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INTRODUCTION 

The importance o f  game harvest surveys i s  t o  provide lndices which 

w i l l  monitor changes i n  k i l l  and hunter e f f o r t  among seasons t o  determine 

trends. Changes i n  harvest regulations,.habitat condit ions, game population 

numbers and the socio-economic environment may be re f lec ted  i n  and 

monitored by changes i n  hunting ( k i l l  and e f f o r t )  indices. 

Mai l  surveys t o  obta in  geme harvest ddte Pesult i n  parameter estimates 

(e.g. t o t a l  harvest, average d a i l y  k i l l ,  average seasonal harvest, t o t a l  

man-days hunting) which contain serious sampling, response and nonresponse 

biases. As a resu l t ,  the accuracy o f  these estimates i s  unknown. F i l i o n  

(1980) provided a good review o f  these biases and t h e i r  e f f ec t  on the 

estimates. 

Although there are pub l i c  r e l a t i o n  benef i ts  from obtaining accurate 

f igures per ta in ing t o  hunter harvest and e f f o r t ,  management pract ices require 

on ly  indices o f  k i l l  and e f f o r t .  Parameter estimates obtained from mail 

surveys may not be accurate, but assuming a l l  biases remain constant the 

estimates w i l l  provide good indices f o r  trend determination. Further, 

Wright (1978) noted that  un t i  1 the w i l d l i f e  profession can develop more 

accurate methods o f  est imat ing population numbers, measures of  absolute 

harvest are r e l a t i v e l y  meaningless and indices t o  harvest should be 

adequate. For consumer purposes, these data (however inaccurate) are of ten 

the best avai lable. 

Therefore the primary ob ject ive o f  the mail  survey fo r  the 1981-82 

hunting season was t o  provide a r e l i a b l e  set  of statewide hunting indices 

f o r  each game species i n  Mississippi .  No attempt was made t o  i d e n t i f y  

po ten t ia l  biases and correct  f o r  t h e i r  e f fect .  For dissemination t o  the 

publ ic  these lndices were t o  also serve as harvest and e f f o r t  estimators. 

Secondary object ives were t o  obtain these Indices on a regional basis and 

t o  evaluate hunter a t t i tudes  and responses on spec i f i c  issues. 

METHODS 

An i n i t i a l  sample o f  3,325 sportsmen t o  be mailed a survey question- 

na i re  was selected from the 1981-82 f i l e  p f  l icenses sold. The sampling 



frame was r e s t r i c t e d  t o  o n l y  res iden t  holders o f  Sportsman's (Type 00) , 
A l l  Game Hunting and F i sh ing  (Type OT), Small Game Hunting (Type 02) and 

Small Game Hunting and F i sh ing  (Type 05) l i censes who made t h e i r  purchase 

d u r i n g  the 1981-82 f i s c a l  year. 

S te f fen  (1981:14) recommended sampling from 3,000-4,000 hunters i n  

f u t u r e  surveys. Therefore a 1.6 percent sample o f  hunt ing  sales stubs 

(Types 01, 02 and 05) was drawn from every box o f  l i cense  sales processed 

by the end o f  January, 1982. D iscont inu ing  sampling a t  the end o f  January 

expedited the survey m a i l i n g  as soon as poss ib le  a f t e r  the c l o s e  o f  the 

hunt ing  season i n  February. 

The t o t a l  number o f  hunt ing  stubs sampled each month was ca l cu la ted  

according t o  Stef fen (1981:45). However the  mechanics o f  the  s tub  s e l e c t i o n  

was changed. Using a P i tney  Bowes Tickometer,  a  systemat ic  sample was 

drawn from each box o f  sa les stubs based on the  percent o f  t o t a l  stubs t o  

be sampled f o r  t h a t  month (e.g. i f  f i v e  percent o f  a l l  the stubs were t o  be 

sampled, every t w e n t i e t h  s tub would be se lec ted  throughout each box). I f  

the designated s tub  was no t  usable, stubs were examined one a t  a t ime 

toward the  f r o n t  o f  the box u n t i l  a  usable s tub  was encountered. The l a s t  

stub i n  the  box was se lec ted  o n l y  i f  i t s  count was greater  than h a l f  the  

designated systemat ic  count (e.g. us ing  a systemat ic  count o f  20, o n l y  se lec t  

the l a s t  s tub i n  the  box i f  i t  was more than 10 stubs a f t e r  the  l a s t  

sampled stub) .  Names and addresses were d i r e c t l y  keypunched f o r  each stub 

sampled. 

A l l  Sportsman's l i cense  (Type 00) in fo rmat ion  was maintained i n  a 

computer f i l e .  To prov ide  a sample comparable t o  the o the r  l i cense  types, 

o n l y  those i n d i v i d u a l s  who made an i n i t i a l  purchase o f  a Sportsman's 

l i cense  o r  who renewed t h e i r  o l d  l i cense  between J u l y  1,  1981 and the end 

o f  January, 1982 were sampled. A 1.6 percent computer geherated random 

sample was made o f  these hunters. Both stub and Sportsman's l i cense  

samples were combined i n t o  a s i n g l e  computer f i l e  f o r  m a i l i n g  purposes. 

The i n i t i a l  m a i l i n g  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  the quest ionna i re  (F igure I ) ,  a  

cover l e t t e r  (F igure 2) and a No. 9 postage-paid business rep l y  envelope 

was mai led i n  a No. 10 windcw envelope on March 19, 1982 t o  the  sampled 



hunters. About th ree  weeks a f t e r  the i n i t i a l  m a i l i n g  ( A p r i l  9, 1982), 

reminder post cards (Figure 3) were mai led t o  2,210 sampled hunters who 

had not  returned their quest ionnaires by April 8, 1982. The f i n a l  m a i l i n g  

composed o f  an i d e n t i c a l  quest ionnaire,  cover l e t t e r  (F igure 4) and 

business r e p l y  envelope was mai led about th ree  weeks a f t e r  the  reminder 

post card  mai 1 i n g  (Apri  I 29, 1982) t o  the  1.873 nonrespondents as o f  

A p r i l  28, 1982. F i r s t  m a i l i n g  quest ionnaires were g iven i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

numbers from 100,001 to 103,325 w h i l e  the f i n a l  mai l i n g  was given a 

200,000 numbering sequence t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  responses between mai l ings .  

Quest ionnaires returned f o u r  weeks a f t e r  t he  f i n a l  mai 1 i n g  ( a f t e r  May 27, 

1982) were not  considered i n  the  analyses. 

