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PREFACE 

P u b l i c  Law 90-542, wh ich  passed t h e  Congress o f  t h e  U.S., October  2, 

1968, p r o v i d e d  f o r  a  I i a t i o n a l  Wi ld  and Scen ic  R i v e r s  System. The purpose o f  

t h e  l a w  i s  t o  p r o t e c t  f o r  t h e  en joyment  and b e n e f i t  oS t h e  peop le  o f  t h e  

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  c e r t a i n  r i v e r s  wh ich  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  l a n d s  b o r d e r i n g  

t h e  wa te rs  possess o u t s t a n d i n g l y  s c e n i c ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  , f i s h  and w i  l d l  i f e ,  

g e o l o g i c  l a n d  forms,  and o t h e r  d e s i r a b l e  f e a t u r e s .  

Two c a t e g o r i e s  o f  r i v e r s  a r e  s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  A c t .  " I n s t a n t  R i v e r s "  

were a u t h o r i z e d  f o r  immediate i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  N a t i o n a l  W-ild and Scen ic  

R i v e r s  System. The M i d d l e  Fork  o f  t h e  Salliion R i v e r  and t h e  t , l idd le  Fork  o f  

t h e  C l e a r w a t e r  R i v e r  were t h e  two " i n s t a n t "  r i v e r s  l o c a t e d  i n  Idaho.  The 

second c a t e g o r y ,  " s t u d y  r i v e r s " ,  i n c l u d e d  r i v e r s  wh ich  a r e  t o  be s t u d i e d  

f o r  p o s s i b l e  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  W i l d  and Scen ic  R i v e r s  System. Idaho s t u d y  

r i v e r s  i n c l u d e  t h e  ~ n a i n  stems o f  t h e  Bruneau, S t .  Joe, P r i e s t ,  and Floyie 

r i v e r s ,  and t h e  Salnion R i v e r  f r o m  I i o r t h  Fo rk  t o  i t s  c o n f l u e n c e  w i t h  t h e  Snake 

R i v e r .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  two t ypes  o f  w i l d  and s c e n i c  r i v e r s  s p e c i f i e d  

by  t h e  A c t ,  i t  i s  a l s o  p o s s i b l e  t o  add o t h e r  r i v e r s  t o  t h e  W i l d  and Scen ic  

R i v e r s  System. The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  ways i s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  s e c t i o n  2a o f  t h e  A c t  

wh ich p e r m i t s  r i v e r s  t h a t  a r e  d e s i g n a t e d  by s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e s  as w i l d  and 

s c e n i c  r i v e r s .  These r i v e r s  have t o  be pe rmanen t l y  e s t a b l  i s h e d  and meet 

o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t h e  a c t ,  a f t e r  wh ich  t h e y  can become p a r t  o f  t h e  N a t i o n a l  

W i l d  and Scen ic  R i v e r s  System. The second way a  r i v e r  can be i n c l u d e d  i n  

t h e  System i s  t h r o u g h  s e c t i o n  5d o f  t h e  A c t  wh ich  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i n  a l l  

p l a n n i n g  f o r  l a n d  use and development by Federa l  Agencies t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  con- 

s i d e r  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  a l l  r i v e r s  under  s t u d y  f o r  w i l d  and s c e n i c  r i v e r  s t a t u s .  
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The A c t  s p e c i f i e s  t h r e e  c l a s s e s  of w i l d  r i v e r s :  w i l d ,  scen ic ,  and 

r e c r e a t i o n a l .  A  " w i l d  r i v e r "  r e f e r s  t o  a  r i v e r  f r e e  f r o m  impoundments, 

w i t h  n o n - p o l l u t e d  wa te r  and e s s e n t i a l l y  p r i m i t i v e  s h o r e l  i n e s ,  and a c c e s s i b l e  

o n l y  by t r a i l .  A  "scen ic  r i v e r "  i s  f r e e  f r o m  irr~poundments w i t h  s h o r e l i n e s  

and watersheds s t i l l  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r i m i t i v e  and undeveloped b u t  wh ich  i s  

a c c e s s i b l e  i n  p l a c e s  by roads .  A  " r e c r e a t i o n a l  r i v e r "  i s  r e a d i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  

by roads  and/or  r a i l r o a d s ,  may have development a l o n g  t h e  s h o r e l  i n e s  and 

may have undergone some impoundment o r  d i v e r s i o n  i n  t h e  p a s t .  P u b l i c  Law 

90-542 s p e c i f i e s  a  ten -year  t i m e  1  i m i t  on c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s t u d i e s  d u r i n g  

which s t u d i e s  and recommendations on t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  " s t u d y  r i v e r s "  a r e  

t o  be made t o  Congress. 

There i s  1  i t t l e  v a l i d  c r i t e r i a  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  r i v e r s  f o r  

i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  N a t i o n a l  W i l d  and Scenic R i v e r s  System. For  t h i s  reason 

t h e  Water Resources Research I n s t i t u t e  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Idaho has 

o rgan ized  a  Scenic  R i v e r s  Study U n i t  f o r  t h e  purpose o f  d e v e l o p i n g  methodology 

t o  e v a l u a t e  w i l d  r i v e r s .  The goal  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  i s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  c r i t e r i a  

which can be used t o  i d e n t i f y  and e v a l u a t e  t h e  economic, a e s t h e t i c ,  scen ic  

and o t h e r  v a l u e s  o f  w i l d  r i v e r s .  

The Salmon R i v e r  i n  Idaho has been s e l e c t e d  as t h e  p r i m a r y  s t u d y  r i v e r  

on which t o  deve lop  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  The Salmon o r i g i n a t e s  i n  c e n t r a l  

Idaho and f l o w s  a b o u t  41 0  m i l e s  genera l  l y  th rough  p r e c i p i t o u s  undeveloped 

canyon c o u n t r y  and d i s c h a r g e s  i n t o  t h e  Snake R i v e r  49 m i l e s  above Lew is ton .  

The average annual  d i s c h a r g e  o f  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  a t  i t s  mouth i s  approx-  

i m a t e l y  8,000,000 a c r e  f e e t .  

The p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Salmon f r o m  i t s  mouth t o  t h e  town o f  N o r t h  Fork  has 

been des igna ted  as a  " s t u d y  r i v e r "  i n  t h e  A c t .  However, f o r  t h e  methodology 

s t u d y  t h e  e n t i r e  Salmon d r a i n a g e  b a s i n  i s  b e i n g  s t u d i e d .  There a r e  two 
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reasons for  t h i s .  F i r s t ,  because any economic development-impoundments, 

diversions, mining, paper, industry, logging, etc.,--would af fec t  the 

main stem wild r iver  section. Second, because of the way much census data 

i s  reported i t  i s  more meaningful to include a l l  the ac t iv i t i e s  in the r iver  

basin and adjacent counties. The hydrologic basin unit  ( the Salmon drainage 

basin) was used for some portions of the Idaho Economic Base Study for  

Water Requirements ( 1  969) and in the Idaho Water Resources Inventory ( 1  968). 

The purpose of the methodology study i s  to develop information 

pertinent to decision-making and planning as i t  pertains to the select ion,  

use, and management of wild and scenic r ivers .  The methodology study has 

four broad objectives: 

1 . Inventory present quantit ies and qua1 i t i e s  of natural 

resources in the r iver  basin area,  and estimate future 

quantit ies and qual i t ies  of these resources, establishing 

values in both s i tuat ions.  

2 .  Identify,  describe, and quantify, where possi bl e ,  benefits 

from scenic beauty, personal enrichment, and other intangible 

and/or aesthet ic  experiences derived from the r iver .  

3. ilevelop a ser ies  of models to evaluate or determine 

resource use patterns consistent with a wild r iver  system, 

and the resource use pattern which would exis t  under various 

levels of development in the r iver  basin area. 

4 .  Present recommendations for  a l ternat ive resource uses for 

the r iver  basin, area,  res t r ic t ions  i f  c lassif icat ion i s  

applicable, and describe the economic and social ramifications 

of each of the a1 ternatives considered. 
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The p l a n  f o r  t h e  ~ i ie thodology s tudy  i s  t o  d i v i d e  t h e  research  i n t o  

a  s e r i e s  o f  subp ro j ec t s ,  each cove r i qg  an important a c t i v i t y  r e l a t e d  t o  

t h e  r i v e r .  These subp ro j ec t s  c o n s i s t  o f  15 resource  and s e r v i c e  f u n c t i o n s :  

1.  F o r e s t  and range resources 8. H y d r o e l e c t r i c  power 

2. M ine ra l s  9. F lood c o n t r o l  

3. Outdoor r e c r e a t i o n  10. Nav iga t i on  

4. Commercial f i s h e r i e s  11 . T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and access 

5. I r r i g a t i o n  12. Anthropol  ogy 

6. Water f o r  mun ic ipa l  and 13. H i s t o r y  
i n d u s t r i a l  use 

14. A g r i c u l t u r e  
7. Water qua1 i ty  c o n t r o l  

15.  Hun t ing  

Each o f  these  15 resource  and s e r v i c e  f u n c t i o n s  w i l l  be examined 

on an i n d i v i d u a l  bas i s  a t  t h e i r  p resen t  l e v e l  o f  development and a t  p ro -  

j e c  t e d  1  eve1 s  o f  deve l  opment. 

Once t h e  above subp ro j ec t s  have been completed, a  s e r i e s  o f  models 

w i l l  be developed t o  es t ima te  c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  f o r  each o f  t h e  resources  

i nc l uded  i n  t h e  subp ro j ec t s .  Th i s  w i l l  p e r m i t  comparisons o f  p o t e n t i a l  

c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  resource  uses. A techn ique  w i l l  be 

developed t o  extend t h e  a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  yea rs  2000 and 2020 c o n s i s t e n t  

w i t h  t h e  t ime  p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  t h e  Col umbia-North P a c i f i c  Region Comprehensive 

Framework Study. 

