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INTRODUCT ION

This report presents the results of an extensive survey of Montana
residents regarding outdoor recreation (in the broadest sense) -~ their
activity, their preferences, and their opinions regarding numerous issues
involved in outdoor recreation in Montana. The project was funded by the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks to obtain the kinds of
information that would assist it in its planning for the 1981-1983
biennium; it has generated considerable information of interest not only
to the Department but alsc to others concerned about ocutdoor recreation
in Mentana,

The report has been divided into several chapters, covering such
topics as the extent of the respondents’® involvement in outdoor recreation
activity, their preferences in terms of activities and services, and their
opinions and preferences regarding several outdoor recreation issues ({such
as funding, control or regulation of land or water use, revisions of
programs or services, and s0 on), as well as some of the demographic
characteristics of the respondents and their households and of those who
hold Departmental licenses. Discussions of the methodology and the survey
sample are included in the appendixes, along with copies of the survey
instruments.

Because of sample size limitations, which are discussed in Appendix

A, geographic breakdowns of the survey results, for the most part, have



been restricted to multicounty groupings -~ the seven largest counties
and the remaining forty-nine counties, each taken as a whole, and seven
broad multicounty regions. The seven largest counties are those that had
populations over 30,000 in 1980: Butte-Silver Bow (formerly Silver Bow) ,
Lascade, Flathead, Gallatin, lLewis and Clark, Missoula, and Yellowstone
counties, These are also the predominantly urban counties in the state
and contain the cities of Butte, Great Falls, Kalispell, Bozeman, Helena,
Missoula, and Billings within their borders. The remaining forty-nine
counties all had populations under 25,000 in 1980. The counties have
also been grouped into seven broad regions, detailed in figure B.1 in
Appendix B, which are the districts established by the Department for the
administration of its programs.,

A coupie of other points are worth noting for the reader's information,
Some of the analyses focus on the "license status' of the respondents and
refer to them as "license holders' or "nonholders.”" '"License holders' are
those who reported purchasing a license from the Department of Fish,
Wildlife, and Parks {DFWP) Eﬁ 1979; those who did not purchase a DFWP
ticense of any kind are referred to as 'nonholders.! Also, because the
Department is referred to frequently, and for the sake of brevity,
references in the text or tables will cite the "Department’’ or PIDFWPH
unless otherwise warranted.

The Bureau of Business and Economic Research would like to extend
special thanks to the Montana Fish and Game Commission and the Department

of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks for its funding and sponsorship of this



project and would also like to thank members of the staff -- Steve Bayless,
Administrator, Conservation Education Division; and Ann Miller, Chief,
Information Services Bureau =- for their assistance during the conduct of

the project.






CHAPTER 1

QUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES AND PROGRAMS

One of the purposes of the survey was to determine the extent to which
Montanans participate in outdoor recreation activities, and the activities
that are the most popular, The results show that most Montanans devote
some of their leisure time to outdoor recreation activity. Survey
respondents were asked to name the two or three things they do most often
during their leisure time, including both indoor and outdoor hobby and
recreation activities. Ninety-eight percent of the surveyrparticipants
responded to this question, and 75 percent of those responding cited one or
more outdoor recreation activities.

This was followed by a series of questions designed to measure not
only the overall rates of participation for selected outdoor recreation
activities, but also what factors may affect people'’s participation.

Since the fuel situation in particular might significantly affect the
ability of recreation enthusiasts to pursue their activities, a couple
of questions were directed specifically at this issue.

Responéents were also asked a series of general questions designed to
ascertain whether they wish to see revisions in the outdoor recreation

services and programs currently offered.



Participation Rates for Selected Outdoor Recreation Activities

Respondents were read a list of selected ocutdoor recreation
activities and asked how many days they participated in each activity
during 1979. Table 1.1 (three pages) shows the percentage of total
respondents who indicated that they had participated in the activity at
Teast one day in 1979. Table 1.2 shows the median number of partici-
pation days for each activity. For example, almost 59 percent of the
respondents reported fishing in Montana at least one day in 1979 (table
T.1). The median number of days recorded was fourteen (table 1.2},
which means that about half the respondents who fished in 1979 reported
fishing fewer than fourteen days, and about half said they fished on more
than fourteen davs.

in general, the most popular recreatiﬁn activities in Montana in 1979
were the most sedentary: picnicking, driving for pleasure, and walking
for pleasure {(as opposed to hiking or mountain climbing). Over 70 percent
of the survey respondents reported doing each of these activities at
feast once in 1979. Also, as might be expected, the younger respondents
showed higher participation rates, especially in the more vigorous
activities. Bird watching, driving or walking for pleasure, and picnicking
were activities which sh&wed relatively greater participation by those
sixty~five yvears of age and over. The respondent’s sex and residence
significantly affected participation In only a few activities. However,
the license status of respondents was a generally significant factor;
license holders were more 1ikely than nonholders to have participated

in every activity listed,
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Table 1.2

Extent of Participation in Selected Qutdoor Recreation Activities

1979

wemmmssmae Participated in 1979 =e=eemwmcas

Percentage

of Total Number Median Number Did Not Humber of

Respondents Participating of Days Participate Total Regpondents
Back-country touring 23,8 285 8 76.2 100.0 1,837
Bicycling 32.8 406 80 67.2 100.0 1,837
Bird watching 29.4 364 25 70.6 100.0 1,237
Boating 32.5 408 8 67.5 100.0 1,837
Camping 57.6 712 10 b2,k 100.0 1,237
Lross~country skiing 14.6 180 £ 5.4 1006.0 1,237
Driving for pleasure 71.k 883 12 28.6 100.0 1,837
Fishing 58.8 788 14 Ly.2 100.0 1,837
Hiking 38.4 476 6 61.6 100.0 1,837
Horseback riding 18.8 233 10 8i.2 100.0 1,237
Hunting 35.2 436 10 64.8 100.0 1,237
Motorbike riding 18,8 233 14 81.2 i00.0 1,237
Outdoor swimming ' 65.3 808 10 34,7 100.0 1,237
Picnicking 77.5 858 ) 22.5 i00.0 1,237
Playing outdoor games 58.5 724 15 41,5 100.0 1,237
Riverfloating or

canoeing 25.0 308 4 75.0 00,0 1,287

Snowmobiling 14.8 183 5 85.2 100.0 1,837
Walking for pleasure 71.9 889 20 28.1 100,0 1,287
Downhill skiing 5.7 70 10 94,3 100.0 1,237
Other winter sports 1.2 15 7 98.8 100.0 1,837
Rock hounding 1.5 is 10 98.5 100.0 1,837
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Foliowing is a discussion of the overall participation rates for
each activity. The responses were analyzed by residence, sex, age, and
license status of the respondents; and any significant differences in

participation among the respondent groups are noted.

Back-Country Touring. Just under 24 percent of the respondents

reported back~country touring with a four~wheel drive vehicle in 1979,
Significantly greater participation was reported by license holders

(31 percent) compared with nonholders {13 percent). Those in the younger
age groups were more likely to have participated in this activity, with
participation falling off significantly foréthose over forty-five years of
age and older., Eight days was the median number of days reported by those

who had done some back-country touring in 1979.

Bicycling. Over 32 percent of the respondents reported bicycling
at Teast one day in 1979. Age was the only factor significantly affecting
participation; over 54 percent of those between eighteen and twenty-four
years of age reported bicycling. Respondents between twenty-five and
thirty-four years of age also reported a relatively higher rate of
participation (over 45 percent), but participation in the other oider
groups diminished sharply with age. Respondents reported a median of

twenty days of bicycling in 1979,

Bird Watching., This activity broadly inciuded nature study and

outdoor photography. Almost 30 percent of the survey respondents

indicated some participation in these activities in 1979, and, as noted
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earlier, a substantial portion of respondents in the older age categories
indicated participation. Age was found to be of no statisticat significance
in determining participation. An interesting difference was found when
comparing participants® places of residence. Those residing in region |
{northwestern Montana, including the regions west of Glacier Park and
surrounding Flathead Lake) recorded the highest participation rate -~ over
46 percent. Those from region 5 (south central) showed the lowest rate,

2l percent. Participants in this activity reported the highest median

number of participation days, twenty~five, of all the activities listed.

Boating. Thirty-two percent of the respondents reported some
motorized boating or water skiing in 1979, and several characteristics
apparently were significant. License holders were more iikely to have
gone boating than nonholders (38 percent versus about 24 percent), and men
reported higher participation than women. As might be exéected, those
in the two younger age groups (under thirty-five years of age) were also
more likely to have participated in this activity. And, again, respondents
in region 1 {northwest) reported higher participation than did those in
the other regions, possibly because that region, which includes Flathead
Lake, offers abundant boating opportunities. Respondents from region 5
{south central) reported the legst participation. Boating enthusiasts

showed a median of six days' participation in 1579,

Camping. Camping was enjoyed by a majority -=- over 57 percent -~ of
the survey respondents in 1979, with a median of ten days' participation

reported. {amping was considered to be all types of camping, not just
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hackpacking. License holders were significantly more active; over 70
percent of the license holders surveyed said they camped at least once

in 1979, while only about 39 percent of the nonholders reported camping.
There were also significant differences bétween the participation rates of
men and women; 63 percent of the male respondents indicated participation,
compared to about 53 percent of the female respondents, Those in the two
younger age groups were far more likely to have camped than those over
thirty-five years of age. Apparently residence was also significant,
Those who lived in the seven largest counties reported a higher rate of
participation (62 percent) than did those in the remaining counties

(51 percent). Over two-thirds of those in region 3 (southwest) said

they had camped, while the other regions showed less participation, with
those in region 7 ({southeast) showing a significantly lower participation

rate (44 percent).

Cross~Country Skiing., Over 14 percent of those surveyed said they

had cross-country skied in 1979. The only significant differences in
participation were based on age; those in the age groups spanning
eighteen to forty-four years showed similar participation rates, with
decreasing participation reported by those over forty-five years of age,
Cross-country skiing enthusiasts recorded a median of six days' parti-

cipation in 1979,

Driving for Pleasure. ODriving for pleasure or sightseeing was

enjoyed by a large proportion -- 71 percent -- of the survey respondents,

and twelve days was the median number recorded. High participation rates
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were reported by those from all regions and areas of the state. The only
significant rate differences were among the different age groups. Those
between eighteen and twenty-four years of age reported the highest
participation rate (nearly 86 percent), closely followed by those between
twenty-five and thirty-four years of age (79 percent). While no age group
reported a participation rate below 50 percent, the rates did deciine with

age.

Fishing. As noted earlier, nearly 59 percent of the respondents
said they had fished in Montana at least one day in 1979; the median
number of days reported was fourteen. The respondents residing in
the different regions and multicounty areas showed relatively similar
participation rates. However, significantly different participation
rates were reported by men and women; 72 percent of the male respondents
indicated they had fished, while the rate for female respondents was about
47 percent. In terms of age, those under forty-five years of age recorded
higher rates of participation than did older respondents., And, interestingly,

21 percent of those who were not license holders said they had fished.

Hiking. Hiking or mountain climbing are also popular activities,
enjoyed by over 38 percent of the survey respondents in 1979, who reported
a median of six days. Significant differences appeared among respondents
in terms of residence, license status, and age. Respondents from the
seven most populous counties reported a higher participation rate than
did those from the remaining counties (over #3 percent versus 3} percent).

Respondents residing in region 2 had the highest rate {almost 49 percent)



of the seven regions, while region 7 (southeast} had the lowest rate (17

sercent}., License holders were more likely to have gone hiking or mountain
climbing than nonholders (over 45 percent and 28 percent, respectively).
And, not surprisingly, those in the two younger age groups had the highest

participation rates.

Horseback Riding. Almost 19 percent of the survey respondents

indicated they went horseback riding in 1979. Place of residence,

license status, and sex were not significant factors influencing
participation. The only statistically significant difference was based on
age; those under thirty-five years of age reported significantly greater
participation {27 percent} than did the older respondents (12 percent).

Enthusiasts reported a median of ten days of horseback riding in 1379,

Hunting. Over 35 percent of the survey respondents said they had
hunted in Montana in 1979; these hunters recorded a median of ten days.
Place of residence was not significant; respondents who lived in the seven
regions reported participation rates ranging from 31 percent to b} percent,
and those in the largest counties and the rest of the state reported sbout
32 and 39 percent, respectively. However, the difference in participation
rates among men and women was significant; over 55 percent of the male
respondents said they had hunted, while only 18 percent of the female
respondents indicated they had done so. Those in the three younger age
groups {under forty-five years of age) showed relatively, but not signi-
ficantly, greater participation than did those in the older age groups.

In contrast with fishing enthusiasts, far fewer nonholders of licenses
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reported doing any hunting. As mentioned earlier, over 21 percent of

nonholders said they had fished, but only 7 percent of nonholders reported

Togrr & ¥

motorpike Kiding. About 19 percent of the respondents said they had

gone motorbike riding with on~ or off-road vehicles in 1979, Significantly
more male than female respondents (25 percent versus about 14 percent)
reported participation. Age was the only other notable factor; almost

39 percent of those under twenty-five years of age said they had gone
motorbike riding at least once in 1979, and the participation rates
decreased sharply in the other age groups. The median number of parti-

cipation days recorded was fourteen,

Outdoor Swimming. Respondents were asked if they had gone swimming

outdoors during 1979. Nearly two-thirds of the respondents indicated

vhey had, and they recorded a median of ten days. Place of residence,

+ onse status, and age were significant among respondents. Those who
Tived in region | {which includes Flathead Lake as well as many other lakss
and rivers) were far more likely to have gone swimming outdoors; 81 percent
of those respondents indicated participation. Respondents from the western
and central regions {2, 3, 4, and 5) recorded participation rates between
63 and 66 percent, while those in the more arid eastern part of the state
{(regions 6 and 7), reported the least participation (55 and 59 percent).
Significantly more license holders than nonholders said they had gone
swimming {74 percent versus almost 53 percent). And, age was again a

statistically significant factor. Those ranging in age from eighteen to
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thirty-four years showed high rates of participation {(about 89 percent
and 78 percent, respectively), followed by those between thirty-five and
forty-four years of age (71 percent) and significantly less in the older

groups.

Picnicking. Picnicking, like driving for pleasure, is a less vigorous
activity and is enjoyed by a large percentage of Montanans. Over 77 percent
of the survey respondents indicated they had picnicked at least once in
1979, with a median of six days. Age was a factor affecting participation,
but the participation rates for the older age_categories were still high,
Respondents in the three younger categories {under forty-five years of age)
reported very close participation rates, all over 80 percent. Compared to
the younger groups, fewer respondents aged forty-five years and older
reported picnicking, but their rates were still relatively high -- abhout 73
and 60 percent, respectively, License holders showed a slight edge over
nonholders in participation rates {about 82 percent and 72 percent,

respectively).

Playing Outdoor Games. Outdoor games and sports, such as golf,

tennis, softball, volleyball, etc,, are pepular recreation activities,
Over 58 percent of the survey respondents said they participated in
outdoor games and sports in 1979. Those respondents who reside in the
seven-county area reported higher participation than did those in the
other counties, and license holders were more likely than nonholders to
have participsted in such activities, As might be expected, participation

rates were very hich -~ over B0 percent -- among the younger respondents
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{under thirty~five years of age). Fifteen days' participation was the

median,

River Floating or Canoeing. One-fourth of the respondents said they

had gone river floating, canceing, or rafting in 1379, for a median of
four days. Those respondents who lived in region 3 (southwest) were most
likely to have gone floating or canoeing {about 38 percent), while those
in region 6 (northeast) reported the lowest participation {12 percent).
Respondents in the seven most populous counties reported greater partici-
pation than did those in the other counties, and license holders were more
Tikely to have gone canoceing or floating than were nonholders. Those in
the younger age groups again showed significantly higher rates of

participation.

Snowmobiling., Almost 15 percent of the survey respondents said they

had gone snowmobiling in 1979. The only apparently significant factor
was age. The youngest group {under twenty-five years of age) was highest
with a 29 percent participation rate, and the participation declined
significantly with age. Enthusiasts reported a median of five days'

snowmohiling in 1979,

Walking for Pleasure. Like the other more sedentary activities,

walking for pleasure or sightseeing was very popular; it was enjoyed by
almost 72 percent of all respondents. Respondents in all geographic
regions showed similarly high rates of participation. More women than

men reported walking for pleasure or sightseeing, over 75 percent versus
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ahout 67 percent., As might be expected, those under forty~five years of
age had the highest participation rates {about 72 percent or more}, but
respondents in the older age categories also reported substantial
participation {over 60 percent}. A& high median number of days -- twenty --

was recorded for this activity.

Downhill Skiing. A relatively small percentage of survey respondents --

under 6 percent -~ said they had gone downhill skiing at least once in 1979.
One reason for the smaller response is that downhill skiing, unlike the
other activities, was not included in the list of activities read to
respondents; survey participants had to mention downhill skiing specifically
for their participation to be noted. The very small sample size also

makes it difficult to assess the differences in participation rates among
the respondent groups., Skiing enthusiasts did show active participation

in this activity; ten davs was the median number of days spent skiing.

Other Activities, A small percentage of respondents reported

participation in other winter sports, rock hounding or metal detection,

and miscellaneous activities. The low number of responses makes it
impossible to determine statistically significant differences among the
respondent groups, and the overall participation rates for these activities

must be interpreted with caution.

Preferences for Additional Activity Participation

As a followup, respondents were asked if there were any outdoor

recreation activities they wished they could do in Montana but don't
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for any reason. Thirty-five percent said 'yes'" (table 1.3). Relatively
similar response rates to this guestion were recorded by those in all the
various respondent groups, although the respondents in region 3 {southwest}
were slightly less likely to answer affirmatively.

Those respondents who answered '‘ves' to that Initial questicn were
then asked to cite the reasons or factors that kept them from enjoying
the recreation activities in which they would like to participate.
Many respondents cited more than one reason, and the reason mentioned most
often was that the activity was not available in the respondents? area,
gither due to geographic limitations, lack of access, or the Tack of
developed areas. Thiriy-eight percent of those answering this guestion
gave this response {tabie 1.3}. Respondents in regions 5, 6, and 7 gave
this response with mofe frequency than the respondents as a whole.

The next most frequently cited reason was that the respondents
lacked the time necessary to pursue the recreation activities they wished
they could do., The only significant difference 1in terms of this particular
response was between those in region 3 (southwest), who mentioned this
least often, and those in region & {(northeast) who mentioned it the most
(about 22 percent and 44 percent, respectively).

Other reasons cited for lack of participation were that an activity
was just too expensive to pursue, or that the respondents® age and health
were limiting factors., HMiscellaneous responses, mentioned by only a few
respondents, included lack of equipment necessary for the desired activity

and references to the high cost or unavailability of gasoline.
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The Fuel Situation

To assess the potential effects of the fuel situation on Montanans'
outdoor recreation participation, respondents were asked specifically
whether or not rising fuel costs or the possibility of fuel not being
readily availablie would affect their outdoor recreation activity. HNot
surprisingly, a clear majority of respondents -~ nearly 63 percent =-- said
that the fuel situation would affect their outdoor recreation activity in
scme way (table 1.4,

Among the seven regions, those in region 4 (north central) were the
most likely to report that the fuel situation would affect their cutdeor
recreation activity, while those in region 7 {southeast)} were the least
likely to say so {about 69 percent compared to 54 percent). These
differences, however, were not statistically significant. Those in the
two multicounty groups gave relatively similar responses, the majority
in each saving the fuel situation would affect them.

License holders were significantly more likely than nénho!ders to
expect that the fuel situation would affect their recreation activities
{68 percent versus 55 percent). Since the earlier section in this chapter
shows that license holders have higher activity participation rates,
this resuit is not too surprising.

As a followup, those respondents who indicated that the fuel situation
would affect their recreation activities were asked to explain specifically
how their activities might be affected or changed. Over 64 percent of those
answering said that the fuel situation would probably cause them to stay
closer to home for their outdoor recrsation. Many respondents cited more

than cone possible reaction, and nearly 39 percent indicated that they
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would likely participate in fewer outdoor recreation activities in general.
About 21 percent said they would likely participate more in activities

that are less dependent on fuel. Other possible effects, mentioned by a
small proportion of the respondents, included ceasing recreation activity

participation altogether or participating less frequently.

General Program Funding and Revision

Respondents were asked how they think outdoor recreation services
and programs in general should be paid for -- by charging fees to those
who actually use the services or programs, by using general tax funds
paid by ail Montana taxpayers, or by some other method.

About 46 percent of the respondents felt that recreation services and
programs should be funded by user fees, while 28 percent preferred that
funding come from the state's general fund (table 1.5). Approximately 16
percent felt the funding should come from both sources, user fees and the
state's general funds. The remaining respondents gave miscellaneous
responses,

Among those who did not buy licenses in 1379 {nonholders), 51 percent
felt those who utilize the outdoor recreation services and programs should
pay for the services by way of user fees. License holders were jess
enthusiastic about user fees; about 42 percent suggested them as a way of
funding. Respondents in region 5 {south central} were more likely than
respondents in the other regions to feel that user fees should pay for
outdoor recreation programs, but the differences among the regions were not

significant.
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It shouid be noted that, in this section, we are talking about the
general approach to funding outdoor recreation services and programs overail.
Later chapters include discussions on funding approaches for specific types
of outdoor recreation programs and services; in those specific cases, there
was more variation in the responses.

Respondents were also asked if there were any particular outdoor
recreation services or programs which should be provided which are not
provided now. Apparently most respondents are satisfied with current
programs; a significant proportion, 80 percent, did not feel that any
additional services or programs should be inciuded {table 1.6). Place of
residence and license status apparently were not significant; the
distributions of responses in the various respondent groups were relatively
similar to those recorded for all the respondents as a whole.

On the other side of the coin, the respondents were also asked whether
they felt any outdoor recreation services or programs now provided should
be eliminated. Again, an overwhelming majority == this time over 85
percent -~ expressed satisfaction with current programs by saying that no
programs should be eliminated. Respondents in region 6 (northeast) were
more likely to be satisfied; over 93 percent said 'no.' A relatively
smaller percentage of satisfaction was recorded in region ] {northwest} ==
about 77 percent felt that no programs should be eliminated -- but this
response should still be interpreted as confirmation that the respondents
are relatively satisfied with current recreation services and programs in

genaral.
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CHAPTER 2

PARK AND RECREATION SITES PROGRAM

A primary purpose of the survey was to learn as much as possibie
about Montanans' attitudes toward current state fisheries, hunting
and wildlife, and park programs. This chapter and the two following
chapters will deal with each of these. Respondents! attitudes toward
current practices and programs were surveyed, as well as their attitudes

toward possible revisions, including changes in funding.

State Park and Recreation Area Visitation and Awareness

Respondents were asked if they had visited any state or federal park
or recreation sites in Montana in the last five years, As indicated in
table 2.1, nearly 80 percent of the respondents said they had, Only
one~fifth indicated they had not. There were differences among the seven
administrative regions. Those in region | (northwest) were the most
likely to have visited a state or federal recreation site within the past
five years; over 84 percent reported doing so. In comparison, about
63 percent of the respondents who lived in region 7 (southeast) reported
having visited such an area,

Urban residents {in the seven largest counties) were also mare Tikely
to have visited a federal or state recreation site since 1975. More than
83 percent reported doing so, while about 7k percent of the respondents

in the rest of the state reported that they had. And, more license
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holders than nonholders said they had visited a federal or state site

(83 percent versus 74 percent}.

Visits to Park and Recreation Sites in 1979. Those respondents who

reported they had visited a state or federal park or site since 1975 were
asked how many times they had done so in 1979. Nearly 80 percent of the
respondents answering the question said they had visited a state or federal
area at least once in 1979 (table 2.1). Over half reported between one
and five visits, 13 percent recorded between six and ten visits, and about
12 percent said they had made over ten visits., Among the seven regions,
those in region 3 (southwest) were most likely to have done so; about

84 percent reported one or more visits in 1979. |In contrast, about 56
percent of these in region 7 {southeast) said they had visited a state or
federal park or recreation site during 1979.

Respondents in the seven largest counties were more likely than those
in the rest of the state to have visited a recreation area. About 82
percent reported at least one visit, while 72 percent of those in the
other counties reported doing so. Not surprisingly, license holders
reported a higher 1979 visitation rate than nonholders; over 82 percent
reported visiting such a site in 1979, compared to 71 percent of the
nonhoiders.