Quest ionnaire design and mai l i n g  procedures were out1  ined by S t e f f e n  

(1981). However the mai l i n g s  f o r  the  1981-82 survey were not  p resor ted  

by z i p  codes f o r  reduced pos ta l  rates.  Procedures f o r  e d i t i n g  and 

keypunching re turned quest ionnaires were a l s o  i d e n t i c a l  t o  S t e f f e n  (1981). 

Estimates (and t h e i r  standard e r r o r s )  f o r  each species were ca l cu la ted  

f o r  the  f o l l o w i n g  indices;  t o t a l  k i l l ,  average seasonal k i l l  per  hunter,  

p ropor t i on  o f  l i censed hunters, t o t a l  l icensed hunters, p ropor t i on  o f  

hunters who were successfu l ,  t o t a l  man-days spent hunt ing,  average days 

a f i e l d  per  hunter and the average d a i l y  k i l l .  These ind ices  were 

ca l cu la ted  bo th  on a statewide and reg iona l  (as shown by the  quest ionnaire,  

F igure 1) basis. The s t a t i s t i c a l  and computer programming aspects o f  the 

analyses were provided by S t e f f e n  (1981). 

RESULTS 

Based on a l l  t h ree  mai l i ngs ,  212 (6.4%) o f  the  3,325 quest ionnaires 

were returned as non-del iverable by the  post  o f f i c e .  Therefore 3,113 

i n d i v i d u a l s  were assumed t o  have been contacted to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  

survey. O f  these, 1,831 (58.8%) re turned t h e i r  quest ionnaires f o r  poss ib le  

ana lys i s  and 1,282 (41.2%) were nonresponses. Based on those quest ion-  

na i res  returned, 1,786 were answered and usable t o  some ex ten t ,  39 were 

returned a f t e r  the acceptance deadl ine (4 weeks a f t e r  the  f i n a l  ma i l i ng )  

and o n l y  6 were considered completely useless. 
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s ta tewide expansions were ca l cu la ted  based 'on t h e  243,240 t o t a l  
i 

h u n t ~ n g  l i censes so ld  and accounted f o r  by the  end o f  June, 1982. The 

t o t a l  sa les f o r  each res iden t  hun t i ng  l i cense  type were as fo l l ows :  

Type 00 = 17,388, Type 01 = 188,313, Type 02 = 21,290 and Type 05 = 16,249. 

Therefore the re  e x i s t e d  243,240 i n d i v i d u a l s  l i censed t o  hunt small game 

and 205,701 (Types 00 + 01) o f  these l i cense  holders a l so  were e l i g i b l e  

t o  pursue b i g  game (deer and turkey) .  

Based on the  1,786 usable responses, 94.5 - + 0.5 (SE) percent o f  a1 l 

res iden t  l i cense  holders a c t u a l l y  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  a hunt ing  a c t i v i t y  

d u r i n g  the  1981-82 hunt ing  season. Therefore an est imated 229,862 - + 1,313 

(SE) l icensees a c t u a l l y  u t i  l i z e d  t h e i r  1 icense f o r  hunt ing  purposes. 

The expanded statewide summaries o f  t o t a l  harvest ,  average d a i l y  

k i l l ,  average seasonal k i l l ,  t he  percent o f  hunters successfu l ,  t o t a l  

man-days, average seasonal days hunt ing,  t o t a l  hunters and the  percent o f  

t o t a l  l icensees t h a t  hunted are  prov ided i n  Table 1 f o r  a l l  game species 

inc luded i n  the survey. Table 2 prov ides the expanded statewide est imates 

o f  t o t a l  harvest  and the v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  these est imates (standard e r r o r s  

and 95 percent conf idence l i m i t s )  for a1 l game species surveyed. 

Tables 3 - 8 summarize smal l  game hunt ing  on a statewide and reg iona l  basis  

Waterfowl hunt ing  i s  summarized i n  Tables 9 - 11. Tables 12 - 15 summarize 

fox ( red and gray) ,  bobcat and coyote hunt ing.  Statewide and reg iona l  

sumnaries o f  deer (buck and doe data from the archery, p r i m i t i v e  weapon 

and gun seasons) and tu rkey  ( sp r ing  and f a l l )  hunt ing  are  prov ided i n  

Tables 16 - 24. Statewide t o t a l s  wi I 1  no t  necessa r i l y  equal the sum o f  

the reg iona l  t o t a l s .  A l l  f i g u r e s  were c a l c u l a t e d  independently and were 

the best  s t a t i s t i c a l  est imates ava i l ab le .  

The ana lys i s  o f  t he  hunter a t t i t u d e  and o p i n i o n  quest ions (Part  B of  

the  quest ionnaire)  has been completed. S t e f f e n  and Beckman (1982) prov ided 

the r e s u l t s  t o  quest ions three,  f ou r  and seven. Other r e s u l t s  w i l l  be 

released as separate repo r t s  o r  w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  upon request f rom the 

M i s s i s s i p p i  Department o f  W i l d l i f e  Conservation. 



For management purposes, i t  should be reemphasized tha t  the hunting 

data provided are on ly  indices t o  harvest and e f f o r t ,  f o r  use i n  

conjunction w i t h  past (and fu ture)  mai 1 surveys t o  determine trends. The 

current survey was conducted s i m i l a r l y  t o  a l l  past surveys and i s  therefore 

useful f o r  comparison purposes. 

Because there were legal  hunters dur ing the 1981-82 seasons who 

purchased t h e i r  l icense dur ing the 1980-81 f i s c a l  year, the sampling frame 

was not the populat ion o f  in te res t  (Steffen 1981). I n  a l l  fu tu re  surveys 

t h i s  po ten t ia l  sampling bias w i l l  be el imlnated. Beginning w i t h  the 

1982-83 hunting seasons, 1 icenses w i  1 1  be v a l i d  f o r  the f i s c a l  year o f  

purchase only. 

Other response and nonresponse biases continue t o  e x i s t  w i t h  the 

survey as previously noted by Steffen (1981). Therefore d i sc re t i on  must 

be used when considering these data as absolute estimates. Assuming the 
' 

biases remain consistent over time, the best uses o f  these date are as 

indices f o r  t rend determinations. 

Harvest and e f f o r t  estimates f o r  the major game species rbsu l ted i n  

adequate prec is ion w i t h  the reduced sample sizes f o r  the 1981-82 survey. 

