OHSU-5-94-003 C2

sl Ohio Sea Grant College Program

GrRANT
Faossas RET
o W Copy
01y Copy,
Recreation and the zebra Oty
mussel in Lake Erie, Ohio
Jorge V. Vilaplana & Leroy |. Hushak
Ohio Sea Grant College Program
The Ohio State University
i
Technical §ummary
OHSU-TS-023

1994 - The Ohio State University
[ UTRRSEER



Ohio Sea Grant College Program
The Ohio State University
1314 Kinnear Road
Columbus, OH 43212-1194
TEL 614/292-894%

FAX 614/262-4364

Executive Committee
Jetfrey M. Reutter, Director
Leroy J. Hushak, Associate Director
Maran Brainard Hilgendorf, Communications Director

Keith W. Bedford, Research Coordinator
Jeffrey L. Busch, Director, Ohio Lake Erie Office
David A. Culver, Research Coordinator
Rosanne W. Fortner, Education Coordinator
Robert T. Heath, Research Coordinator
Kenneth A. Krieger, Research Coordinator

Sea Grant Extension
Leroy ]. Hushak, Extension Leader
Mary H. Bielen, Extension Agent—Toledo
David O. Kelch, Extension Specialist—Elyria
Frank R. Lichtkoppler, Extension Specialist-Painesville
Fred L. Snyder, Extension Specialist—Port Clinton
Walter D. Williams, Extension Agent-Cleveland

Sea Grant, a unique partnership with public and private sectors
combining research, education, and technology transfer for public
service, is the national network of universities meeting changing
environmental and economic needs of people in our coastal, ocean and
Great Lakes regions.

This publication (OHSU-TS-023) is a result of work from Ohio Sea
Grant’s project R/ME-12, grant NA90AA-D-SG496, from the National
Sea Grant College Program of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration (NOAA), U.5. Department of Commerce. Support is
also provided by the Ohio Board of Regents, The Chio State University
Ohioc State University Extension, and participating universities. The
Ohio Sea Grant College Program is administered by The QOhio State
University.

r

© 1994 by The Ohio State University




Recreation and the Zebra Mussel in Lake Erie, Ohio

Jorge V. Vilaplana and Leroy J. Hushak

The state of Ohio offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities to its residents and
tourists. With several state parks, large amusement parks, many inland lakes and rivers, as well
as a long shore along Lake Erie, people find choices to satisfy almost all tastes.

Ohio’s Lake Erie coastal area supports a range of recreational activities. Fishing, pleasure
boating, swimming, and sightseeing are among the many water-based attractions. These
attractions, along with amusement parks, new and improved shopping areas, and parks,
represent the core of the region's growing tourism industry.

For the past few years, increasing concern for the non-native zebra mussel has motivated
researchers 1o take a closer look at its potential impact on recreational activities and other
water-based industries. Inadvertently introduced to the Great Lakes in the mid-eighties, the
zebra mussel reproduces very rapidly and has few natural enemies in the local ecosystem,
Although some ducks and some fish species feed on the zebra mussel, their impact on the
mussel population is very small.

In addition to disrupting the food chain and destroying spawning habitats, the zebra mussel
will attach to anything, causing damage to boats, water intakes, and other aquatic structures.
These characteristics portray the zebra mussel as a potential threat to Ohio's north coast
economy, despite the beneficial side effect of the organism's ability to filter water at a rate of 1
liter each day, increasing water clarity.

To begin an examination of the economic costs of the zebra mussel, a survey was
developed in 1991 to explore behavioral responses of Lake Erie those recreating to the _zebl‘a
mussel. The purpose of this study was to set the stage for a more comprehensive analysis of
the recreational costs of the zebra mussel; that study is currently in progress. The two
objectives of the 1991 preliminary survey were:

1) To gather information on recreation participation in Ohio and particularly at Lake
Erie.

