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Executive Summary

We conducted a survey of 4,000 hunters (3,300 residents and 700 non-residents) who purchased a Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) Permit during the 2010-11 hunting season to determine their activities on and
opinions concerning the WMAs they hunted.
* The effective response rate was 45%
* 34% did not hunt WMAs during the season even though they purchased a WMA Permit
* Of those that did hunt WMAs, 64% hunted only one WMA, 22% hunted two WMAs, and 15%
hunted three or more WMAs
* Deer was the most popular species targeted by 55% of WMA hunters, followed by waterfowl
(13%), squirrel (12%), and turkey (10%)
*  Most WMA hunters ranked the quality of hunting on WMAs as fair or better:
Small Game (84%), White-tailed Deer (719%), Wild Turkey (77%), and Waterfowl (73%)

WMA use varied substantially among WIMIAs

+ Sunflower WMA attracted the greatest number of unique visitors

+ Pascagoula WMA was the most visited

* Malmaison WMA generated the highest average number of visits
per visitor

« MARS WMA, Charlie Capps WMA, and Trim Cane WMA were
ranked lowest with respect to number of visitors and number of
visits

Small Game
* 55% said WMAs were the primary place they hunted small game 55% said WMAs were

+ 28% would not hunt small game at all if it were not available on the primary place they
WDMAs hunted small game
*  60% felt that hunting dogs should be allowed on WMAs for hunting
small game
Wild Turkey

* 26% would not hunt turkeys at all if it were not available on WMAs

*  43% said turkey hunting on WMAs was more convenient than on
private lands

+  Very few (15%) believed there are too many restrictions on tur-
key hunting on WMAs

* Hunters were mostly neutral concerning increasing the number A el i
of limited draw hunts (42%) and youth hunts (36%) 26% would not hunt

turkeys at all if it were not
available on WMAs




Executive Summary

White-tailed Deex

40% said quality buck hunting was the main reason why they
hunted deer on WMAs and 43% were satisfied with their chance
to harvest a quality buck on WMAs

Overall, hunters generally believed that WMAs did not provide
as good of a chance to harvest a quality buck as private lands,
although opinions were polarized. Hunters overwhelmingly
agreed that it was more important to have abundant deer of
both sexes to harvest on WMAs than to only have a few quality 43% were satisfied with
bucks to harvest, yet disagreed that management on WMAs puts their chance to harvest a
too much emphasis on quality bucks and agreed with restricting quality buck on WMAs

harvests on small bucks to increase the number of larger bucks
Hunters favored increasing the number of special youth hunts and
limited draw hunts; however, many hunters were neutral (37% and 33% respectively)

Waterfowl

25% would not hunt waterfowl at all if WMAs did not provide
waterfowl hunting

50% felt that WMAs provided unique hunting opportunities not
available on private lands; however, only 25% believed that
WDMAs have more waterfowl than private lands and 35% be-
lieved that habitat management activities were better on WMAs
than private lands

47% said the cost of hunting on private lands is the main reason 35% believed that habitat
why they hunted waterfowl on WMAs management activities
37% said WMAs were more convenient to hunt than private lands RS Rl iyl AUAYIY
Surprisingly, 70% did not believe that there were too many water- ERIEVRSINLIEYE Tl

fowl hunters on WMAs

General Questions Concerning Impressions and Attitudes about WIVIAs and Private Lands

Regardless of species targeted, hunters indicated that management intensity of WMAs should be
increased

Most hunters did not feel territoriality was an issue on WMAs although most agreed that hunters
should not be allowed to leave tree stands in place

Many hunters felt finding and retaining private lands to lease was too time consuming and the
high cost of leasing was a primary reason they hunted WMAs

Even though WMAs provide an important niche, hunters ranked private lands better than WMAs
across a broad range of criteria, such a quality and quantity of game, quality of food plots, hunter
crowding, and internal access

In two important areas, hunters ranked WMAs higher than private lands — habitat quality and
hunter safety



A. Problem and Need

The Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks (MDWEFP) desired insights regarding
the satisfaction and perceptions of Mississippi Wildlife Management Area (WMA) hunters. Mississippi
WMAs are an important resource because they provide a significant portion of public hunting access and
opportunity. Generally, public hunting areas are limited in the eastern United States and declining amounts
of hunting access have played a major role in hunter attrition nationwide. Agency administrators and
WMA managers in Mississippi have concerns regarding hunting on WMAs based on anecdotal evidence
suggesting there is a general deterioration of hunting experiences on WMAs. Providing quality, outdoor
recreational experiences is an important component of the MDWFP mission; thus, research was needed to
investigate validity of reported concerns and evaluate hunter satisfaction and perceptions.