Following up on this, those who reported visits since 1975 were also
asked about visits just to a state park or recreation area in 1979.
Stightly less than half (about 49 percent) had visited a state site, and
about 16 percent sald they didn't know if the place they had visited was

operated by the state (table 2.2). Those in region 1 {northwest) were
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most likely to have visited a state site (about 59 percent said they had),
while those in region 7 (southeast) were the least likely (about 43 percent
said they had).

The responses among those in the seven largest counties and those in
the other forty-nine counties were relatively similar. Over 50 percent
of those in the largest counties visited a state site in 1379, and about
47 percent of those in the other counties had done so. And, license
holders were more likely tohave visited a state park or recreation site

than were nonholders.

Awareness of State Site Ownership. Those respondents who indicated

they had visited a state or federal recreation site since 1975 were asked
if, generally speaking, they usually notice when visiting an area whether

it is operated by the state. O0f those asked, nearly 5k percent indicated
they were aware (table 2.3). Forty-four percent said they were not usually
aware, and the rest gave other responses. Among the various regions,

those in region 2 {(west central) claimed the highest awareness (60 percent),
but the differences between the regions was not found to be statistically
significant. These numbers should be interpreted with caution, as the
following discussion suggests. Respondents’ perceptions of their

awareness and their actual awareness can often be quite different.

Proximity to State Recreation Areas. Respondents were asked whether

they resided within fifty miles of & state park or recreation site. Over
two~thirds of the total sample said they did. About 20 percent said they

did not, while about 11 percent were not sure {table 2.4).



Table 2.3

Awareness of State Operation of Parks and Recreation Sites
by Residence and License Status

{in Percentages)

Not Mumber of
Aware Aware Respondents
A1l respondents £3.7 by, 2 984
Residence, by DFWP region
Region ! 5L, 8 39.4 104
Region 2 60.5 37.1 167
Region 3 53.2 46,8 158
Region & 54,2 k3.6 236
Region 5 48,3 bg 4 178
Region 6 50.0 L8, 82
Region 7 52.5 L] 61
Residence, by county size®
Seven largest counties 52.6 45,1 589
A1l other counties 55.3 42,3 385
License status
DFWP license holder £6.3 41.6 606
Nonholder k9.5 48,4 378

Notes: Asked only of those who said they had visited a state
or federal park or recreation site within the past five years
{approximately 79 percent of the tctal sample). Percentage
detail does not add to 100.0 because miscellaneocus responses
have been omitted from the table.

3The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980;
all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each,
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Respondents in region 1 {northwest) were far more likely to answer
tyes' to this question; over 8k percent said they resided within fifty
miles of a state park or recreation site. Approximately 72 percent of the
respondents in the other two western regions {2 and 3) indicated they lived
in proximity to a state recreation area.

A primary purpose of this was really to evaluate the respondents’
awareness of state-operated recreation sites. Thus, those who said they
lived near & state site were then asked to name the area or areas they
lived closest to. The accuracy of the name was then checked against a
list of all state recreation parks and sites. Only the accuracy of the
name was evaluated: whether the area was, indeed, within fifty miles of
the respondents' place of residence was not evaluated,

Results indicate that the respondents' actual awareness of state
recreation sites is slightly different than their preceived awareness (as
reported in table 2.3). Sixty-eight percent of the respondents said they
did reside within fifty miles of a park or recreation area; but when the
site or sites named by those respondents were evaluated, only about 36
percent of those answering {or roughly 291 respondents) accurately named
a state park or recreation area. Almost half inaccurately named a site,
and 14 percent were unable to name any site (table 2.4).

Those in region 7 (scutheast) were most likely to correctly name a
state site; 65 percent were correct. Respondents from region 2 (west
central) were the least likely to be accurate, as only about one-fourth
correctly named a state park or recreation area. Those in the seven

largest counties were less likely to be correct than were those in the other
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counties {about 30 percent versus 4b percent). License holders were more
sccurate in naming a state site than were nonholders, but by a smaller
margin than that reflected by respondents from the two multicounty areas:
39 percent of the license holders were accurate, while about 30 percent of

the nonholders correctly named a state area.

Program Revision

Respondents were asked if, thinking ahead to the next five or ten
vears, the state should be purchasing land for new or expanded park or
recreation sites. About 46 percent of the respondents favored the idea,
while 44 percent were opposed (table 2.5). The remaining respondents
answered with various miscellaneous comments. Respondents in region 5
{south central) were more likely to favor the idea, and those in region 6
{northeast) were weakest in their support (50 percent versus 35 percent,
respectively). Those who lived in the seven largest counties also showed
relatively more support, with about 52 percent favoring state puréhase of
land for new or expanded sites, while those in the remaining counties were
less favorable (37 percent}. As might be expected, iicense holders,
who are more likely to be recreation enthusiasts, were more supportive of
site development or expansion than were nonholders (50 percent compared

with about 39 percent).

New Site location, To follow up this questicn, respondents were

asked where additional parks or recreation areas should be located if
additional sites are developed. About 41 percent said new sites should be

located closer to the state’s larger population areas {table 2.5).



Table 2.5

Opinions regarding New or Expanded State Recreation Sites within Next Flve to Ten Years
by Residence and License Status

{in Percentages)

State Purchase of lLand for New

or Expanded Sites® mommmsanunne Preferred Location of New Sites, if Developed” cem-ceanees
Mmber of Mear Large In Less in Both Wherever Rumber of
Favor Oppose  Rgspondents Population Areas Populated Areas Locations Neaded Respondentsa
A1l respondents 45,7 44,3 1,218 56,7 31.3 9.8 7.9 1,221
Residence, by DFWP region
Region 1 49,6 43,8 121 5.2 35.2 4.8 4.9 122
Region 2 49,5 42.3 208 40,0 30.0 12,9 8.6 a10
Region 3 50.0 41,7 132 bk 7 29.8 0.1 8.0 188
Region & 40,0 45,0 &80 ho,7 30.0 7.1 2.9 280
Region & 50.5 4.0 218 L§.6 27.3 8.6 4,5 280
Region & 35.0 53.4 102 37.5 32.7 6.7 7.7 104
Region 7 1.8 53,9 88 26.8 43,3 .3 15.3 a7
Residence, by county size®
Seven largest counties £l.6 39.4 708 44,9 28.4 10.1 7.2 711
All other counties 37.6 51.2 510 34,9 35.3 9.5 8.0 510
License status
DFWP license holder 0.4 41.3 722 hi.z 3.1 0.4 7.9 724
Nonholder 38.9 4.8 4868 0.0 3.6 g.1 7.0 487

Fpercentage detall does not add to 100.0 because miscellanecus responses have been omitted from the table. Mineteen parsons {or 1.5 percent
mm the tota! sample) did not respond.

Percentage detall does not add to 100.0 because miscellaneous responses have been omitted from the table. Sixtesn persons {or 1.3 percent
of the total sample) did not respond.

CThe seven largest counties had populatlons over 30,000 in 1580; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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Thirty-one percent preferred that any new developments be located in
Montana's less populated areas. Almost 10 percent felt any new sites
should be located in both areas, and 8 percent said that the recreation
areas should be wherever they are needed.

Respondents from region 5 showed greater support for locating new
state recreation sites near large population areas. Respondents from
region 7, on the other hand, were the most likely to say that new sites
should be located in the state's less populated areas. Those who tived in
the seven more populous counties tended to want any new recreation sites
iocated near large population areas; the preferences among those who
resided in the other less populous counties, however, were pretty evenly
divided between large population areas and less populated areas. License
status did nof influence response to this question; license holders and
nonholders showed similar response patterns, with the preference being

for locating any new sites near the large population areas.

Types of Sites Preferred. Respondents were also asked what type of

recreation sites and parks they would prefer, I additional state facilities
are provided. Several different tvypes of sites were suggested, and many
respondents chose more than one type. There was a relatively high
nonresponse rate {over 17 percent of the total sample); all respondents
were asked this question, and those who had reflected in an earlier answer
that they were opposed to development of additional sites were more likely
not to respond.

About half of those who answered said that asdditional state

recreation sites should include camping and picnic areas (table 2,6).
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The next most frequently mentioned type of site was fishing access areas,
named by 41 percent of the respondents,

Other types of recreation areas were mentioned much less frequently.
Hunting access sites and access areas for cross—country skiing were
mentioned by 17 percent of the respondents. Over 15 percent mentioned
historical and cultural park areas and game ranges, including animal
reserves and wildlife preserves. Slightly under 15 percent indicated
new sites should include access areas for snowmobiling. Thirteen percent
chose waterfow]l areas, and the same proportion wanted access areas for
motorbiking, including of f=road areas for four-wheel drive vehicles and
motorcycles. Just under 10 percent indicated they wanted ''snow park’
areas developed for sledding, skiing, and other winter activities. And
8 percent said they wanted additional primitive and roadless areas that
can be used generally for backpacking and hiking. About 6 percent said
that additional water recreation areas (excluding fishing access areas)
should be provided.

Respondents in the seven regions and in the two multicounty areas
were generally in agreement with the respondents as a whele. The only
significant difference was between license holders and nonholders. Not
surprisingly, license holders were more likely to request additional
fishing and hunting access areas. Almost 50 percent of the license
holders responding indicated that new fishing access areas are needed;
only 26 percent of the nonholders named this type of site. And nearly
22 percent of the license holders named hunting access sites, while only

about 10 percent of nonholdars did éo.
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Funding Awareness

To assess respondents' perceptions and awareness of the funding
sources for the state's system of park and recreation sites, they were
asked to name what they thought were the major funding scurces. These
results are shown in table 2.7. Some respondents named more than one
source, and more sources than those listed in the table were named.
However, those sources named by a significant number of respondents are
{isted.

Stightly over half of the respondents mentioned the state general
fund{s) or a similar response. Over 23 percent menticoned the revenue
coliected from the sale of hunting, fishing, and other licenses. About
9 percent named federal funds. Almost one-fourth were not able to name
any funding sources,

When analyzed according to administrative regions, no statistically
significant differences were found. In all seven regions, the state
general fund(s) was the funding source most frequently mentioned.

License revenue was the second most frequently mentioned source, with
federal funds a distant third. Respondents who could not name a funding
source ranged from 20 percent in region 5 {(south central) to 34 percent
in region 7 {southeast).

A significant difference was found between those in the seven largest
counties and those in the rest of the state. Almost 56 percent of those in
the seven largest counties mentioned the state general fund as a source
which supports the parks program, while 44 percent of the respondents in
the other counties named this funding source. About the same proporticns

in each multicounty group mentioned license revenues and federal funds.



Table 2.7

Respondents' Opinions and Awareness regarding Sources of Funding for State Recreation Sites
by Residence and License Status

(in Percentages)

Spurces of State Site Funding Actual Sources Accurately Named

as Cited by Respondents?® by mmmﬁo:amzmww
State General Hunting and Federal Don't Bumber of Humber of
Fund Fishing Licenses Funds Know Respondenia None 1 2 or More  kespondente

‘All respondents 51.0 23.6 8.9 24,9 1,830 301 50.0 18,9 1,837

Reslidence, by DFWP region :

" Region | 47.5 25,4 9.8 25,4 I b bhL3 21.3 188
Region 2 57.1 19,5 12.4 22.4 29.2 8.1 22.6 21z
Region 3 47,9 25.8 8.2 31,3 52.8 15.9 188
Region & 51.8 76,6 7.8 28.8 49,8 21.8 285
Region 5 56,2 22,4 1i.k4 26,4 Bht 20,0 220

. Region & 46,2 22,1 3.8 104 39,6 47, 13.5 104
Region 7 39.4 21,2 5.1 oR] 39.4  50.5 10,1 98

Residence, by county mwnmn
Seven largest counties 55,8 25.2 10,7 19.5 71 26,k 5i.7 21.5 717
All other counties 4.3 21.3 6.6 31.7 517 37.7 1.8 14,8 520

License status
DFWP ticense holder 51,6 30.1 9.5 21.7 787 27.7  Bi.A 21.0 730
Nonholder 50.9 T, d R,2 29,4 508 36,1 41,49 16.0 E07

Apeflects what the respondents believe are the funding sources, whether accurate or not. Percentage detail does not add te H00.0 because
some respondents named more than one funding source. Miscellaneous responses were omitted from the table. Seven persons {or 0.6 percent
‘of the total sample) did not respond.

vmmﬁnmmﬂmme detall does not add to 00,0 due to rounding.

“CThe seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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About half of license holders and nonholders mentioned the state
general fund. However, license holders were much more likely to mention
icense revenues as a source; 30 percent of the license holders mentioned
this source, compared with 14 percent of the nonholders. About equal
proportions of hoth license holders and nonholders mentioned federal
funds.

According to a Department report entitled Design for Tomorrow,
1977-1980, published in 1978, the Montana parks program is funded by the
following: Tlicense revenues {which provide 17 percent of program revenue),
boat and snowmobile gas tax (25 percent}, the coal tax and matching funds
(10 percent}, the state general fund (23 percent), federal Land and Water
Conservation Funds {11 percent), parks earned revenue {9 percent), and
boat and snownobilie licenses (5 percent), As indicated in table 2.7,
the respondents apparently are aware of license revenue, state general
fund money, and federal funds as scurces of revenue for the state parks
program. The other sources which are actually used were mentioned by
only a very few respondents,

The overall accuracy of the respondents! answers to this question, or
their awareness, is also shown in table 2.7. Half the respondents were
able te accurately name one funding source., About 19 percent correctly
named two or more of the funding sources, A significant proportion ==
31 percent -~ were unable to identify correctly any source of funds for
the parks program,

.Respgndents in the various admiaistraiivg rggions named funding sources

with about the same accuracy as did the respondents as a whole., While
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more respondents in the seven largest counties than in the rest of the
state were accurate about the funding sources, the differences were not
statistically significant. The accuracy of responses among license
holders was slightly higher than that of nonholders, but, again, the

difference was not statistically significant.

Respondents' Overall Rating of the Park and Sites Program

Respondents were asked, in general, what their feelings were
regarding the state‘srmaintenance of its parks and recreation sites,
Over three-fourths of those responding said that the state does a Hyery
good" or ''good' job (table 2.8). About 16 percent said the state does a
falrtt job, and only 2 percent said the state does a '‘poor’’ job.
No statistically significant differences were found among the various
regions; those in the seven largest counties and in the other forty-nine
counties were also generally in agreement. License holders and nonhclders
also tended to agree that the state does a very good or good job maintaining

its system of parks and recreation sites.



Table 2.8

Evaluation of State Operation of Parks and Recreation Sites
by Residence and License Status

A1l respondents

Residence, by DFWP region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

1 NV e B —

Residence, by county size®

Seven largest counties
A11 other counties

License status
DFWP license holder
Nonholder

{1n Percentages)

Very Mumber of
Good Good Fair Poor Respondents
20.2  56.8 16.7 2.1 7,219
18.2 5L 4 19.8 b.i 121
21.2  54.3 17.8 0.5 208
19.6 58.2 14.9 2.1 184
23.1 55.2 16.7 1.8 281
6.1 645 14,3 2.8 217
20.4 55,3 17.5 2.9 103
22.1 51.6 17.9 2.1 25
19.8 58.7 16.7 1.3 712
20,7 5h.2 16,6 3.4 507
19.8 56.9 18.6 2.2 722
20,7 56,7 13.9 2.0 487

Notes: Percentage detail does not add to 100.0 because miscellaneous

responses have been omitted from the table.

1.L percent of the total sample) did not respond).
3The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1380; =il
other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.

Eighteen persons {or
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CHAPTER 3

FISHING AND THE FISHERIES PROGRAM

Fishing is among the most popular outdoor recreation activities in
Montana. When asked if they ever fish in Montana, 855 of 1,235 respondents,
or 69 percent, said that they do. Further, almost 59 percent said they

had fished during 1979.

Preferences regarding Sites and Limits

The fishing enthusiasts were asked about where they preferred to
fish -- at what kinds of sites. Overall, 59 percent stated that they pre-
ferred streams and rivers, and about 32 percent favored lakes and reser-
voirs; another 9 percent mentioned other sites, such as ponds {table 3.1).
There is a systematic variation, however, among the respondents in their
preferences, with a tendency toward streams and rivers in region 1
(northwest) and toward lakes and reserveoirs in region 6 (northeast) and
reqion 7 (southeast), This trend probably reflects the geography of
Montana, with streams and rivers more convenient for fishermen in western
Montana and reservoirs more accessible in the prairies in the eastern part
of the state. The preferences of residents in the seven largest counties
for stream and river fishing is probably due to the fact that most of
Montanals urban areas are in the western portion of the state.

in terms of limits, Montana fishing enthusiasts overwhelmingly

preferred to catch a few large fish rather than many smatl fish., Given



Table 3.1

Preferences regarding Fishing Location and Fishing Limits
by Residence and Fishing Participation

{In Percentages)

More Flish vs,

~~ Preferred Fishing Location® we Fewer but Larger ﬂmm:v o
Streams and Lakes and More Fewer but Do Kot umber of
Rivers Reservoirs  Other Fish Larger Fish Care mmwsmx&mmmmm
All respondents 594 31.5 9.} 29.0 58,4 8.1
Residence, by DFWP region
Region } 54,2 34,0 11.7 29.8 55.3 9.6 94
Region 2 60.8 28.4 0.8 20.3 63.6 5.4 148
Region 3 71.6 19.9 8.5 3.7 58.5 7.6 148
Region & 57.4 30.3 2.3 31.8 51.3 1.3 195
Region & 63. 3G.9 5.h 29,5 £0.h 6.7 149
Region 6 47,1 50,0 2.9 29.9 56.7 7.5 &7
Region 7 45,0 46,7 8.3 3.7 55.0 8.3 et
Residence, by county mmuma
Seven largest counties 62.9 28,5 8.6 29,4 57.7 8.2 511
Al other counties 54,2 35.9 9.9 28.5 59.3 7.8 3d4
Fishing participation in 1979
id not fish in Montana 63.8 39.4 6.9 28.0 55.6 9.9 g2
Bid fish in Montana 58.4 31.9 9.6 29,0 59,0 7.6 £93
1 day 5.5 k0.9 k.5 38,1 38,1 19.0 a1
2« 5 days 59,2 33.3 75 32.7 56.5 7.5 47
6= 10 days 65,1 26.5 8.4 36.5 55.0 B.4 131
11= 30 days 55,1 33.5 1.4 30.1 5%.9 E.5 azg
31= %0 days 63.7 30.9 5.5 23.6 61.8 10.9 &5
51-100 days 51.0 32,1 17.0 17.0 7.7 7.5 53
Over 100 days 6h.3 28.5 7.1 7.1 78.6 16,3 14

Nw@ﬁnmﬂﬁmma detall may not add to 100.C due to rounding.

Percentage detail does not add to 100,0 because miscellaneous responses (such as 'other' responses) have been omitted
from the table.
Chsked onty of those who said that they fish in Montana (excludes those who never fish in MontanA)d,

dThe seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000
residents each.
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this choice, 58 percent of the respondents said they preferved fewer but
larger fish, compared to 29 percent who opted for more fish. Approximately
8 percent said they did not care. The pattern of responses, about two to
one in favor of fewer but larger fish, is remarkably stable among the
administrative regions and multicounty groups. There was, however, a strong
preference among avid fishermen (fifty-one or more days in 1979) toward

fewer but larger fish.

Fishing Access Sites

All the respondents, not just the enthusiasts, were gueried concerning
their views about state fishing access sites -~ that is, those maintained
by the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. Approximately 51 percent
of the respondents thought that more should be obtained during the next
five to ten years, while 37 percent believed there were enough already
{table 3.2). The remaining 13 percent had no opinion or gave some other
answer.

There were sizable differences among the respondents concerning their
views about state-maintained fishing access sites. The proportion of the
respondents desiring more access sites was highest in region 3 {southwest)
and region 5 (south central} and lowest in region & {(north central) and
region & (northeast). Urban dwellers were more favorable toward
additional sites than were those living in rural areas: approximately
55 percent of the respondents living in the seven largest counties felt
that more sites should be obtained, compared to 45 percent in the remaining
counties. Not surprisingly, additional access sites were most popular

among fishing enthusiasts: fifty-nine percent of the respondents who fished
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Table 3.2
Opinions regarding the Need for More State Fishing Access Sites
in the Next Five to Ten Years

by Residence and Fishing Participation

{In Percentages)

State Should  Have Enough Number of
Obtain More Already Respondents
A1l respondents 50,8 37.2 1,194
Residence, by DFWP region
Region 1 LB.7 34,5 178
Region 2 51.2 35.6 207
Region 3 56.6 33.3 189
Region & 52.8 L4 .6 271
Ragion 5 63.4 26.3 213
Region 6 38.1 6,4 97
Region 7 49,0 36,7 488
Residence, by county size®
Seven largest counties Eh.9 34,1 682
All other counties k5,2 k1.4 502
Fishing participation in 1979
Did not fish in Montana 38.5 43,2 487
Did fish in Montana 59.2 33.1 v13
1 day 56.0 32.0 25
2- 5 days 54,0 35 4 181
6-10 days 56.4 33.1 133
11~30 days 62.0 32.1 871
31-50 days 66.7 27.8 54
51-100 days 58,2 38.2 &8
Cver 100 days A 28.6 14

Notes: The percentage detall dees not add to 100.0 because miscellaneous
responses, such as “"other' responses, have been omitted from the table.
Also, forty-three persons {or 3.5 percent of the total sample} did not
respond.

8The seven largest counties had populations cver 30,000 in 1980; ail other
Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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in Montana during 1979 said that more sites were needed and 33 percent
thought there were enough already. In comparison, only about 38 percent
of those not fishing in 1979 were in favor of more sites and 43 percent

were satisfied with the existing sites.

Warm Water Fisheries Program

Respondents who indicated they had ever fished in Montana (not
necessarily in 1979) were asked if they thought more emphasis should be
placed on warm water fish, such as walleye, northerns, and bass. About
43 percent indicated that they favored the increased emphasis and about
46 percent were opposed (table 3.3}. There were sharp geographic
differences, however, in the pattern of the responses. Those living in
eastern Montana {(where there are more opportunitlies for warm water fishing}
were more apt to favor expansion in the warm water program that were those
in western Montana. Notice, for example, that about 67 percent of the
respondents in region 7 (southeast) and about 63 percent in regionAG
(northeast) approved of the expansion, while only about 3k percent in
region 2 (west central) and 38 in region 4 (north central) approved.

Those who favored increased emphasis on warm water fiéhing were
further questioned about methods for financing the expanded program,
Increased fishing license fees were favored by 75 percent and opposed
by 18 percent. When asked if they would still favor the expansion of
warm water fishing even if it meant a reduction in the cold water {trout)
program, about 42 percent still favored expansion but almost 49 percent
were now opposed. For the most part, detailed analysis of the warm water

program questions was not possible because of the relatively small number



Table 3.3

Preferences of Montana Fishermen regarding the Warm Water Fisheries Program
by Residence and Fishing Participation

{in Percentages)

~w-ewe Fighermen Favoring Expansion of Warm Water Program =ve=-—=
Increase State's Emphasis on

Warm Water Program increase Fishing License Fees Reduce Cold Water Program
ftumber of Mumber of Number of
Favor Oppose  Respondents Favor Oppose mmmwozmwxwmw Favor  Oppose mmmvcs&mxwmm
A1l respondents 43,2 45.7 843 754 i8.0 378 h2.1 48.9 380
Residence, by DFWP region
Region 1 41,8 L a1 2.1 7.9 39 3.2 52.6 38
Region 2 33.8 52.G 148 80.7 8.8 57 36.7 48,3 &0
Region 3 39.6 bk, 6 139 71.9 22.8 57 29.8 68.4 57
Region 4 37.9 50.8 188 74,0 9.5 77 Ly ¥ 5i.6 78
Region & hs.9 55,2 146 65.7 26.9 67 4,2 42,6 68
Region 6 62.7 28.4 67 86.0 9,3 43 58,1 37.2 43
Region 7 66,7 29.8 57 73.7 15.8 38 55,3 34,2 38
Residence, by county mmumw
Seven largest counties 42.3 46 .8 508 75.6 9.9 221 50,2 53.0 219
All other counties bk, 5 43.9 327 75.2 15.3 157 hh,7 h3.5 181
Fishing participation in 1879
Did not fish in Montana hz 1 41,5 158 70,4 19.7 71 38.0 LI 71
Did fish [n Montana 3.4 4.6 884 6.5 1.6 307 i3.0 48,9 308
1 day hz.9 7.6 21 77.8 [ SIS 3 22.2 77.8 g
- & days h3.% k6,9 147 81,8 i5.2 88 32.8 58.2 87
6~ 10 days 42,2 55,3 i28 69,6 2. o8 L1 ] 1.1 58
Pi~ 30 days 43,3 k5.9 268 78.% 14,9 181 k7.5 4,3 122
3= 50 days 33.3 55.6 54 77.8 22,2 18 b, 5G.0 18
5i-100 days 56.6 43,4 53 70,0 26.7 30 50,0 46.7 30
Over 100 days 46.2 6.2 13 71. Th, 7 z28.6 Fi.h 7

Notes: The guestions represented in this table were asked only of Montana fishermen [i.e., those who fish in HMontana ever, not
just in 1979); excluded were those who said they never fish in Montana. In most cases, the percentage detail does not add to 100.0
because miscellaneous responses have been omitted from the table,

mpmxmn only of those Montana fishermen who favored increased emphasis on the warm water program,

The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all cother Montana counties had Fewer than 25,000 residents each.



of responses. MNotice, however, the apparent sirong support for expanded

warm water fishing {even at the expense of the cold water program) in

eastern Montana, especially regions é and 7.

lssues Related to Fish Habitat

A few questions were asked regarding certain aspects involved in
management of Montana waters especially as this pertains to fish habitat
and the environment where people fish. These questions were asked of
all respondents, regardless of whether or not they wére fishing enthusiasts,
and table 3.4 summarizes their responses.