2) To assess current perceptions of the zebra mussel and its effects on recreational
activities.
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A random sample of licensed Ohio drivers was obtained from the Ohio Bureau of Motor
Vehicles. A questionnaire was developed and mailed to two thousand Ohio residents by July
1991. As a reminder, a second round of questionnaires was mailed in August 1991. From the
original number, 141 questionnaires were returned by the U.S. Postal Service as not
deliverable. This resulted in a total of 1,859 questionnaires delivered, of which 460 were
returned. We used 439 of these giving a response rate of 24 percent. Unless otherwise
specified, any reference to the sample size will be to those 439 respondents.

Characteristics of the Sample

A large proportion of those responding to the survey reside within an hour's drive of Lake
Erie. Forty-cight percent of the respondents reported residing in a contiguous 20-county area
clustered about the lake's shore. Of these northern Ohio residents, 65 percent reside in the
urban areas of greater Cleveland, Lorain, Akron, Youngstown, and Toledo. An additional 19
percent of the respondents reside in the urban areas of Columbus and Cincinnati. About 40
percent of the respondents reported visits to Lake Erie in 1989. A similar number was
obtained for visits in 1990,

Slightly more men responded than women (55%). A majority of those responding were
married (69%), and the mean age of respondents was 41 years. On the average, respondents
had two years of education beyond high school and reported an average income of $41,300
for each household. Further information on income, occupation, education, and number of
dependents is shown in Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Twenty-five percent of respondents, or 109, reported owning a boat, with 60 percent of
the boats suitable for use on Lake Erie. Boats averaged [1.5 years old, with the mean year of
purchase being 1984 at a mean cost $7,266. This suggests that some of the boats purchased
were used. Seventy-eight percent of the boat owners use their boats for fishing.

Recreation in Ohzo

Respondents were asked how often they had participated in various recreation activities in
Ohio during 1990. The most popular activities were shopping (80% of the respondents
reported at least one outing in 1990), sightseeing (68%), and picnicking (68%). Moderate
participation was reported for amusement parks (56% reported at least one outing in 1990),
swimming (49%), sunbathing (47%), fishing (45%), and pleasure boating (44%). When
classified by gender, 433 usable responses for this question were obtained, of which 193 were
female and 240 were mate. Table 1 describes participation in the activities mentioned above
by gender.

Local sites were the most popular choice for water-based activities, with 26 percent of the
respondents visiting local sites on a frequent or exclusive basis over the past three years, as
shown in Table 2. Nineteen percent of the respondents reported frequent or exclusive use of
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Lake Erie for their water-based recreation. Also, Ohio state parks were a very close thirg
choice with 18 percent wvisiting them frequently. Inland lakes and private ponds were ygeqd
frequently or exclusively by 15 and 11 percent of the respondents, respectively.

Table 1. Recreation Participation in Ohio for 1990*

Activity Participated one or | Participated ten or Participated thirty

more times (%o) more times (%) Or more times (%)

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Shopping 76.7 83.9 419 632 221 32.6
Sightseeing 71.3 65.3 20.4 32.1 54 | 3.6
Picnicking 109.2 65.8 14.6 30.4. 2.1 4.2
Armusement Parks 54.6 58.0 46 1.6 1.3 0.0
‘Swimming 507 451 11 181 42 6.7
Sunbathing 43.8 46.6 17.9 358 5 4.7
Fishing 55.4 321 25.8 - 93 . 108 3.1
Pleasure Boating 46.7 34.7 14.2 7.8 46 2.6
* Based on a sample of 193 temales and 240 males.
Table 2. Frequency of Participation at Selected Water-Based Sites*
Site Frequency of Use
Frequent or always Seldm:n or Never
sometimes
Total % Total % Total %o

Local Sites - 1138 26% 174 - 0% 152...  35%
Lake Erie 82 19% 169 38% 188  43%
Ohio State Parks 80 18% 206 47%. 153~ 35%
Inland Lakes 67 15% 152 35% 220 50%
Private Ponds 8 1% 154 3% 237 54%

