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ABSTRACT

We conducted a questionnaire survey to
describe the people who hunted in Idaho, their
hunting activities and their preferences and
opinions on management issues. We mailed
questionnaires to 7,602 people with resident
licenses and 2,638 with non-resident licenses to
hunt in ldaho during 1971. Sixty-one percent of
the residents and 71% of the non-residents
completed and returned their questionnaires.

In 1971, 215,000 people purchased licenses
to hunt in ldaho. Residents comprized 91% of
the licensed hunters and nearly half the
non-residents came from California. Most
(76-92%) of the resident males in the 20-50 age
groups purchased hunting licenses in 1971. More
than half the resident hunters had incomes of
$7-15,000, but income was not an important
factor in the decision of residents to purchase a
hunting license. Non-residents who hunted in
Idaho had larger incomes on average than
residents.

Residents accounted for 92-97% of the days
hunted for the major game species in 1971.
Hunting for elk (and deer incidentally)
“amounted to 24% of the days reported by
residents and 39% of non-residents. Hunting for
deer, pheasants and ducks by residents
amounted to 15, 17 and 17% respectively, of
the days they hunted. The distribution of
hunting within ldaho was related to the species
sought and area of residence.

More than half (54-63% depending on type
hunting) the residents who responded had
hunted in Idaho six or more years and 46% of
the non-residents were hunting in ldaho for the
first time. Forty-three percent of the residents
reported they hunted primarily for meat with
only 2% after a trophy. Non-residents hunted
mainly for relaxation, challenge of the hunt,
trophy and opportunity to get out-of-doors.

Most residents (73%) preferred big game
hunting over upland bird (19%) or waterfowl
(9%) hunting. Nearly all (97%) of the
non-residents with the combination or deer only
licenses preferred big game hunting while 75%
of those with the bird license preferred upland
bird hunting. Fifty-seven percent of the

residents preferred to hunt deer when big game
hunting while 80% of the non-residents with the
combination license preferred elk. Pheasants and
ducks were the most preferred species of upland

birds and waterfowl. Many residents had no
preference in the type deer or elk they bagged
while more than half the non-residents preferred
a large buck or bull, an attitude consistent with
their reason for hunting (to bag a trophy).

A majority of residents ranked their hunting
in ldaho as satisfactory or excellent, but
one-third of the hunters ranked their big game
hunting as unsatisfactory. Satisfaction with
hunting was related to success in bagging an
animal or birds. Residents listed lack of game,
too many hunters, and not bagging game as the
primary reasons for their dissatisfaction with
hunting.

Nearly half the residents and one-fourth the
non-residents expressed a lack of confidence in
the game count and game Kkill information
provided by the Idaho Fish and Game
Department. A majority of the residents, with
an opinion, thought Department personnel
satisfactorily managed ldaho wildlife, but 42%
wanted better management for deer, 38% for
elk, and 20% for pheasants.

Most residents (86%) preferred to restrict
the number of out-of-state hunters in Idaho. A
majority of residents who knew the Idaho Fish
and Game Commission policy on out-of-state
hunters thought the Commission should have
restricted the number of non-residents further.
Forty percent of the residents thought
competition with out-of-state hunters while
hunting big game in 1971 was not noticeable or
not objectionable while 33% believed there was
too much competition. More than half the
non-residents thought they should have equal
opportunity with residents to hunt wildlife in
states such as Idaho with large areas of federal
land. Nearly three-fourths of the residents
indicated they would pay more for hunting
licenses and tags to make up for lost revenue if
ldaho significantly restricted the number of
cut-of-state hunters.

In southern Idaho, most residents preferred

the noon opening for pheasants rather than the '

early morning time, regardless of occupation. A
majority of residents thought a limited number
of hen pheasants should be harvested under
special regulations. Opinion on providing
hunting with game farm pheasants was evenly
split, half of those with an opinion thought it
was a good program and half thought it was a




poor program and should be discontinued.

A majority of the residents who thought
they knew the policy and had an opinion
approved of the current policy of the Fish and
Game Department with regard to regulating big
game numbers (* . . . number which natural
range will support . .. ") and emergency winter
feeding (““ . . . only as a last resort.”). Half the
residents, however, thought the Department
should attempt to increase big game herds
through supplemental winter feeding. A majority
of the residents thought the amount and
condition of vegetation on the winter range was

the proper basis for managing big game
populations and that it was necessary to
distribute supplemental salt for big game
animals.

Ten percent of the residents wanted big
game ‘herds managed for “quantity” hunting,
21% wanted ‘“quality”’ hunting, and 41% wanted
both types of hunting available. Residents were

evenly split on shorter seasons or controlled
hunts to restrict the harvest of big game
animals. To increase the deer harvest, half the
residents preferred to increase season length and
half wanted extra tags, but there were
differences between zones of the state.

Most residents (75%) and non-residents
(73%) thought no more roads were needed for
big game hunting in Idaho. Forty-eight percent
of the residents thought there were already too
many roads, no new ones should be constructed
and some of the existing roads should be closed.

Law enforcement, habitat improvement, and
emergency winter feeding were the activities of
the Department that the largest proportion of
residents thought were most important. Predator
control, game farms, and access to hunting areas
were the three activities a significant number of
people thought should receive less emphasis from
the Department.



INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the public has become more
interested in the policies and programs of public
resource agencies. Administrators of these
agencies found they needed better input from the
public when choosing between the available
management alternatives. Resource managers can
no longer choose unilaterally and autocratically,
however well intentioned, between alternative
uses of publicly owned resources.

With this survey we sought information from
members of the public who use Idaho wildlife
resources for hunting. Fish and game managers
needed a better description of the people who
hunt in ldaho, their hunting activities and their
opinions and preferences on important issues
related to hunting and management of wildlife in
Idaho.

Traditionally, fish and game managers in
Idaho obtained their public input from personal
contacts with local sportsmen and periodic
attendance at the local, regional or statewide
wildlife association meetings. However, only a
small proportion of the people who hunted in
Ildaho during the early 1970's participated in
organized clubs. The Idaho Fish and Game
Commission held public hearings in conjunction
with their periodic meetings to obtain public
input but relatively few people took advantage of
the opportunity to attend what often developed
into ‘‘gripe sessions.”

Traditional methods of obtaining public
opinions and preferences on wildlife matters
restricted the input to a relatively small group of
“especially interested” people. In 1971, ldaho
Fish and Game Department administrators
decided to seek information from a larger, more
diversified group of the hunting public regarding
selected topics of special concern. They requested
us (personnel of the ldaho Cooperative Fishery
Unit) to conduct a questionnaire survey of ldaho
hunters because of our experience with such
surveys.

We recognize that the answers to many of
our questions might be termed “‘gut reactions”
because we did nothing more than ask the people
to choose between alternatives. The people had
to rely on their experiences and knowledge of the
situation to answer the gquestions. In most cases
we suspect the people were not as fully aware of
the trade-offs associated with each alternative and
did not have the type of information available to
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the wildlife manager. Some people changed their
minds on some issues when presented with the
trade-offs and additional information (See Bjornn,
1975 A).

SURVEY METHODS

We selected a sample of people who
purchased ldaho hunting licenses in 1971,
mailed them a questionnaire (and follow-ups if
necessary) and then summarized their answers
with the aid of a computer.

Questionnaire Preparation and Content

Initially, wildlife managers in Idaho
submitted to us their ideas of the questions to
ask the public and the problems on which they
needed public input. We then formulated a
number of questions and met with the
headquarters staff of the ldaho Fish and Game
Department to select the topics to include in
the survey and the precise wording of each
question,

The questionnaire (Figure 1) contained
questions to obtain four types of information:
1) demographic data on the people in the
sample, 2) data on their behavior and activities
while hunting, 3) their opinions and preferences
on selected problems and possible management
alternatives and 4) data on the economic
expenditures of people related to hunting in
Idaho.

Sample Size

Our initial sample consisted of 10,240
people selected from the stubs of the five
resident and non-resident license classes (Table
1). Nearly four percent of the names and
addresses obtained from the stubs were not
adequate for delivery by the U. S. Post Office
so our net sample size was 9,841 people or 4.6%
of the licenses sold in 1971.

The number of people we included in the
sample from each license class was based on the
expected rate of vreturn for each class
(information from previous surveys), number of
license holders in each class and number in each
residence zone.

We drew our sample from the resident
license stubs systematically so the number of




GOOD MANAGEMENT
REQUIRES GOOD INFORMATION

A SURVEY
of
RESIDENT
IDAHO
HUNTERS

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

Dear Hunter:

This questionnaire is designed to assess your
preferences and attitudes on 2 number of key
issues and problems in Idaho wildlife m-m
ment, your expenditures while hunting in Idabo,
and to provide background information to help
us descri e who hunt in ldnhnd"ihis is
an nity for you to participate in decisions
n-gmhv future mamgemmp“ p:u! wildlife in
Idaho. Please take the time to provide us with
the information requested.

Thank you.

1. How many years have you hunted each
category of game in Idaho, and which type
of huntin, £ you mast prefer (Rank from
1 to 3)? Then list the one species in each
category that you most prefer to hunt.

Years
Hunted Rank Preferred Species

Big Game
Upland Birds
‘Waterfowl

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

Hunting and Fishing magarines

Newspapers

Television

Radio

License vendors

Fish and Game Department regulations

Idaho Wildlife Review

Friends—hunting companions

Sportsmen club meetings

Onher (List)

™~

i Please estimate the number of miles your
ersomal vehicle was driven in Idaho during

SEPTEMBER, 1971, when you hunted
Miles driven
Rig Game
Upland Birds
Waterfowl

4.

For cach species of wildlife you hunted in
Idaho during SEPTEMBER. 1971, please
list the numgcr of days you hunted in each
arca (See Map).

Species Hunted  Days Spent Hunting in Each Asea:

Figure 1. — Questionnaire sent 1o people who purchased

Area  Days Ares  Days

Only Elk
Only Deer
Deer&Elk
Antelope
Ducks
Geese
Chukars
Quail ;
Pheasant =
Forest

Grouse
Other

(list)

. Please indicate if you hunted in Idaho dur

ing SEPTEMBER, 1971. If you bagged
some game, list the species and number
taken,
Holod la  Siocks od
Scptember?  number bagged
es No
Big Game D 0O
Upland Birds 01 01
Waedowl 0O 0O

. Why do you go hunting® Rank in order
of importance (1 10 3) the three major rea
suns why you hunt with “17 the most im-
portant.

Meat Relaxation-change of pace

Troph: Opportunity to get outof
v unity to '

Companionship Challenge of the hunt

Isolation Do not hunt

Observe Wildlife Other (lis)

1t you hunt for big game, which type of an
imal do vou most prefer? (Check ONE for
vach speeies),

Deer Elk  Antelope
0

Nu preference o 8]

Fawn, calf, or kid [ ] =]
Do ar cow o 0 a
Small buck or bull [} ] n]
1.arge buck or bull [ &} o

8. Please mark the term below which best de 1
scribes your degree of satisfaction with your
hunting in Idoho (Check ONE in vach
game category)

Big  Upland Water-
Game irds fowl

Unsatisfactory o o 0
Excellent n} o a
Satisfactory (u] o o
No Opinion 0 0 0

9. If you were not completely satisfied while
hunting in Idaho, which reason was the
most responsible for your lack of satisfac-
tion? Check the single most important rea-

son for cach game category. 12
Big  Upland  Warer
Game irds fow]
Did not bay
wame sight 0 a [m|
Too many huntert in
the ates hunted [ 0 o
Not enough game [ o B
Woeather o =) o
Ourfiter and guide
services o =] 8]
Access o 0 a
Onher =] 8] o
Cdescribe) 13

10, Which of the following best expresses your
feeling regarding out of state hunters and
hunting of wildlife in Idaho? (Check ONE)

[] Allow unrestricted numbers of outof-state

hunters in Idaho.

[1 Restrict the number of outof-sate hunters
in Idaho,

[1 Ne Opinion.

If you believe out-of-state hunters should be
restricted, which of the following do you 14.
prefer? (Cheek One)

'] Out-of-state hunters should be allowed 1o hunt

unly in thow areas where residents do not
adequately harvest the game.

[1 Restrict the number of out-of-state hunters

0 20% [, 10% [, o 5% [] of all hunters.

[ No outofstate hunten shauld be allowel

to hunt in Idaho.

licenses to hunt in Idaho during 1971.

If you hunted in Idaho during 1971, which
of the categories Iwlow best describes your
experiences with regard 10 competition with
the outof state hunters? (Check ONE for
cach game category)

B Upland  Water-
R Ty

Not noticeable 0 0 (u]
Noticeable, but not

abjectionahle 0 u] o
Too much

competition from

non-residents 0 8] (=]
No Opinion n o o

. Which of the following best ca!m'wl* your

fecling regarding the Fish and Game Com

mission’s himitation on the number of out

of-state big game hunters in 19717 (Checke
'E

1 Should have allowed more outof stle hunters
1 Should have reduced the number of out ol
state hunters further,
[0 Allowed about the right number.
1 Do not know about restrictions.
1 No Opinion.

.1 the number of outofstate hunters were

significantly restricted, would vou he willing
to pay increased annual fees to help make
up for the lost revenue from license and
tag sales?
I how much?
No $1 $3 S5 Maore
Humting Lieensen (0 [0 0O [0 [
Elk Tag 0 0 n0onn
Deer Tag oo oo no

Which of the following best deseribes your

views regarding the distributing of supple

mental salt for big game in certain arcas?

(Check ONE)

[1 Necessary and should be comtinued or ex
anded

[ Unnecessary and should be curtailed or
stopped.

] No Opinion.
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Table 1. — The number of Idaho hunting licenses sold in 1971, people in initial sample, people i
sample with undeliverable addresses, net number of people in sample (adjusted for undeliverables
percentage of people with licenses who were included in sample, number of questionnaires returned wit
usable information, percentage of people in sample who returned questionnaires and the returne
questionnaires as a percentage of the licenses sold.

Licenses sold

Number in sample

Questionnaires returned

Percentage

Percentage Percentage

of Number of Percentage of net of
License grand Initial wundeliver- Net of number in licenses
class Number  total number ables  number licenses Number sample sold
Resident
Combination (01) 123,953 57.6 4801 175 L4626 3.7 2961 64.0 2.4
Hunting only (02) 71,491 33.2 2801 128 2673 3.7 1469 55.0 2.1
Total 195,444  90.9 7602 303 7299 3.7 4430 60.7 2.3
Non-resident
Combination (10) 9,612 4.5 1260 35 1225 12.7 947 77.3 9.9
Birds only (11) 6,130 2.9 839 43 796 13.0 533 67.0 8.7
Deer only (17) 3,845 1.8 539 _18 521 13.6 361 69.3 9.4
Total 19,587 9.2 2638 96 2542 13.0 1841 71.0 9.4
Grand total 215,031 100.0 +10,240 339 9841 L.6 6271 63.7 2.9

people in our sample from each residence zone
(Figure 2 and Table 2) in Idaho was in
approximate proportion to the number of
licenses purchased by residents in each zone.
The small number (149) of people in our sample
from the Salmon River drainage zone reflected
the small population in that zone. We accepted
the smaller sample size from that zone because
of the problems of finding stubs for residents of
that zone and then properly weighting their
responses.

We drew samples from the non-resident

information from 2.3% of the residents and
9.4% of the non-residents. Although we included
only 2.3% of the residents in the survey, the
4,430 questionnaires from residents were more
than adequate from a statistical viewpoint. If we
had chosen to select the sample in a random
rather than systematic fashion we could have
reduced the sample size for residents. The cost
and difficulty of preparing the license stubs to
permit random sampling were the main reasons
we sampled in a systematic fashion and used the
larger sample size.

license stubs randomly without regard to

residence zone for the bird hunting license and Table 2. — The number of questionnaires
by residence zone for the combination and deer mailed, number returned and percentage
hunting licenses. We wanted 100 and 50 returned for each residence zone of survey.
respectively, completed questionnaires from

non-residents in each residence zone who

purchased the combination and deer hunting oy T s M T
licenses. We sent questionnaires to In_ldaho
approximately 1§0 persons selected at random or Camindle g;; ggﬁ g;g
from each non-reisdent zone who had purchased 3. Salmon 149 101 67.8
the combination license and to 75 persons with o el e s 578
deer licenses. The larger number of non-residents .. Souehany 2053 W 543
in our sample from the California and Outside Idaho
Wyoming-Nevada zones (Table 2) resulted from N e o 4G
the larger number of persons in those zones who 9. California 460 312 67.8
7 5 2 10. Wyoming-Nevada 635 516 65.6
purchased bird hunting licenses. 1. North Dakota-Arizona 240 193 80.4
The sample of 6,271 completed, usable |5 higonsiniens & 2 = 3
questionnaires comprized 2.9% of all licensed th. Maine-Florida 253 169 66.8
hunters in 1971 (Table 1). We obtained Tt 10,240 6,271




0

Figure 2. —

Mailing List Preparation and Mailing

Rather than send out all the questionnaires
after the 1971 hunting season was completed,
we mailed questionnaires after each of the four
months of the season; September, October,
November and December. Within 10 days after
the end of each month we prepared a mailing
list and mailed questionnaires, usually within 15
days, to a sample of people who had purchased
licenses prior to the end of the previous month.
For example, during the first 10 days of
October we prepared a mailing list from the
license stubs returned to the Fish and Game
Department through October 5-8. We sampled
on a monthly basis to improve the accuracy of
the expenditure data and to assess changes in
attitudes as the season progressed.

The mailing lists for residents and
non-residents in each month’s sample were
prepared in two ways. The residents were

selected systematically from the file of license
stubs available at the end of each month.

14

Residence zones used in survey of people who hunted in Idaho in 1971.

License stubs were bound together in packets of
10 and we selected one stub from each packet
included in the sample. For each month we
calculated the number of packets required in the
sample and randomly selected which license stub
to pull from each packet. We selected a
different license in each packet for each month
to avoid sampling the same person more than
once.

Once the stubbs were selected, the name
and address on the stubb was entered on key
punch cards along with a serial number. The
serial number consisted of three parts: the
license class (01, 02, 10, 11 or 17), the zone of
residence (1 to 14) and an identification
number. The key punch cards were sorted by
license class and zone of residence and three sets
of mailing labels were printed from the data on
the cards.

The non-resident mailing list was selected
randomly from the license stubs of the three
non-resident license classes. The name and
address on each non-resident hunting license




stub was entered on key punch cards along with
a serial number. A random number deck was
prepared each month (without replacement) and
then matched with the key punch cards to
select the persons in the sample. The selection
of persons was stratified by residence zone for
the combination and deer hunting licenses.

We sent approximately one-sixth of the
questionnaires out after the months of
September and December and one-third after
the months of October and November because
most of the hunting activity occurred during
October and November (Table 3). We had
adequate numbers of people in the sample from
each month, license class and residence zone
with the possible exception of the Salmon River

Table 3. — The number of people we sent
questionnaires to by month, license class and

zone of residence.