The respondents were first asked whether they favored or opposed
efforts by the state to maintain Tish habitat by maintaining minimum
flows of water in the stream, keeping stream channels from being changed,
and simitar activities., Efforts by the Depariment to maintain fish habitat
were overwhelmingly approved; overall, about 90 percent of the respondents
were in favor and & percent opposed.

Reactions to the idea of controlling subdivision activities along
rivers with high fishing or recreational value were also recorded. About
88 percent of the respondents felt that subdivision activities should be
controiled in some way, while approximately 7 percent were opposed to
any regulation. HNotice, however, that there appears o be significantly
greater apposition in the rural areas and in the administrative regions
iocated in eastern Montana. For example, about 5 percent of the respondents
tiving in the seven largest counties were opposed to such regulation
compared to 10 percent among residents in the remaining Torty-nine

counties, While the results suggest overwhelming approval of this type



Table 3.4

Opinions regarding Selected Activities by the State to Manage Montana Maters
by Residence and Fishing Participation

{in Percentages)

.. Haintain Streamflow to ___ .. Regulate Subdivision ». Control or Schedule Use __
Protect Fish Habitat Activities along Rivers of Waters during High Use
Number of a Number of b Number of ¢
Favor Oppose Hespondents Favor Oppose Hespondents Favor Oppose Hegpondents
A1l respondents 90.5 4k 1,218 47.8 7.3 1,221 48,9 k1,0 1,228
Residence, by DFWP region
Region 1} 86.8 5.8 1a1 86,8 7.k 121 38.0 6.3 121
Region 2 92.3% 2.9 208 91.9 5.3 208 2.1 49,3 209
Region 3 90.1 5.2 182 88.6 6.2 183 50.0 43,3 194
Region & 91.8 3.9 280 87.7 6.7 285 55.0 34,8 282
Region & 90.8 L.6 218 89.9 6.5 217 L. 4 k2.5 218
Region & 88,9 5.1 99 79.8 12,1 a9 54,8 34,6 104
Region 7 88.7 k.1 97 82.5 12.4 a7 51.5 33.3 98
Residence, by county mdnaa : .
Seven largest counties 92.9 3 708 90,7 5.2 712 47.1 4 8 712
A11 other counties 87.0 6.1 507 83.7 10,2 508 5t.4 35.7 516
Fishing participation in 1979
Did not fish In Montana 89.9 bk 495 85,4 7.8 499 k8.9 37.4% 503
Did fish in Montana 90.8 4,3 721 89.4 6.9 722 48.8 43,4 728
i day 88.0 .0 26 88.0 Lo 25 32,0 52.0 25
2« 5 days g92.1 4,2 188 91.6 6.0 186 53.0 39.2 166
6~ 10 days 86.4 3.8 138 84.3 1t.2 134 811 38.% 136
11~ 30 days 91.6 5.5 2728 91.2 5.9 273 48,9 bh.9 are
31~ B0 days 94,5 3.6 56 89.1 9.1 55 36.4 58.2 58
B1-100 days 90.9 3.6 85 90.9 3.6 55 47.3 45,8 58
Over 100 days 92.9 0.0 14 78.6 7.1 14 61.5 30.8 13

Note: The percentage detail does not add to 100.0 because miscellaneous responses have been omitted from the table.

wth:n<:o=u persons {or 1,7 percent of the total sample) did not respond.

cSixteen persons {or 1.3 percent of the total sample} did not respond,

az“uo persons (or 0.7 percent of the total sample) did not respond,

The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 In 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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of sﬁbdivision requlation, they must be interpreted with caution because
the respondents may not be equally informed about the various aspects of
the topic. For example, urban residents may not be familiar with these
types of subdivisions, while rural residents might be more aware of the
potential problems associated with regulation, and this may heip to explain
their greater opposition. Also, had several more specific questions been
asked about various degrees of subdivision activity and regulation, a
wider range of opinions would likely have been found; the intention,
however, was only to get a public reaction to a general idea.

The respondents were also asked about the state controlling or
scheduling the use of popular recreation waters during periods of high
use == that is, actively regulating those streams and rivers which are
used heavily for fishing, canoeing, and other forms of recreation. Over-
all, about 49 percent of the respondents favored such regulation and
approximately 41 percent were opposed., O0Of those approving regulation,
roughly 66 percent favored the issuing of permits, and approximately
27 percent opposed permits; the remainder said they didn't know or sug-
gested some other form of regulation. {These data are not presented in
tabular format.)

Respondents supporting the regulation of subdivisions and the use of
p0pqlar recreation waters strongly favored the State of Montana as the
appropriate regulatory authority. About 75 percent of those who believed
subdivisions should be controlled indicated that the State of Montana
should be responsible, approximately 7 percent preferred local govern-

ments, and the remainder didn't care or mentioned the federal government
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or some combination of federal-state-local authority. With respect to use
of recreation waters during high use, about 86 percent thought the State
of Montana should do the scheduling and be in control; the remainder did
not care or preferred some other level of government. {(These data are

not presented in tabular format.)

Funding of the Fisheries Program

Table 3.5 summarizes the responses to questions concerning the funding
of fisheries programs., These questions were also asked of all respondents,
not just the fishing enthusiasts.

When asked about raising fishing Eiéense fees to cover the increasing
costs of the current fisheries programs, about 72 percent of the respondents
favored such an increase; Many of the remaining respondents mentioned
alternative sources of revenue, such as taxes in general and federal funds,
Residents of region 5 (south central) and region & (northeast) were, on
the average, more favorable toward raising the license fees for this
reason than were those living in region 1 {(northwest) and region 7 (south-
east). Interestingly, about the same percentage of fishermen and nonfish-
ermen (72 percent} were favorable toward increased fishing license fees.
Also, respondents with lower household incomes were slightly less likely to
approve of raising the license fees, with this tendency most noticeable
among respondents reporting household incomes of $5,000 or less in 1979.

The respondents were also gueried about the current practice of using
hunting fees to fund a sizable portion of the fisheries program.
Specifically, they were asked whether or not they favored increasing

fishing license fees to fully fund the fisheries program. Overall,
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about 49 percent said they favored such an increase, while 32 percent were
opposed; another 11 percent said they didn't know, and the rest gave

other responses. Even though roughly the same proportiéns of fishermen

and nonfishermen favored the increase, a larger percentage of the fishermen
were opposed to the proposal (36 percent compared to about 27 percent of
the nonfishermen). Interestingly, in a tabulation not shown in table 3.5,
hunters were found to resemble fishermen with respect to the use of hunting
fees for the fisheries program; that is, about the same proportions favored

or opposéd this particular proposal.



CHAPTER &

HUNTING AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

Several questions in the survey dealt with various aspects of hunting
and wildlife management in the state and, of course, with funding for such
programs., Over one-third of the respondents reported that they did some
hunting in 1979, and the Department reports that the numbers are increasing.

As was done in most of the survey, however, these questions were
directed to all respondents, not just those who are actually hunting
enthusiasts {(whe participated in 1979), in order to be able to determine

if hunters and nonhunters differ in their opinions in any way.

Limits on the Number of Hunters Allowed

The growing number of persons who hunt in Montana combined with the
Jimits on the amount of game available have led to concerns about the
future of quality hunting in the state. The respondents were asked a
number of questions concerning limiting the number of hunters, so that
each may have a better chance of success. These answers are summarized

in table 4.1,

Resident Hunters., When asked whether the number of resident hunters

should be Timited, about 37 percent of the respondents said they were in
favor of such a limit while 48 percent were opposed. The greatest support

for restricting resident hunters was In eastern and central Montana.



. Table h.!

Opinions regardimg Limiting Resident and Honresident Hunters
by Residence and Hunting Participation

(in Percentages)

“w [imit Resident Hupters == ~ Limit Monresident Hunters = o e Preferred Nonresident Limig mwewwseoaon
Number of a Rumber of b Lower than Mo Change  Higher than Humber of
Faver Oppose Reepondents Favor Oppose Respondents 17,000 {17,000) 17,000 Respondents”
Al respondents 36.9 48,2 1,831 86,8 0.4 1,238 56.0 32,4 " 1,067
Residence, by DFWP region
Region | 25,6 57.0 181 86.1 Tk 122 61.0 30.5 0.0 105
Regien 2 30.8 52,6 211 85.3 12,8 a1 52,0 31.3 2,2 179
Region 3 29.4 57.7 184 86.7 9.2 195 56.5 33.3 2.h 188
Region & 2.4 Ly, 7 283 87.7 10.2 288 53.8 35.7 1.2 248
Region & 4 1 Bl.4 220 90.9 8.2 2820 62.6 24,2 1.0 138
Region & 38.5 59,0 04 82.7 Th ks 104 51.8 50,0 6.0 85
Region 7 by, 4.8 98 83.8 12,1 89 3.0 32.5 2.4 83
Residence, by county wmnsa
Seven largest counties 35.7 8.9 718 87.7 9.5 716 57.5 30.4 1.3 828
A1l other counties 38.5 7.2 518 85,6 RN 580 54,0 3k .5 1.6 441
Hunting participation in 1979
Bid not hunt in Montana 41.3 h3.5 785 Bh.5 11.9 800 51,9 33.5 [ 93 673
Did hunt in Montana 28.9 56,6 436 - 9t. i 7.6 436 63.1 29.5 1.3 396
} day 23.8 66.7 21 85.7 .3 21 72.2 27.8 0.0 18
2~ 5 days 26.5 59.3 112 85.8 18,6 113 59.8 35,0 1.0 a7
6=10 days 28,6 £6.3 112 94.6 4.5 112 7.1 35.2 2.9 198
11-30 days 31.8 52,2 187 92k 7.0 157 6k, 24,8 0.7 145
Over 30 days 30,3 63.6 33 93,9 6.0 33 Bo.6 19k 0.0 31
Note: in most cases, the percentage detail does not add to 100.0 because misceljaneous responses have been omitted from the table.

wmmx persons {or 0.5 percent of the total sample) did not respond,

Gne person {or 0.1 percent of the total sample) did not respond.
a»arma only of those favoring a timit on nonresident hunters.
The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.

[
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The percentages of respondents favoring limits were much higher in regions
4, 5, 6, and 7 (roughly the area east of the Continental Divide) than in
regions 1, 2, and 3 in the west. Conversely, opposition to resident

1imits was much greater in the western portion of the state, where
opponents outnumbered supporters almost two to one. There were significant
differences between hunters and nonhunters. Persons who did not hunt in
Montana in 1979 (nonhunters) were almost evenly split; about 4} percent
were in favor of resident limits and about 4y percent opposed any limit.
Hunters, on the other hand, were strongly against a limit on resident
hunters; roughly 57 percent were opposed, while only about 29 percent were

in favor of such limits,

Nonresident Hunters. A limit on the number of nonresident hunters,

however, was overwhelmingly approved by the respondents. HMore than 86
percent said they favored such a limit, while only 10 percent were
opposed. The only systematic variation among the respondents was between
hunters and nonhunters; a slightly higher proportion of hunters {91
percent) favored such a limit than did nonhunters {84 percent}.

Those respondents favoring a restriction on nonresident hunters
were further gueried about the current Timit of 17,000 nonresident big
game licenses that may be sold esach year. Over half (56 percent]
preferred a lower limit {thus fewer nonresident hunters}, 32 percent
favored no change in the limit, and only 1 percent wanted an increase in
the limit. Once again, the only apparent variation among the respondents
wazs batween Tthose who kunted in 1979 and those who did not; a lower limit
on nonresident hunters was preferred by more hunters (63 percent) than

nonhunters {about 52 percent).
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Other Options to increase Hunting Opportunities

Rather than limiting their number, an alternative which may.improve
the success rate for hunters is to increase the availability of hunting
opportunities, Table 4.2 presents the responses to guestions concerning
other approaches to increasing the hunting (and fishing) opportunities in

Montana.

Paid Hunting and Fishing on Private Land. One alternative dealt with

the practice of paid hunting (and fishing) on private lands--members of
the public would pay priQate landowners a fee to hunt (and fish) on their
lands during the regular hunting (and fishing) seasons. When asked

about such paid hunting (and fishing} on private land, which might open
up some additional land for such recreation, the respondents were almost
evenly divided; about 47 percent approved while about 4% percent disap-
proved. This alternative was less popular with hunters than nonhunters;
about 3k percent of those who hunted in 1979 approved of paid hunting and
fishing on private land, while 59 percent disapproved. Among nonhunters,
the figures were almost reversed; about 54 percent approved while 35
percent disapproved.

The apparent ambivalence of Montanans toward the concept of paid
hunting and fishing on private land disappears when thé role of government
is considered. Only 30 percent of the respondents believed that the state
should encourage this practice, while 56 percent stated that the state
should not encourage it. Encouragement by the state was viewed stightly
more favorably by nonhunters than hunters; about 26 percent of the hunters

thought the state should foster such paid arrangements as compared to oniy
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32 percent of the nonhunters. C(Correspondingly, about 85 percent of the
hunters and 51 percent of the nonhunters were against state encouragement

of such a practice,

Private Game Farms. Another alternative is the private game farm,

where game animals are grown for meat or cther products and/or where
people pay to hunt privately owned wildlife. This alternative received
mixed reviews: about &9 percent of the respondents opposed this type of
operation, but almost 38 percent {certainly a sizable proportion) appr;ved.
Opposition to private game farms was siightly greater among hunters {about
54 percent) than among nonhunters {47 percent), Regardless of their
general feelings toward game farms, though, most repondents {71 percent)
thought they should be regulated by the state. (These data are not pre-

“~nted in tabular format,)

Mongame Wildlife and Endangered Species

A few guestions were also asked concerning nongame wildlife programs
and programs for endangered species of wildiife. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 sum-
marize the responses to these questions., Included in this section is a
discussion of the responses to a guestion about small game animals, such
as rabbits, squirrels, and raccoons. it is included in this section on
nongame wildlife because, although such small animals may be hunted, they
are not generally thought of by the public as being in the category of

game animals,

small Game Animals. At present, Montana does not require a license

to hunt small game animals, such as rabbits, ground squirrels, and



TYaEd SIUSPISRE O00°G7 UBYD 4EMB] DBY SPIIUNOD BUBILOY J9YI0 (R foaht ¥l 0QOfQE JeAC sucgieindod pey saiijunod jsabie] udaes ayj
Tpucdssd lou pip {o|dwes {303 AL 1o Juaduad (0| s0) suosad v>,m3hu

35 g 5k g ay
#8L ¥ 0% 9°0%
ore iy S uy
gr § 4y gEy
Iz 98z H° 75
3LF £ EY o iy
26é G 6L 079k
PLS g7y P49
Itd L 0% £ iy
48 £y [N Y
PoI AN ] oy
6ig LaFAY 9'19
28z £ty L]
BEL 9Lt 98y
808 G gt 9 LYy
gr 5°%h gty
gg8 "I g ok AL
gguspuodssy  2504dg I0AR 4
q fo aaquny

sweib0d4 a4i|plis swebuoy 03
sess Buyysig pue Hujjunyg asp

cpuodsal 3ou pip (9jdwes (elol Byl Jo Juzdaad PUg 40} suossad mﬁhx»g
"2{qe1 Byl wo4j palllwo udag BABY $2SU0ASTY SNOBUR| |95 1W 2SNEdaq (°00i O3 PPE lou SPop |1wisp abejusvand ayy

gg 8" 89 (74
481 £8L AV R
[N 44 L8 T4 29
Iz T 7914
Ig 6°1% £°h1
gep 6°5L i}
£64 9 ¢l gl
£I8 Loyt 8°51
44 60l 478t
28 ¢ ig £kt
oL L7418 9°6
618 FAR VA ol
Lgg [ ¥ g it
261 £°99 6752
g £°89 9 9t
ger FALTA 8°6i
[Tt L2 LA
gqugpuodssy  9s0cdg GG
9 Jfo asquny

swesbotyd 231 {pfim 2webuoy 404
Buppuny put s|seyduy S104

£e 878l '8
agt 759 (A
gIr 2°€e T 14
gl LrLd oLt
iz FAS:7A o6t
PeF L4 LA
008 3°%9 99z
arg 9°%L 9°ie
914 y°%9 6°9Z
86 L€L 2761
eor 9 6/ 91
0ga STH9 LAY
5B 8289 £°49Z
g6T L*l9 PR
glg £ ol R T
ag1 £°gs g0t
Bea "I 7'89 6°5T
squppuodesy  @soddp JOARY
e Jo aaqumy

awey jiews juhy
01 asuddi o4inbay

{sebeiveniog u|)

uotledidiiieg Burjuny pue asuapisay Ag
sweiboud @41 (pl 1M webuoy jo Buipuny pue Bujsuanit Gupaebol suojuidg

£y o1qey

e
TBION

SARD Qf ABAD
SAEP O£~}
SARE (1~Q
sAgp § -7
Aep |
BUBIUOK Ul juny plg
BUBTUOW 41 IuDY j0u Plg
661 ui uorjedioriaed Bupiung

SBIIUNOT JBYI0 |V
$BEIUNDD 3soebig] UdABS
,PZ1s Azunon Ag ‘aouapisey
uo bay
u0 | Hoy
uotbay
uot bay
uobay
uoibay
L | oy
uotbas gmyq Ag ‘edueplsay

- SOV AT WY D P

siuapuadsal iy



Table 4.4

Respondents Favoring Use of Hunting and Fishing License Fees
to Protect Endangered Species, by Residence
and Hunting Participation

Percentage Number of
of Total Respondents

All respondents 31.0 1,231
Residence, by DFWP region

Region 1 23.8 122

Region 2 31, 210

Region 3 33.3 135

Region b 28.5 284

Region 5 38.8 219

Region & 28, 104

Region 7 25.8 a7
Residence, by county size?

Seven largest counties 29,4 7id

A1l other counties 33.1 517

Hunting participation in 1979

Bid not hunt in Montana 33.6 787

Did hunt in Montana 26.0 434

! day 19.0 21

2- 5 davs 25.0 112

6=-10 days 26,1 111

11-30 days 28.0 167

Gver 30 days 24,2 33

Motes: Only the affirmative responses are shown, as a percentage
of all persons responding. S$ix persons {or 0.5 percent of the
total sample) did not respond,

aThe seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980;
all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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raccoons., When queried, the respondents overwhelmingly thought that this
practice should continue. About 68 percent opposed a licensing require-
ment, while approximately 26 percent thought that such hunters shouid be
licensed (table 4.,3). The opposition was greatest in the rural areas;
about 73 percent of the respondents living in the forty-nine smaller
counties were against requiring licenses, as compared to 65 percent in the
seven largest. The rural versus urban difference is also present in the
figures for the administrative regions; notice that the percentage opposed
was greatest in the sparsely populated areas of regions & and 7, in the
far eastern portion of Montana, Hunters were only slightly more opposed
than nonhunters: about 72 percent of the hunters, compared to 67 percent
of the nonhunters, sald they were against a license requirement for hunting

small game animals.

Nongame Wildlife. The respondents opposed any increased emphasis and

funding of nongame wildlife by about four to one {table 4.3}. About 72
percent said they were against such an increase, while only 17 percent were
in favor. As with the small game licensing requirement, the oppositiocn

was slightly more prevalent in the rural areas; approximately 75 percent

of the respondents In the forty-nine smaller counties were against increased
emphasis and funding, compared to about 71 percent among those in the seven
largest counties. Corresppndingly, opposition was greatest in regions &
and 7, which are primarily rural, Finally, even though about 17 percent

of both hunters and nonhunters favored the change in emphasis, appro#imate!y
76 percent of the hunters were opposed as compared to about 71 percent of

the nonhunters. Interestingly, of those in the entire sample whe did
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favor increased funding for nongame wildlife, a very large majority
{about 89 percent) liked a procedure where people could donate part of
their state tax refund by checking & box on their tax form,

wWhen asked about the use of hunting and fishing fees for nongame
wildlife programs, the respondents were about evenly split; 46 percent were
in favor while about 4} percent were opposed. There were no significant
differences among the respondents in their opinions concerning this use of
hunting and fishing fees; even hunters and nonhunters had similar patterns

of response.

Endangered Species. Another issue related to nongame funding dealt

with the use of hunting and fishing license fees for programs or efforts
to protect endangered species in the state, Only about 31 percent of the
respondents favored the use of license fees to finance the protection of
endangered animals (table 4.4). The remainder mentioned other scurces,
sich as state taxes or federal funds. There was more of a tendency for
northunters to favor this propesal than hunters; about 34 percent of the
nonhunters approved of this use of license fees as compared to 26 percent

of those who hunted during 1979.

Land Acquisition for Wildlife Management

When the state purchases land for wildlife management purposes,
hunting is often allowed but most other uses are excluded or seriousiy
Pimited. When asked whether they felt the state should continue to
acquire land for such purposes, about 53 percent of the respondents were

in favor and approximately 34 percent were opposed (table 4.5}, There



Tablie 4.5
Opinions regarding Continued State Purchases of Land
for Wildlife Management Purchases 0Only
by Residence and Hunting Participation

{in Percentages)

Number of
Favor Oppose Resgondents

All respondents 52.8 34,1 1,218
Residence, by DFWP region

Region | 53.7 32.3 121

Region 2 53.4 31.7 208

Region 3 49, 38.7 194

Region 4 55.7 32.1 280

Region 5 54,7 34.6 214

Region & 51.5 34.0 103

Region 7 46,5 37.4 49
Residence, by county size?

Seven largest counties 55.3 32.5 707

A1l other counties 49,4 36.3 512

Hunting participation in 1973

Did not hunt in Montana 48,6 36.6 784

Did hunt in Montana 60.5 29.7 435

i day 61.9 23.8 21

2= 5 days 51.3 36.3 113

6-10 days 61.6 31.3 112

11-30 days 64,7 25.0 158

Over 30 days 66. 27.3 32

Notes: The percentage detail does not add to 100.0 because
miscelianeous responses have been omitted from the table. Eighteen
persons {or 1.5 percent of the total sample) did not respond.

8The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980;
21l other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each,
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were sizable differences between the responses of hunters and nonhunters.
About 49 percent of the nonhunters felt that these purchases should continue.
in contrast, approximately 60 percent of the hunters favored these pur-
chases, and approval was highest among those who hunted most. Hotice, for
example, that the approval rate was more than 66 percent for persons who

hunted over thirty days in 1979.

Funding Hunting and Wildlife Management Programs

The costs of Montana's hunting and wildlife management programs are
likely to rise significantly in the next few years. The respondents
were asked their opinions about proposed hunting license fee increases to
fipance these Increased costs. Their responses are presented in table
4.6, A large majority of the respondents {about 69 percent) favored
increased hunting license fees to cover the rise in costs, and about 13
percent said they did not know or felt unable to give an opinion; ancther
18 percent suggested other funding sources, such as tax revenues in general
or federal funds. HNot surprisingly, increased license fees were less
popular among hunters than nonhunters; about 64 percent of the hunters
agreed with increased fees, compared to 71 percent of the nonhunters,
Also, increased license fees were less popular among respondents with lower
household incomes; about 83 percent of those with household incomes over
$35,000 in 1979 favored higher fees, and the proportion in favor deciined
steadily to about 61 percent among those with household incomes of
$5,000 or less. lInterestingly, in terms of household income, many of the
differences in the proportions of respondents favoring higher fees were

accompanied by corresponding differences in the proportions who said they
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either didn't know or could not give an opinion. For example, the rise

in the favorable response rate among persons in the upper income categories
was matched by decreases in the proportion who didn't know or had no
opinion. This suggests that as persons become more familiar with the
situation, they tend to favor increased license fees rather than other
funding sources.