Researchers and wildlife managers have identified issues associated with public hunting areas. One
issue is crowding (Jordan and Workman 1989) and is particularly acute during popular hunting seasons,
such as an either-sex firearm deer season (Messonier and Luzar 1990). The popularity of deer hunting on
Mississippi WMAs suggests that crowding be may an issue on some areas. Crowding also plays a role in
other factors related to hunter satisfaction. Public land hunters perceive their chance of success lower rela-
tive to private lands because of less game available per hunter (Jordan and Workman 1989); however, some
hunters actually prefer large hunter densities because it increases game movement and this can lead to
greater hunter satisfaction (Heberlein et al. 1982). Territoriality is another potential problem where hunters
attempt to claim a portion of a public area as their own and try to exclude others from using that same area.
The relevance of these issues to hunters on Mississippi WMAs needed to be investigated and addressed
where warranted to mitigate potential conflicts.

Information on how hunters rank the quality of their hunting experiences on Mississippi WMAs was
also needed. Specific topics included game quality and abundance by species, regulations, and conve-
nience. Determining perceptions of Mississippi WMA hunters toward these issues will allow wildlife ad-
ministrators and managers to make well-informed management decisions.

B. Objectives

Determine satisfaction of Mississippi WMA hunters with the quality of their hunting experiences.

2. Determine perceptions of Mississippi WMAs hunters toward game quality and abundance by species,
regulations, and convenience.

3. Compare and contrast hunter perceptions of WMAs and private land.




C. Approach

Data collection was completed through a mail survey of 4,000 hunters who purchased a WMA per-
mit during the 2010-2011 hunting season and included 3,300 Mississippi Resident Licensed Hunters, and
700 Non-resident Hunters Licensed in Mississippi. The hunting season is defined as the period from March
1,2010 to February 28, 2011. The MDWFP maintains a database of all hunters who purchased a WMA
permit, and this database was used for sample selection. Survey implementation followed the guidelines
set forth by the Tailored Design Method (Dillman 2007). Specifically, the survey was conducted from May
through June 2011. The survey consisted of five mailings: a pre-survey letter sent to hunters on May 10,
2011, informing them of the study; a complete mailing consisting of a personalized letter, questionnaire and
business reply envelope sent on May 17, 2011; a postcard/thank you letter sent on May 25,2011; a second
complete mailing sent to non-respondents on June 7,2011; and a final complete mailing sent to the remain-
ing non-respondents on June 28, 2011.

Response rate: There were 1,795 respondents to the survey. Two hundred and sixty-five surveys were
non-deliverable due either to faulty mailing addresses or because the addressee had deceased. Thus, the
effective response rate was 45 percent. The unadjusted response rate differed between Resident (41%) and
Non-Resident (58%) hunters.

Demographics: On average, respondents had purchased hunting licenses 4.55 of the last 5 years. Re-
spondents were overwhelmingly male (93.8%). The average age of respondents was 44.9 years. Respon-
dents averaged 13.7 years of education, which is equivalent to 1.7 years of college. Respondent income
averaged in the $60,000-$69,999 range. Fifty-four percent of respondents also leased private lands for

hunting. . .
Table 1. Primary species targeted by

respondents for each WMA visited
WMA Use: Thirty-four percent of respondents did not hunt P

WMAs during the March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011 hunting Visitors Species
season even though they purchased a WMA permit. Of those 988 white-tailed deer
that did hunt WMAs, 64% hunted one WMA, 22% hunted two 245 waterfowl
WMAs, 9% hunted three WMAs, 4% hunted four WMAs, and 201 squirrel
2% hunted five or more WMAs, averaging 1.6 different WMAs 175 turkey
visited per respondent. In total, these respondents averaged 12 47 rabbit
hunting trips to WMAs per hunting season, travelled an aver- 39 raccoon
age of 181 miles round trip on each visit to a WMA, and spent 33 small game
roughly one night away from home for every two days hunting 28 feral hogs
onaWMA. 17 quail

7 dove
Respondents were asked to report which WMAs they had visited 3 fish
during the period March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011, how many 3 alligator
trips they had made to each, and the primary species they tar- 1 coyote

geted at each WMA. The results are reported in Tables 1 and 2. 1,181 Total




Table 2. WMAs listed in order of the number of unique respondents who reported visiting each WMA,
number of visits (respondents x no. of visits), and average number of visits per visitor as reported in a 2011
survey of WMA permit purchasers.

