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ABOUT THIS STUDY AND READING THIS REPORT
METHODOLOGICAL OVERVIEW

Responsive Management and the National Shooting Sports Foundation (NSSF) completed this
large-scale, national study to identify, quantify, and develop an in-depth understanding of the
important issues affecting access to hunting lands and to assess the effectiveness of current
access programs and resources. The study was conducted in cooperation with the NSSF under
Multi-State Conservation Grant CT-M8-R from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, administered
by the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. This project included the following
components:

>

Literature Review
e A rreview of relevant research, including hunting reports, governmental publications,
academic journals, agency websites, agency and organizational newsletters, and magazines

Two Focus Groups of Licensed Hunters
e Seattle, Washington
e Macon, Georgia

Telephone Survey of Licensed Hunters Nationwide

e n=14336

e Representative of licensed hunters nationwide

e Worked with each state’s agency to obtain samples of hunting license holders

e Survey instrument developed cooperatively by Responsive Management and the NSSF;
consulted access experts nationwide to identify issues and review survey instrument

e Data analysis by region and by species

Assessment of Current Access Programs and Resources

e 16 states currently have access programs and resources for which state received Hunting
Heritage Partnership (HHP) grant funding from the NSSF

e 16 states were oversampled to obtain representative samples within the state for the
purpose of reliably assessing the effectiveness of HHP funded access programs and
resources

e 1 additional state (Arkansas) was also oversampled for assessment of access in general
without a direct assessment of any specific access programs or resources

e Note: oversampled state data was appropriately weighted to match the distribution of
licensed hunters nationwide for data analysis of nationwide results

20 Reports

e This final report with recommendations and strategies

e National report of survey results, representative of licensed hunters nationwide
e Focus group report
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e Individual state reports of survey results

= Alabama = Kansas = South Dakota
= Arizona = Michigan = Virginia

= Arkansas = Nebraska = Washington

= California = Nevada = Wisconsin

=  Hawaii =  Ohio =  Wyoming

= |daho = Pennsylvania

Please see Chapter 4 of this report for detailed information regarding the methodologies used for
this study.

IMPORTANT NOTES ABOUT READING THIS REPORT

While reading this report and utilizing the information within, it is important to note the
following:

>

Results are representative of the population of all licensed hunters in the U.S.
e The results of the nationwide telephone survey conducted for this study and shown in this
report are representative of the population of all U.S. licensed hunters nationwide.

Oversampled states are NOT over-represented in the nationwide results shown in the

nationwide report and this final report.

e The 16 individual state reports show survey results based on the representative sample of
hunters within that state only. For nationwide data analysis, the telephone survey data
was weighted appropriately to make the sample from each oversampled state
proportionally correct to the population of licensed hunters nationwide. Therefore, for
the national results and this final report, no state is over-represented and the results
shown are representative of the population of U.S. licensed hunters nationwide.

To be able to further analyze and identify access issues, survey questions were asked
specifically about the primary species hunted by respondents in the previous 12 months.

For every survey interview conducted, the respondent’s state of residence and/or
primary species hunted were substituted where (STATE) and/or (SPECIES) appear in
this report.

e The survey instrument was computer programmed so that the survey software substituted
phrases where appropriate. Each survey interview was conducted using wording specific
to the respondent, based on his/her previous responses to questions. Throughout this
report, questions are shown asking about the respondent’s (STATE) and/or (SPECIES);
the words shown capitalized and in parentheses are placeholders for the respondent-
specific substituted wording. For every survey interview conducted, the respondent’s
state of residence and/or primary species hunted were substituted where (STATE) and/or
(SPECIES) appear.

e For example, a question shown in the report as, “For (SPECIES) hunting, would you say
you hunt mostly on public land, mostly on private land, or on both about equally, in
(STATE)?” would have been read to a hunter in Georgia who primarily hunted deer in
the past 12 months as, “For deer hunting, would you say you hunt mostly on public land,
mostly on private land, or on both about equally, in Georgia?”
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Hunting is an important outdoor recreational activity in the United States. In 2006, 12.5 million
Americans 16 years old and older hunted (USFWS/US Census, 2007), and this number grows
when considering a longer timeframe, since many sportsmen do not hunt every year. In fact, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that 18.6 million Americans 16 years old and older
hunted at least once in the 5-year period from 2002 to 2006. While hunting is an important
historical, social, and cultural activity in the United States, it is also important to the economy
and to conservation. Hunters are avid conservationists who donate more money to wildlife
conservation, per capita, than do non-hunters or the general population as a whole in the United
States (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). Hunting license fees and the excise taxes paid
on sporting goods and ammunition fund state fish and wildlife agency activities and provide
Federal Aid monies. Hunters also contribute large amounts of money to the economy through
the pursuit of their sport. In fact, hunters spend several billion dollars on their sport annually
(USFWS/US Census, 2007). However, participation in hunting is declining (Figure 1.1).
Research shows that there has been a general decline in hunting participation for the past two
decades, and fewer young people are entering the sport (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a).

Figure 1.1. National trends in hunting participation.
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Declining numbers of hunters are a concern for several reasons. Declining hunting participation
affects the budgets of many state fish and wildlife agencies and thousands of businesses that
depend on hunting-related expenditures. However, perhaps most importantly, hunting-related
expenditures and private donations have contributed to a long-standing history of wildlife
conservation successes in the United States. In fact, sportsmen, as a collective group, remain the
single most important funding source for wildlife conservation efforts. Consequently, decreased
interest and participation in hunting activities may have the unintended effect of reduced funding
for important wildlife and habitat conservation efforts. For all of these reasons, much research
has been devoted to assessing hunter dissatisfactions and the decline in hunting participation.

Many of the factors causing dissatisfaction with hunting and contributing to its decline are
outside of the control of wildlife agencies, including hunters’ health and age, time obligations
because of family and/or work, loss/lack of interest, and weather. That said, there are factors
over which agencies have some influence, the most important being access, behavior of other
hunters, and game populations (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). This study examines in
detail the first of those factors: access.

One reason that hunters increasingly report as a cause of dissatisfaction and that affects hunting
participation is poor hunting access. Access problems negatively affect hunters by taking away
from their enjoyment of hunting and/or causing them to hunt less often. In a study of licensed
hunters nationwide that asked them in an open-ended question (meaning that no answer set was
read to respondents, who could respond with anything that came to mind) to name the two most
important issues facing hunting today, 22% of hunters reported access to public lands as one of
those two issues, and 18% of hunters reported access to private lands as one of those issues
(Responsive Management, 2002a). In another open-ended question, land access issues also
ranked high in importance among hunters in a nationwide study of sportsmen in 2006: While
hunters most commonly indicated that firearms rights/Second Amendment issues were among
the most important issues that hunters face today (16% of hunters cited this issue), this was
closely followed by lack of access to lands in general (15%), lack of access to public lands
(10%), and lack of access to private lands (7%) (Responsive Management, 2006a). More
recently, research has shown that access is a leading reason for hunter dissatisfaction (Figure 1.2)
and that not enough available hunting access is an important factor that influences hunters’
decisions to stop hunting (Figure 1.3) (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a).

In addition to the national research, extensive research in various states shows that hunting
access is an important concern among hunters. In fact, in a recent survey, active hunters in North
Dakota were read a list of possible constraints to hunting participation or dissatisfactions that
may have taken away from their enjoyment of hunting, and access was among the top
constraints/dissatisfactions for hunting participation. In looking at the results, three tiers of
constraints/dissatisfactions emerged. Two of the top six factors related to access; the top tier
factors negatively influencing hunting participation were lack of time in general (54% said this
factor strongly or moderately caused them not to hunt or took away from enjoyment), work
obligations (54%), family obligations (46%), not enough access to places to hunt (43%), other
interests being more important (35%), and not enough places to hunt (34%) (Responsive
Management, 2008c). In Kentucky, lack of access was again found to be a problem: The top
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Figure 1.2. Dissatisfactions with hunting.

Percent of hunters who indicated that the following things
took away from their enjoyment of hunting / influenced
their decision to not go hunting / influenced their decline
in hunting.
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Lack of time
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Not enough game

Too many hunters in the field
Personal health

Cost of hunting equipment
Cost of licenses

Having to travel too far to hunt
Complex regulations

Pollution or litter

No one to go with

Fear of injury by another hunter
Not enough law enforcement officers
Bag limits/season lengths

Not enough trophy game

Loss of interest

Concern about causing pain to animals

Concern that hunting might endanger animal
populations
Other people's negative opinions of hunting

Harassment by anti-hunters

Mandatory hunter education
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Each of these questions was asked

For each item, the survey asked,
“Did this strongly, moderately, or
not take away from your enjoyment
of hunting?” (for active hunters
whose participation did not decline)
or “Did this strongly, moderately, or
not influence your decline in
hunting participation in the past 5
years?” (for active hunters whose
participation declined). The results
were then combined into this single
graph.

individually, with 25 questions in all.