As expected, the estimates f o r  the species of lesser hunting importance 

were qu i t e  poor ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  the regional  estimates). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

As noted by Steffen (1981), i t  i s  reconmended tha t  the  survey 

continue t o  be conducted annually w i t h  the reduced sample s ize  o f  3,000 - 
4,000 hunters. To provide an adequate moni tor ing program f o r  a l l  game 

species, the survey should be expanded (11,000 - 12,000 hunters) a t  least  

every f i v e  years. Since the l a s t  large scale survey was f o r  1980-81, the 

next large survey should occur a t  least  f o r  the 1984-85 hunting season. 

To avoid changes i n  biases, a t t en t i on  t o  the  consistency o f  survey 

methodologles should be continued i n  fu tu re  surveys. 
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ThBLE 1. Expanded statWldr sunnsry o f  tka 1981-82 i l l s r l s s i m i  ma1 1 survey of gone harvest based on 
243.240 slnall game l icense holders and m5,701 b l g  gem l l s rnss  holders. 

. ., ' ,  

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Pel'ccnt 

Total . D a l l y  . Seasonal Sueqsqful . . .Total Days ' T o t a l  o f  Total a 
Species 

---, 
Haivcsk ' K i l l  Marvest Hur)ter$ Hm-days Hunting Hunters Licensees 

. ,  . . , 

Dove 3,375,777. 6.47 .2?:.69 92.4. ' - -  528;435 4.32 122,573 50.4 

Quail 1,284,291 3.04 '23.14 89.2 ' .424;676 7.71 56,248 23.1 

~ o o d m i k  56,520 1.04 5.19 97.5 49,938 5,43 10.895 4.5 

Rabbit 1 ;321,974 1.79 l 2 . w  89:'s ' 691,602 6.75 '106.775 43.9 

Squirre l  2.545.308 2.37 . 1 6 h 6  , ' 8  I ; O * , ~  6.87 155,260 63.8 

Reccoon 208,199 0.57 8.42 ' 86.3 323.309 14.48 24,923 10.2 

A l l  Ducks 694.151 1.88 14.78 87.1 . . 346,921 7-92 48,076 19.8 

Mallard 3L7,252 0.94 7.29. . 6 3 ~ 4  ;: . .  

wood: ~ u c k  219,053 0.58 4.62 . 68;0. 

Other 131,994 0.35 a.$7 . 3-7.:7 :, .I 

Geese 1,090 0.16 0.57 35.7 ' a.813 3.85 1.907 0.8 

Red ' F O ~  7,086 0.07 3 - 61.5 . . ,58,756 . . I . 5,448 2.2 

Gray F&+ 9,811 0.09 2.40 66.7 52 ,289 17.36 4,222 1.7 

Bobcat' 6.537 0.52 1.60 9a. 0 9.429 2.88 (1.086 1.7 

Coyote 8,585 0.13 1.03 80.3 49,913 8.07 8,444 3.5 

A l l .  ~ e i r  210,684 0.079 1.26 51.7 2,541,459 15.44 167,063 81.2 

Buck 166,276 0.062 1-00 47; 6 
O w  45.373 0.017 0.27 17.6 

Archery Deer 14.860 0.043 0.42 23.1 321,642 9.29 35.888 1 .  

Buck 7,705 0.021 0.22 14.2 

Doe 7,155 0.022 0.20 75.8 

p r im i t i ve  Deer 20,501 0.106, 0.58 40.7 186.360 5.35 35.613 17.3 

Buck 9,356 0.048 0.26 22.5 

Doe 11,145 0.059 0.31 26.0 

Gun Deer 176,355 0.083 1.08 50.1 2,017,850 12.51 163,763 79.6 

B k k  149,538 0;070 0.91' 46.9 

O m  . , 27,528 0.013 0.17 12.3 

T u r k y  43,400 0.134 0.98 50.0 908.413 7.12 44.825 21.8 

Spring '81 37,338 0.122 0.89 49.7 288,703 7.07 42,350 20.6 

F a l l  '81 5,920 0.307 0.93 60.9 19.289 3.11 6,333 3.1 

, . 
I a&cr, snd t & b y  pe ioente j i r  berod on b i g  gam ' l icense holders; a l l  others based on small 
! gMa bicense holders. 



8ndLE 2. Expanded statewide estimates of t o t a l  harvest (and the v a r i a b i l i t y  o, .,= 
estimates) f o r  a l l  game species i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing the 1981-82 
hunting season. 

Standard Error  95% Confidence In te rva l  

Total As % ofi 
Species Harvest S E Tota l  Lower L imi t  Upper L imi t  

Dove 
\ 

Quai 1 

Woodcock 

Rabbit 

Squir re l  

Raccoon 

A l l  Ducks 

Mal lard 

Wmd Duck 

Other 

Gee~e 

Red Fox 

Gray Fox 

Bobcat 

Coyote 

A l l  Deer 

Buck 

Doe 

Archery Deer 

Buck 

Doe 

P r im i t i ve  Deer 

Buck 

Doe 

Gun Deer 

Buck 

Doe 

Turkey 

Spring '81 

F e l l  '81 

a % - 100 (SE/Total Harvest) 



m : ~  v:., . , .  . . T. TABLE 3. Expanded statewide and regional  sumnaries of DOVE hunting i n  M iss iss ipp i  du r ing  the 
. . .  1981-82 hunt ing season. - ' " . '  ' -. 

Avr.r*or >- 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

To ta l  Da l i y  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days To ta l  Hunters 
Reglon S t a t l s t l c  Harvest Ki 11 Harvest Hunters Nandays Hunting Hunters Per  Region 

Estimate 768,594 6.89 32.19 93.0 111.868 4.75 24,020 19.9 

1 (SE) (95.060) (0.45) (3.24) (1.9) (11,449) (0.34) (1,729) (1.3) 
N 1752 168 I72 172 1746 169 876 876 

Estimate 1,494,982 6.65 28.71 93. i 224,990 4.33 52,320 43.3 

(SE) (127,019) (0.34) (2.06) (1.3) (16,160) (0.24) (2,382) (1.7) 

N 1752 369 375 376 1746 373 876 87 6 

Estimate 233,522 5.99 25.88 92.4 41,097 4.47 9,249 7.6 

(SE) (48,195) (0.50) (4.34) (3.3) (7,264) (0.58) (I ,109) (0.9) 

N 1752 64 65 66 1746 66 876 876 

Estimate 672,797 6.33 25.91 92.0 105,320 4.04 26,091 21.6 

(SEi (70.847) (0.38) (2.06) (2.0) (9,328) (0.22) (1.794) (1.4) 

N 1752 185 187 188 1746 187 876 876 

Estimate 209,781 5.13 22.55 91.0 39,425 4-35 9,249 7.6 

(SE) (45,228) (0.79) (4.07) (3.5) (6,576) (0.50) (1,109) (0.9) 

N 1752 65 67 67 1746 65 876 876 

Percent o f  
To ta l  Licensees 

Estimate 3,375,777 6.47 27.69 92.4 523,435 4.32 122.573 50.4 

Statewide (SE) (171,010) (0.20) (1.24) (0.9) (21,324) (0.14) (2,879) (1.2) 

N 1776 869 890 893 1764 878 1786 . 1786 
* 



TABLE 4. Expanded statewide and regional wnmaries of QUAIL hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing the 
1981-82 hunting season. 