License class and Questionnaires mailed by end of month
residence zone September October November December
Resident comhination (01)
Panhandle 93 177 176 121
Clearwater 116 177 185 106
Salmon 13 32 30 18
Southwest 215 388 398 252
Southcentral 179 308 314 186
Southeast 254 L4 397 252
Subtotal B70 ILEL] 1500 935
Resident hunt (02)
anhandle 71 95 91 47
Clearwater L9 81 81 58
Salmon 9 22 15 10
Southwest 199 255 235 164
Southcentral 136 173 166 108
Southeast 157 210 218 151
Subtotal [F1N 36 86 538

Non-resident combination (10)
Washington 27 54 5k
Oregon 25 50 50
Caiifornia 27 54 54
Wyoming=-Nevada 25 50 50
North Dakota-Arizona 25 50 50
Wisconsin-Texas 27 54 54
Michigan-Louisiana 27 54 54
Maine-Fiorida 27 54 54
Subtotal 210 420 20
Non-resident bird (11)
Washington 3 33 14
Oregon 3 13 18
California 42 74 76
Wyoming-Nevada 79 132 138
North=Dakota-Arizona 1 12 14
Wisconsin-Texas & 10 8
Michigan-Louisiana 3 | 5
Maine-Florida 3 7 5
Subtotal 138 782 778
Non-resident deer (17)
Washington 12 23 24
Oregon 10 21 20
California 12 24 24
Wyoming-Nevada 10 20 20
North Dakota-Arizona 10 20 20
Wisconsin-Texas 12 24 24
Michigan-Louisiana 12 2k 24
Maine-Florida 12 24 24
Subtotal . 90 T80 180 89
Crand total 1919 3214 3184 1913

drainage zone for the months of September and
December.

Once the mailing labels were prepared, the
serial number was written on the bottom of an
appropriate questionnaire (resident or
non-resident) and it was placed in an envelope
with a letter explaining the survey, a map
(Figure 3) of the six areas in ldaho that related
to questions in the questionnaire and a
self-addressed envelope. One of the three labels
was then placed on the envelope and the
questionnaire was ready for mailing.

We usually mailed the questionnaires for
each month between the 10th and 20th of the
following month. Most people who returned the

THE VALUE OF IDAHO HUNTING
Please enter the number from
the red outlined hunting area(s) wher
you hunted last month in the appro-

= priate question in the enclosed
a questionnaire.

Your response to this question-
naire is an important part of our
effort to measure the value of the va
hunting resources of Idaho to the spo

w and business community. Your prompt
sponse is appreciated.

Thank you.

Figure 3. — Map of ldaho included with the
questionnaires to identify the six hunting areas
used in the survey.



questionnaire did so within 20-30 days (Figure
4). As the questionnaires came back, we noted
the serial number and destroyed the remaining
two labels for that number. After three weeks,
we prepared a second questionnaire with letter,
map and return envelope for each label
remaining in the second set of labels and mailed
them to the non-respondents. We repeated this
procedure a second time after an additional
three weeks. We, therefore, sent questionnaires
to people in the sample up to three times if
they did not respond to the initial or second
mailing.

We contacted resident non-respondents in
our October sample a fourth time by asking
Fish and Game Department Conservation
Officers to deliver a fourth copy of the
questionnaire. The Conservation Officers were
instructed to contact the non-respondents, give

them the questionnaire, urge them to fill it out
and then leave. The officers were not to wait
for the questionnaire.

Questionnaires Returned

The 6,271 questionnaires returned by
people from all license classes amounted to a
63.7% return of the 9,841 actually mailed
(excluding undeliverables, Table 1). The rate of
return varied directly with the cost of the
license (Table 4). Seventy-five percent of the
people who purchased the $135.00 non-resident,
combination license returned their
questionnaires after two follow-up contacts
compared to only 48% for the residents who
purchased the $3.00 hunting license.

120, 501
60.
107 401
501
100+ 301
401
90+ 204 Fourth Response
30.
< 801 101
£ 201
E m. 40_ 0 e ol g s
101
Third .Response
@ 601 301 J’
g [T
2
§ 501 20
s 40J 101 Second Response
..B- 30_‘ G l | ‘l 1]|| ul 1 ]
."é' 20 First Response
= Arrows = Date of mailing
104
l' ‘!l J,Lllr ll‘ th M' hL'Ll i'l 1l nrul A 1 L : : +
10 20 30 10 20 30 10 20 30 10 20 29 10 20 30 10 20 30 10 2'0 30
November December January February March April May
Figure 4. — The number of questionnaires returned by date from the first, second and third mailings

and conservation officer followup for the October sampling of residents.
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Table 4. The number of questionnaires
mailed initially and with each followup and the
number and percentages returned. The third
followup consisted of a personal contact by a
conservation officer of the Idaho residents who
had not responded to the questionnaire sent out
for the October sampling period.

License classes

Resident Non-resident
Combination Hunt only Combination Birds Deer
Cost of license $6.00 $3.00 $135.00 $35.00 §75.00
Initial mailing
Number mailed 4801 2801 1260 880 539
Number returned 1502 613 569 295 130
Percentage 29.2 21.9 45.2 33.5 35.3
First follow=-up
Number mai led 3493 2278 786 604 400
Number returned 1027 L62 279 177 122
Percentage 29.4 20.3 35.5 29.3 30.5
Cumulative return 2429 1075 848 h72 312
Percentage 50.6 38.4 67.3 53.6 57.9
Second follow-u
Number mailed 2385 1748 k97 419 269
Number returned 343 267 99 61 kg
Percentage 144 15.3 19.9 14.6 18.2
Cumulative returns 2772 1342 947 533 361
Percentage 57.7 47.9 75.2 60.6 67.0
Third follow-up
Number contacted 505 450
Number returned 188 127
Percentage 37.2 28.2
Cumulative return 2960 1469
Percentage 61.7 52.4

With three contacts by mail in the October
sample, 61% of the people who purchased
combination licenses and 45% who had
purchased hunting-only licenses had returned a
questionnaire. Following the contact by officers

73 and 60% of the two groups returned
guestionnaires (Table 5).
Table 5. — The number of questionnaires

mailed and the number and percentage returned
by residents in the October sampling period.

Resident
Combination Hunt only
Initial mailing
Number mailed 1496 836
Number returned L50 169
Percentage 30.1 20.2
First follow-up
Number mailed 1148 704
Number returned 376 120
Percentage 32.8 17.0
Cumulative return 826 289
Percentage 55.2 34.6
Second follow-up
Number mai led 758 572
Number returned 84 87
Percentage 1.1 15.2
Cumulative return 910 376
Percentage 60.8 45.0
Third follow-up
Number contacted 505 450
Number returned 188 127
Percentage 37..2 28.2
Cumulative return 1098 503
Percentage 73.4 60.2

Processing the Data

After the questionnaires had been returned,
we transferred the data to key punch forms and
then to punch cards for processing by computer.
Programmers from the University Computer
Center prepared programs to sort, weight and
summarize the data.

Because our sampling and the response rates
of people in each license class and/or residence
zone were not uniform we had to weight the
data whenever we combined data from different
classes or zones. The weighting factors were the
proportion of total licenses sold in each class or
zone. Data from the non-resident combination
and deer hunting license holders were weighted
two or more times; once to combine data from
zones and then from classes.

The data summaries we received from the
computer center contained the responses to
most questions by license class, zone of
residence and by answers to other questions.
The responses to some questions did not differ
by license class or zone of residence and we did
not include in this report the full data output in
those cases.

Non-response Bias

Since 37% of the people in our sample did
not return a completed questionnaire, we had to
determine if significant differences in attitudes
and preferences existed between people who did
or did not fill out and return a questionnaire.
We evaluated the likelihood of differences in
attitudes and preferences by comparing the
responses of people who replied to the initial
mailing and each follow-up. We also
extrapolated a line through the plotted points of
response — percentage of total sample to obtain
an estimate of the response if 100% of the
people in the sample had returned their
questionnaires (Figure 5). We used the data
from the October sampling period because we
had three follow-ups in addition to the initial
mailing and we obtained completed
questionnaires from a large percentage of the
people in the sample.
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The response of people to most questions in
the questionnaire did not vary significantly
regardless of whether they responded to the
initial contact or one of the follow-up contacts
(Figure 5). The percentage of people who had
hunted for big game (Question 5) varied
between the first and latter follow-up contacts.
Sixty-nine percent of the people who responded
to the first mailing of the questionnaire had
hunted for big game in October, but only 52%
of the people who responded after the fourth

contact (by conservation officers) had hunted. If

all people in the sample had responded, our
estimated percentage who hunted big game in
October would be approximately 55% (by
extrapolating the regression line in Figure 5)
rather than the 69% reported by respondents to
the first mailing.

There were
responses to the

some small differences in
attitude and preference
questions between respondents to the first
mailing, to all contacts and the projected
response from all people in the sample (Figure
5). In all cases the differences in response were
small and probably insignificant from a
management viewpoint. We did not try to adjust
the data for the small differences in
non-response bias that might have been present.

Response by Month

We sampled the hunters after each month of
the hunting season primarily to improve the
accuracy of the economic data we requested. By
asking people to report their expenditures for
only the previous month we hoped to avoid the
inaccuracies of faulty memory. Some people in
the survey reported hunting activity and/or
expenditures for months other than for the one
requested and we therefore obtained
overestimates for the number of days hunted,
miles traveled and non-durable expenditures.
Because of these overestimates, we did not
obtain full benefit from questions 3, 4, 5 and
31 (Figure 1).

We also wanted to see if attitudes and
preferences changed during the season. Although
there were some small differences in response, as
illustrated in Figure 6, the differences were not
significant from a management viewpoint. We
combined the data for all months in the
presentations of responses to the attitude and
preference questions presented later in this
report.

Unsatisfactory big game hunting
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preferences of residents according to the month
of sampling.
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Ranking of Preferences

In some of the questions we asked the
people to rank in order of importance their
sources of information, reasons for hunting and
beliefs regarding management activities.
Although we asked for a ranking of 1 to 3, with
the item ranked 1 as most important, we
summarized the data on the basis of most
important (1) rankings. To see if an analysis
based on composite rankings of the number of
people who ranked each item as 1, 2, or 3
might have yielded different results, we analyzed
question 20 (management activities) using
composite rankings (Table 6). Law enforcement
was the activity most frequently ranked number
1 followed by habitat improvement, emergency
winter feeding, acquisition of wildlife areas,
management programs, and predator control.
Emergency winter feeding was the activity
ranked either 1, 2 or 3 by the most people

followed by habitat improvement, law
enforcement, acquisition of wildlife areas,
management programs and predator control.

Based on the weighted score, law enforcement
would lead as the most important activity
followed by emergency winter feeding, habitat
improvement, acquisition of wildlife areas,
management programs and predator control. The
relative importance of the various activities did
not change significantly regardless of the
analysis we used. Law enforcement, emergency
winter feeding and habitat improvement ended
up as close contenders for the most important
activity ranking in all three methods of analysis.

Table 6. — The number of people who ranked
each management activity with a 1, 2 or 3 and a
weighted score for each activity obtained by
multiplying the number of 1 rankings by 3, 2
rankings by 2, and 3 rankings by 1 and then
summing the products.

Weighted
Activity Rank | Rank 2 Rank 3  Total score
Predator control 283 178 133 609 1263
Habitat improvement 543 429 385 1357 2872
Law enforcement 6136 178 321 1335 ° 2985
Management programs 271 396 311 9578 1916
Game farms ke 67 108 221 380
Winter feeding 523 475 395 1393 2914

Land acquisition 273 423 306 1002 1971

Improved access 122 170 197 L83 303

Information programs 84 132 259 475 775
Research and evaluation 92 1k2 273 507 833
Others 45 16 18 ™ 185

THE IDAHO HUNTER

Residence, Age, Sex, Occupation and Income

In 1971, 215,000 people bought licenses to
hunt in ldaho. Ninety-one percent of the people
were residents and 9% non-residents.
Seventy-five percent of the residents who
hunted in Idaho resided in the southern part of
the state, while 66% of the non-resident hunters
lived in surrounding states and California (Table
7). Californians comprised the largest single
group of non-resident hunters (47%).

A high proportion of the males in the Idaho
population purchased licenses to hunt or fish in
1971 (Table 8). In the age 20-49 age groups
three-fourths or more of the males in ldaho
purchased licenses in 1971. A large group of
resident males with opinions and preferences
which differ from those reported in the survey
does not exist in ldaho because most males in
Idaho older than 20 purchase hunting licenses.
Only a small proportion (less than three
percent) of the women in Idaho purchased
hunting licenses in 1971, so we know little
about their opinion and preferences regarding
Idaho wildlife.

Table 7. — Residence of persons who purchased
licenses to hunt in ldaho in 1971.

Zone Percentage of Zone Percentage of

of resident of non-resident
residence hunters residence hunters
I. Panhandle 11.6 7. MWashington 9.2
2. Clearwater 1.4 8. Oregon 2.k
3. Salmon 2.0 9. California 47.3
L. Southwest 28.1 10. Montana-Nevada 7.0
5. Southcentral 20.9 I Minnesota-Arizona 4.3
6. Southeast 26.0 12. Wisconsin-Texas 1.3
13. Michigan-Louisiana 9.7
14, Maine-Florida 8.8
100.0 100.0

Table 8. — The number of males of various

ages living in ldaho during the 1970 census,
males who purchased hunting licenses in 1971
and the estimated percentage of resident males
in ldaho who purchased hunting licenses.

Males Resident males Percentage of
in who purchased males who
Age groups | daho licenses purchased license
Less than 19 148,160 33,606 227
20-29 48, Ls54 Lo, k68 83.5
30-39 37,307 34,310 92.0
ho-49 38,126 29,559 77.5
50-59 36,953 22,697 61.4
60 and older 46,750 15,307 32.7




The age distribution of residents who
purchased hunting licenses in 1971 differed
from the age distribution of males in the Idaho
population according to the 1970 census (Figure
7). A smaller proportion of the older members
of the population purchased licenses compared
to the age groups less than 30 years of age.

Residents who hunted in Idaho were
younger on the average than non-residents
(Figure 7). Sixty-two percent of the resident
hunters were less than 40 years old and 57% of
the non-resident hunters were 40 years of age or
older.
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Figure 7. — Age distribution of Idaho males

(1970 census), residents and non-residents in
1971 survey.

Hunting in ldaho in 1971 was mostly by
males. Ninety percent of the residents and 98%
of the non-residents who purchased licenses in
Idaho were males.

Most (70%) people who hunted in ldaho

had occupations classified as professional,
operatives (small shop operators, etc), or
craftsmen (Figure 8). The composition of

hunters by occupation grouping was similar for
both residents and non-residents. People that we
having professional or

classified as student

occupations made up a larger proportion of the

resident license holders than in the male
population classified during the 1970 census.
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Figure 8. — Percentage of ldaho male (1970

census), residents and non-residents in various
occupational groupings in the survey.

The distribution of resident hunters by
income group was similar to the distribution
nationwide and in Idaho with most people
having incomes of $7-15,000 (Figure 9). The
income of ldaho residents was not an important
factor in their decision to hunt. Non-residents
who hunted in ldaho had larger incomes than
resident hunters. The model groups of
non-residents had incomes of $10-20,000.
Fifteen percent of the residents had incomes
larger than $15,000 in 1971 compared to 49.5%
of the non-residents who hunted in Idaho.

Distribution of Hunting Effort — 1971

The estimated number of days hunted for
the major game species by residents comprised
more than 90% of the total days of hunting in
1971 (Table 9, Question 4). Non-residents made
up 12% of the elk hunters, put in 8% of the
days expended for elk and bagged 17% of the
elk killed. Nine percent of the deer hunters
were non-residents, they put in 7% of the days
hunted for deer and bagged 10% of the deer
harvested.
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1971 survey with annual incomes as listed.

Table 9. — The percentage of the estimated
total days hunted for elk, deer, pheasants, ducks
and forest grouse in Idaho during 1971 by
residents versus non-residents.

Percentage of days

Game hunted Residents Non-residents
Elk 92.1 7.9
Deer 93.3 6.7
Pheasants 95.1 4.9
Ducks 97.4 2.6
Forest grouse 96.9 3.1

Table 10. — The percentage of the estimated
total days hunted by residents and non-residents
spent on the major game species.

Game hunted Residents Non-residents
Elk (and deer incidentally) 24 b 38.7
Deer only 15.0 1929
Antelope b 32
Pheasants 16.7 16.0
Chukars 5.9 L]
Quai l 3.9 2.6
Forest grouse 9.2 5.4
Ducks 16.8 8.3
Geese .o 3.7
100.0 100.1

Of all the days spent hunting by residents in
1971, one-fourth were put in primarily for elk
(with deer incidental) 15% for deer, 17% for
each pheasants and ducks and 9% for forest
grouse (Table 10, Question 4). Thirty-nine
percent of the days spent hunting by
non-residents were primarily for elk, 20% for
deer and 16% for pheasants.

Residents distributed their hunting for elk
throughout the state (Table 11, Question 4).
The largest proportion of the days (26%) were
hunted in the Clearwater zone followed by the
Panhandle, Southwestern and Salmon. The
Salmon and Clearwater zones, with only 2.0 and
11.4%, respectively, of the hunter population
within the state,accommodated 45% of the days
of elk hunting. Non-residents did most of their
hunting for elk in the Salmon and Clearwater
zones.

Hunting for deer by residents took place
closer to home (Table 11). Most of the days
non-residents spent hunting for deer only were
spent in the Southeastern and Salmon zones.

Most of the days spent pheasant hunting by
residents were expended in Southern ldaho
(Table 11). Non-residents also hunted mainly in
Southern ldaho but they concentrated in the
Southcentral zone while residents put in the
most days in the Southwestern zone.

The Panhandle zone supported the largest
percentage of the days hunted for forest grouse
by residents followed by the Clearwater and
Southeastern zones (Table 11). Most hunting for
forest grouse by non-residents took place in the
Clearwater and Salmon zones, the same areas

Most hunting for ducks by residents took
place in the Southern zones with 48% in
Southwestern ldaho (Table 11). Non-residents
expended the largest percentage of days for
ducks in the Southeastern zone.

Years Hunted in Idaho

Most residents had hunted in Idaho six or
more years and most non-residents five or fewer
years (Figure 10). Nearly half (46%) of the
non-residents hunting big game were hunting in
Idaho for the first time.

In general, residents who purchased the
hunting only license and non-residents who

purchased the deer hunting only license had
hunted big game fewer vyears in ldaho than




Table 11. — The percentage of the days hunted by residents and non-residents for elk (primarily bt
deer also), deer, pheasants, forest grouse and ducks in each zone of the state in 1971 and th

distribution of the statewide hunter population.

