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INTRODUCTION
By Kip Adams

White-tailed deer are the most
important game species in North America.
More hunters pursue whitetails than any
other species, and whitetail hunters con-
tribute more financially than any other
hunter segment. Collectively speaking,
whitetails are the foundation of the entire
hunting industry.

That’s why I am so excited we can
bring you this annual report on the status
of whitetail hunting and management.
We are in a unique position to be able to
gather data from state wildlife agencies,
the nation’s leading deer researchers, and
other sources to provide a true look at the
“State of the Whitetail” for hunters, land-
owners, natural resource professionals and
the media.

So, how are whitetails and deer hunt-
ers doing? I'm an optimist, so I'll start by
saying there are some very positive trends
occurring. Yearling buck harvest rates
are at a record low, and the percentage of
3Vs-year-old and older bucks in the har-
vest is at a record high. Hunters are clearly
reaping the benefits of more naturally
balanced age structures in herds across the
whitetail’s range. Some states are shooting
more bucks and antlerless deer today than
they were a decade ago, and that always
makes hunters happy. More deer and
older bucks is a major win-win combina-
tion.

The National Deer Alliance (NDA)
was recently formed, and this has the
potential to be the largest deer hunter
group ever assembled. Given that science
means less today than at any point in my
20-year wildlife career, hunters and state
wildlife agencies more than ever need
a strong advocacy group, and the NDA
can perfectly fill that role. Finally, QDM

Cooperatives are rapidly expand-
ing across the U.S. and they are

a shining star for deer hunting’s
future. We now have scientific
data showing hunters involved in
QDM Cooperatives have more
fun hunting than their coun-
terparts who aren’t part of one.
Since Cooperatives can enhance
herd and habitat management,
as well as hunting opportunities,
it’s no wonder hunters involved
in them are more satisfied with
their time afield. The bigger ques-
tion is, “Why don’t all hunters
get involved with one?” QDMA
Branches and staff members are
trying to change that, and information

in this report explains how.

Even though 'm an optimist, 'm not
naive to the current challenges and threats
facing whitetails and our hunting breth-
ren. Some challenges we’ve faced for years,
such as hunter access and recruitment and
retention issues. These are complex prob-
lems, and private land access programs,
mentored youth programs, and adult
apprentice hunting programs are steps
toward solving them. Other challenges are
newer, like proposals to legalize the sale of
venison and create commercial hunting
licenses. This concept has been discussed
in professional circles for the past few
years, and the first legislative bill allowing
this was proposed in 2014. The bill failed
last year, but it’s already back on the table
in 2015.

One of the biggest issues facing hunt-
ers in the Midwest right now is signifi-
cantly reduced deer harvests. Some states’
buck harvests have declined more than
40 percent during the past decade. Not to
be outdone, even more states’ antlerless
harvests have declined by more than 40

percent during this time period. Harvest
declines of this magnitude are extremely
noticeable by hunters, and state wildlife
agencies are bearing the brunt of their
frustrations. Unfortunately, communica-
tion between the agencies and hunters is
not at a productive level in many states.
Hunters’ views and agencies’ views on the
biggest issues impacting deer management
are 180 degrees off. This is not good for
the future of hunting, and it will take a
much more concerted effort on the part
of both camps to work together to solve
today’s most imminent challenges.

All of this information and much
more is included in the following pages.
I hope you enjoy the data, interpretations,
and QDMA’s recommendations as you
read this report. Each Whitetail Report is
different, as they cover the most press-
ing issues of that year, so if you enjoy this
one be sure to check out the other reports
going back to 2009 at www.QDMA.com.
Here’s to a productive 2015 and a great
deer season this fall.

Respectfully,
Kip Adams

G Y

Cover photo by Tes Randle Jolly

Previous EDITIoNS OF THE WHITETAIL REPORT

In various sections of this report,
you will find references to previous
editions of the Whitetail Report, which
has been published annually since 2009.
Every edition of the Whitetail Report is
available as a free PDF on QDMA.com
under the “Resources” menu.

3 « QDMAs Whitetail Report



https://QDMA.com
www.QDMA.com

WhitetailReport

ABouT THE DEer HARVEST DATA IN THIS REPORT

The 2014-15 deer season is closed
or nearing so for states/provinces across
the whitetail’s range, and biologists will
be crunching data in the coming months
to assess the outcome of this past season.
For the 2015 Whitetail Report, QDMA
compared harvest data from the three
most recent seasons available: 2011-12,
2012-13, and 2013-14. We requested and
received harvest data from all 37 states
in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast
(see map) that comprise the majority of
whitetail habitat in the U.S. Unfortunately,
we only received data from two western

states (New Mexico and Wyoming) and
two Canadian provinces (New Brunswick
and Quebec). Our sincere appreciation
goes out to these agencies, but without the
majority of data from the West or Canada,
we omitted them from these analyses.

The data in this report are from each
state wildlife agency. Agencies use different
techniques to collect this data, and some
collect more data than others. Analyses
among agencies may not always compare
“apples to apples,” but each state provid-
ed their best possible data. Also, analyses
across years should provide valid compari-

sons for individual agencies. An important
note about the “per square mile” figures
presented in the following pages is that
some states use total area for these statistics
while others use total acres of deer habitat
(and some differ on what is included in
deer habitat). Therefore, we calculated per
square mile estimates using each state’s
total area excluding water bodies. This will
allow future estimates to be very compa-
rable across years for a given state, but not
always across states.

ANTLERED Buck HARVEST

With respect to antlered buck harvest
(those 1% years or older), the 2013-14
season was a good one for many hunters in
the Northeast but a subpar one for hunt-
ing in many Southeastern and Midwestern
states as the overall buck harvest declined 4
percent. Twenty of 37 states (54 percent) in
the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast shot
fewer antlered bucks in 2013 than in 2012.

In total, the Midwest, Northeast and
Southeast regions tagged over 2.7 million
bucks. Texas continued its tradition of
harvesting the most with 330,535 antlered
bucks. This was more than half as many
bucks as were killed in the entire Northeast!
For the third year in a row, Michigan was
next with 203,057, and Wisconsin was
third with 143,738 antlered bucks. Texas
shot more bucks than the previous year,
while Michigan and Wisconsin both shot
significantly fewer.

In the Midwest, hunters shot 930,272
antlered bucks, 10 percent below the num-
ber in 2012 and the first time since we
began publishing the Whitetail Report
in 2009 that the Midwest buck harvest
dropped below one million. Eleven of 13
states’ buck harvest (85 percent) declined
in 2013 and eight of these (62 percent)
declined by at least 10 percent. Kentucky
hunters shot 6 percent more bucks in 2013,
and Indiana hunters shot 1 percent more.
On the flip side, Illinois hunters shot 17
percent fewer bucks than in 2012, Iowa
shot 18 percent fewer, and North Dakota
shot 25 percent fewer. Parts of the Midwest
were hit hard with hemorrhagic disease
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during the summer of 2012, and it appears
that impact was still felt during the 2013
season. Numerically,
Michigan shot the
most bucks (203,057)
and also reported the
most bucks per square
mile (3.6). Interestingly,
Michigan attained this
while simultaneously
reducing the percent-
age of yearling bucks
in the harvest. Kudos
to Michigan! This is
an incredible buck harvest rate and is
exactly three times the Midwest average

Whitetail Report Regions

Of the 37 states we
received data from for
the past two seasons,
54 percent of them shot
fewer antlered bucks in
2013 than in 2012.

of 1.2 bucks per square mile. The Midwest
ranged from harvesting 0.3 bucks per
square mile in Nebraska,
North Dakota and South
Dakota to 3.6 per square
mile in Michigan.

In the Northeast,
hunters shot 530,199 ant-
lered bucks. This was 3
percent higher than in
2012, and 10 of 13 states
shot more bucks in 2013.
This was the third year
in a row the Northeast
increased its buck harvest. Connecticut
hunters shot 18 percent fewer bucks in

NORTHEAST

SOUTHEAST
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In the Midwest, Michigan shot
the most bucks (203,057) and
also reported the most bucks per
square mile (3.6). Interestingly,
Michigan attained this while
simultaneously reducing the
percentage of yearling bucks in
the harvest. Kudos to Michigan!

2013, while Delaware hunters shot 12 per-
cent more. Numerically, Pennsylvania shot
the most bucks (134,280), followed by New
York (114,716) and Virginia (106,349). The
Northeast averaged shooting 2.2 bucks
per square mile, and this is nearly double
the Midwest average. Harvest rates ranged
from 0.5 bucks per square mile in Maine
to 3.0 in Pennsylvania, 3.1 in West Virginia
and 3.3 per square mile in Maryland. These
were all increases from a year ago.

In the Southeast, hunters shot
1,272,018 antlered bucks. This was 2 per-
cent fewer than in 2012. Six of 11 states
shot fewer bucks in 2013 than 2012, and
their declines ranged from -2 percent in
South Carolina to -27 percent in Florida.
Conversely, five states shot more, and their
increases ranged from 5 percent in Georgia
to 9 percent in Texas. Numerically, Texas
shot the most bucks (330,535) with Georgia
(137,025), South Carolina (114,482), and

Top-5 States
2013 Antlered Buck Harvest

Texas 330,535
Michigan 203,057
Wisconsin 143,738
Georgia 137,025
Pennsylvania 134,280

Top-5 States
2013 Buck Harvest/Square Mile

South Carolina 3.8
Michigan 3.6
Maryland 33
West Virginia 3.1
Pennsylvania 3.0

Mississippi (108,664) also surpassing the
100,000 mark. The Southeast averaged
shooting 1.7 bucks per square mile and
ranged from 0.8 bucks in Oklahoma to
a nationwide high of 3.8 per square mile

in South Carolina. Unfortunately, South
Carolina does not collect age structure data
on the deer harvest, so it couldn’t estimate
the percentage of the harvest that was 1%
years old.

Estimarep Buck HaRvEsT
Antlered Bucks 12 Years and Older

% Change  Bucks
State 2011 2012 2013 ‘“12t0‘13 PSM*
Illinois 70,513 69,681 57,769 -17 1.0
Indiana 50,717 45,936 46,240 1 1.3
lowa 46,212 47,927 39,447 -18 0.7
Kansas 45,025 43,321 41,236 -5 0.5
Kentucky 65,932 64,183 67,760 6 1.7
Michigan 212,791 222,640 203,057 -9 3.6
Minnesota 85,500 97,136 87,865 -10 1.1
Missouri 114,031 120,549 104,815 -13 1.5
Nebraska 37,160 26,309 24,401 -7 0.3
North Dakota 22,688 24,727 18,645 -25 0.3
Ohio 81,721 81,149 70,100 -14 1.7
South Dakota 38,960 29,286 25,199 -14 0.3
Wisconsin 150,839 165,457 143,738 -13 2.7
Midwest Total 1,022,089 1,038,301 930,272 -10 1.2
Connecticut 6,256 6,442 5,280 -18 1.1
Delaware 3,948 3,703 4,144 12 2.1
Maine 13,056 15,385 16,736 9 0.5
Maryland 33,104 30,493 32,114 5 3.3
Massachusetts 6,190 6,402 6,519 2 0.8
New Hampshire 6,548 6,659 7,171 8 0.8
New Jersey 18,575 17,752 18,511 4 2.5
New York 110,002 118,993 114,716 -4 24
Pennsylvania 127,540 133,860 134,280 0 3.0
Rhode Island 1,039 1,067 1,020 -4 1.0
Vermont 7,374 8,073 8,831 9 0.9
Virginia 98,874 96,853 106,349 10 2.7
West Virginia 78,081 71,628 74,528 4 3.1
Northeast Total 510,587 517,310 530,199 3 2.2
Alabama 130,500 122,400 98,400 -20 1.9
Arkansas 85,284 96,956 91,132 -6 1.8
Florida 88,912 89,025 65,357 -27 1.2
Georgia 133,520 130,115 137,025 5 24
Louisiana 73,425 87,210 93,072 7 2.2
Mississippi 127,416 123,000 108,664 -12 23
North Carolina 80,014 80,883 86,558 7 1.8
Oklahoma 66,320 62,394 52,197 -16 0.8
South Carolina 108,907 116,673 114,482 -2 3.8
Tennessee 85,676 88,549 94,596 7 2.3
Texas 309,207 304,035 330,535 9 13
Southeast Total 1,289,181 1,301,240 1,272,018 -2 1.7
3-Region Total 2,821,857 2,856,851 2,732,489 -4 1.5

*PSM: Per Square Mile in 2013
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AGE STRUCTURE OF THE Buck HARVEST

QDMA also acquired the age structure
of the buck harvest data for most states.
Twenty-eight states reported the percent-
age of their antlered buck harvest that was
1¥2 years old, and 23 states reported the
percentage that was also 2%2 and 3% years
or older. In 2013, the average percentage
of the antlered buck harvest that was 12
years old was 36 percent, which is the low-
est national percentage ever reported! The
line graph below shows how the yearling
percentage of the antlered buck harvest
in the U.S. has changed during the past
24 years.

In 2013, Arkansas averaged the few-
est yearlings (8 percent of antlered buck
harvest) and Wisconsin reported the most
(61 percent of antlered buck harvest).
Importantly, Arkansas’s number is the low-
est yearling harvest percentage ever report-
ed, and the state has achieved this two years
in a row. Arkansas implemented a state-
wide antler point restriction in 1998, and
the state continues with an antler point or
antler points/main beam restriction today
(see page 21). Notably, Arkansas has led
the U.S. in harvesting the lowest percent-
age of yearling bucks for five of the past six

Percent Yearling Bucks
in the U.S. Buck Harvest

70

years! Other notables include Louisiana
(15 percent), Oklahoma (20 percent) and
Kansas (21 percent). Michigan and New
Jersey have made tremendous gains in
this statistic during the past few years. The
percentage of yearling bucks in Michigan’s
buck harvest declined from 59 percent
in 2011 to 47 percent in 2013, and New
Jersey’s declined from 62 percent to 39
percent during that time period. Kudos to
New Jersey and Michigan!

New Jersey (56 to 39 percent), Maine
(62 to 53 percent) and West Virginia (43
to 34 percent) had the biggest declines in
percentage of yearlings from 2012 to 2013.
Kansas (14 to 21 percent), Wisconsin (54
to 61 percent), and Texas (14 to 23 per-
cent) reported the largest increases in year-
ling buck harvest percentage from 2012
to 2013. Kansas and Texas increased this
statistic, but both states still do a great
job protecting yearling bucks. Another
notable for this year included the fact that
every state in the Northeast collected age
structure data; this is the first time that
every state in any region has collected
age data since we began publishing the
Whitetail Report in 2009. The Northeast
also reported its low-
est percentage of year-
ling bucks to date (44
percent). Arkansas led
the Southeast and the
nation with less than

one in 10 bucks being

WL

1989:
)

1%2 years old! Finally,

60 0
A( 62%

for the third time in
four years, over half

2%
50 /\‘

of the bucks harvested

in Pennsylvania were

40

2Y2 years or older.
The Southeast also

maintained its lowest

30

/J\ region-wide average
at 26 percent yearling
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bucks. Approximately
three of four bucks

shot in the Southeast
are 2V years or older.

Nationally, the

U average percentage
of the antlered buck

0 harvest that was 2%
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6 « QDMAs Whitetail Report

9

NN

years old was similar
in 2012 (30 percent)

Top-5 States
With Lowest
Yearling-Buck Harvest Rates

State 2013 Percentage
Arkansas 8
Louisiana 15
Oklahoma 20
Kansas 21
Texas 23

Top-5 States
With Highest Harvest of
3%-year-old and Older Bucks

State 2013 Percentage
Louisiana 68
Arkansas 67
Oklahoma 62
Texas 58
Kansas 46

and 2013 (31 percent). In 2013, this statis-
tic ranged from 17 percent in Louisiana to
51 percent in Vermont.

Twenty-three of 28 states (82 percent)
that we received age structure data from
were able to also provide the percentage of
bucks 3% years and older in the harvest;
kudos to these states for their data collec-
tion efforts. The average percentage of the
antlered buck harvest that was 3% years
and older was 34 percent in 2013, making
it the highest percentage of 3V2-year-old or
older bucks ever reported! This is higher
than the percentage of 2's-year-olds and
nearly equal to the percentage of year-
lings. This is a testament to how far we’ve
come as hunters and managers in the past
decade. This statistic ranged from 15 per-
cent in Maine and Wisconsin to 67 percent
in Arkansas and 68 percent in Louisiana.
Other notables included Oklahoma (62
percent) and Texas (58 percent). Sixteen
of 23 states (70 percent) with compa-
rable data for 2012 and 2013 harvested a
higher percentage of bucks 3%z years of
age and older in 2013. Amazingly, New
Jersey increased the percentage of bucks
3% years and older in the harvest from 7
to 20 percent! Regionally, the Southeast
averaged the highest percentage of bucks
3V years and older (50 percent), followed
by the Midwest (27 percent) and Northeast
(23 percent).
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Buck Harvest By Ack CLass

1% Years Old 2> Years Old 32 Years Old
State 2011 2012 2013 ‘ 2011 2012 2013 ‘ 2011 2012 2013
Illinois 41 40 44 * * * * * *
Indiana 39 41 39 | 38 38 38 | 23 21 23
e * * * * * * * * *
Kansas * 14 21 | * 41 33 | * 45 46
Kentucky * 32 28 * 39 43 * 29 29
Michigan 59 53 47 | 24 28 32 | 17 19 21
Minnesota * * * * * * * * *
Missouri 25(48)** 25(55)** * | 37(25)%*  44(24)** * | 38(27)**  31(22)** *
Nebraska 23 28 25 43 38 40 34 34 35
North Dakota * * * | * * * | * * *
Ohio 47 46 48 31 31 32 22 23 20
South Dakota * * * | * * * | * * *
Wisconsin 54 54 61 30 27 24 16 19 15
Midwest Average 43 39 39 33 35 34 24 27 27
Connecticut 44 40 44 * * * * * *
Delaware ¥ ¥ 53 | * * * | * * *
Maine 54 62 53 25 23 32 21 15 15
Maryland 57 55 53| * * | * x *
Massachusetts 44 45 45 29 28 27 27 27 28
New Hampshire 49 43 45 | 22 28 32 | 29 29 23
New Jersey 62 56 39 30 37 41 8 7 20
New York 54 56 52| 28 29 2| 18 15 16
Pennsylvania 50 48 47 * * * * * *
Rhode Island 31 37 33 | 37 28 36 | 32 25 31
Vermont 40 37 27 35 45 51 25 18 22
Virginia 4gwe+ 47 a8 | 3 31 22 | 21w 21 30
West Virginia 38 43 34 33 34 40 29 23 26
Northeast Average 48 47 44 30 31 35 23 20 23
Arkansas 10 8 8 | 23 27 25 | 67 65 67
Florida * * * * * * * * *
Georgia 44 44 45 | 30 28 25 | 26 28 31
Louisiana 18*** 17%*%* 15 18*** 16*** 17 64*** 59%x* 68
Mississippi 13 12 * | 17 16 * | 70 72 *
North Carolina ¥ ¥ ¥ * * * * ¥ *
Oklahoma 25 15 20 24 19 18 51 66 62
South Carolina * * * * * * * * *
Tennessee 43 44 43 36 38 40 21 18 17
Texas 21 14 23 19 19 19 60 67 58
Southeast Average 25 23 26 25 25 24 51 53 50
3-Region Average 39 37 36 29 30 31 33 32 34

*Data not provided/available
**Data from antler-point-restriction counties (non-antler-point-restriction counties)
***Data from check stations and/or DMAP areas
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ANTLERLESS HARVEST
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Antlerless harvests vary widely among
states and years due to differences in deer
density, productivity, a state’s goals (reduc-
ing, stabilizing, or increasing the deer
population — see page 20), weather, dis-
ease and other factors. However, we can
learn much about an agency’s manage-
ment program by comparing the antlerless
and antlered buck harvests. Continuing
with the analysis of states in the Midwest,
Northeast and Southeast, hunters from
these regions harvested 3.3 million ant-
lerless deer in 2013. This was 2 percent
above 2012 and 2 percent below the 2011
antlerless harvests. Overall, Georgia topped
the list with 316,927 antlerless deer; Texas
followed with 295,042, Pennsylvania was
third with 218,640, Wisconsin was fourth
with 198,893, and Michigan was fifth with
175,737 antlerless deer. This top five was
unchanged from 2012, and these five states
alone shot over 1.2 million antlerless deer,
and that equaled 36 percent of the entire
U.S. antlerless harvest!

The top two antlerless harvests were in
the Southeast, the region that has recent-
ly expressed the most concern regarding
additive impacts by coyote predation, and
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both states increased their antlerless har-
vest from 2012 to 2013. Maryland harvest-
ed the most antlerless deer per square mile
(6.6), followed by Georgia (5.5), Delaware
(5.2) and Pennsylvania (4.9). These are
astounding harvest rates, and these states
are shooting more antlerless deer per
square mile than some areas have for a
standing crop of bucks, does and fawns
combined! Regionally, the Northeast (2.9)
averaged shooting the most antlerless deer
per square mile, followed by the Southeast
(2.0) and the Midwest (1.4). This is at least
the fifth year in a row where the produc-
tive Midwest shot fewer antlerless deer
per square mile than the Northeast or
Southeast.

Also regionally, the Midwest shot
10 percent fewer antlerless deer in 2013
(1,136,333) than in 2012 (1,268,240).
Numerically, North Dakota (15,148) shot
the fewest antlerless deer and Wisconsin
(198,893) shot the most. Other notables
included Kentucky which increased its
antlerless harvest 14 percent from 2012,
but 11 of 13 Midwest states shot fewer
antlerless deer in 2013. In fact, eight of 13
states reduced their antlerless harvest by

more than 10 percent. North Dakota (-21
percent), Missouri (-22 percent), South
Dakota (-26 percent), and Nebraska (-39
percent) all reduced their antlerless har-
vest by more than 20 percent. Nebraska
is still feeling the impacts of the record
hemorrhagic disease outbreak in 2012,
and its antlerless harvest has dropped 61
percent since 2011. Wisconsin shot the
most per square mile (3.7) followed by
Indiana (3.5). Nebraska and North Dakota
harvested the fewest per square mile (0.2),
followed by South Dakota (0.3).