It i s  a t  t h i s  s tage  o f  t h e  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  one purpose o f  t h e  meth- 

odology s tudy  w i l l  be r e a l i z e d .  T h i s  purpose i s  t o  make an economic 

e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  i n  i t s  p resen t  s t a t e .  The e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  

be made c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t he  p resen t  l e v e l s  o f  resource  use i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  

subp ro j ec t s .  T h i s  e v a l u a t i o n  a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  o f  resource  use w i l l  

t hen  be compared w i t h  s imu la ted  l e v e l s  o f  development on t h e  r i v e r ,  and 

w i t h i n  t h e  r i v e r  bas in  area.  A t  t h i s  s tage  o f  t h e  a n a l y s i s  i t  w i l l  be 
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p o s s i b l e  t o  i n c l u d e  i n  t h e  s tudy  c e r t a i n  general  cons ide ra t i ons  sucli as 

popu la t ion ,  and econoniic growth, and t he  p o t e n t i a l  demand f o r  r e c r e a t i o n ,  

e l e c t r i c i t y ,  t imber ,  m ine ra l s  and o t h e r  resources i n  t h e  area i n  t he  f u t u r e .  

Two general  eva lua t i ons  of  t h e  r i v e r  resource base can then be 

made. F i r s t ,  t he  c u r r e n t  and p ro jec ted  1  eve ls  o f  economic a c t i v i t y  based 

on t h e  s t a t u s  quo, (1969) .  Second, a  de te rm ina t i on  o f  t he  b e n e f i t s  

foregone, ( i f  t h i s  t u r n s  o u t  t o  be t he  case)  as a  r e s u l t  o f  ma in ta i n i ng  

t he  r i v e r  i n  i t s  n a t u r a l  f r e e - f l o w i n g  s t a t e .  E f f o r t s  w i l l  be made through-  

o u t  t h e  s tudy  t o  i d e n t i f y  and q u a n t i f y  t he  a e s t h e t i c  and personal 

enhancement va lues which t he  Wi ld  and Scenic R ivers  A c t  i n d i c a t e d  an 

expressed n a t i o n a l  d e s i r e  t o  p r o t e c t  and conserve. 



A SOCIO-ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF HUNTIrJG IN THE 

SALMON RIVER BASIN 

INTRODUCTION 

The Salmon River Basin abounds with wildl i f e .  E l  k and deer can 

be hunted almost anywhere within i t s  boundaries. Trophy bighorn sheep 

and mountain goat may be pursued among the high mountain ranges within 

the basin. Antelope and bear may also be taken in many areas. For the 

bird hunter, there i s  excellent chukar hunting besides grouse and 

pheasants. In the f a l l ,  ducks and geese a re  abundant. Also, wild 

turkeys have been successful ly  introduced and there a re  now control 1 ed 

hunts in several management uni ts .  

I n  a1 ternate use debates concerning the u t i l  ization of natural 

resources, economic eval uations and benefit cost  analyses may form an 

important basis for decision making. Values for  wildl i f e  resources 

should be available that  can be used for comparison with conflicting 

demands. To help optimize present and future benefits, resource 

managers should a1 so know how, and by whom, the wildl i f e  resources a re  

presently being ut i l ized as well as the a t t i t ude  and desires o f  the 

hunting pub1 i c .  

With these considerations in mind, we conducted a 1 imited scale 

interview survey in the Salmon River Basin during the 1969 hunting season. 

The specific objectives of th is  subproject were to assess; ( 1 )  the gross 

annual expenditures associated with Basin hunting, ( 2 )  the dis t r ibut ion 

of hunting ef for t  within the Basin by resident and non-resident hunters, 

and (3)  the behavior, preferences, and opinions of hunters who ut i l ized 

Basin wi ld1  i f e  resources. 
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It shou ld  be noted t h a t  an 'in-depth socio-econonlic survey o f  hun t i qg  

i n  Idaho i s  p r e s e n t l y  be ing conducted by t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Idaho. The 

Salnlon R i v e r  Bas in  w i l l  be one o f  t h e  nlanage~iient u n i t s  used f o r  a n a l y t i c a l  

purposes. The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy  should p r o v i d e  a much more corr~prehensive 

p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  and va lue  o f  hun t i ng  i n  t h e  Basin.  



METHODS 

A personal  i n t e r v i e w  survey was conducted by Idaho Water Resources 

Research I n s t i t u t e  personnel  i n  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  ( F i g u r e  1  ) d u r i n g  

t h e  1969 hun t i ng  season. Due t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  access roads i n  t h e  

Basin,  hun te r  i n t e r v i e w i n g  was concen t ra ted  i n  t h r e e  reg ions :  (1  ) t h e  

Wh i teb i rd -R igg ins  area which i nc l uded  sampl ing i n  U n i t s  13, 14 and 18, 

( 2 )  t h e  No r th  Fork  t o  t h e  Mouth o f  t h e  M i d d l e f o r k  o f  t h e  Salmon which 

i nc l uded  sampl i n g  i n  U n i t s  20-A, 21, 26, 28, and 30, and ( 3 )  t h e  sou thern  

r e g i o n  o f  t h e  Bas in  which i nc l uded  sampl ing i n  U n i t s  27-A, 34, 36, 36-A 

and 36-B. The m a j o r i t y  o f  i n t e r v i e w s  were ob ta ined  f rom t h e  sou thern  

r e g i o n  o f  t h e  Basin,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  U n i t s 3 4  and 36-B. 

The Idaho F i s h  and Game Department p rov ided  es t imates  o f  t h e  

numbers o f  deer and e l k  hunters ,  and t h e  deer  and e l k  k i l l  i n  t h e  

Bas in .  These es t ima tes  were c a l c u l a t e d  f rom hun te r  k i l l  ca rds  and a  

hun te r  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  by t h e  Department. 

I n s t i t u t e  personnel  designed and f i e l d  t e s t e d  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

(Appendix I )  t o  p r o v i d e  da ta  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  

subp ro j ec t .  

To o b t a i n  a  broad background o f  s o c i o l o g i c a l  da ta  abou t  each 

respondent,  we requested t h e  hun te rs  age, sex, occupat ion,  p l ace  o f  

res idence ,  amount o f  annual v a c a t i o n  t ime,  approximate fami 1  y income , 

l o c a l i t y  and p o p u l a t i o n  s i z e  o f  area o f  res idence ,  and l e v e l  o f  

etluca t i o n .  

To p r o v i d e  a  bas i s  f o r  making meaningful  comparisons w i t h  manage- 

ment o r i e n t e d  ques t ions ,  we reduced each o f  t h e  ma jo r  s o c i o l o g i c a l  





categor ies  in to  separate c lasses .  We c l a s s i f i ed  hunter age a s ;  under 19, 

20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and 60 or over; sex as  male o r  female; and 

occupation as  s tudent ,  housewife, r e t i r e d ,  professional ,  blue c o l l a r ,  

farmer, o r  businessman. 

Residents were c l a s s i f i ed  a s  to  which county they resided i n ;  

non-residents as t o  t h e i r  s t a t e  of residence; location of residence as  

c i t y  cen te r ,  suburb of c i t y ,  rural - not on a farm, rural - on a farm, 

o r  o ther ;  and population of t h e i r  metropol i t an  areas as  under 5,000, 

5-1 0,000, 10-25,000, 25-100,000, 100-1,000,000, and over 1,000,000. 

Incomes were c l a s s i f i ed  as;under 2,999, 3,000-4,999, 5,000-6,999, 

7,000-9,999, 10,000-14,999, 15,000-19,999, 20,000-24,999, or  25,000 and 

over. Education l eve l s  were classed on the basis  of having completed; 

grade 0-8, 9-12, some col lege ,  col lege  graduate, or  a post-graduate 

degree. 

A number of management oriented questions were designed t o  

assess  hunter preferences, behavior, and opinions. Also, questions 

were s t ructured t o  assess  gross expenditures by hunters on a tr ip t o t a l ,  

in Idaho, and i n  Basin basis .  

A t o t a l  of 125 hunters were interviewed, 71 res idents  (57%) - 

and 54 non-residents (43%),  of which 118 gave usable expenditures 

information. The r e s u l t s  a r e  presented by e n t i r e  sample, res ident  and 

non-resident c lasses .  The opinion and preference r e su l t s  r e f e r  t o  the 

e n t i r e  Basin and were not analysed by spec i f i c  areas within the  Basin. 



S o c i o l o g i c a l  F a c t o r s  

T h i s  s e c t i o n  p r e s e n t s  background i n f o r m a t i o n  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  

s o c i o l o g i c a l  makeup o f  t h e  h u n t e r  p o p u l a t i o n  u t i l  i z i n g  t h e  resources  o f  

t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in .  

Age 

R e l a t i v e l y  few h u n t e r s  i n  t h e  under  20 o r  o v e r  60 age c l a s s e s  hunted 

i n  t h e  Bas in  ( T a b l e  1 ) .  The pe rcen tage  o f  h u n t e r s  i n  each o f  t h e  r e -  

m a i n i n g  age c l a s s e s  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  much. There were s l i g h t l y  more non- 

r e s i d e n t  h u n t e r s  i n  t h e  o l d e r  age c l a s s e s .  

T a b l e  1 .  The pe rcen tage  o f  respondents  i n  each 
age c l a s s  by e n t i r e  sample and r e s i d e n c e .  

Age C lass :  

0-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 6 0 o r o v e r  - 
E n t i  r e  Sample 2.4 28.2 21 . O  24.2 19.4  4 .8  

R e s i d e n t  1 .4  32.9 21.4 22.9 18.6 2.9 

Non-Resident  3.7 22.2 20.4 25.9 20.4 7 .4  

Sex 

The g r e a t  m a j o r i t y  (98.4%) o f  t h e  h u n t e r s  u t i l i z i n g  t h e  B a s i n  were 

male (Tab le  2 ) .  We sampled no fema le  n o n - r e s i d e n t  h u n t e r s .  



T a b l e  2. The percentage o f  male and female 
respondents  by e n t i r e  sampl e and 
r e s i d e n c e  

E n t i r e  Sampl e 

Res iden t  

Non-Resident 

Percentage o f  male and 
femal e respondents  

Ma1 es Femal es 

Occupat ion 

B lue  c o l l a r  workers  made up o v e r  ha1 f (52.4%) o f  t h e  Bas in  

h u n t i n g  p o p u l a t i o n  (Tab le  3 ) .  P r o f e s s i o n a l s  were t h e  n e x t  most numerous 

group. We found more r e t i r e d  n o n - r e s i d e n t  t h a n  r e s i d e n t  h u n t e r s .  