Source: Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a.
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Figure 1.3. Constraints to participation among inactive hunters.

Percent of inactive hunters who indicated that the
following things strongly influenced them to not hunt in
recent years. (Among inactive hunters.)
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Fear of injury by another hunter
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Other people's negative opinions

Harassment by anti-hunters

Each of these questions was asked
individually, with 25 questions in all.
For each item, the survey asked,
“Did this strongly, moderately, or
not influence your decision to not
go hunting in the past 2 years?”
The results were then combined
into this single graph.
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Note. Inactive refers to hunters who participated in hunting at some time in their life but not within the past 2 years.

Source: Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a.
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reasons for being dissatisfied with hunting on Wildlife Management Areas in Kentucky were
lack of game, crowding, and access problems (Responsive Management, 2009). In a survey of
adult hunting license holders in Vermont, Responsive Management (2007a) found that, even if
they did not prevent hunting participation, lack of access and lack of game were the top
dissatisfactions that detracted from hunting enjoyment. Similarly, in a survey of deer hunters in
Delaware, access was again identified as one of the top constraints to hunting participation and
hunting enjoyment, with the most commonly named constraints being lack of time (generally
because of work), lack of access to places to hunt, and lack of places to hunt (Responsive
Management, 2005b).

Research shows that access is also commonly cited by ex-hunters as a reason for cessation. The
majority of ex-hunters in Pennsylvania (52%) cited a lack of access as a reason contributing to
their decision to stop hunting (Responsive Management, 2004a). In a study of ex- and
decreased-activity New Jersey hunters (ex- or decreased-activity hunters were defined as those
respondents who had not hunted in the previous 5 years and those who had been hunting in the
previous 5 years but whose level of hunting in that time had decreased), the top three reasons that
strongly influenced their decision not to hunt or to hunt less were not having enough access to
places to hunt (33%), not having enough private lands on which to hunt (33%), and not having
enough public lands on which to hunt (32%). Also, having more places to hunt (22%) was the
second most common response given when ex- and decreased-activity hunters were asked what
it would take to get them to hunt more often in New Jersey (Responsive Management, 1998).

Difficulty with access to lands for hunting has become not just a point of frustration, but a very
real barrier to recruiting and retaining sportsmen. Indeed, access is the most important factor
associated with hunting participation that is not a time-related or demographic factor—in other
words, the most important factor over which agencies and organizations can have an important
influence (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). Access plays a key role in hunting
participation for several target markets critical to hunter recruitment and retention efforts: active
hunters who are hunting less frequently, active hunters who are at high risk of desertion, and
inactive hunters who may be persuaded to start again (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a).
Among active hunters who are at high risk of desertion, not having enough places to hunt was
one of the top two constraints identified as strongly taking away from their hunting enjoyment.
This group also identified not having enough access to places to hunt as a reason for decreased
hunting participation (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). Similarly, inactive hunters
reported that poor access to land and not enough land to hunt on were factors that strongly
influenced their decisions not to hunt. Given that land access is consistently identified as a key
factor in hunter dissatisfaction, decreased participation, and desertion, it is important for fish and
wildlife agencies to have a better understanding of the extent and nature of access issues and
their impact on hunting participation.

FACTORS RELATED TO ACCESS

To understand how access affects hunting participation, it is important to fully understand access
itself, including the factors related to access. One of the most important factors is urbanization.
Population change in combination with urbanization and concomitant rural land loss remain a
critical obstacle for access to outdoor recreation as a whole. While the demand for outdoor
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recreation opportunities increases with population growth, the ability to meet this demand is
becoming more challenging because the supply of natural resources (particularly open land) is
diminishing. This trend is even more evident in wildlife-dependent recreation, such as hunting
and fishing, where population growth and increasing urbanization result in a loss of wildlife
habitat appropriate for providing these opportunities (Jensen & Guthrie, 2006). Other research
examining state-by-state data throughout the United States has shown that the percent change in
total hunters in a state is statistically correlated with housing units per square mile in the state
(Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). Urbanization reduces land available for hunting and
also reduces access to available lands. In addition to the actual land being developed, there is
also a buffer zone around residential areas in which hunting is prohibited.

In addition to limiting the availability and accessibility of hunting lands, urbanization and land
development have profound effects on the hunting culture as well. Urbanization changes the
social environment and the groups in which hunting flourishes. Given the important relationship
between rural residency and hunting participation, demographic trends toward urbanization are
an emerging challenge to hunter recruitment and retention efforts. With less rural land, there are
fewer people growing up in a rural, hunter-friendly environment. Further, as a smaller
proportion of youth grow up in rural areas where participation in hunting is a more typical
occurrence, efforts to maintain the participation rate will become more difficult. There are also
fewer people growing up in an environment that fosters being comfortable around firearms, a
prerequisite to participation in hunting. Additionally, urbanization and the concomitant mobility
of society contribute to a deterioration of a hunter’s social group for hunting as people move
from place to place (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a).

The factors that affect hunting participation include physical factors and social/psychological
factors—the perceptions of hunters. It is important to note that access involves the physical
opportunities and locations to hunt as well as hunters’ awareness, perceptions, and attitudes
regarding hunting access issues. The practical reality of whether fewer hunting opportunities
exist and the perception that access is becoming a greater problem represent two separate, albeit
related, issues. The reality of less hunting access is a physical constraint to hunting, whereas the
perception that access is becoming more difficult is a psychological constraint (Responsive
Management, 2004b).

Another important factor is whether the land in question is public land or private land because
the ways to access the land can vary greatly depending on this factor.

In understanding access, it is helpful to consider a typology of factors. This study considers
access factors to relate to availability, accessibility, accommodation, awareness, and
assumptions. The interplay between these various factors makes addressing access issues
complex and challenging. Note that while these factors are somewhat subjective and
interchangeable, they can be used as the basis for examining access issues.
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Physical Aspects of Access

« Availability pertains to the actual land available to hunt.

« Accessibility pertains to the ability to get to the land. For example, problems of
accessibility may include public lands blocked by intervening private lands, public lands
that are distant from roads and difficult to access, or roads and trails that are gated or
restricted.

« Accommodation pertains to the ease of mobility and the experience once hunters are on
the land. For example, crowding may be a concern for hunters who are seeking isolated
areas for hunting and prefer not to encounter others on their hunt. As another example,
hunters may be able to access the land, but the conditions of roads and trails may make
maneuverability difficult, or prohibitions on ATVs may make access to public lands
inconvenient and may make removing harvested game challenging.

Social/Psychological Aspects of Access

« Awareness pertains to information and knowledge—to hunters’ awareness of the access
options open to them. Lack of knowledge of a place to hunt can be just as effective as an
actual lack of places to hunt in preventing hunting. Awareness also pertains to knowing
where information can be found and how to use it.

« Assumptions pertain to hunters’ perceptions about hunting opportunities. These include
prevalent ideas that hunting opportunities are being threatened or other perceived
barriers, regardless of whether they actually exist.

Availability

“With all the subdivisions and whatnot, all the people—I mean, there’s no land anymore.”
— Macon, Georgia, hunter (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008b)

Research has shown that the capacity for providing quality outdoor recreation opportunities is
threatened by urban growth and development. Although the majority of U.S. residents
participate in recreational activities on rural lands and this demand is expected to rise, the land
base will likely remain stable or shrink (Cordell, English, & Randall, 1993). Changes in land
use, including land conversion, subdivision, and development, continue to limit the amount of
land available for recreational activities. In fact, research indicates that between 1982 and 1997,
there was a 34% increase in the amount of land devoted to urban uses in the United States,
primarily due to the conversion (i.e., development) of croplands and forests into urban/suburban
and industrial land uses (Alig, Kline, & Lichtenstein, 2004). As a result of anticipated urban
expansion and population growth, researchers project that developed land areas will increase by
79% in the next 25 years, resulting in an increase from 5.2% to 9.2% of the proportion of the
total land base in the United States that is developed (Alig, Kline, & Lichtenstein, 2004).
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Because of these trends in land use, sustainable land management efforts are imperative for
preserving land availability to provide outdoor recreation opportunities in the future.

The reality of the physical limitations of access to hunting lands will always be contingent on
both state-specific regulations as well as local conditions. Some states possess more public lands
than other states and can more easily provide hunting access. Conversely, other states must
depend more on private lands, which require different methods of providing hunting access.
Although there are numerous state-specific factors that affect the availability of hunting lands,
there are some general commonalities; for example, urbanization and development have a
substantial impact on the availability of private hunting lands in all the states.