Percentage in each zone of state

Pan- Clear- South- South- South- Total
Species hunted handle water Salmon western central eastern percent
Resident hunters 11.6 1.4 2.0 28.1 20.9 26.0 100.0
Days hunted for:
Elk (deer incidentally)
Residents 21.1 26.0 18.9 19.1 2.5 12.4 100.0
Non-residents 9.4 38.4 36.9 2.8 1.3 12 100.0
Deer only
Residents 18.0 9.0 6.4 32.1 10.6 24.0 100.1
Non-residents 3.5 8.1 30.3 14.6 9.1 34.5 100.1
Pheasants
Residents 2.4 4.2 13 43.1 30.0 19.0 100.0
Non-residents 0 2:2 0 27.9 55.0 14.9 100.0
Forest grouse
Residents L4o.2 19.7 8.6 13.8 3.3 14.4 100.0
Non-residents 79 bo.7 33.3 2.7 5.3 10.1 100.0
Ducks
Residents 6.1 | %) 2.3 o | 20.8 21.0 100.0
Non-residents Tl 0 17 19.9 30.3 47.0 100.0
those who purchased the combination licenses license had also hunted upland birds and
(Table 12). Residents with the combination  waterfowl more years than residents with the
hunting only license. Non-residents with the bird
Resideats hunting license had hunted upland birds and
o et s o e N waterfowl more years than non-residents with
n=3801 n=3164 #2328 the combination license.
40
20 |
| ‘ Table 12. — The percentage of people who
P - hunted big game, upland birds or waterfowl in
: — Idaho 1, 2-5, 6-10, or 11 or more years.
104
=
= l | Type game Numbe r & ( f 1
] o = d in Years hunted (7 of people)
-= h—'::m:“ ne695 n=350 Ii::nse sample | 2-5 6-10 11+
Bi me
= Eeg?denlb 3801 8.9 28.0 7.9 45,2
— ] Combinati 2554 6.7 23.4 17.5 52.5
;:_- : _FT Wationly 1) 12.6 3.0 20.0 324
E J’I ‘ Non-residents 1245 4.0 37.8 8.9 7-3
- | Combination 902 by 4 37.2 9.7 8.7
- “1 Deer only 343 50.0 39.4 6.8 3.9
| Upland bird
| -ﬁl pu:sid:ms.S 3164 8.6 29.2 19.3 42.9
| ! Combination 2141 5.2 24.8 IQ.E 50.1
Hunt only 1023 13. 36.5 19. 30.2
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Vel Nuated Birds only 476 26.3 38.5 17.4 17.8
Waterfow!
. . Residents 2338 12.1 33.4 17.7 36.8
Figure 10. — The percentage of residents and “Conblnation 1530 5.1 0.5 16.9 43.5
. . ui n | 3 X ~ X
non-residents in survey who had hunted 1, 2-5, R s ;Sg ;:: ;5 S fbi
6-10, or 11 or more years for big game, upland Combination 11k 419 38.7 8.2 1.3
Birds only 236 25.6 38.8 12.8 22.8

birds or waterfowl! in ldaho.
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Figure 11. — The percentage of resident and non-resident hunters who ranked magazines, newspapers,

etc., as their most important source of information about hunting regulations and wildlife management

programs.

Source of Information on Hunting and Wildlife

People who hunted in ldaho in 1971
received most of their information about
hunting regulations and wildlife management
programs from Fish and Game Department
regulations and hunting companions (Figure {0
Forty-seven percent of the residents thought
Fish and Game Department regulations were
their most important source of information with
25% relying on their friends and hunting
companions. For half the non-residents, their
friends and hunting companions were the most
important source of information, 25% relied on
Fish and Game Department regulations and 18%
on hunting and fishing magazines. Few hunters
ranked radio, television or the ldaho Wildlife
Review as their most important source of

information.

The age of hunters and number of years
they had hunted had some effect on the sources

of information they considered most important
(Table 13). Although hunters in all age groups
and with little or much experience thought
Department regulations and hunting companions
were their most important source of
information, more of the older hunters thought
newspapers were their most important source of
information and they also relied more on Idaho
Wildlife Review. Hunters with little or no
experience relied more on companions for
hunting information than those with 11 or more
years of experience.

In the regular survey questionnaire, 5% or
less of the respondents ranked ‘“ldaho Wildlife
Review,” a magazine published bimonthly by
the Fish and Game Department, as their most
important source of information. In a special
survey (Bjornn, 1975) conducted at the same
time, 20% of the resident respondents indicated
they received the magazine, 32% had read it and
48% had not seen it (Figure 12). The



Table 13. — The percentage of resident hunters who ranked the following sources of information o
hunting and fish and wildlife management in Idaho as their most important sources by age group an
years of hunting.

Number Source of Information (%)
in License Department Wildlife Hunting Club
Group sample Magazines Newspapers Television Radio vendors regulations Review companions meetings Other
Ace group
Less than 20 722 9.2 75 6.4 1.8 7D 37.5 3.9 28.9 09 3.8
20 29 899 5.1 6.0 4.0 s 7l 50.0 2.8 25.8 0.9 255
30-32 733 5.3 7s3 4.8 1.1 6.9 51.2 3.6 22.9 0.7 213
Lo-4o 671 5.6 11.1 4.2 0.6 5.2 L8.7 3.9 20.9 1.4 303
50-59 512 9.7 16.7 6.7 1.8 8.0 49.7 4.2 22.6 1.1 1.6
B0+ 333 17.1 18.4 6.3 T 12.8 42.7 6.9 27.2 0.7 2 4
Years hunted
i 375 6.6 9:2 6.9 2.0 8.0 38.2 2.9 26.8 a 31
25 1096 T8 8.5 6.1 1.3 A% ] 42.5 3.0 28.8 .6 37
6-10 696 72 7-9 5.0 1.2 6.2 50.7 L.o 231 7 204
11+ 1735 T 11.2 4.2 1.3 9.2 50.7 L.s 20.9 13 2.2
subscription list for “ldaho Wildlife Review”  Reasons for Hunting

contained 22,000 names in 1975 which would
amount to 10% of the number of licensed
resident hunters. Not all copies of the “Review”
go to licensed hunters so that less than 10% of
the resident licensed hunters receive a copy.
Some people may have considered themselves as
receiving the magazine if it came to the
household they lived in. If, in fact, 20% of the
residents “receive’” the “Idaho Wildlife Review”
and 30% read it occasionally, it still ranked low
as a source of information on hunting and
wildlife management programs. We may have
contributed to the low rating of the “Review”
as a source of information on management
programs by the way we worded the question.
We would not expect the “Review” to be a top
source of information on hunting regulations.

In response to the question “Why do you
go hunting?” 42.7% of the residents indicated
their most important reason was meat (Figure
13). Relaxation, opportunity to get out-of-doors
and challenge of the hunt were the primary
reasons for most of the remaining resident
hunters. Only 1.5% of the resident hunters listed
trophy as the most important reason they
hunted.

Meat was the main reason for hunting for
only 13% of the non-resident hunters (Figure
13). Most non-residents listed relaxation,
challenge of the hunt, trophy or opportunity to
get out-of-doors as their primary reasons for
hunting.

Nearly one-fourth of the non-residents who
purchased the big game licenses hunted mainly
for a trophy while only 1% of the non-residents

g 7 who purchased the bird license hunted for a
e trophy (Table 14).
;E Nearly 63% of the residents of the Salmon
2 40+ River zone in ldaho hunted primarily for meat
° compared to only 38% of the residents from
g - southwest and southeast Idaho (Table 14). Few
$ i of the residents, regardless of zone of residence,
& hunted primarily for a trophy. The percentage
| of non-residents with the combination license
from the Montana-Nevada zone who hunted
0 primarily for meat was double (26.7%) the
Recieve gat  Nikuseen percentage of all non-residents with that license.
Figure 12. — The percentage of hunters in Meat was the primary reason for hunting for
sample who received ‘‘ldaho Wildlife Review," half the residents, regardless of age, but
had read it, and who had not seen the magazine.  relaxation, chance to get out-of-doors and
18
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Figure 13. — The percentage of residents and non-residents who listed meat, trophy, etc., as their

primary reason for hunting.

companionship were listed by more of the older
people in the sample as their primary reasons
for hunting (Table 15). Meat was the primary
reason for hunting for 47% of the residents who
listed big game as the type hunting they
preferred but only 23-25% of the residents who
preferred upland bird or waterfowl hunting
listed meat as the primary reason for hunting.

The groups of hunters who listed their
hunting as unsatisfactory in 1971 contained the
largest percentage of hunters who hunted
primarily for meat. Forty-eight percent of the
people who listed their big game hunting as
unsatisfactory also listed meat as their primary
reason for hunting (Table 15). Thirty-seven
percent of the people who listed their big game
hunting as excellent listed meat as the most
important reason for hunting.

19

Type Hunting Preferred

Most residents (73%) listed big game as the
type hunting they most preferred (Figure 14).
The Panhandle and Salmon River residence
zones contained the largest percentage of people
who preferred big game hunting (88%)
compared to 63-65% of the people in southwest
and southcentral Idaho. One-fourth of the
hunters in southwest and southcentral ldaho
preferred upland bird hunting compared to only
8 and 11 percent of those from Panhandle and
Salmon zones. Southwest Idaho had the largest
percentage of people who preferred to hunt
waterfowl (12%) and the Salmon zone had the
least (1%).

Residents who purchased the combination
or hunting only licenses differed little, if at all,



Table 14. — The percentage of people in the sample who listed meat, trophy, etc., as their mos
important reasons for hunting in Idaho.

License class Number Reason for hunting (% of people)
and zone of in Companion- Observe Out-of Challengs
residence sample Meat Trophy ship Isolation wildlife Relaxation -doors of hunt
Residents L4167 42.7 1.5 3.6 2.0 5.0 19.9 15.6 175
Panhandle 508 51.2 0.6 2.5 2.0 3.9 17.4 13.7 18.0
Clearwater 506 50.9 13 3.2 1.7 4.2 15.2 14.3 16.1
Salmon 95 62.7 1.9 23 2.9 4.3 16.7 6.4 14.9
Southwest ldaho 1165 37.7 1.2 4.2 2.6 6.2 20.0 16.8 18.8
Southcentral ldaho 8L6 43.6 157 3.0 1.7 L.9 24 .1 13.6 16.6
Southeast ldaho 1046 37.9 L 4.5 1.3 4.3 20.5 18 4 17.5
Non-residents
Combination license 915 12,1 22.5 5.6 22 2.5 23.9 12.6 29.2
| Washington 130 12.3 9.2 5.4 2.3 3] 33.1 20.0 29.2
Oregon 112 8.0 15.2 9.8 5.4 2.7 29.5 11.6 232
California 116 15.5 23.3 4.3 1.7 1.7 241 12.1 27 6
Wyoming-Nevada 101 26.7 15.8 5.9 1.0 4.0 21.8 10.9 25.7
North Dakota-~Arizona 122 9.8 13.9 5.7 2.5 1.6 23.8 14.8 34. 4
Wisconsin-Texas 113 8.9 23.9 8.9 2.7 2.7 22.1 14.2 37.2
Michigan-Louisiana 106 6.6 24.5 6.6 2.8 3.8 25.5 12.3 27.4
| Maine-Florida 115 L. 4 37.4 L.y 2.6 2.6 24,4 7.0 27.8
|
| Bird license 526 10.1 1.3 12:7 Z:i3 2.7 25.0 20.9 26.6
Deer license 351 17.6 24.8 h.9 0.7 1.4 21.1 12.5 29.1
Table 15. — The percentage of licensed resident hunters by age, type hunting preferred, and satisfactio
with hunting who listed meat, trophy, etc., as their most important reasons for hunting in Idaho i
1971.
Number Most important reason for hunting (% of people)
in Companion- Observe Out Chall
Group sample Meat Trophy ship Isolation wildlife Relaxation of-doors of h
Age group
Legs than 20 681 47.3 2.4 3.9 2.1 5.7 9.4 14.5 267
20-29 786 50. 1 1.5 2.5 3.1 5.1 7.2 17.2 AL
30-39 660 49.3 2.0 2.6 3.3 4.0 15.8 19:.3 191
Lo-49 543 51.4 1.3 5.4 2.1 4.9 17.0 18.2 lijk
50-59 ko 52.1 1.9 7.3 ) 7.6 127 21kl 16.
60+ 292 54.9 0. 10.3 2.2 6.7 12.2 2553 18.
Type hunting preferred
Big game 2575 47.2 1.7 2.7 1.6 3.5 17.2 13.2 17.
Upland birds ' 633 23.5 0.8 5.6 2.9 5.1 27.7 20.1 19.
Water fowl 332 25.4 1.2 4.0 4.6 6.1 23.0 21.6 20.
Satisfaction with hunting
Big game
Unsatisfactory 1336 48.4 1.8 3.6 2.0 4.8 18.9 13.8 17
Excellent 514 37.1 2.4 3.0 2.5 5.7 15.1 171 20
Satisfactory 1741 Lb.0 1.1 3.4 1.8 4.7 20.4 16.1 16.
No opinion 570 30.8 0.9 4.9 2.1 5.4 25.4 17.4 18.
Upland birds
Unsatisfactory 611 43.3 1.4 3.2 2.4 L | 21.0 13.1 16.
Excellent 760 33.6 1.0 2.9 2.1 5.2 21.4 16.9 2%
Satisfactory 1645 37.1 Tl 37 2.2 4.1 21.5 17.8 18.
No opinion 1143 56.7 1.4 [ 1.5 5.9 16.2 13.1 14,
Waterfowl
Unsatisfactory 341 4o.9 1.6 4.4 2.7 5.1 20.4 10.7 19.
Excellent 639 34.5 0.8 3.0 2.3 5.8 20.1 17.0 20.
Satisfactory 1102 4.4 2 | 3.2 2.0 5} z1.2 18.5 18.
No opinion 2076 50.1 1.3 4.0 1.8 4.6 19.1 14,4 15.
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Figure 14. — The percentage of residents by
residence zone and non-residents by type of
license who ranked big game, upland bird or
waterfowl as the type hunting they most
preferred.

in the type hunting they preferred (Table 16).
Non-residents who purchased the combination
and deer license were mostly people who
preferred to hunt big game (96-97%).
Seventy-five percent of the non-residents who
purchased the upland bird license preferred to
hunt upland birds (15%) waterfowl and (12%)
big game.

Seventy-three percent of the resident
hunters ranked big game as their preferred type
of hunting. Small business operators (82%),
craftsmen (80%), farmers (78%) and retired
people (76%) had larger than average
percentages of people who preferred big game
hunting while clerical and sales and professional

occupations had only 62% who preferred big
game hunting. Upland game birds were listed as
the preferred type of hunting by 19% of all
occupations but ranged from 12% among the
small business operators to 29% of those in the
clerical and sales occupations. Waterfowl as the
preferred type hunting ranged from 3% in the
household occupations to 15% in the
professional groups (Table 17).

Table 16. — The preferred type hunting by
residents and non-residents who purchased Idaho
hunting licenses during 1971.

Type hunting preferred

Residence Number (3 of people)
and in Big Upland
license sample game bird Waterfowl
Residents 3638 72.6 19.3 8.
Combination 2419 74.5 18.2 8.4
Hunt only 1219 69.2 213 9.5
Non-residents 1438 70.1 24.0 5.1
Combination 750 97.2 3.4 0.4
Birds Lo9 11.5 75.1 14.0
Deer 279 95.8 2.0 2.3

Table 17. — The preferred type of hunting of

people who hunted in Idaho in 1971 by
OCCupatlon.
Number Type hunting preferred (¥ of people)
in Big UpTand
Group sample game bird Waterfowl
Occupation
Household 199 B4.6 144 2.9
Small business 839 82.2 12.1 6.3
Craftsmen 431 79.9 13.2 7.5
Clerical and sales 247 62.1 28.9 10.9
Managerial 149 71.7 21.2 10.1
Professional and students 1143 62.1 24.9 164
Farm 276 7.9 18.6 6.2
Retired 138 75.7 21.5 5.b

Preferred Species and Type Animal

Fifty-seven percent of the residents on a
statewide basis listed deer as their preferred
species of big game (Figure 15). In the
Panhandle and Clearwater zones in north ldaho
65 and 60%, respectively, of the residents listed
elk as their preferred big game animal. In south
Idaho most people (61-68%) preferred deer.

Most non-residents (80%) who purchased
the combination license preferred to hunt elk
while 74% of those who had the deer license
listed deer as the big game animal they preferred
(Figure 15).
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Figure 15. — The preferred species of big game
of residents statewide and within each residence
zone and of non-residents who purchased the
combination and deer licenses in 1971.

For the entire state, 67% of the residents
listed pheasants as the upland bird species they
preferred (Figure 16). Forest grouse were
preferred by the largest percentage of people in
the Panhandle and Salmon zones with pheasants
the most preferred species by most people in
the other zones. Chukars were most popular in
the Salmon and southwest zones. Only a few

people listed quail as their most preferred
species.
Most residents and non-residents listed

ducks as their preferred type of waterfowl
(Table 18). A larger percentage of the people
who purchased the combination licenses

preferred geese compared to those with the
hunting only or bird licenses.

PREFERRED UPLAND BIRD SPECIES
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Figure 16. — The preferred species of upland
birds of residents on a statewide basis and each
zone of residence and of non-residents with the
combination and bird licenses in 1971,

Table 18. — The preferred species of waterfowl
of resident and non-resident hunters,

Residence Number Percentage
and in who preferred
license sample  Ducks Geese
Residents 2153 73.8 26.2
Combination 1435 71.6 28 .4
Hunt only 718 77.6 22.4
Non-residents
Combination 141 64.8 35.2
Hunt only 192 77.0 23.0

A large percentage of the resident hunters
indicated they had no preference in the type of
deer, elk or antelope they killed (Figure 17).
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The relatively small percentage of residents who
preferred a large buck or bull and the large
percentage who had no preferrence is an
additional expression that many residents were
hunting primarily for meat. Most non-residents
(66%) on the other hand, listed a preference for
a large buck or bull a further expression that
obtaining a trophy was a primary reason for
hunting for many out-of-staters.

Among non-residents, more people with
the combination license preferred a large bull
than people with the deer license (Table 19). A
large proportion of the non-residents with the
deer license indicated no preference in type of
elk they preferred, but many wanted a large
buck.

Many residents hunting elk or deer for the
first time indicated no preference in the type
animal they bagged while the percentage of
hunters which preferred a cow or small bull elk
or small buck deer increased with more years of
hunting (Table 20). These preferences again
reflected the desire of residents to obtain good
meat rather than a trophy.

Table 19.

There was no clear relationship between the
degree of satisfaction with big game hunting and
the type animal residents preferred (Table 20).
The group of people who classed their hunting
as excellent contained the largest percentage of
people who preferred a large buck or bull, but
the differences were small.

Residents from the six zones in Idaho
differed some in the type deer or elk they
preferred (Table 16). More of the residents from
the Salmon zone preferred a small buck deer or
small bull elk compared to people from the
other zones. Southeast and southcentral
residents had more people that preferred large
bucks or large bulls. !

When we compared the type animal
residents preferred with their primary reason for
hunting (Table 16) only the people who were
hunting primarily for a trophy had a markedly
different preference for the type animal they
bagged. As expected, 77% of the trophy hunters
preferred a large buck deer and 64% preferred a
large bull elk.

The type of big game animal the people preferred to kill.