Eight of 13 Midwest states (62 percent)
shot more antlerless deer than antlered
bucks. Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska,
North Dakota and South Dakota shot
more antlered bucks than antlerless deer.
The Midwest averaged shooting 1.2 antler-
less deer per antlered buck, and this ranged
from 0.6 in Nebraska to 1.7 in Indiana and
Ohio.

The Northeast shot 700,217 antlerless
deer in 2013, 9 percent more than in 2012,
and 12 of 13 Northeast states shot more
antlerless deer in 2013 than the prior year.

Top-5 States
2013 Antlerless Harvest

Georgia 316,927
Texas 295,042
Pennsylvania 218,640
Wisconsin 198,893
Michigan 175,737

Top-5 States
2013 Antlerless Harvest

Per Square Mile
Maryland 6.5
Georgia 55
Delaware 5.2
Pennsylvania 49
New Jersey 45

Top-5 States

2013 Antlerless Deer
Per Antlered Buck Harvested
Delaware 24
Georgia 23
Maryland 2.0
New Jersey 1.8

Alabama/Indiana/Ohio 1.7



Part 1 Deer Harvest TRenps

In 2013, only 22 of 37 states
(59 percent) shot more
antlerless deer than antlered

bucks; down from 61 percent in
2012 and 73 percent in 201 1.

Numerically, Rhode Island took the fewest
(1,482) while Pennsylvania took the most
antlerless deer (218,640). Rhode Island
(28 percent) and Maine (31 percent) had
the largest increases, while Vermont (-7
percent) was the only state to shoot fewer
in 2013. Maryland shot the most antler-
less deer per square mile (6.6), followed
by Delaware (5.2) and Pennsylvania (4.9).
New England averaged the fewest at 0.3 in
Maine and 0.6 antlerless deer per square
mile in Massachusetts, New Hampshire
and Vermont, a testament to the differ-
ences in deer management programs in
states with severe winters.

Nine of 13 Northeastern states (69
percent) shot more antlerless deer than
antlered bucks. However, all four states that
shot more bucks are in New England. For
the first time in five years, West Virginia
harvested more antlerless deer than ant-
lered bucks. The Northeast averaged shoot-
ing 1.3 antlerless deer per antlered buck,
and this ranged from 0.5 in Maine to
2.4 antlerless deer per antlered buck in
Delaware.

The Southeast shot 1,490,660 antler-
less deer in 2013. Numerically, Oklahoma
took the fewest (35,812) while Georgia
took the most antlerless deer (316,927).
Georgia had the largest percentage (24 per-
cent) increase from 2012 while Florida had
the largest decline (-30 percent). Eight of
11 southeastern states shot more antlerless
deer in 2013 than 2012. Only Tennessee
(-16 percent), Oklahoma (-21) and Florida
(-30 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer
in 2013. Georgia shot the most antlerless
deer per square mile (5.5), followed by
South Carolina (3.7) and Alabama (3.4).
Oklahoma (0.5) and Florida (0.7) averaged
the fewest antlerless deer harvested per
square mile.

Only five of 10 (50 percent)
Southeastern states shot more antlerless
deer than antlered bucks in 2013. The
Southeast averaged shooting 1.2 antlerless

deer per antlered buck, and this ranged
from 0.6 in Florida to 2.3 antlerless deer
per antlered buck in Georgia.

Reduced antlerless harvests are neces-
sary in areas where deer herds have been
balanced with the habitat and/or when
other mortality factors, such as preda-

tion or disease, are increasing. However,
very few states should be harvesting more
antlered bucks than antlerless deer on a
regular basis. In 2013, only 22 of 37 states
(59 percent) shot more antlerless deer than
antlered bucks; down from 61 percent in
2012 and 73 percent in 2011.

Estimatep ANTLERLESS Deer HARVEST

%Change  Antlerless  Antlerless
State 2011 2012 2013 “12t0"13 PSM* Per Antlered
Illinois 110,938 111,130 90,845 -18 2.7 1.6
Indiana 78,301 90,312 79,395 -12 3.5 1.7
lowa 75,195 67,681 59,953 -11 1.8 1.5
Kansas 49,788 48,036 48,424 1 0.6 1.2
Kentucky 53,731 67,212 76,649 14 1.9 1.1
Michigan 203,930 191,364 175,737 -8 3.1 0.9
Minnesota 107,000 89,498 84916 -5 1.1 1.0
Missouri 174,563 189,380 147,109 -22 2.1 1.4
Nebraska 39,283 24,974 15,213 -39 0.2 0.6
North Dakota 29,823 19,280 15,148 -21 0.2 0.8
Ohio 138,027 137,761 120,503 -13 29 1.7
South Dakota 46,200 31,782 23,548 -26 0.3 0.9
Wisconsin 193,954 199,830 198,893 0 37 14
Midwest Total 1,300,733 1,268,240 1,136,333 -10 1.4 1.2
Connecticut 6,641 6,979 7,269 4 1.5 1.4
Delaware 9,611 9,599 10,119 5 5.2 24
Maine 6,100 6,118 8,035 31 0.3 0.5
Maryland 62,268 57,048 63,749 12 6.6 2.0
Massachusetts 4,943 4,606 4,925 7 0.6 0.8
New Hampshire 4,561 4,953 5,369 8 0.6 0.7
New Jersey 31,533 32,190 33,083 3 45 1.8
New York 118,357 123,964 128,851 4 2.7 1.1
Pennsylvania 208,660 209,250 218,640 4 49 1.6
Rhode Island 1,379 1,154 1,482 28 1.4 1.5
Vermont 4,758 5,684 5,276 -7 0.6 0.6
Virginia 134,114 118,345 137,973 17 3.5 1.3
West Virginia 65,615 59,788 75,446 26 3.1 1.0
Northeast Total 658,540 639,678 700,217 9 29 1.3
Alabama 206,500 144,300 171,560 19 34 1.7
Arkansas 107,464 116,531 122,067 5 23 1.3
Florida 47,276 53,300 37,269 -30 0.7 0.6
Georgia 277,961 255,294 316,927 24 5.5 23
Louisiana 60,075 65,790 73,128 1 1.7 0.8
Mississippi 144,859 147,000 152,061 3 3.2 1.4
North Carolina 93,539 86,366 101,572 18 2.1 1.2
Oklahoma 46,543 45,454 35,812 -21 0.5 0.7
South Carolina 117,551 101,181 111,324 10 3.7 1.0
Tennessee 82,026 88,410 73,898 -16 1.8 0.8
Texas 265,601 242,325 295,042 22 1.1 0.9
Southeast Total 1,449,395 1,345,951 1,490,660 1 2.0 1.2
3-Region Total 3,408,668 3,253,869 3,327,210 2 1.9 1.2

*PSM: Per Square Mile in 2013
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AGE STRUCTURE OF THE ANTLERLESS HARVEST

QDMA also acquired the age struc-
ture of the antlerless harvest data for most
states. Twenty-seven states reported the
percentage of their antlerless harvest that
was 6 months (fawn) or 1% years old, and
23 states reported the percentage that was
also 2%, and 3% years or older. In 2013,
the average antlerless harvest that was 6
months old was 25 percent; thus, one
in four antlerless deer harvested was a
fawn which includes doe fawns and button
bucks. The Southeast
averaged the lowest
percentage of fawns
(18 percent), and the
Northeast averaged
the most (30 percent
of the antlerless har-
vest). Individually,
Kansas (7 percent),
Texas (7 percent)
and Kentucky (8 per-
cent) shot the fewest fawns, and Ohio
(41 percent), Wisconsin (43 percent) and
Massachusetts (46 percent) shot the most.

We also compared the percentage of
fawns in the antlerless harvest in 2013 to
that of a decade ago. The U.S. average was
5 percent lower in 2013 than in 2003, and
nearly every state reduced this percentage.
New Jersey reduced it a lot (-23 percent)
while many states reduced it up to 10 per-
cent. Reasons for the reduction are varied
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Nationally, approximately a
third of the antlerless deer shot
in 2013 reached the 3%2-plus
age class, and that is up from
26 percent in 2003.
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and include an increased ability to dis-
tinguish between fawns and adults in the
field by hunters, active passing of fawns by
hunters, and a reduced number of fawns in
some areas due to predation and other fac-
tors. Monitoring the percentage of fawns
in the antlerless harvest is one method

for estimating the fawn recruitment rate,
and this rate is one of the most important
pieces of data a deer manager needs when
assessing a herd’s growth potential and
applying a pre-
scribed antlerless
harvest (see page
34).

The accom-
panying table also
includes a state-
by-state look at
the percentage of
the antlerless har-
vest in 2003 and
2013 that was 1%, 2% and 3% years or
older. Monitoring how these percentages
change over time is valuable, and that’s
especially true for the 3%2-plus age class.
This age class includes mature animals,
and they typically are also the most pro-
ductive individuals and most successful
mothers. Nationally, approximately a third
of the antlerless deer shot in 2013 reached
the 3%-plus age class, and that is up from
26 percent in 2003. The Southeast leads the

regions with 40 per-
cent of antlerless deer
in this age class, and
Oklahoma and Texas
lead all states with
52 percent being 3%2
years and older.

Age  structure
data is the backbone
of a deer management
program. Monitoring
the age structure of the
harvest is key for deer
managers to make
wise  management
decisions, including
the appropriate num-
ber of antlerless deer
to harvest annually
in each deer manage-
ment unit. Good age
data helps managers
avoid underharvesting or overharvesting
our deer herds. Many hunters learn how
to estimate the age of deer they harvest,
and all hunters should provide every piece
of data requested by their state wildlife
agency.

Top-5 States
Lowest Percentage of Fawns
in 2013 Antlerless Harvest

Kansas / Texas 7
Kentucky 8
New Jersey N
Louisiana 12

Top-5 States
Highest Percentage of Fawns
in 2013 Antlerless Harvest

Massachusetts 46
Wisconsin 43
Pennsylvania 39
Virginia 38
Georgia 37
Top-5 States

Highest Percentage of
3%-Plus Antlerless Deer
Oklahoma / Texas 52
Arkansas / Vermont 48
Louisiana 46
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PercenTAGE ANTLERLESS HARVEST BY Ack CLaSS

Fawn 1%2 Years Old 2% Years Old 3% and Older
State 2003 2013 2003 2013 2003 2013 2003 2013
Illinois 40 35 26 & 23 * 11 &
Indiana 28 29 | 29 25 | 26 26 | 17 20
Kansas 18 7 | 2 15 Y 46 | 23 32
Kentucky ¥ 8 * 26 ¥ 40 ¥ 26
Michigan 32 28 | 22 24 | 17 17 | 30 30
Minnesota * * * * * * * *
Nebraska 28 23 26 25 23 26 23 26
North Dakota * * | * * | * * | * *
Ohio 48 41 19 18 19 20 14 21
South Dakota * * | * * | * * | * *
Wisconsin 42 43 18 18 18 18 21 21
Midwest Average 34 27 23 22 23 28 20 25
Connecticut * * * * * * * *
Delaware * 34 | * 24 | * 20 | * 22
Maine 38 33 19 17 34 21 9 29
Maryland 43 33 | 23 |33 * | *
Massachusetts 44 46 18 17 17 16 21 21
New Hampshire 37 33 IRE 13 L 18 > 37
New Jersey 34 1 26 35 24 30 16 24
New York 35 31 L 22 |20 19 | 26 27
Pennsylvania 39 39 20 19 * * * *
Rhode Island * 22 | * * | * * | * *
Vermont 23 17 * 18 * 13 * 48
Virginia 38 38 |2 18 |2 18 |20 26
West Virginia 22 26 19 23 25 21 34 30
Northeast Average 35 30 20 20 24 20 23 29
Alabama 16 21 21 18 22 22 42 39
Arkansas 24 13 | 20 18 |25 21 | = 48
Georgia 37 37 | 19 20 | 20 20 | 23 23
Louisiana * 12 * 21 * 21 * 46
Mississippi * * | * * | * * | * *
North Carolina * * * * * * * *
Oklahoma 24 17 18 17 23 14 35 52
South Carolina * * * * * * * *
Tennessee * 18 * 30 * 28 * 23
Texas 6 7 20 18 21 22 53 52
Southeast Average 21 18 19 20 22 21 37 40
3-Region Average 30 25 21 21 23 23 26 32

*Data not provided/available
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Deer HARVEST BY WEAPON TYPE

The average hunter today has much
longer seasons and more weapon oppor-
tunities than he or she had in the past. To
assess how hunters take advantage of these
opportunities, we
surveyed state wild-
life agencies to deter-
mine the percent-
age of the total deer
harvest taken with a
bow, rifle/shotgun,
muzzleloader, or
other weapon (pistol,
etc.) during the 2012
and 2013 seasons.
Nationally, muzzleloader hunters took 12
percent of the total deer harvest, bow
hunters took 21 percent, and firearm (rifle/
shotgun) hunters took 65 percent.

Regionally, bow hunters averaged the
highest percentage of the harvest in the
Northeast (27 percent). Muzzleloader hunt-
ers also averaged their highest percentage
in the Northeast (18 percent). Surprisingly,
firearm hunters in the Northeast took just

In 2013, muzzleloader
hunters took 12 percent of the
total deer harvest, bow hunters

took 21 percent and firearm
(rifle/shotgun) hunters took
65 percent.

over half of the deer (55 percent).

In the Southeast, firearms reign
supreme as nearly three of four deer
taken in 2013 (74 percent) were with
a rifle or shotgun.
Muzzleloading
(11 percent) and
bow hunting (13
percent) paled in
comparison to the
firearm harvest. In
the Midwest, muz-
zleloading was least
popular at only 7
percent of the har-
vest, and a firearm harvest of 68 percent
was far above the Northeast’s and close to
the Southeast’s.

Big harvest shifts occurred from 2012
to 2013 in Pennsylvania’s bow season
where the percentage of deer taken by
archers dropped from 26 to 15 percent.
Muzzleloader hunters picked up the slack
and increased from 8 to 22 percent of the
harvest. Other shifts from 2012 to 2013

The number of hunters taking advantage of bow and muzzleloader seasons has increased. In fact, in the

Northeast bow and muzzleloader hunters combined to take nearly half of the harvest (45 percent) with 27
percent attributed to bow hunters and 18 percent to muzzleloader hunters.
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Top-5 States

Percentage of 2013 Harvest

by Bow
State % by Bow
New Jersey 56
Ohio 45
Massachusetts 43
llinois 39
Rhode Island 37

Top-5 States
Percentage of 2013 Harvest

by Rifle/Shotgun
State % by Rifle/Shotgun
South Carolina 89
Maine 87
Alabama 86
Minnesota 85
South Dakota 85

Top-5 States
Percentage of 2013 Harvest

by Muzzleloader
State % by Muzzleloader
Rhode Island 39
Tennessee 24
Massachusetts 22
Mississippi 22
Pennsylvania 22

included the firearms harvest declined 10
percent in Massachusetts and increased 11
percent in Vermont.

Individually, New Jersey leads the U.S.
in the percentage of total harvest taken by
archers (56 percent), South Carolina has
the highest percentage taken by firearms
hunters (89 percent), and Rhode Island
tops the list with percentage taken by
muzzleloader hunters (39 percent).

More hunters take advantage of bows
and muzzleloaders today, and that’s great
for the future of hunting. More seasons to
go afield helps even “occasional” hunters
stay engaged, and it greatly enhances the
opportunities to mentor youth and new
hunters. Finally, expanded opportunities
help retain aging hunters, and every hunter
is critically important to our wildlife man-
agement system.
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PercentaGe oF Deer Harvest By Weapon Tyee, 2012 vs. 2013

Bow Rifle/Shotgun Muzzleloader Other

State 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013
lllinois 33 39 55 51 12 10 1 1
Indiana 26 19 | 51 52 | 22 20 | 1 9
lowa 20 20 67 69 13 11 0 0
Kansas 28 29 | e 63 I 5 | o 4
Kentucky 14 15 73 72 11 11 2 2
Michigan 31 31 | 54 55 | 7 8 | 8 7
Minnesota 12 1 84 85 4 4 0 0
Missouri 16 20 | 7 75 |6 5 | o 0
Nebraska * 10 * 82 * 6 * 2
North Dakota 16 16 | 78 77 | 1 1 | 3 6
Ohio 39 45 46 40 10 12 5 3
South Dakota 12 3 | s 85 |3 2 | o 0
Wisconsin 26 26 72 73 0 0
Midwest Average 23 23 67 68 2 3
Connecticut 40 * 43 * 7 * 10 *
Delaware 17 21 | e 60 RE 18 | 1
Maine 8 9 87 87 4 4 1 0
Maryland 31 3 | s 46 L 20 | o 0
Massachusetts 36 43 45 35 19 22 0 0
New Hampshire 27 31 I 44 |26 21 |4 4
New Jersey 52 56 35 32 13 12 0 0
New York 21 22 | e 67 L 10 . <1 (handgun)
Pennsylvania 26 15 66 64 8 22 0 0
Rhode Island 31 37 | 18 24 | st 39 | o 0
Vermont 24 23 49 60 18 17 13 (youth) 0
Virginia 12 12 | 62 66 |26 22 | o 0
West Virginia 19 20 77 75 4 5 0 0
Northeast Average 26 27 54 55 17 18 1 0
Alabama * 12 * 86 * 2 * 0
Arkansas 14 9 | 73 74 | 13 14 | 0 3
Florida 27 21 64 68 9 7 0 4
Georgia 16 16 | 82 81 | 3 3 | 0 0
Louisiana 8 7 82 81 10 12 0 0
Mississippi 17 18 | 57 60 | 2 2 | o 0
North Carolina 7 8 79 77 11 11 3 (crossbow) 4
Oklahoma 22 24 58 59 20 17 0 0
South Carolina 7 6 89 89 3 2 2 2
Tennessee 1 12 64 65 24 24 0 0
Southeast Average 14 13 72 74 13 11 0 1
3-Region Average 21 21 65 65 13 12 1 1

*Data not provided/available
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TEN-YEAR TRENDS IN ANTLERED Buck AND ANTLERLESS HARVESTS

Looking at year-to-year harvests is
valuable, but it is also important to moni-
tor long-term trends to gain an accurate
perspective on the direction of deer man-
agement programs. Therefore, we com-
pared the 2013 antlered buck and antlerless
harvests for each state in the Midwest,
Northeast and Southeast to their harvests
a decade ago in 2003. Wow, some deer
programs have really changed during the
past 10 years!

Antlered Buck Harvest

Overall, the buck harvest declined 8
percent from 2003 to 2013, and 22 of
33 states (67 percent) shot fewer bucks
in 2013. The Southeast (-2 percent) and
Northeast (-3 percent) had similar har-
vests, but the Midwest took a beating with
an 18 percent reduction during the decade.
It is important to remember that in 2003
many states had deer herds above what
their habitats could support, and they
were aggressively trying to reduce their
deer herds. As deer herds decline, the buck
harvest has to drop too. Thus, the question
becomes, “How far to reduce the num-
bers?” Or as many hunters want to know,
“Have states reduced the herd too far?”

In the Southeast, seven of 11 states
(64 percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013 than
in 2003, even though the total harvest for
the region was similar between the years.
Alabama had the biggest decline (-55 per-
cent) followed by North Carolina (-27
percent) while Arkansas (+39 percent) and
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Tennessee (+107 percent) had the largest
increases. While deer density can partially
explain harvest changes, a bag limit change
is most responsible for Alabama’s 55 per-
cent decline. For the 2007-08 hunting sea-
son, the state reduced the bag limit from
one buck per day to three bucks per season,
and it has had a huge impact on the annual
buck harvests.

In the Northeast, six of 11 states (55
percent) shot more bucks in 2013 than in
2003 even though the total harvest for the
region declined 3 percent. New Jersey had
the biggest decline (-21 percent) followed
by Maryland (-15 percent) while New
Hampshire (23 percent) and Connecticut
(17 percent) had the largest increases. For
perspective, even with the declines New
Jersey and Maryland still shot 2.5 and 3.3
bucks per square mile, respectively in 2013,
and these are well above the national aver-
age of 1.5 bucks per square mile.

In the Midwest, 10 of 11 states (91
percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013 than
in 2003, and the harvest dropped more
than 10 percent for six of those states
and 20 percent or more for four of them.
Iowa had the biggest decline (-43 per-
cent) followed by Minnesota (-27 percent)
while Kentucky was the only state to shoot
more bucks, and it had a big increase
(+25 percent). Declines of that magnitude
are very noticeable, and hunters in many
Midwestern states have been up in arms
over the past few seasons. Early reports
from the 2014-15 season aren’t favorable

for many states, so this issue will continue
to grow.

Antlerless Harvest

Overall, the antlerless harvest declined
12 percent from 2003 to 2013, and 21 of
34 states (62 percent) shot fewer antlerless
deer in 2013. The Southeast (-4 percent)
had similar harvests, but the Northeast
(-15 percent) and Midwest (-20 percent)
shot far fewer antlerless deer. While the
majority of states had greater antlerless
harvest opportunities in 2013 than in
2003 (see page 20), four of the top five
deer harvest states (Georgia, Michigan,
Pennsylvania and Wisconsin) had less ant-
lerless opportunity in 2013. These four
states accounted for much of the reduced
harvest between 2003 and 2013, and this
was planned as all four states were actively
trying to reduce deer herds at some point
during the decade. Thus, as deer herds
declined, these states then reduced the ant-
lerless harvest opportunity and the antler-
less harvest also declined by 2013.

In the Southeast, six of 11 states (55
percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013
than in 2003 even though the total harvest
for the region was similar between the
years. Alabama had the biggest decline
(-46 percent) followed by Louisiana (-34
percent) while Texas (55 percent) and

Top-5 States

2003 to 2013
Antlered Buck Harvest Increase
State Percentage Increase
Tennessee +107
Arkansas +39
Texas +36
Kentucky +25

New Hampshire +23

Top-5 States

2003 to 2013

Antlered Buck Harvest Decline
State Percentage Decline
Alabama -55

lowa -43
Minnesota -27

North Carolina -27
Wisconsin -26
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Deer management is in a very
different period today than a
decade ago, and how closely
legislators, wildlife agencies
and hunters work together
will dictate our future deer
management successes.

Arkansas (187 percent) had the largest
increases.

In the Northeast, seven of 12 states
(58 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in
2013. Maine had the biggest decline (-43
percent) followed by Pennsylvania (-32
percent) while New Hampshire (47 per-
cent) and Rhode Island (96 percent) had
the largest increases.