* Based on 439 respondents.
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By and large, people were satislied or neutral about the outdoor recreation opportunities
available in Ohio, Of the six most popular outdoor activities -- sightseeing, picnicking,
swimming, fishing, sunbathing, and pleasure boating -- two showed relatively higher levels of
dissatisfaction. Seventeen percent of 408 respondents were dissatisfied with swimming
opportunities and 13 percent of 416 reported dissatisfaction with the availability of fishing
opportunities. Picnicking and sightseeing were the most highly rated -- 68 percent of 414 were
satisfied with picnicking opportunities and 62 percent of 408 were satisfied with sightsecing
opportunities.

Generally, respondents planned to continue participating in their favorite activities at the
same or greater frequencies in 1991 as suggested by a typical sixty percent response in most
activities. Not surprisingly, the two activities with which respondents were most satisfied,
sightseeing and picnicking, showed the greatest increases in planned participation. On the
other hand, there are more fishing and pleasure boating participants planning to decrease
their participation in 199] than to increase it. While 20 percent of 408 had indicated
dissatisfaction with the swimming opportunities available in Ohio, 26 percent of 408 indicated
that they planned to increase swimming participation in 1991. Some activities, according to
the survey, that will experience a large decrease in participation are trapping, sailing, hunting,
and sunbathing.

Recreation and Lake Erie

As presented in Table 2, 19 percent of respondents reported visiting Ohio's Lake Erie sites on
a frequent-to-always basis, with an additional 38 percent wvisiting the lake sometimes or seldom
during the three years prior to the survey. Other Lake Erie sites (in Michigan, Pennsylvania,
and New York) were visited by 19 percent of the population sample at least sometimes.
Canadian [.ake Eric sites were wvisited by only 6 percent of the respondents in the sample on a
sometimes, {requent, or always basis. Table 3 summarizes visits to Lake Erie for the years
1989 and 1990 and expected wisits in 1991. Forty-one percent of the sample population had
visited Lake Erie in 1989. Eighiy-four percent of these visitors returned in 1990, and 86
percent expected to visit Lake Ere in 1991.

The results indicate a 5.5 percent increase in recreational visitors from 1989 to 1990 and
an expected increase of 18.2 percent from 1990 1o 1991. The mean number of trips remained
fairly constant during 1989 and 1990, with a slight decrease reflected in trips expected in
1991. Mean length of stay increased from 1.84 days to 2.35 days in 1990.

Respondents who had visited Lake Erie, or planned to visit in 1991, were asked to assess
some selected amenities. Picnic areas, restaurants, visits 1o the Islands, and swimming beaches
were often rated as very important or somewhat important in making a decision about places
to wisit at the lake. On the other hand, fish cleaning facilities, lounges, launch facilities, bait
stores, and marinas were less often rated as very or somewhat important.
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Table 3. Visits to Lake Erie, 1989-1991

Group Visitsin 1989 | Visits in 1990 Expected Visits
in 199]
Total % | Total % | Total %
Total Sample (n=439) 182 41.5% 192  43.7% 227 31.7%
Visitors in 1989 (n=182) 182 100% 153 84.1% 154 86.2%
Visitors in 1990 (n=192) 153 79.7% 192  100% 165 85.9%
Expected 199! wisitors {n=227) 154 678% 165 72.7% 227 100%
Mean number of trips 1119 11.16 9.65
Mean number of days per trip 1.684 2.35 Not Asked

Sightseeing (70%), picnicking (63%), shopping (57%), amusement parks (56%), swimming
(52%), and fishing (5!%) were the most frequent activities engaged in at Lake Erie.
Differences in the number of respondents to these questions and those who reported visits in
1989 and/or 1990 suggest that people who did not visit Lake Erie during those two years
answered the question, perhaps recalling earlier visits,

Activities in all of Ohio in general, receive similar preference except for shopping, which
takes first place (80%). Even though the Lake Erie area's amusement parks were attended by
36 percent of the respondents, only 6 percent made more than five return trips. For 1990,
participants in water-based activities such as fishing, sailing, swimming, and pleasure boating
reported making more than fifty percent of their trips to Lake Erie.