Big game species Number Type of animal preferred (% of people)
license and in No Fawn, kid Doe or Small buck Large buck
residence class sample preference or calf cow or bull or bull
Deer
Residents L4435 37.0 .6 12.7 26.4 22.3
Non-residents 1308 20.0 0.5 3.0 10.2 66.4
Combination 947 22.5 0.6 3.2 9.7 63.9
Deer 361 13.8 0.3 2:3 11.2 72.6
Elk
Residents LL3h Ly, 0 2.4 13.6 19.0 29.0
Non-residents 1308 22.9 0.6 4.7 11.5 60.3
Combination 947 18.6 0.1 b1 11.6 65.7
Deer 361 33.8 2.0 6.3 11.4 b6.7
Antelope
Residents 4431 74.6 0.6 3.0 7.9 13.8
Non-residents 1308 58.9 0.1 1.0 L.k 35.6
Combination 947 60.6 0.1 0.7 2.9 35.7
Deer 361 54.6 0.3 1.6 8.3 35.4




Table 20. — The type elk or deer preferred by residents grouped by years of hunting, satisfaction with hunting, zone of residence,
and reason for hunting.

Type animal preferred (% of people)

Number Deer Elk
in No Small Large No Small Large
Group sample preference Fawn Doe  buck  buck preference Calf Cow bull bull
Years hunted
1 326 36.5 0.8 14.0 24.9 23.9 48.7 2:2 11.4 15.0 22.7
2-5 1034 30.4 1.3 13.6 26.4 28.3 39.7 1.9 12.1 17.8 28.5
6-10 696 26.0 1.7 15.3 30.:2 26.8 36.7 2.5 17.4 19.5 23.¢
11+ 1745 30.1 2.0 14.5 31.2 22.2 34,2 3.2 17.5 24 .9 20.2
Degree of satisfaction
Unsatisfactory 1357 32.2 1.9 15.1 271 23.7 37.3 2.8 16.7 20.6 22.6
Excellent 531 24.9 i 1252 30.1 311 32.9 2.1 14.5 20.7 29.8
Satisfactory 1788 27.9 1.6 14.0 31.8 24.8 36.8 2.6 14.5 23:.3 22.8
5 No opinion 755 75:9 0.7 5.7 10.0 7.8 80.8 1.4 5.4 4.8 7.6
Zone of residence
Panhandle 537 k3.6 . 0.2 4.2 25.5 15.3 L40.1 2.2 19.0 22.0 16.6
Clearwater 545 41.5 0.9 14.1 2L.6 18.9 Le .2 2.6 17.1 18.0 16.1
Salmon 101 26.7 2.0 12.9 35.6 22.8 32.7 2.0 71.8 30.7 12.9
Southwest 1223 37.8 1.6 16.5 16.6 18.7 L4g .5 2.1 T 18.3 19.9
Southcentral 910 34.3 1.8 8.1 28.0 27.8 45,5 2.9 10.8 16.6 24.3
Southeast 117 33.8 1.7 10.9 27.0 26.7 42 .2 2.5 10.3 20.7 2h4.4
Reason for hunting
Meat 1583 32.1 1.7 16.9 29.1 20.3 411 2.5 18.7 20.7 17.0
Trophy 50 17.8 0 o0 5.6 76.6 27.5 0 0 8.3 64.3
Companionship 115 35.5 2.416.7 29.7 15.7 37.6 8.7 14.1 19.8 19.9
Isolation 73 30. 1 0 9.6 36.9 23.5 34.3 1.3 15.1 28.7 20.6
Observe wildlife 150 32 e S 29.0 27.6 Ls.9 2.0 8.6 16.9 26.6
Relaxation 759 36.5 2.1 13.0 27.1 253 41.7 2.8 13.2 20.6 21.7
Out-of-doors 620 34.3 1.4 11.8 29.1 23.3 42 .5 2.7 13.6 19.2 22.0
Challenge of hunt 730 31.7 1.6 10.7 25.1 30.9 36.9 1.9 3 20.5 31.4




Satisfaction with Hunting Table 21. — The degree of satisfaction of
people who purchased licenses to hunt big game,
upland birds and waterfowl! in Idaho in 1971.

A ma]orlty Of hunters (eSpECia”y thOSE‘ With Type hunting, Numbe r Degree of satisfaction (% of people)

. . " = residence and in Unsatis- Satis- No

a-n Oplnlon) ranked thelr huntlng n Idaho as license sample factory Excellent factory opinion
either satisfactory or excellent (Figure 18). i s

Nearly one-third of the hunters ranked their big Residents 432 30.5 12.0 4.4 17.1

. . =residen 8 i ) 47.8 5.

game hunting as unsatisfactory but less than o tnasin 3% 201 1% 5001 50

14% listed upland bird or waterfowl hunting as = 3“' N3 s Wege L

unsatisfactory. Satisfaction with hunting did not ~ “lfanis” w33 3.3 17.8 8.3 301

vary significantly between residence zones in Nencialdns I 3 ¥ e B

ldaho. gird o 532 6.1 431 42.5 8.4
M . rfowl

A larger proportion of the non-residents he:dents w2 7.8 1.9 25.6 5.5

who came to Idaho primarily for upland bird Non-res | dents 1473 2.2 8.0 12.3 7.7

hunting ranked their bird hunting as excellent S e ™ 30 e a1 ses

compared to the opinions of resident hunters
(Table 21). The proportion of residents and  Taple 22. —
non-residents who were satisfied or unsatisfied '
with their big game and waterfowl hunting was
similar. Most non-residents who purchased the

The satisfaction with hunting in
Idaho by residents who did or did not hunt or
bag the game they sought.

combination license had no opinion on 7. hecine Number Satisfaction with hunting (2 of people)
i i i : n in nsatis- Satis- N
satisfaction with wupland bird or waterfowl i it St Ecelvent factary _gplsion
hunting. Huntadibily:gane 1960 35.6 15.0 h5.2 4.3
No 2201 27.5 10.0 38.0 24.5
. - . & Bagged animal
Satisfaction with hunting for Idaho residents Yes 553 %8 213 3:7 3.8
was influenced by participation and success ‘
. Hunted upland birds
(Table 22). Twenty-two percent of the residents res 7 16.3 28.9 s 53
. . o . . . .
who hunted big game and bagged an animal (no sasged birds . o . s 3
difference between deer or elk) ranked their 2-5 331 154 L 2k.2 55.3 5.1
A 0, 6-10 210 8.0 36.9 52.6 2.6
| hunting as excellent compared to 10% of those e 184 7.7 50.5 38.6 3.3
who hunted but did not bag an animal. s acerton : . .
: .0
Twenty-seven percent of the people who hunted g . e 0 2 e
and bagged an animal still considered their Hegawlibina - yit e .1 ik
hunting as unsatisfactory. Geese 5 83 3.0 53.2 e
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Figure 18. — The degree of satisfaction of residents and non-residents with their hunting in ldaho.
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Satisfaction with upland bird hunting for
residents was related to the number of birds
they bagged (Table 22). Twenty-one percent of
the hunters who bagged one bird ranked their
hunting excellent while 51% of those who
bagged 11 or more birds considered their
hunting excellent. Most people who hunted
waterfowl considered the hunting as excellent or
satisfactory and groups who bagged ducks or
geese had similar proportions in each satisfaction
ranking.

More of the hunters who had hunted 11 or
more years for big game, upland birds or
waterfowl ranked their hunting as unsatisfactory
and fewer had excellent hunting compared to
those who had hunted fewer years (Table 23).
The largest shift in satisfaction with hunting and
years hunted occurred among big game hunters.

Reasons for Dissatisfaction

Most resident hunters listed lack of game,
too many hunters and not bagging game as the
primary reasons for their dissatisfaction with

Table 24.

game, upland birds or waterfowl in

hunting in ldaho in 1971 (Table 24). A few
residents were dissatisfied with their hunting

because of weather and access problems,
particularly the wupland bird and waterfowl
hunters.

Table 23. — The degree of satisfaction with

hunting in ldaho of resident hunters based on
years of hunting.

Type hunting Number Degree of satisfaction (% of people)

and years in Unsatis= Satis- No
hunted sample factory Excel lent factory opinion
Bi ame
334 26.6 12.3 42.7 18.3
2-5 1057 28.2 14.3 47.5 9.9
6-10 704 20.8 17.5 45.0 6.7
11+ 1760 35.1 11.3 b2.9 6.7
Upland bird
1 257 13.1 28.8 440 14,1
-5 904 16.0 24,2 48.3 1.4
6-10 609 15.4 28.5 46.0 9.2
11+ 1395 19.9 20.0 50.5 9.7
Waterfowl
1 272 8.8 20.6 37.7 32.9
2-5 772 10.5 291 k0.0 20.4
6-10 hog 1.4 31.1 4o.2 17.2
11+ 880 13.7 22.5 k5.1 18.6

The most important reasons people were dissatisfied with hunting big
Idaho in 1271,

Type hunting, Number Reason for dissatisfaction (% of people)
residence in Did not Too many No Outfitter
and license sample bag game hunters game Weather and guides Access
Big game
Residents 2683 20.3 28.2 Lo.4 9.1 0.1 1.9
Non-residents 782 24 4 4.8 36.4 22.3 9.3 2.9
Combination 570 26.0 L.7 31.7 24.6 10.8 2.2
Deer 212 20.4 5.0 4L8.3 16.5 5.4 4.5
Upland birds
Residents 1689 9 f 37.3 34.3 9.6 0.1 9.2
Non-residents 229 14,1 13.6 29.8 31.0 0.5 11.4
Combination 60 19.2 10.4 31.7 35.0 0.4 3.1
Birds 169 6.0 18.6 26.8 24.6 0.5 23.5
Waterfowl
Residents 990 14.5 28.2 24.3 27.5 0.0 15.5
Non-residents 103 16.1 8.1 23.4 25.1 0.3 20.0
Combination 30 17.5 2.8 25.5 29.7 0.5 12.7
Birds 73 13.9 16.5 20.3 17.7 0.0 31.7




Forty percent of the big game hunters who
listed a reason for dissatisfaction ranked lack of
game as the primary cause. Too many hunters
was the main problem for 28% of the
unsatisfied big game hunters and failure to bag a
big game animal was listed as the primary cause
of dissatisfaction by another 20%. Access and
outfitter and guides were not a problem to
residents who hunted big game.

Of the upland bird hunters who listed
reasons for dissatisfaction with hunting, 37%
ranked an excessive number of hunters as their
most important reason, 34% listed lack of birds
and 10% were unhappy because they did not
bag some birds. Weather and access problems
were the main cause of dissatisfaction for the
remaining 19% of the residents.

An excessive number of hunters led to
dissatisfaction for 28% of the residents who
hunted waterfowl, 24% listed lack of waterfowl
and 15% failure to bag waterfowl as the primary
causes of their dissatisfaction. Eighteen percent
of the waterfowl hunters reported weather as
their primary cause for dissatisfaction and 16%
listed access.

Many non-residents also listed lack of game
and failure to bag game as a primary cause for
dissatisfaction while hunting in ldaho but fewer
non-residents than residents listed an excessive
number of hunters as the main cause for
dissatisfaction (Table 24). More non-residents
than residents listed weather, access and
outfitter and guides services as primary reasons
for dissatisfaction with hunting in ldaho.

Lack of game and failure to bag a big game
animal were the primary reasons for
dissatisfaction listed by non-residents who
hunted big game. Thirty-two percent of those
with the combination license listed lack of game
as the primary cause for dissatisfaction, 26%
listed failure to bag an animal, 25% weather,
11% outfitter and guide services, 5% excessive
numbers of hunters and 2% access.
Non-residents with the deer license listed lack of
game and failure to bag game more often than
those with the combination license and they
listed weather and outfitter and guide services
less often.

Access was listed by 24% and 32% of the
non-residents with bird licenses as the primary
problem which caused their dissatisfaction with
upland bird and waterfowl hunting, respectively
(Table 24). Non-resident bird hunters also listed

28

lack of birds, too many hunters and weather as
causes for their dissatisfaction with bird hunting
in Idaho in 1971.

Confidence in Game Counts and Harvest Estimates

Nearly half the residents and one-fourth of
the non-residents lacked confidence in the game
count and game kill information provided by
the ldaho Fish and Game Department (Figures
19 and 20). About one-third of the residents
and nearly 40% of the non-residents had
confidence in the figures with about 15% of the
residents and 35% of the non-residents without
an opinion on the subject.
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Figure 19. — The percentage of people who
did, did not have confidence, or were skeptical
of ldaho Fish and Game Department game
counts. Those with no opinion excluded from
figure but comprise remainder of 100%.
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The percentage of residents who had
confidence in the Department’s game count and
kill information varied throughout the state
(Figures 19 and 20). The southeast and
southcentral zones of the state had the largest
percentage of people with confidence in the
count and kill data (37-46%) and the Salmon
(19-21%), Clearwater (27%) and Panhandle
(25-33%) zones had the smallest percentage of
people. People in the Salmon and Clearwater
zones were particularly skeptical of the game
count data with 72% and 57% of the hunters
from those zones, respectively, expressing no
confidence or skepticism in the count data.

Confidence in Department game counts and
harvest figures was highest among the youngest

CONFIDENCE IN GAME KILL DATA
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Figure 20. —
did, did not, or were skeptical of ldaho Fish
and Game Department kill information. Those

The percentage of people who

with no opinion excluded from figure but
comprise remainder of 100%.

age group of hunters (Table 25). Nearly half the
residents in the less than 20 age groups
expressed confidence in the counts and 43% in
the Kkill data. The age groups over 20 all
contained similar proportions of people with
confidence in the Department data.

People who preferred big game hunting had
the least confidence in the count and kill data
and upland bird hunters had the most
confidence (nearly half the people) (Table 25).
Only one-third of the big game hunters had
confidence in the game count and harvest data
and 68% had no confidence or were skeptical.
Waterfowl hunters who expressed no confidence
or skepticism outnumbered those with
confidence in the data.

The group of hunters who rated their
hunting as excellent contained the largest
percentage of people with confidence in the
game count and harvest data while those who
rated their hunting as unsatisfactory had the
least people with confidence (Table 25).
Sixty-percent of the people who rated big game
hunting as excellent had confidence in game
counts compared to 32% who expressed lack of
confidence or skepticism. Only 20-21% of the
big game hunters who rated their hunting as
unsatisfactory expressed confidence in the
Department’s figures.

OPINIONS OF IDAHO HUNTERS
Satisfaction with Management

A majority of the residents and
non-residents, who had an opinion, thought
ldaho Fish and Game Department personnel
were doing a satisfactory job of managing the
major wildlife species in Idaho (Table 26,
Question 21). For some species of wildlife many
of the people (up to 51% of the residents) had
no opinion on the Department’s performance in
managing the wildlife.

Although a majority of the residents with
an opinion thought Department personnel were
doing a satisfactory job of managing ldaho
wildlife, 34% (42% of those with an opinion)
thought they were not doing a satisfactory job
of managing deer, 38% (49% of those with an
opinion) were not satisfied with the
management of elk and 20% (29% of those with
an opinion) wanted better management for

pheasants (Table 26). Most residents who had an
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Table 25. — The percentage of resident hunters who did or did not have confidence in the game counts and harvest figures released
by the Idaho Fish and Game Department grouped by age, preferred type of hunting and satisfaction with hunting.

Confidence in game harvest (% of people) Confidence in game harvest (% of people)
Number Number
in No in No
Group sample Yes No Skeptical opinion sample Yes No Skeptical opinion
Age group
Less than 20 755 kg.2 18.7 21.1 11.0 754 2.5 2.1 22.9 12.5
20-29 937 36.1 23:5 31.2 9.2 936 32.6 23.8 32.5 11
30-39 807 36.3 25.5 28.9 9.3 806 32.0 24.0 30.8 13.2
L0-49 699 32.5 27.9 29.3 10.3 699 32.0 23.8 30.4 13.8
50-59 539 344 26.5 28.2 10.9 539 30.5 25.9 26.0 17.6
60+ 366 35.9 23.2 24.3 16.6 365 30.9 18.4 2.2 29.4
Preferred type of hunting
Big game 2612 34.8  27.1 29.5 8.5 2609 30.7 26.4 31.3 11.6
Upland bird 684 L8.2 16.2 24 .6 10.9 683 Le. .4 14,5 25.2 13.9
Waterfowl 340 L2.3  20.4 271 10.2 340 39.2  19.6 28.2 13.0
Satisfaction
Big game
Unsatisfactory 1356 20.1 ks .1 28.4 6.4 1355 21.0 38.4 29.1 11.5
Excellent 531 59.8 10.3 21.8 8.0 531 47.8 14.3 27.2 10.8
Satisfactory 1785 43.0 16.6 30.6 9.8 1783 37.8 18.6 30.4 13.2
No opinion 754 35.5 8.4 16.1 40.0 753 30.4 7.9 15.7 Le .1
Upland bird
Unsatisfactory 619 26.6 39.6 26.4 7.4 618 23.8 37.4 28.9 9.9
Excellent 782 53.6 15.9 23.0 7.6 782 L6 .1 16.7 26.1 11.0
Satisfactory 1695 371 22.6 30.5 9.9 1693 34.5 22.3 30.3 12.9
No opinion 1328 31.2 20.4 23.0 25.3 1327 26.2 18.8 22.6 32.5
Waterfowl
Unsatisfactory 350 28.6 38.3 27.3 5.8 350 28.9 34.1 27.9 9.1
Excellent 660 L8.2 19.4 2L4.9 7.6 659 k2.4 19.8 2742 10.7
Satisfactory 1132 38.9 23.0 28.1 10.0 1132 3.9  23.6 28.9 12.7
No opinion 2281 33.6. 22.0 25.8 18.6 2278 29.2 20.5 26.1 24,2




Table 26.

The percentage of residents and non-residents who thought the Fish

and Game Department was or was not doing a satisfactory job of managing wildlife

in ldaho.

People with no opinion not given in table but comprise difference

between sum of yes and no replies and 100%.

Resident hunters

Non=-resident hunters

Number Number
in Percentage of people in Percentage of people

Wildlife species sample Yes No sample Yes No
Bi ame

Deer L4436 47.1 34.0 1308 47.3 22.5

Elk 4436 39.2 38.2 1308 43.7 22.6

Trophy Animals L4436 37.3 14.6 1308 25.2 9.5

Antelope L4432 39.7 9.0 1308 20.3 151
Upland bird

Pheasants 4435 50.1 20.4 563 64.8 7.8

Sage Grouse Lu3h 43.4 14.0 563 31.3 7:3

Forest Grouse L43h 43.1 13.1 563 25.8 3.7

Chukar L43h 47.0 9.2 563 38.5 S
Waterfowl L1430 49.0 9.9 563 43.2 6.8

opinion were satisfied with the Department’s
management of trophy animals, antelope, sage
grouse, forest grouse, chukar, partridge and
waterfowl.

The proportion of residents who thought
personnel of the Fish and Game Department
were doing a good job of managing wildlife in
Idaho varied between the zones of the state
(Table 27, Question 21). A majority of the
residents with an opinion in the Salmon and
Southwestern zones thought Department
personnel were not doing a good job of
managing deer. The Department’s management
of elk was not satisfactory for a majority of the
residents who had an opinion in the Clearwater,
Salmon and Southwestern zones.

The number of years of hunting experience
was a factor in the proportion of residents who
had an opinion on the Department’s
management of wildlife in Idaho (Table 28,
Question 21). Residents with 11 or more years
of experience hunting big game were evenly split
on the Department’s management of deer (44%
satisfied and 44% not satisfied). Nearly half
were not satisfied with the management of elk.

Most residents with only a few years of hunting
experience approved of the Department’s
management of all wildlife species.