Average 
, Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 
Tota l  Dai ly  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days Tota l  Hunters 

Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Nandays Hunting Hunters Per Region- 

Estimate 120,378 3.04 18.55 

1 (SE) (39.150) (0.68) (5.47) 

N 1762 47 47 

Estimate 735.794 3.29 26.39 88.6 225.974 8.06 28,188 51.8 

(SE) (106,583) (0.21) (3.41) (2.2) (27,518) (0.83) (1.852) (2.5) 

N 1762 200 202 202 1761 203 396 3% 

Estimate 236,890 2.67 21.19 9 .4 89,506 7.90 11 ,550 21.2 

(SE) (51,286) (0.34) (3.99) (3.3) (16.252) (1.16) (1.230) (2.1) 

N 1762 80 81 83 1761 82 396 396 

Estimate 160,964 2.91 25.35 87.0 53,455 9.21 6,325 11.6 

(SE) (50,142) (0.68) (7.06) (5.0) (13,492) (1.88) (921) (1.6) 

N 1762 42 46 46 1761 42 396 3% 

Percent of 
Total Licensees 

Estimate 1,284.291 3.04 23.14 89.2 424,676 7.71 56,248 23.12 

Statewide (SE) (131,463) (0.17) (2.14) (1.5) (35,408) (0.55) (2,427) (1.0) 

N I779 396 406 408 1775 402 1786 1786 



TABLE 5. Expanded s ta tewide and reg ional  sumnaries of WOODCOCK hun t ing  i n  H i s s i s s i p p i  du r ing  the 
1981-82 hun t ing  season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

To ta l  Oai i y  Seasonal Successful To ta l  Days Tota l  Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t  l c  Harvest Ki 1 1  Harvest Hunters Nandays Hunting Hunters Per Region - 

Estimate 10,647 2.60 8.67 100.0 4,118 3.33 1,229 11.8 

(SE) (4.988) (0.36) (3.03) (0.0) (1,701) (0.87) (409) (3.7) 
N 1782 9 9 9 1772 9 76 76 

Estimate 13,240 0.49 3.73 100.0 18,943 7.26 3,549 34.2 

(SE) (3.876) (0.19) (0.83) (0.0) (7,099) (2.22) (691) (5.5) 
N 1782 19 26 26 1772 19 76 76 

Estimate 3,139 1.53 3.29 100.0 2,059 2.14 956 9.2 

(SE) (1 ,329) (0.24) (0.68) (0.0) (920) (0.55) (361) (3.3) 
N 1782 7 7 7 1772 7 76 76 

Estimate 15.151 1.18 6.17 94.4 12,766 5.47 2,457 23.7 

(SE) (5.434) (0.28) (1.72) (5.6) (4,445) (1.41) (576) (4.9) 
N 1782 17 18 18 1772 17 76 76 

Estimate 13,377 1.10 6.13 100.0 11,942 6.21 2.184 21.1 

(SE) (5,456) (0.28) (2.04) (0.0) (3,953) (1.27) (544) (4.7) 
N 1782 14 16 16 1772 14 76 76 

Percent o f  
To ta l  L i  censces 

Estimte 56,520 1.04 5. I 9  97.5 49.938 5 .43  10,895 4.5 

Statewide (SE) (9,976) (0.18) (0.72) (1.8) (9,403) (0.79) (1,191) (0.5) 

N 1786 67 80 80 1773 67 1786 1786 



TABLE 6. Expanded statewide and regional s m a r i e s  o f  RABBIT hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing the 
1981-82 hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

Tota l  Da i l y  Seasonal Successful Total Days Total Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Elandays Hunting Hunters Per Reglon 

Estimate 450,739 1.72 11.73 88.2 230,833 6.13 38.681 38.0 

(SE) (61,752) (0.14) (1.47) (2.0) (23.827) (0.53) (2,144) (1.8) 

N 1715 258 271 271 1686 261 72 1 72 1 

Estimate 93.183 1.99 9.66 89.7 

(SE) (I8,WS) (0.29) (1.60) (3.7) 

N 1715 62 68 68 

Estimate 270.046 1.73 11.83 95.1 151,917 6.71 23,152 22.7 

!SE! (35.734) (0.17) ( I .  29) (1.7) (17,841) (0.60) (1,720) ( I  .6) 

N 1715 155 161 163 1686 157 72 1 721 

Estimate 153.036 1.56 13.16 84.3 83,244 7.69 11,717 11.5 

(SE) (31,859) (0.29) (2.36) (4.0) (18.232) (1.45) (1,255) (1.2) 

N 1715 75 82 83 1686 75 721 72 1 

Percent of 
Total Licensees 

Estimate 1,321,974 1.79 12.50 89.8 691,802 6.75 106.775 43.9 

Statewide (SE) (87,539) (0.09) (0.76) (1.1) (40,686) (0.35) (2.857) (1.2) 

N 1773 723 77 1 777 1732 7 30 1786 1786 



TABLE 7. Expanded statewide and regional  sumar ies  of SQUIRREL hunt ing i n  M iss iss ipp i  du r ing  the 
1981-82 hunt ing season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

Total Oai l y  Seasonal Successful Total Days To ta l  Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i  I I Harvest Hunters Handays Hunting Hunters Per Region 

Estimate 447,923 2.91 18.94 92.8 152,624 6.45 23,811 15.8 

(SE) (55,034) (0.20) (1.86) (2.0) (16,178) (0.49) (1,751) (1.1) 

N 1697 161 165 I66 1675 163 1060 1060 

Estimate 929,529 2.18 16.09 94.6 424,908 7.35 58,172 38.5 

(SE) (70,878) (0.12) (1.01) (1.1) (34.719) (0.51) (2,513) (1.5) 

N 1697 393 403 404 I675 398 1060 1060 

E s t i m t e  473,723 3.09 22.95 97.2 147,977 7.44 20,531 13.6 

(SE) (63,712) (0.20) (2.49) (1.4) 08,898) (0.73) (1,638) (1.1) 