Tab1 e 3. The percentages o f  respondents  i n  each 
o c c u p a t i o n  c l a s s  by e n t i r e  sample and 
r e s i d e n c e  

Occupat ion Group: 

S tuden t  R e t i r e d  P r o f e s s i o n a l  B lue  C o l l a r  Farmer Businessman 

E n t i r e  Sampl e 4.8 5.6 23.4 52.4 6.5 4 .8  

Res iden t  7.1 1 .4  21.4 54.3 7.1 4.3 

l ion-Resident 1 . 9  11.1 25.9 50.0 5.6 5.6 

I ncome 

Approx imate ly  two t h i r d s  o f  t h e  respondents  l i s t e d  t h e i r  incomes 

as i n  t h e  $7-10,000 o r  $10-15,000 c l a s s e s  (Tab le  4 ) .  Cons ide rab ly  

more n o n - r e s i d e n t s  than  r e s i d e n t s  f e l l  w i t h i n  t h e  h i g h e r  income b r a c k e t s .  



Tab le  4 .  The percentages o f  respondents i n  each income 
c l a s s  by e n t i r e  sample and res idence .  

Income Group (1 ,000 's )  

Under 3 - 3 - 5 - 5-7 7-1 0 10-15 15-20 20-25 Over 25 

E n t i r e  Sample 0.8 6.5 11.3 33.9 33.1 8.9 0.8 1.6 

Res ident  0 7.1 15.7 35.7 30.0 5.7 0 0 

Non-Resident 1 .9  5.6 5.6 31 .5 37.0 13.0 1 .9  

Educat ion 

Over 60% o f  t h e  sample had completed some h i g h  school w h i l e  

approx imate ly  one q u a r t e r  (24%) had completed some c o l  1 ege (Tab1 e 5 ) .  

The r e l a t i v e  educa t i on  1 eve1 s o f  r e s i d e n t  and non- res iden t  hun te rs  

d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  

Tab le  5. The percentages o f  respondents i n  each 
educa t ion  c l a s s  by e n t i r e  sample and 
res idence .  

Educat ion Class:  

Grade Grade Some Col 1 ege Pos t  Graduate 
0-8 9-1 2 Col 1 ege Graduate Degree 

E n t i r e  Sample 4.0 60.5 24.2 7.3 2.4 

Res ident  4.3 57.1 25.7 8 .6  1.4 

Non-Resident 3.7 64.8 22.2 5.6 3.7 
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Popu la t i on  Center 

The sample was re1  a t i v e l y  even ly  d i s t r i b u t e d  between p o p u l a t i o n  

c e n t e r  c l asses  f rom under 5,000 t o  1,000,000 (Tab le  6 ) .  Cons iderab ly  

more non- res iden t  hun te rs  r es i ded  i n  areas o f  h i ghe r  popu la t i ons .  

Table  6. The percentages o f  respondents i n  each 
p o p u l a t i o n  c e n t e r  c l a s s  by e n t i r e  
sample and res idence .  

Popu la t i on  Group ( ' 0 0 0 ' s )  : 

Under 5  5-1 0  10-25 25-1 00 1 00- 1  000 Over 1000 

E n t i r e  Sample 21 . O  16.1 15.3 25.0 12.1 4  .O 

Res iden t  27.1 18.6 20.0 22.9 4.3 - 
Non-Residen t 13.0 13.0 9.3 27.8 22.2 9.3 

M e t r o p o l i t a n  Area 

About 40% of t h e  hun te rs  c lassed  themselves as 1  i v i n g  i n  a  suburb 

(Tab le  7 ) .  Cons iderab ly  more r e s i d e n t s  than non- res iden ts  l i v e d  i n  a 

r u r a l  environment . 

Tab le  7.  The percentages o f  respondents 1  i v i n g  i n  
each metropol  i t a n  area by e n t i r e  sample 
and res idence .  

Percentage i n  each Metropol  i t a n  Area: 

City Center  Suburb Rural  - Rura l  - 0 t her 
Not Farm Farm 

En t i  r e  Sampl e  2  7  4  0  11 11 9 

Res ident  2  7  30 16 13 13 



Management Q u e s t i o n s  

T h i s  s e c t i o n  p resen ts  i n f o r m a t i o n  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  management 

o r i e n t e d  q u e s t i o n s  i n  o u r  survey.  The r e s u l t s  a r e  g i v e n  by e n t i r e  

sampl e  and res idence .  

Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  Hun t ing  

We found t h a t  t h e  average respondent  had hunted b i g  game a  

t o t a l  17.1 y e a r s ,  and o f  t h a t  t i m e  had hunted i n  Idaho 8.4  y e a r s  

(Tab le  8 ) .  Res iden ts  and non- res iden ts  d i f f e r e d  l i t t l e  i n  t h e  t o t a l  

t i m e  spen t  h u n t i n g  b i g  game, b u t  n o n - r e s i d e n t s  had spen t  o n l y  an average 

o f  1 .2  y e a r s  h u n t i n g  i n  Idaho w h i l e  r e s i d e n t s  had spent  an average 

o f  13.9 y e a r s .  

Over 95% o f  t h e  r e s i d e n t  hun te rs  and h a l f  (50%) o f  t h e  non- 

r e s i d e n t s  had hunted i n  Idaho p r e v i o u s l y .  Over two t h i r d s  o f  t h e  

r e s i d e n t s  (70.0%) and abou t  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  non- res iden ts  (38.9%) had 

hunted p r e v i o u s l y  i n  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Basin.  Res idents  averaged 7 . 8 '  

p r e v i o u s  h u n t i n g  t r i p s  t o  t h e  bas in ,  w h i l e  non- res iden ts  averaged 1.5  

hun ts .  

Well over  90% of b o t h  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  and non- res iden ts  l i s t e d  

h u n t i n g  as t h e  main reason f o r  t h e i r  v i s i t  t o  t h e  Bas in .  

Reasons f o r  Hun t ing  

When asked t o  r a t e  t h e  r e l a t i v e  impor tance o f  a  number o f  

c a t e g o r i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  h u n t i n g  i n  Idaho, a p p r o x i m a t e l y  60% ranked 

p l e a s u r e  and exc i tement  of h u n t i n g  as t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  (Tab le  9 ) .  

The d e s i r e  f o r  a  t r o p h y  animal and need and d e s i r e  f o r  game meat r a t e d  

q u i t e  l o w  i n  comparison w i t h  o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s .  



Table 8 .  The percentages of respondents  who previous ly  hunted in  Idaho, 
made t h e i r  f i r s t  t r i p  t o  t h e  Basin, had hunted previously in  
t h e  Basin, 1 i s t e d  hunting a s  t h e  main reason f o r  t h e i r  v i s i t ,  
average number of t r i p s  i n  1969, average number of  previous 
Basin hunting t r i p s ,  average number of y e a r s  big game hunting,  
and average number of  yea r s  big game hunting i n  Idaho by 
e n t i r e  sample and res idence .  

Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Average Average Average Average 
Previously F i r s t  Tr ip  Previously Hunting No. T r ips  No. Previous No. Years No.Years 
Hunted in  t o  Basin Hunted i n  Main reason t o  Basin Hunting Big Game Big Game 
Idaho Basin f o r  V i s i t  i n  1969 Tr ips  t o  Hunting Hunting 

Basin i n  Idaho 
- 

Enti r e  Sample 75.8 37.9 56.5 94.4 1 .2  5.1 17.4 8 .4  

Resident 95.7 21.4 70.0 92.9 1 .9  7 .8  18.5 13.9 

Non-Resi den t  50.0 59.3 38.9 96.3 0.3 1 .5  15.9 1 .2  
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Far more t r ophy  hun t i ng  non-res idents  than r e s i d e n t s  (61% vs 30%) 

i n d i c a t e d  they would cons ider  t a k i n g  an animal f o r  meat i f  the  end o f  

t h e  hun t  was approaching and no t r ophy  animal had been seen. 

Table 9. The percentages of respondents r a n k i n g  each ca tegory  
number one and t h e  percentages o f  t r ophy  hun te rs  
who would shoot an animal f o r  meat by e n t i r e  
sample and res idence.  

Percentages Ran k i n g  Each Category 140. 1  . I 

E n t i r e  San~pl e  4  5  2 1 2 4 2 4 60 32 44 

Resident  54 16 2 1 3 0 60 3 9 3 0 

Non-Resident 41 28 28 17 59 24 61 

. - 

Scenic Des i re  Is01 a t i o n  Des i re  o r  Pleasure Outdoor 
Beauty f o r  need f o r  and Experience 

Trophy rnea t Exc i temen t 

Ijumber o f  Davs Hunt ina 

% Trophy 
Hunters who 
would t ake  
meat 

The average r e s i d e n t  i n d i c a t e d  he had spent  o r  w i l l  have spent,  

a  t o t a l  o f  8.3 days hun t ing  b i g  game i n  t h e  Basin (Tab le  1 0 ) .  The 

average non- res iden t  s a i d  t h a t  he had spent o r  would spend a cons ide rab l y  

l onge r  p e r i o d  o f  t ime,  a  t o t a l  o f  12.4 days. Residents and non-res idents  

i n d i c a t e d  they  would spend 1 o r  2 days b i r d  hun t i ng  d u r i n g  1969 i n  t he  

Basin.  



Tab1 e 10. The average number o f  days respondents  spent ,  
o r  would spend, h u n t i n g  b i g  game and b i r d s  
i n  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  by e n t i r e  sample 
and r e s i d e n c e .  

E n t i r e  Sample 4.4 5.7 10.1 1 0 .4 1 . 4  1.8 

Number o f  Days Hun t ing :  

R e s i d e n t  2.8 5.5 8.3 1 0.4 1 .7  2.1 

B i g  Game 

Spent W i l l  Spend T o t a l  

Non-Resident  6.4 6.0 12.4 1 0.3 1 . O  1.3 

B i r d s  

Spent W i l l  Spend T o t a l  

Game Species 

A l a r g e  m a j o r i t y  (87.1%) o f  t h e  respondents  i n d i c a t e d  t h e y  came t o  

h u n t  a p a r t i c u l a r  spec ies  o f  game i n  t h e  Bas in  ( T a b l e  1 1 ) .  About 12.9% 

were i n t e r e s t e d  o n l y  i n  deer ,  25.8% i n  e l k ,  and 37.9% i n  b o t h  deer  and 

e l k .  More n o n - r e s i d e n t s  came p r i m a r i l y  f o r  e l k ,  w h i l e  more r e s i d e n t s  were 

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  comb ina t ion  o f  deer  and e l k .  

T a b l e  11. The percentages o f  respondents  who i n d i c a t e d  
t h e y  were h u n t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  game spec ies  
by e n t i r e  sample and r e s i d e n c e .  