While studies to determine if physical (i.e., actual) access to hunting is declining have found
mixed results, research does agree that access to private lands is clearly a greater problem than
access to public lands. Moreover, problems with access to private lands are amplified because
more hunters hunt private lands than public lands. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, 82% of hunters hunted on privately owned land at least some of the time, more than
double the percentage of hunters who hunted on public land at least some of the time (39%).
And, while only 15% of all hunters hunted public land exclusively, over half (58%) hunted
private land exclusively (Figure 1.4) (USFWS/US Census, 2007). When asked about access
problems specifically, 20% of hunters indicated that they had experienced an access problem
while hunting or trying to hunt at some time (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). In a
follow-up question asked of those hunters who had experienced access problems, 60% reported
that they had encountered problems while trying to access private lands, while 38% reported that
they had encountered problems attempting to access public lands (Responsive Management/
NSSF, 2008a).

Figure 1.4. Hunting on public and private lands.

Proportion of Hunters Hunting on Public vs. Private Lands

Source: USFWS/US Census, 2007
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The fact that most hunters hunt either exclusively on private land or on both public and private
land complicates the issue of hunting access due to the fact that state regulatory agencies can be
limited in their management of hunting opportunities on private lands. Further, the percentages
of hunters who hunt on public versus private land varies by state. For example, in Colorado,
where there is an abundance of public land, just under half of hunters (45%) had hunted on
private lands at some time in the 10 years prior to the study, while most hunters (92%) had
hunted on public lands at some time (Responsive Management/EMRI, 2003). By contrast, in
Texas, only 3% of the state is public land; thus, most hunting in Texas takes place on private
lands (Duda & Brown, 2001).

According to previous studies, access to public lands is perceived to be better than access to
private lands. Nearly half of hunters (48%) rate access to public lands for hunting in their state
as excellent or good, while 40% of hunters rate access to private lands as excellent or good
(Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). Similarly, in a study conducted for the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, only 16% of Virginia hunters rated access to public
lands as poor, while 35% of them rated access to private lands as poor (Responsive Management,
2000). In a study conducted for the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota
deer hunters were about three times more likely to say hunting access on private lands is poor for
deer hunting compared to hunting access on public lands for deer hunting (23% rated private
land access as poor; 7% rated public land access as poor) (Responsive Management, 2002c). As
use of public lands is stretched to capacity, access to private lands becomes an increasingly
important component for meeting public demand for outdoor recreation activities (Wright,
Cordell, & Brown, 1988; Cordell, English, & Randall, 1993; Teasley et al., 1999).

Fish and wildlife agencies depend on recreational hunting as an integral component in the
effective management and regulation of wildlife populations; in effect, recreational hunting
“serves as an artificial means of predation now that natural predators no longer keep wildlife
populations in balance” (Backman & Wright, 1993, p. 2). Thus, although the availability of
hunting lands is certainly important to hunter recruitment and retention, research also suggests
that access for hunting is an important component in effective game management on these lands;
that is, lack of access for hunting not only contributes to hunter cessation, but it also impacts
wildlife managers’ capacity to manage wildlife (Stedman et al., 2008). In fact, lack of access
specifically to private lands may affect capacity to manage deer populations effectively for
several reasons. Private land hunters are more likely than public land hunters to (1) have harvest
success, (2) have a strong commitment to hunting, (3) demonstrate willingness to hunt antlerless
deer, (4) spend more then the median amount of time hunting, and (5) continue hunting

(i.e., private land hunters are less likely to desert the sport of hunting) (Stedman et al., 2008).
Accordingly, Stedman et al. (2008) have suggested that “decreasing access to private lands may
exacerbate already-recognized deficiencies in hunter capacity to manage deer” (p. 230). As the
aforementioned findings show, then, land availability and access issues are not only a concern
for hunter recruitment and retention but for effective wildlife management.
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Accessibility

“I’ve talked to Bureau of Land Management people, and we know there’s a section of land there
open to the public—but how do you get into it? There’s houses on it by the road, so the only way
to get through to that public land is to go through somebody’s yard. And we’re talking about a
pretty good section of land. But there’s no road.”

— Seattle, Washington, hunter (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008b)

According to previous research, problems with access are more often related to accessibility
rather than availability. In a recent study, hunters who had experienced access problems were
asked whether the access problem was a lack of land (i.e., availability) on which to hunt or a
situation where land existed that the hunter could not get to (i.e., accessibility). The majority of
hunters with access problems (60%) indicated that land existed but they could not get to it, while
29% indicated that there was a lack of land. In fact, among active hunters, 68% reported that
land existed but they were unable to get to it (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). As
another example, in Colorado, hunters who hunted on private lands and rated private land access
as fair or poor said that their low rating was because of limited access rather than because too
few hunting lands exist (Responsive Management/EMRI, 2003). In other words, these Colorado
hunters felt that private land existed for hunting but that they were blocked from using it and/or it
was becoming increasingly more difficult to obtain permission to hunt on these private lands. In
this case, then, the land existed but was difficult to access. Research shows that hunters have
even encountered instances where private landowners had illegally blocked access to public
lands by posting no trespassing signs on public lands (Responsive Management/EMRI, 2003;
Responsive Management, 2005a).

Lack of accessibility to land also occurs when private lands are leased to hunting clubs, which
limits public access to that land. Hunting clubs that arrange for their members to hunt on private
lands take those private lands out of the “public” realm. Furthermore, those clubs can drive up
leasing costs of other hunting lands, the result of which is increases in hunting club fees and fees
for hunting land leases. This presents a problematic financial aspect of hunting access.

To summarize, accessibility issues include real and/or perceived “landlocked” hunting areas
(e.g., public lands surrounded by private lands or public lands only accessible by remote access
points), posted lands, closed lands, gated entries, illegally blocked access to public lands, and
road closures. Accessibility issues differ on public versus private lands, as well. Fish and
wildlife agencies often have more options available for managing public land under their
jurisdiction, meaning that they can work to improve roads and reduce road closures into and on
public lands. Conversely, working with private landowners to ensure hunting access is more
complicated.

Accommodation

“All the management land has strict rules about four-wheelers. And if you’re far back into the
land, it’s rough. I mean, I don’t want to hunt somewhere | can’t take my four-wheeler.”
— Macon, Georgia, hunter (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008b)
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Access also pertains to the ease of mobility and the hunting experience once hunters are on the
land. Issues related to accommodation include, but are not limited to, road and trail conditions,
prohibitions on vehicles, distance traveled afoot for hunting, and crowding. All of these factors
limit hunting opportunities in some way. In some instances, the distance—though open to foot
access—is too far for feasible access. Further, restrictions on ATVs and other vehicles can result
in difficulties in trying to remove game harvested from woods and forests. Areas that fail to
provide hunters with an opportunity to feasibly remove game are commonly viewed as lacking
access.

Crowding is also a concern for providing positive hunting experiences and is related to access.
Although access, in this case, is not actually blocked, it is, nonetheless, limited by crowding. As
urbanization continues to limit land access, it is possible that crowding issues may become more
prominent in the future.

Awareness

“Access to me is the knowledge of where you’re going to go. | talk to these guys who spend
hours and hours just finding where the heck to go. A lot of us are full-time and work eighty
hours a week, and it’s kind of hard to do all the research and find a place, so there’s a lot of
logistic stuff [involved in access issues].”

— Seattle, Washington, hunter (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008b)

To further complicate access issues, there is sometimes a disconnect between the amount of land
actually available and a hunter’s awareness of this land. In 2003, for example, Responsive
Management initiated a detailed evaluation of hunting access in Colorado for the Congressional
Sportsmen’s Foundation (Responsive Management/EMRI, 2003). Colorado was identified as a
state that had a high but declining level of hunting participation and possessed a diversity of (and
large amounts of) federal public lands. In this study, the Geographic Information System (GIS)
component showed that most public lands in Colorado were generally accessible to the public, as
no more than 12% of federal lands in Colorado were landlocked by private land. Further, the
study found that most public lands in Colorado were within one mile of a road. However,
because large portions of public land were surrounded by private lands and were often accessible
only by a secondary road, hunters reported frustration regarding “landlocked” public lands. In
truth, few public lands in Colorado were landlocked by private lands.

The results in Colorado illustrate the complexity of psychological constraints to hunting access.
Although there was clearly land available for hunting in Colorado, hunters’ lack of awareness of
remote access points and alternative routes to hunting lands as well as their perception that
public lands were landlocked resulted in situations where hunters cited access issues. The
Colorado study shows that despite the increased reporting of hunting access as a problem, the
physical on-the-ground reality does not always correspond with these problems.

