preferred to hunt bear with
hounds in the fall (Table 9).

Table 9. The percentage of residents and Department of Fish and Game
employees who thought bear should or should not be hunted with hounds
and when they should be hunted.

Should permit Time to hunt (% of people)

Number hunting bear Fall
in with hounds (%) and All
Group sample Yes No Fall Spring Spring year
Residents 4424 13.8 55.0 48.7 1253 14,8 2555
Employees 180 41.7 42.2 55.6 - 14.8 2F 2 255

Activities of the Department

Forty-one percent of the department employees ranked habitat
improvement as the most important activity of the department and 29%
ranked acquisition of wildlife areas as the most important activity
(Fig. 21). Law enforcement, habitat improvement and emergency winter
feeding of big game were the three activities of the Department of Fish

and Game which most hunters thought were of primary importance.
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