Bve #
# of # of
WMA .. WMA .. WMA visits/
visitors visits . .
visitor
Sunflower 140 Pascagoula 1188 Pascagoula 14.0
Mahannah 90 Caston Creek 862 Chickasawhay 12.6
Pascagoula 85 Sunflower 731 Calhoun County 12.0
Sandy Creek 83 Sandy Creek 681 Wolf River 11.8
Caston Creek 18 Canal Section 639 Red Creek 11.7
Upper Sardis 73 Chickasaw 550 Old River 11.3
Canal Section 67 Bienville 540 Caston Creek 11.1
Tallahala 66 Chickasawhay 528 Okatibbee 10.3
Leaf River 61 Ward Bayou 525 Bienville 10.2
Chickasaw 58 Tallahala 509 Chickasaw 10.0
Bienville 53 Upper Sardis 506 Ward Bayou 9.9
Malmaison 53 Leaf River 424 Canal Section 9.5
Ward Bayou 53 Copiah County 409 Copiah County 8.5
Twin Oaks 51 Red Creek 397 Caney Creek 8.3
Choctaw 50 Caney Creek 374 Divide Section 8.3
Copiah County 48 Old River 374 Sandy Creek 8.2
Caney Creek 45 Malmaison 364 John Bell Williams 8.2
Chickasawhay 42 Mahannah 346 Mason Creek 8.1
Lake George 40 Calhoun County 335 Tallahala 1.7
O'Keefe 39 John Bell Williams 287 Leaf River 7.0
Howard Miller 39 Wolf River 282 Upper Sardis 6.9
John Bell Williams 35 Divide Section 274 Malmaison 6.9
Pearl River 35 Choctaw 246 Little Biloxi 6.3
Red Creek 34 Mason Creek 234 Charles Ray Nix 6.1
Divide Section 33 O Keefe 214 Graham Waterfowl 6.0
Area
Old River 33 Little Biloxi 202 Nanih Waiya 6.0
Little Biloxi 32 Pearl River 200 Pearl River 8.7
Mason Creek 29 Lake George 193 Tuscumbia 5.5
Calhoun County 28 Twin Oaks 175 O Keefe 5.8
Muscadine Farms 24 Nanih Waiya 137 Sardis Waterfowl 5.4
Wolf River 24 Charles Ray Nix 115 John Starr Memorial 5.3
Forest
Nanih Waiya 23 John Starr Memorial 100 Marion County 5.3
Forest
Charles Ray Nix 19 Marion County 100 Sunflower 5.2
John Starr Memorial 19 Okatibbee 82 Choctaw 4.9

Forest



Table 2 (continued). WMAs listed in order of the number of unique respondents who reported visiting each

WMA, number of visits (respondents x no. of visits), and average number of visits per visitor as reported in

a 2011 survey of WMA permit purchasers.

WMA

Marion County
Shipland
Tuscumbia
Leroy Percy

Black Prairie
Yockanookany
Hell Creek
Okatibbee
Graham Waterfowl
Area

Stoneville

Sardis Waterfowl
Sky Lake

MARS

Charlie Capps
Trim Cane

Total

# of
visitors

19
18
14
13

~ 00 00 ©

— O —~ DD 01 o010 &

,804*

WMA

Tuscumbia
Howard Miller
Muscadine Farms
Graham Waterfowl
Area

Shipland

Hell Creek

Leroy Percy

Sardis Waterfowl
Black Prairie

Stoneville
Yockanookany
Sky Lake
MARS

Charlie Capps
Trim Cane
Total

# of
visits

11
11
59
42

39
36
33
27
19

WMA

Lake George
Hell Creek
Mahannah
Twin Oaks

Stoneville
Charlie Capps
Leroy Percy
Muscadine Farms
Shipland

MARS

Howard Miller
Black Prairie
Yockanookany
Sky Lake

Trim Cane
Average

* Total does not match the total reported in Table 1 because some respondents did not report species targeted.

** The average # of visits/visitor for a single WMA (7.5) differs from the average number of trips to any WMA (12) reported previously

because many respondents visit more than one WMA.

Ave #
visits/
visitor

4.8

4.5

3.8

3.4

3.2
3.0
2.5
2.5
2.2

2.0
2.0
1.9
1.9
1.8
0.0
1.5%*




Hunting Quality

For the three WMAs that they reported hunting the most, respondents were asked to rank the quality of
hunting for the species they primarily hunted on those WMAs for the period March 1, 2010 to February 28,
2011.The results by species are reported in Figures 1-4.

500 40% 800
450 700
400
350 30% 600
8 300 g 500
S G
8 250 8 400
4 ¢
« 200 15% 5 300
* 150 *
9% 200
100 6% 27%  31%
100 ) o
. 0 = N I
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5
0 = Did Not Hunt, 1 = Very Poor, 2 = Poor, 3 = Fair, 4 = Good, 5 = Very Good 0 = Did Not Hunt, 1 = Very Poor, 2 = Poor, 3 = Fair, 4 = Good, 5 = Very Good
Figure 1. Respondent ranking of the quality of Figure 2. Respondent ranking of the quality of
deer hunting on the three WMAs hunted most waterfowl hunting on the three WMAs hunted
by the respondent. n = 1518; mean response of most by the respondent. n = 1048; mean
those hunting = 3.20. Percentages are based on response of those hunting = 3.24. Percentages
responses of those hunting, n=1164 are based on responses of those hunting, n=372
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Figure 3. Respondent ranking of the quality of Figure 4. Respondent ranking of the quality of
wild turkey hunting on the three WMAs hunted small game hunting on the three WMAs hunted
most by the respondent. n = 1071; mean re- most by the respondent. n = 1201; mean re-
sponse of those hunting = 3.15. Percentages are sponse of those hunting = 3.55. Percentages are

based on responses of those hunting, n=382 based on responses of those hunting, n=696




Wild Turkey

Respondents were asked, “If you hunted wild turkey on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011,
please indicate the extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about wild turkey
hunting on WMAs.” Their responses to specific statements about wild turkey hunting on WMAs are provid-

ed in Figures 5-9.
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Figure 5. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “If turkey hunting were not available on
WMAs, I would not hunt wild turkey at all.” Mean
response = 2.42;n = 359.
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Figure 7. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “There are too many restrictions on wild
turkey hunting on WMAs.” Mean response =
2.53; n = 356.
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Figure 6. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Wild turkey hunting is more convenient
for me on WMAs than on private lands.” Mean
response = 3.27; n = 356.
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Figure 8. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “MDWFP should increase the number of
special youth only wild turkey hunts on WMAs.”
Mean response = 3.01; n = 352.