In short, access issues are not always simply a lack of access points, roads, or trails, but a lack of
good information as well. Lack of information about hunting lands, road closures, access points,
alternate roads and trails, and state programs to increase access are issues commonly cited by
hunters (Responsive Management, 2004b). Research has found that there is a statistically
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significant positive correlation between hunters who indicate having difficulty getting
information on federal public lands in Colorado and hunters who indicate having access
problems. A hunter may find a road closed to his favorite hunting spot on the morning of his
hunt but not know that an alternative route to the same hunting area is only a few miles away
(Responsive Management/ EMRI, 2003). Similarly, research suggests that hunters have a low
level of awareness regarding hunting locations or programs designed to improve access. In a
study of Kansas residents’ opinions on and ratings of the Kansas Department of Wildlife’s
programs, a majority of respondents did not know anything about the Department’s programs
related to hunting access. For example, 67% of Kansas residents knew nothing about the “Walk-
in Hunter Access” program (Responsive Management, 2002b). Similarly, in a study conducted
for the Pennsylvania Game Commission, the majority of hunting license holders (74%) knew a
little or nothing about the Commission’s Public Access Program (Responsive Management,
20043).

Many states lack a reliable, centralized location for the distribution of up-to-date information on
the availability of and access to public and private hunting lands. Many hunters simply do not
know where to find information on access and areas for hunting. At other times, maps are
available but the information is not easily transferred to the ground—a map shows an available
plot, but the plot cannot be located on the ground. In other instances, hunters are able to locate
hunting lands shown as open on a map, only to discover that, in reality, such lands are either
blocked, closed to the public, or have in some way been made inaccessible. Websites of state
fish and wildlife agencies may represent the best locations for centralized, comprehensive
listings of access locations and public and private hunting lands. The key is for state agencies to
be able to provide consistently updated information regarding the availability of access and the
status of hunting lands.

Assumptions

“All the people are moving out and building more houses, more property. More land is being
sold.”
— Macon, Georgia, hunter (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008b)

Access pertains to hunters” assumptions and perceptions about hunting opportunities. These
include prevalent ideas that hunting opportunities are being threatened or the perception of other
barriers, regardless of whether they actually exist. Changes in land use from agriculturally zoned
to residentially zoned and development of land have made more prevalent the idea that hunting
opportunities are being threatened and have increased hunters’ perception that hunting access is
becoming worse. As hunters increasingly see the encroachment of development in their
communities, they may assume that access is being threatened, even if they themselves have not
experienced access problems. If a hunter passes land that has been developed on the way to his
favorite hunting spot, even though he may not have an access problem to the location of his
choice, he may worry about the future encroachment or development of those lands. Other
perceptions or fears may also contribute to access issues. For example, if a hunter is hesitant to
obtain permission from a landowner, access can be, for all practical purposes, blocked by this
hesitancy.



Issues Related To Hunting Access in the United States: Final Report 15

LANDOWNER ISSUES

A comprehensive review of research on land access issues necessitates a look into landowners’
issues and opinions on the use of their lands. Wright, Kaiser, and Fletcher (1988) categorized
landowners into five distinct groups, based on the level of access they permit on their land:
prohibitive, exclusive, restrictive, fee, and open. Prohibitive landowners do not allow hunting
access on their lands, while exclusive landowners use their land for their own personal
enjoyment and for their family. Restrictionists allow hunting on their land, but limit the use of
their lands to individuals they know well, such as family, friends, coworkers, and employees.
Fee landowners offer public access to their lands for a fee. Finally, open landowners allow
public access to their lands, including acquaintances and strangers (Wright, Kaiser, & Fletcher,
1988). According to the National Private Landowners Survey, 29% of landowners who own at
least 10 acres or more close at least part or all of their lands to all outsiders (individuals residing
outside their household), while approximately half of all landowners (48%) allow people outside
their family to access their lands for recreation. Of landowners who open access to outsiders,
49% allow access to family members who do not live with them, 49% allow access to people
outside of their family but whom they know personally, 12% allow access to outsiders whom
they may or may not know personally, and 5% allow access to individuals or members of
hunting clubs who lease their lands (results do not sum to 100% because options are not mutually
exclusive) (Teasley et al., 1999).

Research shows that the reasons that landowners allow or disallow access to their lands are
complex and multifaceted. Wright, Cordell, Brown, and Rowell (1988) identified five common
factors that influence landowners’ decisions regarding access to their lands: (1) opinion of users,
(2) land use objectives, (3) economic incentives, (4) concerns regarding liability, and (5)
attitudes toward certain uses.

Opinion of Users

Landowners’ opinions of recreational users are typically based on their encounters and
experiences with those users. According to previous research, landowners are more concerned
about allowing hunting on their land than they are about other types of recreational activities
(Responsive Management, 2004b). In a study on deer management issues in Delaware, small
percentages of landowners had problems with the behavior of legal deer hunters on their land.
However, substantial percentages of landowners (5% of the general population, 9% of hunters
who own land, but 25% of farmers who own their land) said that they knew that somebody had
hunted deer illegally on their land. Nearly half of those who knew of illegal deer hunting on
their land said that the deer hunters had caused problems in addition to simply hunting illegally.
Typical problems included trespassing, unsafe behavior, damaging structures, littering, and being
rude or discourteous. More than half of those who had experienced problems with illegal deer
hunters described the problems as major (Responsive Management, 2005b).

Similarly, in a study in Georgia, landowners who had allowed deer hunting on their land at one
time but later closed their land cited poor behavior of hunters, trespassing, crowding, and legal
liability as reasons that they stopped allowing deer hunting on the tract. Landowners were asked
if they experienced problems with legal and illegal hunters, with and without dogs, on their land.
A substantial percentage (22%) had experienced problems with illegal hunters hunting without
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dogs. The most common problems with hunters were trespassing, violating game laws, and
damaging fences and/or leaving gates open. Lesser problems were unsafe behavior, littering,
damaging structures, and discourteous behavior. The problems caused by illegal hunters, with or
without dogs, were considered major problems by a majority of landowners who had
experienced problems. On the other hand, the problems caused by legal hunters, with or without
dogs, were considered minor problems by a majority of landowners who had experienced
problems (Responsive Management, 2004c). While this research suggests that the problems that
landowners have encountered with hunters tend to be more prevalent with illegal hunters, other
studies, nonetheless, show that landowners have encountered problems with legal hunters, as
well.

In Texas, poor behavior of hunters and damage to property (other than to agriculture or
livestock) were two of the top three reasons that landowners gave for no longer allowing hunting
on their property (Duda & Brown, 2001). Similar results were found in a study of West Virginia
landowners: 35% said they had experienced problems with the behavior of hunters on their
property. Of those landowners who had experienced problems, the types of problems they
typically experienced were trespassing (71%), hunters being rude or discourteous (29%), littering
(19%), and hunters being unsafe (11%) (Responsive Management, 1999).

Land Use Objectives

Research suggests that there are many reasons landowners give for owning rural lands. Some of
the top reasons include personal enjoyment of outdoor space, rural living, and estate planning for
future heirs (Teasley et al., 1999). Because of these varied reasons for owning lands, landowners
may have very different opinions regarding land management strategies and public access to
their lands. For example, because landowners value their personal green space, they may be
unwilling to share it with others. Further, if they appreciate rural living, quiet, and solitude,
opening their land for access may result in crowding, noise, and unwanted disturbance.

Property rights and opinions on the environment also color landowners’ opinions regarding
recreational activities on and access to their land. In one study, the majority of landowners who
own at least 10 acres or more (75%) agree that private property rights are important but only if
those rights do not harm the environment, and 70% believe that the balance of nature is delicate
and that people have a responsibility to limit economic growth that exploits nature (Teasley et
al., 1999). It is not surprising, then, that one of the primary reasons that landowners participate
in access programs for outdoor recreation activities is to conserve wildlife and habitat. For
example, in Pennsylvania, the most common reasons landowners gave for participating in the
Commonwealth’s public access program were to share land/make land available for hunting, for
the free benefits (magazine, seed mix, etc.), and for conservation of habitat and wildlife
(Responsive Management, 2007b).

In Texas, the relative importance or unimportance of land use activities was asked of large
landowners (landowners who own more than 640 acres) for the following land uses: ranching,
farming, hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, nature study, and providing habitat for fish and
wildlife. Ranking highest in overall statewide importance to most large landowners for their
land was ranching, with 72% of large landowners stating that ranching was a very important
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activity for their property. However, second and third in the ranking, with a majority of
landowners statewide rating them very important, were hunting (55%) and providing habitat for
fish and wildlife (52%). Smaller percentages rated farming (30%), wildlife viewing and nature
study (29%), and fishing (15%) as very important land uses on their land (Duda & Brown, 2001).

Economic Incentives

Landowners who open their lands for outdoor recreation activities can also collect fees for
allowing access to their property. One study found that landowners who lease their lands to
others most commonly report the following reasons for leasing their lands: to help pay property
taxes (75%), to control trespassing and/or misuse of land (61%), to help maintain and conserve
land (52%), and to provide additional income (39%) (Teasley et al., 1999).

