











Introduction

Every year millions of sportspersons
take to the field to hunt. Among them are
waterfowl hunters who pursue ducks and
geese in the nation’s flyways. Waterfowl
hunters are having an increasing
economic impact on local, state, and
national economies, more so than the
average hunter. Since 1991, the number
of duck hunters has increased by 37
percent and the number of goose hunters
by 13 percent (Aiken 2004). During this
same time period, the number of duck
hunting days increased by 108 percent
and the number of goose hunting days
increased by 60 percent! (Aiken 2004).

In 2001, waterfowl hunters represented
14 percent of all hunters, 9 percent of

all hunting trip-related expenditures,
and 10 percent of all hunting equipment
expenditures.

This report provides information on these

hunters, including their participation,
demographic characteristics, and the
economic impact of their expenditures.
The first section examines the
demographic characteristics of waterfowl
hunters. The second section examines the
economic impact of waterfowl hunting

on state and national economies. Due

to small sample sizes, some state-level
impacts are not presented. All dollar
estimates are presented as 2001 dollars.

All data are from the 2001 National
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation and
represent participation and expenditures
for the 2001 calendar year by U.S.
residents 16 years of age and older.

The 2001 survey was conducted for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by the
U.S. Census Bureau. The survey was
conducted in two phases. First, the
screening interview identified wildlife-
related recreationists; second, multiple
interviews collected detailed information
on participation and expenditures for
persons 16 years of age and older. The
U.S. Census Bureau collected the data
primarily by telephone; respondents who
could not be reached by telephone were
interviewed in person. The response rate
was 75 percent for the screen phase and
88 percent for the detailed sportsmen
phase. For more detailed information on
the methods of data collection, refer to
the 2001 National Survey of Fishing,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation.”

! In the early 1990s, drought caused bird
populations to plummet. In response, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service changed
regulations to shorten hunting seasons and
reduce the number of birds a hunter could
take. These restrictions, along with a likely
reduction in the probability of making kills
due to a lower bird population, drove away
many hunters. When the drought ended
in the mid-nineties and regulations were
relaxed, hunters returned. Thus, some of
the substantial increase in hunters and days
is attributable to the variable regulations
during these years.

2 This document is available on the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service webpage: http://
federalaid.fws.gov/surveys/surveys.html.
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Waterfowl Hunters

Table 1 highlights the total number of Table 1. Waterfowl Hunters, Days, and Expenditures: 2001

waterfowl hunters, days, and trip-related (1ncludes hunters 16 years of age and older. Numbers in thousands.)
and equipment-related expenditures.?

In 2001, approximately 1.8 million Hunters, all waterfowl (1) 1,799
people participated in waterfowl
hunting. While some hunters hunt both Duck 1,589
ducks and geese, over two-thirds of Geese 1,000
waterfow] hunters at least hunt ducks. .
Waterfowl hunters spent $495 million Days, all waterfowl Not Available
on trip expenditures and $440 million on Duck 18,290
equipralgcnt e)qn:leznditurest in 2001. Otf écrip Geese 10,508
expenditures, 42 percent was spent for .
food and lodging, 37 percent was spent on Total Waterfowl Expenditures $934,803
transportation, and 21 percent was spent Trip Expenditures (2) $494,988
on other costs such as guide fees and Food and Lodging $205,508
land use fees.
Transportation $183,656

I — Other Trip Costs $105,825
 The Survey does not have an expenditure Equi E -

category for waterfowl hunters. Therefore, quipment Expenditures (3) $439,815

expenditures are prorated by multiplying (1) The number of duck hunters and goose hunters does not sum to the total number of waterfowl hunters

migratory bird expenditures by a ratio to because of multiple responses.

(2) Trip expenditures include food, drink, lodging, public and private transportation, guide fees, pack trip

deri aterfowl nditures. This ratio is X J . : :
Erive waleriow! expe € or package fees, public and private land use access fees, equipment rental, boating costs, and heating and

(number of days hunting geese and ducks)/

: : cooking fuel.
(total number of days hunting migratory (3)Equipment expenditures consist of rifles, shotguns, other firearms, ammunition, telescopic sights,
birds). For separate duck and geese decoys, hunting dogs and associated costs. Also included are auxiliary equipment such as camping
expenditures, the numerator included only equipment, binoculars, special hunting clothing, processing and taxidermy costs. Due to small sample

sizes, special equipment purchases such as boats, campers, trucks, and cabins are excluded from
equipment expenditures.

duck hunting days or goose hunting days.
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