A large percentage of the residents who
listed their big game, upland bird or waterfowl
hunting as wunsatisfactory also thought
Department personnel were not doing a
satisfactory job of managing deer, elk, pheasants
and waterfowl (Table 29, Question 21). Most
people who listed their hunting as excellent or
satisfactory thought the Department was doing a
satisfactory job of managing all the wildlife
species.

Non-resident Hunters in Idaho

In recent years, many residents of ldaho
have expressed concern about the number of
non-resident hunters allowed to hunt in ldaho.
The number of non-residents who purchased
licenses to hunt big game in Idaho reached a
peak in 1969 when 14,325 people purchased the
combination license and 4,569 purchased the
deer only license (Table 30). In 1969,
non-residents comprised 11.5% and 16.7% of the




Table 27. — The percentage of residents in each
zone who thought Fish and Game Department
personnel were doing a satisfactory job of
managing wildlife in Idaho.

wildlife Number in Satisfactory management (% of people)
species sample »Yes No No opinion
Deer
Panhandle 538 53.3 27.9 18.8
Clearwater 545 45.3 35.1 19.6
Salmon 101 22.8 68.3 8.9
Southwestern 1223 38.7 L1.6 19.7
Southcentral 910 LB.4 32.3 19.3
Southeastern 117 55.0 26.8 18.2
Elk
" Panhandle 538 4.5 35.1 18.4
Clearwater Shg 33.0 47.9 19.1
Salmon 101 26.7 6L, 4 8.9
Southwestern 1223 33.7 L1k 24.9
Southcentral 910 39.6 35.2 25.2
Scutheastern 1Mz L5, 4 31.9 22.7
Trophy animals
Panhandle 538 33.5 12.8 53.7
Clearwater 5hs 32.8 13.6 53.6
Salmon 101 30.7 32.7 36.6
Southwestern 1223 35.1 15.2 49,7
Southcentral 910 38.6 14.6 46.8
Southeastern 117 43,1 13.6 43.3
Antel
Panhand le 537 23.1 6.0 70.9
Clearwater 545 21.1 5.1 73.8
Salmon 101 37.6 20.8 k1.6
Southwestern 1222 35.9 10.7 53.4
Southcentral 910 47.5 12.1 Lo. b
Southeastern 1115 54.7 6.9 3B.4
Pheasant
Panhandle 538 28.8 21.0 50.2
Clearwater 545 244 35.1 Lo.s
Salmon 101 34.7 21.8 L3.5
Southwestern 1223 55.3 19.8 24.8
Southcentral 910 65.2 14.6 20.2
Southeastern 1116 55.9 18.4 25.7
Sage grouse
Panhandle 538 24.0 10.2 65.8
Clearwater 545 24.0 13.2 62.8
Salmon 100 L2.0 17.0 41,0
Southwestern 1223 L. 2 13.5 b2.3
Southcentral 910 57.7 12.6 29.7
Southeastern 116 49.5 17.2 32.7
Forest grouse
~" Panhandle 538 37.2 17.8 45.0
Clearwater 545 35.6 20.0 sk
Salmon 100 38.0 27.0 35.0
Southwestern 1223 43,2 10.5 46.3
Southcentral 910 k6.0 8.8 b5.2
Southeastern 1116 47.1 12.6 0.3
Chukar
Panhandle 538 26.4 5.2 68.4
Clearwater 545 42.6 9.9 L7.5
Salmon 100 51.0 12.0 37.0
Southwes tern 1223 53.9 9.5 36.6
Southcentral 910 52.3 10.1 37.6
Southeastern 1116 47.2 9.4 3.4
Waterfowl
Panhandle 536 343 8.8 56.9
Clearwater 545 25.5 1.2 63.3
Salmon 100 4k.0 8.0 48.0
Southwestern 1221 51.4 12.5 36.1
Southcentral 910 59.7 8.7 3.6
Southeastern 116 56.3 7.9 35.8

deer and elk hunters in Idaho, and harvested
11.9% and 20.3% of the deer and elk,
respectively. In 1971, the ldaho Fish and Game
Commission limited the sales of non-resident
combination licenses (elk and deer) to 5% of the
total resident hunting license sales for the
previous year and sales of deer only licenses to
2% of resident sales.

Sales of non-resident licenses for bird
hunting had not been restricted by the ldaho
Fish and Game Commission. The number of

non-residents who hunted birds (primarily
pheasants) in ldaho increased only 300 from
1969 to 1973 (Table 30).

Restriction of the number of non-resident
hunters — Most resident hunters (86%)
answering the questionnaire indicated a
preference to restrict the number of out-of-state
hunters in Idaho (Table 31, Question 10). Only
3% of the resident hunters expressed a
willingness to allow unrestricted numbers of
out-of-staters to hunt in ldaho and 11% had no
opinion on the question. Resident hunters who
purchased either the combination or hunting
only licenses did not differ in their preferences
regarding the restriction of out-of-state hunters.
The preference to restrict out-of-state hunters in
Idaho was consistent in all zones of the state.

Half of the out-of-state hunters thought
ldaho should restrict the number of non-resident
hunters (Table 31). One-fourth of the
non-residents indicated ldaho should should
allow unrestricted numbers of out-of-staters to
hunt in ldaho and the other fourth had no
opinion on the question.

More of the non-residents who hunted big
game (combination and deer only) thought
Idaho should restrict out-of-state hunters than
those who hunted upland birds or waterfowl
(Table 31). The proportion of out-of-staters who
thought Idaho should restrict out-of-state
hunters also varied by residence zone. A large
percentage (72% of those with the combination
license and 85% with the deer license) of the
non-residents who came from Zone 10 (Nevada,
Utah, Wyoming and Montana) who hunted big
game in Idaho and had an opinion thought that
Idaho should restrict out-of-staters. Only 44% of
the out-of-staters from Zone 10 who purchased
the bird license and had an opinion thought
Idaho should restrict the number of out-of-state
hunters.

The attitude that ldaho should restrict the
number of out-of-staters who hunt in ldaho was
consistent throughout all categories of residents
(Table 32). Approximately 90% of the residents
wanted out-of-staters restricted regardless of
type hunting preferred, reason for hunting,
occupation, income, satisfaction with hunting,
reason for dissatisfaction or hunting success of
the residents. Residents who listed their
competition with non-residents while big game
hunting as ‘“not noticeable” had a smaller




Table 28.

The percentage of resident hunters who thought the ldaho Fish and

Game Department was or was not doing a satisfactory job of managing various

game species grouped by years of hunting.

Satisfied with

Species management Years of hunting
hunted by department ] 2-5 6-10 11+
Big game (number in sample) 334 1058 704 1761
Deer Yes 57.2 55.1 52.7 Ly 4
No 2252 29.8 38.2 L
No opinion 20.6 15.1 9.1 11.5
Elk Yes 46.3 k6.7 L5.2 36.5
No 24.5 34.7 41.1 b9.1
No opinion 29.2 18.6 13.8 4.4
Trophy animal Yes 34. 4 39.5 39.8 4o.6
No 13.5 15.2 16.9 15.8
No opinion 52.0 L. 6 43.3 L3.6
Antelope Yes 38.8 4.1 43.0 43.5
No 7:3 9.7 11.8 8.8
o opinion 53.9 49.2 45.2 L7.7
Upland birds (number in sample) 258 904 609 1395
Pheasants Yes 59.9 56.5 59.7 59.1
No 17.8 24.6 26.2 24,7
No opinion 22.3 19.0 14.1 16.2
Sage grouse Yes 53.0 48.2 51.1 51.5
No 6.6 17.3 16.5 17.4
No opinion 40.3 34.5 32.4 31.1
Forest grouse Yes 48.5 48.5 53.0 51.3
No T2 15.5 13=7 16.2
No opinion L4, 3 36.0 33.2 32.5
Chukar Yes 50.6 50.3 57«1 59.2
No 6.9 171 11.8 10.0
No opinion L2.5 38.6 314 30.8
Waterfowl (number in sample) 273 771 Lo 881
Yes 6h4. 4 64.4 66.5 64.7
No 8.1 12.7 15.8 15.1
No opinion 27.5 22.9 17.7 20.1




Table 29.

The percentage of resident hunters who thought the Idaho Fish and

Game Department was or was not doing a satisfactory job of managing various
game species grouped by their reported satisfaction with hunting.

Satisfied with

Satisfaction with hunting (% of people)

Unsatisfactory Excellent

Satisfactory No opin

Species management
hunted by department
Big game (number in sample) 1356
Deer Yes 26.2
No 63.4
No opinion 10. 4
Elk Yes 20.4
No 67.0
No opinion 12.6
Trophy animals Yes 32.4
No 22.0
No opinion 45,7
Antelope Yes 34.9
No 14.4
No opinion 50.7
Upland birds (number in sample) 618
Pheasants Yes 33.5
No 47.1
No opinion 19.4
Sage grouse Yes 31.9
No 29.8
No opinion 38.3
Forest grouse Yes 36.7
No 31.7
No opinion 31.6
Chukar partridge Yes 43.7
No 19.9
No opinion 36.4
Waterfowl (number in sample) 350
Yes 36.2
No 36.0
No opinion 27.8

531 1787 756
76.5 61.9 29.3
16.2 25.3 14.5

73 12.8 56.3
71.0 50.2 25.4
18.6 31.9 14.5
10. 4 17.9 60.1
51-3 43.4 22.5
11.8 12.6 7.9
36.9 44,0 69.6
56.1 46.1 21.9

8.9 6.7 4.9
35.0 47.2 73:2

783 1696 1329
76.6 61.2 28.3
13.0 21.0 11.3
10.4 17.8 60.4
63.1 53.1 24.9
1.4 14.3 8.0
25.6 32.6 67.1
58.6 52.6 251

8.9 12.0 8.0
32.6 35.4 66.9
63.9 57.3 25.6

8.9 8.2 5.6
27:3 34.5 68.8
660 1129 2282
84.1 67.8 31.7

7.4 12.4 5.2

8.5 19.8 63.1

proportion of people (82%) who favored
restricting non-residents- than those who thought
competition existed. Nearly all of the residents
(94%) who were dissatisfied with big geme
hunting because of “too many hunters” wanted
the number of out-of-state hunters restricted.
The attitude of residents regarding the
restriction of non-resident hunters was similar
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for upland bird and waterfowl hunting groups so
we listed only the groupings for big game under
conpetition experience, reasons for
dissatisfaction, hunting participation and success
and satisfaction with hunting.

We also asked people who wanted to restrict
the number of non-resident hunters to indicate
the manner in which they wanted them




Table 30. — The number of residents and non-residents who purchased licenses to hunt in ldaho,
percentage of deer and elk hunters who were non-residents and the percentage of deer and elk harvested
by non-residents.

Non-residents (% of total)

Resident licenses sold Non-resident licenses sold Hunters Harvest
Year Combination dunt only Combination Deer only Birds Deer Elk Deer Elk
1966 103, 149 63,841 8,312 2,118 4,425 8.0 12.5 7.9 20.9
1967 104,198 65,865 8,745 3,185 4,120 8.0 12.4 9.0 19.6
1968 109, 700 68,789 11,735 3,579 5,029 9.7 15.1 10.6 21.3
1969 116,385 71,296 14,325 4,569 6,560 1.5 16.7 11.9 20.3
1970 121,616 69,421 11,930 4,917 5,320 10.4 14.7 10.9 19.0
1971 123,953 71,491 9,612 3,845 6,130 8.5 12.0 10.0 17.0
1972 128,607 71,695 9,591 2,944 7,749 7.3 11:3 8.1 18.4
1973 140,960 74,022 9,772 3,386 6,854
Table 31. — The percentage of people in our adequately harvest the game from all areas of

the state then 45% of the resident hunters
would prefer that no out-of-staters be allowed

sample who preferred to (1) allow unrestricted
numbers, (2) restrict the number, or (3) had no

opinion on the restriction of numbers of to hunt in lIdaho and 72% think non-residents

out-of-state hunters in ldaho. should make up no more than 5% of the

Residem:e(,j license Nul]uher Al low Restrict hunters.

n n unrestricte =

sone_of residence sarple " nmbers  mmber opinion Non-residents differed from residents in the

Residents was 29 .0 . propo.rtion of hunters .they thought
Hunt ‘only 1471 Y] 850 o non-residents should comprise (Table 33).

Non-residents 1840 2.1 478 28.3 Forty-nine percent of the non-residents thought
O al tasin o7 ok e i out-of-staters should make up at least 20% of all
5. totlrornia 121 8.7 5.7 28,1 Idaho hunters. Only 1% of the non-residents
s Mot fabesaosizon %% s ) i thought ldaho should exclude all non-resident
il - ho 7 W8 3.5 hunters.
14, Maine-Florida 118 28.0 Lo.7 3.k

Bié‘:":;zi:qm 55;3. ézg E?Z §§§ ~ The percentage of residents who wanted to
9. California 140 2701 471 2.7 limit out-of-state hunters to less than 5% of all
b o O g B o hunters did not vary significantly between
B e ¢ e 1 33 hunters who preferred big game, upland bird or
Vi Hatne=Flockds " 0:0 5aib 5.5 waterfowl hunting (Table 34). More of the
5 Egééé:g;m 3 51 8.5 2.4 residents  who were unsatisfied with their
3. talifornia 51 2106 56.3 21.6 hunting wanted out-of-staters restricted in
11+ North Bakota-arizons s 1526 5.7 22 number to a smaller proportion of all hunters
£ s i S u 78 e o than hunters who ranked their hunting
il " e e B0 satisfactory or excellent.

restricted. Twenty-nine percent of the residents

preferred to restrict out-of-state hunters to areas Commission policy on limitation of

where residents did not adequately harvest the
game and 71% wanted to limit the number to a
proportion of all hunters (Table 33, Question
10). Nine percent of the people were willing to
allow non-residents to make up 20% of all
hunters, 19% would allow 10% of the hunters to
be non-residents, 27% wanted only 5%
non-residents and 17% wanted no non-resident
hunters in Idaho. If we assume residents could
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non-residents — Nearly 50% of the residents
thought the ldaho fish and Game Commission
should allow fewer non-residents than their
1971 policy (Table 35). Less than 2% of the
residents wanted more out-of-state hunters than
the policy allowed and 19% thought the number
allowed was about right. Seventeen percent of
the people indicated they did not know the
Commission’s policy and 15% had no opinion.



Table 32. — The attitude of residents regarding
the restriction of out-of-state hunters in Idaho,
when grouped by type hunting preferred, reason
for hunting, occupation, income, competition
experience with non-residents, reason for
dissatisfaction, hunting success and satisfaction
with hunting.

Attitude toward restriction

Nurber (4 of people)
i Unrestricted Restricted No
Group sample numbers numbers opinian
Type hunting preferred
Big game 2608 3.1 91.1 5.8
Upland bird 685 2.5 89.6 7.9
Waterfowl 339 4.3 86.6 9.1
Reason for hunting
Meat 1578 2.0 90.2 7.8
Trophy 50 1.4 90.5 B.1
Companionship 115 3.4 88.2 E.u
Isolation 73 5.5 85.0 9.6
Observe wildlife 148 L.2 89.8 5.0
Relaxation 758 5.1 87.9 B.0
Oppartunity out-of-doors 620 4.2 87.6 8.2
Challenge of hunt 729 2.k 90.8 6.8
Occupation
Household 244 3.0 90.2 7-3
Small business 396 3.1 88.7 8.3
Craftsmen 508 2.2 90.6 7.1
Clerical=sales 281 3.1 91.4 5.5
Managerial 162 L. 87.3 8.7
Professional 1270 2.4 90.1 7.5
Farm ELL L.z 86.2 9.7
Retired 201 k.1 B4, 4 11.5
Income
Under $3,000 187 3.2 73.1 17.7
$3,000-4,999 292 3.4 87.0 9.6
§5,000-5,999 552 2.5 9l1.1 6.3
§7,000-9,999 1021 2.8 90.5 6.7
$10,000-14,999 1025 2.5 91.0 6.6
515,000-1%,939 317 2.8 90.2 7.3
$20,000-24,999 113 4.6 90.7 b7
§25,000+ 107 7.1 28.1 4,7
Competition experience
Big game
Not noticeable 770 7.4 81.6 1.0
Noticeable 994 2.8 92.5 4.8
Toc much 1441 0.9 96.6 2.5
No opinion 1217 2.6 71.4 26,0
Reason for dissatisfaction
Big game hunters
Did not bag game 278 2.2 86.7 .2
Too many hunters 319 1.9 94.2 4.0
Not enough game 502 4.6 88.3 6.6
Weather 108 5.4 87.8 6.8
OQutfitter-guide servides 2 0.0 100.0 0.0
Access 17 0.0 90.0 9.1
Hunted big game
No 2197 3.1 BL.6 12.3
Yes 1958 2.7 90.7 6.6
Did not bag gare 1937 2.8 90.3 6.9
Did bag game 921 2.9 91.2 5.9
Satisfaction with hunting
Big gane
Unsatisfactory 1352 2.7 91.3 6.1
Excellent 531 4.3 89.8 5.9
Satisfactory 1782 2.8 90.7 6.6
No opinion 754 2.8 62.0 34,2
Table 33. —  The type restriction of

non-resident hunters preferred by residents and
non-residents who thought Idaho should restrict
the number of out-of-state hunters.

Residents Non-residents

Mumber in sample 3841 892
Type restriction

Restrict to certain areas 28.6% 22.0

Restrict to proportion of all hunters 71.4 78.0

20z of all hunters 3.2 49,4

107 of all hunters 18.9 20.9

52 of all hunters 26.7 6.5

07 of all hunters 16.6 1.2

Only 7%
Commission

of the non-residents thought the

should have allowed fewer
out-of-state hunters, 15% wanted more
non-residents, 39% thought the Commission
allowed the correct number and 18% didn't
know the policy (Table 35).

Residents who reported objectionable
competition with non-residents while hunting in

1971 were more inclined to think the
Commission should have allowed fewer
out-of-state hunters (Table 36). Eighty-one

percent of the residents who reported “too
much” competition with non-resident hunters
thought the Commission should have reduced
further the number of out-of-state hunters. Less
than 40% of the residents in the other
competition categories wanted fewer
non-resident hunters.

Competition with out-of-state hunters —
Forty percent of the residents thought
competition with out-of-state hunters while
hunting big game in 1971 was either not
noticeable or noticeable, but not objectionable.
Thirty-three percent of the residents reported
too much competition with non-residents and
28% had no opinion on the subject (Figure 21,
Question 11). With regard to upland bird and
waterfowl hunting, a large percentage of the
residents had no opinion about competition
with non-residents and less than one-third of
those with an opinion thought there was too
much competition.

The Salmon and Panhandle zones had the
largest percentage of residents who reported too
much competition with non-residents while
hunting big game (Figure 22). In the Salmon
River zone 47% of the residents reported too
much competition with out-of-state hunters and
only 10% thought the competition was not
noticeable. Because of the small population in
the Salmon River zone, a large percentage of the
hunters in that zone are traditionally
non-residents.

The type hunting residents preferred was
related to their views of competition with
out-of-state hunters. Thirty-seven percent of the
residents who preferred big game hunting
thought there was too much competition
compared to 24% of those who preferred upland
bird hunting and 12% of those who preferred
waterfowl (Table 37).