Two-hundred-seventy-six of the respondents reported their frequency of visits to Lake Erie
as "nonc” or "seldom," and 163 responded visiting the lake on a sometimes-to-always basis,
‘The proportion of those who reporied ten or more outdoor recreational trips is two times
higher for those who visited Lake Erie, suggesting that those who visit the lake are also lovers
of the outdoors.

Also, when classifying respondents by whether they go to Lake Erie to fish, or not, there is
no major difference in their plans to increase or decrease participation. However, those who
do fish at Lake Erte are more likely 1o fish at other U.S. and Canadian Lake Erie sites, as well
at other Great Lakes.

The average respondent had been visiting Lake Erie since 1969, with 45 percent returning
every year and 63 percent returning or all most years. Twenty-five percent reported visiting
Lake Erie "about half the years" or “occasionally” since their first visit, and 25 percent
reported "very seldom.” Responding visitors travelied anywhere from 0 to 360 miles 10 get to
their favorite Lake Erie site, with a mean distance of 79 miles. Figure 5 shows the distribution
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of the distance travelled by Lake Erie's visitors, and Figure 6 shows the distribution of trips’
length for these same visitors.

The questionnaire did not request any information on origin and destination for the trips
to Lake Erie. However, it is possible to estimate the distance to certain counties with shore on_
Lake Erie using the zip codes reported by the respondents. A region comprising Ottawa and
Erie counties shows the smallest deviation from the distances reported in the answers to the
survey. The distribution of distances between Zip codes of the respondents and this two-county
region, reported by visitors and non-visitors to Lake Erie, is presented in Figure 7.

As can be seen in Figure 7, up to 100 miles from the lake, the proportion of respondents
who visited Lake Erie in 1990 is larger than for those who did not, However, beyond the 100
mile mark, there is a shift and non-visitors to the lake become the larger share among
respondents.
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Zebra Mussel and Recreation

Respondents were asked about their knowledge of and contact with the zebra mussel in Lake
Ene. Out of 285 who responded, 76 percent had heard of the zebra mussel. Also, 43 percent
of 225 had personaily seen one. Of those having only heard of the zebra mussel, two
respondents indicated that the organism was responsible for a decrease in how much time
they spent recreating at Lake Erie. Of those having actually seen a zebra mussel, 11
respondents (1 1%) indicated that their amount of time spent at Lake Erie had decreased.
These 11 respondents cited an average decrease in time spent of 38 percent, Two respondents
who had seen a zebra mussel indicated that they had increased the amount of time spent at
Lake Erie by an average of 10 percent.

Boat owners {109 or 25 percent of the sample) were asked to document any expenses that
were explicitly caused by the zebra mussel. Fourteen respondents (13%) reported expenditures
for protective paints, with an average cost of $94. Another four people cited additional
maintenance at an average cost of $171. A single respondent reported $50 in damages directly
attributable to the zebra mussel. Finally, increases in insurance costs were reported by three
boat owners at an average increase of $207.