Most of the respondents who favored higher fees thought that both
resident and nonresident licenses should be increased (60 percent), but a
sizable minority (35 percentj felt that only nonresident licenses should
be raised. Less than 3 percent responded that only resident hunters
should pay higher license fees. A slightly greater percentage of hunters
than nonhunters thought that only nonresident licenses should be increased;
about 40 percent of the hunters said that only nonresident fees should be
raised, compared to 33 percent of the nonhunters. Correspondingly,
proportionately fewer hunters (56 percent) than nonhunters (62 percent)
believed that both resident and nonresident license Tees should be ralsed.

Earlier it was noted that many of the respondents felt that the
current limit of 17,000 nonresident big game hunting licenses Issued each
year should be reduced. Such an action may decrease the revenue to the
Department of Fish, Wildiife, and Parks. The respondents who said that
this nonresident limit should be reduced were further guestioned about an
tncrease in resident hunting fees 1o make up for the lost revenue. Given
this set of circumstances =~ a decline in revenue due to fewer nonresicent
hunters ~- these respondents he?ievaé in higher resident hunting fees by
more than a two to one marging 62 percent were in favor while about 30

percent wers opposed.



CHAPTER |
RELATED ISSUES PERTAINING N GENERAL TC QUTDOOR RECREATION

AND THE MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF
FISH, WILDLIFE, AND PARKS

A number of other issues were also addressed in the survey and are
discussed in this section. These issues relate to all aspects of outdoor
recreation == not just to the parks and recreation site program, fisheries

program, or hunting and wildlife programs -- and to the Department overall.

Relations between lLandowners and Recreationists

The potential for conflict between recreationists and landowners
is one of the most important problems in resource management. The
respondents were asked questions designed to gauge the extent of the
problem and alsc to examine the issues from the perspective of both the
tandowner and the recreationist.

The respondents were Tirst asked whether they believed there was
any friction between private landowners and people who used their land
for recreation activities (recreationists). HNo less than 90 percent of
the respondents agreed that there were conflicts between these two groups.
{These data are not presented in tabular form.)

Those who agreed that there was friction between landowners and
recreationists were further gueried about the severity of the problem,
As shown in table 5.1, about 26 percent sald it was ''very serious,"

approximately 52 percent said it was “serious,' and asbout 17 percent said




Tablie 5,1

Landowner-Recreationist Frigtion and Related Experience of Recreationists
by Residence and Fishing and Hunting Participation

{in Percentages)

Respondents Who Have

friction betwaen Landowners Experienced Problams e Frequency of Problems _
T and Recreationists® Sumem with Landowners? with LandownersS
Very Not Too Bumber of Fercentaqge umber of Very ot Too Kumber of
Serious Serious Serious  Hespondents of Total Fespondents Often Sometismes freauently  Respondenis
All respondents 25.7 51.8 16.8 1,109 24,2 1,254 2h.1 26.7 47.5 hifeks
Residence, by DFWP region o d d
Region } 28.0 45.8 7.8 107 23.0 182 ey g Ty 25
Region 2 16.2 59,2 17.8 191 13,1 816 "t Ty g 26
Region 3 31.6 48,6 13.6 177 29.7 1585 - - R 59
Region k 28.4 51,8 13.2 257 261 284 o o —een® 75
Regien 5 29.3 51.0 16.2 138 25.9 nEh It B =y L8
Region & 18,2 51,0 26.1 ag 3.1 ing "t == Ty -y 24
Region 7 23,1 52.7 22.0 81 20.2 24 - ———— ——— £
Residence, by county size
Seven largest counties 26,4 L7 4.8 855 26.2 715 21.5 28,8 47,6 181
A1 other counties 24.7 50.7 19.6 454 21.6 518 28.6 23.2 47.3 118
Fishing participation in 1979
Did nat fish in Hontana 23.1 49.7 18.8 441 th 507 23.0 2h.3 56.0 74
Did fish in Hontana 27.4 53.3 15.4 888 1.3 raz Nr.bn Nw.mu bm.wm 288
1~10 days 2B.2 48.4 7.9 308 26.5 328 =y -y = 88
over 10 days 26.6 57.5 i3.3 360 34,8 389 - - e 140
Hunting participation in 1979
Did not hunt in Montana 3.2 50.8 18.6 708 16,0 798 25.2 26,0 b5, 8 131
Did hunt in Montana 30.1 53.6 13.5 401 39,2 438 23.2, 7.3, ﬂw.mn i7e
1-1C days 30.3 53.1 13.8 824 36,6 246 ey - e Bl
gver 10 days 29.9 54.2 3.0 177 42.6 18p [ e — »

¥nsked only of those who felt there was landowner-recreationist friction (90 percent of the tota! sample of 1,237). Percentage detail does not add
to 100.0 because the miscellaneous responses have been omitted from the tabie.

bonly the affirmative responses have been shown, as a percentage af all persons responding. Three persons lor 0.2 percent of the total sample) did
not respond.

anwma M:d< of those who reported having experienced friction with a landowner {approximately 24 percent of the total sample of 1,237}, Percentage
datrail doss not add to 100.0 because the miscellaneous responses were omitted from the table, Also, although some detail is provided for

selected respondent groups for comparison purposes only, rhe numbers are too small to allow for reliable analysis.

dThe number of responsas is too small to allow for reliable analysis,

%The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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“not too serious.! The response patterns were roughly similar in all
portions of the state, except that persons in regions 2 {west central)

and region & (northeast) tended to downgrade the severity of the problem;

a stightly smaller percentage of the respondents in these areas rated jt

as "'very serious.'" Both hunting and fishing enthusiasts thought the
problem was more serious than did persons who did not participate in these
activities. HNotice, for example, that there were relatively more fishermen
than neonfishermen who ranked landowner-recreationist friction as '‘sericus®
or ''very serious.' A similar pattern is also present in the responses of
hunters and nonhunters -- that is, a relatively higher percentage of

hunters thought the probiem was "'serious' or "very serious.,’

The Recreationist Perspective. The respondents were asked if they

had ever experienced a problem or friction with a private landowner about
access to hunting, fishing, or recreation sites. About 2% percent replied
that they had experienced a problem with a Tandowner {table 5.1). Urban
dwellers appeared to be more likely than persons living in rural areas to
have experienced conflict with a landowner; about 26 percent of the persons
living in the seven largest counties reported such conflict, compared to
about 22 percent among those in the remaining forty-nine counties, Not
unexpectedly, hunting and fishing enthusiasts were much more likely to
have reported friction with landowners than were persons who did not
engage in these forms of recreation. About 3] percent of the fishing
eénthusiasts and 39 percent of the hunters said they experienced oroblems
with landowners, compared to only 14 percent among nonfishermen and 156

percent among nonhunters. Not surprising, avid outdoor recreationists
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appeared to be most likely to experience landowner friction. Respondents
who fished over ten days reported a higher incidence of landowner conflict
(about 35 percent) than did those who fished ten days or less (26 percent].
Similarly, a slightly higher percentage of persons who hunted over ten

days said they had problems than did those hunting ten days or less.
Finally, it is interesting to note that relatively more hunters {39 percent}
than fishing enthusiasts {31 percent) reported that they had experienced

a problem with a iandowner.

The respondents who experienced friction with landowners were gqueried
further about the frequency of this problem. Twenty=~four percent said Et\
oceurred ‘very often,'' approximately 27 percent said ''sometimes,' and
about 48 percent said "‘not too frequently.' The details for the adminis-

trative regions are not shown because there were too few responses in

these categories for reliable analysis,

The Landowner Perspective., In order to analyze both sides of the

problem, the landowners in the sample were asked about their experiences
with recreationists. As shown in table 5.2, 23 percent of the respondents
said that they (or, in a couple of cases, another family member) had

land that is or could be used for hunting, fishing, or other recreation.
More than one-half (54 percent) of these landowners said that they had
encountered friction or problems with recreationists regarding access to
or through their land., Moreover, the landowners in the eastern part of
the state appeared to have had proporiionately more problems than have
those in western Montana. Over 64 percent of the landowners in region 6

{northeast) and about 66 percent in region 7 (southeast) reported problems,
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compared to about 48 percent in region 1 {northwest) and 46 percent in
region 2 {west central). (Even though the number of responses is
relatively small, this difference between the eastern and western regions
is statistically significant.)

When asked about the freguency of problems with recreationists,

41

32 percent of the landowners said they occurred ''wery often,' about

A5 percent said Ysometimes,” and about 29 percent said '"not too freguently.”
Unfortunately, there were too few responses to analyze accurately the

frequency of problems for the various categories of respondents, thus the

responses have not been presented in tabular format.

Efforts to improve Landowner~Recreationist Relations., As a possible

approach to reducing the friction between landowners and recreationists,
whether perceived or actual, the state could negotiate specific sasements
across private land and/or other arrangements for allowing access for
recreationists. Table 5.3 summarizes the respondents’® opinions concerning
some of these possible alternatives.

A state program to negotiate long-term easements across private
lands in order to reach public lands received the overwhelming support
of the respondents; more than 75 percent favored such a program. Nego-
tiation of easements was more popular among hunting and fishing enthu-
siasts. About 8! percent of the persons who fished in 1979 favored the
program, compared to 67 percent among those who did not fish. Similarly,
approximately 84 percent of the hunters approved of easementS; compared
to 70 percent of the nonhunters. Notice that avid recreationists were

more inclined to favor an easement program; the approval rate was higher
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for hunting and fishing enthusiasts who were in the field over ten days
than for those with ten days or less.

Since, under this proposal, the state would be negotiating such
easements with private landowners, it seemed appropriate to look at how
the landowners felt about the proposal and apparently their opinions
did not differ significantly, While landowners were more likely than any
other group to voice some opposition, the easement proposal was still
supported by the majority {71 percent).

Montana already has a number of programs to acquire land for fish,
wildlife, and recreation. The respondents were asked if such an easement

program should be in addition to or instead of some of the current programs.

Once again, the easement program was popular with the respondents; more
than one-half (55 percent} said that it should be in addition to other

land programs, while less than one-fourth {about 23 percent) preferred

that it replace an existing program. Support for the additional easement
program was greatest among recreationists; 60 percent of the fishing
enthusiasts and 62 percent of the hunters said it should be in addition to
other land programs, compared to roughly k6 to_S? perceni among persons

who did not participate in these activities in 1979, Repeating the

earlier patterns, an additional easement program was most popular with

avid fishermen and, to a lesser degree, with avid hunters (over ten days of
participation). Among landowners, an additional program was also much

more popular {about 51 percent) than was a replacement program {30 percent).
When compa-ed with other respondent groups, though, landowners were
relatively less enthusiastic about an additiconal program and were somewhat

more likely to opt for a replacement program,
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The respondents favoring a new easement program were subsequently
asked how it should be financed. Over half (58 percent; said that such a
program should be paid for through increased hunting and fishing fees
paid by the actual users. The remaining respondents either said they
didn*t know or mentioned éome other funding source. {These data are not
presented in tabular form.)

Another alternative for improving relations with private landowners
would be to provide them with a financial incentive for maintaining
wildlife habitat and allowing public access. Such a proposal received
support from the respondents; 61 percent approved the propesal, while
about one~third disapproved. A program of financial incentives was
particulariy popular among recreationists; the approvel rate was about
4 percent among fishing enthusiasts, compared to 57 percent among
persons who did not fish in 1979. Among hunters and nonhunters, about
64 percent and 60 percent, respectively, approved the proposal. The
support for this proposal was greatest among avid recreationists; the
percentage approving was greater for persons with over ten days of hunting
or fishing than it was for persons with ten days or less. The proposal
was also popular among landowners (about 62 percent in favor); and, in
this instance, landowners were ggzvmo?e likely than any others to
register opposition,

When 1t came to funding such financial Tncentives for landowners,
slightly more than one-half (about 53 percent) of those favering such a
program said that fishing and hunting fees should be raised to cover the

costs. The other respondents either said they didn't know or mentioned
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other possibilities, such as special taxes, federal funds, or some other

source., (These data are not presented in tabular form.)

Water Use and Energy Decision lssues

Table 5.4 summarizes the opinions of the respondents concerning the
priorities for using Montana waters and the role of the Department of
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks in decisions made by the state concerning energy-
related activities. On the subject of priority of use for Montana waters,
the respondents were offered three alternatives: (1) water should be
maintained for fish and wildlife before anything eise is considered;
(2) it should be maintained for fish, wildlife, and agriculture before
anything else; and {3) Montana water should be equally available for all
uses, including industrial. Only 8 percent of the respondents felt that
fish and wildlife should have the highest priority. Instead, approximately
42 percent said that agriculture should also receive first priority along
with fish and wildlife, and about 37 percent replied.that the water should
be equally available for all users, including industrial. For most, though
not all, respondent groups the ‘'ranking' of these three alternatives was
relatively similar: in most cases, the larger percehtage of the respondents
in the particular group gave first priority to fish and widlife and
agriculture before anything else, followed {often closely) by the alter-
native of equal avaliability of water to all users. Two notable but not
significant exceptions were in regions 1 {northwest) and 4 (north central}
in which the largest percentages of respondents cited the "'equal
avai%abifity“ alternative. fonsistently few respondents gave first

priority to the alternative of fish and wildlife before anything else.
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Not surprisingly, this alternative (fish and wildlife first) was more
popular among the fishing and hunting enthusiasts than among persons who
did not participate in these activities, Also, it is interesting to note
that an equal availability policy for Montana water received considerable
support {about 32 and 35 percent, respectively) even among hunters and
fishing enthusiasts. |

Fnergy-related developments, such as coal mining and oil and gas
exploration, could affect fish and wildlife habitat in some areas of the
state. The respondents were asked whether the Department of Fish,
Wildlife, and Parks should be involved in the state's decisions concerning
energy-related activities in order to assure consideration of fish and
wildlife habitat. They overwhelmingly stated that the Department should
participate inenergy-related decisions; 83 percent of the respondents
agreed with such involvement, while only 11 percent were opposed. Depart-
ment involvement received relatively more support from hunters and fishing
enthusiasts than from nonparticipants in these activities. The only
significant opposition appeared to be in rural areas; about 14 percent of
the persons living in the forty-nine smaller counties were opposed to
such involvement by the Department, as compared to 9 percent for the seven

largest counties.

Enforcement of Fish, Game, and Park Regulations

Among the Department’s responsibilities s enforcement of the many
fish, game, and park regulations, and several aspects of enforcement were

covered in the survey,
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Current Enforcement Program. When the respondents were asked about

the current level of enforcement activity, overali, the majority of the
respondents (61 percent) said that the Department provides adequate
enforcement at present, while 25 percent felt that the enforcement efforts
should be increased (table 5.5). Barely 3 percent thought the Department
was doing more than was warranted, and the remainder either didn't know or
offered some other respense. Increased enforcement effort received the
most support among hunting and fishing enthusiasts. About 28 percent of
the fishing enthusiasts thought that overalil enforcement should be
increased, compared to about 21 percent of those who did not fish in 1979.
Similarly, about 28 percent of the hunters supported increased enforcement
effort, compared to roughly 24 percent of the nonhunters. it is interesting
to note that the_more avid recreationists were more likely to prefer
increased enforcement; for example, about 36 percent of the hunters who
were in the Field over ten days said they thought the overall enforcement
effort should he increased, compared to roughly 22 percent of those who
hunted ten days or less.

The respondents were almost evenly divided in their opinions
concerning the number of enforcement personnel in the field; approximately
38 percent of the respondents felt that more enforcement personnel are
needed, while 43 percent replied that there were currentiy enough., As
with the overall level of enforcement, support for additional enforcement
personnef was relatively greater among hunters and fishing enthusiasts,
especially the more avid participants. For example, 42 percent of the

hunters favored more enforcement personnel, compared with 35 percent of



Table 5.5

Opinions regarding Departmental Enforcement Efforts and Funding
by Residence and Fishing and Hunting Participation

{in Percentages)

Number of DFWP Field increase License Fees to Cover
Overall DFWP Enforcement Effort “TTTT Enforcement Personnel T Additional Enforcement {osts
Should Be  Adeguate Number of a Enough  More Are Number of b Humber of a
Increased Now Reepondents Now Needed Respondente Favor  Oppose  Respondents
All respondents 25.0 61,1 1,228 2,4 37.7 1,887 57.1 34,4 1,228
Residence, by DFWP region
Region 1 29,4 £9.7 118 2.1 36,4 121 0.8 37.5 120
Region 2 25.0 59.0 212 47.4 313.5 208 57.1 31.9 g10
Region 3 23.3 61.7 183 40.9 39.9 183 Gh. 1 41,2 154
Region & 25,4 60.4 183 39.1 39.4 284 57.0 35,2 284
Region & 22, 62.6 218 8.4 35.9 a1z 63.3 29.8 218
Region 6 24,0 63.5 104 ho.k 8.3 104 59.2 30.1 103
Region 7 27.6 62.2 928 h6.5 38,4, 99 5h.5 35.4 98
Residence, by county size®
Seven largest counties 25.3 60.3 718 43.0 38. 708 57.9 34,5 711
A1l other counties 24.6 62.2 518 LY YN 518 55.9 34,4 517
Fishing participation in 1979
Bid not fish in Montana 20,9 58.8 502 51,9 31.2 503 61.3 27.8 804
Did fish in Montana 27.8 62.6 7ée 4,5 2.1 724 84,1 39.1 724
i~10 days 26.9 60.4 326 b § 39.8 324 52.0 39.h4 325
Gver 10 days 28.5 64,5 400 b5 b0 400 55.9 38.8 398
Hunting participation in 1979
Did not hunt in Montana 23.5 60.0 798 - h3.6 35.1 783 60.6 29.7 798
Did hunt in Montana 27.8 63.0 435 3.1 LV 434 50.6 43.2 433
1~10 days 21.6 67.3 248 46.3 37.7 244 45.9 47,1 244
Over 10 days 15,8 57.4 180 38.9 48.4 180 56.6 8.0 188

Note: The percentage detail does not add to 100.0 because the major responses only are shown {miscellaneous responses and those with very few
responses have been omitted from the table).

3jine persons (or 0.7 percent of the total sample} did not respond,
w«um persons (or 0.8 percent of the total sample) did not respond.
The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each,
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the .nonhunters. Among those who hunted over ten days, 48 percent said more
personnel are needed, compared to about 38 percent among those who hunted

less.

Funding for increased Enforcement. Funding, of course, is always a

concern, and respondents were asked how they would feel about an increase
in license fees to cover any expansion in the enforcement program. Fifty-
seven percent said they favored an increase in license fees for such
additional costs, while 34 percent were opposed (table 5.5). Resistance to
increased license fees for this purpose was greatest among hunting and
fishing enthusiasts, but not necessarily among the more avid participants.
Notice, for example, that about 5} percent of the hunters overall favored
increased fees and 43 percent were opposed: among nonhunters, in contrast,
about 61 percent favored the increase and only about 30 percent were opposed.
However, there were significant differences among the hunters themselves.
In fact, the more avid hunters generally favored higher fees for this
purpose: about 57 percent of those hunting 0§er ten days said tﬁey sup~
ported higher IicénSes, compared to only 46 percent among the less active

hunters.

Alternatives to Increased Enforcement Personne!l

Rather than hiring more enforcement personnel, the Department could
expand its enforcement effort using other approaches, For example, it
could provide more public information about the regulations in general;
or it might put more emphasis on the penalties for viclating the regu?

lations; or, finally, it could encourage the public to report any
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violations they see. When queried about these particular alternatives,

the respondents clearly preferred that more emphasis be placed on the
reporting of violations by the public. Forty-one percent preferred this
approach, while about 23 percent favored more public information about the
regulations, and 18 percent preferred more emphasis on the penalties for
violations (table 5.6). Increased public involvement in the reporting of
violations received the support of the enthusiasts; 50 percent of the

hunters and 44 percent of the fishing enthusiasts preferred this alternative,

compared to roughly 37 percent of both nonhunters and nonfishermen.

Ex~0fficio Enforcement Activity. As another approach to enforcement,

the Department's field personnel, other than game wardens, were recently
trained and given authority to enforce fish, game, and park regulations.
The respondents clearly approved of this approach., As shown in table 5.6,
over 75 percent of the respondents favored this expansion of duties and
authority for field personnel, while only 13 percent were opposed. This
approach was slightly more popular among hunting and fishing enthusiasts
than among those who did not participate in these activities, For example,
80 percent of the fishermen were in favor, compared to about 77 percent of
those who did not fish,

The respondents were slightly less enthusiastic toward giving
similar enforcement authority tc other people (outside the Department),
such as field §ersonnei in other state or federal agencies. Those who
approved of ex~officio enforcement authority for Department personnel were
asked about expanding this authority to similar personnel 'in other agencies:
about 65 percent were in favor, but 30 percent (clearly a sizable minority)

were opposed.
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Toll-Free '""Report Line.'' For several years, the Department has

maintained a toll-free telephone number for the public’s use in reporting
violations of fish, game, and park regulations and landowner problems,
Table 5.7 presents a summary of the reﬁponses to several guestions
concérning this toll=free number. First of all, the respondents over-
whelmingly approved of a toll-free number for reporting problems; over

90 percent were in favor, while only about 8 percent were opposed. Among
the various respondent groups (including landowners), no less than 88
percent supported the idea of a toli~free number. This response pattern
reinforces the earlier finding that many persons think that more of the
burden for enforcement and reporting of violations should be borne by
participants and the public,

Despite the popularity of a toli-free number, only about 2} percent of
the respondents were aware that one already exists (the "Report Line').
Hunting and fishing enthusiasts, however, appeared to be more knowledgeable;
about 35 percent of the hunters and 26 percent of the fishermen were aware
of the number, while only about 13 percent of the nonhunters and 12 percent
of those who did not fish knew of the number.

The "Report Line'' is intended not only for the recreationists' or
the public’s use in reporting violations, but also for the landowners'’
use in reporting problems such as trespass and property damage. Although
landowners, like the hunting and fishing enthusiasts, appeared more
knowledgeable than their opposites {(nonowners}, only about 24 percent
were actuaE!§ éﬁare.of.the YReport Line,h"This was bn}y $¥f§ﬁt¥y gréater
than the awareness indicated among all respondents as a whole and was much

less than that reported among hunters.
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Further, only thirteen of the respondents, or barely 1 percent of the
sample, said they had actually used the toli=-free '"Report Line' to report
a violation or related problem. This is too few responses for a reliable
analysis; but, it is interesting to note that, as shown in table 5.7,

most of the "Report Line' users lived in the western part of the state.

Awareness of Local Game Warden. The respondents were also asked if

they knew who their local game warden is and how to contact him if necessary.
Statewide, about 27 percent of the respondents stated that they knew who
their local game warden is (table 5.8). This knowledge varied significantly,
however, among the administrative regions: from about 51 percent in
region 1 (northwest) to on!y.39 percent in region 5 (south central). It
appears that persons living in rural areas were better acquainted with
their local game warden than were the residents of the urban areas; only
about 16 percent of the people living in the seven largest counties said
they knew who their local game warden is, compared to 42 percent in the
remaining forty-nine counties. As expected, hunting and fishing enthu-
siasts were considerably more knowliedgeable; about 43 percent of the
hunters and 32 percent of the fishermen knew who their local game warden
is, compared to 18 or 19 percent for persons not participating in these
activities,

Even though most of the respondents did not know who their focal game
warden is, almost three-fourths (74 percent) said they did know how

to contact him If necessary.



Table 5.8

Awareness of Local Game MWarden, by Residence

and Fishing and Hunting Participation

respondents

idence, by DFWP region
legion
legion
legion
legion
legion
legion
legion

b BR AR, I R WER - R

idence, by county size”
jeven largest counties
111 other counties

ring participation in 1979
did not fish in Montana
Yid fish in Montana

ting participation in 1973
Jid not hunt in Montana
Jid hunt in Montana

Respondent Able To Contact
tocal Game Warden

Respondent Knows
iocal Game Warden
Percentage Humber of
of Total Respondents
26.9 1,236
50.8 122
20.8 212
25.3 194
2%.8 285
19.1 220
2.3 104
29, 88
15.9 717
42. 512
9.3 508
32,1 788
18.3 800
ha.7 4386

Percentage Bumber of
of Total Respondents
74,1 1,234
B1.0 iz1
68.4 212
72.0 i85
75.1 285
74.5 220
77.9 104
73.7 88
72.3 718
76.4 518
65,8 507
80.1 727
67.3 788
86.5 438

Only the affirmative responses are shown, as a percentage of all persons responding.