The number of years residents had hunted




ble 34. — The percentage of resident hunters grouped by the type hunting they preferred and their
isfaction with hunting, who thought non-resident hunters should be limited to areas where residents

not adequately harvest game or to a percentage of all hunters.

Number Limit non-residents to Percentage of
in Special Percentage of all hunters
Group sample areas all hunters 20 10 5 0

~hunting preferred

g game 2390 30.4 69.6 8.2 17.4 26.9 15.6
land bird 614 27.7 72.3 10.6 20.5 24.9 14.3
terfowl 301 23.7 76.3 7.5 22.7 26.6 18.4
sfaction with hunting

g _game
Unsatisfactory 1246 26.7 73.3 7.3 14,5 29.4 21.0
Excellent 482 30.3 2.1 9.1 17.9 25.2 15.3
Satisfactory 1642 29.5 1.5 9.6 21.3 24,9 13.3
No opinion 483 29.2 2.5 10.6 18.9 21.1 17.8
land bird
Unsatisfactory 580 28.7 1.5 6.8 14.4 28.2 20.4
Excellent 712 27.9 2.5 10.1 18.6 26.1 14.8
Satisfactory 1533 27.1 1.4 9.1 22.3:| 2505 V4.7
No opinion 1668 - 31.2 1.4 8.8 18.7 25.2 18.7
terfowl

nsatisfactory 328 25.9 1.6 5.5 15.2 29.6 22.2
Excellent 604 27.1 1.2 9.0 18.8 28.8 15.2
Satisfactory 1034 27.2 1.8 10.3 18.8 26.0 15.9
No opinion 1866 30.4 1.6 8.7 18.6 24.3 16.5

~Table 35. The percentage of people with various views on the ldaho Fish and
Game Commission policy on limitation of out-of-state big game hunters.

Opinions on commission policy (% of people)

Sample Allow Allow Correct Did not No

License classes size more fewer number know policy opinion
 Residents 4378 1.7 47.6 18.5 16.9 15.4
Combination 2519 1.9 48.1 111 14.7 16.1
Hunt only 1459 1.4 L46.6 17.3 20.6 14.1
Non-residents 1307 14.5 6.7 38.5 18.4 21.9
Combination 947 15.1 5.6 371 16.7 25.5
Deer only 360 13.0 9.5 42.0 22.9 127




Table 36. The views of residents grouped by the competition they experienced
with out-of-state big game hunters in ldaho during 1971 regarding the Fish and
Game Commission policy on restriction of out-of-state hunters.

Opinions on commission policy (% of people)

Sample Allow Allow Correct Did not No
Group size more fewer number know policy opinion
Competition experience
Not noticeable 759 4.9 13.6 30.3 23.9 16.2
Not objectionable 983 2.4 38.6 34.3 17.8 6.9
Too much 1439 0.2 80.9 6.6 9.7 2.5
No opinion 1196 1.0 29.6 12.2 20.1 37.0
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Figure 21. — The percentage of residents who  Figure 22. — The percentage of residents by
thought competition with non-residents while  zone of residence who thought competition with
hunting big game, upland birds or waterfowl in  out-of-state hunters while hunting big game in
Idaho in 1971 was not noticeable, noticeable 1971 was not noticeable, noticeable but not
but not objectionable, too much, or had no objectionable, too much, or had no opinion.
opinion.,
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big game and upland birds in Idaho was a factor
in their views of competition with out-of-state
hunters. Residents who thought there was too
much competition with out-of-state hunters
when hunting big game or upland birds were
most numerous among those who had only
hunted one year (Table 37).

The group of people who ranked their
hunting as unsatisfactory contained more people
who reported too much competition with
non-residents than the groups who ranked their
hunting as satisfactory or excellent (Table 37).
Fifty percent of the residents who reported they
were not satisfied with their big game hunting
thought there was too much competition with
out-of-state hunters. Only 26% of those who
ranked their hunting excellent thought there was
too much competition.

Table 37. — The percentage of people grouped
by years they hunted, type hunting they
preferred, and their satisfaction with hunting
‘who thought competition with out-of-state
hunters was not noticeable, noticeable but not
objectionable, too much, or had no opinion
when hunting in Idaho during 1971.

Number Competition with out-of-state hunters (% of people
in Not Not Too No
Group sample noticeable objectionable much opinion
Hunting preference
Big game 2613 20.1 26.6 37.4 15.9

Upland bird 685 27.8 26.7 24,2 21.3
Waterfoul 338 bk, 7 17.4 12.1 25.8

Years hunted (big game)

1 375 19.5 25.7 18.1 36.7
2-5 1096 21.6 27.3 29.4 21.8
6-10 696 19.7 29.0 33.5 17:3

His 1735 18.3 21.2 37.9 22.5
Satisfaction with hunting

Big game
Unsatisfactory 1356 14.5 21.9 49.6 13.9
Excellent 531 30.0 29.6 25.8 14.9
Satisfactary 1785 20.6 28.2 31.3 20.0
No opinicn 756 6.8 41 10.5 78.6

Upland bird

Unsatisfactory €19 2
Excellent 783 3
Satisfactory 1695 2
No opinion 1328

350 34,1 3
660 6.3 )
sa 1129 35.8 )
No opinian 2277 4.8

Hunting state-owned wildlife on federal land
— In the questionnaire sent to non-residents we
substituted a question on hunting state-owned
wildlife versus federal land for the one on
competition with non-residents (Question 11).
The question was worded as follows:

Idaho wildlife is owned by the state but
much of the big game range is federal land.

Which of the following best expresses your
views on out-of-staters and hunting of
wildlife in Idaho? (Check one)

___Residents should have preference in
hunting for wildlife, with out-of-staters
allowed to hunt only if residents cannot
harvest the necessary game.

____The number of out-of-staters should be
limited to a fixed percentage of the
total of resident hunters.

___Out-of-staters should have equal
opportunity with residents to hunt
wildlife in states like ldaho with large
areas of federal land.

__ No opinion.

A majority of the non-residents thought
they should have equal opportunity with
residents in hunting wildlife in a state like ldaho
with large areas of federal land (Table 38).
Twenty-eight percent of the non-residents
thought Idaho should limit non-resident hunters
in ldaho and six percent thought hunting should
be limited only to residents. The slight
difference in attitudes of people who purchased
the bird license versus those with the
combination or deer license may reflect the
realization that most pheasant hunting takes
place on private land.

Proportion of out-of-state hunters — In a
special questionnaire (See Bjornn, 1975 A) to
residents, we included information on the
proportion of elk and deer hunters who were
non-residents and asked the people to indicate if
they thought the proportion was too high,

about right, or too low. The question was
worded as follows:
Listed below is the calculated

percentage of elk and deer hunters in
Idaho who were from out-of-state and
their portion of the total harvest.
Note that the relative abundance of
out-of-state  deer and elk hunters
reached a peak in 1969 when 11.5%
of the deer hunters and 16.7% of the
elk hunters in Idaho that year were
out-of-staters.

Out-of-staters have harvested 8-12% of
the deer and 9-12% of the elk in

recent years.




Table 38.

The percentage of non-resident hunters who believed that residents

should have preference in hunting for wildlife in ldaho, that the number of
non-resident hunters should be limited, that non-residents should have equal
opportunity with residents and those that had no opinion.

Number Non-resident hunting opportunity in ldaho (% of people)
License in Limit Limit Equal No
sample to residents non-residents opportunity opinion
Non-residents 1743 6.3 28.3 53.2 12.3
Combination 946 4.9 30. 4 55.5 9.2
Bird 436 9.3 23.9 k6.0 20.8
Deer 361 4.9 29.9 58.8 6.5

Percentage of
out-of-state

Percentage harvest
by out-of-state

hunters hunters
Year  Deer Elk Deer _Elk
1966 8.0 125 7.9 20.9
1967 8.0 12.4 9.0 19.6
1968 9.7 15.1 10.6 21.3
1969 11.5 16.7 118 20.3
1970 104 14.7 10.9 19.0
Many of the out-of-state elk hunters
use the services of outfitters and
guides and are, therefore, somewhat
more successful than resident elk
hunters.
We estimate out-of-staters will
comprise 8-10% of the deer hunters
and 12-14% of the elk hunters who
hunted in Idaho during 1971.
Which of the following best expresses
yvour feelings regarding the proportion
of elk and deer hunters in ldaho who
are out-of-staters?
Deer hunters  Elk hunters
Percentage out-of-staters 0 O
too high
Percentage out-of-staters O O
about right
Percentage out-of-staters 0O O
too low
No opinions a g
Half the residents in the special survey

thought the proportions of out-of-state elk (12%
in 1971) and deer (8.5% in 1971) hunters werg
too high, 30% thought the proportions were
about right and less than 5% thought they wert
too low (Figure 23). The replies of residents tc
this question in the special questionnaire and tc
question 12 on commission policy in the regulal
questionnaire were reasonably consistent (Figure
23 and Table 35). Approximately half the
residents in the regular survey thought the
Commission should have restricted non-resident
hunters to a smaller number and 19% though!
the number was about right. Seventeen percen
of the residents didn’t know the Commissior
policy regarding out-of-state hunters in the
regular questionnaire (Table 35). In the specia
questionnaire results, 30% of the people though
the proportion of non-resident hunters was
about right indicating that many of the people
in the regular survey who didn't know the
policy thought the number was about righ
when they were given the information (Figure
23 and Bjornn, 1975 A).

Restriction of non-residents - increased fee
— Nearly three-fourths of the residents indicatec
they would pay more for hunting licenses anc
tags to make wup lost revenue if Idahc
significantly restricted the number o
out-of-state hunters (Table 39). One-fourth o
the people were willing to pay an additional five
dollars for a license or tags. Residents whc
purchased the less expensive hunt only license
were as willing to pay additional fees as wer
people who purchased the combination license
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igure 23. The percentage of residents who

ought the proportion of out-of-state deer and
Ik hunters in ldaho was too high, about right,
o low, or had no opinion.

able 39. — The percentage of residents who
urchased licenses in 1971 who were willing to
Lay more for licenses and tags to hunt in Idaho
f the number of non-residents were significantly

iLstricted.

Percentage
Number willing Percentage of people willing to
icense in to pay specified additional amount
lass sample pay more 3] S3 S5 More
esidents
License 3895 69.3 21.7 20.3 17.6 9.8
Elk rag 3536 71.6 25.9 19.4 17.6 8.7
Deer tag 3600 70.9 32.6 19.4 1.6 7.3
ombination
License 2586 69.0 20.1 20.2 18.3 10.3
Elk tag 2366 72.2 25.4 19.4 18.3 9.1
Deer tag 2396 71.1 32.6 18.7 12,10 7.6
unt only
License 1309 70.0 24,6 20.3 16.2 8.8
Elk tag 1170 70.6 26.9 19.2 16.4 8.0
Deer tag 1204 70.7 32.6 20.5 10.7 6.8
Fewer residents from the Salmon River

esidence zone were willing to pay increased fees
han people in any other zone of the state
Figure 24). Only 54-55% of the people from
he Salmon River zone were willing to pay more
or licenses and tags compared to 69-73% from
he other zones.

41

WILLINGNESS OF RESIDENTS TO PAY
MORE FOR LICENSE AND TAGS

n=460

All Residents
n= 13895

\

27

License Elk tag Deer tag

’L

Figure 24. — The percentage of residents by
zone who were willing to pay more for licenses
or tags if the number of out-of-state hunters
were restricted.

Most non-residents were not willing to pay
increased fees to hunt in ldaho (Table 40).
Seventeen percent of the non-residents who
purchased the combination license ($135) and
20% of those with the deer license ($75) were
willing to pay more to hunt big game.
Twenty-five percent of the out-of-staters with
the bird license ($35) were willing to pay more
for upland bird hunting.

The residents who reported ‘“too much”
competition with out-of-state hunters were more
willing to pay increased fees for licenses or tags
than those who reported that competition was
not noticeable (Table 41). More than
three-fourths of the group who reported too
much competition would pay more compared to
57-59% of those who did not notice




competition with out-of-state hunters. The type
hunting preferred had little influence on the
willingness of residents to pay more for licenses
and tags.

Table 40. — The percentage of non-residents
who were willing to pay more for licenses to
hunt big game, upland birds and waterfowl in
Idaho in 1971.

Percentage
Number willing Percentage of people willing to
License in to pay specified additional amount
class sample pay more 510 5§25 §50  S100 More

Non-residents

Big game 1211 17.4 4.0 6.3 L.k 1.9 0.8

Upland birds 714 13.5 8.7 34 i.2 0.4 0.2

Water fow! 519 1.7 8.5 1.8 0.8 0.5 0.2
Combination

Big game 881 16.5 3.4 6.5 3.5 2.1 1.0

Upland birds 338 6.0 4.0 2.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

Waterfowl 302 5.0 4.3 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0
Bird license

Upland birds 76 25.4 16.1 4.8 3.0 1.0 0.5

Waterfowl 217 22.2 15.1 3.8 3.0 I.0 0.5
Deer license

Big game 330 19.8 5.7 5.5 6.8 1.6 0.1

Table 41. — The percentage of resident hunters
grouped by their experience of competition with
out-of-state big game hunters in ldaho during
1971 and their hunting preference who would
or would not pay an increased annual fee for
hunting licenses or elk or deer tags if the
number of out-of-state hunters were restricted.

Number Willing to pay increased fees (% of people
in If yes, how much?
Group sample  No Yes 51 $3 S5 More
Competition experience
Hunting license
Not noticeable 719 bo.6 59.4  20.3 18.0 13.6 7.5
Not cbjectionable 931 29.9 0.1 22, § FAN] 18.3 8.2
Too much 1349 22:7 774 22.0 21.5 20.9 13.0
No opinion 895 5.4 646 22.2 19.2 15.0 8.3
Elk tag
Not noticeable 659  41.6 58.L 23,1 17.6 10.9 6.8
Not objectionable 898 26.3 73.7 29.6 20.4 17.0 6.7
Too much 1300 19.9 8o.1 27.2 20.1 21.9 10.9
No opinion 678 3.0 66.0 21.8 18.4 16.9 8.9
Deer tag
Not noticeable 679 42.1 57.0 30.8 14.7 T2 5.2
Not cbjectionable 913 27.2 72.8 36.7 18.7 12.3 5.1
Too much 1315 20.6 79.4 33.7 22.4 3.6 9.7
No opinion 692 34.5 65.5 27.2 19.4 1.2 7.8
Hunting preference
Bi ame
Hunting license 2Loé 30.2 69.8 22.4 19.4 17.9 10.2
Elk tag 2297 277 72.3 26.9 19.5 17.7 8.2
Deer tag 2333 29.0 71.0 34.0 19.0 [ 6.9
Upland bird 64 26.3  70.7 19.2 24,5 16,7  10.h
Waterfowl 318 23.6 76.4 25.3 23.9 18.0 9.1

Management of Pheasants

Noon opening — The pheasant season in
southern ldaho opens at noon and 48% of all
residents in the survey favored the noon opening
while 22% wanted the season to open at
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daylight and 30% had no opinion (Figure 25).
In northern ldaho, most residents did not have a
strong preference for either a noon or early
morning opening. In southern Idaho, however,
most residents preferred the noon opening. Fifty
percent of the non-residents with the bird
license preferred the noon opening, 33% the
early morning opening and 17% had no opinion.
More of the hunters with many vyears of
experience hunting upland birds preferred the
noon opening than hunters with few years of
experience (Table 42).

A majority of people in southern ldaho
preferred the noon opening regardless of their
occupation (Table 43). As expected, a large
proportion of the farmers preferred the noon
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Figure 25. The percentage of residents and
non-resident bird hunters who preferred a noon
or early morning opening for the pheasant
season in southern ldaho.



pening but the proportion was not any larger
hen for many other occupational groups.

able 42. — The percentage of residents
rouped by years they had hunted upland birds
ho preferred the noon or early morning
pening for pheasants in southern Idaho.

Years of Number Opening time (% of people)
upland bird in Early No
hunting sample Noon morning preference
===
;. 258 42,1 35.8 22.0
| 2-5 901 by, 5 32.0 23.5
6-10 608 57.5 23.7 18.8
11+ 1392 63.6 19.8 16.6
Table 43. — The percentage of residents (with

combination license) of various occupation
classes and residence zones who preferred the
noon opening in southern Idaho.

Preferred the noon opening

becupat ion Clearwater Southwest Southcentral Southeast

__class zone zone zone zone
|

Household 16.0 61.7 67.7 6.7
mall business 23.0 62.3 63.0 62.4
raftsmen 19.2 66.3 68.8 64.7
lerical and sales 6.7 67.1 78.1 65.2
anagerial 20.0 76.7 82.8 65.5
rofessional and student 26.0 56.0 63.6 50.0
arm 23.3 63.2 74.2 70.5
etired 29.6 70.8 7i.4 65.5

Huntlng of hen pheasants — A majority of
‘1;he hunters in the survey thought a limited
umber of hen pheasants should be taken under
pecial regulations, seasons or bag limits (Figure
6). In the Panhandle, Clearwater and Salmon
River zones, most residents favored a limited
arvest of hen pheasants but a large proportion
ad no opinion on the subject. Only 16-22% of
he residents from the various zones thought
ens should not be hunted at any time and
7-13% thought hens should be hunted without
restriction.

Most residents with an opinion, regardless of
years of experience, type hunting preferred, or
reason for hunting, thought limited hunting for
hen pheasants should be allowed (Table 44).
The group of people who ranked their upland
bird hunting as unsatisfactory had a larger
proportion of hunters who thought there should
be no hunting for hens than those who had
satisfaction or excellent hunting. The residents
who hunted for a trophy also had a large
proportion of epople who thought hens should
not be hunted.

HUNTING OF HEN PHEASANTS
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Figure 26. — The percentage of residents
(statewide and from various zones) and

non-residents who thought hen pheasants should
not be hunted, thought limited numbers of hens
should be harvested, thought hens should be
hunted without restrictions, or had no opinion.

Game Farm Pheasants — Nearly half of the
residents had no opinion on the question of
providing hunting with pheasants produced in a
game farm (Figure 27). Of those who expressed
an opinion, about half thought providing
hunting with game farm pheasants was a good
program and should be continued and the other
half thought it was a poor program and should
be discontinued. In the Panhandle zone where

the pheasant hunting is almost entirely
dependent on pheasants produced in game
farms, the people were evenly split on the

question as they were in southern Idaho where
game farm birds contribute
harvest.

little to the total




Nearly half of the non-residents with the
bird license thought the Department should
continue to provide hunting by releasing
pheasants reared on game farms (Figure 27).

PROVIDING HUNTING WITH
i GAME FARM PHEASANTS
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" 7
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Continue Discontinue  No
Opinien

Figure 27. — The proportion of residents and
non-resident bird hunters who thought providing
hunting with game farm produced pheasants
should be continued or discontinued.

Approximately one-third of the residents
regardless of years of experience, satisfaction
with upland bird hunting or reason for hunting
thought hunting provided by game farm
pheasants was a good program and should be
continued (Table 45). A smaller proportion of
the residents who preferred to hunt big game or
hunted mainly for a trophy thought hunting for
game farm pheasants was a good program

compared to those who preferred to hunt birds
or hunted for other reasons.