Percentages H u n t i n g  f o r :  

P a r t i c u l a r  Deer Elk Deer & O t h e r  B i g  O ther  Than 
Spec ies  E'I k  Game B i g  Game 

- - -- -- - 

E n t i r e  Sampl e 87.1 12.9 25.8  37.9 8 . 9  2.4 

Res iden t  92.6 13.0 20.4 48.1 5.6 1 .9  

Non-Resident  82.9 12.9 30.0 30.0 11.4 2.9 



H u n t i n g  O p p o r t u n i t y  

When asked t o  express an  o p i n i o n  abou t  h u n t i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  

Idaho,  a l m o s t  two t h i r d s  (62%) o f  t h e  respondents  r a t e d  i t  as e i t h e r  t h e  

v e r y  b e s t  o r  v e r y  good ( T a b l e  1 2 ) .  On ly  7% r a t e d  h u n t i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  

as  poor .  

T a b l e  12.  The percentages o f  respondents  r a t i n g  each 
c a t e g o r y  on h u n t i  ug o p p o r t u n i t y  by e n t i r e  
sampl e  and r e s i d e n c e .  

Percentages Ranki  ug Each Category  ( B i g  Game) 

Very Very Good Poor No O p i n i o n  
B e s t  Good 

E n t i r e  Sample 2  9  33 27 7  5 

Res iden t  2  7  3  9  2  9  4 1  

Nan-Resident 3  2  2  6  2  4 9  9  

L i c e n s e  Svstem 

/,lost h u n t e r s  expressed s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  I d a h o ' s  p r e s e n t  system o f  

l i c e n s i n g ,  fees ,  seasons, p e r m i t s ,  and bag l i m i t s  (Tab le  1 3 ) .  The h i g h e s t  

l e v e l  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  was w i t h  p e r m i t  hun ts .  

Tab le  13. The percentages o f  respondents  e x p r e s s i n g  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
w i t h  1969 Idaho h u n t i n g  r e g u l a t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  by e n t i  r e  
sampl e  and r e s i d e n c e .  

Percentages R a t i n g  Each Segment " U n s a t i s f a c t o r y "  

L i c e n s e  L i c e n s e  P e r m i t  Bags Seasons 
& Fees Hunts 

Ta a s  

R e s i d e n t  7  6  1 9  3  10  



Development o f  Area 

Over t h r e e  q u a r t e r s  (77.4%) o f  t h e  h u n t e r s  sampl ed f e l  t t h a t  

t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  shou ld  be l e f t  e s s e n t i a l l y  as i t  i s  ( T a b l e  1 4 ) .  

A p p r o x i m a t e l y  20% t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e  a rea  shou ld  be t o  some e x t e n t  developed 

more f u l l y .  

T a b l e  14. The percentages o f  respondents  answer ing each 
c a t e g o r y  on development o f  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  
Bas in  by e n t i r e  sample and r e s i d e n c e .  

Percentages t h a t  Wanted Bas in :  
Some Some R e c r e a t i o n  

L e f t  as  R e c r e a t i o n  and I n d u s t r i a l  F u l l y  N o  
i s  Devel optqent Development Developed O p i n i o n  

E n t i r e  Sampl e  7  7  14 

R e s i d e n t  7  6  1 6  

Non-Resident  8 0  11 

Number o f  People  

W i t h  r e g a r d s  t o  t h e  number o f  peop le  t h e  respondents  saw i n  t h e  

Bas in ,  abou t  two t h i r d s  (68%) d e s c r i b e d  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  as " j u s t  r i g h t "  

(Tab1 e  1 5 ) .  More r e s i d e n t s  than  n o n - r e s i d e n t s  (20% vs  9%) t h o u g h t  t h e  

a r e a  t o o  crowded. 

Tab le  15.  The percentages o f  respondents  who answered 
each c a t e g o r y  on number o f  peop le  seen i n  
t h e  Bas in  by e n t i r e  sample and r e s i d e n c e .  

Percentages That  Thought Bas in  Was: 

Too J u s t  No t  Used No 
Crowded R i g h t  Enough O p i n i o n  

E n t i  r e  Sampl e  15 68 7  11 

R e s i d e n t  2  0  6  3 7  10  



F a c i l i t i e s  

When quest ioned about  area f a c i l  i t ies ,a  s i g n i f i c a n t  m a j o r i t y  o f  

respondents (66%) wanted more 1 i t t e r  d isposa l  , f o l  lowed by more access 

t r a i l  s  (41 %)  , campgrounds (34%),  and pa rk i ng  o r  p u l l  o f f  areas (30%) 

(Tab le  16) .  More respondents wanted fewer lodges o r  cab ins  and o u t f i t t e r s  

and gu ides than any o f  t he  o the r  ca tego r i es .  Other than f o r  l i t t e r  

d i sposa l ,  40% o r  more o f  t h e  hun te rs  favored  no change f rom the  p resen t  

f a c i  1  i t i e s .  

Table 16. The percentages o f  respondents answering 
each ca tegory  on f a c i l i t i e s  by e n t i r e  
sarnpl e  and res idence.  

Percentages Wanting: - MORE 

Park ing  o r  Lodges o r  O u t f i t t e r s  Camp L i t t e r  Access 
P u l l  O f f  Areas Cabins and Guides Grounds Disposal  T r a i l  s  
-- -- 

E n t i r e  Sampl e  30 6 7 3  4  66 4 1 

Resident  3  0  1 7 33 7 1  3  9 

Non-Resident 30 11 7 35 5 9 4 4 
- 

- LESS 

E n t i r e  Sampl e  4  2 0 16 7 2 4  

Resident  4 2 6 17 7 - 6 

Non-Resident 4  13 15 6 4 2 

t - r.10 CHANGE 

En t i r e  Sample 52 

Resident  5  3  5 0  44 54 17 4 1 

Won-Resident 50 52 3 9 39 19 3 9 



Access 

On t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  improv ing  access, respondents  r e i n f o r c e d  

t h e  genera l  f e e l i n g  t h a t  f u r t h e r  development should  n o t  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  

t h e  Bas in  (Tab le  1 7 ) .  A s i g n i f i c a n t  m a j o r i t y  o f  hun te rs  would n o t  1  i k e  

t o  see road  q u a l i t y  improved, new roads  developed, o r ,  most e m p h a t i c a l l y ,  

new a i r f i e l d s .  However, few h u n t e r s  would l i k e  t o  see p r e s e n t  access 

r e s t r i c t e d .  Opin ions were abou t  e q u a l l y  d i v i d e d  on t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  

whether o r  n o t  motor  v e h i c l e s  should  be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  roads (40% v s  37%).  

Tab1 e 17.  The percentages o f  respondents  answer ing 
each c a t e g o r y  on access by e n t i r e  
sample and res idence .  

Percentages t h a t  would 1 i ke t o  see: 

V e h i c l e s  
Road Qua1 i ty  New Roads Access More R e s t r i c t e d  

Improved Developed R e s t r i c t e d  A i r f i e l d s  t o  Roads 

Yes 140 Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

E n t i r e  Sample 37 49 28 57 1 9  53 2  55 40 37 

R e s i d e n t  39 51 24 63 23 50 1  60 40 36 

Vaca t ions  

The average r e s i d e n t  h u n t e r  i n d i c a t e d  he had 2.2 weeks o f  annual 

v a c a t i o n  wh- i le  t h e  n o n - r e s i d e n t  s a i d  he had 3.4 weeks (Tab le  1 8 ) .  

Only  abou t  one t h i r d  (34%) o f  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h e y  were h u n t i n g  

i n  t h e  Bas in  on v a c a t i o n  t ime,  w h i l e  81.5% o f  t h e  non- res iden ts  s a i d  

t h e i r  t r i p  was p a r t  o f  t h e i r  v a c a t i o n .  



Tab le  18. The percentages o f  respondents answering each 
v a c a t i o n  ca tego ry  by e n t i r e  sampl e  and res idence .  

Vacat ion 

Average 
Number T r i p  P a r t  o f  Annual Vacat ion 

Weeks Yes N o  No Answer 

E n t i r e  Sample 4.5 54.8 30.6 14.5 

Res iden t  2.2 34.3 45.7 20.0 

Hon-Resident 7.5 81.5 11.1 7.4 

Economic A n a l y s i s  

The conceptua l  problems i n v o l v e d  i n  e s t i m a t i n g  t h e  va lue  o f  

hun t i ng  resources a r e  complex and a r e  g e n e r a l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

encountered when t r y i n g  t o  es t ima te  t h e  va lue  o f  ou tdoor  r e c r e a t i o n .  

Le rner  (1 963),  Brown e t .  a1 . (1 964),  Seckl e r  (1 966) Clawson and Knetsch 

(1966),  and o the rs  have t ho rough l y  rev iewed t h e  uses and abuses o f  

t h e  procedures and techniques used i n  e v a l u a t i n g  ou tdoor  r e c r e a t i o n .  

There fo re ,  they  w i l l  n o t  be d iscussed i n  depth i n  t h i s  paper. 

An economic e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  hun t i ng  resources o f  t h e  Salmon 

R i ve r  Bas in  was made on t he  bas is  o f  expend i tu res  by r e s i d e n t  and non- 

r e s i d e n t  hun te rs .  Because o f  t h e  smal l  sarr~ple s i z e  no a t t emp t  was made 

t o  es t imate  n e t  va lues by t h e  Clawson techn ique  o f  s i m u l a t i n g  demand 

curves based on d i  s tance zones. 

A word of c a u t i o n  should be g i ven  on how t h e  "va lue"  assoc ia ted  

w i t h  these expend i tu res  should  be i n t e r p r e t e d .  As Clawson and Knetsch 

(1966) p o i n t  o u t ,  "Est imates of gross r e c r e a t i o n  expend i tu res  a r e  ve r y  

popu la r  i n  many q u a r t e r s .  For one t h i n g ,  such es t imates  a r e  1 i k e l y  



2  4  

t o  y i e l d  l a r g e  f i g u r e s  which g i v e  t h e  impress ion  o f  a  l a r g e  and p r o f i t a b l e  

t o u r i s t - r e c r e a t i o n  bus iness.  Indeed, t h i s  i s  o f t e n  one o f  t h e i r  c h i e f  

purposes."  T h i s  method assumes t h a t  somehow t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s  measure 

t h e  economic v a l u e  o f  r e c r e a t i o n .  