Wild Turkey (continued)
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Figure 9. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “The number of special limited draw hunts
for wild turkeys should be increased.” Mean
response = 2.99; n = 356.




Respondents were asked, “If you hunted small game on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011,
please indicate the extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about wild turkey
hunting on WMAs.” Their responses to specific statements about small game hunting on WMAs are pro-
vided in Figures 10-13.
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Figure 10. Respondent agreement with the state- Figure 11. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “WMAs are the primary place I hunt small ment, “If WMAs did not have small game hunting
game.” Mean response = 3.47;n = 619. available I would not hunt small game at all.”
Mean response = 2.60; n = 615.
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White-tailed Deer

Respondents were asked, “If you hunted white tailed deer on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28,
2011, please indicate the extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about white

tailed deer hunting on WMAs.” Their responses to specific statements about white tailed deer hunting on
WDMAs are provided in Figures 14-21.
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why I hunt deer on WMAs.” Mean response = a quality buck on WMAs.” Mean response = 3.04;
3.13;n = 825. n = 8217.
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Figure 17. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “MDWFP should increase the number

of special youth only hunts for deer on WMA.”
Mean response = 3.25; n = 824.

Figure 16. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “I believe that WMAs provide as good a
chance of harvesting a quality buck as private
lands.” Mean response = 2.86; n = 826.




White-tailed Deer (continued)
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Figure 18. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “The number of limited draw hunts for
deer hunting should be increased on WMAs.”
Mean response = 3.22; n = 822.
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Figure 20. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Management on WMAs puts too much
emphasis on quality bucks.” Mean response =
2.91;n =8109.
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Figure 19. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “It is more important to have abundant
deer of both sexes to harvest than to only have

a few trophy bucks to harvest on WMAs.” Mean
response = 3.82; n = 824.
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Figure 21. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “WMAs should have more restrictions on
harvesting smaller bucks to increase the number
of larger bucks available for harvest.” Mean
response = 3.08; n = 827.




Respondents were asked, “If you hunted waterfowl on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011,

please indicate the extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about waterfowl

hunting on WMAs.” Their responses to specific statements about waterfowl hunting on WMAs are provided

in Figures 22-30.
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Figure 22. Respondent agreement with the
statement, “If WMAs did not provide waterfowl
hunting, I would not hunt waterfowl at all.” Mean
response = 2.55; n = 295.
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Figure 24. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “WMAs have more waterfowl than private
lands.” Mean response = 2.81; n = 286.
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Figure 23. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “WMAs provide unique waterfowl hunting
opportunities not available on private lands.”
Mean response = 3.38; n = 288.
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Figure 25. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Habitat management activities for water-
fowl are better on WMAs than those on private
lands.” Mean response = 3.10; n = 286.



Waterfowl (continued)
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Figure 26. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “WMAs are more convenient than private
lands to hunt waterfowl.” Mean response = 3.11;
n = 284.
140
45%
120
100
80
24%
22% .
60
40
(o)
20 /%
|
o NN
1 2 3 4 5

1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

Figure 28. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “There are too many waterfowl hunters on
WMAs.” Mean response = 3.10; n = 286.
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Figure 27. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “The cost of hunting on private lands is
the main reason why I hunt waterfowl on WMAs.”
Mean response = 3.39; n = 2817.
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Figure 29. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “MDWFP should increase the number

of special limited draw hunts for waterfowl on
WDMAs.” Mean response = 3.12; n = 2885.




Waterfowl (continued)
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Figure 30. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “MDWFP should expand special youth only
hunts for waterfowl on WMAs.” Mean response =
3.26;n = 285.




General Impressions and Attitudes about WMAs and Private Lands
Respondents were asked a series of questions about current management practices on WMAs and how
WDMAs compare to private lands for hunting. Their responses are reported in Figures 31 — 46.
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Figure 31. WMA hunter responses to “Compared Figure 32. WMA hunter responses to “Compared
to current level of management, how intensively to current level of management, how intensively
should WMAs you hunted be managed for white should WMAs you hunted be managed for water-
tailed deer?” Mean response = 3.56; n = 1056. fowl?” Mean response = 3.40; n = 716.
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Figure 33. WMA hunter responses to “Compared Figure 34. WMA hunter responses to “Compared
to current level of management, how intensively to current level of management, how intensively
should WMAs you hunted be managed for wild should WMAs you hunted be managed for small

turkey?” Mean response = 3.53; n = 805. game?” Mean response = 3.41; n = 850.