Table 44. — The percentage of resident hunters
who thought hen pheasants should or should
not be hunted in ldaho grouped by years of

hunting, type hunting preferred, satisfaction

with upland bird hunting and reason for
hunting.

Number Hunting of hen pheasants (/ of people)

in Should Limited Wi thout No .

Group sample not hunting restriction opinion

Years of hunting upland birds

1 258 22.8 55.2 9.0 13.0
2-5 904 18.9 59.0 12.0 10.0
6-10 609 19.6 63.3 8.9 8.1
11+ 1395 20.8 61.9 9.4 7-9
Type hunting preferred
Big game 2613 19.1 54.0 9.3 17.6
Upland bird 685 19.7 65.0 10.4 5.0
Waterfowl 3Lo 19.3 66.0 8.2 6.5
Satisfaction with upland bird hunting
Unsatisfactory 619 25.8 51.8 10.8 11.5
Excellent 785 1777 66.7 10.2 5.4
Satisfacrory 1699 19.1 63.0 9.5 8.4
No opinion 1330 13.5 36.0 7.0 43.5
Reason for hunting
Meat 1583 17.3 52.8 10.4 19.6
Trophy 50 38.0 47.2 5.3 9.5
Companionship s 23.5 53.8 6.9 15.9
Isolation 73 21.7 59.2 10.9 8.3
Observe wildlife 150 21.5 56. 1 6.2 16.2
Relaxation 759 19.0 58.9 9.9 12.2
Out-of-doors 620 16.9 60.6 10.9 1.6
Challenge of hunt 730 20.9 57.8 6.5 14,9
Do not hunt 50 16.4 40.0 1.5 42.0
Other 37 17.4 51.1 17.4 14,1
Table 45. — The percentage of resident hunters

who thought hunting provided by game farm
pheasants was or was not a good program that
should or should not be continued, grouped by
years of hunting upland birds, type hunting
preferred, satisfaction with upland bird hunting
and reason for hunting.

Numbe r Hunting provided by game farm pheasants
in (% of people)

Group samp le Continue Discontinue No opinion
Years of hunting upland birds
1 258 38.0 26.5 35.5
2-5 903 32.2 29.6 38.2
6-10 609 29.6 35.3 35.2
1+ 1393 36.7 31.7 31.5
Type hunting preferred
Big game 2611 28.4 28.7 42.9
Upland bird 685 37.2 3.4 31.4
Waterfowl 340 33.4 34,4 3.2
Satisfaction with upland bird hunting
Unsatisfactory 619 36.8 3.1 32.1
Excellent 785 31.4 35.7 33.0
Satisfactory 1698 35.4 28.5 36.1
No opinion 1327 17.6 16.8 65.5
Reason for hunting
Meat 1581 28.7 25.0 4.3
Trophy 50 18.8 S51.4 29.8
Companionship 115 32.0 29.8 38.2
Isolation 73 2352 49.2 27.6
Observe wildlife 150 31.3 28.1 40.5
Relaxation 758 34.8 26.6 38.6
Out-of-doors 620 33.9 30.2 36.0
Challenge of hunt 730 29.3 29.7 41.0
Do not hunt 50 18.0 19.9 62.1
Other 37 4o.9 22.2 36.9




Management of Big Game Herds

Current policies of department — A
majority of the people in the survey who had an
opinion approved the current policy of the
Department with regard to regulating big game
numbers (Figure 28, Question 22). In the
Salmon River zone 50% of the residents
disapproved of the Department’s policy and in
the Clearwater zone the proportion of people
who disapproved equaled the proportion who
approved.

Nearly one-third of the residents throughout

the state did not know the Department’s policy
on regulating big game numbers (Figure 28). We

DEPARTMENT POLICY — BIG GAME
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of years

did not inform the people in this survey of the
Department’s policy but we did in a special
survey as listed below (Bjornn, 1975).

“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 the 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.”

With regard to the Department’s policy on
emergency winter feeding of big game, a
majority of the people who knew the policy or
had an opinion approved the policy (Figure 29,
Question 22). Nearly one-third of the residents
did not know the policy on winter feeding as
briefly stated in the preceding paragraph. The
Salmon and Clearwater River zones had the
largest proportion of residents who disapproved
of the policy on winter feeding.

Supplemental feeding to increase herds —
About half the people in the survey thought the
Department should attempt to increase big game
herds through supplemental winter feeding
(Table 46, first part of Question 22). Nearly
one-third thought the Department should not
attempt to increase big game herds in excess of
the natural capacity of the winter range and
17% had no opinion on the question.

The opinions of people regarding
supplemental winter feeding to increase big
game herds varied, some based on the number
they had hunted big game, their

Table 46. — The percentage of licensed hunters
who thought the Department should or should
not attempt to artificially increase the
abundance of deer and elk through supplemental
winter feeding.

Figure 28. — The percentage of residents and
non-residents who approved, disapproved, had
no opinion, or did not know the Fish and Game
regulating big game

Department’s policy on
numbers.

Residence Number

and in Supp lemental winter feeding (% of people)
license samp le Should not Should No opinion
Residents 4433 32.4 50.5 17.1
Combjnation 2963 3k.5 8.7 16.7
Hunt only 1470 28.7 53.5 17.8
Non-residents 1308 29.1 55.6 15.3
Combination 947 29.7 54.6 15.8
14.2

Deer only 361 27.6 58.3




DEPARTMENT POLICY— WINTER FEEDING
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Figure 29. — The percentage of residents and
non-residents who approved, disapproved, had
no opinion, or did not know the Fish and Game
Department’s policy on winter emergency
feeding of big game.

satisfaction with hunting, their primary reason
for hunting and occupation (Table 47, Question
22). The groups of residents who reported few
years of hunting experience, unsatisfactory big
game hunting and hunting primarily for meat or
trophy had the largest proportions of people
who thought the Department should increase big
game herds through supplemental winter
feeding. Groups with many vyears of hunting
experience, excellent hunting, who hunted
mainly for companionship or isolation and were
farmers, managers, retired or professionals had
the smallest proportion of people who thought
the Department should increase big game herds
through supplemental winter feeding.

Table 47. — The percentage of resident hunters
who thought the Idaho Fish and Game
Department should or should not attempt to
increase big game herds by supplemental winter
feeding, grouped by years they hunted big game,
satisfaction with their big game hunting, their
main reason for hunting, and their occupation.

Numbe r 3
in Supplemental winter feeding (% of people)
Group sample Should not Should No opinion
Years hunted big game
1 327 31.7 55.1 13.3
2-5 1033 29.9 57.6 12.5
6-10 696 37.0 5.5 1.5
T+ 1745 37.4 52.5 10.2
Satisfaction with big game hunting
Unsatisfactory 1357 25.5 66.4 8.1
Excellent 531 L3.1 45.9 1.0
Satisfactory 1787 38.3 49.5 12.2
No opinion 756 23.4 27.7 48.8
Reason for hunting
Meat 1582 29.9 56.9 13.2
Trophy 50 26.9 59.3 13:7
Companionship 15 42.8 39.3 18.0
Isolation 73 43.9 39.8 16.2
Observe wildlife 150 34,6 52.1 13.3
Relaxation 759 37.6 47.8 4.7
Out-of-doors 620 39.7 47.2 13.1
Challenge of hunt 730 30.7 55.6 13.7
Occupation
Household 246 29.6 57.8 12.6
Small business 997 30.1 57.0 13.0
Craftsmen 510 34.7 5h.1 1.2
Clerical-sales 281 3k.9 57.9 7.2
Managerial 162 39.8 46.9 4.4
Professional 1270 36.9 49.8 13.4
Farm 348 38.9 47.3 13.8
Retired 201 36.5 45.9 17.6

Winter range - basis for management — A
majority of the residents and non-residents
thought the amount and condition of vegetation
on big game winter range was the proper basis
for managing big game populations (Table 48,
Question 18). Seventeen percent of the residents
did not think winter range vegetation was the
proper basis for management of big game herds
and 26% did not have an opinion on the
question.

Table 48. — The percentage of residents and
non-residents who believe the amount and
condition of vegetation on big game winter
range was or was not the proper basis for
managing big game populations.

Number Winter range-basis for management

License in (%2 of people)

class sample Yes No No opinion
Residents Lu28 57.1 17.1 25.8

Combination 2960 58.9 16.2 25.0

Hunt only 1468 54,1 18.6 2753
Non-residents 1307 62.0 12.4 25.6

Combination 946 61.3 13.2 25.5

Deer only 361 63.8 10.5 25.8




A smaller proportion of the residents who
had hunted few years for big game thought
winter range vegetation was the proper basis for
managing big game than the hunters who had
many years of hunting experience (Table 49,
Question 18). The proportion of residents who
thought winter range vegetation was the proper
basis for management of big game herds was the
same regardless of occupation.

Table 49. — The percentage of resident hunters
who thought the amount and condition of
vegetation on big game winter range was or was
not the proper basis for managing big game
populations grouped by years of hunting and
occupation.

Number Winter range-basis for management
in (2 of people)
Group samp le Yes No No opinion

Years of hunting

I 327 56.1 16.6 27.3

-5 1030 56.2 28.4 25.4

6-10 696 64.0 18.7 17.3

11+ 1744 65.9 18.4 15.7
Occupation

Household 246 57.0 28.8 23.8

Small business 996 60.9 . 19.3 19.8

Craftsmen 510 62.1 16.4 21.5

Clerical-sales 281 £9.3 20.1 20.7

Managerial 162 64.0 15.2 20.9

Professional 1268 57.2 17.1 25.7

Farm 348 63.8 15.5 20.7

Retired 200 61.0 10.2 28.9

Supplemental salt for big game animals — A
large proportion of the residents (61%) thought
it was necessary to distribute supplemental salt
for big game animals and that the program
should be continued or expanded (Table 50,
Question 14). Only 5% of the residents thought
the distribution of supplemental salt for big
game animals was unnecessary and 34% did not
have an opinion on the question. A larger
proportion (44%) of the non-residents had no
opinion on the question, but 50% thought the
distribution of salt for big game was necessary.

Two-thirds of the hunters who had hunted
6 or more years for big game thought it was
necessary to distribute supplemental salt for big
game, while only 56% of the hunters who had
hunted only 1 vyear thought it was necessary
(Table 51, Question 14). A smaller proportion
of the residents who were retired or had
managerial or professional occupations thought
supplemental salt for big game was necessary
compared to the people in the rest of the
occupation groups.
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Table 50. — The percentage of licensed hunters
who believed there should be supplemental
salting of big game, those who believed
supplemental salting unnecessary, and those
having no opinion.

Numbe r
License in Supplemental salt (% of people)
class sample Necessary Unnecessary No opinion
Residents 4435 60.8 4.9 34.3
Combination 2964 60.2 5.4 34.5
Hunt only 1471 61.9 4,2 34.0
Non-residents 1307 50.1 5.8 (7
Combination 946 b7.5 5.7 46.8
Deer only 361 56.7 6.2 37.2
Table 51. — The percentage of resident hunters

who thought supplemental salt was or was not
necessary for big game animals grouped by the
number of vyears they had hunted and their
occupation.

Number
in Supplemental salt (% of people)
Group sample Necessary Unnecessary No opinion

Years hunted

1 327 55.7 5.2 39.1

2-5 1034 60.3 L.6 35.1

6-10 696 67.8 5:3 26.9

(RS 1744 67.1 5.9 27.0
Occupation

Household 245 66.5 4.8 28.6

Small business 997 68.3 4.3 27.4

Craftsmen 511 66.4 5.4 28.2

Clerical-sales 281 61.9 2.7 35.4

Managerial 162 57.5 5.4 36.6

Professional 1270 58.5 5.4 36.1

Farm 347 65.2 6.2 28.6

Retired 201 §5.5 10.6 33.9

Quantity versus quality hunting — Ten

percent of the residents wanted the big game
herds managed for quantity hunting which we
described in the questionnaire as maximum
harvest — open season with no restrictions on
the number of hunters and a lower success rate
(Table 52, Question 15). Twenty-one percent of
the residents preferred the department to
manage each herd for quality hunting which we
described as trophy animals, less than
maximum harvest of animals, low density of
hunters through use of special permits and a
higher rate of success. The largest proportion of
hunters (41%) wanted some herds managed for
quality hunting and some for quantity hunting.

The non-residents who hunted for big game
were about evenly divided on preferring the
herds managed for quality hunting or managed




for both quality and quantity hunting (Table
53, Question 15). Only 6% of the non-residents
preferred management for quantity hunting.

Table 52. — The percentage of residents and
non-residents who preferred to manage big game
herds for quantity, quality, or both types of
hunting.

Residence Number Type herd management preferred
and in (% of people)
license sample Quantity Quality Both No opinion
Residents L437 9.8 20.5 4.3 28.4
Combination 2965 10.1 20.3 42.7 26.9
Hunt only 1472 9.4 20.7 38.9 3.1
Non-residents 1309 5.7 36.6 35.5 20. 4
Combination 947 7.8 34.6 37.3 20. 4
Deer only 362 6.8 41.9 30.9 20.5
Table 53. — The percentage of resident hunters

who preferred quantity, quality, or both types
of big game hunting grouped by their age, years
of hunting, preferred type of hunting,
satisfaction with big game hunting and reason
for hunting.

Number Type herd management preferred
in (% of people)

Group sample Quantity Quality Both No opinion
Age group
Less than 20 815 9.4 16.3 38.3 36.1
20-29 1004 8.2 22.3 k6.5 23.1
30-39 858 8.2 23.9 47.1 20.9
Lo-49 751 11.8 20.8 b1.5 25.9
50-59 617 1.4 21.7 35.1 31.8
60+ 390 10.7 16.6 32.6 40.0
Years of hunting
1 327 10.1 21.5 41.6 26.8
2-5 1034 9.0 20.0 45.2 25.9
6-10 697 7-9 21.9 Lg.5 20.7
11+ 1745 12:2 23.4 43.2 21.2
Type hunting preferred
Big game 2613 0 21.3 46.2 21.4
Upland bird 685 8.6 22.5 42.2 26.7
Waterfow! 340 7.8 23.8 43.5 24.9
Satisfaction with big game hunting
Unsatisfactory 1357 12.0 26.8 39.2 21.9
Excellent 531 10,4 20.5 47.3 21.8
Satisfactory 1788 10.2 19.4 48.1 22.2
No opinion 755 bk 1.6 25.1 58.9
Reason for hunting
Meat 1713 1.4 17.4 Lo 4 30.8
Trophy 52 6.6 30.3 Lz2.2 21.0
Companionship 123 5.7 25.1 38.8 30.5
Isolation 79 12.5 22.8 L5.6 19.0
Observe wildlife 177 6.7 28.7 33.0 31.6
Relaxation 823 8.7 22.2 42.2 26.9
Out-of-doors 667 8.3 21.3 46.1 24.3
Chal lenge 801 10.1 21.0 40.6 28.4

Methods of restricting or increasing harvest
— A shorter general season was the preferred
method of restricting the harvest of big game in
most areas of the state except for south central
and southeastern ldaho (Figure 30, Question
16). In

south central ldaho most residents

preferred to restrict the big game harves
through controlled hunts in which the numbe
of hunters would be regulated by a drawing an
thus regulating the number of animals harveste
but a longer season would be allowed. I
Southeastern Idaho the residents were evenl
split between the two methods of restricting th
harvest. Only 12% of the residents had n
opinion on the question.

The preferred method of restricting th
harvest varied with the age, years of hunting bi
game, satisfaction with big game hunting, an
the primary reason for hunting (Table 54
Question 16). The proportion of residents wh
preferred to restrict the harvest by reducing th
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Figure 30. — The percentage of residents anc
non-residents who preferred to restrict the
harvest of big game by shorter general seasons
or controlled hunts.




able 54. — The percentage of resident hunters
ho preferred to shorten the season or have
ontrolled hunts to restrict the harvest of deer
hen necessary with grouping by age, years of
unting, satisfaction with big game hunting and
eason for hunting.

Preferred method of restricting
Number harvest (% of people)
in Shorten Controlled No
roup sample season hunt opinion
#ge group
| Less than 20 756 40.6 36.7 22.7
20-29 938 47.0 41.9 11.2
30-39 806 47.0 be, 1 7.0
Lo-49 699 49.2 41,4 9.5
50-59 540 56.8 35.2 8.0
60+ 366 57.9 240 18.1
Years of hunting big game
I 327 38.0 bh.9 171
2-5 1034 L6, b 40.2 13.4
6-10 696 k9.0 39.9 11
11+ 1745 54.8 39.0 6.2
Satisfaction with big game hunting
Unsatisfactory 1357 57.0 34.6 8.5
| Excellent 531 45.9 45.0 9.1
Satisfactory 1788 46.8 L2.9 10.3
No opinion 755 27:0 26.8 k6.1
Reason for hunting
Meat 1538 51.4 35.5 13.1
Trophy 50 39.1 51.2 9.7
Companionship 115 0.4 . L1.9 17:7
Isolation 73 53.4 42.5 4.2
Observe wildlife 149 §3.5 33.2 13.4
Relaxation 759 45 4 44,2 10.5
Out-of-doors 620 6.0 41.7 12.3
Challenge of hunt 730 bg.0 39.5 11.8
Do not hunt 50 35.8 28.2 36.0
Other 37 38.3 45,6 16.1

length of the hunting season increased from the
youngest age groups up through the oldest age
groups and from the people who had few years
of hunting experience up to those who had
many years of hunting experience. A larger
proportion of the residents who reported
unsatisfactory big game hunting preferred to
restrict the harvest by a reduced season than
those who had excellent or satisfactory
experience hunting for big game. The people
who had excellent or satisfactory hunting for
big game were evenly split in preferring either a
reduced season or a controlled hunt to restrict
the harvest of big game. Fifty percent of the
people  who hunted primarily for a trophy
oreferred to restrict the harvest by means of a
controlled hunt and only 39% preferred the
educed season length.

When an increased harvest of deer s
1ecessary in a particular management unit 47%
of the residents preferred to increase the length
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of the season and allow 1 deer per hunter on
the regular tag (Figure 31, Question 17).
Forty-two of the residents preferred to provide
extra deer tags so that hunters may take an
additional deer when an increased harvest is
necessary. Southeast ldaho was the only zone in
the state where a majority of the people
preferred to increase the harvest through the use
of extra deer tags. Most non-residents (58%) also
preferred to use extra deer tags to increase the
harvest of deer. Thirty-three percent of the
non-residents preferred to increase the season
length.

The proportion of hunters who preferred
either method of increasing the harvest of deer
did not differ based on the years of big game

PREFERRED METHODS TO INCREASE
DEER HARVEST
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Figure 31. —
non-residents who preferred to increase the deer
harvest by increasing the length of the season or
providing extra tags.

The percentage of residents and




hunting (Table 55, Question 17). Fifty-six
percent of the residents who ranked their big
game hunting in 1971 as unsatisfactory
preferred to increase the harvest by increasing
the length of the season while only 38%
preferred to issue extra tags. A majority of the
hunters who ranked their hunting as excellent in
1971 preferred to provide extra tags to increase
the harvest. Hunters who had unsatisfactory
hunting wanted additional time to bag an animal
and those who reported excellent hunting
wanted the opportunity to bag additional deer.
Except for the residents who hunted primarily
for meat, a majority of the people who hunted
for other reasons preferred to increase the
season length to increase the harvest of deer.
Forty-eight percent of the residents who hunted
primarily for meat preferred to increase the
harvest of deer by providing extra tags, a
preference which was consistent with their
reason for hunting.