In the Midwest, eight of 11 states (73
percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013,
and seven of those states experienced har-
vest declines of 19 percent or more. Iowa
had the biggest decline (-52 percent) fol-
lowed by Minnesota (-50 percent) while
Kentucky (23 percent) and Indiana (38
percent) had big increases.

Summary

Overall, things appear pretty good
for much of the Northeast and Southeast.
Hunters may be grumbling over substan-

Top-5 States

2003 to 2013
Antlerless Harvest Increase
State Percentage Increase
Arkansas +187
Rhode Island +96
Texas +55
New Hampshire +47
Indiana +38
Top-5 States
2003 to 2013
Antlerless Harvest Decline
State Percentage Decline
lowa -52
Minnesota -50
Alabama -46
Maine -43
Louisiana -34

tial buck harvest reductions in North
Carolina and both buck and antlerless har-
vest reductions in Alabama, but most states
in these regions are faring pretty well. The
situation is much different in the Midwest.
Large reductions in buck and antlerless
harvests have many hunters concerned,
and for good reason. Harvest declines of

20 to 50 percent are very noticeable, and
state wildlife agencies and legislators hear
this from hunters. Deer management is in
a very different period today than a decade
ago, and how closely legislators, wildlife
agencies and hunters work together will
dictate our future deer management suc-
cesses.

Deer Harvest Trenns, 2003 vs. 2013

Antlered Bucks 12 Years & Older

State 2003 2013
Illinois 70,618 57,769
Indiana 49,533 46,240
lowa 69,600 39,447
Kansas * 41,236
Kentucky 54,188 67,760
Michigan 254,000 203,057
Minnesota 120,000 87,865
Missouri 109,597 104,815
Nebraska 24,482 24,401
North Dakota * 18,645
Ohio 83,955 70,100
South Dakota 26,502 25,199
Wisconsin 193,000 143,738
Midwest Total 1,055,475 930,272
Connecticut 4,531 5,280
Delaware * 4,144
Maine 16,185 16,736
Maryland 37,704 32,114
Massachusetts 5,667 6,519
New Hampshire 5,828 7171
New Jersey 23,307 18,511
New York 107,533 114,716
Pennsylvania 142,000 134,280
Rhode Island 960 1,020
Vermont 9,194 8,831
Virginia 116,629 106,349
West Virginia * 74,528
Northeast Total 469,538 530,199
Alabama 217,360 98,400
Arkansas 65,607 91,132
Florida 78,841 65,357
Georgia 119,270 137,025
Louisiana 111,350 93,072
Mississippi 118,938 108,664
North Carolina 117,808 86,558
Oklahoma 54,831 52,197
South Carolina 123,000 114,482
Tennessee 45,631 94,596
Texas 242,937 330,535
Southeast Total 1,295,573 1,272,018
3-Region Total 2,820,586 2,732,489

*Data not available/provided

Antlerless Deer

% Change 2003 2013 % Change
-18 92678 90845 -2
7| 57453 79395 38
-43 124912 59953  -52
= * 48424 *
25 62352 76649 23
20 | 241000 175737 27
-27 170000 84916  -50
4 | 181034 147109  -19
19900 15213 -24
| * 15148 *
-17 112129 120503 7
5 | 31520 23548 25
-26 251000 198893  -21
-18 | 1,343,978 1,136,333  -20
17 6,783 7,269 7
| * 10,119 *
3 14,128 8035  -43
5 | 49519 63749 29
15 6,369 4925 23
23 | 3,664 5369 47
21 46,149 33083  -28
7 | 145555 128851 -1
-5 323000 218640  -32
6 | 756 1,482 9%
-4 5334 5276 -1
9 | 117243 137973 18
. 89,065 75446 -15
-3 807,565 700,217  -15
-55 317640 171,560  -46
39 | 42540 122067 187
-17 39,110 37269 -5
15 | 364630 316927  -13
-16 111,350 73128 34
9 | 127912 152,061 19
-27 89,441 101,572 14
5 | 45781 35812 -22
-7 150,000 111,324  -26
107 | 71,741 73,898 3
36 189,917 295042 55
-2 1,550,062 1,490,660 -4
-8 3,701,605 3,327,210  -12
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IssUEs IMPACTING DEER MANAGEMENT

Numerous issues impact state wildlife
agencies’ abilities to manage whitetails. We
selected seven popular issues and asked
agencies to rank each of them on a scale
of 1 to 5 with 1 being “not an issue” and
5 being “a very big issue.” We asked them
to rank the impacts of disease, predation,
bad legislation, high deer density, low deer
density, too few deer-focused staff mem-
bers, and poaching on their management
efforts.

Nationally, agencies ranked high deer
density as the biggest issue followed by
disease, too few deer-focused staff, low deer
density, bad legislation, predation, and
poaching. High deer density ranked first
or second for every region, while predation
ranked last or next to last for every region.
These rankings show the wide disparity
between the current views of agencies and
hunters, as popular themes among hunters
are that deer herds are too low and preda-
tors are a major concern.

In the Southeast, too few deer-focused
staff members ranked highest followed by
high deer density. Poaching ranked next
to last, and predation ranked the lowest.
Seven of 11 states (64 percent) only gave
predation a score of 1 or 2 (out of 5). This
is surprising given all of the recent press on
the negative impacts predators are having
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on fawn survival and all of the ongoing
predation research projects. Too few deer
staff ranked higher in the Southeast than
any other region, and disease ranked lower
here than everywhere else.

In the Northeast, high deer density
ranked highest followed by bad legislation.
Both of these issues ranked higher in the
Northeast than every other region, and
seven of 12 states (58 percent) gave high
deer density a score of 4 or 5 (out of 5).
Predation ranked next to last and poach-
ing ranked the lowest. Ten of 11 states (91
percent) only gave poaching a score of 1
or 2, and this issue ranked lower in the
Northeast than every other region.

In the Midwest, disease ranked high-
est followed by high deer density. Given
the Midwest’s plummeting deer harvests,
we are guessing many hunters would vehe-
mently disagree with an issue of having
too many deer; to be fair though, we are
confident the high deer density ranking is
at least partially related to urban/suburban
areas. Disease ranked far higher in the
Midwest than the other regions as seven of
13 states (54 percent) gave it a score of 4 or
5. Only Ohio scored disease a 1 of 5, and
given that the Buckeye State has discov-
ered chronic wasting disease (CWD) since
completing our survey, we are guessing it

ranks much higher there today. Predation
ranked next to last and bad legislation
ranked the lowest. Bad legislation received
a lower score in the Midwest than in every
other region.

QDMA’s Recommendations

We recognize there are many other
issues that impact deer management and
some that are likely more important than
what we included here. We chose these
issues because we asked attendees at the
2014 North American Whitetail Summit
and at our 2014 National Convention to
rank the items listed above. The results
were quite different for all three surveys.
This doesn’t necessarily mean one survey
group is more right or wrong than the oth-
ers, rather it simply shows the difference in
opinions of the groups and highlights the
opportunities for agencies, hunters, and
other stakeholders to work collaboratively
to address these and other issues — hence
the need for the formation of the National
Deer Alliance (NDA —see page 27). QDMA
strongly advocates for agencies to engage
hunters in their management programs.
Engaged and knowledgeable hunters are
better partners with agencies and far better
ambassadors for their programs.
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State Witowiee AGency RankinG oF Issues IMPAcTING DEer MANAGEMENT
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Hunters love deer population esti-
mates. They like seeing them for their
state, comparing them to other states, and,
most of all, complaining about how inac-
curate they are. The reality is state agency
deer managers do not need population
estimates to manage deer herds. They sim-
ply need measures of deer health, habitat
health, deer damage, and public desires
to have successful deer management pro-
grams. These, along with one or more indi-
ces of whether the population is increasing,
stable or decreasing, provides biologists
with all the necessary data to manage at
the wildlife management unit level. When
problems arise, solutions are developed in
concert with public input, and new goals
can be set to either grow or trim the deer
herd. However, since most hunters desire
a population estimate, most state wildlife
agencies produce one.

To gauge the number of whitetails
in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast
today and to see how that number has
changed from a decade ago, we asked a
few questions related to population esti-
mates in our annual survey of state wildlife
agencies. Twenty-seven of the 37 states (73
percent) in these regions produce a popu-
lation estimate today. Nearly every state in
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EsTIMATED DEeer PopruLATIONS - 10 YEARS AGO Vs. TODAY
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the Northeast and Southeast produces an
estimate, but only seven of 13 states (54
percent) in the Midwest do.

In the Southeast, there are over 11.4
million deer, and that does not include
Arkansas or Florida. Comparing only the
states with estimates today and 10 years
ago, there are approximately 1 percent
more deer today. Four states have fewer
deer, ranging from -6 percent in South
Carolina to -33 percent in Louisiana, and
four states have more deer, ranging from a
5 percent increase in North Carolina to 29
percent more deer in Oklahoma.

In the Northeast, there are over 3.5
million deer, and that does not include
Connecticut or Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania
alone likely has over 1 million deer, so the
Northeast’s number would likely be at
least 30 percent higher if the Keystone
State produced an estimate. The Northeast
has approximately 6 percent fewer deer
today than a decade ago. Six states have
more deer today, ranging from a 2 percent
increase in New York to 38 percent more in
Rhode Island. Delaware and Virginia have
equal numbers to a decade ago, and three
states have fewer deer today, ranging from
-18 percent in Maryland to -35 percent in
New Jersey.

In the Midwest, there are over 4.8
million deer, but that is a major underes-
timate as nearly half of the Midwestern
states do not calculate a population esti-

Top-5 States
With Largest Increases
in Estimated Deer Numbers
from 10 years ago to today

State Percentage Increase
Kansas +63
Rhode Island +38
Oklahoma +29
Texas +13
Vermont +10

Top-5 States
With Largest Decreases
in Estimated Deer Numbers
from 10 years ago to today

State Percentage Dedline
Missouri -38
New Jersey -35
Louisiana -33
West Virginia -22
Maryland -18
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The reality is state agency
deer managers do not need
population estimates to manage
deer herds. They simply need
measures of deer health, habitat
health, deer damage, and
public desires to have successful
deer management programs.

mate. Comparing only states with esti-
mates today and 10 years ago, there are 8
percent fewer deer in the Midwest today.
This does not compare with the current
buck and antlerless harvests today versus
10 years ago as they have declined 18 and
20 percent respectively in this region (see
pages 14-15). Two states have more deer
today, ranging from a 6 percent increase
in Wisconsin to 63 percent more deer in
Kansas. Nebraska has an equal number to
a decade ago, and three states have fewer
deer today ranging from -3 percent in
Kentucky to -38 percent in Missouri.

QDMA’s Recommendations

Some states do a better job than oth-
ers of producing accurate population esti-
mates, and we caution hunters from read-
ing too much into the estimate for their
state (if available). It is better to view herd
health parameters such as body weights by
age class, age distribution of the harvest,
fawn recruitment rates, and habitat health
indices such as forest regeneration rates.
It is also valuable to assess trends in the
harvest, especially in relation to the goals
established in an agency’s deer manage-
ment plan.

Comparing population estimates over
time can provide important informa-
tion about deer management programs.
However, success of any program involves
much more than simply the number of
deer today versus any other point in time.
Some programs are trying to reduce deer
herds, so fewer deer marks success. Other
programs are trying to grow deer herds, so
more deer would indicate success. It is also
important to remember these are statewide
estimates — not necessarily a measure of
deer density right where you hunt. Too

many hunters get upset if they believe the
estimate doesn’t match their opinion of the
herd in their own location. The key point
to remember is that population estimates
are simply estimates, they are often pro-
duced only to satisfy hunters’ desires, and

they are not necessary to successfully man-
age deer. However, given hunters’ interest
in them, QDMA appreciates all of the
agencies that do produce population esti-
mates and encourages those that currently
do not to do so in the future.

Deer Poputation Estimates, 10 Years Aco vs. Topay

Number of Deer
State 10 Years Ago
Illinois *
Indiana *
lowa *
Kansas 400,000
Kentucky 847,911
Michigan *
Minnesota 1,104,800
Missouri 1,600,000
Nebraska 200,000
North Dakota *
Ohio w
South Dakota *
Wisconsin 1,112,300
Midwest Total 5,265,011
Connecticut *
Delaware 45,000
Maine 213,000
Maryland 276,000
Massachusetts 90,000
New Hampshire 93,417
New Jersey 161,509
New York 940,000
Pennsylvania *
Rhode Island 13,000
Vermont 123,000
Virginia 1,000,000
West Virginia 761,000
Northeast Total 3,715,926
Alabama 1,750,000
Arkansas *
Florida *
Georgia 1,470,000
Louisiana 750,000
Mississippi 1,700,000
North Carolina 1,111,000
Oklahoma 425,000
South Carolina 800,000
Tennessee *
Texas 3,367,200
Southeast Total 11,373,200
3-Region Total 20,354,137

*Data not provided/available

Number of Deer % Change
Today Deer Population
* *
* *
* *
650,000 63
821,731 -3
* *
1,004,000 -9
1,000,000 -38
200,000 0
* *
* *
358,000 *
1,182,000 6
4,857,731 -8
* *
45,000 0
230,000

227,000 -18
95,000

101,125 8
105,535 -35
960,000 2
* *
18,000 38
135,000 10
1,000,000 0
595,000 -22
3,511,660 -6
1,500,000 -14
* *
* *
1,320,000 -10
500,000 -33
1,850,000 9
1,165,000 5
550,000 29
750,000 -6
600,000 *
3,804,500 13
11,439,500 1
19,808,891 -3
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ANTLERLESS HARVEST OPPORTUNITIES & CURRENT MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

The size of deer herds is largely driven
by the annual antlerless harvest. Among
other factors, antlerless harvest opportuni-
ties include season length(s), bag limit(s),
and antlerless license allocations. Obviously
deer-vehicle collisions, predation, disease,
severe weather and other factors play roles,
but they are minor compared to the num-
ber of antlerless deer hunters take each
year. Given the current debates raging
across many areas of the whitetail’s range
regarding declining deer numbers, we sur-
veyed state wildlife agencies in the Midwest,
Northeast and Southeast to learn how
each state’s antlerless harvest opportunity
compared today with that of five and 10
years ago, and to see whether the current
management strategy for each state was to
increase, stabilize or reduce the deer herd.

ANTLERLESS HARVEST OPPORTUNITIES

Today Today
State vs. 10 Years Ago  vs. 5 Years Ago
Illinois Greater Less
Indiana Greater Greater
lowa Less Less
Kansas Greater Equal
Kentucky Equal Equal
Michigan Less Less
Minnesota Less Less
Missouri Less Less
Nebraska Greater Less
North Dakota Less Less
Ohio Greater Less
South Dakota Less Less
Wisconsin Less Less
Connecticut * *
Delaware Greater Equal
Maine Less Greater
Maryland Greater Greater
Massachusetts Less Less
New Hampshire Greater Equal
New Jersey Greater Greater
New York Greater Greater
Pennsylvania Less Less
Rhode Island Greater Greater
Vermont Greater Less/Equal
Virginia Greater Greater
West Virginia Greater Greater
Alabama Greater Less
Arkansas Greater Greater
Florida Greater Equal
Georgia Less Less
Louisiana Less Less
Mississippi Greater Greater
North Carolina Greater Greater
Oklahoma Greater Greater
South Carolina Less Less
Tennessee Greater Greater
Texas Greater Equal

*Data not available/provided
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Antlerless Harvest
Opportunities i
Nationally, 22 of '
36 states (61 percent)
have more antler-
less harvest oppor- )
tunity today than "
they had a decade ;
ago, while only 13
states (36 percent)
have less than they
did 10 years earlier.
Conversely, 23 states
(64 percent) offered
equal or less oppor-
tunity in the 2014-15
hunting season than five seasons ago, and
this varied tremendously by region.

In the Southeast, eight of 11 states
(73 percent) have more antlerless har-
vest opportunity today than a decade ago,
while only five states (45 percent) have
more opportunity than five years ago. This
suggests many Southeast states greatly
expanded antlerless opportunities during
the first half of the past decade and have
stabilized or reduced them during the last
five years.

In the Northeast, nine of 12 states
(75 percent) have more antlerless harvest
opportunity today than a decade ago, and
seven states (58 percent) have even more
than five years ago. Only Massachusetts,
Pennsylvania and Vermont offered less ant-
lerless opportunity in 2014 than five years
ago. This suggests most Northeast states
greatly expanded antlerless opportunities
during the first half of the past decade
and the majority continued that expansion
during the past five years.

In the Midwest, things are very dif-
ferent as only five of 13 states (38 percent)
have more antlerless harvest opportunity
today than a decade ago, and only one state
(8 percent) has more today than five years
ago. This suggests the majority of Midwest
states began reducing antlerless harvest
opportunity in the first half of the past
decade, and nearly all (77 percent) reduced
them during the past five years.

provided

Current Management Strategies
Nationally, half of the states are trying

to stabilize the existing deer herds, while

nearly a quarter are trying to increase them

Data not available/

CURRENT Derr HERD MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES BY STATE
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and a quarter are trying to reduce them
(see map). The current management strat-
egies follow the current antlerless harvest
opportunities pretty closely. For example,
if a state is trying to increase its deer herd,
there’s a good chance the antlerless harvest
opportunities are less today than in the
past. Conversely, if a state wants fewer deer,
it’s nearly guaranteed antlerless opportuni-
ties are greater today than past years.

Regionally, there’s a lot of variation in
management strategies. The vast major-
ity of states (80 percent) in the Southeast
are attempting to stabilize populations.
The majority of states (58 percent) in the
Northeast are trying to decrease herds,
and a slight majority (50 to 58 percent)
in the Midwest are attempting to stabilize
populations.

QDMA’s Recommendations

Antlerless harvest opportunities are
determined partially by science, tradition,
and increasingly by legislators. QDMA
supports full engagement of hunters by
state wildlife agencies, especially in cre-
ation of a state’s deer management plan.
Once that plan is in place, hunters should
remain firmly in the discussion for the
best means of achieving the annual target
antlerless harvest, again because popula-
tion size is essentially driven by hunter
harvest. However, science should dominate
the discussion on exactly what the target
antlerless harvest should be and whether
it should be increased or reduced from
prior years with the current management
strategy based on the management plan’s
goals in mind.
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BENEFITS OF PROTECTING YEARLING Bucks

Few deer hunting arguments illicit
as much response as a discussion on the
potential benefits of protecting yearling
bucks. Some hunters strongly advocate for
protecting this age class while others want
the opportunity to shoot any buck. State
wildlife agency deer managers have equally
varied views, and this creates confusion
for many hunters on the value of protect-
ing 1V2-year-old bucks as at least 22 states
employ antler restrictions (see map) as a
strategy to protect this age class. However,
not all of the state wildlife agencies that
employ these restrictions agree with their
use or with their defined goal of protecting
yearling bucks. To assess agencies’ opinions
on the value of protecting yearlings, we
surveyed state wildlife agencies and asked
whether they believed protecting yearling
bucks provided biological benefits and/or
social benefits to deer hunters. The survey

Does Protecting YEARLING Bucks
Have BioLocicaL or SociaL Benerims?

State Biological Social
Illinois Yes Yes
Indiana No No

lowa Some Situations  Some Situations
Kansas No No
Kentucky No Yes
Michigan Yes Yes
Minnesota * *
Missouri Yes Yes
Nebraska No No
North Dakota * *

Ohio No No
South Dakota No Yes
Wisconsin No Some Situations
Connecticut * *
Delaware Some Situations ~ Some Situations
Maine Some Situations  Some Situations
Maryland Some Situations ~ Some Situations
Massachusetts Some Situations  Some Situations
New Hampshire No Yes

New Jersey No Yes

New York Some Situations ~ Some Situations
Pennsylvania Yes Yes
Rhode Island Yes No
Vermont No Some Situations
Virginia Yes Some Situations
West Virginia Some Situations *
Alabama Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes
Georgia Some Situations ~ Some Situations
Louisiana Some Situations  Some Situations
Mississippi Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes
Tennessee * *

Texas Some Situations  Some Situations

*Data not available/provided

asked for a yes/no answer; how-
ever, these were complex ques-
tions and many responded with
a qualifier with their answer.
Thus, we included three possible
answers in the attached table
that included yes, no and yes
in “some situations.” To clarify,
we did not ask their opinion
on antler point restrictions as
yearling bucks can be protected
without mandatory restrictions.
We simply wanted their opinion
on the potential value of protect-
ing yearling bucks through any
means.

Biological Benefits

Twenty-three of 33 states (70 percent)
felt protecting yearling bucks provided
biological benefits at least in some situ-
ations, and 16 of those states answered a
clear “yes” to the first question. Conversely,
10 states (30 percent) felt there was “no”
biological benefit to protecting yearling
bucks. The Southeast was most favorable
toward protecting yearlings, as all states
that responded answered “yes” or yes in
“some situations.” The Midwest was most
unfavorable toward protecting yearlings,
as seven of 10 states (70 percent) answered
“no.” Nine of 12 Northeast states (75 per-
cent) felt there were benefits in at least
“some situations.” Four states (Connecticut,
Minnesota, North Dakota and Tennessee)
chose not to answer the question. Of the
10 states that felt there were “no” biological
benefits, three (Kentucky, New Jersey and
Vermont) have some form of antler restric-
tions in place to protect yearling bucks.

Social Benefits

Some state agency deer managers have
publicly stated they felt protecting year-
ling bucks was a social issue rather than a
biological one, so we included this ques-
tion on the survey as well. Twenty-seven
of 32 states (84 percent) felt protecting
yearling bucks provided social benefits
to deer hunters in at least “some situa-
tions” and 15 of those states responded
a clear “yes.” Conversely, only five states
(16 percent) felt there were “no” social
benefits to protecting yearling bucks. The
Southeast was again most favorable, as all

AnTLER RestricTIONs Across THE UNITED STATES
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states responded “yes” or yes in “some situ-
ations.” The Midwest was again most unfa-
vorable as four of 11 states (36 percent)
answered “no.” Ten of 11 Northeast states
(91 percent) felt there were social ben-
efits in at least “some situations.” Six states
(Kentucky, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
South Dakota, Vermont and Wisconsin)
that felt there were not biological benefits
responded there were social benefits in at
least “some situations.” Rhode Island was
the only state that felt protecting yearling
bucks provided biological but not social
benefits.