> person {or 0.1 percent of the total sample) did not respond.

-ee persons {(or 0.2 percent of the total sample) did not respond.
» seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980: all other HMontana counties
fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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Required Conservation Education Course

Conservation education for young people is believed by many to lead
to or at least help foster more responsible attitudes among adults toward
fish and wildiife and their environments. Even more specifically, some
people feel that students in Montana's public elementary schools should be
required to have a course in conservation education that would cover fish,
wildlife, and plant 1ife and their relationships to their environments.
This idea was included in the survey, and the respondents were asked if
they would generally favor or oppose such a requirement. No less than
74 percent of the respondents, statewide or in any respondent group,
favored such a requirement, and only 24 percent at the most {in region 1)
were opposed (table 5.9). As was stated earlier about the question
dealing with the idea of controliing or regulisting subdivision activities
along rivers, this apprently overwhelming approval should be viewed with
some caution, For one reason, the question addressed the idea of such a
requirement in a general sense for a general reaction. Alsc, had several
alternatives been offered with varying content and varying degrees of
Yrequirements,' there may well have been a wider range of responses.
Nevertheless, especially for those involved in conservation education, It
should be helpful to know that the idea of conservation education for

Montana youth was relatively well received.

Sources of Information on Outdoor Recreation and Recreation lssues

It is helpful to those involved in public information and education

efforts to know where pecple get their information and where {or in
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what sources) they place their confidence. The respondents were asked
specifically about where they usually pick up information about fish and
wildlife, the outdoors, or outdoor recreation,

The survey results show that Montanans tend to rely more on "word of
mouth'' for such information than other sources. 'Word of mouth'' refers
to getting information from friends, famiiy, work associates, and other
community members; and about 58 percent of the respondents cited this
source {table 5.10}. Respondants were allowed to cite more than one source,
and others freguently mentioncd were newspapers (42 percent) and magazines
and television {about 33 percent for each).

There ware few differences in responses among the respondents from
the various regions. The only statistically significant difference was
that the respondents in region 5 {(south central) cited newspapers as a
source more freguently than did those in the cother regions; respondents
residing in region 4 {north central) cited newspapers the least often.

The license holders surveved mentioned word of mouth relatively more often
{63 percent) than did the nonholders (about 52 percent); on the other hand,
nonhelders cited television as an Information source significantly more
often {about 40 percent) than did license holders (28 percent).

When asked which Information source they placed the most confidence
in for information regarding recreatlon issues, respondents again, by a
jarge margin, cited word of mouth. Overall, about 36 percent mentioned
this source {tahle 5,11). OFf the other sources mentioned, only newspapers
{mentioned by 15 percent of the respondents) and magazines {10 percent]

were clited by at least 10 pearcent of those responding. Television was
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All respondents

Residence, by DFWP region

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Residence, by county size
Seven largest counties
All other counties

License status
DFWP license holder
Nonholder

a

O B R e

Table 5,11

Sources of Recreation Information in which Respondents Place Most Confidence
by Residence and License Status

{in Percentages)

Other Printed

<

Word of Government Own Rumber of

Television Radig Newspapers Magazines Materiald Mouth? Agencies Experience Other Total  Respondents
8.2 2.3 15.0 10.2 3.2 35.6 8.2 5.9 1.5 100.0 1,128
3.5 0.9 13.2 5.3 b4 45.6 7.9 7.9 1.4 100.0 114
8.7 1.1 3.0 11.4 3.8 35.3 10.3 5.4 10.9  100.0 184
7.2 6.1 6. 12.2 1.7 27.6 5.1 6.6 16,0 100,0 181
10.0 1.6 12.8 1.6 3.2 3.4 9.6 6.4 0.4 100.0 250
7.8 1.9 18,4 8.3 3.5 38.3 8.7 3.4 9.7 100.0 208
7.3 2.1 14,6 1.5 2.1 34, 6.3 9.4 2.5  100.0 28
11.3 Z.1 16,5 9.3 b1 38,1 5.2 3.1 10,3 100,0 a7
7.4 2.6 1.9 10.6 2.6 36.5 8.8 6.3 10,3 100.0 650
9.2 1.9 I5.1 9.6 ) 34,5 7.3 5.2 13.2  100.0 478
5.8 1.6 thot 10.9 3.5 37.h 9.9 7.4 9.4 100.0 £88
11.8 3.4 16, & 9,1 2.7 33.0 5.5 3.4 4.8 100.0 440

Note: The percentage detail may not add to (00,9 due to rounding,
v_;ﬂwcnmm newsletters, pamphlets, maps, and other similar printed materials.

n_:nm:amm information obtained from friends, community members, family members, work associates, hunting and fishing companions, ate,
nm:m hundred nine persons {or 9.7 percent of the total sample) did not respond.
The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had Fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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mentioned by 8 percent of the respondents as were government agencies
{such as the Department). There were no significant differences among the
respondents from the seven regions, or between those in the seven largest
counties and the rest of the state. License holders and nonholders also
seemed to agree, for the most part, on the information sources in which

they place the most confidence.

Montana Outdoors Magazine

As was noted in table 5.10, almost a third of the respondents indicated
that they turned to magazines (in general) for information on outdoor
recreation and related issues., One of the magazines in Montana that deals
with outdoor recreation and related issues is Montana Outdoors, published
by the Department, and it is apparently relatively well known among
Montanans. Almost 89 percent of the respondents acknowledged seeing
ﬁbntana Outdoors {(table 5.12). Among the various respondent groups,
no less than about 85 percent were aware of the magazine (had seen it).
License holders, however, were significantly more aware of the magazine
(91 percent had seen it) than were nonholders (about 85 percent), although
the latter is still a sizable majority.

Unfo?tunately, while the magazine is relatively well known, apparently
very few actually subscribe to it. Less than 20 percent of the respondents
reported being subscribers {table 5.12). Among the various respondent
groups, subscribers represented anywhere from about 13 to 25 percent of
the respondents. License holders again were more likely to be subscribers
than were nonholders (about 23 percent and 13 percent, respectively),

although this was not a significant difference.
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Nonsubscribers were also asked their reasons for not subscribing to
Montana Outdoors. Almost a third of the nonsubscribers said they really had

no particular reason for not subscribing:

Reasons for Mot Subscribing
to Mowntana Outdoors

Percentage
of Total

No particular reason 30.5
Able to read someone elsefs copy 14,3
Just not interested in it or subject 14,2
Lack of money; cannot afford to
subscribe 12,0
Net enough time {0 read magazines,
etc. 7.6
Have other priorities for my time and
money 7.2
Buy single issues occasionally or
frequently 3.0
Dislike the magazine 2.5
Other response 8.6
Total 100,0
Mumber of respondents 872

About 14 percent indicated they were able to read someone else's copy,
and another 3 percent acknowledgad that thev did buy single issues now
and then. Only about 2 percent actually said they dislike the magazine,
The rest said they couldnit afford o subscribe, lacked the time for such
outside reading, had other priorities for what time and money they did

have availabie, or just were not interested in the magazine or the subject.,
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Overall Performance of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife,

and Parks

Throughout the survey, the respondents were asked their opinions
regarding different Department programs and activities, and their opinions
often differed depending on the subject. One question, however, asked
specifically about the Department's performance overall, all things
considered. Statewide, about 71 percent felt its performance was '‘good"
and another 11 percent said "excellent,”” while only 13 percent said ''fair”
or ''‘poor’ (barely 2 percent actually said Ypoor''). Among the various
respondent groups, no less than about 79 percent said ''good' or 'excellent!
{table 5.13). Slightly more license holders and fishing enthusiasts rated
the Department's performance as ''good’ or Vexcellent' than did their
opposites. However, nonhunters were slightly more complimentary than were

hunters. (None of these differences were significant.)



Table 5.13
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Opznnons regarding the Overall Performance of the Montana Department
of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks
by Residence, License Status, and Fishing and Hunting Participation

All respondents

Residence, by DFWP region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

oL A, g VS N

Residence, by county size”
Seven largest counties
All other counties

License status
DFWP license holder
Nonholder

Fishing pérticipation in 1979
Did not fish in Montana
Did fish in Montana

Hunting participation in 1979
Did not hunt in Montana
Did hunt in Montana

{In Percentages)

Excellent Good Fair Poor
10.6 7.4 11,3 1.6
11.6 70.2 12,k 3.3
10.0 8.9 12.0 0.0
12.6 £8.9 9.5 2.1
11.7 71.5 11.0 i.8
9.6 74.3 9,6 2.3

7.9 74,3 11.9 1.0
8.2 73.5 16.3 1.0

6 725 10.2 1.6

.6 70.0 12.9 1.8
12,0 71.5 1. 1.9
8.5 7. il. 7.9
8.7 72, 9.9 1.6
11.9 71.0 12,3 1.7
0,2 72.8 10.3 0.9
1.4 $8.9 13.2 3.0

Number of
Respondents

1,218

121
208
130
281
218
101

38

708
aig

726
498

494
724

787
431

Notes: Percentage detall does not add to 100.0 because the miscellaneous
Nineteen persons {or 1.5 percent

responses have been omitted from the table.

of the total sample) did not respond,

3The seven largest counties had populations over 30, 000 in 1980; all other Montana

counties had fewer than 25,000 residents each.






CHAPTER 6

CHARACTERISTICS OF MONTANANS AND THEIR HOUSEHOLDS
AS REVEALED BY THE SURVEY

This section briefly discusses the characteristics of Montana
‘households, as described by the survey respondents who live in those
households. (Appendix B on the survey sample briefly describes the
respondents themselves and compares -them with the Montana population,)

Also discussed in this section are the characteristics of persons who
reported purchasing a license from the Department in 1979. As noted
earlier, these persons are referred to as license holders, and those who did

not purchase a DFWP license of any kind are referred to as nonholders,

Household Size

Much has been said about increased numbers of households in the
United States since 1970 and companion decreases in household size. Data
from this survey, as well as data from a statewide housing survey for
1978, suggest that Montana has not escaped this trend. According to
preliminary data from the U.S., Bureau of the Census, the number of house-
holds in Montana increased about 30 percent during the 1970s, At the same
time, average household size has declined: it was reported at 3.10 in
1970, compared to survey estimates of 2.94 for 1978 and 2.88 for 1980

. (table 6,1).



All respondents

Residence, by county mmnmv
Seven largest counties

Butte-Sitver Bow
Cascade
Flathead
Gallatin
lewis and Clark
Missoula
Yellowstone

All other counties

Residence, by DFWP region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

~F NV BT B e

a
b

than 25,000 residents each.

Table 6.1

Househoid Size, by Residence

(In Percentages)

Average
Household
5ize? 1
2,88 17.5
2.79 17.6
3,08 14,3
2.73 22.2
3.11 15.4
2.80 16.7
2.38 25,4
2.50 19,8
2.95 1.4
3.02 17.3
3.20 15.6
2.69 18.4
2.88 16.4
2.71 21.1
2,94 12.3
3.14 16.3
2.04 22,2

2

32,7

35.0
33.9
26.7
32.3
34,5
38.0
4o.5
37.7

29,4

vam
35.4
wmhk
31.6
38.2
26.0
23.2

Number of Persons

fuwo

‘m‘m
20.8
16.4
21.1
15.9
16.3
1.1

Note: Percentage detail does not add to total due to rounding.
Average number of persons in the household,.
The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer

in Household

18.4
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*
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5 or
More

13.9

—r — — —
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s ¢ & ® % 3 8 @
W owd e DWW AT D e TN

-

Number of
Total Respondents
100,0 1,237
00,0 717
100.0 56
100.0 135
100.0 65
100.0 84
100.0 71
100.0 131
100.0 175
100.0 520
160,0 182
100,0 212
100.0 195
100.0 285
100.0 220
100.0 104
100.0 98
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The seven largest counties, as a group, and the rest of the state
followed this statewide pattern somewhat closely. The seven-county
area, however, was more likely to have smaller households: more than 70
percent of the households had three or fewer persons, but over half (53
percent) had only one or two; the average overall was 2.79 persons per
household. In the rest of the state, while almost 63 percent had three or
fewer persons, less than half (47 percent) had one or two persons and the
average overall was 3.02 persons,

Among the seven largest counties, there was about a 30 percent
variation in overall household size., Lewis and Clark (Helena) and Missoula
counties, for example, tended to be at the smaller end of the scale with
averages of 2.38 and 2,50 persons, respectively; no less than 80 percent of
their households had three or fewer persons. At the larger end were Butte-
Silver Bow and Flathead (Kalispell) counties with average sizes of slightly
over three persons, In these latter two counties, as well as Yellowstone
{Billings), about two-thirds or more of the households had between two and
four persons. Cascade {Great Falls) and Gallatin (Bozeman) fell in between,
with about 70 percent of their households having three or fewer persons.
in all cases, however, the most prevalent household size was two persons.

There was less variation in average household size among the seven
administrative regions, but some differences are worth noting. Largest
in average size was region 1 {(porthwest) with 3.20 persons, followed by
the two eastern regions (region 6 and 7) with averages slightly over
three persons each. These three regions were more likely than the others
to have households of three persons or more (although in all cases at

feast a majority had between two and four persons). At the smaller end
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were regions 2 (west central) and region 4 {north central), with averages
of 2.69 and 2.71 persons, reSpgctively. Roughly three~fourths of the
households in these regions had three or fewer persons.

in most cases, the most prevalent household size was two persons,
except in the strongly rural eastern part of the state. Region 6 {north-
east), for example, had almost as many larger households with five or
more persons as it had households with only two persons; and region 7
(southeast) had almost equal numbers of households with one, two, and

four persons.

Type of Household

The surveyed households were classified into household types based,
first, on ''family' status -- "family households' with one person living
alone or unrelated individuals living together,1 The family households
{which are, by definition, multiperson households) were further classified
by the type of householder (or household head) -~ husband-wife households,
in which either the husband or wife is considered the householder and both
are present in the household, and those in which either the householder is
unmarried or the spouse is not living in the household., The nonfamily
households were further classified by size -- households with one person
and those with more than one person.

Not unexpectedly, most households in the state are family households

and the more conventional husband-wife households predominate: well over

]Thés is a revision from the way households have been classified in the
past but is the classification now used by the U.5. Bureau of the (ensus
and has been adopted in order to facilitate comparison with census data
where available.



i1

two-thirds of the surveyed households were husband=wife households (table
6.2). Another 16 percent were households with only cne parson.
Husband-wife households were also the vast majority in 211 the
geographic areas presented, although there were some differences that
are worth noting. For example, among the seven largest counties, Butte~
Silver Bow, Flathead, and Yellowstone counties had the highest preéartioﬂs
of husband-wife households and among the lowest proportions of cne person
households. In contrast, the other Ffour counties, for the most part, had
the lowest proportions of husband-wife households and higher proportions
of one person households. Cascade and Lewis and Clark {Helena} counties
had the highest proportions of one person households {over 20 percent in

each}.

Characteristics of Householders

Each surveyed household was asked ro indicate the individual considered
by its members to be the head of the household, or what is referred to as
the “househoider.”z in most instances, the householder designations
followed traditional patterns —-- that Is, among husband-wife households,
the husband was usuaily (but not always) considered the householder,

Since the conventional husband-wife households predominate in the
state and since the husbands in those households were more likely 1o be
the householders, it is no surprise that the surveyed households were more
jikely to be headed by males than by females. GStatewide, the vast majority

{almost 79 percent) of the householders were male, while about 21 percent

2o . . , . . .
This new designation “househclder' is used in order to be compatible with
new U.S, Census Bureau practices.



Table 6.2
Type of Household, by Residence

{tn Percentages}

Family Households® Nonfamily mamwm:oﬂamv
Husband~ One More Than Jwmber of
Wife Other Person  One Person Total Sespondents”

Al respondents {households) 70.9 8.7 16,5 3.9 106.0 1,874
. _od
Residence, by county size

Seven largest counties 69,7 8.5 16.7 5.0 00,0 714

Butte~Sitver Bow 75.0 8.9 14,3 1.8 100, 0 &6

Cascade 68,9 8.1 215 1.5 00,0 &

Flathead 75.4 G, 2 15,4 0.0 100,08 el

Gallatin 68.7 6.0 14,5 1.8 100,0 57

Lewis and Clark 64.3 5,7 24,3 5.7 100,0 e

Missoula 64,6 0.8 19.2 5.4 100,90 137

Yellowstone 73 g.1 19,3 7.4 100.0 han

All other counties 72.5 8.8 16,3 2.3 100, 0 3241
Residence, by DFWP region

Region } 73.8 9.8 15,6 0.8 100.0 188

Region 2 66.8 104 18.0 4,7 100.0 £

Region 3 70.6 7.7 15.8 6.2 100.0 194

Region & 69,4 8.1 20,1 2.5 i00.0 734

Reglon & 73.2 9.5 T1.4 5.9 100.0 e

Region 6 75.0 7.7 13.5 3.8 ino,0 104

Region 7 ARY 6.1 21.2 1.0 100.0 73

Note: Percentage detail may not add to total due to rounding.

3Consist of relatives living together: married couple, with or without children; or a man or woman w
children, or any other combination of relatives tiving together,

w»m individual living alone or unrelated individuals living together.

aayﬂmm persons (or 0.2 percent of the total sample} did not respond,

The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; altl other Montana counties had fewer
25,000 residents each,

than
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were female (table 6.3). Significant differences were found between
Missoula and Yellowstone counties and between the regions in which they
are located. Missoula was low with 75 percent male householders and,
thus, high with 25 percent female householders. In contrast, 86 percent
of the Yellowstone househcolders were male and only 14 percent were female.
Regions 2 (Missoula) and 5 (Yellowstone) showed roughly the same pro-
portions,

In terms of age, most of the surveyed households were headed by
persons thirty-five years of age and older. Statewide, 37 percent of
the householders were under thirty-five, while over 60 percent were
thirty-five and older; the estimated median {middie) age overall was
forty-two years (table 6.4).

The patterns were much the same among the seven largest counties
(individually and as a group) as well as the rest of the state and did
not differ significantly from the statewide distribution. Butte-Silver
Bow and Flathead, among the largest counties, were the highest with at
Jeast two-thirds of their householders in this clder age group. Missoula
and Yellowstone tended to be lTower with only 53 and 56 percent, respec-
tively, in the older age group, which accounted for the lower median ages
in those counties. The other three counties, as well as the rest of the
state, fell in between,

Wwhile these differences were not statistically significant, there is
one notable difference between Butte-Silver Bow and Flathead. In both
of these count%eé, almost the same proportions of householders were in

the older age group. Yet, the estimated median age of householders in
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Butte~Silver Bow was fifty-two vyears, compared to only forty-three vears
in Flathead County. A closer look at the data indicates that well over half
the householders in Butte-Siiver Bow were forty-five vears of age or
older, and almost 30 percent were sixty-five and oider. This can
probably be explained largely by the significant reductions over the last
few years in mining jobs and related employment in the area; many younger
householders of working age have probably moved their families to other
areas to seek employment.

The age distributions among the seven regipns were relatively similar
and showed much less variation than was the case with the seven largest

countries.

incomes of Montana Households in 1979

The survey participants were also asked about the incomes of their
householids in 1979 == total income from all sources and before taxes and
other deductions. Onlvy about 7 percent of the sample refused to answer
or gave incompiete information.

0f those responding, just about half reported household incomes
between $15,000 and 535,000 in 1979, while slightly over 10 percent
reported incomes over $35,000., The rest, 38 percent, had incomes of $15,000
and under in 1979 (table 6.5).

For the most part, the distributions of 1979 household incomes were
réiative&y similar in the seven largest counties and the rest of the state,
as a whole: the largest Segménts (from about 44 to 54 percent) reported

1979 incomes between $15,000 and $35,000, the next largest segments had
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incomes of 315,000 and under, and the smallest segment (from about 6 to

15 percent] reported incomes over $35,000. The one notable axception to
this was Butte-Siiver Bow: the largest segment in that county (about 50
percent of the households) reported household Incomes of $15,000 and under
in 1973. Eariier it was noted that the county had experienced significant
reductions in jobs, and that almost 30 percent of the households surveyed
were headed by persons sixty-five vears of age and older, which may account
for some of the lower household incomes in the county.

Galiatin and Yellowstone counties, compared to the other large
counties, had greater proportions of their households in the upper Income
categories: about 51 and 46 percent, respectively, had Incomes over $20,000
and about 15 and 13 percent reported incomes over $35,000. Lewis and Clark
County had the largest proportion of households with incomes of 55,000 or
tess. This may be explained somewhat by the relatively larger proportion
of one person households in the county, and many of these may be students
{students tend to occupy the lower income categories).

The distribution of incomes for the forty-nine smaller counties as
a whole was almost Identical to the statewide distribution and to that for
the seven-county group. Any differences were not significant.

The income distributions in the various regions were relatively
similar and aiso not unlike the statewide distribution. As was the case
in most of the other sreas, the largest segments in the regions (4] to
53 percent) reportad incomes between $15,000 and $35,000 in 1979. The
northeast part of the state (region 6} had the largest proportion of
households in the upper income categories: about 48 percent with incomes

over 520,000, and almost 25 percent reporting incomes over $35,000.
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Table 6.6 presents estimates of median household incomes by residence.
{The median is, as noted before, the halfway point in a distribution --
thus, half the respondents were above that midpoint and haif were below.)
The median figures presented here should be used carefully because they
are derived from grouped data and are less accurate than medians derived
using actual (ungrouped) amounts., It should also be noted that not all
the respondents were the heads of their households (almost 40 percent were
not) and, thus, the nonhouseholder respondents may not have had as accurate
knowledge about total household income as did the housesholder respondents.
Nevertheless, the estimated medians provide another relative measure of
income and serve to reinforce the eariier observations. For example,
Butte~Silver Bow and Lewis and {lark counties had the lowest medians
{$15,000 and $16,500, respectively}; Gallatin and Yellowstone, on the other
hand, had the highest (820,000 and 519,100, respectively}. The forty=-nine
smaller counties, as a whole, had a median income of $17,900 which put
them siightly below the state as a whole. Most of the regions had medians
above the statewide figure, especially region 6, which was highest at

$19,500.

Length of Residence in Current Place

Based on the experiences of the survey respondents, the majority of
Montana residents have not changed communities in over ten vears,
Statewide, around 54 percent of the respondents had lived in their current
communities over ten years., At the same time, however, almost a third were

"relative newcomers'' who had lived in their current communities five vears
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Table 6.6
Estimated Median Incomes of Montana Households in 1979

by Residence

Median Income
{(Estimated)

A1l respondents (households) 18,100

Residence, by county size®

Seven largest counties 18,200
Butte~Silver Bow 15,000
Cascade 17,600
Flathead 18,000
Gallatin 20,200
Lewis and Clark 16,500
Missoula 18,300
Yellowstone 19,100

A1l other counties 17,900

Residence, by DFWF region

Region 1 18,200
Region 2 18,100
Region 3 18,500
Region 4 17,000
Region 5 18,600
Region 6 19,500
Region 7 18,200

Note: These medians have been estimated using
grouped or summarized data {income groupings)
rather than actual ungrouped dollar amounts

and, therefore, are less accurate than medians
derived from ungrouped dollar amounts.

8The seven largest counties had populations over
30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties had
fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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or less; about 10 percent were '‘recent movers' who had lived in their
current communities for only a year or less (table 6.7).

The forty-nine smaller counties, as a whole, did not differ signif-
icantly from the state overall, although slightly more had resided in
their same communities over ten vears, and slightly fewer were recent
movers,

There were, however, some significant differences among the seven
largest counties, The most striking differences were among residents of
Butte~Silver Bow and Gallatin counties. In Butte~Silver Bow, for example,
barely 10 percent of the respondents were relative newcomers (had lived
in the county five years or less), while over 80 percent had lived there
more than ten vears. The county that came closest to Butte~Silver Bow
in terms of such a preponderance of long-term residents was Lewis and
Clark County with barely 54 percent. Gallatin County, on the other hand,
had a significantly smaller percentage of long-term residents =-- only
32 percent == and a greater proportion of relative newcomers (five
vears or less) -- 46 percent. Missoula County also had a relatively
smaller proportion of long-term residents (48 percent) and a larger
oroportion of relative newcomers {about 37 percent), but not as extreme
as in Gallatin County. This can probably be explained largely by the fact
that Gallatin and Missoula counties are the locations of the two state
universities and that college student and faculty popuiations tend to be
more transient. Butte-5ilver Bow, on the other hand, in which over
80 percent had not changed communities in over ten years, has been iocsing
population over the last decade and apparently has attracted few new

residents.