Table 55. — The percentage of resident hunters
who preferred to increase the length of the
season or allow extra tags to increase the harvest
of deer when necessary with response by years
of hunting, satisfaction with big game hunting
and reason for hunting.

Freferred way to Increase narvest

Number (% of people)
in Increase Extra No
Group sample season tags opinion
Years of hunting
! 327 47.3 45.1 7.6
2=5 1032 52.0 42.0 5.9
6-10 696 4.0 4L8.1 5.9
11+ 1745 L8.7 k6.0 5.3
Satisfaction with big game hunting
Unsatisfactory 1357 55.9 37.5 E.
Excellent 530 43.7 53.0 3.2
Satisfactory 1787 4.8 48.0 5.3
No opinion 75€ 32.4 26.1 4.6
Reason for hunting
Meat 1582 44,8 47.5 7.7
Trophy 50 53.7 36.6 3.7
Companionship 115 49.5 37.5 13.0
Isolation 73 62.8 33.1 4o
Observe wildlife 150 52.1 37:2 10.7
Relaxation 759 51.9 Lo . 4 7.7
Out=-of-doors 620 48.2 43,2 8.6
Challenge of hunt 729 52.0 40.6 7.4
Do not hunt 50 42.4 25.7 31.9
Other 37 56.5 34.8 8.7

of big game hunting areas had already occurre
because of too many roads and that no ney
roads should be constructed and some of th
existing roads should be closed. Only 10% o
the residents thought more roads should b
constructed in big game areas to provid
improved access and easier hunting
Twenty-seven percent of the residents though
present access to big game areas by roads wa
adequate and no more roads were needed. Th
belief that no more roads were needed in bi
game areas was uniform throughout all th
zones of the state. A large proportion of th
residents thought no more roads were needed o
there were already too many roads regardless o

ROADS — BIG GAME HUNTING
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Roads-big game huntings — Most residents
(75%) and non-residents (73%) thought no more
roads were needed for big game hunting in
Idaho. (Figure 32, Question 23). Forty-eight
percent of the residents thought overcrowding
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Figure 32. — The percentage of residents an
non-residents who thought more roads wer
needed, no more were needed, or there wer
already too many roads with regard to big gam
hunting in Idaho.
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neir age, occupation, vyears of hunting,
referred type of hunting, satisfaction with
unting, or reason for hunting (Table 56,

Juestion 23). The proportion of residents who
hought too many roads were present in big
ame areas decreased with increasing age group.
lore than 70% of the residents, regardless of
ge group, thought no more roads were needed
r there were too many. Fifty-two percent of
1e residents who had hunted 11 or more years
nought there were too many roads versus
orty-one percent of the hunters who had
unted only one year. Of the residents who
unted primarily for trophy or for the isolation,
5 and 67% respectively thought there were too
1any roads in big game hunting areas. Only 4%

“able 56. — The percentage of resident hunters
vho believed there should be more roads, no
nore roads were needed, there were too many
oads or had no opinion on the question of
oads as related to big game hunting by age
roup, occupation, years of hunting, hunting
sreference, satisfaction with hunting, and reason
or hunting. :

Number Upinion regarding roads (T of_people)

in Need Do not Have No

sample more need more too many opinion
& Touj
Less than 19 756 8.5 26.4 53.3 1.9
20-29 938 6.0 31.0 54.6 8.4
30-39 807 3.0 27.4 50.2 9.4
40-4g 699 13.2 28.2 LYR 1131
50-59 5ko 9.9 28.1 LB, 4 13.6
60+ 366 9.8 31.7 39.2 19.3
ccupation
Household 246 14,1 27.9 43.6 4.8
Small business 957 9.7 28.3 50.5 1.5
Craftsmen 511 1.0 25.3 54.8 8.9
Clerical-Sales 281 10.8 28.3 51.0 9.9
Managerial 162 10.6 27.9 49.3 122
Professional-students 1270 8.5 29.4 50.5 1.6
Farm 348 10.7 30.8 46.9 L3
Retired 201 1.5 27.6 431 17.8
ears hunted
| 327 16.9 26.2 41,3 15.7
2-5 1034 3.0 29.6 50.3 1.1
6-10 696 7.6 29.0 55.9 1.5
11+ 1745 10.9 27.8 52.4 8.9
unting preference
Big game 2613 10.7 28.2 £3.3 8.4
Upland bird 685 9.3 29.9 42.1 18,7
Waterfowl 340 7.1 Z7 ] 50.2 15.6
atisfaction
Unsatisfied 1357 9.7 26.5 56.3 1.5
Excellent 531 10.2 33.8 50. | 5.9
Satisfied 1788 10.6 30.0 48.3 il
No opinion 756 6.7 15.2 28.4 49.7
eason for hunting
Meat 1584 10.2 28.8 48.3 12,2
Trophy 50 L3 2.3 55,0 13.4
Companionship 115 1.6 29.9 39.7 18.8
Isalation 73 L.2 25.9 67.2 251
Observe wildlife 150 8.5 21.0 55,4 15, |
Relaxation 759 16.0 28.5 48.0 13.6
Out-of-doors 620 0.2 31.0 4s. 8 13.1
Challenge 730 9.8 25. 4 Sk 7 10,1
Do not hunt 50 5.6 29.2 30.8 b
Other 37 6.7 28.9 43.0 ]

of the residents who hunted primarily for the
isolation thought there should be more roads in
big game areas.

Bear Hunting

A majority of the residents and
non-residents had no opinion on the time of
year to hunt bears (Figure 33). In the Panhandle
zone, where more people hunt bears, 40%
preferred to hunt in the fall, 35% had no
opinion and 13% wanted to hunt all year. In the
Clearwater and Salmon River zones, 25-27%
wanted to hunt in the fall, 18-21% wanted to
hunt all year and 37-43% had no opinion.

PREFERRED TIME TO HUNT
BEAR
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Figure 33. —
preferred to hunt bear in the fall, spring, fall
and spring, all year, or had no opinion.

The percentage of people who




Thirty-three percent of the residents who
had hunted 11 or more years for big game
preferred to hunt in the fall compared to only
19% who had only hunted 1 year. A large
percentage (54-58%) of the hunters with few
years of hunting experience had no opinion on
when to hunt bears (Table 57).

Table 57. — The percentage of resident hunters
who preferred to hunt bear in the fall and/or
spring or all year according to the number of
years they hunted big game.

Number When hunt bear (% of people]
Years of hunting in Fall and All No
big game sample Fall Spring spring year opinion
1 326 18.6 3.1 6.1 13.8 58.4
25 1032 21.6 4.5 8.2 11.4 54.3
6-10 696 27.9 4.2 9.9 12.3 4s5.7
11+ 1745 32.6 2.5 5.1 14.5 45.3

HUNTING BEAR WITH HOUNDS
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Figure 34. — The percentage of people who
thought bears should or should not be hunted
with hounds in Idaho.

A majority of residents thought bea
should not be hunted with hounds (Figure 34
The Salmon River zone had the large
percentage of people who wanted to hunt be;
with hounds and the south ldaho zones had tt
least.

The same proportion of residents thougl
bears should not be hunted with hounc
regardless of the number of years of big gam
hunting experience (Table 58). Most hunte
who thought bears should be hunted wit
hounds wanted to hunt in the fall, especiall
those with many years of experience.

Programs of Fish and Game Department

Law enforcement, habitat improvement an
emergency winter feeding were the activities ¢
the Fish and Game Department ranked mos
important by 60% of the residents in the surve
(Table 59). Twenty-three percent of th
residents thought law enforcement was the mo:
important activity, 19% ranked habitat an
winter feeding as most important, 10% liste
management programs and acquisition
wildlife areas as top priority and 8% thougt
predator control was the most importar
activity.

The percentage of residents who ranked th
various activities as most important differe
between zones of the state (Figure 35). In th
Salmon River zone, 23% of the residents ranke
predator control as the most important activit
of the Department compared to only 7% of th
people in the southern Idaho zones. La
enforcement, habitat improvement an
emergency winter feeding were listed as th
most important activities by the larges
proportion of the people in all zones of th
state.

Twenty-four percent of the non-resident
who purchased the big game hunting license:
listed emergency winter feeding as the mos
important activity, 18% selected habita
improvement, 13% law enforcement, 116
management programs and acquisition ¢
wildlife areas, 8% research and evaluation an
6% for each predator control and improve
access (Table 59). Non-resident bird hunter
differed from residents and non-resident bi
game hunters in their opinions of whic
activities were most important. The larges
group of non-resident bird hunters (21%) ranke



le 58. — The percentage of resident hunters who thought bear should or should not be hunted with
nds, and if they should, when they should be hunted, grouped by years of hunting big game.

Hunt with hounds

When hunt with hounds

Numbe r Number
rs of hunting in No in Fall and All
big game sample Yes No opinion sample Fall Spring spring year
1 325 13.0 55.5 31.5 50 4s5.2 12.3 17.8 24.6
2-5 1031 14.7 58.1 27.3 188 1.3 16.2 17.3 25.2
6-10 696 16.4 57.9 25.7 132 52.0 13.6 16.7 17.6
11+ 1743 15.7 58.6 25.7 322 52.6 9.1 11.4 26.9

itbitat improvement as most important
llowed by 20% who ranked acquisition of
ildlife areas as the number one activity. Only 8
id 7% of the non-resident bird hunters ranked
w enforcement and predator control as the
ost important activity.

able 59. — The percentage of residents and
on-residents who listed the activities below as
le most important activities for the Fish and

’ame Department.
|

Percentage of:

ivity Residents Non-residents
Big game Bird
hunters hunters
ber in sample 2833 601 307
dator control 8.4 5.6 6.7
i tat improvement 19.1 17.5 21.3
v enforcement 22.5 12.7 7.9
1agement programs 9.6 11.0 11.3
e farms 1.6 1.0 6.1
iter feeding 18.6 24,1 7.6
quisition of wildlife areas 9.6 10.7 19.5
yroved access 4.3 5.5 9.7
)lic information programs 3.0 2.2 4.0
earch and evaluation 3.2 7:5 6.7

Residents who preferred big game hunting
d not differ in opinions regarding the most
portant activities of the Department from
rd hunters except in the activities of
quisition of wildlife areas and emergency
inter feeding (Table 60). A larger proportion
~ the people who preferred big game hunting
nked winter feeding as the most important
tivity than those who preferred upland bird or
iterfowl hunting. More of the people who
eferred waterfowl hunting than those who
eferred to hunt big game thought acquisition
~ wildlife areas was the most important
tivity.
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Figure 35. — The percentage of residents and
non-residents who thought predator control
(PC), habitat improvement (HI), law
enforcement (LE), or emergency winter feeding
(EWF) were the most important activities of the
Idaho Fish and Game Department.
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Table 60. — The percentage of resident hunters who ranked each of the activities listed below as the most important activity for the
Fish and Game Department by years of hunting, hunting preference, and age.

Fish and Game Department Activities (% of people)

Number Habi tat Law Manage Emergency Acquisition Research
in Predator improve enforce -ment Game winter wildlife |Improved Public and
Group sample control -ment -ment programs farms feeding areas access information evaluation

Years of hunting

Big game
| 228 5.6 12.5 25.7 8.4 1.4 21.7 .5 7.6 L.6 3.5
2-5 742 8.3 16.2 23.2 9.1 1.8 19.6 - 4.4 3.4 3.5
6-10 500 7.2 19.4 21.4 10.0 1.6 18.4 11.0 5.4 3.2 2.4
11+ 1154 9.5 22.6 21.5 9.6 1.8 17.5 .5 27 2.7 3.3
Upland bird
] 178 8.8 14.9 23.3 6.9 1.5 22.2 13.0 4.2 1.6 1.5
2-5 656 8.4 16. 4 24.1 10.5 1.5 17.4 9.8 4.8 3.1 3.5
6-10 465 7.4 18.0 2 Vw1 9.8 1.5 17.0 10.8 6.2 3.4 3.9
11+ 958 8.3 24.8 20.9 9.4 253 15 1 10.2 2.8 2.6 Fu2
Waterfowl
1 200 9.6 16.6 27.0 6.1 0.6 18.0 1 1 5.7 25 2.2
2-5 571 9.8 17.0 221 10.0 1.8 18.8 10.2 3:5 2.8 4.0
6-10 305 6.9 21.2 21.6 8.8 1.3 16.1 1.2 6.0 3.3 3.6
11+ 610 6.8 25.8 19.4 9.5 2.3 15.9 2.1 Zoud 2.6 2.4
Type hunting preferred
Big game 1862 7.7 19.3 23.1 9.5 1.0 20.3 8.8 b.1 2.6 e 2
Upland bird 490 9.s:2 20.3 22.6 8.6 3.7 13.5 10. 4 5.7 3.3 3.1
Waterfowl 241 8.3 19.2 18.6 7.0 1.7 16.9 16.2 3.8 3.3 3.3
Age grou
Less than 20 587 11.1 54,7 20.6 8.8 1.6 20.7 7.1 5.8 2.8 7.2
20-29 693 S.h 43.9 23.8 8.7 1.6 22.2 11.9 3.9 3.6 3.5
30-39 573 72 44,8 175 9.5 157 17.2 12.0 5. 2.9 5. 3
ko-L49 472 8.2 47.6 2.1 ) e 1.7 15.1 9.8 3.2 2.2 Z.3
50-59 344 11.9 48.2 22.4 8.9 2.9 12.6 T | 3.7 L.8 1.8
60+ 185 8.5 62.5 21 .5 9.3 0.4 8.4 Bl 1.9 2.4 3.2




The opinions of residents of various age
groups regarding most important’ activities
differed little except on winter feeding and
perhaps habitat improvement (Table 60). Fewer
people in the older age groups ranked
emergency winter feeding as the most important
activity than in the younger age groups.

A majority of the people thought the
Department should place more emphasis on all
the activities listed except predator control,
game farms and improved access to hunting
areas (Table 61). Those three activities were the
only ones a sizeable number of people (26-37%)
indicated the department should deemphasize.

Table 61. — The percentage of residents and
non-residents who believed the Fish and Game
Department should place more, less, or no
change in the emphasis on various activities.

Activity Number Emphasis on activity
and in (% of people)
residence sample  More Less  No change

Predator control

Residents 3195 27.6 26.0 46.5

Non-residents 981 23.9 23.1 53.0
Habitat improvement

Residents 3251 74.8 2.1 23.1

Non-residents 1056 70.4 0.9 28.8
Law enforcement

Residents 3357 61.8 1.9 36.3

Non-residents 1016 45.4 2.2 52.5
Management programs

Residents 3214 57.0 4.2 39.8

Non-residents 1024 51.5 2.6 45.9
Game farms
| Residents 2925 222 34.8 43.0

Non-residents 881 24,1 26.1 49.8
Emergency winter feeding

Residents 3466 76.0 3.0 21.0

Non-residents 1109 78.9 2.3 18.9
Acquisition of wildlife areas

Residents 3134 68.4 3.9 27.7

Non-residents 1032 77.8 17 20.5
Improved access to hunting area

Residents 3146 23.5 36.9 39.6

Neon-residents 1002 31.0 28.1 41.0
Public information programs

Residents 3100 L46.6 10.2 43.2

Non-residents 968 54.0 7.3 38.7
Research and evaluation programs

Residents 3063 55.7 8.2 36.1

Non-residents 979 67.0 3.0 30.0

| Residents of different age, years of hunting
‘experience and occupations differed in their
opinions regarding the emphasis they thought
the Department should place on predator
control (Table 62). More of the older people
and those with many years of hunting
experience favored more emphasis on predator
control compared to the vyounger or less
experienced people. The retired and farm

occupation groups had the largest proportion of
people who wanted more emphasis on predator
control. The professional group had the smallest
proportion of people who favored more
predator control.

Table 62. — The percentage of resident hunters
who believed the Fish and Game Department
should place more, less, or no change in the
emphasis on predator control grouped by age,
years hunted, and occupation classes.

Number

in Emphasis (% of people)
Group sample More Less No change
Age groups
Less than 20 625 25.9 23.1 51.0
20-29 783 19. 4 28.7 51.9
30-39 64k 25.9 30.0 LT
40-49 501 30. 4 25.3 4h.3
50-59 330 42.6 25.2 32.3
60+ 204 44.8 15.6 39.5
Years of hunting
Big game
1 262 23.2 26.7 50.1
2-5 864 22.7 27.6 L9.7
6-10 549 23.7 29.3 47.0
11+ 1267 33.6 24.3 ha2.1
Upland bird
| 221 20.6 25.6 53.8
2-5 745 2150 28.0 50.8
6-10 492 25.6 30.7 43.7
11+ 1042 28.0 26.7 45.3
Waterfowl
| 221 20.0 279 62.1
2-5 633 21.6 29.0 L9 . 4
6-10 338 23.6 35.2 4.2
11+ 656 26.5 29.8 43.6
Occupation
Household 171 28.7 30.9 40.9
Small business 733 32.7 20.3 47.0
Craftsmen 360 25.3 29.k4 45.3
Clerical=sales 215 24.9 24.8 50.3
Managerial 113 23.3 31.9 44,8
Professional 1052 20.5 31.2 L8.3
Farm 260 39.5 21.0 39.6
Retired 17 48.9 14.2 36.9
DISCUSSION
The responses of the resident and

non-resident hunters in this survey to questions
on wildlife management issues were based on
their knowledge and experiences. We did not
provide informtion on the tradeoffs associated
with each alternative choice of response to the
questions. The responses of resident hunters

differed on many questions from the responses
of Department of Fish and Game employees,
also completed the same questionnaire

who




(Bjornn, 1975B). Some of the differences in
opinions and preferences between resident
hunters and Department employees was due to a
difference in knowledge of Department policies
or biological constraints, but the remainder of
the difference resulted from differences in value
systems between the two groups.

In a special survey (Bjornn, 1975A), we
provided supplemental information with many
of the issues in a questionnaire sent to another
sample of resident hunters. The response of
residents to questions involving a knowledge of
Department policies or of the biological
consequences of each choice tended to be more
like that of Department employees when we
supplied the residents with additional
information. The supplemental information we
provided in the special survey questionnaire had
little effect on the response of residents to
questions with choices based on social or
economic judgments.

Most Idaho residents hunted mainly for
meat while many non-residents hunted for a
trophy. In British Columbia, Bowden and Pearse
(1968) found just the opposite; residents tended
to hunt for a trophy and non-residents consisted
mostly of meat hunters. In a survey of hunters
who used the Sawtooth area in central ldaho,
Michalson (1973) reported that meat was the
most important reason for hunting for 24% of
the respondents. In our survey, 43% of the
residents on a statewide basis and 12% of the
non-residents hunted primarily for meat. In a
Nevada survey, Garrett (1970) reported that half
the residents thought there were too few deer,
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but the number of hunters did not upset then
In ldaho, lack of game was the primary reaso
for dissatisfaction of 40% of the resident bi
game hunters and 28% complained of too man
hunters.
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