Respondents were then asked to rate how the quality of various recreation activities had
changed based upon what they had seen or heard regarding the zebra mussel. Table 4
summarizes their responses for six water-based activities (in order of frequency of
participation),

Table 4. Perceived Change in Quality of Selected Water-Based Activities Due to
the Zebra Musset

Activity Quality
Worse Same Better

n share n share n share
Sightseeing (N=171) 17 100% 151  88.3% 3 1.8%
Swimming (N=171) 55 32.2% 12 655% 4 2.3%
Fishing (N=185) 94 50.8% 90 18.6% 3 0.5%
Pleasure boating (N=77) 23 209% 51 66.6% 3 319%
Sailing (N=170) 46 27.1% 123 724% 1 0.6%

Waterskiing (N=170) 50 294% 118 69.4% 2 1.2%
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Summary

Based on this sample, people recreating in Ohio seem to be satislied with the opportunities
available to them. The respondents’ participation in most of the activities evaluated shows a
tendency to grow. Some attention, however, should be paid to swimming facilities, as
respondents indicated dissatisfaction with the current choices available.

The results of the survey show that more than fifty percent of those who use Lake Erie as
a recreational site live within fifty miles of the lake. This may explain the mean number of 11
tnps at an average trip duration ol approximately two days, suggesting visits during the
weekends through late spring and summer (Table 3). Also, the results show that within 100
miles of the lake, the proportion of respondents who visit is larger than the proportion of those
who do not go to the lake. This situation is reversed for distances beyond 100 miles.

Lake Erie seems to be highly valued by those who love the outdoors, as indicated by the
doubling of the number of outdoor recreational trips in absolute and relative terms as
compared to those who do not visit the lake.

Approximately fifty percent of those who reported fishing in Ghio fish at Lake Erie. This
result highlights the importance of Lake Erie's fisheries and the importance of their adequate
management. Also, close to fifty percent of the lake visitors reported a worsening of the
quality of fishing at the lake, as indicated in Table 4.

Despite its beneficial impact as a water filter, the zebra mussel is negatively perceived by a
large number of respondents who had knowledge about the mussel's impact on water-based
activities. However, it appears that few visitors' have changed their visits to the lake in
response to perceived lower guality of activities or have incurred increased recreational costs.
Further study of visitors perceptions and behawvior, and study of the economic effects of the
zebra mussel on other users of Lake Erie are required to understand the full economic impact
of the zebra mussel.
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1. Listed below are severa) recreation sctivities svailable IN OHIO. Please tell uc how often you panicipsted in each activity duting
tive 1990 recroational scasoa ia Ohio. Any time you participated should be counted, evasn if the lecgth of time devoted 1o Lhe
activity waa short.

) 13 1 1118 1620 .28 %38 31 Times
Thwes Tianes Tz Tiesss _ Tiwss Times  Thwes or More
1. Plahing ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 3 I
2. Hunting 0 1 2 3 4 ; 6 1
3. Camping ¢ 1 2 3 4 3 '3 ?
4. Sailing (] 1 2 3 4 3 3 ¥
$. Swisming (beach, scvbe) ° 1 2 3 4 s & 7
6. Susbething 0 1 2 3 4 [ 6 7
7. Picnicking o 1 2 3 4 [ 5 7
& Water-ekiing 0 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
9. Wiator sports (skimg, skating, (Y 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
sledding)
10. Pleamare boating 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Toulf activities (hiking, biking) 0 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
12 Trapping 0 1 2 3 4 [} 6 ?
13, Sightanting (Y 1 2 ] 4 L & 7
14. Amuscesent parks 0 1 2 3 4 s é 7
15. Shopping 0 1 2 3 4 ] 6 1
16 Other 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

z mmmmmmnmmmhmmmmmmmmmr
aclivities JoDC OO O in water). PbaedrtkmenuuhcrmnhemlhutbmmpmﬂomeQUWLYm
participated at cach place during the past 3 years.,

SRR -
Never Saldem Semethss  Frequensily Abrays
1. Lake Brie 0 1 2 3 4
2 Ohio River 0 1 2 3 4
3. Inlead lnkes 0 1 2 3 4
4. [nland rivers 0 1 2 3 4
S. Obio Stasc Parky L 1 2 3. &
& Private ponds 0 1 2 3 4
7. Michigna, Peaacybmnia, New York, Lake Frie sites 0 1 2 3 4
& Cansdian Lake Eric sites ¢ 1 2 3 4
9. Other Great Lakes sites 0 1 2 3 4
10, Local sites (Less than 20 minutes from home) 9 1 2 3 4
11. Marisa (Salt waser sites) 0 1 2 3 4
12, Otiser sites 0 1 2 3 4