I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  h u n t i n g  r e c r e a t i o n  i s  va lued by t h e  u s e r  a t  l e a s t  

as  h i g h l y  as  o t h e r  t h i n g s  t h a t  c o u l d  have been bought w i t h  t h e  same money. 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  t h e  r e s o u r c e  were abo l  i shed  most o f  t h e  money would 

be r e d i r e c t e d  t o  o t h e r  goods and s e r v i c e s  and t h e  l o s s  f r o m  t h e  s h i f t  

would n o t  be t o t a l  expend i tu res  b u t  some amount n o t  measurable w i t h  t h e  

t o t a l  expend i tu res  method (Brown e t .  a1 . , 1964).  

Gross expend i tu res ,  however, can p rove  v e r y  u s e f u l  i n  e s t i ~ i i a t i n g  

t r e n d s  i n  demand. A l s o ,  they  can p r o v i d e  es t ima tes  o f  new money coming 

i n t o  t h e  S t a t e  ( o r  r e g i o n s  such as t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  w i t h i n  S t a t e  

boundar ies ) ,  as w e l l  as  p r o v i d i n g  e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  t u r n o v e r  o f  do1 l a r s  

w i t h i n  t h e  S t a t e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  h u n t i n g .  

Assumutions and L i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  Studv 

There a r e  a  number assumpt ions and l i m i t a t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

t h e  es t ima tes  o f  g ross  expend i tu res  o f  o u r  survey.  

The respondent  was asked t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  t o t a l  c o s t  f o r  t h e  

t r i p ,  thus  i t  was assumed t h a t  t h e  expenses l i s t e d  i n c l u d e  those  up 

t o  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  p l u s  an e s t i m a t e  o f  t h e  expenses t h a t  would 

be i n c u r r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  remainder  o f  t h e  t r i p .  

F o r  t h e  26 game management  units i n  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  

( F i g u r e  2 ) ,  1969 e s t i m a t e s  o f  deer  and e l  k  k i l l  and numbers o f  hun te rs  

were c a l c u l a t e d  f rom hun te r  k i l l  c a r d s  and h u n t e r  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  
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d i s t r i b u t e d  by t h e  Idaho F i s h  and Game Department. S ince we s e l e c t i v e l y  

sampled f o r  non-res idents  , we es t imated  t h e  re1  a  t i v e  percentages o f  

r e s i d e n t  and non- res iden t  Basin hun te rs  on t h e  bas is  o f  F i s h  and 

Game Department k i l l  success da ta .  The assumption was made t h a t  

r e s i d e n t s  and non-res idents  had an i d e n t i c a l  success r a t i o .  I n  t h e  Basin,  

i t  was est imated t h a t  non-res idents  k i l l e d  14% o f  t h e  deer  and 13% o f  

t h e  e l  k. The k i l l  percentages were averaged t o  o b t a i n  an es t ima te  o f  

13.5% non- res iden t  and 86.5% r e s i d e n t  hunters  u t i l i z i n g  t he  Basin i n  1969. 

To ta l  expend i tu res  were c a l c u l a t e d  by t a k i n g  t h e  per  t r i p  average 

expend i tu res  and m u l t i p l y i n g  by t h e  t o t a l  number o f  hun te rs  as est imated 

by t h e  F i s h  and Game Department. However, bo th  ou r  ques t i onna i re  

and Department check s t a t i o n  da ta  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  many hunters ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

r es i den t s ,  made two o r  more t r i p s  t o  t he  Basin.  Thus t o t a l  expend i tu res  

a r e  p robab ly  cons ide rab l y  underest imated. 

Only those hun te rs  access ib l e  by road were i n te r v i ewed .  Many 

non- res iden t  hunters  packed o r  f l e w  i n t o  remote areas w i t h  l i censed  

guides and were n o t  i nc l uded  i n  t h e  sample. The average expenses o f  

these hun te rs  would p robab ly  be cons ide rab l y  h i ghe r  than those est imated 

from our  sampl e  . 

E f f o r t  and Expendi ture Est imates 

An es t imated  42,437 deer and 17,305 e l  k  hunters ,  o r  a  t o t a l  of 

59,754 sportsmen, hunted i n  t he  Salmon R i v e r  Basin i n  1969 (Table 19 ) .  

They k i l l e d  an e s t i ~ i i a t e d  18,016 deer and 4,317 e l k .  The s ta tew ide  

hun te r  success based on tags i ssued  was 43% f o r  deer and 20% f o r  e l k .  

The Basin success was v e r y  c l o s e  t o  t he  s t a t e  average w i t h  42.5% f o r  

deer and 20% f o r  e l  k. 



T a b l e  19. Es t ima ted  t o t a l  and n o n - r e s i d e n t  deer  and e l k  k i l l  
and approx ima te  number o f  e l k  and deer  h u n t e r s  
i n  t h e  B a s i n  by  Game Management U n i t .  

P r o j e c t e d  f r o m  Hunter  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  and Hunter  Card: 

Management T o t a l  IVon- To t a  1  Non- Approx.  No. Approx.  No. 
U n i t  Deer Res . El  k  Res . Deer Hun te rs  E l  k  Hun te rs  

K i  11 Deer K i l l  E l  k  
K i l l  K i l l  

4  3  2  3  

5  3  7  6  

64 7  3  

7  3  21 2  

56 80  

42 438 

60 322 

11 2  369 

81 186 

4  7  106 

2  7  133 

139 21 2  

199 183 

1  00 176 

9  7  329 

114 5 

137 4  6  

9  7  7  

2  5  196 

84 166 

31 2  13 

396* 110  

28 Closed 

123 Closed 

TOTAL 1801 6  2509 3461 54 1  42437 17305 



An est imated $3,379,000 was expended i n  1969 by r e s i d e n t  

hunters ,  o f  which $3,340,000 was spent  i n  Idaho, on hun t ing  assoc ia ted  

w i t h  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  (Tab le  20) .  The average r e s i d e n t  expended 

a t o t a l  o f  $65.37, o f  which $64.62 was spent i n  Idaho, on each hun t ing  

t r i p  t o  t h e  Basin.  T ranspo r ta t i on  cos ts ,  which were c a l c u l a t e d  on t h e  

bas is  o f  $.07 per  m i l e ,  were the  l a r g e s t  s i n g l e  expense i t em fo l l owed  

by r e c r e a t i o n a l  supp l ies ,  then food and beverages. Residents spent 

ve ry  l i t t l e  f o r  lodg ing ,  gu ide  serv ices ,  r e n t a l  o f  gear, o r  o t h e r  

i n c i d e n t a l  expenses. 

Table 20. Est imated average and t o t a l  expendi tures made 
by r e s i d e n t s  i n  1969 f o r  each ca tegory  
assoc ia ted  w i t h  hun t ing .  

Resident  Expendi tures Ave. f o r  Ave. i n  To ta l  To t a  1  
T r i p  ( $ )  Idaho($)  T r i p  ( $ )  Expend i t u r e s  

Expendi tures i n  Idaho ( $ )  

Fares 

T ranspo r ta t i on  

Lodging 

Food and Beverages 

Guides and O u t f i t t e r s  

Hunt ing  Suppl ies 

Equipment Renta ls  

Other Expense 

TOTAL 65.37 64.62 3,379,000 3,340,000 
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An est imated $2,776,000 was expended i n  1969 by non- res iden t  

hunters ,  o f  which $2,192,000 was spent i n  Idaho, on hun t ing  assoc ia ted  

w i t h  t h e  Salmon R i ve r  Bas in  (Table 21).  The average non- res iden t  ex- 

pended $344.13, o f  which 271.72 was spent  i n  Idaho, on each hun t i ng  

t r i p  t o  t h e  Basin.  Again, t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  cos t s  were t h e  l a r g e s t  s i n g l e  

expense i tem.  The c o s t  o f  non- res iden t  l i c e n s e s  and fees were l i s t e d  

under "o ther  expense". I n  1969 a  non- res iden t  cou ld  purchase a  $25.00 

l i c e n s e  t o  hunt  deer ,  o r  a  $100.00 combinat ion l i c e n s e  t h a t  e n t i t l e d  

him t o  hun t  a l l  l e g a l  spec ies o f  game i n  Idaho ( w i t h  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  

tags and p e r m i t s ) .  For bo th  r e s i d e n t s  and non-res idents ,  t h e  f e e  f o r  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  tags were: e l k  - $3.00, deer - $2.00, mountain goat  - 

$10.00, mountain sheep - $10.00, and an te lope  - $5.00. 

For non-res idents ,  food and beverages and hun t i ng  supp l i es  were 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i tems,  a l t hough  o n l y  about h a l f  t he  c o s t  was spent i n  Idaho. 

O u t f i t t e r s  and gu ide  expenses a l s o  made a  s u b s t a n t i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  

average expend i tu res  even though t h i s  est imate,  as exp la ined  p rev ious l y ,  

i s  a  minimum f i g u r e .  R e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  was spent on l o d g i n g  and equipment 

r e n t a l s .  

Tab1 e  21 . Est imated average and t o t a l  expendi tures by non-res idents  
i n  1969 f o r  each ca tegory  assoc ia ted  w i t h  hun t ing .  

- - - - 

Ave. f o r  Ave. i n  To ta l  To ta l  
Non-Resident Expendi tures T r i p  ( $ )  Idaho ($ )  T r i p  ( $ )  Expendi tures 

Expendi tures i n  Idaho ($ )  

Fares 8.18 - 66,000 - 
T ranspo r ta t i on  138.84 108.05 1,120,000 872,000 

Lodgi  ng 8.32 5.49 67,000 44,000 

Food and Beverages 34.22 18.73 276,000 151,000 

Guides and O u t f i t t e r s  30.55 30.55 246,000 246,000 

Hunt ing Supp l ies  26.84 11.86 21 7,000 96,000 

Equi pment Rental  s  3.96 3.82 32,000 31,000 

Other Expense 93.22 93.22 752,000 752,000 

TOTAL 344.13 271.72 2,776,000 2,192,000 



Respondents were asked t o  e s t i m a t e  what pe rcen tage  o f  t h e i r  

t r i p  c o s t s  were s p e n t  i n  t h e  Salmon River  Basin (Tab le  2 2 ) .  Cons iderab ly  

more r e s i d e n t s  than n o n - r e s i d e n t  (16% vs 2%) d i d  n o t  r e p l y .  A s u b s t a n t i a l  

number of h u n t e r s  (46 .7%)  s p e n t  25% o r  l e s s  o f  t h e i r  t r i p  c o s t s  w i t h i n  

the Basin .  