QDMA’s Recommendations

QDMA is encouraged by the number
of states implementing strategies (educa-
tional and/or- regulatory) to protect year-
ling bucks because we feel there are definite
biological benefits to protecting the major-
ity of them and providing a balanced and
natural age structure. We also feel there
are social benefits as hunters become more
engaged in deer management programs.
Engagement of hunters creates by-in and
allows for better collaboration between
agencies and hunters, beyond manipulat-
ing age structure of the deer herd and even
through management of other wildlife spe-
cies.

Most importantly, QDMA recom-
mends that state wildlife agencies conduct
extensive education and outreach pro-
grams to inform hunters about the benefits
of protecting yearling bucks and to garner
their support for sound deer management
programs.
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BooNE & CROCKETT CLus EXPERIENCES BiG DrROP IN WHITETAIL ENTRIES

Over 100 years ago, at the forefront
of the conservation movement, a group
of concerned individuals banded together
to save wildlife — the result was the Boone
and Crockett Club (B&C). The long list of
accomplishments of B&C and its members
through the years is beyond impressive,
many of which have either created and/
or preserved the hunting opportunities we
enjoy today. One of its achievements was
establishing a national collection of taxi-
dermy specimens from big game that had
experienced severe population declines at
the turn of the century. The develop-
ment of this collection spurred an interest
in recording trophy measurements from
North America’s big game animals, includ-
ing white-tailed deer, which is possibly
what B&C is best known for today within
the general public.

As a matter of tradition, the B&C
Records Program has always compared
the previous seasons’ entries as the next
approaches — a sort of watch-dog-like
strategy to gauge if something is amiss.
However, considering the standard 60-day
drying period requirement before official
entry, the overall picture of total records
for a given year usually is not in full view

Percentage of year 2013
trephy entries compared
to pravious 4 yoar average
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until the year following. This past year
(2014) officials at B&C noticed a substan-
tial decline in trophy whitetail numbers
being entered from the 2013-14 hunting
season. While alarms may not be going
off yet, it was certainly something worth
investigating.

In an effort to identify the issue, Justin
E. Spring, B&C Assistant Director of Big
Game Records, ran a basic analysis on
entry numbers to try and pinpoint why, or
where, numbers appear to be down. What
he came across points to a fairly significant
decrease in trophy production from across
much of the Midwest (see map).

QDMA Engaged

Staff at B&C were concerned about
this drop in production, so they sought
input from QDMA to help sift through
the potential sources. “We don’t know
what would cause this," Justin said. “We
didn’t want to speculate, so we engaged the
QDMA. They have biologists on staff, and
because they are a national organization,
they have a good feel for what’s happening
with whitetails across North America.”

Numerous causes were discussed upon
meeting, but ultimately a combination of

2013 TROPHY WHITETAIL DEER HARVEST"
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factors is likely the source of decline. Most
notably, valuable deer habitat provided
through the conservation reserve program
(CRP) has declined substantially during
the past decade. From 2007 to 2014, the
U.S. lost over 9.1 million acres of CRP. Over
half of this acreage (5.1 million acres) was
lost in the Midwest. Given that good cover
is often the limiting habitat component in
this region, the loss of over 5 million acres
of it can have tremendous negative impacts
on deer and other wildlife. Also, several
states in the upper Midwest experienced
significant winter severity during at least
two or three of the previous five years, and
some saw historical hemorrhagic disease
(HD) outbreaks during that same time
(2007 and 2012 were all-time records), to
the point a few wildlife agencies offered
refunds on hunting licenses. In addition,
a general overharvest in this region has
been cited as a concern for deer hunters
in recent years. Fewer deer produce fewer
bucks, and fewer bucks mean even fewer
trophies (see page 7). Other regions of the
country experienced bad winters, or HD,
or concern for overharvest — but the upper
Midwest seems to be the epicenter for each
of these issues. Therefore, QDMA suspects
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all of these factors are playing a role in the
number of record-book entries from the
Midwest.

It’s unlikely this drop in entries is a
reflection of fewer people choosing to have
their buck measured, and it’s definitely
not related to any lag effect from waiting
the obligatory 60 days. That’s the beauty
of a long-running, large data set like this
one. Its strength comes from being able
to observe broad trends over time. Justin
Spring was sure to eliminate all possible
bias by calculating the same number of
entries between a given time period annu-
ally going back to 2009, and then com-
pared the 2013-14 season to the four-year
average.

"What has happened to some of our
whitetail populations in recent years is one
of the reasons we continue to maintain
data on big game trophies,” said Morrie
Stevens, B&C President. “Most people
don’t realize B&C records are maintained
to track both positive and negative trends
in big game populations as a tool for future
management decisions."

QDMA’s Recommendations

Good communication is the key to
numerous kinds of relationships, and it
can certainly help uncover solutions to
some of the world’s biggest problems. Is
this the perfect storm of factors? Can we
expect to see even fewer B&C whitetails
from the upper Midwest in the future?
And, if so, what can we do about it? At
this point there have been many reports
of reduced harvests during the 2014-15
deer season, and we’re positive that B&C
is looking hard to see if this past hunting
season reflects an uptick or a continued
downward trend of record-book bucks.
But, what is important is increasing col-
laboration between conservation groups
like QDMA and B&C, and for folks to get
involved. This is why the formation of the
National Deer Alliance is so critical (see
page 27). Hunters are the original conser-
vationists. In the same way the B&C was
formed over a century ago, today's deer
hunter’s need to follow in the footsteps
of those founding fathers. If fewer record
book bucks, or even fewer deer, concerns
you — your voice should be heard. Get
involved with conservation today.

2015 North
American
Deer

NDA

RATIONAL DEER ALLIANCE

¥

MUIE}H.[' ER
Founparion QDMA

Summit

The Galt House
Louisville, Kentucky

May 6-8, 2015

The NORTH AMERICAN DEER SUMMIT is a unique event that unites national deer conser-
vation organizations, hunters, state/federal agencies, industry leaders, outdoor media and
other stakeholders to work collaboratively on behalf of deer, deer hunters and our hunting
heritage. Following the success of the inaugural Summit in 2014, a clear need was identified
for a follow-up event in 2015. Future Summits will be held on a 2- to 3-year cycle.

@ GOAL: The goal of the 2015 Summit is to identify specific strategies, timelines and measurable
8 Y sp 8
goals for the key issues identified at the 2014 Summit. This event is about establishing real solu-
tions and actions.

@ WHO CAN ATTEND: Unlike the 2014 Summit which was invitation-only, the 2015 Summit will be
open to the public and filled on a first-come, first-served basis.

@ FORMAT: The Summit will include two days of expert speakers, interactive sessions and panel
discussions. This is not a “sit back and listen” event — attendees will be actively involved in
developing solutions that will impact the future of deer hunting and management.

@ SPEAKERS (PARTIAL LIST):

Kip Adams, QDMA Director of Education & Outreach; Dr. Gary Alt, retired Pennsylvania Game
Commission wildlife biologist and former Deer Management Section Supervisor; Warren Bluntzer, Texas
wildlife biologist and consultant; Dr. Mike Chamberlain, University of Georgia Professor of Wildlife
Ecology and Management; Craig Dougherty, NDA Executive Director; Dr. John Fischer, Southeastern
Cooperative Wildlife Disease Study Director; John Frampton, Council to Advance Hunting and the Shoot-
ing Sports President & CEO; Jim Heffelfinger, Arizona Game & Fish Department Regional Game Specialist
& WAFWA Mule Deer Working Group Chair; Shane Mahoney, Conservation Visions; Jay McAninch,
Archery Trade Association President & CEO; Miles Moretti, Mule Deer Foundation President & CEO; Brian
Murphy, QDMA CEO; Ron Regan, Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Resource Director; Steven
Rinella, outdoorsman, author and TV show host; Jenny Sanders, Texans for Saving our Hunting Heritage
Executive Director; Shawn Schafer, North American Deer Farmers Association Executive Director; Jeffrey
Schinkten, Whitetails Unlimited President.
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FOR MORE INFORMATION OR TO REGISTER: visit QDMA.com/DEERSUMMIT
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MINIMUM FINES FOR DEER STOLEN BY POACHERS

Some argue poaching a deer is not
that big of a deal. We completely disagree.
Wildlife is held in trust by each state for all
of its citizens to enjoy. This public owner-
ship of wildlife is an instrumental com-
ponent of the successful North American
Model of Wildlife Conservation. Ethical
sportsmen created and have supported the
North American Model for the past centu-
ry. Unfortunately, unlawful activities with
respect to wildlife contrast the Model, and
illegally killing wildlife is nothing less than
public theft. Plus, whitetails are the most
popular big game animal in the U.S., and
whitetail hunters are the foundation of the
$87 billion hunting industry as approxi-
mately three of every four hunters pursue
deer. So, we were naturally interested in
compiling a clearinghouse of the current
minimum fines out there for poaching a
white-tailed deer. We surveyed state wild-
life agencies and asked the question: What
is the minimum fine for illegally killing a
white-tailed deer in your jurisdiction? Here
is what we found.

Minimum fines are all over the board
and, in our opinion, on average well below
the value of loss of that animal to the ethi-
cal sportsmen and women who follow the
rules, as well as to all citizens who enjoy
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them. This is not to mention the message
it sends would-be violators of how the
governing agency perceives wrong-doing.
Ask yourself: Is it worth the risk of poach-
ing a deer for some meat or antlers to hang
on my wall? Unfortunately, for some of the
fines (listed in the
chart on the facing
page) that answer is
likely a resounding
“yes,” and in a few
cases, fines may even
be less than the cost
of a legally acquired
hunting license.
Analysis by
region for this topic
is difficult, at best.
In some locales dif-
ferences exist in the
fine structure for
illegal harvest of an
antlered versus ant-
lerless deer. Some
states have a clearly
set minimum fine, while others provide
a range or court-determined fee. On top
of all that, add-on deterrents also some-
times include court costs, jail time, a meat
processing fee for venison donation, com-

Minimum fines are all over
the board, and in our
opinion, on average well
below the value of loss of the
that animal to the ethical
sportsmen and women
who follow the rules, as
well as to all citizens
who enjoy them.

pounding fines with multiple offenses, and
even minimum restitution payments in a
few places, some with formulas based on
inches of antler — the bigger the rack, the
higher the fee.

Luckily, the national message on

poaching isn’t
as  confusing.
Thirty-three
of 37 states (89
percent)  pro-
vided an answer
to our ques-
tion. Nationally,
minimum
average fine
for poaching a
whitetail is just
over $350 per
first  offense,
with a range of
$0 to $1,500.
However, from
this data we may
have discovered
the real question: Why do some states
place a higher value on deer than others?
Or, in other words, why isn’t there more
fine structure uniformity against poaching
across all states?
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QDMAs Recommendations

Let’s stop sending mixed messages
to poachers and develop a consistent, or
nearly so, minimum fine for poaching
white-tailed deer across all states; and let’s
set that value at a place that acts as a real
deterrent to violators. A valuable vehicle
for this process may be the newly formed
National Deer Alliance (see page 27);
the conversation can possibly start with
all participants of the Interstate Wildlife
Violator Compact. Through this process
QDMA will be an active leader, by pushing
this issue with state wildlife agencies that
currently have modest fines and penalties
for poaching and by working with key
legislators to enact legislation for stricter
fines, restitution fees and more.

Whether for viewing or hunting,
white-tailed deer are captivating, and this
is especially true for large-antlered bucks.
Part of their appeal lies in their relative
scarcity due to the difficulty of raising
one to maturity. Many of these animals
are taken prior to maturity by hunters,
are involved in deer-vehicle collisions, or
they succumb to disease or other mortal-
ity factors — including poaching. Thus,
the investment of time, sweat and money
required to grow a mature deer is substan-
tial. That is why QDMA members under-
stand more than the average hunter how
these resources add up to a far greater value
than the current minimum fine or restitu-
tion cost of a deer “stolen” by a poacher.

Nationally, the minimum
average fine for poaching
a whitetail is just over
$350 per first offense, with
a range of $0 to $1,500. In a
few cases, fines may even be
less than the cost of a legally
acquired hunting license.

Turn IN Poacters HoTuNe DiRectory

State

Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
Ohio

South Dakota
Wisconsin
Midwest Average

Connecticut
Delaware
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Vermont
Virginia

West Virginia
Northeast Average

Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Southeast Average

3-Region Average

Most states provide toll-free hotlines
for reporting poaching activity. In 2013,
Dr. Stephen Webb and Dr. Aaron Haines
compiled a list of numbers by state, and
that list remains available on QDMA.
com by navigating to the resources menu
and selecting “Turn in Poachers.”

To help your local conservation
officers anytime you witness a poaching
incident, collect the following informa-
tion: vehicle make and model, license
plate number, suspect description and
location (GPS coordinates or address).

When collecting information on
poaching suspects, stay a safe distance
and do not put yourself in harm’s way.

MiNimum PoacHING FINES BY STATE

Minimum Fine
$250
$500
$1,500
$500
$754
$200
$185
$150
$250

*

%0 (Determined by court)
$250

$1,000

$462

*

$50
$1,000
$500
$300
$248
$100

$0-250 (Determined by court)

$25
$500
$500
$25
$20
$283

$250
$300-600
*

$0

$250-500

$250

$946

Not more than $200
$0

$500

$319

$354

Comments
$1,000 for every other deer than the first

Restitution based on formula from antlers for bucks

$250 doe, $1,500 buck; Additional $5,000 if >18-inch spread

Min. restitution $250, based on formula from antlers for bucks

$50 antlerless, $1,000 antlered
Three days jail

Must also pay for butchering to donate
Fine range picked by officer; judge determines final amount

90 days in jail

Min. $200 restitution cost and $169 court cost

Plus court costs

Restitution up to $5,000

Restitution $881

*Data not available/provided; Top-5 highest minimum fines highlighted in Red
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LEGISLATION IMPACTING HUNTING

Each year there are countless threats
to the future of deer hunting and manage-
ment at the local, state and federal levels.
In fact, QDMA engaged in 67 advocacy
issues in 2014, including 53 at the state
level in 24 states and one Canadian prov-
ince (see page 47). To monitor states or
regions with increased legislative activity,
we surveyed state wildlife agencies in the
Midwest, Northeast and Southeast and
asked how many legislative bills were pro-
posed in 2014 that would have directly or
indirectly impacted deer hunting. States
could answer less than three, three to five,
six to 10, or more than 10 bills.

Nationally, 19 of 34 states (56 percent)
reported less than three bills and only two
states (6 percent) reported more than 10
bills. In the Southeast, eight of 11 states (73
percent) had less than three bills and none
had more than five. In the Northeast, six of
11 states (55 percent) had less than three
bills, while two had three to five, two had
six to 10, and one had more than 10 bills.
In the Midwest, five of 12 states (42 per-
cent) had less than three bills, while four
had three to five, two had six to 10, and one
had more than 10 bills.

QDMA’s Recommendations

In 2014, the Southeast was the least
legislatively active while the Midwest was
the busiest. QDMA engaged in issues in
eight states in the Southeast, six states in
the Northeast, eight states in the Midwest,
and two states in the West. QDMA fights
for hunters’ rights by engaging in these
issues and encourages hunters to support
our advocacy efforts by joining QDMA
and also by joining the National Deer
Alliance (see page 27). QDMA established
the NDA in 2014 to serve, in part, as an
advocacy arm for hunters.

Only two states reported more
than 10 bills impacting hunting
in 2014 — Iowa and New York.
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Kip Adams, QDMA's
Director of Education
and Outreach, leads the
organization's advocacy
efforts. In 2014, QDMA
engaged in 67 advocacy
issues in 24 states and
one Canadian province.

Numaer oF LecistaTive Biws Impacting Huning By State In 2014

State

Illinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota*
Ohio

South Dakota
Wisconsin
Midwest Total

Connecticut*
Delaware
Maine*
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Vermont
Virginia

West Virginia
Northeast Total

Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Southeast Total

3-Region Total

Less than 3

X

U< xx

wu1
°
5

(<

W XX XXXX

N

%

56%

*Data not available/provided

3to5

X

33%

18%

27%

26%

6to 10

17%

18%

0%

12%

More than 10

8%

9%

0%

6%

States with the most legislative bills impacting hunting highlighted in Red
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NATIONAL DEER ALLIANCE

Alliances exist in many forms, for
many reasons. They exist for the pur-
pose of wildlife conservation. They exist
for habitat loss and enhancement. They
even exist to drive legislation. But, until
now, there has never been one widespread
enough that it joined the majority of
hunters and wildlife enthusiasts in North
America under one umbrella. Following
the North American Whitetail Summit,
hosted by QDMA and held in March 2014,
a clear need was exposed for the forma-
tion of a unified voice of the modern deer
hunter. QDMA was called upon to make it
happen, and we are proud to announce the
formation of the National Deer Alliance
(NDA).

The goal of NDA is to serve as the
unified voice of the modern deer hunter
and guardian of North America’s wild deer,
wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage.
To achieve this, the NDA will establish
the largest and most diverse group of deer
hunters, managers and enthusiasts ever
assembled under a single umbrella.

Why is the NDA Necessary?

Deer are the most commonly pursued
and economically important big game
animal in North America. However, less

than 1 percent of
deer hunters belong
to a national con-
servation organiza-
tion dedicated to the
protection of deer
and our deer hunt-
ing heritage (see the
chart below).

This lack of
unity prevents a
strong, centralized
voice to address cur-
rent and emerging threats such as hunter
access, disease, predators, and declining
deer populations. The time has come for
deer hunters to organize and speak up for
their rights. Along with QDMA, other deer
conservation organizations (Mule Deer
Foundation and Whitetails Unlimited),
industry leaders, wildlife agencies and
hunters, the NDA is quickly becoming a
force in the deer hunting world.

How It Will Work

The NDA’s digital network will attract
and retain deer enthusiasts of all types
through deer-hunting content that is both
serious as well as topical.

From an advocacy standpoint, the goal

% oF Hunters Arriuiaten with A Nationaw Species ConservaTION ORGANIZATION
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is to be proactive (advance issues like those
identified at the Summit) as well as reac-
tive (respond to issues as they surface).
Importantly, NDA will focus on issues that
unite deer hunters and are critical to a sus-
tainable future for wild deer and our hunt-
ing heritage. To this end, a steering com-
mittee with broad representation has been
created to guide NDA’s advocacy efforts.
When the steering committee identifies
a subject of broad concern, it will engage
NDA staff and members to achieve positive
outcomes for deer and deer hunting. In all
cases, engagement by individual NDA sup-
porters will be voluntary.

What You Get

NDA members will realize two key
benefits:

1.NDA members will be kept informed
on key deer issues in North America on a
weekly basis through e-mail, and real-
time through social media and the NDA
website.

2. NDA members will have the oppor-
tunity to have their voice heard by partici-
pating in NDA’s advocacy efforts at both a
local and national level.

QDMA’s Recommendation - Join Now
Participation in the NDA is free and
open to all deer hunters, managers and
enthusiasts. All you need to do to partici-
pate in the NDA is sign up for the outreach
network and get ready to engage on key
issues. As NDA outreach tools expand, you
will be notified as to how to participate
in those as well. Join thousands of other
deer hunters today and sign up by visiting
www.nationaldeeralliance.com.
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WHERE ARE RIFLES PERMITTED FOR DEER HUNTING?®

Surprisingly to some, the use of rifles
for deer hunting isn’t allowed everywhere.
What’s more, their use has expanded to
new states in recent years. To gain a better
understanding of where they are used, we
surveyed state wildlife agencies to learn
where rifles are permitted for harvesting
deer. For our survey, rifles included tra-
ditional high-powered calibers as well as
straight-walled pistol cartridges, and states
responded whether they are permitted in
all, part or none of the state.

Of the 36 states that responded, rifle
use is allowed completely in 21 states and
in some areas of 10 more states. Thus, rifles
are allowed at least somewhere in 31 of 36
states (86 percent). However, some states
like Indiana and Ohio only allow pistol
cartridges. Only five states reported not
allowing any use of rifles, and they were
Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, New Jersey
and Rhode Island.

The Midwest and Southeast are nearly
wide open with respect to rifles (or at least
some rifle cartridges), and the majority
of states in the Northeast allow rifles to
be used in some places. Most areas in the
Northeast that prohibit rifles are centered
around urban/suburban locations. Indiana
is currently debating whether to expand
the use of rifles and allow high-powered
calibers, and given the widespread use of
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in-line muzzleloaders, other states that
prohibit them are likely to follow.

QDMA’s Recommendations

The use of rifles versus shotguns is
more of a cultural rather than safety issue
as studies have shown nearly equal safety
concerns between the firearms. This is
supported by the widespread use of in-line
muzzleloaders in states that currently do

-
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B Al of the State

Part of the State

not allow rifles. QDMA is more interested
in success of overall deer management
programs rather than debating specific
firearm use. As long as deer and their habi-
tat are healthy and hunters have good
opportunities to go afield, we leave it to the
local hunters and state wildlife agencies to
determine what firearms can be used based
on public input and the agencies’ recom-
mendations.

WHERE RiFLES ARE PERMITTED BY STATE

B None of the State

Data not available/provided
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CROSSTAGGING (PARTY HUN
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Deer hunting cultures and traditions
run deep throughout the whitetail’s range.
Some pursue deer with dogs, some with
bait, some with organized drives, and oth-
ers as part of a group or party where deer
tags can be traded after a deer is harvested.
Crosstagging, or party hunting, is where a
hunter can hunt as part of a group, even if
he or she does not have a deer tag. If that
hunter shoots a deer, he or she can use a
tag from a hunter in the group to legally
tag the animal. This practice has been
challenged in recent years as contributing
to overharvest or unethical behavior, so
we surveyed state wildlife agencies in the
Midwest, Northeast and Southeast to learn
where crosstagging or party hunting is
allowed for bucks and antlerless deer.

In the Southeast, no states allow this
practice for bucks or antlerless deer. All
hunters must have their own tag or license
to pursue deer. In the Northeast, no states
allow this for bucks, and only Pennsylvania
allows it for antlerless deer. However,
Pennsylvania has a mentored youth pro-
gram, and antlerless tags can only be legally
transferred from a mentor to a mentored

TING) FOR DEER
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gt

youth after the youth has harvested an
antlerless deer. New York allows antlerless
tags to be consigned from one hunter to
another, but it must be done prior to har-
vest. Neither of these circumstances is con-
sidered crosstagging or party hunting in
the traditional sense. In the Midwest, three
of 12 states (25 percent) allow crosstagging
for bucks, and they also allow it for antler-
less deer. These states are Iowa, Minnesota
and Wisconsin.