3. How atisfied are you with the cxisting outdoor opportunities available IN OHIO? Circle the number that best fepresents your
feelings. W:-ouldIinforyoumevaluunlldwemﬁtiswubw.mntmmwkhyoudomprﬁcipﬂe.
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5. Da you or any members of your houschoid own & boet? Yes No

A Hmﬂalk&emd&cht?umhmhddmmmnlmm:?m tell s
about the boat used most frequeantly by bousehold members. Age in years

B. hm:muumwmdymmmmmmv Year of purchase
C. What was the cost of the boat when it was purchased? §
D. Is the boat adequate for wse on large bodies of water such as Lake Brie? Yes No

E Do you use the boat for fishing activities? Yes No

We would now like for you »wuabaummmmmmmum Picase answer each
question compiesely.
6 A Mmmumwmmmwmpmvﬁummmwﬁulm

B

No, please go 10 question 7 Yes
B. If yes, how many trips did you make? Number of trips
C.Howmyﬁyt.oumnge.umywrtﬁ;‘? Number of days

A Mmmmmmmwﬁpmﬁbwmmwﬁulm
No, pieasc go 10 question 8 Yes

B. M yes, bow many trips did you make? Number of trips
C meyday:,unmn.c,wmywruips? Number of days

meymuuﬁmﬂuiudommwmhinlﬂl? Number of trips

{fyouMwmtWMWM;JMMJJMN&MWﬂMM}WLMpnmZa.

9

thnyoummhi.n;deciﬁomaboutl’MCEStovhilallAKEERIE.howimpom:mthefoﬂMn‘ﬁdliﬁs?Cimle!he
numberlhnbmmpmnuhwimpoﬂmtuchiswm
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© 3; Bait stores

2. Good restaurants

4. Marinas
5. Flst cicaning facilities
6. Coast Guard parrois
-9, Motek fhokels ..
10 Lounges /bars

12. Pienic areas
13. Cedar Point
14. Vit the Lslande
15, Shopping ..
16. Other facilities
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10. How often did you participate in the following sctivities during your 1rips 10 Lake Enc?

[ ] 18 (51 11.18 161 1128 b 31 Tinms
Times Thmes Thwes Times Times Times Times __ or More
1. Fishing 9 1 2 3 . 4 s s 7
2. Hunting 0 1 2 3 4 5 & 1
3. Camping 0 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
4. Sailing Q 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
5. Swimming (beach, scoba) 0 -1 ] 3 4 b 3 7
6. Sunbathing 0 t 2 3 4 s & 7
7. Pienicking . . o . -3 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 Waterekiing 0 1 ‘r. .3 4 5 L6 ?
9. Winter spors (skiing, skating, o 1 2 3 4 5 s - 7
10. Picasure boating 0 1 2 3 4 5 3 7
11. Treadl activitics (hiking, biking) ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 - € 7
12. Trapping 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Sighteeeing o 1 2 3 4 ] ' 7
4. Amusement parks L 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
15. Shopping . 0 1 o2 3 ‘ s ¥ 7
16, Onher 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
L
11. In what year was your first recreations! 1rip to Lake Erie? 19
12. Since you first began vigiting Lake Exie, how regularly have you been going? (Circle one.)
a. I've gonc to Lake Eric every year since 1 started.
b. I've gone 10 Lake Eric most years since | started.
¢. I've pone to Lake Erie about haif the years since I started.
d. I'vc gone to Labke Erie oaly occasionally since | started.
. I've gone to Lake Erie very seldom since I stared.
13. How far 4o you have o travel 10 your FAVORITE recrestion site ot Lake Erie? Number of miles

14. How many private-boat, charter and otber fishing trips did you take during the year 1990 10 the following locations? (A

privll.e-bo‘tﬁt.hin;n-i'p'sIu'ipwbenyoumtﬁihin;imyunrntynurfri:nd'tptivumymedbwlorthepwpmeofmm

or sport. A charter fishing 1rip is a trip where you or any member of your party rented the services of a charter caplain and his
boat for the purpose of fishing. Other fishing trips are those where you fished from shore or which otherwisz do not qualify as

private-bost or chaner trips.)