Tab le  22. The percen tages  o f  responden ts  who s p e n t  100,  
75,  50,  25, o r  0 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e i r  t r i p  
expenses  i n  t h e  Salmon River  Basin .  

Percen tage  of To ta l  Cost  Spent  i n  Basin 
N 0 

100  7 5 5 0 2 5 0 Answer 

Ent i  re Sampl e 8 . 9  12 .9  21 .8  29.8  1 6 . 9  9 .7  

Res iden t  12 .9  4 . 3  18 .6  27.1 21.4 15.7  

Non-Resi d e n t  3 .7  24.1 25.9 33.3  11 . l  1 . 9  

A summary of t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  Idaho,  and 

e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  the Salmon River  Basin a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  hunt ing i s  g iven 

f o r  r e s i d e n t s  and n o n - r e s i d e n t s  (Tab le  2 3 ) .  By re1 a t i n g  percen tages  

o f  t o t a l  c o s t  s p e n t  i n  t h e  Basin t o  t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  we e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  

more than two and a q u a r t e r  m i l l  ion d o l l a r s  was s p e n t  i n  1969 by h u n t e r s  

i n  t h e  Basin.  T h i s  r e p r e s e n t s  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  i n p u t  i n t o  the r e g i o n a l  

economy. Non-res idents  s p e n t  more than  r e s i d e n t s  i n  the Basin .  

Tab1 e 23. Est imated t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  Idaho ,  and 
e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  t h e  Salmon River  Basin i n  1969 by 
r e s i d e n t  and n o n - r e s i d e n t  h u n t e r s .  

Expendi tures  Total  ( $ )  In Idaho ( $ )  In  Basin ( $ )  

Res iden t  3,378,779 3,340,014 1 ,087,844 

Non-Resident 2,776,097 2,191,965 1,195,431 

TOTAL 6,154,876 5,531,979 2,283,275 



Hunter D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Idaho F i s h  and Game Department i n f o r m a t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  bo th  

t h e  e l k  hun t i ng  pressure and e l k  k i l l  a r e  cen te red  i n  t h e  n o r t h  c e n t r a l  

r e g i o n  o f  t he  Basin on bo th  s ides  o f  Salmon R i v e r  (F i gu re  2 ) .  The 

areas o f  h i g h  concen t ra t i on  of deer hun te rs  and deer k i l l  a r e  d ispersed  

throughout  t he  Basin.  With t h e  excep t ion  o f  U n i t  28, t he  more h e a v i l y  

u t - i l i z e d  deer  and e l k  areas do n o t  over lap .  

The numbers o f  e l  k  and deer hunters  i n  a  u n i t  c o r r e l a t e d  we1 1  

w i t h  t h e  t o t a l  k i l l  i n  each u n i t .  For example, t h e  5 u n i t s  w i t h  t h e  

most e l k  and deer hun te rs  a l s o  had t h e  most e l k  and deer k i l l e d  i n  

them (Ta b l  e  19 ) .  A1 so, the  d i  s t r - i  b u t i o n  o f  r e s i d e n t  and non- res iden t  

hunters  (based on k i l l  i n f o r m a t i o n )  d i d  n o t  seem t o  d i f f e r  much w i t h i n  - 

t h e  Basin.  

Re la t i onsh ip  o f  Hunt ing t o  Development A1 t e r n a t i v e s  

A p r imary  o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  Wi ld  R ivers  f lethodology Study i s  

t o  assess t he  impact  o f  development a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  t h e  Salmon R i ve r  

Basin, and t o  desc r i be  t h e  economic and s o c i a l  r a m i f i c a t i o n s  o f  each 

o f  t h e  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  cons idered.  

How then  migh t  changes i n  t h e  s t a t u s  quo e f f e c t  Bas in  w i l d l i f e  

resources? Any dam c o n s t r u c t i o n  on t he  Salmon o r  i t s  t r i b u t a r i e s  f o r  

power, nav iga t i on ,  and/or f l o o d  c o n t r o l  cou ld  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduce t h e  

a v a i l a b i l  i t y  o f  c r i t i c a l  w i n t e r  range f o r  a  number o f  game species,  

Also, t h e  necessary roads t o  c o n s t r u c t i o n  s i des  would inc rease  t h e  

access i  b i l  i ty  t o  many now remote areas. The opening o f  new min ing  

c la ims ,  and p a r t i c u l a r i  l y  making a v a i l a b l e  new reg ions  f o r  logg ing ,  

would a1 so s i g n i f i c a n t l y  inc rease  access. 
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F i g u r e  2 .  Idaho F i s h  and Game Management U n i t s  
w i t h i n  t h e  Salmon River  Bas in ,  and 
t h e  f i v e  most  h e a v i l y  u t i l i z e d  by 
e l k  and d e e r  h u n t e r s  i n  1969.  



The q u e s t i o n  o f  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  i s  a  key i s s u e  i n  t h e  management 

o f  game p o p u l a t i o n s .  W i t h  r e g a r d s  t o  t h e  Bas in ,  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  t i m e  

t h e r e  a r e  many a reas  t h a t  can o n l y  be reached by  p lane,  a  l o n g  back 

p a c k o r  w i t h  ho rses .  The game p o p u l a t i o n s  i n  t h e s e  r e g i o n s  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  

hunted o n l y  by a v i d  outdoorsmen and c l i e n t s  o f  o u t f i t t e r s  and gu ides ,  

t h u s  i t  i s  p r o b a b l e  t h a t  many of  t h e s e  p o p u l a t i o n s  a r e  n o t  b e i n g  h a r v e s t e d  

a t  maximum s u s t a i n e d  y i e l d  l e v e l s .  These remote areas can a l s o  p r o v i d e  

a  s a n c t u a r y  f o r  h e a v i l y  hunted herds,  and p r o v i d e  seed s t o c k  f o r  o v e r  

h a r v e s t e d  r e g i o n s .  

A number o f  q u e s t i o n s  come t o  mind r e l a t e d  t o  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  

r e q u i r e  much f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  t o  answer. What, f o r  example, would  be 

t h e  e f f e c t s  on t h e  h a b i t s  and h a r v e s t  o f  game a n i m a l s  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  

i n c r e a s e d  access a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  f u r t h e r  development i n  t h e  Basin? What 

would  be t h e  e f f e c t  on t h e  numbers and t y p e s  o f  h u n t e r s  u t i l i z i n g  t h e  

Basin? What would  be t h e  e f f e c t  on t h e  g u i d i n g  i n d u s t r y ?  What would 

be t h e  economic i m p a c t  on t h e  B a s i n  and t h e  S t a t e ?  

B i g  game management p r o v i d e s  exce l  1  e n t  reasons f o r  t h e  v a l  i d i  ty  

of t h e  Bas in -w ide  approach o f  methodology s t u d y .  Suppose, f o r  example, 

t h a t  a  dam was b u i l t  on t h e  Lemhi R i v e r ,  wh ich  i s  n o t  b e i n g  c o n s i d e r e d  

f o r  w i l d  r i v e r  s t a t u s ,  t o  d i v e r t  w a t e r  f o r  i r r i g a t i o n .  Suppose a1 so t h a t  

t h i s  dam r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  o f  c r i t i c a l  range  f o r  t h e  a rea  deer  

he rds  and a  r e l a t e d  r e d u c t i o n  i n  d e e r  p o p u l a t i o n  s i z e .  What t h e n  would  

be t h e  e f f e c t s  on h u n t e r  d i s t r i b u t i o n ?  Would h u n t i n g  p r e s s u r e  be s h i f t e d  

t o  o t h e r  a reas  o f  t h e  Bas in ,  t o  o t h e r  a reas  o f  Idaho? Would t h e  same 

number o f  h u n t e r s  h u n t  f o r  reduced numbers o f  deer ,  o r  would t h e r e  be 

a n  o v e r a l l  r e d u c t i o n  i n  h u n t i n g  p r e s s u r e ?  A l l  o f  t h e s e  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  

c o u l d  have s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  w i t h i n  t h e  Bas in .  
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A s h i f t  i n  h u n t i n g  p ressure  c o u l d  p o t e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  game herds 

i n  any o t h e r  r e g i o n  o f  t h e  Bas in .  I f  p ressure  was s h i f t e d  t o  o t h e r  

r e g i o n s  o f  Idaho, o r  i f  t h e r e  was a  r e d u c t i o n  i n  t h e  t o t a l  number of 

h u n t e r s ,  t h e r e  would be an economic l o s s  t o  t h e  Bas in  and/or  t h e  S t a t e .  

I f  t h e  sanie number o f  hun te rs  hunted f o r  reduced numbers o f  game, then  

t h e  l e v e l  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  r e s o u r c e  would i n  a l l  p r o b a b i l i t y  

be s h a r p l y  reduced. Converse ly ,  i nc reased  access t o  p r e s e n t l y  under-  

ha rves ted  herds c o u l d  c o n s i d e r a b l y  i n c r e a s e  t h e  number o f  h u n t e r s  i n  

t h e  Bas in ,  and thus  have a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  economic impac t .  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between h u n t i n g  p ressure ,  access i  b i  1  i t y ,  and 

game p o p u l a t i o n  f o r m  an i n t r i c a t e  web. The s t a t e  o f  t h e  a r t  of e v a l u a t i n g  

these  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i s  s t i l l  i n  i t s  i n f a n c y .  We can say t h a t  

c o n n e c t i o n s  e x i s t ,  b u t  we can o n l y  make educated guesses as t o  t h e i r  n a t u r e  

and o r d e r  o f  magni tude. It would seem t h a t  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  

would be a n  i d e a l  t e s t  a rea  t o  conduc t  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  i n t o  t h i s  

i m p o r t a n t  a r e a .  

S i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h e  Survey 

W i t h  a  p o p u l a t i o n  d e n s i t y  o f  o n l y  0.7 persons p e r  square m i l e ,  

t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  i s  one o f  t h e  most s p a r c e l y  popu la ted  a reas  i n  

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  (Peebles,  1970) .  The est- in iated 1970 p o p u l a t i o n  o f  

t h e  Bas-in was o n l y  9,204. Thus t h e r e  can be l i t t l e  d o u b t  t h a t  an 

annual i n v a s i o n  o f  h u n t e r s  t o t a l i n g  more than  6 t i n ies  t h e  e n t i r e  

p o p u l a t i o n  of t h e  B a s i n  has some s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  w i t h i n  t h e  r e g i o n .  