QDMA’s Recommendations

For hunters where this management
strategy is not used, shooting a deer using
someone else's tag on it may seem illegal
and unethical. However, for hunters in a
few Midwestern states it is as much a part
of deer season as camouflage, florescent
orange and tall stories of monster bucks.
Given the Midwest’s current trend of dra-
matically declining deer harvests, this issue
will likely play a bigger role in future
deer discussions, and that will certainly be
necessary when/where antlerless harvest
opportunities are reduced.

Crosstagging, or party hunting,

is where a hunter can hunt as
part of a group, even if he
or she does not have a deer tag.
If that hunter shoots a deer,
he or she can use a tag from
a hunter in the group to
legally tag the animal.

WHERE 15 CROSSTAGGING DEER IS PERMITTED?

State Bucks Antlerless
lllinois No No
Indiana No No
lowa Allowed Allowed
Kansas No No
Kentucky No No
Michigan No No
Minnesota Allowed Allowed
Missouri No No
Nebraska No No
North Dakota No No
Ohio No No
South Dakota No No
Wisconsin Allowed Allowed
Connecticut * *
Delaware No No
Maine No No
Maryland No No
Massachusetts No No
New Hampshire No No
New Jersey No No
New York No No**
Pennsylvania No Allowed***
Rhode Island No No
Vermont No No
Virginia No No
West Virginia No No
Alabama No No
Arkansas No No
Florida s &
Georgia No No
Louisiana No No
Mississippi No No
North Carolina No No
Oklahoma No No
South Carolina * *
Tennessee No *
Texas No No

*Data not available/provided

**New York: Antlerless tags may be consigned
from one hunter to another, but it must be
done prior to harvest.

***Pennsylvania: Antlerless tags can only be
transferred from a mentor to a mentored youth
immediately after the youth has harvested an
antlerless deer.
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WILD VENISON FOR SALE?
By Kip Adams

Ever pay for wild venison? If so, you
either a) did so outside of the United States
and Canada or b) did so illegally. You can
purchase venison in North America, but
it must be farm-raised. Some people are
now calling for change, proposing a limited
market for wild venison.

In 1900 the Lacey Act was the first law
to successfully regulate white-tailed deer
harvest, and it essentially ended market
hunting by, among other things, restricting
the sale and/or purchase of wild venison.
The Lacey Act is widely recognized for its
key contribution to recovery of deer and
numerous other wildlife species and was
crucial to creation of the highly success-
ful North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation.

Fast forward 100 years and
you'll find whitetails success-
fully recovered throughout their
range. So successfully recovered,
in fact, that many areas had too
many deer. Deer managers have
worked tirelessly during the past
decade to reduce deer herds
in many states, but numerous
urban/suburban locales contin-
ue to have overabundant and/or
increasing deer populations.

Hunting is by far the opti-
mal choice for managing deer.
Hunters provide a free ecologi-
cal service to society, $87 bil-
lion annually to our economy,
and they harvest approxi-
mately 6 million whitetails in
the United States each year. In
addition to the tremendous recreational
opportunity and monetary support, har-
vested deer also provide approximately
1.2 billion high-quality meals annually. In
fact, a 2013 national survey by Responsive
Management showed hunting “for meat”
was the most popular reason cited for
hunting by adult Americans. More than a
third (35 percent) of hunters selected this
option while the next closest choices were
for sport/recreation (31 percent), to be
with family and friends (21 percent), and
to be close to nature (9 percent).

Unfortunately some areas are off-lim-
its to hunting, and others are so restrictive
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that hunting has produced limited success,
at best. These are typically urban or subur-
ban areas, and numerous communities and
homeowners struggle with deer in these
environments. There is no easy solution to
this. Sharpshooting programs are the most
effective in these situations, but they are
expensive. Special hunts are less expensive
but can’t be used in every locale.

It is in these environments where
proponents of regulated commer-
cial harvest of deer suggest deer man-
agers consider this management option.

A Little Background

On January 7, 2011, seven scientists
from the National Wildlife Research Center
in Colorado, the University of Wisconsin
and the University of Nebraska submitted

modern wildlife conservation, but some view it as a potential solution to
deer population control in areas where hunting is restricted or impossible.

an article to the Wildlife Society Bulletin
titled “Regulated Commercial Harvest to
Manage Overabundant White-Tailed Deer:
An Idea to Consider?” The article was peer-
reviewed, published later that year, and
the proverbial horse was out of the barn.
Some urban deer managers had private-
ly discussed this idea, but many wildlife
professionals considered selling venison
and other deer parts as akin to cancelling
Christmas (or the opening day of deer sea-
son). The article’s authors carefully stated
that regulated commercial harvest could
provide an additional tool to help state
wildlife agencies manage overabundant

populations of white-tailed deer. They
also outlined a potential means to govern
regulated commercial deer harvest and
explained how it was compatible within
the North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation. Finally, they addressed sev-
eral perceived benefits and expected con-
cerns.

The concept was hotly debated in
wildlife circles, and on August 9, 2012, the
editors of Bloomberg Report — a site for
business and financial news — ran a piece
titled “Deer Infestation Calls for a Radical
Free-Market Solution.” The article painted
deer and deer hunters in a poor light, and
the authors suggested, “The most promis-
ing reform could be legalizing the sale of
venison and hides to small manufacturing
enterprises. If the state allowed a commer-
cial market for deer products...
Farm markets can sell local beef,
so why shouldn’t they be able to
market local venison?”

The short answer is because
local beef belongs to the local
farmers while deer (and all wild-
life) belong to the public. The
sticky point is that fish and other
wildlife meat and parts (hides,
antlers, etc.) are already allowed
for sale in some states.

Second Attempt
On October 7, 2013, The
Wildlife  Society’s  Wildlife

Damage Management Working
Group and Urban Wildlife
Group sponsored a facilitat-
ed discussion on “Regulated
Commercial Harvest to Manage
Overabundant White-Tailed Deer” at the
Society’s annual meeting in Milwaukee,
Wisconsin. 1 listed this as the “second
attempt” because the panel organizers had
arranged a similar meeting months earlier
that was cancelled by administrators due
to the contentiousness of the issue. The
Wildlife Society is the parent organization
of approximately 10,000 wildlife profes-
sionals, and its mission is to represent and
serve the professional community of sci-
entists, managers, educators, technicians,
planners and others who work actively to
study, manage, and conserve wildlife and
habitat worldwide. I am a member of The
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Wildlife Society, and I was one of the nine
panel members for that facilitated discus-
sion.

Around 70 people attended the four-
hour session, and opinions ranged widely.
Among the panel and audience, most dis-
cussions focused on how this potential
deer management tool could or could not
be applied within the confines of the North
American Model of Wildlife Conservation.
The conversation remained professional
even though passion and polarizing views
were clearly evident.

Less than two weeks later on October
18, Jim Sterba wrote an article for The
Wall Street Journal titled “If Only Hunters
Could Sell Venison: Could Loosening Rules
on Deer Meat Help Combat a Suburban
Scourge?” Jim is also author of “Nature
Wars: The incredible story of how wildlife
comebacks turned backyards into battle-
grounds.” Jim learned about The Wildlife
Society’s panel discussion and contact-
ed two panel participants who were also
authors of the original manuscript I men-
tioned at the beginning of this article to

Pros & Cons of a Potential
Wild Venison Market

Kip Adams, QDMA's Education & Outreach
Director, was one of a small handful of biolo-
gists who have attended both of the gatherings
of professional wildlife biologists held recently
to discuss the potential for legalized commercial
deer harvest. Debate focused on these pros and
cons surrounding the issue:

PROS of Commercial Deer Harvest:

e Could reduce overabundant deer herds where
hunting is severely restricted.

e Could provide an additional tool to state
wildlife agencies for urban/suburban deer
management programs.

e Could provide local source of healthy meat.

CONS of Commercial Deer Harvest:

e (Creates issues with privatization of wildlife.
Potential profits will attract political and
economic interest.

e (Creates potential issues with North American
Model of Wildlife Conservation, which was
based on ending markets for wildlife and
ensuring public ownership of wildlife.

e Potential overexploitation of resource and
food safety issues.

obtain information for his article. I men-
tion this not to promote Jim or his book
but rather to show this issue is much larger
than something that will be discussed and
solved solely by deer managers.

New Jersey Assembly Bill 3039

As evidence of my previous state-
ment, it didn’t take long for legislators
to take notice of the commercial harvest
discussion. On March 24, 2014, New Jersey
District 11 Assemblywoman Caroline
Casagrande introduced Assembly Bill
3039 that would establish a commercial
deer harvesting license and allow com-
mercial harvest of deer. The bill stalled
in the Assembly Agriculture and Natural
Resources Committee, but I'm sure this is
the first of many commercial harvest bills
that will be introduced in coming years.

Current Status

That brings us to the present. This
topic was discussed in a professional set-
ting as recently as September 22 at the
Northeast Deer Technical Committee
(NEDTC) meeting in Blue Mountain Lake,
New York. The NEDTC is comprised of
professional deer biologists employed
by 13 northeastern state wildlife agen-
cies and four eastern Canadian provin-
cial wildlife agencies. The annual meeting
includes the NEDTC and invited guests.
QDMA receives an invite, and I attended
on our behalf. Dr. David Drake from the
University of Wisconsin was also invited to
discuss the commercial harvest of white-
tails. Dr. Drake co-authored the original
manuscript I referenced and participated
in the panel discussion at The Wildlife
Society meeting in Milwaukee.

Dr. Drake led the two-hour session,
and like the panel discussion in Milwaukee,
emotions ran high and opinions ranged
widely. Some states appeared eager to
use this tool while some were adamantly
opposed. Others were noncommittal and
seemed to recognize potential benefits and
pitfalls. Unlike The Wildlife Society’s panel
discussion, the main focus was not on
the North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation, rather it centered on mar-
kets (or lack thereof) for deer meat and
other parts and the economics of this
approach. I was one of a small group who

were present at both discussions, and the
difference in focal topics was striking.

What to Expect in the Future

I believe you'll see commercial harvest
used in some locations within the next
five years. Some states are more likely can-
didates given their urban/suburban deer
issues, legislative involvement in deer man-
agement, amount of affluent suburban
communities, and state wildlife agency’s
interest, but you can’t underestimate the
power of the legislature, so the first state
to use this tool could be anywhere in the
whitetail’s range. 1 purposely listed the
state agency’s interest last in the above list
as I don’t believe they will decide where
and when commercial harvest is initially
used. I believe the legislature will deter-
mine that, and it won’t be the first time a
wildlife agency implements a program they
neither proposed nor recommended.

What Hunters Should Expect

If this is applied as proposed — to be
used only in areas where hunters currently
cannot hunt or have extremely restricted
access — then it shouldn’t impact the major-
ity of hunters. If existing sharpshooting
programs in urban/suburban areas (not
to be confused with those associated with
disease monitoring) impact your hunt-
ing, then commercial harvesting programs
likely would too. If they don’t, then your
hunting likely won’t be impacted.

However, all hunters should expect
much debate on this topic in professional,
media and hunting camp circles in the
future. As hunters we love to talk anything
and everything deer, and this is clearly a
new hot topic to add to the list.

QDMA's Stance on This Issue

QDMA remains highly guarded regarding
commercialization of white-tailed deer, even if
tightly restricted and confined to urban areas.
Before considering supporting such a program,
we would need to be convinced that all efforts
to use hunters have been exhausted and that
the program wouldn't negatively impact the
whitetail resource, hunter opportunity, or create
black markets for illegally harvested deer. QDMA
will remain actively engaged in this discussion
to protect the interests of deer and deer hunters
as we have done for nearly three decades.
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SALE OF ANTLERS AND MOUNTED DEeer HEADS

Deer hunters love antlers. We love see-
ing, comparing, photographing, collecting
and holding them. A quick internet search
reveals hoards of antlers and deer mounts
for sale. However, just because they are
advertised does not mean their sale is
legal. Therefore, we surveyed state wildlife
agencies to gain a better understanding of
where antlers and mounted deer heads can
be legally sold.

Shed antlers or those attached to the
skull plate can be sold in 26 of 34 states (76
percent) and mounted heads can be sold
in 26 of 33 states (79 percent). Oklahoma
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and South Carolina only allow the sale of
shed antlers. Neither state allows sale of
any antlers attached to a skull plate, and
this includes mounted deer. In Virginia,
mounted heads are legal for sale but only
at/by a licensed auction.

The Northeast is the most stingy with
selling antlers as only six of 11 states (55
percent) allow it. Conversely, the Midwest
is the most liberal as 12 of 13 states (92
percent) allow their sale. Only Kentucky
prohibits the sale of antlers in this region.
The Southeast is the most stingy with
selling deer mounts as only six of 10 (60

percent) allow it. The Midwest is again the
most liberal as all 13 states allow their sale.

Nationally, only five states report-
ed not allowing any sale of antlers, and
they were Alabama, Delaware, Maryland,
Mississippi and New Jersey. Most states
allow some antler sales, but whether you're
looking to buy or sell these crown jewels
be sure it is permitted in the state where
the sale is occurring. Check with the state
wildlife agency before the sale to ensure
you don’t receive an unwanted visit from a
conservation officer.

WHERE IS THE SALE OF ANTLERS
AND Mountep Heaps Lecat?

State Antlers Mounted Heads
lllinois Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes
Kentucky No Yes
Michigan Yes Yes
Minnesota Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes
Connecticut * *
Delaware No No
Maine Yes *
Maryland No No
Massachusetts * *
New Hampshire Yes Yes
New Jersey No No
New York Yes Yes
Pennsylvania No Yes
Rhode Island Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes
Virginia No Yes**
West Virginia Yes Yes
Alabama No No
Arkansas Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Yes
Louisiana * *
Mississippi No No
North Carolina Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes** No
South Carolina Yes** No
Tennessee Yes Yes
Texas Yes Yes

*Data not available/provided

**Only shed antlers are legal for sale in Okla-
homa and South Carolina, and mounted deer
heads can only be sold at/by a licensed auction
inVirginia.
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TRENDS IN FAWN RECRUITMENT RATES

The fawn recruitment rate is one of
the most important measures of herd pro-
ductivity, and it directly impacts the num-
ber of antlerless deer that can be harvested
annually as well as the number of bucks
you can realistically expect to have avail-
able for harvest. It also alerts managers to
potential problems such as high fawn pre-
dation rates. The fawn recruitment rate is a
measure of the number of fawns per adult
doe (1% years and older) alive in the fall
pre-hunt population. Basically, this index
records the number of fawns that survive
to approximately six months of age and
expresses that number in relation to the
number of adult does in the population.
The fawn recruitment rate is lower than
the number of fetuses per doe and the
number of fawns born in the spring, since
not all fetuses survive to become fawns and
not all fawns survive until fall. Many hunt-
ers feel the fawn recruitment rate is higher
than it actually is because they assume all
adult does have twin fawns each year. Many
may give birth to twins, but the actual
recruitment rate is far less than two fawns
per adult doe.

We surveyed state wildlife agencies
in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast
and asked them to provide their estimated
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fawn recruitment rate for 2014. We con-
ducted a similar survey in 2011 so we
already had state-by-state fawn recruit-
ment rates for 2000, 2005 and 2010. Our
new data allowed us to compare regional
fawn recruitment rates and see if/how the
average recruitment rates changed during
the past 14 years. This analysis is especially
timely given the recent expansion of coyote

Less than 0.5

Fawn Recrurment Rates gy Stare iv 2014

B 0510075

and other predator populations.
Nationally, the average fawn recruit-
ment rate declined significantly from 2000
to 2005, dropped again from 2005 to 2010,
and remained similar from 2010 to 2014.
The Midwest recruited significantly more
fawns per doe (0.83) than the Northeast
(0.57) or Southeast (0.55 fawns per doe),
but the national mean (0.66) indicated that

N

B More than 0.75

Data not available/provided
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Top-5 States

2014 Fawn Recruitment Rates

(Fawns per Adult Doe)
lowa 1.60
Kentucky 1.25
South Carolina 0.88
South Dakota 0.86
Vermont 0.80

on average it took three does to recruit two
fawns last year!

Midwestern states had the highest
fawn recruitment rate in the U.S. by aver-
aging 0.83 fawns per adult doe in 2014.
This was nearly identical to the region’s
2010 average, and it ranged from 0.47 in
Michigan to 1.60 in Iowa. Notably, Iowa
and Kentucky were the only states in the
country to average more than one fawn per
adult doe. Interestingly, five of seven states
(71 percent) that provided data for 2010
and 2014 experienced reduced recruitment
rates across the years. Wisconsin had the
largest drop in recruitment rate (1.07 to
0.70) while Iowa had the largest increase
(1.30 to 1.60 fawns per doe). The Midwest’s
current fawn recruitment rate means, on
average, three does will recruit approxi-
mately 2.5 fawns.

In the Northeast, the average fawn
recruitment rate in 2014 was 0.57 fawns
per doe, and this equaled the region’s aver-
age in 2010, but was lower than in 2005 and
2000. The rate ranged from 0.40 in Rhode
Island to 0.80 fawns per doe in Vermont.
Five states provided data for 2010 and
2014, and four of those had reduced fawn
recruitment rates in 2014. Maryland had
the largest drop in recruitment rate (0.60
to 0.50) while Rhode Island fared best by
simply maintaining its rate, as no states
increased their recruitment rate from 2010
to 2014. The Northeast’s current fawn
recruitment rate means, on average, it will
take approximately two does to recruit one
fawn.

In the Southeast, the average fawn
recruitment rate was 0.55 fawns per doe.
While this looks like a steep drop for
the region in recent years, our 2014 data
include three new states, Arkansas, Florida
and Oklahoma, all of which reported
low rates, bringing the regional average
down. The fawn recruitment rate ranged

from 0.30 in Oklahoma to 0.88 in South
Carolina. Four states provided data for
2010 and 2014, and two had increased
fawn recruitment rates in 2014 and two
were equal between the years. No state
reported a reduced recruitment rate and
Mississippi had the largest increase by
going from 0.47 to 0.66 fawns per doe. The
Southeast’s current fawn recruitment rate
means, on average, it will take approxi-
mately two does to recruit one fawn.

QDMA's Recommendations

There are multiple ways to estimate
the fawn recruitment rate. Some states
use hunter observation rates, some use

fawn:doe harvest ratios, and others use
a combination of these and/or other
techniques. Given this variety, the data
in the table is not directly comparable
among states. However, it is very com-
parable across years for any given state.
Surprisingly, several states do not estimate
their fawn recruitment rate. Given the
importance of this index, QDMA encour-
ages all deer managers (large and small,
public and private) to collect fall/winter
observation and harvest data to estimate
the fawn recruitment rate. This statistic
should be estimated annually and com-
pared across years to identify changes in
herd health and/or predation rates.

Mutr-Year Fawn Recrumment Rares (Numser oF Fawns per Dok) By State

State 2000
Illinois 0.79
Indiana *
lowa *
Kansas *
Kentucky *
Michigan 0.57
Minnesota *
Missouri *
Nebraska *
North Dakota *
Ohio 1.00
South Dakota *
Wisconsin 1.06
Midwest Total 0.86

Connecticut
Delaware
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Vermont
Virginia

West Virginia
Northeast Total

Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Southeast Total

3-Region Total

1.23
*
*

0.89

0.81

*Data not available/provided

2005 2010 2014
0.65 0.55 0.54
* * *

J 130 1.60
0.71 0.64 0.55

= 5 1.25
0.53 0.39 047

* * *

* * *

* * *

* * *
0.84 0.81 0.70

* 0.95 0.86
1.07 1.07 0.70
0.76 0.82 0.83

g 0.50 *

* * *
0.81 0.75 0.65
0.68 0.60 0.50

* * *
0.68 0.63 0.59

* * *

* * 0.45
0.70 0.70 0.62

* 0.40 0.40

* G 0.80
0.47 0.4 *

: g 0.58
0.67 0.57 0.57

* * 047

5 J 0.40
037 0.52 0.59
0.60 0.58 0.58
0.60 047 0.66

* * *

* * 030
1.09 0.88 0.88
* * *

0.54 0.53 *
0.64 0.60 0.55
0.69 0.66 0.66
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FAWNING TIME = LUNCH TIME FOR PREDATORS

By Kip Adams

Spring is an exciting time in the
woods. The landscape is greening, buds are
bursting, turkeys are gobbling, brook trout
are rising, fawns are dropping, and at an
ever increasing rate, predators are swarm-
ing. Much has been said and written in the
past few years regarding increasing preda-
tor populations and declining deer herds.
There’s been some fascinating research
on fawn predation, predator ecology and
home range size, and potential manage-
ment strategies to help enhance fawn sur-
vival. The research is pretty clear with
respect to coyotes: It’s extremely difficult
to remove enough annually to lower their
numbers across much of their range. As
deer managers our best shot is to provide
the best habitat possible and remove as
many coyotes as possible just before fawns
hit the ground. It’s likely the local coyote
population will quickly rebound, but at
least more of that year’s fawn crop has a
better chance to survive to the fall and be
recruited into the deer herd.

With the majority of focus on coyotes,
many forget about the other predators tak-
ing their toll on fawns, namely bobcats and
bears. Bears are not as widely distributed
as bobcats and coyotes, but they can play a
significant role in fawn survival, especially
when their predation is additive to the
impact of coyotes.

Case in Point

Here is some actual data from our
camp in north-central Pennsylvania during
the past 12 years. For some background, I
collect data — a lot of it — on our 700-acre
farm. Every spring I conduct a pellet count
and browse survey to estimate the over-
winter deer population using our land and
the impact it has on our woods. Each sum-
mer I conduct a trail-camera survey using
the technique described in QDMA’s book
Deer Cameras: the Science of Scouting to
estimate the pre-season deer herd as well
as its adult sex ratio, age structure and fawn
recruitment rate. Fach fall and winter I col-
lect observation data from everyone hunt-
ing our farm to estimate the fawn recruit-
ment rate, adult sex ratio, deer density and
buck age structure. Finally, each fall and
winter I collect harvest data from every
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deer we shoot or find
dead on our property.
We enjoying hunting
with friends and family,
and around 15 people
hunt our farm annu-
ally. Thus I get a lot of
observation data from
throughout the prop-
erty. One final piece of
background informa-
tion is we have a lot of
coyotes, a lot of bears
and a lot fewer deer
than in past years.

Our QDM pro-
gram began in 2002,
and at that time we
had over 100 deer per
square mile, zero tree
regeneration in our
woods, and healthy
bear and coyote popu-
lations. We dramatically reduced the deer
herd from 2002 to 2004. The reduction
phase was awesome, as we love to shoot
deer. In fact, we shot 74 adult does on 700
acres in three years! That was an average
of one adult doe per 28 acres for three
straight years, and that is an extremely
high harvest rate. It provided a lot of
fun, nearly 15,000 high-quality venison
meals, and a deer herd more in balance
with what our habitat could support. We
simultaneously implemented some forest
management practices, and oak seedlings
exploded across our farm. We still had a
high deer density of around 50 deer per
square mile, but our habitat management
efforts allowed successful oak regenera-
tion. In the words of our forester, “We were
the poster child for oak regeneration in
Pennsylvania.”

From 2004 to 2011, the deer density
on our farm was relatively stable. The big
difference was instead of shooting 23 adult
does like in 2005 or 15 adult does like in
2006 to keep the herd stabilized, we had
dropped to shooting less than 10 per year
by 2008, a trend that continues today.
Shooting fewer adult does should have
allowed our deer herd to grow, but some-
thing else was at play, something else was
forcing us to shoot fewer does to keep the
deer herd from further decline, something
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QDMA Director of Education and Outreach Kip Adams, along with daughter
Katie, and his nephews, Tyler (left) and Justin (right) took this picture after
Kip killed this bear last year. Kip had the kids accompany him hunting that
day, and Katie actually spotted the bear and pointed it out. If she had not
done so, Kip wouldn’t have seen it. Bear numbers in the area are high,
while fawn recruitment has been falling.

else was taking our fun away, and that
something else was a growing predator
population.

Predator Fan

I'll admit right up front that I admire
predators. I like having bears, coyotes,
bobcats, fishers, foxes, raccoons and others
on our farm. I enjoy seeing them, photo-
graphing them, trapping them, and espe-
cially hunting them. They are part of the
landscape, and our environment is richer
because of their presence. However, just
like deer, beavers and every other wildlife
species, their numbers and impacts need
to be managed.

And the Survey Says

I mentioned the deer herd using our
property is stabilized by a much lower
harvest rate today than a decade ago. If we
shot as many adult does today as we did
five to 10 years ago, we would drive the
deer herd to a very low density. It’s easy
to simply blame predators for this, and
many hunters do. However, I have the data
to support that claim. From 2002 to 2011,
our average lactation rate for 2V5-year-old
and older does was approximately 70 per-
cent. That means about seven of every 10
does 2% years and older that we shot was
lactating and thus had recruited at least
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Percentage of Adult Females (2'2+ years)

with Milk, 2002-13
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one fawn into the fall herd. That number
has dropped to 25 percent for the past two
years (see graph above). That is a huge
decline.

Twelve years of observation surveys
show the fawn recruitment rate (the num-
ber of fawns observed per adult doe in the
fall) bounced around from 2002 to 2006,
declined through 2008, increased in 2009,
and then declined for four straight years
(see graph to the lower right).

This data suggests that a decade ago
we recruited 1%5 fawns for every two does
— not two fawns per doe as many hunt-
ers assume. That was a good recruitment
rate, and it nearly mirrored the national
average at that time. Five years ago we also
recruited 1% fawns for every two does, so
things were still good. However, today we
recruit just over one fawn for every two
does. I don’t know how many fawns hit the
ground in the spring on our farm, but I can
assure you it is way more than one fawn for
every two does. Our trail-camera surveys
suggest we have about 30 does on the farm.
Thus, five and 10 years ago those 30 does
would have recruited 22 to 23 fawns annu-
ally. Today those 30 does recruit 18 fawns.
That’s 19 percent fewer fawns surviving
to enter the fall population, 19 percent
fewer fawns to watch in the fields during
summer, 19 percent fewer fawns to see in
the woods in the fall, and 19 percent fewer
yearlings next year. A 19 percent reduction
is extremely noticeable.

Given that we significantly reduced the
deer herd and balanced it with our habitat

a decade ago, an additional decline of this
magnitude is a big deal, and it translates
to greatly reduced deer observation rates
while hunting. In 2002 and 2003, we aver-
aged seeing about 3%2 deer per hour during
rifle season. Over the past three years we’ve
averaged 0.8 deer per hour. That’s a 77 per-
cent reduction in deer sightings per hour!
Granted, in 2002 and 2003 the deer herd
was above where it should have been, but
even once the herd was balanced with the
habitat, the observation rate has continued
to decline, and it mirrors the estimated
decline in fawn recruitment (see graph on
page 38).

More is Better

This is not the result of a small sample
size. We have thousands of hours of obser-
vation data over the past 12 years, from

10 to 15 hunters per year, hunting during
October, November and December. Thus,
we have good representative observation
data during each hunting season. Combine
that with 12 years of harvest data, nine
years of pre-season trail-camera surveys,
and seven years of post-season pellet count
and browse surveys and I have a really
good feel for the size and structure of the
deer herd using our property.

Skinning Pole Tally

So the data suggests far fewer fawns
are surviving today. That doesn’t mean it’s
directly related to predators. It could result
from poor nutrition, poor habitat, disease,
or other factors. Except our increasing
body weights by age class suggest increas-
ing health, we have good habitat and ample
fawning cover, and we’ve had no disease
outbreaks. I don’t know how many coy-
otes are in our area although we hear,
photograph and see their sign regularly.
Conversely, I do have some measure of
the number of bears in our area, and it
is a lot. During the 2012 archery season I
actually had more bears than does in bow
range. That was not an unusual year as we
routinely see bears throughout the sum-
mer and fall. Unfortunately you cannot
shoot bears during Pennsylvania’s archery
season. This past year our camp shot three
bears and saw at least eight others during
bear season. A quick post-season survey
showed ours and five neighboring camps
killed a total of 19 bears! Our camp is in
Tioga County, and our county led the state
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in bear harvest in 2013. Hunters shot 286
bears in Tioga County, and that averaged
one bear per 2,544 acres. Ironically, the six
camps | mentioned encompass approxi-
mately 2,500 acres, and with 19 bears our
harvest rate averaged one bear per 132
acres! That is an astounding harvest rate,
and as I mentioned we only shot three
of the 11 we saw during bear season. Not
surprisingly those same camps that shot 19
bears only shot 17 bucks.

I like bears, but I like bucks a lot more,
and our area should be harvesting far more
bucks than bruins.

What to Do

I know we recruit fewer fawns today
than in past years. I also know we have
high predator numbers that are impact-
ing fawn survival. As a deer manager, I use
that information to direct my management
decisions.

For example, I've reduced our target
doe harvest to account for lower fawn sur-
vival, I provide/create as much high-quali-
ty fawning cover as possible, and we shoot
as many bears as possible. I wish we could

Number of Deer Observed Per Hunting Hour

()]
|

During Rifle Season, 2002-13

SN
L

w
I

N
I

Deer Observed Per Hunting Hour

H

P S
Year

shoot bears during archery season, and I
wish we could trap coyotes in the spring.
These are currently not allowed in my
state, but maybe they will be in the future.
Until then, I'll work within the framework
of our seasons and work toward attaining
those opportunities.

Wherever you live or hunt, I strongly
encourage you to monitor the deer herd

ST PP LN

as much as possible so you can make the
best management decisions or so you can
share that data with the person calling
the shots. It’s also helpful to share that
information with your state wildlife agen-
cy. Complaining rarely helps, but sharing
information can be very productive. Here’s
to a great new year and successful fawn
recruitment!

Your ODMA Reaional Directors are here for vou!

Our job is to help you and your Branch. Whether you have a question about QDM on your property, you want to know more about Branch
events going on in the area, you want to host a Branch event on your land, or you would like to charter a new QDMA Branch, we can help.

REGION 1
Mike Edwards
SPRIN £r, N.Y.
medwards@gdma.com
585.813.2021

Contact the
Regional Director for your
State to get more involved!
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REGION 2
Ryan Furrer
\/ANDERBILT, PA. Cc 2, MicH.
rfurrer@gdma.com
724.237.2525

REGION 3

269.635.0322

-~ #‘"_

REGION 6
Josh Hoffman
MILNER, GA.
jhoffman@gdma.com
478.319.7279

REGION 7
COLLIERVILLE, TN.

901.233.4021

Bob DuCharme

bducharme@qgdma.com

Justin Lawson

jlawson@gdma.com

REGION 5
Rick Counts
LexingTon, S.C.
rcounts@gdma.com
YR WAEE]

REGION 4
Dustin Smith
Wausau, Wis.
dsmith@gdma.com
715.314.0849

‘ N
REGION 9
J.B. Wynn

REGION 8
Sam Leatherman
G s MiLs, Mo.
sleatherman@gdma.com
573.397.2716

jbwynn@gdma.com
903.910.9588

Canadian members should contact National Headquarters at 800-209-DEER for assistance.
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Deer HuNTERS IN QDM CooPerATIVES ENJOY HIGHER HUNTING SATISFACTION

| BUALITY DEER MANAGEMENT AREAJ)

Deer hunters who participate in

Quality Deer Management (QDM)
Cooperatives enjoy nearly twice the level of
hunting satisfaction that other deer hunt-
ers experience, according to new research
from Michigan State University (MSU).

MSU graduate student Anna
Mitterling surveyed 350 members of 16
different QDM Cooperatives covering
90,000 acres in south central Michigan
for her Master’s thesis in Fisheries and
Wildlife. She found satisfaction levels
among the hunters increased from 44 per-
cent before to 75 percent after they became
involved in a QDM Cooperative. That’s
much higher than the 46 percent satisfac-
tion rate among all Michigan deer hunters
measured by the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources around the same time.

QDM Cooperatives are formed by
hunters on neighboring lands who vol-
untarily agree to pursue similar deer herd
management goals, giving the larger group
the ability to achieve improvements in deer
hunting that could not be accomplished
independently. Agreements between hunt-
ers usually address selective buck harvest
and doe harvest goals intended to balance
buck:doe ratios and protect yearling bucks
so they survive to older age classes.

While Anna found that QDM
Cooperatives made great improvements
in these aspects of deer hunting, it was the
enhanced social communication that made
it possible.
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“I witnessed many benefits for mem-
bers of QDM Cooperatives, but the social
interactions, camaraderie, sharing of hunt-
ing stories, and discussions were of greatest
note to me,” said Anna. “The deer manage-
ment changes that occurred were made
possible because of the social interactions
occurring within these groups.”

In 2010 and 2011, the years Anna
studied the 16 Cooperatives, less than 15
percent of the antlered bucks killed by
participating hunters were yearlings; that
figure was 57 to 59 percent in the statewide
buck harvest during the same time period.

As for doe harvest, QDM Cooperative
members killed more than 2.2 does for
every buck taken in 2010 and 2011.
Statewide, Michigan hunters took slightly
more antlered bucks than antlerless deer
in those years.

“Inshort,we found QDM Cooperatives
improve deer management, increase hunt-
er satisfaction, and provide an avenue for
better education and communication,” said
Anna. “Within these social networks, infor-
mation spreads quickly, and grassroots
advocacy for sound deer management is
more effective. QDM Cooperatives may
be the key to a successful future for deer
hunting in Michigan and throughout the
whitetail’s range.”

QDMA is aware of at least 50
active QDM Cooperatives in Michigan
alone, and the organization has placed
a priority on supporting and creat-

Satisfaction levels among
the hunters increased from
44 percent before to 75 percent
after they became involved in
a Quality Deer Management
Cooperative.

ing Cooperatives nationally. Our first
Cooperative Specialist, Brian Towe, went
to work full-time in Missouri in 2013
(see page 51), and QDMA’s Education &
Outreach Staff also helped launch three
new QDM Cooperatives built around
National Wildlife Refuges in Michigan
and Oklahoma that encompass private
and public hunting lands. Upon complet-
ing here graduate work, Anna was named
the Wildlife Cooperative Coordinator for
Michigan United Conservation Clubs, and
the Michigan DNR, QDMA and Pheasants
Forever collaborated to fund the position.

Additional details and other findings
of Anna's study appeared in the April/May
2014 issue of Quality Whitetails magazine.

Details About the 16 QDM Cooperatives Studied

Membership*  Year Started Acres
90 (20) 2008 4,900
35(25) 2009 5,500
90 (40) 1999 9,134
300 (75) 2005 5,000
116 {80) 2006 8,000
50 (10) 2009 5,000
250 (23) 2005 7,500
100 (35) 2009 9,000
50 (45) 2006 2,500
55 (35) 2004 2,500
116 {23) 1997 7,000
72 (6) 2008 5,000
40 (20) 2008 3,500
50 (30) 2010 4,000
25 (10) 2005 5,000
35 (20) 2009 2,500

* First number indudes entire membership list,
while estimated numbers of regular meeting
attendees are shown in parenthesis.
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Access to hunting land is one of the
single most important issues today for deer
hunters. In fact, this issue alone has been
blamed in numerous professional circles
for being the limiting factor negatively
impacting hunter recruitment, retention
and ultimately funding for both game and
non-game wildlife programs, everywhere
(see the Deer Summit sidebar below).

In addition, according to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service hunter surveys,
white-tailed deer hunting and manage-
ment across the East and Midwest is largely
a private lands issue, and as reported in the
2014 Whitetail Report, roughly 90 percent
of the land in these regions is privately
owned. So, it would seem, the solution to
these problems lies somehow in getting
hunters who need a place to hunt onto
private land. To assess this we surveyed
state wildlife agencies from all 37 states in
the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast to
determine if a private land access program
exists in their jurisdiction.

Regionally speaking, the Southeast
appears to have the largest restriction on
gaining access to private land with two of
11 (18 percent) states offering a formal
program. Hunters in the Northeast have
a little bit more opportunity with pro-

Hunting land access was identified as the third
most important issue for deer hunting and
management at the 2014 Whitetail Summit, a
gathering of nearly 200 people representing

19 companies in the hunting industry; 18 state
wildlife agencies and one provincial agency; 10
leading institutes of deer research; 17 major
landowner groups; 15 hunting or conservation
organizations; and deer hunters from more than
20 different states and one Canadian province.
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grams available in six of 12 (50 percent)
states. That's good news for a region with
notoriously small (average) parcel sizes,
large hunter densities (see page 21 of 2013
Whitetail Report or search “Hunter Density
Across the U.S.” on www.QDMA.com)
and possibly the most restrictive private
property rights culture among the three
regions. Midwest hunters enjoy the great-
est opportunity to find a place for chasing
deer with 11 of 13 (85 percent) states offer-
ing a private lands access program.

One thing is clear, with roughly
half (19 of 36, or 53 percent) of white-
tail states helping hunters gain access to
private land for hunting, there is room
to improve. That’s also good news; an
obvious window of opportunity to
increase the number and retention of
deer hunters in North America today.

QDMA’s Recommendations

To do this, wildlife managers and
hunters will need to establish/maintain
landowner education and outreach pro-
grams at local and regional levels that
emphasize safety and promote ethical
hunting behaviors. Doing so promotes
a better public image for hunters and,
in turn, shows landowners that currently

The Voluntary Public Access and Habitat
Incentive Program (VPA-HIP) is a competitive
national grants program that helps state govern-
ments and Indian tribes increase public access
to private lands for wildlife-dependent recre-
ation, such as hunting, fishing or hiking. Through
the VPA-HIP the Natural Resource Conservation
Service invested $20 million in nine states and
one Tribal Nation in 2014. To see which states
were awarded a grant last year, please visit
www.nrcs.usda.gov and search for VPA-HIP.

don’t allow access that providing it not
only assists wildlife agencies better oppor-
tunity to manage wildlife populations, but
it builds stronger communities during the
process by breaking down stigmatic walls
of unethical, unkempt and disrespectful
hunters, allowing neighbors to be neigh-
borly. Luckily, programs also exist at a state
and national level to help increase access
to private lands as well (see the VPA-HIP
sidebar below). These tactics, and simply
urging states that currently don’t offer a
private lands access program to create one,
will certainly help solve one of the most
important issues facing deer hunting today.

PRivate LaND Access PROGRAMS BY STATE

State Does a Program Exist?

Illinois Yes
Indiana Yes
lowa Yes
Kansas Yes
Kentucky No
Michigan Yes
Minnesota Yes
Missouri No
Nebraska Yes
North Dakota Yes
Ohio Yes
South Dakota Yes
Wisconsin Yes

Midwest Total 11 of 13 (85%)

Connecticut *
Delaware No
Maine No
Maryland No
Massachusetts No
New Hampshire Yes
New Jersey No
New York Yes
Pennsylvania Yes
Rhode Island Yes
Vermont Yes
Virginia Yes
West Virginia No
Northeast Total 6 of 12 (50%)
Alabama No
Arkansas No
Florida No
Georgia No
Louisiana Yes
Mississippi No
North Carolina No
Oklahoma No
South Carolina No
Tennessee No
Texas Yes
Southeast Total 20f11(18%)

3-Region Total 19 of 36 (53%)

*Data not available/provided


www.nrcs.usda.gov
www.QDMA.com
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10 Tips ON ASKING FOR PERMISSION TO HUNT
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Hunter access was identified as one
of the largest issues impacting the future
of hunting at the 2014 North American
Whitetail Summit. East of the Rocky
Mountains, most hunting occurs on pri-
vate land, and this is especially true in states
like Alabama, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska and
Texas where 97 to 98 percent of the land is
in private ownership. Add in development,
anti-hunting sentiment among some land-
owners, liability concerns, and competition
from other hunters, and it can be down-
right difficult finding a place to hunt.

In decades past, many hunters could
walk out the back door, cross several
boundary lines during the course of a
hunt, and never worry about upsetting the
landowners or being arrested for trespass-
ing. Unfortunately those days are long
gone. There may be a few remote areas like
this left, but for the vast majority of white-
tail hunters this isn’t the case.

The reality for many hunters today
is they must seek land to hunt on. Some
own land, some lease land, and most seek
the opportunity to hunt on someone else’s
land by receiving permission from the
landowner. A few are good with “the ask”
but most are not, so here are 10 tips to help
you secure a spot to hunt.

1. Ask permission well in advance of
the season. Don’t show up the week before
opening day and expect a positive response.
It may happen, but increase your odds by
asking weeks or months in advance.

2. Make a good first impression.
Don’t show up dirty from work or in hunt-
ing attire. A shower and clean (non-camo)

clothes can go a long way toward receiving
permission.

3. Be polite and respectable. Your
language and behavior can be the decid-
ing factor, so don’t blow it before you even
make the ask. Continue being polite and
respectable even if the answer is no. Thank
the landowner for his or her time and leave
on good terms. Doing so can turn a “no”
today into a “yes” in the future. Being
impolite or disrespectful is a guaranteed
continual “no.”

4. Take a child with you. It’s amazing
how a well-behaved child can help create a
great first impression or enhance an exist-
ing relationship with the landowner. Some
landowners are also far more likely to allow
you to hunt if they feel they’re helping a
child.

5. Offer to help the landowner. Let
them know you’re willing to help them for
the opportunity to hunt. You can offer to
help cut wood, fix fences, pick up trash,
or anything else they may need help with.
Members of the QDMA staff have person-
ally secured permission to hunt by offering
each of these tasks as well as helping ranch-
ers work their cows and even just keeping
an eye on their land for them. You can also
offer to help plant trees, pick rocks, and
mark or paint boundary lines. If you're not
willing to help the landowner, don’t expect
them to be willing to help you.

6. Start small. Small game, that is.
Many landowners who wouldn’t let you
hunt deer on their land may let you hunt
squirrels and rabbits. Use this opportu-
nity to mentor a child and develop a

positive relationship with the
landowner. Doing so could
be your ticket to a future deer
stand on his or her property.

7. Give them vyour
information. Hand them a
business card or note card
with your name and contact
information. Landowners
like to know who is on their
property and how to contact
them if necessary. This is also
important if the landowner
initially declines your request
but reconsiders at a later time
or knows another landowner
that he or she can pass your
information to.

8. Offer to provide and pay for insur-
ance. For as little as a few cents per acre
you can get hunting land liability insur-
ance through QDMA that covers you, any
guests, and the landowner. Many landown-
ers deny permission to hunt for fear of
liability. Offering to provide this insurance
policy can make all the difference with
your request.

These last two items pertain to situ-
ations where you receive permission to
hunt.

9. Get details on where, when and
how. Be sure to ask the landowner where
you can and cannot park, when you can
and cannot hunt, and how you may hunt.
Some landowners don’t like rifles. Some
may not want you there on a special week-
end their son and daughter-in-law visit to
hunt. Oblige them and just hunt with your
bow or hunt elsewhere when their family
is in town. Follow their wishes. Be sure to
close each gate you go through and pick up
any litter you find on their property.

10. Give back. Hunting on someone’s
land is a big privilege, so give something
back to the landowner to show your appre-
ciation. We’ve shared turkey and venison
with generous landowners. Thank-you
cards, Christmas cards, and other tokens of
appreciation go a long way toward receiv-
ing permission again in the future.

We hope this information helps you
gain permission to hunt new land this fall.
Be sure to mentor a youth or new hunter
this year, and good luck in the woods.
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MAKE Deer HuUNTING FuN For KiDs

By Kip Adams

We hunt for many reasons — to be
with family and friends, to spend time with
nature, to provide meat for the table, and
because it is fun. That last reason should
not be overlooked when introducing a
new deer hunter to this wonderful pas-
time, especially when
that new hunter is
a youth. Families
Afield  programs
have removed bar-
riers for more than
1 million new hunt-
ers to go afield since
2006. That is impor-
tant for the future of
hunting, and a great
way to ensure these
new hunters remain
in the fold is to make
it fun for them.

I have a young
daughter who went
on her first hunt
with me when she
was 2 years old. In November 2008, being
securely bundled in a chest pack, Katie
participated in a bear drive. I wasn’t carry-
ing my rifle, and our crew did not shoot a
bear that morning, but there’s no denying
we were both an integral part of the hunt —
me as a driver and Katie as a future hunter.

Katie has been on numerous hunts
with me since that day.

* Opening day of spring gobbler — check.
+ Opening day of archery — check.

+ Opening day of fall turkey — check.

+ Opening day of bear — check.

+ Opening day of rifle season — check.