N 1697 I37 144 144 1675 137 1060 1060 

Estimate 497,947 2.22 14.60 93.3 216,956 6.38 34,076 22.5 

(SE) (46,939) (0.14) (1.06) (1.6) (20,053) (0.45) (2,045) (1.3) 

N I697 233 238 238 1675 234 1060 1060 

Estimate 175,729 1.85 12.26 91.1 88,728 6.36 14,401 

(SE) (30,914) (0.18) (1.81) (2.8) (14,393) (0.82) (1,390) 

N 1697 96 100 101 1675 96 1060 

-- Percent of 
To ta l  Licensees 

Estimate 2,545,308 2.37 16.46 93.8 1,048,472 6.87 155,260 63.8 

Statewide ( S E )  (107,746) (0.07) (0.63) (0.7) (43,427) (0.25) (2,766) (1.1) 

N 1773 1079 1127 1131 1733 1087 1786 1786 





TABLE 9. Expanded s ta tewide and reg iona l  summaries o f  AtL DUCK hun t i ng  i n  M i s s i s s i p p i  d u r i n g  the 
1981 -82 hun t i ng  season. 

I 
i 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

To ta l  D a i l y  Seasonal Successful T o t a l  Days To ta l  Hunters 
rlegion S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Mandays Hunt ing Hunters Per Region 

Est imate 383,809 2.25 22.46 92.8 174.375 10.34 17,296 37.2 

1 (SE) (51,981) (0.15) (2.35) (2.3) (20.S90) (0.82) (1 .he) (2.6) 

N 1765 120 124 125 1759 122 339 339 

Est imate 

(SE) 

N 

Est imate 

(SE) 

N 

Est imate 

(SEY 

N 

Est imate 

(SE) 

N 

Percent o f  
T o t a l  Licensees 

Est imate 694,151 1.88 14.70 87.7 366,921 7.92 48,076 19.8 

Statewide (SE) (62,506) (0.09) ( I .  12) (1.8) (26,488) (0.42) (2,293) (0.9) 

N 1778 329 345 350 1770 337 I786 1786 



TABLE 10. Expanded statewide and regional  sunnaries of MALLARD, WOOD DUCK, nd OTHER DUCK hunting i n  M iss iss ipp i  
du r ing  the 1981-82 hunt ing season. 

- 
HALLARDS WOOD DUCKS OTHER DUCKS 

Average Average Percent Averagf Average Percent Average Average Percent 
Tota l  D a i l y  Seasonal Successful To ta l  D a i l y  Seasonal Successful To ta l  Da i l y  Seasonal Successful 

Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest Ki 11 Harvest Hunters Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters 

Estimate 219,164 1.28 12.74 82.4 90.165 0.53 5.28 - 68.8 73,880 0.43 4.30 48.8 

1 (SE) (32,376) (0.12) (1.53) (3.4) (14,439) (0.06) (0.71) (4.2) (12,677) (0.05) (0.64) (4.5) 

N 1768 121 125 125 1761 120 124 I25 1768 121 125 125 

Estimate 65.900 0.62 4.89 60.2 73.0% 0.71 5.42 71.4 22.701 0.23 1.68 31.6 

(SE) (14,407) (0.10) (0.96) (5.0) (11,902) (0.08) (0.71) (4.6) (5.613) (0.05) (0.38) (4.7) 

N 1768 95 98 98 1767 95 9@ 98 1768 95 98 98 

Estimate 40.999 1.11 7.10 67.4 22.576 0.62 3.90 67.4 15,271 0.41 2.58 44.2 

(SE) (13,878) (0.22) (2.17) (7.2) (5.042) (0.07) (0.64) (7.2) (4,920) (0.08) (0.74) (7.7) 

N 1768 42 42 43 1767 42 42 43 1768 43 43 43 

Estimate 5.778 0.23 I .OO 26.8 23,402 0.78 4.15 

I (SE) (2,223) (0.07) 10.37) (7.0) (7.023) (0.14) (1.08) 

N 1768 37 4 I 41 1767 37 4 1 

, . 
Estimate 2,053 0.23 1.52 41.4 9,498 0.32 2 . 3  65.5 10,181 0.39 2.64 48.3 

5 (SE) (2,231) (0.07) (0.49) (9.3) (2,692) (0.07) (0.52) (9.0) (3,695) (0-10) (0.84) (9.4) 

N 1768 27 29 29 1767 27 29 29 1768 26 28 29 

Estimate 347,252 0.94 7.29 63.4 219.053 0.58 4 . e  68.0 131,994 0.35 2.78 37.7 

Statewide (SE) (37;981) (0.07) b.72) (2.6) (20,207) (0.04) (0.361 (2.5) (15,775) (0.03) (0.30) (2.6) 

N 1782 333 349 350 1780 331 347 350 1782 333 349 350 



TABLE I t .  Expanded statewide and regional summaries of GOOSE hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing  the 1 
1981 -82 hunting season. I 

- 2-  

Average Average Percent Seasonal 1 Percent 
Tota l  Oai l y  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days Tatal Hunters 

Region Statistic Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Mandays Hunting Hunters Per Region 
I 

E s t i m t e  I36 0.14 0.20 20.0 954 1.75 68 1 35.7 

(SE) 036)  (0.16) (0.20) (20.0) (491) (0.25) (304) I (13.3) 
N 1786 4 5 5 1785 4 14 14 

Estimate 136 0.07 0.50 50.0 1,908 7.00 272 14.3 

(SE) (136) (0.02) (0.50) (50.0) (1658) (5.00) (193) (9.7) 

N 1786 2 2 2 1785 2 14 14 

Estimate 0 

(SE) (0 ) 

t a l  Licensees 

Estimate 1,090 0.16 0.57 35.7 6.813 3.85 1.97 0.8 

Statewide ( S t )  (544) (0.07) (0.25) (13.3) (2666) (I. 11) (508) I (0.2) 

N 1786 13 14 14 1785 13 1786 1786 



TABLE 12. Expanded statewide and regional summaries of RED FOX hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing the 
1981-82 hunting season. 

Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 
Total Oai l y  Seasonal Successful Total Days Total Hunters 

Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i  I 1  Harvest Hunters Nandays Hunting Hunters Per Region 

1 Estimate 1,363 1.14 1.43 100.0 959 1.40 954 17.9 

(SE) (578) (0.37) (0.30) (0.0) (454) (0.24) (360) (6.2) 

N 1784 5 7 7 1775 5 39 39 

Estimate 4,227 0.15 1.82 58.8 8.4% 4.43 2,317 43.6 

(SE) (2.777) (0.06) ( I .  15) (12.3) (3,616) (1.53) (559) (8.0) 
N 1784 14 17 17 1775 14 39 39 

Estimate 409 0.02 0.75 

(SE) (305) (0.03) (0.48) 

N 1784 4 4 

Estimate 273 0.01 0.33 

(SF) (193) (0.01) (0.21) 

N 1784 4 6 

Estimate 273 0.50 50.0 274 2.00 545 10.3 

(SE) (193) - (0.29) (28.9) (274) - (272) (4.9) 

N 1784 1 4 4 1775 I 39 39 

Percent o f  
Total Licensees 

Estimate 7,086 0.07 1-33 61.5 58,756 14.30 5,448 2.2 

Statewide (SE) (2.912) (0.04) (0.51) (7.9) (26,332) (5.96) (852) (0.4) 

N 1785 29 39 39 1776 30 1786 1786 



TABLE 13. Expanded statewide and regional summaries o f  GRAY FOX hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing the 
1981-82 hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent seasonal Percent 

Total Da i l y  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days Total Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Mandays Hunting Hunters Per Region 

Estimate 0 
1 (SE) (0 I 

N 1782 

Estimate 5.5% 0.13 4.10 60.0 9,313 8.50 1.365 37.0 

(SE) (3,254) (0.06) (2.11) (16.3) (4,866) (3.50) (431) (9.5) 

N 1782 8 10 10 1776 8 27 27 

Estimate 2,866 0.14 2.10 50.0 18.900 17.25 1,365 37.0 

(SE) (2.213) (0.16) (1.56) (16.7) (14,012) (12.02) (431) (9.5) 
N 1782 8 10 I 0  1776 8 27 27 

Estimate 409 0.67 1.00 100.0 411 1.50 410 11.1 

(SE) (236) (0.22) (0.00) (0.0) (306) (0.50) (236) (6.2) 

N 1782 2 3 3 1776 2 27 27 

Percent of 
To ta l  Licensees 

_ Estimate 9,811 0.09 2.40 66.7 52,289 17.36 4.222 1.7 

Statewide (SE) (3.953) (0.06) (0.88) (8.8) (25.565) (7.83) (752) (0.3) 

N 1785 22 30 30 1777 22 1786 1786 



TABLE 14. Expanded statewide and regional sumnaries of BOBCAT hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing the 
1981-82' hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasona I Percent 

Total Dai ly  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days Total Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Mandays Hunting Hunters Per Region 

Estimate 1.636 0.85 1.50 100.0 1,778 1.86 1,091 28.6 

(SE) (639) (0.16) (0.27) (0.0) (831) (0.55) (385) (8.7) 
N 1784 7 8 8 1778 7 28 28 

Estimate 1.772 0.50 2.60 100.0 1.915 3.50 682 17.9 

(SE) (973) (0.13) (0.93) (0.0) (1.408) (2.18) (305) (7.4) 
N 1784 4 5 5 I n 8  4 28 28 

Estimate 1,227 0.30 1.80 60.0 4.104 6.00 682 17.9 

(SE) (873) (0.03) (1.11) (24.5) (2.849) (3.56) (305) (7.4) 

N 1784 5 5 5 1778 5 28 28 

Estimate 818 0.57 0.86 

(SF) (334) (0.31) (0.14) 

N 1784 5 7 

Estimate 818 1.00 2.00 100.0 410 3.00 409 10.7 

(SE) (510) - (0.58) (0.0) (410) - 1  (236) (6.0) 

N 1784 1 3 3 1778 I 28 28 

Percent of 
To ta l  Licensees 

Estimate 6.537 0.52 1.60 93.0 9,429 2.88 4.086 1.7 

Statewide (SE) (1581) (0.09) !0.26) (5.6) (3,344) (0.85) (740) (0.3) 

N 1786 24 30 30 1780 24 1786 1786 





TABLE 16. - Expanded statewide and regional swrmaries o f  ARCHERY DEER hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing trc 
1981-82 hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

Tota l  Da i l y  Seasonal Successful Total Days Total Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest Ki II Harvest Hunters Mandays Hunting Hunters Per Region 

Estimate 3.740 0.038 0.47 28.1 84,340 11.43 7,890 22.7 

(SE) (1,060) (0.010) (0.12) (6.0) (15,140) (1.37) (1,025) (2.6) 

N 1485 53 57 57 1478 53 25 1 251 

Estimate 4,017 0.049 0.38 15.6 83,088 7.65 10,797 31.1 

(SE) (1,347) (0.013) (0.12) (4.2) (12.253) (0.75) (1 .l90) (2.9) 

N 1485 77 77 77 1478 78 251 251 

Estimate 3.601 0.068 0.63 36.6 51.216 9.44 5,676 16.3 

(SE) (1.156) (0.019) (0.18) (7.6) (9.792) (1.03) (874) (2.3) 

N 1485 39 41 41 1478 39 251 251 

Estimate 1,939 0.029 0.28 20.0 68.057 10.19 6,921 19.9 

(SE) (677) (0.009) (0.09) (5.7) (13,339) (1.39) (963) (2.5) 

N 1485 48 50 50 1478 48 251 251 

- 
Percent of 

~ o t a l  Licenseesa 

Estimate 14,860 0.043 0.42 

Statewide (SE) (2,246) (0.006) (0.06) 

N 1495 249 260 

a Calculated as a percent o f  biggame l icense holders only. - 



TABLE 17. Expanded statewide and regional smmaries of ARCHERY BUCK and DOE hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  
during the 1981-82 hunting season. 