Perhaps t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  a s p e c t  o f  o u r  p i l o t  su rvey  i s  t h a t  

i t  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  economic s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  h u n t i n g  t o  t h e  Bas in .  We 



es t imated  t h a t  over  2  114 m i l l  i o n  d o l l a r s  was spent  i n  t h e  Basin by 

hun te rs  i n  1969. Th i s  i s  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  sum cons ide r i ng  t h e r e  were l e s s  

than  10,000 r e s i d e n t s ,  l e t  a lone  commercial estab l ishments,  i n  t h e  e n t i r e  

Basin.  Non-res idents  a lone  brought  an est in ia ted 2.2 m i l  1  i o n  do1 l a r s  

i n t o  Idaho o f  which 1.2 m i l l i o n  was spent  i n  t he  Basin.  Sonie o f  t h e  

non- res iden t  expend i tu res  obv ious l y  went toward t h e  purchase o f  l i c e n s e s ,  

and as such v e r y  l i t t l e  o f  t h e  t o t a l  went t o  e n t e r p r i s e s  w i t h i n  t h e  

Basin.  However, l i c e n s e  expend i tu res  s t i l l  represen ted  a  n e t  ga in  f o r  

Idaho. Resident  Idaho hun te rs  spent  ove r  1  m i l  1  i o n  d o l l a r s  i n  t h e  Basin,  

whici i  i n  i t s e l f  i s  a  cons ide rab le  sum. 

I t  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  development o r  non-development o f  

w i l d 1  i f e  resources c o u l d  have a  ve ry  s i g n i f i c a n t  impact  upon t h e  economy 

o f  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Basin.  

The survey has shed a  l i t t l e  l i g h t  i n  another  area concern ing 

t h e  optimum a l l o c a t i o n  o f  resources.  From the  s tudy,  resource  managers 

can g a i n  some understanding o f  t h e  p re fe rences  and behav io r  o f  hun te rs  

u t i l i z i n g  t h e  Basin and can thus  r e l a t e  these t o  t h e  p o s s i b l e  consequences 

o f  a1 t e r n a t i v e  development 1  eve ls .  

Well over  h a l f  o f  t h e  respondents (56.5%) had hunted i n  t h e  Basin 

p r e v i o u s l y .  The g r e a t  m a j o r i t y  (94.4%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  hun t i ng  was t h e  

main reason f o r  t h e i r  t r i p  t o  t h e  Basin.  Respondents had a l s o  made an 

average o f  5  p rev ious  hun t i ng  t r i p s  t o  t h e  Basin.  Most hun te rs  (87.1%) 

were a f t e r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  game spec ies.  These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  

Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  p r e s e n t l y  has h i g h  q u a l i t y  resources t h a t  a r e  ve ry  

a t t r a c t i v e  t o  hun te rs .  

What do hun te rs  t h i n k  about  p resen t  h u n t i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  Idaho 

and i n  t he  Basin? Approx imate ly  two t h i r d s  (62.1%) r a t e d  hun t i ng  i n  Idaho 



as e i t h e r  ve ry  good o r  t h e  very  bes t .  Only 6.5% thought  hun t i ng  was 

poor.  Wi th  regards t o  t he  numbers o f  people i n  t h e  Basin,  most hun te rs  

(67.7%) thought  t h a t  t h e  l e v e l  was about  r i g h t ,  o n l y  15.3% thought  

t h e  area was too  crowded, and some (6.5%) even f e l t  t h e  area n o t  used 

enough. There was a l s o  a ve ry  h i gh  l e v e l  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  p resen t  

system o f  l i c e n s e s ,  fees,  permi ts ,  l i m i t s ,  and t i m i n g  and l e n g t h  of 

seasons as s t r u c t u r e d  by t h e  Idaho F i s h  and Game Department. 

There was a s t r o n g  f e e l i n g  among t h e  respondents (79.4%) t h a t  t h e  

Basin should be l e f t  e s s e n t i a l l y  as i t  i s  w i t h  l i t t l e  o r  no a d d i t i o n a l  

r e c r e a t i o n a l  development. Less than  20% thought  t h a t  any more development 

o f  any k i n d  should be undertaken. Suppor t ing  t h i s  general  f e e l i n g ,  t h e  

m a j o r i t y  o f  respondents favored  no change i n  t h e  number o f  pa rk i ng  o r  

p u l l  o f f  areas, lodges and cab ins ,  o u t f i t t e r s  and guides, and campgrounds 

o r  r e l a t e d  f a c i l i t i e s .  Only  b e t t e r  l i t t e r  d i sposa l  and more access 

t r a i l s  r ece i ved  a m a j o r i t y  endorsement. S i m i l a r i t y  on t h e  ques t i on  o f  

access, t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  respondents d i d  n o t  want t o  see t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  

e x i s t i n g  roads improved, new access roads developed, o r  more a i r f i e l d s  . 
A lso ,  a  m a j o r i t y  f e l t  t h a t  a l l  moto r i zed  v e h i c l e s  should be r e s t r i c t e d  

t o  roads. Over h a l f  t h e  respondents,  however, f e l t  t h a t  access t o  some 

e x i s t i n g  roads should n o t  be r e s t r i c t e d .  

R e l a t i v e l y  few hun te rs  ranked t h e  d e s i r e  f o r  a  t r ophy  animal o r  

d e s i r e  o r  need f o r  game meat as t h e  most impo r tan t  aspec t  o f  t h e i r  

hunt .  The p leasu re  and exc i tement  o f  hun t i ng  r a t e d  h i g h e s t  f o l l o w e d  

by scen ic  beauty.  These r e s u l t s  suggest t h a t  t h e  e s t h e t i c s  o f  t h e  hun t i ng  

exper ience may be more impo r tan t  t o  t h e  hun te r  than  k i l l i n g  game. The 

ques t i on  a r i s e s ,  a r e  t h e r e  any impo r tan t  q u a l i t i e s  o f  t h e  Basin p e r t a i n i n g  

t o  t h e  hun t i ng  exper ience t h a t  should be cons idered  when development 

a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  d iscussed? 



There w i l l  undoub ted ly  be i n c r e a s i n g  and c o n f l i c t i n g  demands f o r  

t h e  abundant and d i v e r s e  r e s o u r c e s  o f  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in .  D e c i s i o n s  

w i l l  have t o  be made p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  "how can these  

resources  be managed t o  p r o v i d e  optimum b e n e f i t s ? "  

I n h e r e n t  i n  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  a r e  s e v e r a l  c r i t i c a l  f a c t o r s .  F i r s t ,  how 

w i l l  b e n e f i t s  be de f ined ,  i n  te rms o f  Bas in  and/or  S t a t e  economics, o r  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  o r i e n t e d  r e s o u r c e  u s e r s .  A l t h o u g h  t h e s e  o b j e c t i v e s  

a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  mutual  l y  e x c l  u s i v e ,  t h e y  c o u l d  v e r y  e a s i l y  p r o v i d e  

a  b a s i s  f o r  numerous c o n f l  i c t s .  Second, how w i l l  "optimum" be d e f i n e d ?  

W i t h i n  sound env i ronmenta l  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  shou ld  r e s o u r c e  use be o r i e n t e d  

t o  p r o v i d i n g  a  maximum f l o w  o f  d o l l a r s  i n t o  t h e  B a s i n  and S t a t e  and a  

maximum t u r n o v e r  o f  d o l l a r s  w i t h i n  t h e  S t a t e ,  o r  t o  p r o v i d i n g  maximum 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  t o  r e s o u r c e  users ,  o r  t o  a  ba lance  between t h e s e  a1 t e r n a  t i v e s .  

T h i s  t y p e  o f  su rvey  shou ld  be o f  v a l u e  i n  t h e  d e c i s i o n  making p rocess .  

Conc lus ions  

1 .  Hun te r  e x p e n d i t u r e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  w i l d l  i f e  r e s o u r c e s  of  t h e  

Salmon R i v e r  B a s i n  a r e  econon i i ca l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  t h e  Bas in  and t o  

Idaho . 

2.  Any development e f f e c t i n g  w i l d l  i f e  resources ,  such as l o s s  o f  w i n t e r  

range  due t o  dam c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  c o u l d  have a  v e r y  s u b s t a n t i a l  impac t  upon 

t h e  economy o f  t h e  Bas in .  

3. The B a s i n  p r e s e n t l y  has h i g h  q u a l i t y  r e s o u r c e s  t h a t  a r e  a t t r a c t i v e  

t o  I ~ u n t e r s .  
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4. A v e r y  s i g n i f i c a n t  m a j o r i t y  o f  hun te rs  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  Bas in  should  be 

l e f t  e s s e n t i a l l y  as  i t  i s  w i t h  l i t t l e  o r  no a d d i t i o n a l  development. 

5. L i t t l e  can be s a i d  w i t h o u t  cons ide rab le  f u r t h e r  research  abou t  

t h e  r e 1  a t i o n s h i p s  between h u n t i n g  pressure;  a c c e s s i b i l i t y ,  and game 

p o p u l a t i o n s .  

6. Hunter  e f f o r t  and expend i t u re  i n f o r m a t i o n  should  prove u s e f u l  i n  

t he  assessment o f  t h e  impac t  o f  a1 t e r n a t i  ve 1  eve1 s  o f  development w i t h i n  

t h e  Basin,  and i n  t h e  o p t i m i z a t i o n  o f  Bas in  r esou rce  a l l o c a t i o n .  



APPENDIX 



OCSS4 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON USER OPINIONS OF HUNTING I N  

IDAHO'S SALMON R I V E R  BASIN 

The Salmon River  has  been des igna ted  by Congress f o r  p o s s i b l e  i n c l u s i o n  i n t o  the  ati ion's 

Wild and Scenic  River  System. For t h i s  reason,  a  s tudy  of t h e  va lue  and use of ~ d a h o ' s  

Salmon River  Basin is  be ing  conducted by the  Idaho Water Resources Research I n s t i t u t e .  This  

ques t i onna i r e  is  p r i m a r i l y  designed t o  a s se s s  hun te r  p r e f e r ences ,  behavior ,  and opinions re-  

garding the  Salmon River  Basin. 

Your pe r sona l  opinion w i l l  be important  i n  determining t h e  type and e x t e n t  of f u t u r e  

development and use of the  Salmon River  a r ea .  P l ea se  a s s i s t  us by answering t h i s  quest ion-  

n a i r e  a s  c a r e f u l l y  a s  you can. I n d i v i d u a l  r e p l i e s  remain c o n f i d e n t i a l ,  and any information 

you give us  w i l l  n o t  be  used f o r  any o the r  purpose. 