We firmly believe if you want some-
one to understand and enjoy the outdoors,
then you take them hunting and teach
them about wildlife and wild places. Katie
has spent more days in the woods with
me than I can count, and every time it’s
because she wanted to go, and in most
cases was asking (occasionally almost beg-
ging) to go. And she likes to go because we
have fun in the woods.

We have a great relationship, and I
wouldn’t trade Katie for everything in
the world. However, I have several seri-
ous hunting friends who are great fathers
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QDMA Director of Edu

cation and Outreach Kip
Adams says it is important to remember deer
hunting is fun when introducing the pastime to
newcomers, especially youth. Kip is pictured
here with his daughter, Katie, and son, Bo.

whose kids care almost nothing about
going to the woods with them. Given that
I am not the brightest guy around, but I
am so thankful my daughter wants to hunt
with me as much as she does, I figured I’'d
better find out exactly what we did to make
it enjoyable so she wants to keep going.

So I simply asked her why she likes
to go and she said,
“Because it is fun.
I smiled and then
asked her why it
was fun, and I'm
guessing many will
be amazed by her
answers.

She didn’t say
“because we always
shoot something.”
She’s been by my
side when I've shot
a bear, turkey and
some deer, but those
hunts are by far the
exception to the
norm.

She didn’t say
“because we always see deer or bear or
turkeys.” She’s seen a lot of these animals
in the woods, but we’ve walked home many
times after dark after seeing none of them.

What she did say made me smile and
realize once again how lucky I am to have
done a few things right (mostly by acci-
dent) introducing her to hunting and how
fortunate I am to have her as my hunting
buddy. I'll share her answers in hopes they
can help you be as lucky in mentoring a
youth or new hunter as I was with her.

“Hunting is fun because we play cards,
word search and we color in the blind
while waiting for deer. We share snacks,
and play games on which bird is singing,
and an even better game is guessing which
bird will sing next,” Katie said. Her song-
bird vocabulary is limited so we often guess
whether the next bird we hear will be a blue
jay, crow, or “other.” She can easily identify
a blue jay, crow, or bird that’s clearly not
either of those so that’s fun for her.

She also said she likes to play “where
will the first (and next) deer come from.”
Slow day in the woods with few or no
deer sightings? We’ve had those too, so
we change to “where will the next squirrel

come from.” I'll admit that few things make
her feel more like a true hunter than when
she beats me at this, and few things hone
her woodsmen’s skills like being engaged
and playing these games.

Katie also said hunting was fun
because, “We paint our faces, put on hunt-
ing (camouflage or fluorescent orange)
clothes, and spray ourselves so deer can’t
smell us” No one taking a youth hunting
should overlook the importance of these
items. To this day in Katie’s mind if we
skip one of these steps then we aren’t really
hunting. It’'s a mental thing, and doing
each of these put her in a different place —
a very good place. It’'s amazing how much
quieter her feet are and how much more
focused her eyes are when her face contains
green, black and brown stripes. We can be
sitting against a tree or in a blind, but if
we didn’t camouflage our faces or spray
our clothes then we are only half-heartedly
watching for deer, not truly hunting them.
Sometimes I'm not sure which of us learns
more on our hunts together.

Her final items for a fun hunt were,
you have to take pictures while hunting
and you have to take calls with you — and
you have to use them. Turkey calls, crow
calls and grunt tubes; she has some of
each, and she loves to use them. More

Katie's List of Things That

Make Deer Hunting Fun

* Putting on camo face paint
e \Wearing camo clothes

e Spraying for scent-control
® Playing cards in the blind

e Carrying (and using) game calls
and grunt tubes

 Word searches

e Coloring books

e Sharing snacks

* Playing “What bird is singing?”

e Playing “What bird will sing next?"

e Playing “Where will the next deer
come from?”

 No deer moving? Playing “Where will the
next squirrel come from?”

e Taking photos
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importantly I love to watch her use them.
She hasn’t called in any turkeys yet, but she
has called in some crows and does, and the
connection she has to hunting because she
is calling is unmistakable.

Notice at no point do our hunts
involve the statement, “Sit down, be quiet
and don’t move.” Where’s the fun in that?
Sure, I teach her patience and how to be
quiet, but I also teach her how and when
to move, and I encourage her to explore
the woods. “I wonder what’s under that
log, over that ridge, and behind that blow
down?” are common topics of conversa-
tion for us. Are you too worried about
spooking a deer? Quit worrying — they’ll
learn more about being a good woodsman
and a good hunter by spooking a few deer
than by sitting still and being quiet.

Regarding pictures, we’ve taken shots
of everything from her to me to buck rubs,

Putting on camo face paint is a great way to make deer hunting fun for kids. Above, hunting guide Amanda
Wood applies face paint to a young hunter at QDMA's 2013 National Youth Hunt. Below, a couple of the
youth hunt participants show off their finished face-painting work prior to going into the woods.

funny looking trees and pretty leaves. Each
photo connects her (and me) to the hunt
and time spent together in the woods.
This past season we made a point to take
a picture of her on every hunt sitting in a
blind or on stand (the photo on the fac-
ing page shows me and Katie, along with
Katie's little brother Bo, on a recent hunt).
October to December is a short time frame
for an adult, but you wouldn’t believe the
changes in a 7-year-old during that span.
By the end of rifle season she looked older,
bigger, and more seasoned. My little girl a
more seasoned hunter? How is that pos-
sible? Successful educators would tell you
kids — and possibly adults — learn best
when theyre engaged and having fun.
Maybe there’s a lesson there for us as hunt-
ing mentors.

This year let’s all take a youth hunting
and make sure we make it fun for them.
It’s not just about shooting a deer, rather it
is about painting our faces, learning about
nature, and having fun in the woods. That
“fun” part is what will keep them coming
back. I challenge all of my hunting breth-
ren to take a new hunter to the woods this
year. If that new hunter also is fortunate
enough to get their first deer, share the
photos with our Rack Pack's #FirstDeer
program.

Have fun, and for goodness sakes,
don’t forget the face paint!

. #FlrstDeer' We would hke to chal—

- e o _m'?-'-ﬂ"‘_-r &

&

{ V :
sions to FlrstDeer@qdma com
lenge you to take someone, youth or
adult, on his or her first hunt. Send us
stories and pictures from this hunt, or
one from the past, for a chance to be
featured in one of QDMA's publica-
tions — print and/or online!

If you have a #FirstDeer
story you would like to share, -
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Please note: By sending stories and photos,
you are giving QDMA permission to use them
online (including social media) and in print pub-
lications.
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Hunter recruitment and retention was
identified as the single most importantissue
impacting deer hunting and management
by attendees at the 2014 North American
Whitetail Summit. This has been a major
issue for years, and it is the primary rea-
son Families Afield was launched in 2004.
Since then 35 states have changed laws and
regulations to create additional hunting
opportunities for youth, and in doing so,
they have sold over one million appren-
tice licenses. Much of this success with
new youth hunters is being transformed
into adult apprentice programs too. To
gain a better understanding of what states
offer these opportunities, we surveyed state
wildlife agencies in the Midwest, Northeast
and Southeast and asked whether they had
a mentored youth hunting program and/or
an adult apprentice hunting program. We
also asked if there were minimum ages to
participate in either.

Mentored Youth Programs

Twenty-one of 35 states (60 percent)
have a mentored youth program, and 13
of those have minimum age requirements
ranging from six to 14 years. Eight states
have no minimum age requirement, and
they allow the parents/guardians to deter-
mine when the youth is ready to partici-
pate. Seven of 10 states (70 percent) in the
Southeast offer such a program, nine of
13 states (69 percent) in the Midwest have
one, and five of 12 states (42 percent)
in the Northeast have a mentored youth
program.

Adult Apprentice Programs

Far fewer states have similar oppor-
tunities for adults, as only 14 of 35 states
(40 percent) have adult programs. Seven
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MENTORED YouTH & AbuLt APPRENTICE HUNTING PROGRAMS

of those have minimum age requirements,
and they range from 10 to 18 years. Eight
of 13 states (62 percent) in the Midwest
have a program, four of 8 states (50 per-
cent) in the Northeast have a program,
and only two of eight states (25 percent)
in the Southeast have an adult apprentice
program.

Interestingly, 10 states (Illinois,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania,
Vermont and Wisconsin) have both youth
and adult programs. Eleven states (Florida,
Georgia, lowa, Massachusetts, Nebraska,
New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee and Texas) have a
youth program but not an adult program,
and four states (North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio and West Virginia) have an

adult program but not a youth program.

QDMA’s Recommendations

QDMA is a big supporter of youth
and adult hunting apprentice programs.
We have youth hunting kits for our QDMA
Branches to use, a mentored hunting guide
available at QDMA.com, and a #FirstDeer
campaign to encourage hunters to mentor
youths and interested adults. As such, we
encourage all hunters to take advantage
of these programs to help improve hunter
recruitment and retention. QDMA also
created the National Deer Alliance (NDA)
to help tackle this problem, and we strong-
ly advocate for all hunters to join the NDA
at www.nationaldeeralliance.com because
when hunters work together anything is
possible.

Mentorep YoutH & Aoutr Apprentice HUNTING PROGRAMS BY STATE

State Mentored Youth Age Apprentice Adult Age
Illinois Y None Y None
Indiana N N

lowa Y None N

Kansas Y None Y None
Kentucky N N

Michigan Y None Y 10
Minnesota Y 10 Y 18
Missouri Y 6 Y 16
Nebraska Y 10 N

North Dakota N Y

Ohio N * Y None
South Dakota Y 10 N

Wisconsin Y 10 Y 10
Connecticut * * * *
Delaware N N

Maine N N

Maryland N N

Massachusetts Y 12 N

New Hampshire Y None Y None
New Jersey N N

New York Y 12 Bow, 14 Gun N

Pennsylvania Y None Y None
Rhode Island N * N *
Vermont Y None Y None
Virginia N N

West Virginia N * Y 15+
Alabama N N

Arkansas N N

Florida Y 12 N

Georgia Y No Minimum or Max N

Louisiana * *

Mississippi Y 10 Y 16
North Carolina N Y 16
Oklahoma Y 12 N

South Carolina Y 10 N

Tennessee Y 10 N

Texas Y 9 N

*Data not available/provided


www.nationaldeeralliance.com
https://QDMA.com
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2015 QDMA NATIONAL
YOUTH HuNT N OMINATIONS

QDMA will hold its 11th annual National Hunt in October 2015. The nomination period is currently open and will run until
May 31, 2015, and QDMA will announce the young hunters selected for the National Youth Hunt during the summer of 2015.

Nomination forms are available online at www.qdma.com/corporate/national-youth-hunt and can also be obtained by
e-mailing Hank Forester at hforester@qdma.com. Instructions are included on the form for submitting the completed nomination.

Important details to keep in mind as you prepare your nomination:

* Nominations must be submitted by a QDMA member or Branch.

o Nominees MUST be between the ages of 12-17 by October 2015.

* QDMA will pay travel expenses for each youngster. A parent/guardian may accompany the youth hunter, but their travel expenses
will be their own responsibility (unless driving is a reasonable option and arranged by QDMA).

* QDMA will not be able to accommodate additional parents/adults for youngsters. The property used for the hunt has wonderful
facilities, but only enough to accommodate the hunters and one parent/guardian for each.

o The attendees will need to miss two days of school to participate. Please clear this BEFORE you file nominations.

o All nominations MUST BE RECEIVED at the QDMA National Office by the last day of the nomination period.

Important Consideration for Your Nomination:

To be consistent with the spirit and intent of the QDMA National Youth Hunt, please do your best to nominate a youngster who is
NEW to hunting, interested in hunting, and, preferably, who would otherwise not have the opportunity to participate in the outdoor
sports. Please nominate those youngsters you believe will benefit the most from participating in the National Youth Hunt.

Please keep in mind that the youth hunter will be hunting with a property guide. Although we try to involve the guardian in as much
of the deer harvesting process as possible, in most cases, the parents/guardians will not accompany the youngster while hunting.
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QDMA: ENSURING THE FUTURE OF DEER HUNTING

Ensuring the future of white-tailed
deer, wildlife habitat and our hunting
heritage: That’s the non-profit mission
of QDMA. Our education and outreach
efforts impact hunters and our hunting
heritage in several ways. In 2006, using
input from our members, wildlife agen-
cies and conservation leaders, QDMA
organized our mission efforts into five
areas, represented by the acronym REACH:
Research, Educate, Advocate, Certify, and
Hunt. QDMA’s goals for all these efforts
are ambitious, and they directly benefit
all deer hunters, QDMA members or not.
Here is a brief look at each area of our mis-
sion work.

RESEARCH

Sound deer management decisions
require reliable information, and this infor-
mation generally comes from research.
QDMA is involved in all areas of white-
tailed deer research including biology, ecol-
ogy, management, hunting, diseases and
human dimensions. QDMA helps design,
coordinate, and fund practical research
projects that increase knowledge and
improve management. Since 2006, QDMA
has contributed more than half a million
dollars to support important research proj-
ects in several states, including securing
$46,000 in 2014 from the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) for proj-
ects on Private Landowner Cooperatives
and Effects of Seasonality of Fire on Mixed
Upland Hardwoods.

EDUCATE
Since its earliest days, QDMA has been
a recognized leader in educating hunters,
landowners, wildlife professionals and the
public on all aspects of whitetail biology
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and management and habitat improve-
ment. However, the types of information
desired by these groups as well as the tools
available to deliver this information con-
stantly change, and QDMA is keeping pace.
QDMA continues with existing education-
al activities such as seminars, field days,
and the ever popular Quality Whitetails
magazine, but outreach also includes deliv-
ery methods such as television, DVDs, and
Web-based opportunities.

ADVOCATE

Each year there are countless threats
to the future of deer hunting and man-
agement as the local, state and national
levels. These issues impact everyone that
pursues white-tailed deer in the fall. Due
to QDMA’s growth and strong support
from the professional wildlife community,
it is considered the most respected and
influential whitetail organization in North
America. As a result, QDMA serves as the
leading advocate for the wise management
of white-tailed deer and the protection of
our deer-hunting heritage. QDMA also
maintains strong ties with its members,
other conservation organizations, state and
federal agencies, and other groups with
an interest in whitetail hunting and man-
agement. In fact, in 2014 QDMA hosted
the inaugural North American Whitetail
Summit and launched the National Deer
Alliance as a result. Since 2006, QDMA has
engaged in over 650 legislative and man-
agement issues. Every day QDMA fights
for all deer hunters across North America!

CERTIFY
In 2006, QDMA created an individ-
ual certification program that includes
three levels of potential achievement, and

each must be completed in sequence. Deer
Steward I provides students with a compre-
hensive understanding of the key principles
of deer and habitat biology, ecology, and
management. Deer Steward II teaches stu-
dents how to apply the principles learned
in Level I through hands-on and field
experience. Finally, Deer Steward III, the
most prestigious, must be earned through
an individual’s long-term service to white-
tailed deer and/or QDMA. QDMA also
launched the Land Certification Program
in 2012. The goal of these programs is to
create more knowledgeable hunters and
managers and to have improved deer herds
and habitats.

HUNT

Hunting is an essential tool for sound
deer management and part of our sporting
heritage. However, in many states hunt-
er numbers have declined, and existing
hunter recruitment programs are prov-
ing only marginally effective. In response,
QDMA developed an innovative youth
and new hunter education and outreach
program, and it is comprised of two parts:
the Mentored Hunting Program and our
new membership-based Rack Pack. Unlike
most other programs which involve a one-
time contact with a young person or new
hunter, this outreach program attacks the
loss of hunting in a couple of ways. First, it
combines the use of a grassroots, in-person
program with a sense of achievement,
by involving individuals never exposed
to hunting and pairing them up with
experienced hunters, thereby providing
the opportunity to go through the “steps”
of learning to hunt and “earning” your
place in the brotherhood of deer hunting.
Second, the Rack Pack allows involved
youth members to experience a true feel-
ing of belonging, and it accomplishes this
through a groundbreaking supplemental
youth-led, multimedia approach. The goal
of these programs is to produce more deer
hunters and better ambassadors for hunt-
ing, not simply to take more kids deer
hunting.

The following pages are a brief synop-
sis of what was accomplished in the last 12
months within each of these mission areas.
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Every year QDMA monitors legisla-
tion (see page 26), regulation changes and
policy on behalf of deer hunters, support-
ing initiatives that help ensure the future of
white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat, and our
hunting heritage — and opposing those that
do not. This past year was a particularly
busy legislative and regulatory season for
Kip Adams (pictured), QDMA's Director
of Education & Outreach, who is respon-
sible for QDMA's advocacy efforts. What
follows is a look at QDMA's actions on
legislation and policy during 2014.

Since 2006 QDMA has engaged in over
650 major initiatives. In 2014 we engaged
in 67 legislative, regulatory or policy issues:
14 at the national level and 53 at the state
level in 24 states and one province (see
map). Regionally, this included eight states
in the Midwest, eight in the Southeast,
six in the Northeast, and two in the West.
QDMA’s engagement ranged from com-
ments on deer, habitat and predator man-
agement programs to leashed tracking
laws, mentored hunting programs, disease
prevention, and more. Below is a sample of
some of the advocacy issues.

« Supported reauthorization of the
Farm Bill

+ Supported Virginia House Bill 1237
to legalize Sunday hunting

« Supported wildfire disaster funding

+ Supported Utah Senate Bill 165

to create an apprentice (youth) hunting
license

+ Opposed Missouri House Bill 2031
to change the definition of captive deer
from wildlife to livestock

+ Supported New York Assembly
Bill 8184 and Senate Bill 2582 to create
a junior big game license

+ Supported New York Assembly Bill
4911 to increase penalties for poaching
whitetails

+ Supported Kansas Senate Bill 357
to expand hunter education deferral pro-
gram

+ Supported Wisconsin Assembly Bill
497 to increase poaching fines

+ Opposed the new, weaker USDA-
APHIS federal CWD guidelines

+ Supported Louisiana Senate Bill 179
to allow the taking of escaped cervids

+ Opposed Pennsylvania House Bill
1370 to remove concurrent deer seasons

« Supported creation of young forests
on North Carolina’s Nantahala and Pisgah
National Forests

* Supported Mississippi’s Amendment
1 guaranteeing the right to hunt, fish and
trap

If you have questions about any of
these items, or if there are emerging issues
in your state that you'd like to discuss with
QDMA, contact Kip Adams. We need your
help to increase QDMA's effectiveness at
fighting for deer hunters, so please consid-
er becoming a member of QDMA today if
you are not one already, or help by signing
up your hunting friends and family.

Stares,/Provinces Wrere QDMA Encacep N

Lecistation, Recuration, or Povicy Issues v 2014
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No doubt, the heart and soul of the
QDMA is our volunteers; and, as a grass-
roots, member-based conservation orga-
nization, our network of local volunteers
is integral to helping QDMA spread our
mission and the message about Quality
Deer Management (QDM).

2014 Branch Accomplishments
* QDMA Branches raised over $2.5
million for conservation.

+ QDMA Branches contributed nearly
23 tons of venison — representing over
180,000 meals — to venison donation pro-
grams and soup kitchens.

» QDMA Branches conducted at least
164 educational events (field days, semi-
nars and workshops) in 35 states and three
Canadian provinces.

* QDMA Branches or Branch mem-
bers started and/or maintained approxi-
mately 130 QDM Cooperatives, impacting
literally millions of acres across North
America.

48 « QDMAs Whitetail Report

+ QDMA Branches organized 46 youth,
military and/or special hunts.

« QDMA Branches enrolled well over
14,000 QDMA members — including near-
ly 975 youth and 750 Life and Sponsor
Members.

* QDMA Branches hosted 134 fund-
raising events across the United States and
Canada.

+ QDMA Regional Directors formed
31 new Branches.

+ QDMA Regional Directors main-
tained 187 active Branches in the United
States and Canada.

* QDMA Branches or Branch mem-
bers were directly involved in at least 87
advocacy issues in their locales involving
white-tailed deer legislation or regulations.

It was a great year for QDMA Branches
and for those impacted by their efforts.
Importantly, we look forward to an even
better 2015.

Would you like to become a volunteer
leader in your local hunting community,
helping spread QDMA’s message of sound
deer management? Consider starting an
official QDMA Branch — that’s our name
for local groups of QDMA members who
join together for fellowship, fundrais-
ing, and promotion of the philosophy at
the grassroots level. By volunteering to
help lead a QDMA Branch, you get to
know other like-minded deer hunters in
your area and have fun working together
to grow QDMA membership and QDM
knowledge in your community. QDMA
Branches host annual banquets and other
fundraisers, field days, youth hunts, and
other educational and promotional events.

QDMA needs volunteer leaders like
you! Join the fun by sending an e-mail to
backyard@qdma.com and letting us know
you would be willing to help form or grow
a QDMA Branch in your area. We look
forward to working with you to ensure the
future of white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat
and our hunting heritage!
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SpeciAL BRANCH EveNTs IN 2014

Many QDMA Branches host phenomenal
events. Here is an example from each Re-
gional Director’s region to highlight some
of the great work performed by QDMA
volunteers.

CANADA: The Southwest Ontario
Branch donated $1,500 to Camp
Trillium, which hosts 3,100 kids with
cancer each year for a week or two of
relaxation, education and fun. Also, for
the fourth year in a row, Branch vol-
unteers also co-hosted the Long Point
youth hunter education camp held near
Long Point, Ontario. Branch members
presented several whitetail facts to the
class of 30 students, who participated in
discussions about jawbone aging, antler
development and a mock shed hunt.
The Branch provided each student with
a one-year youth QDMA membership
and a QDMA Canada T-shirt.

GREAT LAKES: The Southeast Michigan
Branch held its seventh annual habitat
day at The Hanging Fen Farm of Branch
members Jim and Dianne Brauker just
outside of Hudson, Michigan. Approxi-
mately 175 people attended the event
including representatives from five dif-
ferent state Branches, the Michigan State
Advisory Council and national staff mem-
bers.The habitat day also featured a free
lunch and a raffle with prizes including a
Dolmar chainsaw and two habitat hooks
as well as QDMA memberships, apparel
and posters.