Table 6.7
Length of Residence in Current Place, by Residence

(in Percentages)

1 Year 2toh5 b tol0 Over 10 Number of
or Less Years Years Years Total mmmvaa&m:wmm

A1l respondents 3.6 21.5 15.4 53.6 100.0 1,235
Residence, by countv size

Seven largest counties 10.1 22.7 15.7 51.6 100.0 715

Butte=Silver Bow 0.0 10.7 7.1 82.1 100.0 58

Cascade 15.6 16.3 16.3 1.9 00,0 138

Flathead 1.5 33.8 2.3 52,3 00,0 85

Gallatin 7.1 39.3 21,4 32.1 100.0 54

Lewis and Clark 12,7 16.9 16.9 53.5 100.0 71

Missoula 9.2 27.5 15.3 48,1 100.0 131

Yellowstone 13.3 17.9 16,2 52.6 i00.0 173

A1l other counties 8.8 19.8 15.0 56.3 100,0 520
Residence, by DFWP region

Region 1 3.3 30.3 16.4 50.0 100.0 i22

Region 2 9.0 26.4 13.2 51.4 100.0 218

Region 3 6.7 28.2 17.9 47.2 100.0 185

Region 4 12,6 16.1 16.5 54,7 100.0 288

Region § 12.4 17.4 6.1 54,1 100.0 218

Region & 9.6 18.3 9,6 62.5 100.0 104

Region 7 9.1 14,1 15,2 61.6 100.0 79

Note: Percentage detail may not add to total due to rounding.
mazc persons {or 0.2 percent of the total sample) did not respond,

The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980; all other Montana counties
had fewer than 25,000 residents each.
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Among the regions, the patterns were relatively similar and did not
differ significantly from the state as a whole. In each region, the
largest segment of the population {in most cases, a majority of between
50 and 62 percent) had not changed communities in over ten vears,

Discussions of the proportions of relative newcomers in the state ~~
31 percent statewide, almost 37 percent in Missoula, over 46 percent in
Gailatin, etc. == may conjure up in the reader’s mind a vision of streams
of people moving into Montana., However, additional survey data (on
residences five yearé ago) suggest that much, if not most, of the activity
or movement has involved Montanans changing residences.within the state
rather than moving in from outside Montana.

Statewide, as noted earlier, about 31 percent of the residents had
tived in their current communities five years or Tess -- or, stated ancther
way, 31 percent had lived outside their current communities about five
years ago. However, the additional residence data for the state as a
whole indicate that only 13 percent of the respondents lived ocutside

Montana five years earlier:

Residence of Montanans Five Years Ago

(In 1975)

Percentage
of Total

Montana 86,9
Qut of state 13,1
Total 100.0

Number of respondents 1,071
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Thus, the rest of the relative newcomers {(five years or less in current
communities), the other 18 percent, apparently moved from elsewhere in
the state.

in the case of Gallatin County, which had the highest proportion of
relative newcomers (46 percent), only about 22 percent of the respondents
lived outside Montana five years earlier (table 6.8). Thé rest of the
relative newcomers to Gallatin County {about 24 percent) came from elsewhere
in the state. Gallatin still had the highest percentage of respondents
moving in from out of state, followed closely by Flathead (20 percent).
Butte-Silver Bow and Lewis and Clark, on the other hand, had the smallest
percentages —- about 2 and 6 percent, respectively. These latter two
counties also reported the highest percentages of respondents tiving in
the same county five years ago, especially Butte-Silver Bow with a signif=
icantly high 92 percent.

Among the seven regions, anywhere from about 6 to 19 percent of the
respondents iived outside Montana five years ago; however, no less than
76 percent lived in the same region (table 6.9). Unfortunately, the sample

sizes are too small to determine whether these differences are significant.

License Holders and Nonholders

One of the characteristics more specific to outdoor recreation in
Montana was the respondent's status as a holder of a Departmental license
for 1979 or as a ‘‘nonholder,’* License holders include those who purchased
only the Montana conservation license (many people purchase just the
conservation license as a kind of donation) as well as those who also

purchased licenses specifically for hunting, fishing, etc.
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Statewide, over half the respondents {59 percent) reported being
DFWP license holders in 1979 {table 6.10). Recent datz from the U.S.
Census Bureau estimate the adult population {also the survey population)
at almost 7! percent of the state totalc3 Given this and the preliminary
1980 census count for the state (783,674}, the adult population is approxi-
mated at 554,000 persons. This, in turn, given the survey resulis,
translates into approximately 327,000 DFWP license holders in the state.

in each of the seven largest counties and the rest of the state, the
majority of the respondents indicated that they were license holders.
Among the seven counties, Butte-5ilver Bow and Cascade had the lowest
percentages of license holders (57 percent) while Galtatin had the highest
(71 percent). In each of the regions, as in the seven counties, a major-
ity of respondents reported being license holders; region & in the north-
east had the smallest percentage {53 percent), while region 1 in the

northwest had the highest (68 percent].

Characteristics of License Holders and Nonholders. Now a closer ook

at some of the characteristics of license holders compared with the
nonholders. In terms of current residence, a slightly larger percentage
of the license holders (60 percent), compared tc the nonhoiders (54 percent),
were living in the seven largest counties; conversely, there was a largsr
percentage of nonholders living in the forty-nine smaller counties -=
about 4% percent compared to about 40 percent for license holders {table

£.11). However, while these differences are noticeable, they are not

5&.53 Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Population
Reports, Series P-25, no. 879 (Washington, D.C., March 1980}, table 2.
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Table 6,11

Residence of License Holders and Nonholders

{1n Percentages)

. ._a
Current residence, by county size

Seven largest counties
Butte~Silver Bow
Cascade
Flathead
Gallatin
lLewis and Clark
Missoula
Yellowstone

A1l other counties

Current residence, by DFWP region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

bt IR AR Ty I g WA I o8 IR

Residence five years ago (}975)b

Montana
Same DFWP region
Different DFWP region

Qut of state

Note: Percentage detail may not add to total due to rounding.

License

Holders.
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100.0
1.4
17.0
17.8
21.1
17.4

7.5
7.8

100.0

87.6

79.2
8.4

12,4

Nonholders

100.0
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&
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fo

oL COWT N ~d i O

N et
o £ &+ L3 &
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5

100.0

85.9
79.2
6.7

thoi

The seven largest counties had populations over 20,000 in

1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 residents

each,

brive persons {or 0.4 percent of the total sample) did mot respond.
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significant, and these distributions do not differ significantly from the
distribution of the overall sample (presented in Appendix B). The same
is true for the distributions of these two groups among the regions =--
neither differs significantly from each other nor from the distribution
of the overail sample.

In terms of length of residence, most license holders and nonholders
had lived in their current communities over ten years, but a slightly
larger proportion of nonholders were such long~term residents (table
6.12)., At the same time, a slightly larger percentage of nonholders
were also recent movers, having lived in their current communities only
one year or less,

While these differences in terms of residence and the length of
residence were notable, they were not significant. There were, however,
some significant differences in terms of age, sex, householder status,
and employment status.

License holders tended to be younger than nonholders; roughly 50
percent were under thirty-five vears of age, compared to about 38 percent
for nonholders (table 6.12}). Further, a substantial majority of license
holders (68 percent} were under forty-five years of age, compared to only
about 55 percent of the nonholders. The estimated median ages show this
difference more clearly; license holders had a median {middle) age of
thirty-five years, compared to forty-two years for nonholders., Almost
L1 percent of the license holders were female; compared to nonholders,
thoush, license holders were more likely to be male: 59 percent were
maie, compared to barely one-fourth of the nonholders {almost 75 percent

of the nonholders were fTemale). License holders were also more Tikely



Table 6.12

Characteristics of License Holders and Nonholders

ticense Holders Nonholders
Humber of respondents 730 567
Age of respondenta 1000 100.0
18-24 years 15.9 16.1
25-34 years 33.58 21.6
35-4h years 18.7 ¥6.9
b5-6h years 22,4 27.0
65 years and over 9.2 18.5
Estimated median age (in years) 35 42
Sex of respondent 100.0 100.0
Male 59.3 25,8
Female 0.7 7h,2
Length of residence in current piaceb 100.G FOG.0
1 vear or less 7.3 2.8
2- § years 25.5 15.6
6-10 years 16.2 14,2
gver 10 years 51,0 57.3
Householder {head of household) status® 100.0 $00.0
Householder (head of household) 66.0 54,3
Not householder 35,0 457
Highest level of formal educaticma 1046.0 160,80
Some high school or less 1.3 15.6
High school graduate® 43,2 38.0
Some college 23.% 24,0
College graduate 22,5 22.%
Eotimated median school years completed 12.9 iz.9
Employment status® 100.0 100.0
Employed 73.0 59,8
Unemployed and looking for work 2.3 4.2
Not in the labor force 5.7 36.0
Employed persons, by type of workerF 100.0 100.0
Private sector workers 57.7 88,4
Government workers 22.0 20,5
Self-employed persons 20.3 1.1

Note: Percentage detail may not add to total due to rounding.
rive persons {or 0.4 percent of the total sample) did not respond.

Two persons {or 0.2 percent of the total sample] did not respond,

Twelve persons {or 1.0 percent of the total sampie) did net respond.

Includes those who sald they share householder {head of household) status with a
spouse or other houseshold member.
€1 ucludes those with formal technical training beyond high school but not at a junior
college or four-year college,
TThirtesn emploved persons {or 1.1 percent of the total sample} did not respond,
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to be householders (household heads): 66 percent were householders
compared to S5k percent among nonholders.

In terms of employment status, license holders were more likely to
be employed. While the majority in each group was employed, a signifi-
cantly larger proporticn of license holders was employed at the time of
the survey {73 percent compared to barely 60 percent of the nonholders).
On the other hand, a significantly larger proportion of nonholders was
not in the labor force; this is likely a reflection of the predominance
of females among the nonholders, since females tend to have lower labor
force participation rates than do males. Of those license holders and
nonholders who were employed, most (about 58 percent in each group) were
private sector wage and salary workers.

There were no notable or significant differences in levels of
education among license holders and nonholders: the largest segments
in each group had completed some college or more, and the estimated

median years of school completed were identical for the two groups.

Household Characteristics of License Holders and Nonholders. Many

more of the household differences proved to be significant. The households
of license holders tended to be a bit larger, averaging 3.00 persons to
2.72 persons for nonholders {(table 6,13). A significantly larger pro-
portion of nonholder households had only one person (25 percent compared

to 12 percent for license holders}, and slightly over half had only che

or two persons; among license holders, only about 46 percent had cne or

twe persons. Earlier it was noted that most households in the state were

family households and that the conventional husband~wife householids



Table 6.13

Household Characteristics of License Holders
and Nonholders

License Holders Nonholders
Number of respondents 730 507
Household size
Total number of persons in household 100.0 100.0
1 12,2 25.0
Z 34,2 30.4
3 18.9 15.8
b 20,7 i5.2
5 8.1 8.3
6 or more 5.5 5.3
Average household size 3.00 2,72
Type of household® 100.0 100.0
Family households 84,6 72.3
Husband-wife households 77.8 61.0
Other family households 6.9 11.3
Nonfamily households® ¥5.4 27.7
One person households 1.5 23.8
Multiperson nonfamily households 3.8 .o
Age of householder {househcld head)d 100.0 100.0
18-24 years 8.8 7.3
25-34 years 33.5 22.2
35-4h years 19.3 16.5
45-6h years 27.8 33.3
65 years or over 10.6 20.8
Sex of householder (household head)© 100.0 100.0
Male 86.3 67.4
Female 13.7 32.6
Household income in !979f j00.0 100.0
$ 5,000 or less k.9 10.9
$ 5.001 to$10,000 9.8 18.7
$10,001 to $15,000 18.5 16.1
$15,001 to $20,000 21,0 16.6
$20,001 to $35,000 32.6 27.7
Over $35,000 - 13.2 10.0
Eetimated median household ineome 818,000 816,300

*Three persons (or 0.2 percent of the total sample) did not respond.

Consist of relatives living together: married couple, with or without children;
or a man or woman with children, or any other combination of relatives living
together.
€An individual living alone or unrelated individuals living together,

Twenty-two persons {or 1.8 percent of the total samplie} did not respond.

Fourteen persons (or 1.1 percent of the totai sample) did not respond.

Ninety-one persons {or 7.4 percent of the total sample) did not respond,



predominated. Such was also the case for both license holders and nonholders;
however, a significantly larger proportion of householids among license
holders were the husband-wife type.

The differences in terms of age and sex of the househoclider were more
pronounce¢ and significant. Households of license holders were much more
iikely to be headed by younger persons =-- about 42 percent had householiders
under thirty-five vears of age and over 60 percent were under forty-five
years of age, compared to only 30 percent and 46 percent, respectively,
for nonholders, Households of nonholders, thus, were more likely to be
headed by persons forty-five years of age and older. Age differences
such as these, and those discussed in the previcus section, should be of
particular Interest to DFWP personnel as they plan for the future,

Changes in the age structure of the population may have implications for
changes in the number of license heolders,

Both groups of households were most likely to have male householders,
but this was especially so among license holders -~ 86 percent of their
househoids had male householders, compared to 67 percent among nonholders;
about a third of the households of nonholders were headed by females.

The household incomes reported for both groups also showed some
significant differences, with those of license holders tending to be
higher. The majority of households in each group had household incomes
over 515,000 in 1979, but license holders had a significantly higher
proportion in these upper income categories (about 67 percent compared to
54 percent for nonholders). Almost 30 percent of the nonholders had

household incomes of 510,000 or less in 1979, compared to only 15 percent
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among license holders., The estimated median (middie) household incomes
show the differences somewhat more clearly: the estimated median for
license holders was $19,000, compared to only $16,300 among nonholders,
The larger propertions of one person households and households with clder
household heads may well have a lot to do with the relatively lower

household incomes among nonholders,

Relating Characteristics of Montanans and Thelir Households to Outdoor

Recreation

A knowledge of some of the characteristics of Montanans and their
households and of DFWP license holders and nonholders provides a useful
background in analyzing outdoor recreation in the state. The foregoing
tables and discussion, for instance, have pointed to a population where
households have been declining in size in most areas of the state; where
most households are conventional husband-wife (family} types, but where
another one-fourth are either one person households or are other family
householids headed primariéy by unmarried persons. They indicate that
Montanans change residence frequeﬁt%y -~ almost one-third of the respondents
lived in thelr current communities five years or less =-—- but that much of
this movement is within the state.

Over half the respendents reported being DFWP license holders in 1979,
These license holders tend to be younger than nonholders, with a median
(middle) age of thirty-five vears. While they are more iikely than
nonholders to be male, about 41 percent are female, and they are more
Tikely to be employed. They tend to live in slightly larger households,
with a younger householder (under forty-five vears.of age) and with

higher household incomes.
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Background information such as this may help to expliain the outdoor
recreation activity and preferences of Montanans and their opinions

regarding various oudoor recreation issues as discussed in the previous

chapters.



HIGHLIGHTS OF THE SURVEY

Qutdoor Recreation Activities

«ssssMost Montanans devote some of their leisure time to outdoor
recreation activity, Only 25 percent of the survey respondents

indicated they do not usuatiy participate in any such activity.

.eee«The most popular outdoor recreation activities in Montana in 1979
were among the most sedentary: picnicking, driving for pleasure,
and walking for pleasure (as opposed to hiking or mountain climbing).
Over 70 percent of the survey respondents reported doing sach of

these activities at least once in 1979,

. ««e«sMontanans who purchased some type of Department of Fish, Wildlife,
and Parks (DFWP)} license in 1979 (license holders) participated in
outdoor recreation activities more frequently than did nonholders,
in every activity category, license holders indicated greater

participation,

.-00.0ver 58 percent of the respondents reported fishing at least one
day in 1979, and over 35 percent indicated they had hunted at least
cnce that year. When asked how often they fished or hunted last
year, the median (middle) number of days reported by those who

fished was fourteen; the median reported by hunters was ten days.
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.....Camping and hiking are also popular leisure time activities. About
58 percent of the respondents reported camping at least one day in
1979, and ten days was the median number recorded, Thirty-eight
percent indicated they had hiked or mountain climbed, with six

days the median number reported.

.....In most cases there were few statistical differences between the
activity participation rates of those living in Montana's seven
most populous counties {Butte-Silver Bow, Cascade, Flathead, Gallatin,
Lewis and Clark, Missoula, and Yel lowstone) and those residing in

the remaining forty-nine counties.

...« 10 general, as might be expected, participation rates were greater
among the younger age groups, especially for the more vigorous
activities, Bicycling, for instance, is definitely an activity
enjoyed by younger Montanans; over half of those between eighteen
and twenty-four years of age reported some bicycling in 1973.

Bird watching and nature study, driving or walking for pleasure,
and picnicking were activities which showed high participation

by those sixty-five years of age and older.

....cRespondents were asked how they think outdoor recreation services
and programs in general should be paid for. Among those who did not
buy licenses in 1979 (nonholders}, 51 percent felt those who utilize

rhe services should pay for the services by way of user fees,
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License holders were less enthusiastic about fees: about 42 percent
suggested them as a way of funding. Overall, 46 percent of all
respondents recommended user fees, 28 percent said the services
should be supported by state general tax funds, and 16 percent

indicated that a combination of both funding sources should be used.

.=es.A significant proportion of respondents -~ over 80 percent -- was
satisfied with the programs now provided and did not feel that
additional services or programs should be added or that any should

be eliminated,

Park and Recreation Site Program

see0.0f the 1,237 respondents surveyed, almost 80 percent reported visiting
a state or federal park or recreation site in Montana within the past

five years,

sesssFOrty-eight percent reported visiting a state-maintained park or

recreation site at least once in 1979,

«csscAbout 43 percent of the survey respondents indicated they usuaily
notice If a recreation area is maintained by the state or by
ancther government agency. Among just those who said they had

visited a state or federal site in the last five years, about
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gh percent indicated they usually notice if the area is maintained

by the state.

vees.Sixty-eight percent said there is a state park or recreation site
within an hour's drive of their residence. However, of those, only
23 percent were able to accurately name the site (accuracy of the
location was not checked). An additional 32 percent of those who

mentioned a particular site did not use an accurate name.

.....Respondents were fairly evenly divided over whether the state shoutd
purchase land for new or expanded park and recreation areas, or
whether there are enough sites available now. About 46 percent
said the state should purchase new sites, and 44 percent indicated

there are enough areas already available.

.e.e.Fifty-one percent of the respondents identified state general tax
funds as a major source of funding for park and recreation sites,
and about 2k percent identified license fees and fines. In general,
however, actual understanding of how these services are financed”was
limited; almost one-third of the respondents were unable to name any

funding source,
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=5 s . Respondents were asked how well, in general, they felt the state
does in maintaining its parks and recreation sites. About 20 percent
said the state does a ‘'very good job," and almost 57 percent indicated
they thought the state does a ''good job."" Only about 2 percent felt

that the state does a "poor job,"

Fishing and the Fisheries Program

+-sssMontana fishermen overwhelmingly stated that they preferred to catch

a few large fish rather than many small fish.

«ses.3urvey respondents who resided in eastern Montana were mare apt to
favor development and expansion of a warm water fishing program

than were those in western Montana.

«e+..Respondents strongly favored efforts by the state to maintain fish
habitat and to control subdivision activities along rivers with
high fishing, scenic, or recreational value. The overwheiming
approval of this type of subdivision regulation must be interpreted
with caution because the respondents may not have been equally
informed about the topic and the intention was enly to get a

public reaction to the general idea.
«s9..9When asked about who should control regulatory activities with

respect to fishing habitat and the use of recreation waters,

respondents always overwhelmingly said the State of Monana,
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vo....The majority of respondents indicated support for raising fishing
iicense fees to cover the increasing cost of the current fisheries

program,

Hunting and Wildlife Management Programs

.....Forty-eight percent of all survey respondents opposed Timiting the
number of resident hunters in Montana; about 37 percent said they
were in Favor of such a limit. Opposition to resident limits was

strongest among hunters and in the western part of the state.

.....A limit on the number of nonresident hunters was overwheimingly
approved. More than 86 percent said they favored such a 1imit while

only 10 percent were opposed.

<....Among those favoring the restriction of nonresident hunters, most
preferred a lower timit than the current number of 17,000 nonresident
big game licenses sold annually., Fifty-six percent preferred a lower
figure, 32 percent preferred no change, and only 1 percent wanted

an increase.

.+...0f those favoring a lower limit on the number of nonresident licenses
sold, 62 percent favored raising the resident license fee to make up

for the revenue lost.



143

.....The respondents overwhelmingly opposed the idea of requiring 3
license to hunt small game animals., The opposition was greatest

in the rural areas.

.....Respondents also opposed, by a ratio of about four to one, increased

emphasis on and funding of a nongame wildlife program.

Related issues Pertaining in General te Outdoor Recreation and DFWP

.ssa.Ninety percent of the respondents said there were conflicts between
private landowners and people who used their land for recreation
purposes, About 78 percent thought the problems were Yyery serious’

or ''serjous.’t

ve...Almost 23 percent of the survey respondents said they owned land
that is or could be used for hunting, fishing, or other forms of
recreation. More than half of these landowners said they had
encountered friction or problems with recreationists regarding access

to or through thelir land.

.. ..s.Expanded efforts to negotiate iong-term easements across private
lands in order to reach public lands received the overwhelming
support of the respondents; 75 percent favored such & program. And,
more than half the respondents said such an easement program should be
in addition to other land programs, rather than a replacement for

other programs,
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.sseqin general, respondents tended to favor multiple use of Motnana's
water. Only 8 percent of the respondents said that fish and wildlife
should have the highest priority in water use. Almost 42 percent
felt that agriculture should also receive first priority along with
fish and wildlife. About 36 percent felt water should be equally

available for all uses, including industrial uses,

+nee-Respondents overwhelmingly stated that the Department should be
involved in the state's decisions concerning energy-related
activities in order to assure consideration of fish and wildlife

habitat. Eighty-three percent favored that involvement,

secsofhe majority of respondents indicated that the Department’s
enforcement activities are adequate now. Increased enforcement
activity received the most support from hunters and fishermen, and
the most avid participants in these activities tended to most

strongly favor Increased enforcement efforts.

.+as.+Respondents were given several approaches as to how the Department
could expand its enforcement effort without hiring more enforcement
personnel. They clearly preferred that more emphasis be placed on
reporting of violations by the public. More than 40 percent of the
respondents, and about half of the hunters surveyed, favored increased

public involvement in the reporting of vicolations.



.....The respondents overwhelmingly approved of a toli-free telephone

number for the public's use in reporting violations or problems;
however, only about 21 percent were aware that one already exists

(the '""Report Line').

.....Montanans tend to rely on ‘word of mouth,'' newspapers, magazines,
and television for information regarding outdoor recreation and
related issues., Further, about 36 percent cited word of mouth as

the source in which they placed the most confidence, followed by

newspapers (cited by 15 percent).

c.e..A significant majority of respondents felt that the overaltl
performance of the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks is ''good"
or Yexcellent.! Seventy-one percent rated it as ''good,' and 11 percent
described it as 'excellent.'' 0Only 13 percent responded by saying

HEair' or ''poor't (barely 2 percent said "poor''}.

Characteristics of Montanans and Their Households

As Revealed by the Survey

w....About 31 percent of the respondents had Tived in their current
communities five years or less; a little over half of those relative

newcomers had moved from other places in Montana.
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cessFifty=nine percent of the respondents indicated they were holders

of a Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks license.

ggggg License holders tended to be younger than nonholders; their estimated
median {middie) ages were thirty-five years and forty-two years,

raespectively,

conssicense holders were more likely to be male, to be household heads,

and to be emploved than were nonholders.

.sesoLOmpared to the households of nonholders, the households of license
holders were more likely to be muitiperson households with a male
householder (head of household), and they had a median (middle)
househoid income of $19,000 in 1979. Conversely, households of
nonholders were more likely to be smailer {one or two persons), and

they had a median household income of $16,300 in 1979,

.seesUverall, the survey sample appears to be representative of the

resident population of Montana {as documented in Appendix B).



APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY

This survey was conducted among Montana residents {adults eighteen
years of age and older) during a six-week period commencing in May 1980,
The eligible (adult) population was estimated at 546,000 residents, from
which a minimum 1,200 interviews were toc be obtained.

The survey was designed for telephone administration, rather than
the personal or mail approach. Personal interviews are very expensive,
given the time and travel involved, especially for a statewide survey.
Also, there are no reliable and adequate iiéts of all Montana households
or residents from which to select a representative sample for personal or
mail contact. For primarily these reasons, the Bureau of Business and
Economic Research, in 1978, designed a program to generate random
telephone numbers for Mentana and substate areas. This program utilizes
a random digit dialing (RDD) technique for sample selection. The RDD
technique is superior to the use of the telephone directory because it
does not exclude households with unlisted telephones, and the actual
sample selection can be facilitated considerably by computer techniques.

The sample frame resulting from use of the RDD technigue zpproximates
the current mix of households covered by the various telephone companies
in the state as well as the geographic distributi&n of those households,

{The geographic distribution of the sample for this study is discussed in
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Appendix B.} Of course, while even this approach does not assure 100 percent
coverage, it is felt that any biases due to coverage problems do not
significantly distort the results for the purposes of this type of study
for at least two reascns, First of alil, as recently as 1977, the U.S.
Federal Communications Commission reported that no less than 9% percent
of the households in the United States had telephones in their own homes:
more locally, the FCC has reported that about 95 percent of Montanafs
households have telephone cc}verage.3 In addition, while there are some
without telephones, such households or persons usually cannot be reached
by personal or mail survey methods either--they tend to be more transient
and/or socially isolated and are difficult to reach regardless of the method
used.
Therafore, for the reasons stated and because this particular
telephone appreach, utilizing RDD sample selection techniques, has worked
well in past studies, this project was designed for telephone administration.
However, because the initial sample units generated by the RDD
procedure were households rather than individual residents, a second random
selection procedure was used to select the individual respondents from
among the eligible adults living in the various households: in their

inftial contacts with the households, the interviewers determined the

]U¢S, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract
of the United States, 1979 {Washington, D.C., 1979}, table 975; citing U.S,
Federal Communication Commission, Statistics of Communications Common
Carriers.

ZWFSIIam R, Klecka and Alfred J. Tuchfarber, "'Random Digit Dialing: A
Comparison to Personal Surveys,' Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 42, no, 1
(Spring 1978), p. 106,
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composition of each; then a respondent was selected from among the eligible
adults in each household using a specific random selection procedure.

These various random sampling procedures were followed so as to ensure

that every person had a chance to be selected and to ensure that the

sample was representative of the Montana population from which it was
drawn. -(The sample is discussed in more &etail in Appendix B.)

During the data collection period, about 3,600 randomly selected
telephone numbers were attempted. About 1,900 of these were ineligible
numbers; they incliuded primarily nonworking or unassigned numbers, as well
as nonresidential numbers and ''no contacts' (no contact was made after
at least five varied attempts). Of the approximately 1,700 persons
subsequently selected at random from the eligibie households, about 73
percent responded, resulting in 1,237 usable interviews. This response
rate compares quite favorably with surveys of this type,

The size of the survey sample assures that the overall survey results
are within plus or minus 4.3 percentage points of the "'true’ value {i.e.,
the result that would be obtained by interviewing all househclds in the
state) at a confidence level of 99 percent, To illustrate what this means,
had it been determined that 40 percent of the sample had lived in their
current communities less than five years, it could then be assumed with 99
percent certainty that the true value lay between 35.7 and 44,3 percent (40

percent . 4.3 percent].

3The interviewers rotated systematically among eight varying random selection
tables which, used together, are designed to generate a sampie that is
representative of the population from which it is drawn.

hif we assume a slightly lower confidence (or certainty) level of 95 percent,
the reliability (or confidence interval) is increased to 2.8 percentage
points: that is, we can assume with 95 percent certainty that the overall
survey results are within plus or minus 2.8 percentage points,
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The rejatively smaller number of respondents in the varicus geographic
categories ({counties, population size groups, and regions}, however, do not
assure the same very high level of confidence as is the cass for the entire
statewide sampie,5 Hevertheless, in most instances, the confidence levels
are quite reasonable, and any statistically significant differences among
the areas are noted in the text.

increased sample size, of course, would have reduced the limits of
sampling error. However, the reduction would have been smail in relation
to any practicable increase in sample size, and the effect would have been
to increase costs and time without great benefits in meeting the objectives

of the survey,

g?or example, for the seven largest counties, as a whole, and the
remaining forty-nine counties, as a whole: with a 95 percent level of
confidence, the confidence intervals are ¥ 3.7 and X 4.4 percentage
points, respectively. Among the seven regions: with a 90 percent
confidence level, the confidence ihtervais range from I 3.0 percentage
points {region &) to X 5.0 percentage points {(region 7}.



APPENDIX B

THE SAMPLE

The final sample included 1,237 persons, aged eighteen years and
older, residing in Montana at the time of the survey. The geographic
distributions of the survey sample are presented in table B.i. The first
distribution presents data for the seven largest counties {(the predominantly
urban counties of the state) and for the remaining forty-nine smaller
{and predominantly rural) counties, as a whole. The second distribution
presents the data for the seven administrative regions of the Department of
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (see figure B.1).

Table BR.2 summarizes the various demographic characteristics of the
survey sample (respondents). The majority of the respondents were between
eighteen and forty~four years of age, with an estimated median age of
thirty-eight years, and a little over half were female. The majority
{54 percent)} had lived in Montana over ten vears. The respondents tended
- to be well educated: &1 percent had completed high school and another 45
percent had compieted some college or more. Most of the respondents
indicated that they were householders (household heads) or shared that
status with a spouse or other household member, and most were emploved,
predominantly as private sector workers. Almost half the respondents
reported total household Incomes between $15,000 and $35,000 in 1979,
while 38 percent reported household incomes below 315,000 and 12 percent

reported incomes above $35,000. Respondents were also asked whether they
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Table B.1

Distribution of Survey Sample, by Residence

Percentage Number of
of Total Respondents
All respondents 160 1,237
Residence, by county sizea
Seven largest counties 58 717
Butte~Silver Bow 5 LY
Cascade i1 135
Flathead 5 5]
Gallatin 7 &4
Lewis and Clark 6 71
Misscula 11 133
Yel lowstone 14 175
All other counties L2 520
Residence, by DFWP region
Region 1 10 122
Region 2 17 2123
Region 3 16 195
Region & 23 286
Region 5 18 280
Region 6 8 104
Region 7 8 99

Note: Percentage detail may not add to total due to
rounding.

3The seven largest counties had populations over 30,000
in 1980; all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000
residents each.
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Table B.2

Characteristics of the Survey Sample

Percentage
of Total

Al} respondents HA
Age of respendent:a 100
18-24 vears 16
25~34 years 29
35-44 years 18
45-64 years 2k
65 years and over i3
Kstimated median age (in years)

Sex or respondent: 100
Hale 46
Female Sh

Length of residence in current place: 100
] year or less 10
2~ § years 21
6-10 years 15
Over 10 years 5l

Highest tevel of formal education:® 100
Some high school or less 13
High school graduate® 41
Some college 23
College graduate 22

Katimated median school years completed

Householder {head of household) status:® 100
Householder (head of household)® 61
Hot householder 32

Employment status:b 100
Employed 57
Unemployed and laooking for work 3
Not in the labor force 30

Employed persons, by type of worker:f 100
Private sector workers 58
Government workers 21
Sel f-emplaoyaed persons 21

Household income in !9?9:9 100
$ 5,000 aor less 7
$ 5,001 to $10,000 13
$§0,001 to $15,000 18
$15,001 te 520,000 19
$20,001 to $35,000 11
Over $35,000 12

ratimated median household income

License holder statys: 10C
Montana DFWP license holder 5%
Nonholders 43

Hote: Percentage detail mey not add fo total due to rounding.

NA denotes not applicable.

arive persons {or 0.5 percent of the total sample) d¢id not respond.
two persons {or 0,2 percent of the total sample} did not respond,
inciudes those with formal technical training beyond high school but not at a junior

college or four-year coilege. :

gTwelve persons for 1,0 percent of the total sample} did not respond,
inciudes those who said they sahre householder {or head of household) status with a

spouse or other household

member.

38

12.§

418,100

Number of

Respondents
1,857

1,832
197
355
221
299
160

1,237
564
673

1,235
118
265
190
662

1,232
161
506
289
276

1,285
750
475

1,835
333

204

820
475
178
189

1,148

153
201
284
387

137

1,837
730
SCG7

Thirteen employed persons {or 1.1 percent of the total sample} did not respond.

SNinety-one parsons (or 7.4 percent of the tota] sample] did not respond,
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had purchased a license from the Department for 1979; about 59 percent
reported being license holders.

Unfortunately, there are limited demographic data available for
comparisons of the survey sample {respondents} with the actual population,
However, where such data are available, as presented in table B.3, the
survey sample compares quite favorably.

As the data indicate, the geographic distribution of the survey sample
compares favorably with current distribution of the population in the
state, The smaller (rural) counties, as a whole, are only slightly under-
represented. This is primarily due to the extent of telephone coverage in
the state--urban areas generally have slightly higher telephone coverage.
However, the differences between the two are not significant,

Distribution of the sample based on sex, employment status, and type
of employed worker also compare very favorably, with no significant
differences indicated. Only in one instance--in terms of age, specifically
in the 18-4k4 age group~-does the difference between the sample and the
population appear to be somewhat significant. Nevertheless, this one
difference is not considered significant enocugh to distort the results,
especially since, overall, the sample compares very favorably and thus

is representative of the population,




Table 8.3
Comparison of Survey Sample and the Montana Poputation

{in Percentages)

Survey Hontana
Sample Pfopulation

Residence, by county sizeb 100 130
Seven largest counties 58 56
Butte~Siiver Bow 5 5
Cascade 11 i0
Flathead 5 7
Gallatin 7 5

Lewis and Clark 6 5
Missoula H i0
Yellowstone ih 14

A1l pther counties 42 Ll
Residence, by DFWP region: 100 100
Region 1 10 12
Region 2 17 16
Region 3 113 15
Region 4 23 23
Region & 18 18
Region 6 8 8
Region 7 8 8

By age: 100 100
18-4L years 63 56
45-6h years 24 2%

65 vears and over 13 15

By sex: 100 100
Male L6 49
Femaie 5l 51

By employment status: 100 100
fmployed 67 64
Unemployed and looking for work 3 3
Not in the labor force 30 33
Employed persons, by type of workei: 10 100
Private sector workers 58 62
Government workers 71 23
Self-employed persons 713 15

Note: Percentage detail may not add to total due to rounding.
Agourers of the various comparison data are as follows: {1)
residence, sex-~Y.%. Bureau of the Census, unpublished data;

{2} age--U.5. Bureau of the Census, Cuprent Populaticn Reports,
Series P=25, no. 875; (3) employment status--Montara Department
of tabor and Industry, Employment Security Division, Moniana

P loyment awl Labop Foree {(February 1980); and {4) employed
persons by type of worker-~U,$. Bursau of Economic Analysis,
Regional Economics information System, unpublished data {Ap-il
1980},

bThe seven largest counties had populations over 30,000 in 1980,
all other Montana counties had fewer than 25,000 re<idents each.



APPENDIX C

COVER SHEET AND QUESTIONNAIRE






[
Bureau of Business and Economic Research ’ BFWP
University of Montana 1580
Missoula, Montana 59812
{h06) 243~8113

COVER SHEET

SAMPLE: TELEPHONE INTERVIEWER
1 7 NUMBER: 1D NUMBER:

CONTACT RECORD {ATTEMPTS TO CONTACT RESPONDENT) :

Contact #o. 1 2 3 4 & 8 7 &

Date

Day of week

Time of day

Hesult

Tnterviewer’s
initials

APPT:

DAY DATE TTHE NOTES

DAY DATE TIME HOTES

[ ST S S ST Ut TRt A A S VR A W A S R T T B O - R TR SR TR S S S T S e T T I T B 4
Bk ok ok ok o ook oY o ok b ot o R s o oW R R R W R R R W R R A s e e - A £ S S O -

INTERVIEW COMPLETED:

Guestionnaive Number: Date of Interview:

Length of Interview (in mimutes):

INTERVIEW NOT COMPLETED {NONRESPONSE):

Hemresponse code {see page 4): Reason for nonrvesponse (explain

briefly but completelyl):




Hello, my name is . I'mcalling from the University of
Montana (here) in Missoula. We are currently working on a statewide survey
on cutdoor recreation issues Tor the Bureau of Business and Economic Research,

First of all, | need to be sure l've dialed the right number,

's this {imsert televhone numbepr) ?

e ND CONTACT: 1'm sorry ==

please excuse the ring.

YES NO

Since this telephone number has been generated by a computer, | don't know

whether it's for a business or a home. (Which is it7)
1. BUSINESS 2, HOME 3. BOTH
GO 70 3 GO To 3
2a. Does anyone ltive there on the premises?

—¥ | END CONTACT: | won't take any
more of your time, since only
residences are to be interviewed,

Thank you =~ goodbve.

i. YES 2, NO

2b. Is this number used for personal business too, or is there another phone
number for the residence?

i. USE 2. HAVE END CONTACT: | won't take any

THIS OTHER —2 i more of your time, since only
PHONE PHONE residential listings are eligible

; for this survey. Thank you ==

goodbye,
ﬁ‘f

In order to do the interview, | have to {follow 2 specific sampiing procedure
we've been given to) determine which member of the household is to be interviewec

Y111 need a
names, just

Tisting of all the people living in vour household == not their
their sex and age and relationship to vou,

Let's start with you == how old are you? {Are you male or femaie?) (lfecord
age cnd sewx for INFORMANT in appropriate grid, based on informant’s age, om
[y

3a. WNow t'd like the age and sex and relationship to you of each of the other

members of your household who are 18 years of age or older.

(Record in

firet grid on page 3.)



List all household members 18 years and older by their yelationship to INFORMANT:

(A} (B) {c) {n) (£}
HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS BY RELAT!ONSHIP PERSON RESP AND R = RESPONDEN
SE AGE NUMBER | HSHLD HEAD
TO INFORMANT X 4= HEAD OF
HOUSEHOLE

3b. Now !'d like the sex and age and relationship to you of each of the members
of your household who are 17 or vyounger,
SEX AGE

3c. You've said there are (repeat listing of persons in both grids) -~- does that
include everyone living there at the present time? (Jf KO, correct grid.)

3d. And which person is the head of the household? {{({3uho is the chief wage earnc-
(Record as "H" in column E of grid.)

! will use a selection procedure -~ !'m going to SELECTION TABLE Dy
ber the eligible people in your household to determine
we need to interview. (it will just take 2 second . .} If the ramber Interview
of eligikle the person
total number of eligible persons is s pereons is: numbsred:
| am tc interview person number who s 1 1
elation to Informant) 2 i
(SEE PAGE 4 FOR EESPONDENT SELECTION 3 i
TNSTRUCTIONS. ) i
i
TN ITNTERVIEW WITH R, IF POSSIBLE. OTHERWISE, MAEE 5 2
AFPPOINTMENT TO (ALL BACK LATER,

& or more 2




INSTRUCTIONS FOR SELECTING RESPONDENT:

{pn), (8), (C): Record the information provided by the Informant about the household men
bers. List Informant in appropriate grid based on his/her age (if 18 or
older, list in first grid; if 17 or younger, list in second grid).

{(D}: Assign the number 'I'' to the oldest male, number "'2'" to the next oldest maie, and
so on until all the eligible males (18 or older) are numbered. Then continue the
number sequence with the eligible females, numbering them from the oldest to the
youngest {the oldest female gets the next number after the youngest eligible male,
etc.}.

NOTE: Only persons 18 or older are eligible and, thus, are to be numbered, This
includes the Informant. {f Informant is 17 or younger and is iisted in the first
grid by mistake, the listing can be corrected during editing but do not include
him/her in assigning numbers,

{E;: ‘se the selection table on page 3 (lower right corner) to determine the number of
« person to be interviewed.

.- tta First column of the selection table, circle the number of eligible persons

facy % or older} in the household == that should be the highest number assigned
v oesamn (D) of the first grid.
Ti sorresponding number in the second column of the selection table denotes the

person to be interviewed. In column (E) of the grid, record the letter 'R! to
identify the Respondent.

NONRESPONSE CODES for eligible (residential) telephone numbers contacted:*

01. Broken or partial interview, not enough to count as completed interview,
02, Refusal by designated (randomly selected) respondent (R).

03. Refusal by someone other than R, where R was determined.

0k, Refusal by someone other than R, where R was not determined,

05. Unable to interview R {noninterview), where R was determined -~ R out of area {out
of reach by telephone) until after survey period; R is seriously ill or confined
to hospital, etc. for duration of survey period; severe language or hearing problen
making interview impossible, and no interpreter available in household; etc.

06. Call back appointment made with designated R, but never able to recontact R.

07. Call back appointment {through someone other than R} to interview R, but no contact
ever made with R,

08. HNo eligible R == everyone in househcld is 17 or vounger (no cne is aged 18 or older

09. No qualified informani reached -- reached only c¢child, babysitter, answering service
tape recording, etc.

i0. Other -- explain (on Cover Sheet) briefly but adequately.

*Cover Sheets are required for eligible telephone numbers only.
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QUESTIONNAIRE NO. Office Use OnZy
Bureau of Business and Economic Research DFwWP
University of Montana 1380

Missoula, Montana 59812
(406) 243-5113

SAMPLE
CODE: 1 2 TELEPHONE NUMBER:
DATE OF INTERVIEW: INTERVIEWER 1D

NUMBER:
TIME OF INTERVIEW (approximate):

LENGTH OF INTERVIEW {minutes):

Al. HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS (Record the same information vecorded in the two housechold
grids on page 3 of the Cover Sheet.)

(A) (8) (c) (€)
HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS BY RELATIONSHIP RESP AND R = RESPONDEN
TO INFORMANT SEX | AGE | HSHLD HEAD ~ HEAD OF

HOUSEHOLD




INTRODUCTION  (Use only if necessary -- e.g., if Respondent was not Informant.)

Hello, my name is « I'mcalling from the

University of Montana (here) in Missoula. We are doing
a statewide survey on outdoor recreation issues for the

Bureau of Business and Economic Research.

GO TC STATEMENT A2 WITHOUT HESITATING

A2, INTERVIEWER: THE FOLLOWING MUST BE READ TO RESPONDENT

Before we start, | would like to assure you that this interview is
completely confidential and voluntary. [f we should come to any
question that you don't want to answer, just let me know and we'll

go on to the next question.

EXACT TIME NOW:

A3. What is the name of the city, town, or community you live in? (Record below.)

IF R SAYS ROT LIVING IN CITY OR TOWN:
{:} What city or town do you live closest to?

NAME OF CITY, TOWN, ETC.



Al. Do you {(and your family) live there all year long or do you have another
residence for some part of the year?

I. HERE ALL YEAR 2. HAVE ANOTHER RESIDENCE
GO TD AS L

ALz. On the average, how many months a vyear
do vou live there? MONTHS;

ASKE ONLY IF SIX (6) MONTHS OF LESS:

Abb., Where is your usual place of resédeﬁbe?

CITY AND STATE:

A 4

A5. About how long have you lived in the (place recorded in A3, page 2) area?

OR OR
YEARS MONTHS DAYS

ASK ONLY TF TEN (10) YEARS OR LESS:

ASa., Where were you living before this?

LOCATION: CITY AND STATE

A6. Is this telephone number listed in the current telephone book?

.
1. YES 2. NO 3. DON'T KNOW

TORN TO Bl
ON P. 4

Aba. Is the listing too new to be in the book, was an unlisted number
requested, or is there some other reason that the number may not
be tisted?

1. LISTING 3. OTHER (Speecify/:
TOO NEW

2. REQUESTED THE
UNLISTED NUMBER




Bi.

Bz,

where do you usually pick up information about fish and wildiife, the
outdoers, or outdoor recreation -- from television, radio, newspapers,
magazines, newsletters or other printed materials, from friends or other
community members, or what?

Bla. Are there any other sources of information you usually use?

Bib, OFf the sources you mentioned, which one do you place the most
confidence in?

Now | have a question about what you do when you're not working or when
you're on vacation -~ that's the leisure time you have for hcobbies and
recreaticon, both indoors and outdoors.

What two or three things do you usuwally do in your leisure time?

(1)

(2)

(3)




B3.

Now i'm going to read a list of outdoor recreation activities. Please
tell me about how many days you did each one in 1979 in Montana. (Begin
with activity marked and continue through the list, ending with the

activity, 1f any, just above the one marked.

not the preceding letters.)

OF DAYS

Back country touring with
a four-wheel drive vehicle

Bicycling » v« & ¢ & 2 & =

Bird watching or nature
study L - - - - L * L L] -

Boating with a motor. . .
Camping o o o « o o o &
Cross=country skiing. . .

Driving for pleasure or
sightseeing . . . . . . .

Fishing - + « ¢ o = & & W

Hiking or mountain climbing

Read only the activities,

NUMBER
OF DAYS

Horseback riding . . .
Hunting. « « o« « & . &
Motor bike riding. . .

Outdoor swimming or
going to a lake or river

Picnicking . . . . . .
Playing outdoor games

River floating or
canoeing « + + « 2 o

Snowmobiling . . . . .

Waiking for pleasure
or sightseeing . . . .

e m R e e MR wm me T MR MM e mm mw e M N A a8 me mm wn e Mm e am me e mm  mm m e me B s s e we  om e

Bid.

B3a, Are there any other outdoor recreation activities you did in Montana

in 1979 that | didn't mention?

IF YES:

Ask the following, if

necesgsary, and record on lines T, U, V above,

B3b. Which ones?

B3c. About how many days did you

(activity mentioned) in 19797

(Ask for each additional activity mentioned.)

Bid you use any logging roads for any outdoor recreation activity or to

gain access to any areas?

1. YES 2. NO

3. DON'T KNOW




O

84, Are there any outdoor recreation activities you wish you could do in Montana
that you don't do for one reason or another?

Bha,

1. YES 2. N0 ———F G0 TO B5
. i M

H
H

v

What are the main things that keep you from doing these things?
IF FEWER THAN FOUR: (?) Are there any other reasons?

m

(2)

(3)

(4)

B5. What if fuel costs continue to rise or if fuel is not readily available when
you want it -- would this affect your outdoor recreation activity or would
you expect it to have no effect on you?

1. WOULD AFFECT ME i 2, NO EFFECT |— GO TO B& ON PAGE 7

BEa.

How would your activity be affected or changed? For example, some
people might try to stay closer to home for their outdoor recreation;
or they mnght engage in fewer outdoor recreation activities in
general, or in activities that don't requ1re the use of fuel.

In what ways would your outdecor recreation most likely be affected
or changed?

['] STAY CLOSER TO HOME
[ 1 FEWER ACTIVITIES IN GENERAL

[ ] ACTIVITIES NOT USING FUEL

Any other changes? (Record above)



B6. Generally speaking, how do you think outdoor recreation services and
programs should be paid for -- by charging fees to those who use the
services or programs, or by using general tax funds paid by all Montana
taxpayers, or something else?

1. USER FEES 2. GENERAL TAX FUNDS

3. OTHER {Specify)

B7. Are there any particular outdoor recreation services or programs you feel
should be provided that are not provided now?

1. YES [ 2. NO 3. OTHER (Specify)

L——%GO 0 Bé’*—-—-————l

B7a. Which ones?

B8. And are there any outdoor recreation services or programs now provided
that you feel should be eliminated?

1. YES 2, NO I 3. OTHER (Specify)

GO Trocl

O PAGE &

GO TC 01 ON PAGE 8

88a. Wwhich ones?




C1. The State of Montana maintains a statewide system of park and recreation
sites. There are also many sites in the state that are managed by the
federal government.

Have you visited any state or federal park or recreation sites in Montana
in the last five vears or sa?
1. YES 2. NO b GO TO 04
C2. What about just during 1979 -- how many times did you visit a state or
federal site last year?
NUMBER OQF VISITS: NONE
GO 7005
€2a. About how many of these visits were just to areas maintained by
the state?
VISITS TO ‘
HSTATEY SITES: DONTT KHOW
C3. Generally speaking, would you say that you usually notice when you're
visiting-a state site rather than some other public site, or would you
say you usually do not notice?
j. USUALLY NOTICE 2, USUALLY DO NOT NOTICE
3. OTHER (Spectfy)
ch,

Based on what you've seen or heard, what is your general feeling about how
well the state maintains its parks and recreation sites ~- overall, would

you say the state does a very good job, a good job, & fair job, or a poor job

1. WERY GOOD 2. GOOD 3. FAIR

L., POOR




CSe

6,

€7.