BUCKS WES 
Average Average Percent Average Average Percent 

Tota l  Da i l y  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Oai ly  Seasonal Successful 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Harvest Ki I i Harvest Hunters 

Estimate 2,078 0.020 0.26 17.5 1,662 0.018 0.21 19.3 

t (SE) (718) (0.006) (0.08) (5.1) (517) (0.005) (0.06) (5.3) 

N 1485 53 57 57 1485 53 57 57 

Estimate 

(SE) 

N 

Estimate 

(SE) 

N 

Estimate 

(SE) 

N 

Estimate 

(SE) 

N 

Est Fmate 7,705 0.021 0.22 14.2 7,155 0.022 0.20 15.8 

Statewide (SE) (1,430) (0.004) (0.04) (2.2) (1,186) (0.003) (0.03) (2.3) 

N 1495 249 2 60 260 1495 249 260 260 



TABLE 18. Expanded statewide and regional smmaries of PRIMITIVE WEAPON DEER hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing 
the 1981-82 hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonil Percent 

Total Da l l y  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days Total Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i  l l Harvest Hunters Mandays Hunt ins Hunters Per Region 

Estimate 4,433 0.lOl 0.60 41.5 40,612 5.62 7,475 21.7 

(SE) (1,012) (0.021) (0.11) (6.8) (6,562) (0.49) (999) (2.6) 

N 1485 5 1 53 53 1479 52 249 249 

Estimate 4,571 0.076 0.40 33.7 58,275 5.11 11,489 33.3 

(SE) (901) (0.013) (0.07) (5.2) L7,3111) (0.34) (1,226) (3.0) 

N 1485 82 83 83 1479 82 249 249 

Estimate 6,372 0.155 0.94 55.1 40.473 6. I 9  6,783 19.7 

(SF) (1,509) (0.029) (0.18) (7.2) (6.945) (0.59) (953) (2.5) 

N 1485 47 49 49 1479 47 249 249 

Est imate 3.601 0.117 0.59 43.2 29,763 5.10 6,091 17.7 

(SE) (955) (0.027) (0.1 3) (7.6) (5.567) (0.56) (905) (2.4) 

N 1485 42 44 44 1479 42 249 249 

Estimate 1,247 0.097 0.47 36.8 12,935 4.89 2.630 7.6 

(SE) (499) (0.023) (0.16) (11.4) (3.752) (0.90) (600) (1.7) 

N 1485 19 19 19 1479 19 249 249 

Percent of 
Tota l  Licensees 

Estimate 20,501 0.106 0.58 40.7 186,360 5.35 35,613 17.3 

Statewide (SE) (2.254) (0.010) (0.05) (3.1) 3 1 9 9  (0.22) (2,013) (1.0) 

N 1495 25 1 258 258 1489 252 1496 14% 



TABLE 19. Expanded statewide and regional summaries of PRIMITIVE WEAPON BUCK and DOE hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  
dur ing the 1581-82 h u n t i n g  season 

BUCKS DOES 
Average Average Percent Average Average Percent 

Total Da i l y  Seasonal Successful Total Da i l y  Seasonal Successful 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i  11 Harvest Hunters Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters 

Estimate 

1 (SE) 

t4 

Estimate 

2 (SE) 

ti 

Est i m t e  3,047 0.072 0.45 34.7 3,324 0.082 0.49 32.7 

3 Cn) (780) (0.015) (0.10) (6.9) (956) (0.020) (0.12) (6.8) 

W 1485 47 49 49 1485 47 49 49 

Estlmate 9,356 0.048 0.26 22.5 11,145 0.059 0.31 26.0 

Statewide (SE) (1,268) (0.006) (0.03) (2.6) (1,461) (0.007) (0.04) (2.7) 

R 1495 251 258 258 14% 251 258 258 



TABLE 20. Expanded statewide and regional sunnari=s o f  REGULAR GUN OEER hunting i n  Miss iss ippi  
dur ing the 1981-82 hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

Total Oai i y  Seasonal Successful To ta l  Oays Total Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Uandays Hunting Hunters PccResion 

Estimate 
I (SE) 

N 

Estimate 

(sE)' 

N 

Estimate 

(SE) 

N 

Estimate 38,587 0.077 1.09 52.8 468,183 13.53 35.377 21.8 

(SE) (4,070) (0.006) (0.10) (3.2) (35,722) (0.64) (2,045) (1.2) 
N 1434 230 246 246 1373 231 1137 1137 

Estimate 13.484 0.057 0.86 48.6 216,638 14.32 15,549 9.6 

(SE) (2,156) (0.008) (0.11) (4.8) (26,204) (1.06) (1,432) (0.9> 
N 1434 101 109 109 1373 101 1137 1137 

Percent of 
Tota l  Licensees 

Estimate 176,355 0.083 1.08 50.1 2,017,850 12.51 163,763 79.6 

Statewide (SE) (7,660) (0.003) (0.04) (1.5) (52,667) (0.28) (2,143) (1.0) 

N 1486 1101 1181 1183 1413 1108 14% 14% 



TABLE 21. Expanded statewide and regional  summaries of REGULAR GUN BUCK and DOE hunt ing i n  
U i s s i s s i p p i  dur ing the 1981-82 hunt ing season. 

- 
BUCKS DOES 

Average Average Percent Average Average Percent 
To ta l  Oai l y  Seasonal Successful To ta l  Oai l y  Seasonal Successful 

Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest K i l l  Harvest Hunters Harvest Ki I 1  Harvest Hunters 

Estimate 25,802 0.085 0.97 50.5 4,730 0.017 0.18 14.0 

1 (SE) (3,1261) (0.008) (0.10) (3.7) (996) (0.003) (0.04) (2.5) 

N 1435 1 80 186 186 1435 180 186 I86 

Estimate 49,884 0.066 0.82 40.8 8,314 0.011 0.14 9.9 

2 (SL) (4,381) (0.005) (0.06) (2.4) ( I  ,460) (0.002) (0.02) (1.4) 

N 1435 402 426 426 1435 402 426 426 

Estimate 29,959 0.087 1.29 58.9 6,307 0.018 0.27 22.7 

3 (SE) (3,768) (0.008) (0.13) (3.9) (1,117) (0.003) (0.04) (3.3) 

N 1435 I 4 9  162 163 1435 149 162 163 

E s t i m t e  32,109 0.063 0.91 48.8 0.18 13.4 6,451 0.014 

4 (SE) (3.468) (0.005) (0.08) (3.2) (1.295) (0.003) (0.04) (2.2) 

N 1435 2 30 2 46 246 1435 2 30 246 246 

Est i m t e  12,471 0.053 0.80 48.6 1.003 0.004 0.06 5.5 

5 (SE) (2,016) (0.008) (0.11) (4.8) (429) (0.002) (0.03) (2.2) 

N 1435 101 109 109 1435 101 109 109 

Estimate 149,538 0.070 0.91 46.9 27,528 0.013 0.17 12.3 

Statewide (SE) (6,730) (0.003) (0.04) (1.5) (2,720) (0.001) (0.02) (1.0) 

N 1487 1102 1182 1183 1487 1102 1182 1183 



TABLE 22. Expanded statewide and regional s m a r i e s  of SPRING TURKEY hunt ing i n  Miss iss ippi  dur ing 
the 1981 hunting season. 