General Impressions and Attitudes about WIVIAs and Private Lands (continued)
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Figure 35. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Groups of hunters on WMAs claim large
areas as their own.” Mean response = 3.12;n =
1208.
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Figure 37. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Deer hunters should not be allowed to
leave tree stands in place because this allows
them to claim an area as their own.” Mean re-
sponse = 3.30; n = 1199.
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Figure 36. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Territoriality of hunters is a problem on
WMAs.” Mean response = 3.14;n = 1206.
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Figure 38. Respondent agreement with the state-

ment, “Hunting WMAs is more convenient than

hunting on private lands.” Mean response = 2.96;
= 1200.



General Impressions and Attitudes about WIVMIAs and Private Lands (continued)
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Figure 39. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “I would hunt WMAs more if they were
closer to my home.” Mean response = 3.44;n =
1212.
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Figure 41. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “I do not have access to free private land
for hunting.” Mean response = 2.96;n = 1192.
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Figure 40. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “WMAs are convenient to hunt because the
MDWTEP takes care of food plots and other habitat
management activities.” Mean response = 3.26;
n = 1204.
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Figure 42. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “The high cost of leasing private lands is
the main reason why I hunt on WMAs.”

Mean response = 3.38; n = 1206.




General Impressions and Attitudes about WIVMIAs and Private Lands (continued)
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Figure 43. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Finding and retaining private land to
lease requires too much time and commitment.”
Mean response = 3.26; n = 1214.
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Figure 45. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “I do not hunt enough to justify spending
money to lease private lands.” Mean response =
2.58;n = 12009.
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Figure 44. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “Planting and maintaining food plots on
leased lands require too much time and commit-
ment.” Mean response = 2.97;n = 1212.
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Figure 46. Respondent agreement with the state-
ment, “There are no private land hunting leases
near my residence.” Mean response = 2.79;n =
1213.



Private Lands Comparisons

WMA hunters who also hunted private lands during the March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011 hunting season
were asked a series of questions about those private hunting lands and how they compared to WMAs. Their
responses to those questions are reported in Figures 47 — 56.
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Figure 47. Respondent ranking of the quality of Figure 48. Respondent ranking of the quality
deer hunting on private lands.n = 921; mean re- of waterfowl hunting on private lands. n = 684;
sponse of those hunting = 3.70. Percentages are mean response of those hunting = 3.19. Percent-
based on responses of those hunting, n=835 ages are based on responses of those hunting,
n=329
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Figure 49. Respondent ranking of the quality of Figure 50. Respondent ranking of the quality of
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Private Lands Comparisons (continued)

450 450 399
o
400 36% 400
34%
350 350
., 300 ., 300
3 2
S 250 S 250
@ &
© 200 2 200
B B 9
# 150 # 150 14%
100 100 9%
4%
50 50
0 .
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 = Much Poorer 2 = Poorer R = Same 4 = Refter 5 = Miich Retter 1 = Much Poorer, 2 = Poorer, 3 = Same, 4 = Better, 5 = Much Better
Figure 51. Respondent rating of game abundance Figure 52. Respondent rating of habitat quality
on the WMAs hunted compared to private lands on the WMAs they hunted compared to private
during the March 1, 2010 to February 28,2011 lands during the March 1, 2010 to February 28,
hunting season. Mean response = 2.93; n = 1070. 2011 hunting season. Mean response = 3.30; n =
1066.
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Figure 53. Respondent rating of the quality of Figure 54. Respondent rating of internal access
food plots on the WMAs they hunted compared to (e.g., wood roads and ATV trails) on the WMAs
private lands during the March 1, 2010 to Febru- they hunted compared to private lands during
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Private Lands Comparisons (continued)
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Figure 55. Respondent rating of hunter crowding
on the WMAs they hunted compared to private
lands during the March 1, 2010 to February 28,
2011 hunting season. Mean response = 2.53;n =
1063.
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Figure 56. Respondent rating of safety on the
WDMAs they hunted compared to private lands
during the March 1, 2010 to February 28,2011
hunting season. Mean response = 3.25; n = 1070.
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Appendix I - Table 3

Table 3. Number of visitors, number of visits, average number of visits per visitor, number of overnights, av-

erage number of overnight per visit, and average round trip miles travelled per visit for Mississippi WMAs
as reported in a 2011 survey of WMA permit purchasers.