In Texas, one out of three landowners agreed that, if they received incentives, they would be
very likely to open their land. Over a third (36%) of landowners agreed that cash benefits, such
as tax breaks or cash payments, would increase the likelihood that they would open their lands
for more outdoor recreation opportunities. Still, 44% disagreed, indicating that tax breaks and
cash were not incentives that would make them more likely to open their land for outdoor
recreation opportunities for others (Duda & Brown, 2001). In Delaware, 28% of landowners
agreed with the following statement: If I could receive financial benefits such as tax breaks or
cash payments, | would be very likely to allow [more deer hunting/deer hunting] opportunities
on my land (Responsive Management, 2005b). For these reasons, fish and wildlife agencies
often encourage landowners to increase access to their lands by providing incentives to
landowners who open their lands to hunting. Often these incentives are financial, but incentives
may include other services, such as posting of areas around lands, increased law enforcement,
assistance with conservation and habitat management, and free seedlings.

Liability Issues

Although research suggests that landowners agree that they should be compensated for allowing
access to their lands, many landowners indicate that this is not enough of an incentive to
encourage them to open their lands. This may be because landowner liability appears to be one
of the major considerations in landowners’ decisions whether to allow access to their land.
Studies continue to show that liability remains a major deterrent to allowing access to lands:
Despite the fact that many states have limited liability laws for landowners who do not receive
fees or considerations for allowing access to their lands, liability remains a major deterrent in
allowing access to lands (Wright, Kaiser, & Nicholls, 2002; Brown & Messmer, 2009).

In Texas, the majority of large landowners (those who own more than 640 acres) had major
concerns about allowing access to their land for outdoor recreation in general (67%) and for
hunting in particular (66%) (Duda & Brown, 2001). When asked about the importance of eight
specific factors in the decision whether to allow access onto their property, 50% of all
Washington landowners said liability was an extremely important factor (Responsive
Management, 2003c). In Delaware, 50% of farmers agree that they would allow hunting access
if they did not have to worry about legal liability (Responsive Management, 2005b). In Georgia,
a majority (53%) of owners of tracts of at least 20 acres said that legal liability is a major
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concern when considering whether to allow hunting access, and an additional 25% said it is a
minor concern (78% in total said legal liability is a concern) (Responsive Management, 2004c).

Wright, Kaiser, and Nicholls (2002) have suggested that landowners’ fears and perceptions of
liability risks are greater than the actual risks. Because many states have enacted legislation to
protect landowners, particularly those who offer free access, the greater issue at hand may be
increasing landowner awareness of liability protections and laws. As Wright, Kaiser, and
Nicholls (2002) wrote: “Perpetuation of the liability myth exacerbates the access crisis” (p. 189).

Attitudes Toward Certain Uses

Finally, landowners’ attitudes toward certain uses may influence their land access decisions. In
other words, landowners’ opinions on the appropriateness or morality of hunting influence their
decision on whether to open their lands to hunters. Landowners who fundamentally oppose
hunting will close their lands to hunters.

TRENDS IN ACCESS TO HUNTING LANDS

Although efforts are being made to increase access and opportunities to hunt, hunters perceive
that overall access to hunting lands has gotten worse over the past few years. In fact, previous
research shows that hunters are more likely to say that access to hunting has gotten worse over
the past 5 years than to say it has gotten better (Figure 1.5) (Responsive Management/NSSF,
2008a). When hunters who had said that access has gotten worse were asked to name the
reasons that access has gotten worse, the top two reasons given were that hunters cannot get
permission to hunt private lands and the loss of land because of urbanization (Responsive
Management/ NSSF, 2008a).

Regarding differences in access to public and private hunting lands, more hunters reported that
access to private lands (36%) has gotten worse than said that access to public lands (21%) has
gotten worse (Figure 1.6) (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a).

Future demographic trends may have a significant impact on hunting participation rates. As
previous research has shown, hunting is largely a pursuit of rural, white males. A third of
hunters (33%) describe their place of residence as rural, in comparison to just 23% of the general
population as a whole (Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a). Recent demographic trends
show an increase in urban and suburban development. In their projections regarding future
participation in hunting, Bowker, English, and Cordell (1999) report: “Hunting model parameter
estimates suggest that the factors most closely related to hunting behavior are sex, race, and
population density. ... [T]he increase in population density will decrease the number of people
living rural lifestyles and reduce available hunting venues” (p. 335). These trends will invariably
continue to affect hunting access and, subsequently, hunter satisfaction. The data suggest, then,
that access issues have serious implications for maintaining and increasing hunting participation
rates.
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Figure 1.5. Trends in access to hunting lands.
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Figure 1.6. Trends in access to hunting for different types of lands.

Percent of hunters who indicated that access to the
following lands for hunting in his/her state has gotten
better or gotten worse over the past 5 years.

(All hunters)

10
Overall access
to hunting lands
34
Access to I 8 H Better
private hunting
lands 36 OWorse
Access to I !
public hunting
lands 21
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent

Source: Responsive Management/NSSF, 2008a.

PROGRAMS/RESOURCES ADDRESSING ACCESS ISSUES

As access to land decreases and the need for additional lands increases, more programs and
efforts will be necessary to provide adequate hunting opportunities. To address access issues,
there is a strong need for information and strategies upon which to build hunting programs and
resources designed to create, improve, and facilitate access to lands for hunting, which will
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ultimately impact hunting participation as well. For this project, national hunting land access
programs and awareness campaigns as well as state-specific efforts were assessed to determine
which programs and program elements are having the greatest impact.

Access to public lands is managed by various agencies and organizations, including federal,
state, county, and municipal governments. Most of the federal lands available to the public for
hunting are managed by the U.S. Forest Service or the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).
The U.S. Forest Service manages over 193 million acres of forest and grasslands, most of which
are available to the public for hunting. State hunting fees, regulations, and restrictions apply.

The BLM manages more than 256 million acres of public land available for a wide variety of
outdoor recreation activities, including hunting. Through the National System of Public Lands,
the BLM provides opportunities for big game, small game, and bird hunting. Fees, license
requirements, and seasonal restrictions vary from site to site and state regulations apply. The
BLM has a comprehensive website that offers hunters interactive mapping and trip planning
tools that provide helpful information regarding hunting locations, access points, and restrictions.
Public lands are also managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, and individual state agencies. Often, state agencies also manage Wildlife
Management Areas (WMASs), which provide additional public land hunting opportunities. These
lands may be owned and managed independently by the state or through agreements with other
agencies or organizations. In addition to government-owned lands, many nongovernmental
conservation organizations own and manage land open to hunting.

With approximately 60% of land in the U.S. being privately owned (Cordell et al., 1999), land
managers and fish and wildlife agencies are seeking ways to tap into privately owned resources
to ensure the future of outdoor recreation activities. In response to increasing pressures and
demand for access to land for outdoor recreation, many states have invested in access programs/
resources to open more private lands. These programs/resources are designed to facilitate
partnerships between agencies, sportsmen, and landowners and often provide incentives to
landowners for opening their lands to hunters and anglers. In general, landowners are
compensated for hunting access to their property through three primary methods: hunting leases,
fee-based permits, and government-sponsored walk-in hunter access programs (Kilgore, Snyder,
Schertz, & Taff, 2008).

Unlike private land leases in which individuals or hunting clubs are granted exclusive rights to
hunt on the land, fee-based permit programs provide access to property that is not exclusive and
must be shared with other permit holders. Studies have shown that fee-based permit programs
are often a mutually beneficial arrangement between hunters and landowners. Fee hunting
improves access to private lands while also providing positive economic benefits, as well as legal
and liability protection to the landowner; further, hunters are often willing to pay more for the
opportunity to use private lands (Mozumder, Starbuck, Berrens, & Alexander, 2007). Walk-in
hunter access programs are state-sponsored programs that provide several options for landowner
compensation, including funding from the state, access fees charged by the landowner for the use
of property, or voluntary donations.
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National Programs/Resources

The National Shooting Sports Foundation (NSSF) recognizes that the future of hunting is
dependent on greater hunting access, increased hunting opportunities for current hunters, and the
recruitment of next-generation hunters. Thus, in response to growing access issues, the NSSF
has provided nearly $1 million in funding since 2003 for on-the-ground access programs/
resources in numerous states through Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP) grants. This study is
designed to assess the effectiveness of these and other programs/resources and determine
program elements and strategies that work. Just as wildlife management programs/resources are
based upon a solid foundation of biological research, so too should programs/resources designed
to address hunting participation constraints, such as access, be based on a solid foundation of
social science research. This project identifies the factors associated with hunting access but,
perhaps even more importantly, this project measures hunters’ perceptions of whether access
issues have improved or worsened, especially in areas with programs/resources designed to
create, improve, or facilitate access to lands. For this study, respondents in 50 states were asked
about their awareness of, use of, and opinions on the effectiveness of the following national
programs/resources:

Open Fields. Through the “Open Fields” legislation, developed by the Theodore Roosevelt
Conservation Partnership (TRCP) and its partner organizations, millions of dollars will fund
access programs designed to increase private land availability for hunting and fishing. Through
this program, which recently received full funding, landowners receive per-acre compensation
for opening their land to sportsmen. The TRCP is working closely with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture to increase the program’s reach and provide the resources for all states.
(http://www.trcp.org/newsroom/pressreleases/17-pressreleases/41-pr2008-05-12.html)

The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). The CRP is implemented by the Farm Service
Agency in cooperation with the Natural Resources Conservation Service. The CRP provides
technical and financial assistance to farmers to take environmentally sensitive agricultural lands
out of production to achieve conservation objectives, including reduced soil erosion and
provision of wildlife habitat. This program is purely a habitat enhancement program rather than
an access program—there are no requirements that landowners provide access; nevertheless,
hunters may and do use these lands subject to landowners’ permission. According to recent
research, 57% of landowners enrolled in this program allow some portion of their land to be used
by outdoor recreationists, and the most common use of this land is for hunting: 89% of CRP
landowners whose lands were used for outdoor recreation allowed hunting on their property
(Southwick Associates & D. J. Case and Associates, 2008).
(http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/CRP/)

The Wheretohunt Website / Huntinfo Website. Both of these

refer to the same website, which is maintained by the NSSF and

provides a central clearinghouse for information on hunting in all

50 states. The site provides links to each state’s fish and wildlife
agency. The site is designed to increase hunter awareness of hunting opportunities and
information in each state, including hunting license application fees and deadlines, season
lengths, regulations, access points and locations, education opportunities, and other information
related to hunting in each state. (http://www.huntinfo.org; http://www.wheretohunt.org)
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The Huntandshoot Website. This site was
also developed by the NSSF to provide
access to resources for hunting and shooting
activities. The website is designed to increase hunter and shooter awareness of available
opportunities and serves as a one-stop resource for information about hunting and shooting
opportunities in each state, outfitters and retailers, safety education courses, and hunting and
shooting organizations, as well as programs offerings and events. (http://huntandshoot.org/)

Hunt and Shoot.org

A One-Stop Resource For New Or Experienced Hunters and Shooters

State-Specific Programs/Resources

For this project, although all 50 states were asked about the aforementioned national programs,
state-specific programs/resources were only assessed in the 16 oversampled states where HHP
access programs/resources are currently underway: Alabama, Arizona, California, Hawaii,
Idaho, Kansas, Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. All of these states except for Arizona feature access-
related programs/resources funded by the NSSF’s HHP program. Arizona’s programs were also
selected for this study because, although they are not HHP funded, Arizona has developed other
access programs that merit evaluation. Below is a list of the state-specific programs/resources
assessed in this study.

The Outdoor Alabama Interactive Map. This online tool on the Alabama Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources website allows visitors to search for a variety of outdoor
landmarks, trails, and outdoor recreation locations. This includes hunting areas, as well as public
fishing lakes, hunting trails, birding locations, and wildlife preserves. The map user can easily
navigate through the interactive map by using zoom and map scroll tools.
(http://www.outdooralabama.com/statemap/)

Alabama’s Forever Wild Land Trust Program. Alabama’s Forever
Wild Program was established by state constitutional amendment in
1992. The purpose of the program is to provide funding for the purchase
of public recreational lands. Since its inception, the program has
purchased lands for general recreation, nature preserves, and additions to
Wildlife Management Areas and state parks. Thus far, at least 74 tracts
totaling 212,792 acres located throughout the state have been acquired.
One way Alabamans can support the program is through the purchase of
a Forever Wild vehicle license plate.
(http://www.outdooralabama.com/public-lands/statel ands/foreverWild/)

The Hunt Outdoor Alabama Program. The purpose of this

program was to share the hunting heritage with future

generations and promote hunting within families. This was a

mentoring program that encouraged experienced hunters to

provide meaningful hunting opportunities to newcomers and

former hunters. The program provided incentives—prizes
and awards—to mentors to encourage them to participate. Note that this program was
discontinued after the start of the survey but prior to the completion of the study.
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Alabama’s Youth Dove Hunts. As a collaborative initiative between the Alabama Department
of Conservation and Natural Resources and the NSSF’s STEP OUTSIDE® program, this
program allows licensed hunters (at least 25 years old) to take youth (no older than 16 years old)
hunting for doves in select locations. The locations are chosen and permission is secured from
landowners by the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources. The agency
also provides on-site support, such as rides to and from the dove fields.
(http://www.outdooralabama.com/hunting/youth-hunts/youthdove.cfm)

Alabama’s Physically Disabled Hunting Areas. These areas are reserved for exclusive use by
hunters with disabilities. The sites have accessible shooting houses on wildlife openings and
roads accessible throughout the hunting season by 2-wheel drive vehicles.
(http://www.outdooralabama.com/hunting/physically-disabled/)

Arizona’s Heritage Access Program. This program is a cost-share program funded through the
state’s Heritage Funds (which are supported by the state lottery and are used to help conserve
and protect the state’s wildlife and natural areas and to provide recreation opportunities). The
main objective of this program is to work with private landowners across the state to create and
maintain public access. The Landowner Relation Program, which is under the umbrella of the
Heritage Access Program, uses Heritage funds to finance and complete projects for private
landowners in exchange for short-term or perpetual access agreements. These projects vary in
scale depending on the importance of the access point as well as the length of the access
agreement. Heritage funds can also be used to purchase perpetual public access easements on
privately owned roads that can provide public access to federal lands.
(http://www.azgfd.gov/outdoor_recreation/landowner_access.shtml)

Arizona’s Adopt-A-Ranch Program. Under the Adopt-A-Ranch Program, interested public
groups (e.g., sportsmen’s groups, Boy Scouts, 4-wheeling clubs) “adopt” a ranch. In a similar
design to typical adopt-a-highway programs, these groups work directly with the Arizona Game
and Fish Department and private landowners to mitigate problems associated with public
recreational access. The volunteer group visits the ranch one or two times a year to perform
regular maintenance, such as rebuilding fences, hanging gates, picking up litter, or helping with
various ranch improvement projects. The Department uses two lists to match program
participants: one list of ranchers and landowners who are interested in allowing their ranches to
be adopted and the other list of organized groups desiring to adopt a ranch. By linking the
landowner with a sportsman group, the Adopt-A-Ranch Program helps establish a mutually
beneficial relationship between landowners and sportsmen. Nearly 30 Adopt-A-Ranch projects
are completed every year to help maintain access on about 2 million acres of land.
(http://www.azgfd.gov/outdoor_recreation/landowner_adopt.shtml)

California’s Private Lands Management Program. This program was established to assist
landowners in managing their lands for the benefit of wildlife. The California Department of
Fish and Game provides technical expertise and assistance to landowners enrolled in this
“ranching for wildlife” program. Through this program, landowners consult with biologists to
make biologically sound habitat improvements, such as providing water sources, planting native
plants for food, and making brush piles for cover. As an incentive for making these habitat
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improvements, landowners can charge fees for wildlife viewing, hunting, and fishing on their
property. (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/hunting/plm.html)

California’s Shared Habitat Alliance for Recreational Enhancement (SHARE) Program.
The SHARE Program provides California’s public with recreational access to private lands that
are enrolled. The program encourages private landowners to enroll their lands in SHARE by
offering them a small payment per acre and by minimizing the liability concerns that currently
keep many private lands closed to public use. This program is facilitated by the California
Outdoor Heritage Alliance, in cooperation with California Waterfowl, the California Cattlemen’s
Association, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the California Farm Bureau
Federation. (http://www.cbhsaa.net/legislative/AB1423.pdf)

California’s Delta Island Hunting Program. The California Department of Fish and Game, in
cooperation with the California Department of Water Resources, provides non-fee limited-permit
public pheasant and waterfowl hunts. These hunts are held on public lands located in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, which were purchased with State Water Project Contract Funds.
These properties are open only to successful applicants during the respective seasons; otherwise,
the properties are not open to the public for hunting. (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/delta/hunts/)

W gam,: California’s Game Bird Heritage Special Hunts Program. The purpose
e n T ago of these special hunts is to provide additional upland game bird hunting

\# opportunities on public and private lands. This program provides hunting
7 L opportunities through a draw, and hunts are hosted at multiple locations
throughout the state.