Average 
Average Average Percent Seasonal Percent 

Tota l  Da i l y  Seasonal Successful Tota l  Days Tota l  Hunters 
Region S t a t i s t i c  Harvest Ki 1 I Harvest Hunters Handays Hunting Hunters Per Region 

Estimate 5.997 0.160 0.96 57.8 37.719 6.11 6,267 15.6 

1 (SE) (1,322) (0.022) (0.16) (7.4) (7,187) (0.74) (920) (2.1) 

N 1475 44 45 45 1467 44 289 283 

Estimate 6,136 0.099 0.66 41.8 57,910 6.35 9,331 23.2 

(SE) (1.284) (0.015) (0.11) (6.1) (10,456) (0.86) (1,114) (2.5) 
N 1475 65 67 67 1467 65 289 289 

Estimate 7.252 0.103 0.91 48.3 70.951 8.72 8,217 20. k 

(SE) (1,517) (0.a16) (0.15) (6.6) (1 1.671) (0.90) (1,049) (2.4) 

N 1475 57 57 58 1467 58 2 b -  289 

Estimate 12,691 0.138 0.99 52.2 85.253 6.91 12.813 31.8 

(SE) (2.076) (0.015) (0.13) (5.2) (12.058) (0.67) (1.294) (2-7) 

N 1475 88 92 92 1467 88 289 289 

Estimate 3,486 0.098 0.96 50.0 25,800 7.67 3,621 9.0 

(SE) (1.121) (0.027) (0.25) (10.0) (6.967) (1.40) (704) 11.7) 

N 1475 24 26 26 1467 24 289 289 

Percent of 
To ta l  Liccns- 

Estimate 37,338 0.122 0.89 

Statewide (SE) (3.307) (0.008) (0.06) 

N 1493 293 305 
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1 1p . - 1981-82 MISSISSIPPI HUNTER QUESTIONNAIRE 

8. Cnnolete the fotowilo: 
1. MMnm huntho of do;ed has been rarmmed f a  

P& I w O  $&On8 &O YOL n 1- of m n h n ~ .  
n o  dode nbnting dunw the mornmg hours m f.!ve 
uasons? ( b r k  me1 

0 1  Ye8 
0 1  NO 
01 Not sure 

2. n YOU hunted doves. m n  did you hunn (check 
m1 

U, mom- only 
0 2  akmoon only 
01 bolh mominp and anemwn 

3. Haw you ever m p M t e d  a Hunts E d d b n  
(Ssfety) trming mume? (check a ~ l  

0 1  Yes 
O* NO 

4. WaLld YOU favor requkiw new hunters to complete 
a Hunter Educlmon (Sstetyl trainlng before 
purohaslng W r  fna hunting Ikaw.87 (oh& om] 

0,  Yes 
0 1  No 
Oa Not sure 

6. Did you 8ee m y  of the tollowing anlmab duma Me 
-1 V& ldeck one box for eseh anindl . .~~~~ 

Yes No Maybe, ham to tell for a m  
Beer 0 1  0 s  0 3  

Primer 0 1  0 1  01 
covote 0, 0 2  0 3  

Eagle 0 8  0 2  01 
If 80, when n d  where? 

- 
I would l a w  increaslw the cost of a resident 
hunting and Rsnng license: (check one1 

0, 51 .OO to provide funds to purchase land 
for public humrg and flshing. 

0 2  $1 0 0  to pmvide funds to s d ~ s t e r  
wildlife and fisheries wagrams. 

0 s  $2.00 - provided $1 .OO b used to 
prmase land and $1 .OO !a used to 
administer wildlife and tikherles programs. 

0. I do not l a m  incre&o the coat of a hurl- 
ing and Ctsn*lg license. 

7. DO you have any children who hum, will hunt in Me 
future, or have hmed in me pa#? loheck onel 

0, Yes 
u* NO 

8. DO you crlrmh/ ,-M or read M!3akaWl Out. 
doors. Ine m ~ g a n e  ~ ~ b i s n e a  by the M l W w  
D e m e n t  of Wibrde Comswalbn? Ichec* One) 

b! yes 
0" No 

9. HOul many game vlolatbms dld you observe duflng ' 
me past hunliw ?-aastm? [check one1 
01 None (01 
0 2  1-2 
0 s  1 5  
01 More than 5 

10. Your age: - ym. 

Fig. 1. Quesionnai r e  used f o r  the 1981-82 mi 1 survey o f  game harvest  and 
hunter  e f f o r t  i n  M i s s i s s i p p i .  



Dear Sportsman: 

Recently we mailed you a questionnaire on your hunt ing 
experiences. I f  you have not ye t  answered the questionnaire, 
w i l l  you please do so today? I f  you have already returned the 
questionnaire, disregard t h i s  no t i ce  and we thank you very 
much f o r  your cooperation. 

Your response i s  important. I t  i s  the on ly  way we have 
o f  est imat ing the harvest, e f f o r t  and opinions o f  hunters i n  
Mississippi  f o r  management purposes. 

Sincerely, 

3- Lon Strong 

Executive D i rec to r  

I MlPlUlPPl DEPARTMENT 
1 OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 

P.O. Box 461/Jwk:on, MS 39205 

Fig. 3. Post card used as the f i r s t  reminder ma i l i ng  t o  nonrespondents 
dur ing the 1981-82 survey o f  game harvest and hunter e f f o r t  i n  . . 

Miss iss ipp i .  . .: 

- 40 - , . 
, . 
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- 
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 

P. 0 Box 451 Phone (601 ) 961 -5300 Jackson, MS 39205 
Lon Strong. Execut~ve D~rector 

Dear Sportsman: 

The Department of Wildlife Conservation is striving to provide 
quality hunting for Mississippi sportsmen. While not wanting 
to impose, we are depending on you to help us evaluate hunting 
activity and success for the 1981-82 hunting season and last 
spring's (1981) turkey season. 

Another copy of the questionnaire is enclosed which we hope you 
will complete and return as soon as possible in the enclosed 
self-addressed, postage-paid envelope. Ifou have already 
returned the questionnaire please disregard this notice. 

Remember, you can be of assistance even if you did not hunt or 
were not successful in your efforts. Your cooperation is needed 
and will be sincerely appreciated. 

Sincerely for better conservation, 

s@eJ-- Lon Strong 

Enclosure 

Fig. (1. Cover l e t t e r  mailed w i t h  the second (and f i n a l )  reminder rnai l i n g  t o  
nonrespondents dur ing the 1981-82 survey o f  game harvest and 
hunter e f f o r t  i n  Mississippi .  