over-

WMA visitors visits v?s?ts/ overnights nights/ Av_e rt
visitor visit miles

Bienville 53 540 10.2 72 0.13 152
Black Prairie 10 19 1.9 8 0.42 287
Calhoun County 28 335 12.0 88 0.26 234
Canal Section 67 639 9.5 51 0.08 112
Caney Creek 45 374 8.3 124 0.33 107
Caston Creek 78 862 11.1 1293 1.50 210
Chickasaw 55 550 10.0 6 0.01 84
Chickasawhay 42 528 12.6 58 0.11 76
Choctaw 50 246 4.9 300 1.22 288
Copiah County 48 409 8.5 118 0.29 148
Divide Section 33 274 8.3 27 0.10 67
Graham Waterfowl Area 7 42 6.0 5 0.12 42
Charles Ray Nix 19 115 6.1 10 0.09 138
Hell Creek 8 36 4.5 16 0.44 98
John Bell Williams 35 287 8.2 16 0.06 67
John W. Starr Memorial Forest 19 100 5.3 107 1.07 128
Lake George 40 193 4.8 298 1.54 243
Leaf River 61 424 7.0 81 0.19 143
Leroy Percy 13 33 2.5 22 0.67 167
Little Biloxi 32 202 6.3 93 0.46 81
Mahannah 90 346 3.8 220 0.64 293
Malmaison 53 364 6.9 117 0.32 231
Marion County 19 100 5.3 13 0.13 136
Mason Creek 29 234 8.1 65 0.28 136
Muscadine Farms 24 59 2.5 46 0.78 509
Nanih Waiya 23 137 6.0 68 0.50 125
Okatibbee 8 82 10.3 5 0.06 136
O 'Keefe 39 214 5.5 83 0.39 592
Old River 33 374 11.3 63 0.17 52
Pascagoula 85 1188 14.0 237 0.20 131
Pearl River 35 200 5.7 12 0.06 108
Red Creek 34 397 11.7 27 0.07 61
Sandy Creek 83 681 8.2 1111 1.63 177
Sardis Waterfowl 5 27 5.4 11 0.41 110
Shipland 18 39 2.2 35 0.90 319
Stoneville 6 19 3.2 3 0.16 109
Sunflower 140 731 5.2 883 1.21 303
Tallahala 66 509 1.7 278 0.58 213
Trim Cane 0 0 0.0 0 0.00 na
Tuscumbia 14 17 5.5 9 0.12 34



Appendix I - Table 3 (continued)

e over-
WMA visitors visits st?ts/ overnights nights/ Av.e rt
visitor visit miles
Twin Oaks 51 175 3.4 189 1.08 293
Upper Sardis 13 506 6.9 120 0.24 121
Ward Bayou 53 525 9.9 131 0.25 78
Wolf River 24 282 11.8 24 0.09 74
Yockanookany 9 17 1.9 2 0.12 111
Charlie Capps 1 3 3.0 0 0.00 45
Sky Lake 5 9 1.8 9 1.00 204
Howard Miller 39 17 2.0 87 1.13 423

MARS 2 4 2.0 7 1.75 367




Appendix II - Survey Instrument

Survey of Mississippi Wildlife Mangement Area Hunters

Conducted for the
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Natural Resources Economic Enterprises Program
by the
Human Dimensions & Conservation Law Enforcement Laboratory
Forest & Wildlife Research Center
Mississippi State University




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS.......... PAGE 1

In the following questions, please tell us about your hunting activity and experience. The information you
provide will remain strictly confidential and you will not be identified with your answers.

SECTION I: PARTICPATION IN HUNTING AT MDWFP WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREAS

1. Did you hunt on any MDWFP Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) between March 1, 2010 and February
28,2011?

I YES

2  NO - (If NO, please skip ahead to Section V on Page 7)

2. Please identify the five WMAs you hunted most often from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011 using the map
and legend located on Page 2, and note how many hunting trips you took to each WMA during this time period.
A trip is defined as traveling from your home residence to a WMA and back. If you spent one or more nights
away from home on a trip, please consider that as only one trip.

WMA Number of Total number of nights you | Round trip miles to this Primary species
Number round trips spent away from home WMA from your home hunted at this WMA
throughout throughout year on hunting | residence on these trips

year to hunt trips to this WMA

Example:

21 6 2 110 Deer




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS............PAGE 2
WMA Number
Hell Creek 14
John Bell Williams 15
John W. Starr Memorial
Forest 16
Lake George 17
Leaf River 18
Leroy Percy 19
Little Biloxi 20
Mahannah 21
Malmaison 22
Marion County 23
Mason Creek 24
Muscadine Farms 25
Nanih Waiya 26
Okatibbee 27
O Keefe 28
Old River 29
Pascagoula 30
Pearl River 31
Red Creek 32
Sandy Creek 33
Sardis Waterfowl 34
WMA Number Shipland 35
Bienville 1 Stoneville 36
Black Prairie 2 Sunflower 37
Calhoun County 3 Tallahala 38
Canal Section 4 Trim Cane 39
Caney Creek 5 Tuscumbia 40
Caston Creek 6 Twin Qaks 41
Chickasaw 7 Upper Sardis 42
Chickasawhay 8 Ward Bayou 43
Choctaw 9 Wolf River 44
Copiah County 10 Yockz.mookany 45
Divide Section 11 Charlie Capps 46
Sky Lake 47
Graham Waterfowl Area 12 Howard Miller 43
Charles Ray Nix 13 MARS 49




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS.......... PAGE 3
SECTION II: HUNTING QUALITY AND MANAGEMENT AT WMAs

3. For the three WMAs you reported hunting the most number of trips in Question #2 between March 1, 2010 and
February 28, 2011, please rank the quality of hunting for the species you hunted on those WMAs. If you hunted
fewer than three WMAs, only complete the below for the WMAs you did hunt.