(http://www.dfqg.ca.gov/wildlife/hunting/uplandgame/gamebird/2009SpecialHunts/index.html)

California’s Game Bird Heritage Special Hunts Program Apprentice Hunts. This program
also provides hunting opportunities through a draw but focuses on novice hunters. The purpose
of these special hunts is to provide basic educational activities for beginning hunters, to offer
events to beginning hunters, and to provide additional upland game bird hunting opportunities on
public and private lands. This program provides hunting opportunities through a draw, and hunts
are hosted at multiple locations throughout the state.
(http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/hunting/uplandgame/gamebird/2009SpecialHunts/index.html)

Hawaii Legacy Land Conservation Program (LLCP). The LLCP provides

funding from the state’s Land Conservation Fund for acquiring lands,

including easements, for public use. The LLCP assists local organizations

and agencies in the purchase and protection of land resources through grant

funding. LLCP land acquisitions and easements are made for recreational
and public hunting areas, habitat protection, and open space and scenic resources, to name only a
few examples. (http://hawaii.gov/dInr/dofaw/lIcp)

The GIS Map Program is facilitated by the Office of Planning and is a multi-
agency initiative to provide GIS to the public. The mapping system provides
spatial data associated with attribute information to enhance decision-making. The GIS Map

(ﬁ Hawaii’s Statewide Geographic Information System (GIS) Map Program.
/
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Program shows public land holdings and can be used to identify hunting lands.
(http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/qis/)

Hawaii Lease Agreements. Hawaii facilitates lease agreements between landowners and
sportsmen to grant access to agricultural lands for hunting.

Hawaii’s Game Mammal and Game Bird Hunting Guides. Through these guides, the Hawaii
Division of Forestry and Wildlife provides information on hunting opportunities on the six major
islands in the State of Hawaii: Kauai, Oahu, Maui, Molokai, Lanai, and the big island of Hawaii.
Each island has public and private lands that are open to the public for hunting during certain
times each year. These guides include a map of public hunting areas (Hunting Units) as well as
information regarding regulations, conditions, and restrictions.
(http://www.state.hi.us/dInr/dofaw/hunting/MammalHuntingRegs_Chap123.pdf;
http://www.state.hi.us/dInr/dofaw/hunting/BirdHuntingRegs Chap122-02.pdf)

g“.,, B s o 1daho’s Access Yes! Program. This program compensates
landowners for allowing access to their land for hunting and/or for

REMEMBER:
Private @ reaching hunting land. The goal of this program is to provide access
e to more than one million acres of land for sportsmen.

Awm Area (http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/ifwis/huntplanner/accessyesquide.aspx)

Idaho’s Accessible Idaho Program. This program seeks to improve access to
hunting lands, as well as to fishing and wildlife viewing lands, for disabled persons.
Through this program, the Idaho Fish and Game Department partners with private
landowners to incorporate accessible designs into recreational facilities.
(http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/apps/ada/)

The Kansas Special Hunts on Public Lands Program. This program provides pre-season or
high quality hunts on public lands for youth and adults.

The Kansas Walk-In Hunting Access (WIHA) Program. The Kansas WIHA

program started in 1995 as an initiative to provide hunting access to private

property. Landowners receive a modest incentive for allowing public use of their

property for recreational activities, based on acreage and length of contract. Areas

enrolled in the WIHA Program are posted and regularly patrolled by law
enforcement, and safety zones are marked. Further, liability is waved for property owners who
lease land to the state for recreational use. Because the landowner receives funding from the
state, hunters and anglers can access lands enrolled in the WIHA Program at no additional cost.
(http://www.kdwp.state.ks.us/news/Other-Services/Private-Landowner-
Assistance/Wildlife/Walk-in-Hunting)

Kansas’ Controlled Shooting Areas (CSAs). These areas are private lands on which hunters
can pay to hunt with a CSA hunting permit. (http://www.kdwp.state.ks.us/news/Hunting/Where-
to-Hunt-in-Kansas/Controlled-Shooting-Areas)
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Michigan’s Hunting Access Program. In this program, Michigan leases
private lands for public hunting. In general, the lands are available on a first-
come, first-served basis. Hunters register their hunting parties with the
landowner.

(http://www.michigan.gov/documents/dnr/0607HAP_ 174892 7.pdf)
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Michigan’s Commercial Forest Lands Program. These are areas of
privately owned forest lands that are open to hunting. The landowners are
provided property tax incentives to manage their forest lands for long-term
production of wildlife in exchange for providing public access.
(http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,1607,7-153-10366 _34947-34016--,00.html)

Michigan’s Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). This program falls under
the umbrella of the Conservation Reserve Program; it was asked about separately in the survey
of Michigan hunters because some hunters know it as CREP rather than simply CRP.
(http://www.michigan.gov/mda/0,1607,7-125-1567_1599 1603-9735--,00.html)

Michigan’s Disability Access for Recreation. This is a general effort that entails many
separate actions/facilities that provide hunting access for disabled hunters.
(http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,1607,7-153-10366 _41825---,00.html)

Nebraska’s CRP Management Access Program (CRP-MAP). CRP-MAP improves habitat
for pheasant and other wildlife on CRP lands and provides statewide public access for walk-in
hunting. The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, in partnership with Pheasants Forever, is
offering the CRP-MAP to landowners enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program with at
least 2 years left on their contract. Landowners are paid between $4.00 and $5.00 per acre for
the entire CRP tract for improving habitat on 10% of the CRP land and allowing public walk-in
only access for hunting and trapping during the hunting season. The CRP-MAP Atlas is a
comprehensive mapping system that identifies outdoor recreation opportunities by county.
(http://www.ngpc.state.ne.us/hunting/programs/crp/crp.asp)

Nebraska’s Passing Along the Heritage (PATH) Program. This is a
private land access program for mentored youth hunting. The PATH
Program is designed to provide a means by which interested landowners
can allow youth hunting on at least a limited basis on their land through an
Internet-based registration process. To enroll land in this program, the
landowner signs a contract allowing the Nebraska Game and Parks
Commission to add the land to a database of PATH properties and
available hunting dates on the Commission website. Mentors, who must
be at least 18 years old and have a Nebraska hunting permit, will be able to browse these
properties, see descriptions of each one and the days it is available, and select property on which
to take a youth hunting (youth must be age 17 or younger). Mentors will then be able to print a
permission slip allowing them access to the property on the selected day. Once a site has been
reserved, that particular day is no longer available to others when they view the website.
(http://www.ngpc.state.ne.us/hunting/programs/youthhunt/)
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Nevada Department of Wildlife’s Interactive Map Service. This is an online interactive
mapping resource administered by the Nevada Department of Wildlife that allows users to create
their own maps using Nevada resource information from a geo-referenced mapping database.
This site was designed to inform outdoor recreationists of opportunities throughout the state and
to help sportsmen scout specific destinations and areas.
(http://gis.ndow.nv.gov/imf/sites/ndow_public/jsp/launch.jsp)

Nevada Department of Wildlife’s Hunt Information Sheets. These sheets describe specific
hunting areas for specific species. The sheets contain data on the driving locations to the area,
the elevation and terrain, the vegetation, the weather/climate, the land status and hunting access
locations, and nearby facilities and services.
(http://www.ndow.org/hunt/resources/infosheets/all-r0.htm)

Ohio’s Cooperative Hunting Program. This program enrolls private landowners who allow
public hunting access on their lands. The Ohio Department of Natural Resources provides signs
and permits for use of the lands.

Pennsylvania’s Cooperative Farm-Game Program. The Farm-Game Program requires a
landowner, or group of landowners, to place under lease a project area comprising at least 1,000
acres for five or more years. The Cooperative Farm-Game Program creates a partnership
between the Game Commission and the landowner to improve public hunting opportunities and
wildlife habitat on the enrolled property. Hunters and trappers help to manage game and
furbearer populations through lawful hunting and trapping, and the Commission provides a
variety of benefits to the cooperating landowner. Benefits include law enforcement patrols to
deter unlawful hunting, illegal all-terrain vehicle use, and littering or dumping; free food and
cover seedlings; and advice on soil conservation and habitat improvements.
(http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt?open=514&0bjlD=620379&mode=2)

Pennsylvania’s Cooperative Forest-Game Program. The Pennsylvania Game Commission’s
Cooperative Forest-Game Program was developed to provide increased protection to large
forested tracts in Pennsylvania. It is available to interested landowners who own mostly forested
properties in excess of 1,000 acres and who are willing to allow public hunting on the land that
they enroll in the program. This program benefits participating landowners by providing
enhanced property protection. Commission signs are provided to establish safety zones around
occupied dwellings. As well, roads and trails that may be damaged or misused during certain
periods of the year are considered officially closed when posted with signs provided by the
agency. Protection through the posting of other official signs and through patrolling and
enforcement of the Game and Wildlife Code by Commission personnel also is provided,
especially when areas are being hunted.
(http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt?open=514&0bjlD=620382&mode=2)

Pennsylvania’s Cooperative Safety Zone Program. The Pennsylvania Game Commission’s
Cooperative Safety Zone Program is designed to provide a better landowner-hunter relationship
and to improve hunting opportunities. The primary intent of the Cooperative Public Safety Zone
Program is to heighten safety zone awareness and provide better protection to farm residents and
their properties. Increased warning signage and added security are intended to encourage



Issues Related To Hunting Access in the United States: Final Report 29

landowners who currently close their lands to hunting and/or trapping to reconsider. To become
a Safety Zone Program cooperator, the owner of a farm, containing a minimum of 50 acres,
executes a simple agreement with the Commission. The cooperating farmer erects Safety Zone
posters, which are supplied free of charge by the Game Commission. These signs must be
erected not more than 150 yards from farm buildings. The farm, with the exception of the
established Safety Zone, must be open to lawful public hunting. Game Commission law
enforcement officers will occasionally patrol roads adjacent to the land to ensure that individuals
who enter the property obey laws and regulations.
(http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt?open=514&0bjlD=620387&mode=2)

Pennsylvania’s Deer Management Assistance Program. The Deer Management Assistance
Program (DMAP) helps land managers and landowners with deer management and deer
population control consistent with their land use goals. Through DMAP, landowners can receive
permits for hunters to take additional antlerless deer during antlerless deer seasons. Antlered
deer may not be taken with a DMAP permit. Eligible properties include public lands, private
lands where no fee is charged for hunting, and lands owned by private hunting clubs that were
established prior to January 1, 2000. (http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/Forestry/dmap/index.aspx)

South Dakota’s Walk-In Hunting Areas. This program seeks to provide the public with added
quality hunting opportunities, to improve the relationships between landowners and hunters, and
to improve hunter ethics. The program provides incentives to landowners who sign a contract
allowing public hunting access (foot traffic only). Sites are selected annually, and locations are
published in the South Dakota Hunting Atlas. The agency provides signage to clearly mark
boundaries. (http://www.sdgfp.info/Wildlife/PrivateLands/HuntingAccess.htm)

South Dakota’s Controlled Hunting Access Program (CHAP). The program is a cooperative
effort between private landowners and the Department of Game, Fish and Parks to open up
private land to public big game hunting. Lands enrolled in CHAP do not function like those
lands enrolled in the Walk-In Area Program. Hunters who use land enrolled in CHAP must
check in with the landowner or at a self-serve check-in kiosk to obtain a permission slip. Many
CHAP areas have additional restrictions. Another difference between the CHAP and the
Walk-In Area Program is that payments to landowners are based on hunter use rather than acres
enrolled. (http://www.sdgfp.info/Wildlife/PrivatelL ands/FactSheetCHAP.htm)

South Dakota’s Volunteer Antlerless Deer Hunter Program. In this program, deer hunters
who already hold antlerless licenses and are looking for private land on which to hunt antlerless
deer add their names, contact information, and the counties in which they are interested in
hunting to a web-based list. That list can then be accessed by landowners, who invite the hunters
to their property. A landowner can choose which license types he or she is willing to host and
can search by county, thus producing a list of hunters that match the landowner’s specifications.
(http://www.state.sd.us/applications/GF75VolHuntersAntlerless/Intro.aspx)

South Dakota’s Lower Oahe Waterfowl Access Program. This program entails allowing
public access for waterfowl hunting on private land. The Department of Game, Fish and Parks
issues restricted nonresident waterfowl licenses that are valid only on private land in three
counties adjacent to Lake Oahe for three consecutive days. The program provides pass shooting
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opportunities, decoy hunting opportunities, and other waterfowl hunting opportunities. The
access areas also provide some small game hunting opportunities prior to the fall arrival of the
geese.

South Dakota’s Game Production Areas (GPAs). The Department of Game, Fish and Parks
has purchased various land tracts called Game Production Areas (GPAS) across the state that are
open to public access for hunting or wildlife viewing. The areas entail management actions that
maintain or improve habitat and that allow game (as well as nongame) species to propagate.
Special restrictions for vehicle access are posted at the entrances to these areas.

South Dakota’s Interactive South Dakota Public Lands Maps and Information System.
This interactive tool is hosted on the Department of Game, Fish, and Parks’ website. This
resource allows users to view maps and other information about public lands in South Dakota.
Various layers in the mapping allow specific features or types of land to be shown. It also allows
GPS data to be downloaded into GPS units.
(http://www.sdgfp.info/Wildlife/PublicLands/PubLand.htm)

South Dakota Office of School and Public Lands Program. When South Dakota became a
state in 1889, the federal government granted the state more than 3.5 million acres of land. In
each township, sections 16 and 36 were to be used for schools and other public purposes. These
are known as common school lands. To manage these lands and the money they generate, the
state constitution established the Office of the Commissioner of School and Public Lands.
Common school lands were either sold or leased, and the proceeds were deposited in a
permanent trust fund for education. The money is generated from grazing, mineral, and oil and
gas leases, interest on the Common School Permanent Fund, and interest on land sales contracts.
School lands that were not sold are available to the public for hunting and fishing.
(http://www.sdpubliclands.com/News/index.shtm)

The Printed South Dakota Hunting Atlas. The South Dakota Hunting Atlas contains maps and
information on South Dakota’s Walk-In Areas, Game Production Areas, Waterfowl Production
Areas, some School Lands, and some BLM lands. A new atlas is made available in late August
of each year.

The South Dakota Hunting Atlas on the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and
Parks’ Website. The above atlas is also on the agency website. The map is in PDF format,
divided into 73 mapping units. (http://www.sdgfp.info/publications/atlas/index.htm)

Virginia’s Quota and Managed Hunts. This program allows access to lands through a random
drawing among hunters who apply for the hunts (there is a fee for entering the random drawing).
The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) provides some supplies for
some of the hunts (e.g., hunting parties are provided a blind, boat, and decoys for the Hog Island
Wildlife Management Area waterfowl hunt in Surrey County).
(http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/hunting/quotahunts/)

Virginia’s Public Access Lands for Sportsmen (PALS). PALS is a program that opens private
lands for public use. Through this cooperative private/public program, the VDGIF has opened
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more than 19,000 acres of private land. The VDGIF manages access for hunting, fishing, and
trapping. PALS permits are sold through license agents.
(http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/hunting/regulations/publiclands.asp#pals)

Virginia’s Special Youth Hunts. These hunts allow youth to hunt when accompanied by a
licensed adult hunter; the adult cannot carry or discharge a firearm.

Virginia’s Find Game GIS Mapping System (FindGame.org). This site includes an
interactive mapping program that provides information on hunting locations, game species
information, historic harvest data, hunter regulations in certain areas, aerial photographs, and
topographic and road maps. Lands included in the maps include Wildlife Management Areas,
leased lands, State Parks, State Forests, military installations, National Forests, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers lands, and National Wildlife Refuges. (http://www.findgame.org/)

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries’ Outdoor Report. This is an online
newsletter that discusses hunting issues, including access and hunting opportunities.
(http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/outdoor-report/2009/06/10/index.html)

Washington’s Feel Free to Hunt Program. The Feel Free to Hunt program is a voluntary
public/private partnership under which the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife reaches
agreements with private landowners who are willing to allow hunting on their land. The
landowner then allows people to go into an area without receiving further permission from the
landowner. Land in the program is indicated by signs.

Washington’s Register to Hunt Program. In the Register to Hunt Program, private
landowners grant permission for hunters to hunt on their lands through an agreement with the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. The program features a centralized parking area
for each property with a requirement to sign in and sign out.

Washington’s Hunt by Written Permission Program. Similar to the above two programs, this
access program allows landowners to receive signs from the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife and put them up. Hunters then contact the landowners to get written permission for
hunting on their lands.

Washington’s Landowner Hunting Permit Program. Landowner Hunting Permits are issued
by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife to individuals or corporations that provide a
hunting opportunity for the public that otherwise would not exist and/or which helps resolve crop
damage problems. Those receiving Landowner Hunting Permits make provisions for public
benefit and participation, with a general hunting season opportunity being encouraged, as well as
special accommodation for disabled hunters, youth, seniors, and Advanced Hunter Education
designated Master Hunters.

Washington’s GoHunt GIS Mapping System. This program is an Internet application created
by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife to provide hunters with multi-layered maps
displaying game management unit boundaries, deer and elk management areas, pheasant-release
sites, and private lands hunting opportunities, as well as roads, topographical features, and
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county lines. In addition, harvest statistics and hunting regulations are available by specific
locale and species.

Washington’s Quality Hunting Areas Program. Quality Hunting Areas are established by the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife to provide large acreage with high-quality habitat
and low pressure. These areas require special management emphasis and have tailored seasons.
Quality Hunting Areas are created for the overall benefit of species management, not to serve
individual hunters.

Accessing Washington’s Outdoors Program. This program provides

disabled individuals with hunting access to lands behind locked gates.

Hunters must have a Disabled Hunter Permit (as well as permits from the

land managers) in order to access hunting areas behind locked gates on
the roads that are normally open only to walk-ins. Most sites in the program are selected for the
quality experience they provide and are available because of agree