Locations

Number of Trips

L Ohio Lake Eric sitts _

1. Michigan, Pennsyvania, and New York Lake Erie sites
3, Canedian Lake Eric sitcs L
4. Other Great Lake pites

$. Local sites {Less than 20 minutes from bome)

6. Marine (salt water) sites

7. Other sites (Specify 2

T

N

Charter Fishing

] ié




The Zebra Mussel has caused major concern about the future attractiveness of Lake Enie a5 a recreational resource. The nea several
Qiestions ask about your views and reponse i the Zebra Museel

15. The Zebra Musscl ic o recently introduced species to Lake Erie, Have you beard of Zebra Mussel?
No, pleaze go o question 20 Yes

16. Have you personally secn s Zebra Mussel? _ No_ Yes

17. How has the Zebra Mussel affected the amount of time you spend recreating at Lake Erie? (Circke onc.)
& Decreased it by percent.
b. It hax stayed about the same.
. Increased i3 by perceot.

1a Hpumamg-@tmmmmnﬁﬂnmmuyuwbymmumn {Gircle one.)
a. Do sot own & bost - -
b. Protective paints, oot §
£. Additional maintenance, cost $
4. Repair of Zebra Musse! damages to iy boat, cost §
¢. lncrease in insurance cost, cost §

19. nuaou-lmmmmmmmmehmummmmmqmdmmm‘mm
has changed?

Miseh Somewhat Abuut the Semewhat
Werse Worme Samee Balter

1, Fiehing . .
1 Hmlm; )
3 Camping
4. Sailing
6. Sunbathing
8 Waterskiing
9. Witer sports
10. Pleasure boating
11. ‘Trall activiies
12 Trapping
14. Cedar Point
16. Other 0

R T S A P -

o 6 e S0 oe v o &
e Kim e s . F QN QTR Ei

-

W OW oW W oW U W W
s a

-4

20. What is your current resideace? City State

§
3

21. What is your current employmeat status? (Gircle one.)
a. Empioyed Full-time
b. Employed part-time
¢. Retired
d. Unenpioyed



22

PR R B

. What is vour age? Years

Please circc below the approximate total annuat gross or before tax income of your houschold (ihis includes labor camings of you

and ali other income carming members, plus earnings from business and investments plus income from retircroent, family public

assistance, arxd any other sources).

8. Less than 310,000 L. $30,000 o 34,999 j+ 350,000 o 59,999 n. $90,000 to 99,999

b. $10,000 o 14,999 £ $35,000 w 39,999 k. 360,000 to £9,999 o. $100,000 o 119,999

c $15,000 o 19,999 h 340,000 to 44,993 L 570,000 w 79,999 p- $120,000 to 139,999

d. 320,000 to 24,999 L 345,000 to 49,999 m. 580,000 1o 89,999 q. $140,000 and above "
¢. 525,000 1o 29,999

What is your sex? Maje Female

How many years of schooling have you completed? Yean of schooling

What i your marital starus? (Circle onc.)
a. Single

b. Married

¢. Widowed

& Divorced

. How masny dependents are Living at home with you? (Circle one.)

& None
b. One
c Two
4. Three or four
€. Five or more

Plesec indicate the ages of your dependents mentiooed sbove

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Sponsored by:

The Ohio Sea Grant Project
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology
Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center
The Ohio State Universily