WMA NUMBER Q\%& ‘\ﬁ*" & @& \\i‘&b
A) DRI ettt 0 | 2 3 4 5
D) WaterfOwl . oo.vi i e 0 1 2 3 4 5
C) Wild TUIKEY oo 0 1 2 3 4 5
A) SMAll GAME ottt s et e ee e s e aareseeeee e 0 1 2 3 4 5
S
WMA NUMBER S T & & S
) I B L SRR 0 1 2 3 4 5
D) WaterfOWl...c.ooiiiiiiiiii e 0 1 2 3 4 5
C) WIld TUIKEY «eveeeeiiie e 0 1 2 3 4 5
d) Small GAME ..veiiiiieiiicii e 0 1 2 3 4 5
S
WMA NUMBER 0\%\\ “f@ & & P .xf;nb
A) DT e e 0 1 2 3 4 5
D) WaterfOWl .. ..ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiciccrec s 0 | 2 3 4 5
€) WIld TUIKEY 1ottt 0 1 2 3 4 5
d) SMAll GAME ..oeeiiiiiiiiiiiicc et eare e enes 0 | 2 3 4 5

4. If you hunted wild turkey on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011, please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about wild turkey hunting on WMAs. If you
did not hunt wild turkey on a WMA during this time period. please skip to Question #5 on Page 4.

N N &
S N G
a) If wild turkey hunting was not available on WMAs, (o) Q < v
[ would not hunt wild turkey at all..........ccooriiiviiiiiiiiiiieeens 1 2 3 4 5
b) Wild turkey hunting is more convenient for me on WMAs than
ON Private lands .....c.ooviiiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
¢) There are too many restrictions on wild turkey hunting on WMAs...... | 2 3 4 5
d) MDWFP should increase the number of special youth only
wild turkey hunts on WMAS. ... 1 2 3 4 5

e) The number of special limited draw hunts for wild turkeys should
be INCreased ... ..ocviiiiiiiiiiiic s 1 2 3 4 5




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS............ PAGE 4

5. If you hunted small game on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011, please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about small game hunting on WMAs. If you
did not hunt small game on a WMA during this time period. please skip to Question #6 below.

) )
eﬁﬁé"’% d&é& é‘a\)@ @“P %@t:@
a) WMAs are the primary place I hunt small game.................... 1 2 3 1 5
b) If WMAs did not have small game hunting available I would not
hunt small game at all........oooooiiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
¢) Hunting dogs should not be allowed on WMAs for small game........... 1 2 3 4 5
d) The amount of small game on WMASs is decreasing..........ccceeeervernenn. | 2 3 4 5

6. If you hunted white-tailed deer on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011, please indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about white-tailed deer hunting on
WMAs. If you did not hunt white-tailed deer on a WMA during this time period. please skip to Question #7 on

Page 5.
C§\§, da » Q(§\
S Q} &7 e o
R R
a) Quality buck hunting is the main reason why I hunt deer on WMAs.... | 2 3 8! 5
b) I am satisfied with my chances to harvest a quality buck on
WIMLAS oottt bt 1 2 3 4 5
¢) I believe that WMAS provide as good a chance of harvesting a
quality buck as private lands ... 1 2 3 8! 5
d) MDWEFP should increase the number of special youth only hunts
for deer On WMAS ...oiiiiiicr et 1 2 3 4 5
e) The number of limited draw hunts for deer hunting should be
iNcreased 0N WIMAS ..o e e e e e e snaeee e 1 2 3 4 5
f) It is more important to have abundant deer of both sexes to harvest
than to only have a few trophy bucks to harvest on WMAS ................ 1 2 3 4 5
) Management on WMASs puts too much emphasis on quality bucks...... 1 2 3 4 5

h) WMAs should have more restrictions on harvesting smaller bucks
to increase the number of larger bucks available for harvest................ 1 2 3 4 5




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS.......... PAGE 5

7. If you hunted waterfowl on a WMA from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 2011, please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about waterfow! hunting on WMAs. If vou
did not hunt waterfowl on a WMA during this time period, please skip to Section 111 below.

S S R

a) If WMAs did not provide waterfowl hunting, | would not

. By,

hunt waterfow] at all . 1 2 3 <
b) WMAs provide unigue waterfowl hunting opportunities

not available on private lands. ... I 2 3 4 5
) WMAs have more waterfowl than private lands ... 1 2 3 4 5
d) Habitat management activities for waterfowl are better on WMAs

than those on private lands ... 1 2 3 4 5
e) WMAs are more convenient than private lands to hunt waterfowl....... 1 2 3 4 5
f) The cost of hunting on private lands is the main reason why

I hunt waterfowl on WMAS e I 2 3 4 ]
2) There are too many waterfow] hunters on WMAS. i | 2 3 4 5
hy MDWEP should increase the number of special limited draw

hunts for waterfow] on WMAS e | 2 3 4 5
i) MDWEP should prand 5pu;_|al }'uulh only hunts for

waterfow]l on WMAs ettt ettt sa et st ne st sane st eananes | 2 3 4 5

SECTION III: GENERAL IMPRESSIONS AND ATTITUDES ABOUT WMAs AND PRIVATE LANDS

8. Compared to current levels of management, how intensively should WMAs you hunted be managed for each of
the following species?

SN e

a) White-tailed deer ... I 2 3 4 3
R T o [ 1 2 3 4 5
) W TUTKEY e e e e I 2 3 4 5
dh Small BAME ..o I 2 3 + 3




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS.......... PAGE 6

9. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about hunting in
general on both WMAs and private lands.

¢§\®Q & > Qﬁ
G“ﬁ:@é 0\"&% ‘\0\)‘6 @Qp G—’%@a

a) Groups of hunters on WMAs claim large areas as their own ............. | 2 3 -+ 5
b) Territoriality of hunters is a problem on WMAs................ 1 2 3 4 5
¢) Deer hunters should not be allowed to leave tree stands

in place because this allows them to claim an area as their own......... 1 2 3 4 5
d) Hunting WMAs is more convenient than hunting on private lands..... 1 2 3 4 5
e) I would hunt WMAs more if they were closer to my residence .......... 1 2 3 4 5
) WMASs are convenient to hunt because the MDWFP takes care

of food plots and other habitat management activities ............c.cevuene. 1 2 3 4 5
g) I do not have access to free private land for hunting .......................... 1 2 3 4 5
h) The high cost of leasing private lands is the main reason why

T hunt on WIMAS Lo e 1 2 3 4 5
i) Finding and retaining private land to lease requires too much

time and COMMUIEMENT.........ccuiiiriiiee ittt s 1 2 3 4 5
j) Planting and maintaining food plots on leased lands requires too

much time and COMMItMENT .......ccvviriiiieriirienieerece e 1 2 3 4 5
k) I do not hunt enough to justify spending money to

lease private lands ... 1 2 3 4 5
I) There are no private land hunting leases available near

MY TESTACTICE ...t 1 2 3 4 5

SECTION IV. HUNTING ON PRIVATE LANDS: IF YOU DID NOT HUNT ON PRIVATE LANDS
FROM MARCH 1,2010 to FEBRUARY 28,2011, PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION V ON PAGE 7.

10. Did you lease any private lands for hunting from March 1, 2010 to February 28, 20117
1 YES
2 NO

11.Please rank the quality of your hunting on private lands for each of the following species.

-\(}%o\ W & 4 \\Q'Q\b
P N¢ & & F TS
E ) T D 1< ST EUSUSUSUSRRRRRY | | | 2 3 4 5
b)) WaterfOWl oo 0 1 2 3 4 5
) Wild Turkey ..cccoveveiiviiiiiiiiiiiiieenicceneececerc a0 | 2 3 4 5
d) Small GAME...oeoeiieee e 0 1 2 3 4 5




Appendix II - Survey Instrument (continued)

SURVEY OF MISSISSIPPI WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA HUNTERS.......... PAGE 7

12. In terms of quality, please rate the WMAs you hunted compared to private lands you hunted from March 1,
2010 to February 28, 2011 on the following attributes.

g
& 0 &
a) WMA Game abundance ..., 1 2 3 4 5
b} WMA Habital qUality ..o.oocoooeeeeeeieeess e ssse s s s esmss e smne e 1 2 3 4 3
c) WMA Food plots ..., 1 2 3 4 5
d) WMA Internal access (e.g., woods roads and ATV trails) ..o, 1 2 3 4 5
el WMA Hunter crowding ..o 1 2 3 4 5
Bl WMA SAFElY oo 1 2 3 A 5

SECTION V: S0CIO-DEMOGRAPHICS

13. Over the past 5 years, how many years have you purchased a hunting and/or fishing license? (Please circle only
ane number)

1 2 3 4 35

14, What is the ZipCode of your current home residence?

15. What is your gender? MALE FEMALE
16, What is your age? YEARS
17. What is your highest level of completed education? {Please circle only one number)

I 2345678 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22+
ELEMENTARY HIGH SCHOOL COLLEGE GRADUATE SCHOOL

18. What is your annual household income before taxes? (Please circle only one number)

I. UNDER $10,000 7. 360,000 - $69.999

2. 510000 - 519999 8. 370,000 - 579,999

3. 320,000 - 529,999 9. 380,000 - 389,999

4. 530,000 - $39.999 10, 390,000 - 399 9949

3. 540,000 - 549,999 11. 5100000 and ABOVE
6. $50,000 - $59.999

Your contribution of time to this study is greatly appreciated. Please return your completed questionnaire in the
postage paid business reply envelope as soon as possible. Thank You.
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