Thinking ahead to the next five to ten vears, do vou think the state should
be purchasing land for new or expanded sites around the state, or do we
have enough sites already?

1. SHOULD 2. HAVE ENOUGH 3. OTHER (Specify)
PURCHASE ALREADY
i
Go T0 C6

!

C5a. VWhy do vou say that?

If additional recreation sites are developed, do you feel they should
mostly be closer to the larger population areas, or mostly in less-popuiated
areas, or what?

% T. CLOSER TO LARGER POPULATION AREAS

§ 2. IN LESS-POQPULATED AREAS

3. OTHER (Specify)

There are several kinds of recreation sites available for public use. Some
of these are: <camping and picnic sites; ''snow park'' areas; historical and

cultural parks; game ranges; waterfow! areas; and access areas for fishing,
hunting, snowmcbiling, motorbiking, cross=-country skiing, and so on.

If additional sites are provided, what kind or kinds of sites would you
prefer? (Record all mentioned.)

[ 1 A, CAMPING AND PICNIC SITES ACCESS AREAS FOR:

[ 1 8. 'SNOW PARK' AREAS [ ] F. FISHING

[ 1 C. HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL PARKS [ ] 6. HUNTING

[ 1 D. GAME RANGES [ ] H. SNOWMOBILING
[ ] E. WATERFOWL AREAS [ 1J. MOTORBIKING

[ 1 K, CROSS-UOUNTRY SKIING

[ ] OTHER (Speeify)
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8.

£9.

Are there any state park or recreation sites near where you live -- say,
within fifty (50) miles or within about an hour's drive?

! ! i

1. YES . 2. NO | | 3. DON'T KNOW

l Loy g0 70 co &

C8a. What is the name of the site or sites?

As far as you know, where does the state get most of iis money to operate
its system of park and recreation sites -~ what are the major funding
sources? (ALl are Montana sources except D.)

[ ] A. BOAT AND SNOWMOBILE GAS TAXES

[ 1 8. STATE GENERAL FUND (STATE INCOME TAX)

[ 1 C. HUNTING AND FISHING LICENSES, FINES, ETC,

[ ] D. FEDERAL FUNDS (LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUNDS, ETC.)
[ 1 E. COAL TAX AND MATCHING FUNDS

[ 1 F. REVENUE EARNED FROM THE STATE PARKS

[ 1 G. BOAT AND SNOWMOBILE LICENSES

[ DONTT KNOW



Now | have a few guestions sbout fish and wildlife resources in Montana. Some
of these questions use the terms “habitat,' ''game,' and ''nongame.'' We are
using the term "habitat’ to refer to the natural area or environment in which
fFish or wildiife are commonly found and where people can hunt and fish., The
term 'game'’ refers to fish or wildlife that are hunted, while '"'nengame" refers
to fish or wildlife that usually are not hunted.

Dl. Adegquate habitat is necessary to maintain fish population and quality fishing
in Montana. To obtain this, the state has been involved in efforts to
maintain minimum amounts of water in the streams, to keep the stream
channels from being changed, and to keep the streams unpolluted,

In general, would you say you favor or oppose such efforts by the state?

1. FAVOR | 2. OPPOSE

!

3. OTHER (Specify)

D2. How do you feel about subdivision activities along rivers that have high
fishing, scenic, or recreational value =~ do you think these subdivision
activities should or should not be controlled in some way?

f :
| 1. SHOULD BE | | 2. SHOULD } 3. OTHER (Specify)
| CONTROLLED | | NOT BE |
- : 1 CONTROLLED |
i

i

i 1
| 2 G0 TO D3 ON PAGE 10—
|
i

\y

D2a. Who should be responsible for controlling these activities -- the
State of Montana, the fTederal government, or what?

£ ! i

P, STATE OF MONTANA g { 2. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

3

. 3. OTHER (Specify)
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D3. The state maintains many fishing access sites around the state., Thinking
ahead to the next five to ten years, do you think the state should be
obtaining more sites or are there enough already?

1. OBTAIN MORE 2. ENOUGH ALREADY

3. OTHER (Specify)

ph, Fishing license fees, of course, are used for the fisheries program. As
the costs of this program rise, should there be an increase in the fishing
license fees charged to those who use the program, or shouid the funding
come from some other source?

1. INCREASE FISHING LICENSE FEES

2. OTHER SOURCE ({X) What would you suggest instead?)

D5. As it is now, the fisheries program is also heavily financed by hunting
fees. How do you feel about the idea of increasing fishing license fees

to fully pay for the fisheries pregram == do you favor this, are you
opposed, or what?

i. FAVOR 2. OPPOSE

3. OTHER (Specify)




D6. Some Montana rivers and streams are used heavily for fishing and for
related recreation such as canoeing and floating. How would you feel
about controlling or scheduling the use of these waters during periods
of high use == would you favor this, oppose it, or what?

! i
1. FAVOR % é 2. OPPOSE 3. OTHER (Specify)

i
—> GO TU D7‘<%*——*J

D6a. What about issuing permits to fish or float in such waters -- wou ld
you favor this approach, oppose it, or what?

i
i

I 1. FAVOR PERMIT

APPROACH

+

3. OTHER {Speeify)

2. OPPQSE

PERMITS

D7. HNow, suppose such river regulations did become necessary -= would you
prefer that the regulations be administered by the State of Montana,
by the federal government, or what?

1. STATE OF MONTANA 2., FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

3. OTHER (Specify)

D8, Do you ever do any fishing in Montana?

l 1. YES i | 2. N0 b——3 GO TO EI ON PAGE 16
i % i ¢

D9. uWhere do you prefer to fish most of all -- in streams, rivers, lakes,
reservoirs, or elsewhere?

1. STREAMS | | 2. RIVERS 3. LAKES | k. RESERVOIRS

i { H

5. OTHER (Specify)




D10,

DI,

Given the choice, would you rather catch more fish or would you rather
catch fewer but larger fish?

]

1. MORE FISH | | 3. QTHER (Specify)

|
; ' ‘ T

b GO TO DT =t

| 2. FEWER BUT LARGER FISH

| |

!

Di0a. Would you favor or oppose fishing regulations that would result
in fewer but larger fish being available?

i

l. FAYOR | | 2. OPPOSE |

3. OTHER (Speeify)

Most of the emphasis in the state's fisheries program has been on cold water
or trout fishing, with Tittle emphasis on warm water fish, such as walleve,

. northerns, perch, bass, and crappies. Do you think the state should or

should not put more emphasis on warm water fishing than it has in the past?

1. SHOULD EMPHASIZE MORE E E 2. SHOULD NOT

i GO 7o Rl
! OF PAGR 18

v

Dila. Would you favor or oppose an increase in fishing license fees in
order to expand the warm water program?

1 ! P

1. FAVOR INCREASED FEES ¢ E Z. OPPOSE INCREASED FEES

. 3. OTHER (Speeify)




DIlh, How would you feel if the cold water trout program had to be
reduced in order to expand the warm water program == would you
favor expansion of the warm water program in this situation,
would you oppose it, or what?

1. FAYOR EXPANSION | 2. OPPOSE EXPANSION |
| |

3. OTHER (Specify)




£1. What are your feelings about the practice of paid hunting or fishing on
private lands -~ that's where the public pays the private landowners to hunt
or fish on their lands during the regular hunting and fishing season? Generalls
speaking, do you approve of this practice, do you disapprove, or what?

I. APPROVE 2, DISAPPROVE

3. OTHER (Speeify)

£E2. Do you think the state should or should not encourage this practice in order tc
increase the hunting and fishing opportunities in the state?

T. SHOULD ENCOURAGE PRACTICE é 2. SHOULD NOT
n !

3. OTHER (Speeify)

E3. When the state purchases land for wildlife management purposes, hunting
is often allowed but most other uses are excluded or seriously limited.
How do you feel about the state continuing to obtain land for such purposes =--
generally speaking, do you favor this, are you opposed, or what?

. FAVOR | 2. OPPOSE !

i i
¥ i

E 3. OTHER (Specify) i
|




E4, In order to cover the increasing costs of Montana's wildlife management
and hunting program, do you think the state should increase the fees paid
by those who buy hunting licenses, or should it be financed another way?

J. INCREASE
HUNTING
FEES

Y

OTHER (@ What should be done?)

GO 70 ES

Eka. Which hunting fees should be increased -~ resident fees, nonresident

fees, or both?

1. RESIDENT FEES ONLY 2. NONRESIDENT FEES ONLY

3. BOTH

E5. The number of Montana residents who hunt is increasing, but there are

limits on the amount of game available.
will be able to take any game.

This might mean that fewer hunters
If vou had to choose, would you rather

leave things as they are knowing each hunter will be less likely to take
any game? Or, would you prefer that the state limit the number of resident
hunters allowed so each has a better chance?

1. LEAVE AS 15

2. LIMIT NUMBER OF RESIDENT HUNTERS

3. OTHER {Specify)




I
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E6. How do you feel about limiting the number of ocut-of-state hunters allowed
in Montana -~ do you think there should be a limit on the number of
nonresident hunters, or should there be no limit at all?

I. LiMIT NONRESIDENT HUNTERS § L 2. NO LIMIT }—wm% GO IO E7

i

|
|
N4
Eba. At the present time, no more than 17,000 nonresident big game hunters

can be iicensed each year. Do you think this number should be
lower, shouid it be higher, or should it be ieft as is?

1. LOWER (FEWER) f 2. LEFT AS 1S | i 3. HIGHER (MORE)
]

! b 0 70 77 €—
v

Eéb, If the state reduces the number of nonresident hunters allowed, do
you think the resident hunting fees should or should not be
increased to help make up for the lost revenue?

| 1. SHOULD BE - | 2. SHOULD | 3. OTHER (Specify)
INCREASED | ; NOT i 2

E7. Nonresident hunting fees currently provide about two-thirds of the funding
for the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. 1in order to
generate more funds, do vou think the state should be allowed to sell more
nonresident hunting licenses, should it increase the nonresident hunting
fees, or what? '

i

1. SELL MORE NOMNRESIDENT 2. INCREASE NONRESIDENT g F 3. DO BOTH
HUNTING LI1CENSES HUNTING FEES f

OTHER (Speciiy)




E8.

E9.

Some states require a license for hunting small animals, such as rabbits,
ground squirrels, and raccoons, hut Montana does not. Do you think Montana
should or should not require a license for hunting such small animals?

I. SHOULD LICENSE ! 2, SHOULD NOT LICENSE

i i

3. QTHER {Specify)

At the present time, nongame wildlife receive tittie direct funding or
emphasis in state programs, but some benefits come indirectly through
other wildiife programs. How do you feel about this -- do you think
nongame wildlife should receive more direct funding and emphasis, are
you generally satisfied with the way things are now, or what?

i I
1. MORE DIRECT FUNDING % 2. SATISFIED WITH WAY |
AND EMPHASIS 1 THINGS ARE NOW §

F0 T ETD O PAGE 20

3. OTHER (Specify)

Y

E9a. How would you feel about a procedure where people could donate
part of their state income tax refund to this by checking a box on
their tax form -- would vou favor this kind of refund checkoff

procedure, would you oppose it, or what?

1. FAYQR PROCEDURE 2. OPPOSE PROCEDURE

3. OTHER (Spectfy/
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E1Z.

Most of the funds used for wildlife programs in general are paid by
peoplie who hunt and fish., Do you think the state should or should not
also use these funds for nongame wildlife?

1. SHOULD USE FOR NONGAME 2. SHOULD NOT USE FOR NONGAME

3. OTHER {Specify)

Montana Jaw protects certain endangered animals, such as the bald eagle
and the whooping crane. Do you think the cost of protecting these
animals should be financed by hunting and fishing license fees, or should
it be financed some other way?

P. USE HUNTING AND FISHING LICENSE FEES

OTHER {2? What would you suggest?)

What are your feelings about private game farms where game is grown for
meat or other products, or where people pay to hunt the privately owned
wiidiife? Generally speaking, would you say vou favor this kind of
operation, are opposed to it, or what?

T. FAYOR GAME FARMS 2. DPPOSED

3. OTHER (Specify)




E13.

Do you think the state should or should not regulate private game farms

such as these?

1. SHOULD 2. SHOULD NOT
| REGULATE REGULATE
GO TO F1 OF i
PAGE 22

Ei3a. Why do you feel that way?

Y

3. OTHER (Specify)
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In Montana, fish and wildlife and various recreation opportunities are

found on both public and private lands. As a result, access to and
through private lands can be important for fishing, hunting, and other
recreation. Do you think there is any friction or probiem between private

landowners and people who use their lands for these kinds of activities?

Fl.

. YES i 2. NO
i
GO TO F2

Fla. |Is this problem very serious, serious, or not too serious at all?

3. NOT TOO SERIOUS

i
1. VERY SERICUS 2. SERIOUS |

Have you ever experienced a problem or friction with a private landowner

F2.
about access to hunting, fishing, or recreation sites?

1. YES ! ] 2. NO ]
G0 T0 FE
O PAGE 23

F2a. Does this happen very often, sometimes, or not too frequently?

] 3. NOT TOO FREQUENTLY

1. VERY OFTEN 2, SOMETIMES




F3'

Fh,

F5.

23

Do you have any land that either is used or could be used for hunting,
fishing, or other recreation?

1. YES 2. NO
§ GO 70 F5
H
H
|
E
Y

Have you ever encountered any friction or problem with other people
regarding access to or through your land for any of these activities?

e— T
©o1. YES ©2, NO O
’ @0 T0 5

Fha. Does this happen very often, sometimes, or not too frequently?

1. VERY OFTEN | i 2, SOMETIMES 3. NOT 70O FREQUENTLY

Rather than actually purchasing additional land, the state could negotiate
long-term easements across private lands in order to reach public lands
for hunting, fishing, and so on. How do you feel about this == do vyou
favor the state negotiating such easements, are you opposed, or what?

f T .
1. FAVOR ’ ¢ 2, OPPOSE : 3. OTHER (Specify)
EASEMENTS | ; EASEMENTS
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F6.

57.

The state does have various other land programs underway to obtain land
for fish, wildlife, and recreation. HNow, if the state did negotiate
the easements mentioned earlier, do you feel such a program should be
taken on in addition to or instead of some of the other land programs?

: !
1. IN ADDITION | 2. INSTEAD ‘ 3. OTHER (Specify)
i i |
GO 1O F7 !
GO TO F?
Y
Fba. How should such a program be funded -- through increased hunting

and fishing fees paid by the actual users, or some other way?

1. INCREASED HUNTING ! OTHER ((X) What would you suggest?)
AND FISHING FEES |

How would you feel about giving private landowners some kind of financial
incentive for maintaining wildlife habitat and allowing access == would
vou approve or disapprove of this?

i. APPROVE 2. DISAPPROVE
GO TO F8 ON FAGE 25

\'4

F7a. How should this be funded -- through increased hunting and fishing
license feas, or something else?

t. INCREASED HUNTING AND FISHING LICENSE FEES

L QTHER (() What would you suggest?)




F8.

F9.

Montana's water is important not only for maintaining the statels fish and
wildlife, but also for agricultural and industrial purposes. Some people
feel that the amcunts of water needed to support fish and wildlife should
be maintained before any other uses are considered. There are also same
who feel the water should be maintained for fish and wildlife and for
agriculture before anything eise. And there are also others who feel the
water should be equally available for all uses including industrisl
purposes., How do you feel about this?

T. MAINTAIN FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE BEFORE ANYTHING ELSE IS CONSIDERED

|
1

Z. MAINTAIN FOR FISH-WILDLIFE AND AGRICULTURE BEFORE ANYTHING ELSE |

3. EQUALLY AVAILABLE FOR ALL USES, INCLUDING INDUSTRIAL

25

L, OTHER (Specify)

011 and gas exploration, coal mining, and other energy-related activities
are occurring more often in Montana. In some areas, they could affect fish

and wildlife habitat. In order to assure consideration of fish and wildlife

habitat, do you think the Montana Department of Fish, Wildiife, and Parks
should have a say in the state's decisions relating to these activities,
or would you prefer that the Department not be involved?

| 1. SHOULD HAVE A SAY
| GO T0 F10

3. OTHER (Specify)

0N PAGE 28

§ 2. SHOULD NOT G0 TO F10 ON PAGE 26

BE INVOLVED

§,
F9a. Why do vou say that?
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F10.

Fli.

Fl12.

The Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks is responsible for enforcing
the state's fish, game, and park regulations. What are your feelings
about all the Department's various enforcement activities taken as a
whole -- generally speaking, would you say the Department provides
adequate enforcement, does it do more than is really called for, or
would you favor an increase in enforcement efforts by the Department?

i : :
PoT. INCREASE ENFORCEMENT t I 2. ADEQUATE NOW § 3. DOES MORE THAN
: ; [ 3 i 1S CALLED FOR

Now, thinking only about the number of people who actually enforce the
regulations in the field -- do you think the Department has enough of

these people in the field, or would you say more enforcement personnel
are needed?

3
i
i
L

| 1. ENOUGH NOW 3. OTHER (Specify)

| 2. MORE ARE NEEDED

if the overall enforcement program is expanded in any way, would you
favor or oppose an increase in license fees to cover any additional costs?

I. FAVOR FEE INCREASE E 2. OPPOSE FEE INCREASE

1




Fl13.

Fi4,

27

Suppose the Depariment was planning to change or expand its enforcement
effort. And, rather than hiring more enforcement personnel, suppose it
was considering the following approaches:

1. more public information about the regulations in general; or

2, emphasizing the penalties for breaking the regulations; or

3. encouraging the public to report any violations they see.

If you had to choose, which one of these approaches would you prefer?
(Circle the wumber of the response above or record in OTHER, as appropriate.)

OTHER (Specify)

Recently, the Department's field personnel, other than game wardens, were
trained and given authority to enforce the state's fish, game, and

park regulations. These people are referred to as ex-cfficio enforcement
officers, Generally speaking, would you say you favor or oppose this
nractice?

1. FAVOR Z, OPPOSE

GO TO F1& OR
FPAGE 28

Flda. What about expanding this to give enforcement authority to other
people, such as field personnel in other state or federal agencies =--
in general, would you be in favor of that or would you be opposed?

1. FAVOR 2. OPPOSE




F15. What are your feelings about a toll-free telephone number for reporting
fish and game violations and landowner problems such as trespass and
property damage -- generally speaking, do you like that idea or not?

. LIKE IDEA é 2. DO NOT LIKE IDEA

1 t

F16. As far as you know, does the state have such a toll-free telephone
number now?

Wm"“"l—*——*—*—*"
b, ves L 2. N0 | 3. DON'T KNOW |

! i s ! |

L«% GO TO F17 4"-_5

Fi6a. Have vou ever used the toll-free number to report a vicolation or
related preobliem?

H H i
i 1. YES | 2. MO
i ! ;

F17. Do you know who the game warden is in your areafl

1. YES | 2. HO: DON'T KNOW

F18. Do you know how te get in touch with the game warden in your avea if
it's necessary?

1. YES 2, MO; DOR'T KNOW




Fi9.

F20.

F21.

F2z,

F23.

Some people feel that students in Montana's public elementary schools
should be required to have a course in conservation education that
would cover fish, wildlife, and plants and their relationships to
their environments. Generally speaking, would you favor or oppose
such a requirement?

| 1. FAVOR | | 2. OPPOSE §

Did you purchase a Montana conservation license for 19797

1 1 ;
i

1. YES | 2. N0 | | 3. DON'T KNOW |

Did you purchase any hunting lTicenses or tags for 19797

i i R

I 1. YES 2. WO

What about a fishing license -~ did you purchase one for 13797

T

Dor.ovEs | L 2. N0

1

Overall, how would vou rate the performance of the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks == would you say it's excellent, good, only
fair, or poor?

o EXCELLENT 2. Goob ©3. ONLY FAIR - L, PooOR

25
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F24,

F25.

Have you ever seen the magazine Montana (utdoors?

3. DON'T KNOW

|

1. YES 2. NO
—¥ GO TO F25
F2ha., Do you currently subscribe to it?

1. YES 2. NO
GO TO F25

F24b. 1s there any particular reason why?

Now {'m going to read a list of descriptions -- as | read each one,
please tell me if you feel it applies to vou.

[
[

Hunter

Antihunter
Fisherman

Rancher or farmer
Environmentalist
City dweller
Photographer
Backpacker

Gun collector

Montana history "huff"

(Begin with item marked and continue
through the list, ending with the
item, 1f any, just above the one
marked. Read only the items, not
the preceding letters.)
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To finish up, we need some information about you and your household for
classification purposes.

G1. What is the highest grade of schcol, or year of college, you completed?

t i H
% GRADES OF SCHOOL E COLLEGE |
i i 1
| o0 o1 02 03 ok 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 i> i 2 300h 5|
§§
|
v
Gla. Did you get a high school dipioma or % é Gib. Do you have a
pass a high school equivalency rest? % é college degree?
? !
‘ } ; ; o !
1. YES | L2, NO ; | 1. YES | 2. ND
¢ i 1 i H .
! cooTo ol

S aats
HELOW

s Gle. What degree is that? (Specify associate,
’ bachelor's, master's, ete.)

;
|
i
]
1
:
i
i

V%

Gld. Have you had any other schooling? (Inelude vocational school, beautn
college, on-the-job training, etc.)

R — N ——
i i i H e s i T
Pot. YES b2, NO r”“"‘%> o0 To R o 3D
t i H
¥

Gle. What kind?
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G2. Now we'd like to ask about your work status. Are you working for pay,
either full time or part time?

1. YES (OR HAS JOB BUT NOT WORKING

JUST NOW =-- ON VACATION, SICK) ‘\mexﬁx“‘:;
GO TO G3
> ON PAGE 33
2. ON STRIKE; TEMPORARILY LAID OFF w”’,,,af”"”ffﬂj
BUT EXPECT TO BE RECALLED

NO

G2a. Are you unemployed, retired, (a homemaker), a student, or what?
(If R says more than one: Gb What do you consider yourself to be
primarily?)

i f i :
3. UNEMPLOYED | 4. RETIRED ! | 5. HOMEMAKER |

7

S GO TO G4 ON PACE 3d o,

STUDENT — I GZb. Are you a full-time or part-time student?

; 6. FULL~TIME j f 7. PART-TIME |

l GO T0 G4 ON PAGE 384

8. OTHER (specify):

GO TO G4
o PAGE &
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G3. About how many hours do you usually work on your job in an average week?
ONE JOB ONLY: Record in box (4) below; leave box (B) blank

MORE THAN ONE JOB: Ask about mainm job first, then about total for all
Jobs.

(A) How many hours a week do you usually work on your main job?

{B) About how many hours a week altogether do you usually work
on all your jobs?

(A) ONE JOB/MAIN JOB (8) ALL JOBS TOTAL
HOURS PER WEEK: J I

63a. What is your main occupation? (What sort of work do you do in
your job?) (If more than one job, ask only about main Jjob —-
one R spends most time om, one R gets the most income ome from.)

G3b. Tell me a little more about what you do in that job.

G3c. What kind of business or industry is it in? (Cg? What's the name of
the firm?)}

G3d. Are you employed by someone else in that job, are you seif-employed,
or what?

SOMEQONE ELSE SELF-EMPLOYED




G4, Laest of all, to get an accurate picture of people's financial situations, w

need to know the income of all the households we interview -- this would be

all the income you (and your family or household) received in 1979, from al

Those are all

s0uUrces,

and before taxes and other deductions.

Was your total (family or household) income in 1979 above $15,0007

| ND i

{(Was it) above $5,0007

H
| YES ] | 1. NO
E i
! G0 TO ERD

Y
(Was it) above $10,0007

! 3. YES §

‘ 2. NO i

i
+ t

LovES | 3. %$15,000
(ABOVE | EXACTLY
A 2
Gha. {Was it) above $20,000 Ghc,
YES | | k. NO |
& i)
Ghb, {Was it) above $35,0007 Ghd,
| 6. YES | 5. N0 |
A4 Y

the guestions [ have.

Y

Thank you very much for taking the time to
participate in the survey -- we appreciate your willingness to help.

EXACT TIME NOW:










