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October 2011
To the Members of the General Assembly:

In August 2011, the Legislative Budget and Finance Committee authorized
a limited update to our June 2005 report entitled 4 Study of the Potential Econom-
ic, Social, and Other Impacts of Expanding Sunday Hunting in Pennsylvania. The
focus of the study was to be an update of the economic impact estimates of the
2005 report.

The 2005 report was conducted by Southwick Associates, and we contracted
with this same firm to provide the updated figures.

The Southwick Associates report is contained herein. As with all LB&FC
reports, the release of this report should not be construed as an indication that the
Committee or its individual Committee members necessarily concur with its find-
ings or recommendations.

Sincerely,

Philip R. Durgin
Executive Director
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This report estimates the economic contributions of hunting in Pennsylvania in 2010,
and the potential increase that might have occurred with expanded Sunday hunting.
These results update an earlier estimate of the potential impacts of Sunday hunting in
2005 with the latest available data on the numbers of hunters in Pennsylvania and their
estimated expenditures.” Three separate tables of estimates are presented that include
all hunter expenditures, all expenditures minus trip-related costs, and all expenditures
minus trip-related costs and selected hunting equipment.

Hunter expenditures and impacts are based on the Pennsylvania Game Commission’s
report of 948,381 general hunting licenses sold for FY 2009-10. This figure is used as the
number of hunters in Pennsylvania. Using expenditure information provided in the 2006
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation and updated to
reflect 2010 prices, those hunters spent $1.7 billion on goods and services directly
related to their hunting activity. Greater details are presented in the methodology
section at the end of this report.

Part A of Table 1 shows total estimated retail sales due to hunting in 2010 of $1.7 billion
and the resulting multiplier effects in terms of total output (sales by retailers and other
businesses impacted by hunter purchases), salaries and wages, jobs, and tax revenues to
local, state and federal governments. These are reported separately for hunting in
general (including deer hunting and hunting for other species) and deer hunting only.

The $1.7 billion of retail spending by hunters, overall, is estimated to have generated
$3.0 billion of output in the Pennsylvania economy. This level of economic activity
supported 27,552 jobs (both full and part time) and $916.4 million of wages and
salaries. Including the multiplier effects, the spending by hunters generated an
estimated $210.4 million of tax revenue to state and local governments in Pennsylvania,
and $224.7 million of federal tax revenues.

Deer hunters spent an estimated $964.0 million in 2010, resulting in $1.7 billion of
output in the Pennsylvania economy. This level of economic activity supported 18,036
jobs and $598.1 million of wages and salaries. Including the multiplier effects, the
spending by hunters generated an estimated $126.7 million of tax revenue to state and
local governments in Pennsylvania, and $140.5 million of federal tax revenues.

Part B of Table 1 reports the estimated total retail sales and multiplier effects that
would have occurred in 2010 if Sunday hunting were permitted. The 2005 survey of
Pennsylvania hunters found that overall hunting activity would increase by
approximately 27.0% if Sunday hunting were allowed. It is assumed this would result in
similar increases in hunter expenditures and associated multiplier effects. Part B also
shows the impact of allowing Sunday hunting for only the two Sundays during the

! See A Study of the Potential Economic, Social, and Other Impacts of Expanding Sunday Hunting in
Pennsylvania, Legislative Budget and Finance Committee, June 2005.
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general deer season (an 18.3% increase in economic impact, compared to a 27%
increase if Sunday hunting was allowed in all seasons).

Part C of Table 1 presents the net increase in hunting activity, spending and economic
multiplier effects in 2010 if Sunday hunting were permitted. Spending by all hunters
would likely have increased by $460.0 million. The multiplier effects of that spending
would have produced $803.6 million of total output in the Pennsylvania economy and
supported 7,439 jobs with $247.4 million of salary and wage income. The increased
activity would have generated $56.8 million in tax revenue to state and local
governments and $60.7 million in federal tax revenues.

Spending by deer hunters, if Sunday hunting was allowed on only the two Sundays of
the general rifle season, would likely have increased by $176.4 million. The multiplier
effects of that spending would have produced an estimated $317.1 million of total

output in the Pennsylvania economy and supported 3,301 jobs with $109.5 million of
salary and wage income. The increased activity would have generated $23.2 million in
tax revenue to state and local governments and $25.7 million in federal tax revenues.

Compared to the estimated numbers of hunters, hunting activity and economic
contributions in 2003, the changes in 2010 are mixed. In particular, the level of hunting
activity increased approximately seven percent from 2003 to 2010. The increased
hunting activity may be the result of greater average days of hunting per hunter in 2010
(16.1 days per hunter) compared to 2003 (13.9 days per hunter).? Increases can occur as
a result of expanded seasons such as increasing the number of days available for species
such as turkey, waterfowl and deer, and by better weather in the year of the later
survey. Per the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, total retail sales due to hunting increased
in nominal terms over 38%, from $1.2 billion in 2003 to $1.7 billion in 2010. On an
inflation-adjusted basis, retail sales increased approximately 17% since 2003. Similar
increases are reported for the multiplier effects.

Table 2 presents the same information as Table 1 with the exception that all spending
estimates and impacts exclude any trip-related costs such as food, fuel, lodging,
restaurants, and similar expenses. While we believe this underestimates the total
economic impact of hunting, concern was expressed that including travel expenses may
result in a high estimate for the marginal impact of allowing Sunday hunting (e.g.,
hunters who simply stay an extra night at hunting camp to hunt on a Sunday may incur
few additional travel costs). Part B of Table 2 therefore shows the estimated retail sales
and multiplier effect that would have occurred in 2010 if Sunday hunting were
permitted excluding trip-related costs. Part C reports the net increase in hunting

? The 2003 data are based on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2001 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting
and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. The 2010 numbers are based on the later 2006 Survey of Fishing,
Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. Details are provided in the Methodology section. A newer
data set reporting 2011 activity levels will be released in mid-to-late 2012.
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activity, spending and economic multiplier effects in 2010 if Sunday hunting had been
permitted both for all hunting seasons and for just the two Sundays of the general rifle
season for deer. Ignoring trip-related costs, Sunday hunting in 2010 would have
increased total economic output by an estimated $676.6 million from all hunting and
$262.0 million for the two Sundays of the general rifle season.

Table 3 presents the same information as Table 1 with the exception that all spending
estimates and impacts exclude any trip-related costs and hunting-specific equipment.
This analysis was done to address concerns that simply allowing Sunday hunting also
might not result in significant new purchases of firearms or other hunting-specific
equipment. Auxiliary equipment and items that serve other purposes such as coolers,
vehicles and similar products are, however, retained in the analysis.

Part B of Table 3 shows the retail sales and multiplier effects that would have occurred
in 2010 if Sunday hunting were permitted without trip-related and hunting equipment
costs. Part C reports the net increase in hunting activity, spending and economic
multiplier effects in 2010 if Sunday hunting had been permitted. Ignoring trip-related
costs and hunting equipment purchases, Sunday hunting in 2010 would have increased
total economic output by an estimated $495.9 million from all hunting and $211.4
million for deer hunting alone during the two Sundays of the general rifle season.
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Methodology:

The economic contributions of Sunday hunting in Pennsylvania were previously
estimated by Southwick Associates in 2005°. The earlier estimates relied on the 2001
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation and a survey of
Pennsylvania hunters, landowners and operators of regulated commercial hunting
grounds conducted in 2005. The current report updates the earlier work using the
Pennsylvania Game Commission’s estimate of licensed Pennsylvania hunters in FY 2009-
10, plus the 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation, and the 2005 survey of Pennsylvania hunters.

The 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation
provides the most current, reliable source of hunting activity and hunter expenditures in
Pennsylvania. This source was used to estimate the percentage of all hunting activity
that targets deer, which is a key number used in the estimates and tables presented
earlier.

Based on data from the 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-
Associated Recreation, Pennsylvania hunters overall spent an average of $111.25
(inflation-adjusted) per day of hunting in 2006 and deer hunters spent average of
$96.02 (inflation-adjusted) per day of hunting. Spending estimates include all
expenditures for hunting- related goods and services in 2006. Assuming the same per-
hunter level of spending occurred in 2010, and adjusting for inflation between 2006 and
2010 (8.16%), we estimate that hunters overall spent $1.7 billion in 2010 and deer
hunters spent $964.0 million.

The estimated multiplier effects of hunter expenditures in Pennsylvania are based on
the results of a previous analysis that was conducted by Southwick Associates for the
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies®. That analysis relied on the detailed spending
data in the 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation
and used the IMPLAN input-output model of the Pennsylvania economy to estimate the
multiplier effects. Because input-output models are linear in their estimates of
multiplier effects, we applied the estimated percent increase in retail spending between
2006 and 2010 to the multiplier effects in the 2006 study to arrive at the estimated
multiplier effects in 2010. Assuming that the Pennsylvania economy has not
experienced substantial structural changes since 2006, we estimate that retail purchases
by hunters overall in 2010 generated $3.0 billion of total output in the Pennsylvania
economy including indirect and induced multiplier effects (output multiplier of 1.7).

A Study of the Potential Economic, Social, and Other Impacts of Expanding Sunday Hunting in
Pennsylvania, conducted pursuant to HR 927 of 2004, Legislative Budget and Finance Committee, 2005.

* Hunting in America: An economic engine and conservation powerhouse, Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies, Washington, DC, 2007.




Spending by deer hunters generated $1.7 billion (output multiplier of 1.8). The
multiplier for deer hunters is slightly different due to differences in the mix of goods and
services purchased by deer hunter compared to hunters, overall.

In addition to the overall analysis of all hunting expenditures to determine the level of
output, retail, and multiplier effects, the data was analyzed to represent three different
sets of expenditures. The first, shown in Table 1, examines of all expenditures. Table 2
presents all expenditures minus trip-related costs. Table 3 table excludes both trip-
related costs and purchases of hunting equipment. The specific types of expenditures
include in each scenario are presented in Figure 1.



Figure 1. Specific expenditure categories included in each impact scenario.

Table 1 Table 2 Table 3

Trip-related Costs

Food

Lodging

Airplane fare

Public transport

Automobile

Guide fees

Pulic land fees

Private land fees

Heat/cook fuel

Equip rentals

Boat fuel

Boat launch fee

Boat mooring
Hunting equipment costs

Rifles

Shotguns

Muzzle loader

Handgun

Bows

Scopes - guns

Decoys

Ammo

Handloading

Dogs

Other hunt equip
Auxiliary equipment costs

Camping gear

Binoculars

Foul weather gear

Taxidermy

Other items
Special equipment

Bass boat

Boat

Canoe

Boat motor

Van

Cabin

Off-road vehicle

Other special equip
Other items

Books

Dues

License

Land purchase

Land lease
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