1. Is t h i s  your  f i r s t  t r i p  ( f o r  any reason)  t o  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Basin?  (See map on cover )  
Yes No - 

I f  N O ,  how many t r i p s  have you made t o  t h i s  a r e a  i n  1969? I n  p r e v i o u s  y e a r s ?  

Have you e v e r  hun ted  i n  Idaho p r e v i o u s  t o  1969? Yes No - . I f  YES, how 
many y e a r s  ? 

I n  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Basin?  Yes No - . I f  YES, how many t imes 

2.  How many y e a r s  have you hun ted  b i g  game? 

a 
3 .  P l e a s e  r a n k  from 1-6 t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance you p l a c e  on t h e  f o l l o w i n g  w i t h  r e g a r d s  t o  

y o u r  h u n t i n g  i n  Idaho ,  Give a rank of 1 t o  t h e  c a t e g o r y  you f e e l  i s  most i m p o r t a n t  
through t o  6  f o r  t h e  c a t e g c r y  you f e e l  i s  t h e  l e a s t  i m p c r t a n t .  

Rank 1-6 
S cerli c  Beauty 
D e s i r e  f o r  a  Trophy Animal 
I s o l a t i o n  
D e s i r e  o r  Need f o r  Game Neat 
P l e a s u r e  and Exci tement  of Hunting 
General  Outdoor Exper ience  
Other ( P l e a s e  L i s t  1 

4. Is h u n t i n g  i n  t h i s  p a r t  of t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in  t h e  main reason  f o r  your  t r i p ?  
Yes No - 

I f  NO,  what  was t h e  main reason  f o r  your  t r i p ?  ( P l e a s e  L i s t )  

5. During 1969 i n  Idaho Salmon River  Basin ,  how many days:  

Big Game B i r d s  
Have you s p e n t  h u n t i n g  
W i l l  you spend h u n t i n g  -- 

6 .  While h u n t i n g  i n  Idaho,  a r e  you p r i m a r i l y  a f t e r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  game s p e c i e s ?  
Yes No - . I f  YES, which: Big Game Spec ies  

Game B i r d  Spec ies  

7 .  I f  you a r e  p r i m a r i l y  a  t rophy  h u n t e r ,  would you c o n s i d e r  t a k i n g  an anir ra l  f o r  meat i f  
t h e  end of t h e  h u n t  i s  approaching and you have n o t  t a k e n  o r  s e e n  any t rophy animals?  

Yes No No Opinion 

8. What dc you t h i n k  of t h e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  Idaho f o r  h u n t i n g  t h e  fo l lowing :  

The Very Best  
Jery  Good 
Gocjd 
Poor  
No Opinion 

Big Game B i r d s  



9.  What b i g  game animals have you k i l l e d  ( i f  any) i n  Idaho i n  1969? (P lease  l i s t  type 
and number k i l l e d . )  

10.  Do you f e e l  t h a t  f o r  t h e  fo l lowing  the  p r e s e n t  system used i n  Idaho is: 

Licenses  and t ags  
License f e e s  
Permit  hunts  
Bag l i m i t s  
Timing and l eng th  of seasons  

4 

11. One of t h e  goa ls  of t h i s  s t udy  i s  t o  
i n  t h e  Salmon River  a r ea .  Would you 
Basin: (P l ea se  check one) 

Exce l l en t  S a t i s f a c t o r y  Unsa t i s  f a c t o r y  

a s c e r t a i n  v i s i t o r ' s  f e e l i n g s  toward development 
MOST p r e f e r  t h a t  t h i s  a r e a  of t he  Salmon River  - 

A .  Be l e f t  e s s e n t i a l l y  a s  i t  is  wi th  l i t t l e  o r  no a d d i t i o n a l  r e c r e a t i o n a l  
development. 

B .  B e  more f u l l y  developed f o r  r e c r e a t i o n .  This  might i nc lude  l a r g e  s c a l e  
r e s o r t  development and expanded camping r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s ,  more 
roads,  and improved acces s .  

C .  Be developed f o r  bo th  r e c r e a t i o n a l  and i n d u s t r i a l - a g r i c u l t u r a l  use.  This  
might i nc lude  some cons t ruc t ion  f o r  both i r r i g a t i o n  and power, and con- 
t r o l l e d  t imber h a r v e s t  and mining. 

D .  Be developed t o  i t s  f u l l  i n d u s t r i a l  and a g r i c u l t u r a l  p o t e n t i a l .  This 
would i nc lude  the  b u i l d i n g  of dams and roads t o  provide f o r  i r r i g a t i o n ,  
power, and r e s e r v o i r  a s s o c i a t e d  r e c r e a t i o n ,  t imber h a r v e s t ,  and mining. 

E .  No opinion.  

12. With regards  t o  the  number of people you saw i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  Salmon River  Basin,  
would you desc r ibe  t he  a r e a  a s  : 

Too crowded 
J u s t  r i g h t  

Not used enough 
No opinion 

13 .  Based on your exper ience  i n  t h i s  a r ea ,  would you l i k e  t o  s ee :  

Park ing  o r  p u l l  o f f  a r e a s  
Lodges and/or  cabins  
O u t f i t t e r s  and guides 
Campgrounds and r e l a t e d  

f a c i l i t i e s  
L i t t e r  d i s p o s a l  
Access t r a i l s  
Cther  

More - 
- 
- 

Less 

- 
- 

No Change No Opinion 



14 .  With r e g a r d  t o  a c c e s s  t o  t h i s  a r e a  of t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Basin ,  would you l i k e  t o  s e e :  

Yes - N o  No Opinion 
The q u a l i t y  of e x i s t i n g  roads  improved - - 
New a c c e s s  roads  developed - - 
Access t o  some e x i s t i n g  roads  r e s t r i c t e d  - - 
More a i r f i e l d s  - - 
A l l  motor ized  v e h i c l e s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  roads  - - 
O t h e r  - - 

15. Did you f i s h  i n  t h i s  a r e a  of  t h e  Salmon R i v e r  Bas in?  Yes No - . W i l l  you 
f i s h ?  Yes No - 

* P l e a s e  g i v e  t h e  approximate  number o f  s p e c i e s  of  f i s h  you caught  and t h e n  rank  y o u r  
s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  types  of f i s h i n g  on t h e  r i v e r :  

Number 
of F i s h  E x c e l l e n t  S a t i s f a c t o r y  U n s a t i s f a c t o r y  No Opinion 

T r o u t  
Salmon 
S t e e l h e a d  
Dol ly  Varden 
Other  s p e c i e s  

1 6 .  How many a r e  i n  your  group? Males Females No. 18 and under  - Boys 
G i r l s  

1 7 .  Are you a  r e s i d e n t  of Idaho? Yes - 
I f  y e s ,  what town? County? 

I f  no, what is y o u r  s t a t e  ( o r  Nat ion)  of r e s i d e n c e ?  T own ? 

What is y o u r  age? Sex? Occupation? 

R e l a t i o n  t o  head of fami ly?  

Are you a member o f  an  ou tdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  o r g a n i z a t i o n ?  Yes No - 
I f  y e s ,  which? 

18.  How many weeks v a c a t i o n  do you have each  y e a r ?  Is t h i s  t r i p  p a r t  of y o u r  
annua l  v a c a t i o n  t ime? Yes No - 

1 9 .  P l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  l o c a t i o n  where you p r e s e n t l y  l i v e  
and t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  of your  m e t r o p o l i t a n  a r e a .  

C i t y  C e n t e r  
Suburb of C i t y  
R u r a l  - n o t  on a  farm 
Rura l  - on a  farm 
Other  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

Under 5,000 
5,000-10,000 - 
10,000-25,000 
25,000-~100,000 
100,000-1,000,300 
Over 1,000,000 



2 0 .  What was t h e  approximate  t o t a l  y e a r l y  income of your  f ami ly  i n  1968? 

Under 2,999 
3,000-4,999 

10,000-14,999 
15,000-19,999 
20,000-24,999 
25,000 & o v e r  

21. What is t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  of e d u c a t i o n  you completed? 

Grade 0-8 
Grade 9-12 
Some Col lege  

Col lege  Graduate  
Pos t - g r a d u a t e  degree  

- 22. How many m i l e s  was your  f a m i l y  c a r  d r i v e n  on t h i s  t r i p ?  

\ 
Did you come d i r e c t l y  h e r e ?  Yes No - 

I f  you t r a v e l e d  a s  a group i n  y o u r  f a m i l y  c a r  t o  g e t  t o  t h e  r i v e r ,  how much of t h e  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s  were p a i d  t o  you by non-family members of t h e  group? 

23. T h i s  q u e s t i o n  d e a l s  w i t h  t h e  c o s t s  of your  h u n t i n g  t r i p  and i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i m p o r t a n t .  
P l e a s e  f i l l  i n  t h e  c o s t s  of YOUR v i s i t  o n l y ,  even i f  you p a i d  a n o t h e r  p e r s o n ' s  expenses  
a s  w e l l  a s  your  own, o r  i f  your  expenses  were p a i d  by someone e l s e  o r  an  expense  
a c c o u n t .  ( P l e a s e  e n t e r  0  where no c o s t s  were i n c u r r e d . )  

T r a i n ,  p l a n e ,  o r  bus f a r e s  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  ( g a s ,  r e p a i r s ,  e t c  .) 
Lodging (Motels ,  campground - e e s ,  e  t c .  ) 
Food and B - w r a g e s  
Guide and G ; - t f i t t e r s  f e e s  
Hunt ing and f i s h i n g  s u p p l i e s  
R e n t a l  of any equipment used on t r i p  

(Exc lud ing  o u t f i t t e r s  f e e s )  
J t h e r  

T o t a l  Amount Spen t  
f o r  T r i p  I n  Idaho  

24. P l e a s e  e s t i m a t e  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of t o t a l  c o s t  of y o u r  t r i p  t h a t  you s p e n t  i n  t h e  Salmon 
R i v e r  Basin  ( P l e a s e  check o n e ) .  100% 75% 50% 25% 0% . 

I n t e r v i e w e r  Date T i  me 

8 L o c a t i o n  

Weather Temperature  

Type of V e h i c l e ( s )  

R i v e r  Condi t ion  Road Condi t ion  

I m p o r t a n t  Comments: 
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