NORTHEAST: The Jefferson-

Lewis Branch of New York again
held a youth adventure day with
over 70 youth and their parents in
attendance; all kids became Rack
Pack members, and participated in
archery, fishing, air rifle,and sporting
clays and an interactive food plot
event, as well as viewed a taxi-
dermy demo, a reptile exhibit,and
demonstration from a fly fishing
experts.The National Pike Branch
of Pennsylvania was really active in
2014, partnering with local organiza-
tions to form and promote a “Hunt-
ers Sharing the Harvest” program,
as well as donating to an Adopt a
Highway program in their com-
munity. The Mountain Maryland
Branch maintained a growing QDM
Cooperative that amazingly has now
reached over 50,000 acres.
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QDMA MEeMmBERSHIP HiTs RECORD

QDMA set an organizational record deer coalition to serve as the unified voice
for winter and spring membership growth, of all deer hunters and guardian of North

61,510

recruiting more than 7,000 new members  America’s wild deer, wildlife habitat and 61,000

in the first four months of 2014 and reach-  our hunting heritage.

ing a record level at year’s end of nearly “T'am pleased to say we have will- F JU—
62,000 members in the United States and  ingly accepted this challenge and we @ 8,600

Canada. unveiled the largest and most signifi-

“QDMA is in the strongest position cant deer coalition ever established
in the organization’s history,” said CEO — the National Deer Alliance,” said _

Brian Murphy. “Membership is growing Murphy. “The QDMA staff and

faster than at any time in our history, new  our volunteers are committed

volunteer Branches are on the rise, and we  to growing membership and

are having a greater positive impact on our  increasing mission success,

deer-hunting heritage than ever before, and their hard work is paying

both at the grassroots and national levels.”  off. We're on a steady and
The success of the North American rapid incline, and we’re

Whitetail Summit is just the latest achieve-  fighting for deer hunters

ment in a list of new accomplishments. harder than ever.”

Conceived and organized by QDMA, the

first-ever Whitetail Summit attracted more

than 200 leaders from throughout the

whitetail industry who helped identify

challenges facing the future of deer hunt-

ing and management. Many also called on MEMBERSHIP AT THE

QDMA to create and spearhead a national START OF 2014
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In 2013, QDMA worked in partner-
ship with the Missouri Department of
Conservation (DOC) to hire Brian Towe
to engage landowners and establish wild-
life management cooperatives (WMCs) in
Missouri. This position is responsible for
establishing new WMCs, servicing existing
WDMCs, assisting landowners with wildlife
and habitat management programs, and
making them aware of CRP and other
NRCS and DOC conservation programs.
This is proving to be a highly successful
position, and below is a summary of the
work accomplished in 2014.

In 2014, the development of new
Cooperatives was slower in an effort to
maintain momentum of the existing 37
Cooperatives encompassing 185,000 acres.
The primary objective for the year was the
maintenance of existing Cooperatives by
ensuring they had the tools necessary to
succeed. The success of any Cooperative is
largely dependent upon the support and
knowledge they gain during their infancy,
which consisted of a vast majority of the
Cooperatives throughout Missouri. After
all, the goal of the Missouri program is
not to simply develop Cooperatives but to
develop them so they are sustainable.

“The effort to support Cooperatives
was much more than simply helping
to coordinate meetings or events,” said
Brian. “In addition to hosting a statewide
Cooperative meeting, I worked to get dis-
counted rates on certain products that
benefited the efforts of Cooperative mem-
bers. I also worked to develop a Facebook
page to encourage interaction among
Cooperatives around the state. While it
is becoming increasingly difficult to find
open dates on the calendar, I strive to make
myself available to Cooperatives anytime
they need me.”

Efforts to develop new Cooperatives
were not totally abandoned as two deer
Cooperatives were developed encompass-
ing 15,000 acres. Both Cooperatives were
driven by landowners as opposed to con-
servation officials or Brian encouraging
their development, a much more favorable
scenario as the engine comes from within
the group as opposed to someone exter-
nally. Both Cooperatives collected data
during Missouri’s 2014-15 deer seasons,
a positive indicator of their motivation.

Moving in the Right Direction

“One of the primary goals
I have for the development of a
Cooperative is to have a better
understanding of localized issues
and a means to address them,"
said Brian. “While Missouri
is known for excellent hunting
and having conservation minded
hunters, many hunters base their
actions upon their perceptions.”

Perceptions can change from season-
to-season or even day-to-day. By having
established goals and objectives based upon
available information, hunters are able to
rely less upon perception and more on
numbers. How are we getting this informa-
tion? This past summer, nine Cooperatives
performed a trail-camera survey during
August. This marked the fourth year for
one Cooperative. Two Cooperatives began
the year with harvest and observation
information from the 2013 hunting season.
So, while many Southern Missouri hunters
have a perception that deer numbers are
low due to a lack of sightings, Cooperative
members throughout Southern Missouri
remain in good spirits as they have actual
numbers to dismay the perceptions. They
realized that acorn production and warm
weather impacted deer observations more
so than a population decline.

Keeping it Fun

Cooperative meetings could be con-
sidered educational workshops as much as
they are a meeting.

“During a traditional meeting we
cover topics such as how to perform a
trail-camera survey, review observation
and harvest data collected, or we might
work on a habitat project — all interesting
to a deer nerd,” said Brian. “However, there
isn’t a lot of excitement for the family look-
ing at a graph highlighting the weights of
antlerless deer.”

To offset the traditional meeting,
Cooperatives held events such as an ant-
ler scoring gathering. The goal for the
Cooperative was to bring in folks who tra-
ditionally may not have attended a meeting.
The Mayfield Holler Wildlife Cooperative
held a “Cooperative Day” where there were
educational components with talks on
trapping, prescribed fire, and of course

deer, but the event also had manned sta-
tions for shooting archery and .22 rifles.
A local wildlife rehabilitator brought a
coyote that was as tame as any Labrador,
allowing kids and adults to interact with
one animal most deer managers see as a
threat. A number of the Cooperatives held
a pre-deer season meeting that was pure-
ly a social event. Traditional Cooperative
meetings and workshops are vital to the
forward momentum of goals. However, it’s
the interactive and fun events that allow
Cooperatives to truly grow as members
become better acquainted and more trust-
ing of one another.

A Look into the Crystal Ball

“Now that many of the existing
Cooperatives have a solid foundation, I will
once again be working to develop a num-
ber of new Cooperatives,” said Brian. “My
goal for the year is 10 new Cooperatives,
and I’d like to begin efforts in areas where
there currently are none. With more
Cooperatives being developed, the amount
of exposure should also increase, and with
the added exposure I would expect added
demand.”

Efforts to develop new Cooperatives
will not be at a cost to existing ones.
Already underway are plans for a sec-
ond statewide Cooperative meeting along
with discounted products. In addition,
the calendar is filling up with dates for
workshops, meetings and family events
to help support their efforts. Brian will
also be looking to existing Cooperatives
to aid efforts in the development of new
Cooperatives. Ultimately, a successful
Cooperative is one that can persist with
very little effort from outside.

To get involved with an exist-
ing Cooperative or to start a new one
in Missouri contact Brian by e-mail at
btowe@qdma.com or by calling (573) 397-
1664.
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QDMA CoNVENED THE FIRST-EVER NORTH AMERICAN WHITETAIL SUMMIT IN 2014

QDMA’s North American Whitetail
Summit was the place where a new alli-
ance of deer hunters was born. QDMA
was called upon to turn ideas into action
to protect deer hunting.

It was a message repeated by leaders
from all sectors of the hunting commu-
nity gathered for the Whitetail Summit:
Deer hunting needs a unified voice to secure
and enhance its future, and QDMA is posi-
tioned to fill that need.

“This event has revealed a clear need
for a national umbrella organization to
carry this work forward for deer hunting.
QDMA, you're it,” said Jay McAninch,
President/CEO of the Archery Trade
Association, in his comments at the
Whitetail Summit press conference.

Held March 3-6 at Bass Pro Shops’
Grandview Conference Center at Big
Cedar Lodge in Branson, Missouri, the
four-day event was attended by more than
200 people including representatives from

17 companies in the hunting industry, 21
state wildlife agencies and one provin-

cial agency, 10 leading institutes of deer
research, 18 major landowner groups
including the U.S. Forest Service and

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 15 hunting
or conservation organizations, and deer
hunters from more than 20 different states
and one Canadian province. Groups and
states represented are listed below.

In breakout sessions, these groups
identified their top issues of concern,
highlighted ways they could address those
issues, and discussed steps the other stake-
holder groups should take. The Top-10
most important issues identified by the
assembled group are shown in the chart

on the facing page.

“QDMA convened the Whitetail
Summit to create dialogue between all
these stakeholder groups regarding the
future of white-tailed deer, and it was a
huge success,” said QDMA’s CEO Brian

Murphy. “Beyond the issues, we kept
hearing a call for a broad coalition to
unify these voices and push for action.
Many people pointed to us saying that

we should be the architects of this new
entity. We agree that it’s a logical and
natural step for QDMA to expand beyond
our founding mission at this point in our
history to do more for every deer hunter
in North America. Creating a new and
broader entity is really the only acceptable
response to the message from the summit
—and we’re up to the challenge.”

Throughout the Summit, concern for
the whitetail resource and the future of
deer hunting was evident.

“The path of the whitetail hangs in
the balance and will be determined by you
here at this symposium,” said Will Primos,
founder of Primos Hunting, in his com-
ments at the opening of the Summit.

That idea was echoed by Johnny
Morris, founder of Bass Pro Shops and a

Academia/Research: Deer Hunters:
Alabama Cooperative Extension System Alabama
Caesar Kleberg Wildlife Research Institute Delaware
Clemson University Georgia
Kansas State University Extension Illinois
Mississippi State University lowa
South Dakota State University Kansas
University of Georgia Kentucky
University of Tennessee Louisiana
USDA-APHIS Wildlife Services Maryland
West Virginia University Michigan
Minnesota
Non-Governmental Organizations: Mississippi
Bluffland Whitetails Association Missouri
Boone & Crockett Club Nebraska
Conservation Federation of Missouri New Jersey
Farmers & Hunters Feeding the Hungry New York

National Bowhunter Education Foundation North Carolina
National Rifle Association Ohio
The Nature Conservancy Pennsylvania

Orion—The Hunter’s Institute South Carolina
Pope & Young Club Texas
QDMA Vermont

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation Ontario, Canada
Tennessee Wildlife Federation

Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership

U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance

Whitetails Unlimited
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Landownership/Management:
(allaway Gardens

The Campbell Group

Choctaw Wildlife & Parks Dept.

Deep Fork Whitetail Management Assoc.

Drumming Log Wildlife Management
The Forestland Group
GrowingDeer.TV

Lucky Star Ranch

The Noble Foundation

NorthCountry Whitetails

Plum Creek

Rayonier Inc.

Resource Management Services LLC
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
USDA-Forest Service

W.C. Bradley Farms

The Westervelt Co.

Weyerhaeuser Co.

Hunting Industry:

Archery Trade Association
Bass Pro Shops

Big Game Logic LLC

Bushnell Outdoor Products
Cabela’s

Federal Premium Ammunition
Mossy Oak

National Shooting Sports Foundation

Outdoor Underwriters
Pape’s Inc.

Primos Hunting

Redneck Blinds
Responsive Management
Sitka Gear

Tink's

Trophy Rock

Whitetail Properties

Wildlife Agencies: Media:

Alabama DWFF Big Deer TV

Florida FWCC Bowhunter

Georgia DNR-WRD Driftwood Outdoors
Illinois DNR Field & Stream

Indiana DW Green Bay Press-Gazette
Kentucky DFWR Intermedia Outdoors
Louisiana DWF Outdoor Hub
Michigan DNR Outdoor Life

Minnesota DNR OutdoorFreaks.net
Mississippi DWFP Patton’s Outdoors
Missouri DC Peterson’s Qutdoors
Nebraska GPC Petersen’s Bowhunting
North Carolina WRC Pittsburgh Tribune-Review
Ohio DW Realtree.com

Oklahoma DWC Wildlife Trends Journal

Ontario MNR, Canada
South Carolina DNR
Texas P&W
Virginia DGIF

West Virginia
Wisconsin DNR

Note: Groups listed in red type participated as a sponsor or supporter of the Whitetail
Summit. QDMA appreciates the participation of all the groups listed here, and especially
the sponsors and partners whose financial support made the event possible.
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presenting sponsor of the event, who said
organizations that often view themselves
as competitors share a common need to
protect white-tailed deer.

“There is no competition in conser-
vation,” Morris said to the group.

The urgency and necessity of the
Whitetail Summit was also emphasized

Johnny Morris (left), founder of Bass Pro Shops, welcomed Whitetail Summit attendees to Big Cedar Lodge
and applauded the diversity of groups represented, including some groups that normally view each other as
business competitors. “There is no competition in conservation,” he said.

by U.S. Congressman Paul Ryan of
Wisconsin, former Vice Presidential can-
didate and an enthusiastic deer hunter
who spoke to attendees through a video
message, and also by Dan Ashe, Director
of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, who
was a keynote speaker.

“The cooperative energy generated at

Top 10 Issues Impacting Deer Hunting and Management
Identified by 2014 Whitetail Summit Attendees
0 NotAnlssue <«——> Biglssue §

Hunter Recruitment & Retention: 4.27

Education & Outreach to Support Current and Potential Hunters: 4.24

Hunting Land Access: 4.11

Political Influences on Deer Hunting & Management: 4.06

Captive Deer Industry: 3.99
Deer Diseases: 3.94

Public Concern for Deer Population Levels, Low or High: 3.75

Landscape Change/Habitat Loss: 3.71

Connecting Hunters with Accurate Scientific Information: 3.69

Impacts of Predators, Feral Hogs, Invasive Species: 3.67

The ranking above was determined by key-pad voting by the complete group of attendees.
After brainstorming to generate suggested issues, each suggestion was ranked by the
audience using electronic keypads (left), producing the top-10 ranking seen above. The
stakeholder groups then went into separate sessions and refined their own ranking of
issues before discussing unique ways to tackle those issues.

the Summit was impressive, but it means
nothing if we fail to turn this opportunity
into action,” said Murphy. “The stakehold-
ers spoke of their confidence in QDMA’s
ability to keep the momentum going.
With that kind of support, and with the
broader support of the deer-hunting
world, we will continue to bring hunters
together to ensure a strong future for our
tradition.”

As a result of the first North
American Summit, QDMA, along with
Whitetails Unlimited and the Mule
Deer Foundation, created the National
Deer Alliance (NDA). A follow-up to
the Whitetail Summit, the NDA’s North
American Deer Summit, will be held May
6-8 in Louisville, Kentucky. For more
information about the Summit, see page
23. For more information about the NDA,
see page 27.

Will Primos was one of several keynote speakers invited
to the Summit, but he also contributed ideas dur-
ing open discussion and participated in the Hunting
Industry breakout group.
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QDMA WEBSITE RESOURCES

In the world of deer hunting, knowledge is king. As an adden-
dum to other portions of this year’s Whitetail Report, our flagship
magazine Quality Whitetails, educational material from The Shed,
and other benefits QDMA offers its members and non-members
alike, below is just an example of the quality free content found
on QDMA.com. Visit our website to learn about managing deer,
and if youre not a member join today to receive access to other
educational resources while at the same time helping to ensure the
future of deer hunting!

WHITETAIL BIOLOGY

+ 10 Weird Parasites That Live Inside Deer (by Lindsay
Thomas Jr.): Whitetails are virtual school buses for parasites. They
are packed from nose to tail with mucus-covered life forms. Here
the author covers 10 of the creepiest crawlies you may find on, or
in, a deer next time you’re field-dressing one. We hope you have a
strong stomach; so keep reading, if you dare, because the whitetail
is an ecosystem unto itself.

DU A Y D R MANA MEN

+ The Reality of Doe: Buck Ratios (by Kip Adams): Deer
sex ratios are a common topic of conversation among whitetail
hunters. Other than deer density, few subjects ignite controversy
as quickly as a discussion of the number of does per buck in any
given parcel of woods. There are many misunderstandings regard-
ing sex ratios. In this piece the author defines what they are, how
they are measured, and what they mean to your QDM program.

HABITAT MANAGEMENT

+ 7 Steps to Stronger Acorn Production (by Matt Ross): The
key to improving acorn production in oaks begins with identify-
ing the best acorn-producing trees where you hunt, followed by
a strategically-planned timber harvest. In this two part series, the
author explains how you will be able to encourage more con-
sistent, abundant acorn crops from your oak stands — and that
means better deer habitat, nutrition and hunting opportunities!

+ Coyote Control: When Is It The Right Option? (by Drs.
Will Gulsby and Karl V. Miller): Given our current knowledge of
coyote predation on deer, when is coyote control justified? The
answer depends on where your current management program is
in relation to the Four Cornerstones of QDM. This piece breaks all
this information down in a easy-to-read manner.

Find these and many

more articles at
QDMA.com!
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+ 7 Ways to Check a Deer Herd’s Health (by QDMA Staff):
QDM can help you produce healthier deer, more fawns, heavier
deer body weights, more mature bucks, more rut activity, larger
antlers, and other benefits. To achieve these goals, you need to see
where the herd has come from and whether it’s on course to get
where you want it to go. Here are seven simple but important types
of information you can collect during the hunting season to help
you achieve better deer and better deer hunting.

+ How Fast Can a Stand “Recover” From Hunting Pressure?
(by Clint McCoy): It’s simple: Deer respond negatively to hunting
pressure. Their avoidance of heavily hunted areas is undeniable,
as the authors’ graduate-level research documented. But exactly
how long does it take for a specific stand site to “recover” from a
hunter’s presence? We now have an idea. Read this great article to
find out.

|
+ The Story Behind the Most Awesome Food Plot Ever (by
Lindsay Thomas Jr.): There are dedicated QDMA members who
go all out to help promote the QDMA mission and grow our orga-
nization. And then there’s Steve Elmy. Steve and his family grew a
King Kong-sized QDMA logo in one of their 2014 food plots to
help promote our organization...apparently to passing astronauts.
Read on to see how they did it!
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THE RAck PAck - QDMA's YOUTH PROGRAM
Svpport tHE NExT Generation OPPORTUNITIES FOR YouTH INVOLVEMENT

Another deer season is behind us, and we hope yours was filled with
productive hunts and precious memories. We also hope you took some time
to introduce hunting to the next generation. The Rack Pack would like to —
ask every deer hunter to think about the role they can play in growing youth s
involvement in your community. Can you commit to signing up a new
member, helping organize a youth hunt, championing a food plot competi-
tion or sponsoring a classroom? With your help, we can accomplish our goal Fial -
of ensuring the future of deer hunting for generations to come. DA

i the
Classroom

QDMA N THE CLAssrRooM

Currently only in South Carolina, QDMA has teamed up Don’t you wish you learned about deer biology and
with Clemson Extension, Wannamaker Wildlife Seed Co. and ¢ management in school? Help us properly educate the next
the 4-H to create the South Carolina 4-H Food Plot Project. generation of deer stewards by spreading the word or sponsor-
Over 100 youth from the state helped plant and maintain a ©ingalocal classroom today. Learn more about the program
quarter-acre food plot, kept a record book, and in the end, by going online to QDMA.com and looking for the “QDMA
were judged on their project. We would like to replicate this . in the Classroom” web page under the Rack Pack menu.

project in more states. E-mail hforester@qdma.com if you're
interested in helping your state get started!

Membership includes a Rack Pack Grunt Call, publication of
choice*, decals, coupons to QDMAs store The Shed, and
personalized member card. Visit the Rack Pack website

to learn more about local events, hunts and more.

MORE
DEER
"i KNOWLEDGE
Mitrmary Yourn Hunrs
Every year, 50 youth from Kentucky hit the woods on MORE
a deer hunt hosted by the Derby City, Kentucky Heartland, HUNTING
Barren River and Owensboro Branches of QDMA (see page SUCCESS

49). Through a partnership with the National Guard State
Family Program and many generous donors, the hunt has
always been a major success. The National Guard is interested

in expanding this program into more states. If interested, : S
please e-mail hforester@qdma.com. www.rackpack.qdma.com
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MORE FRIENDS
AND FUN!
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THEIR STORY: QDMA MEMBER JASON AsHE, BLOOMFIELD, NEW YORK

Jason is a QDMA member and board
member of QDMA’s Greater Rochester
Southern Tier Branch in New York.

How long have you practiced QDM?

I’ve been doing it since 2005 on our 14
acres in Allegany County and on our 125-
acre farm in western New York. My father
and I decided to try QDM after visting
Craig and Neil Dougherty’s property and
seeing what they had accomplished.

Have there been any particular obstacles?
Not really. It’s been an eye-opener to see
what we could achieve with a little sweat
equity. We don’t even put antler restric-
tions on any of our family or guests, we
just have fun, hunt hard, and get youth
involved every chance we get, even if

it is just rock picking!

Has QDM worked?

I have been blessed the last three
years to kill some amazing white-
tails and see Laura, my wife, kill
some of her best bucks. QDM has
brought Laura and I to a new level
of hunting. It has turned us into
whitetail fanatics 24-7, 365. We are
always spending time in the woods,
checking trail-cameras, hanging
tree stands, and enjoying the ben-
efits of a full freezer of venison. We
have shared our best hunts together
through QDM.

What made you decide to
volunteer with the local

QDMA Branch?

QDM has become a lifestyle for us,
and being involved with the Branch
allows me to teach others what can
be accomplished and how much
enjoyment you can find. It’s not just
about big bucks — it’s a year-round
experience, it’s enjoying great deer
hunting moments with family, see-
ing my wife harvest something she
is proud of. I enjoy making those
moments happen for youth, friends,
anyone who wants to try deer hunt-
ing. When QDM is presented in a
non-threatening way, they realize it
benefits whitetails and people.
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So, about the photo: Nice brow tines!
What’s the story?

On November 27, I knew deer would
move and feed since we had been blasted
with 14 inches of snow and extreme cold
for the previous five days. The evening
was going great and I saw several young
bucks, some does and seven gobblers
feeding in a cut soybean field. Then the
wind shifted, blowing all the deer out of
the field, and I had to relocate to another
cut bean field. Around 4:15, nine does fed
out into the field about 200 yards away,
and shortly after a 24-year-old 8-point
came into the field and started checking
all the does in the field. Then, the 8-point
started staring over his shoulder back
toward the creekbed, where all the deer
had come from. I saw a big-bodied buck
step into the field and focus on the does.

He presented me a shot at 180 yards, and I
touched off my .270 TC Encore. The field
cleared except for the big buck — he just
stood with head drooped and ears flat, so
I fired a second shot and he bolted. I went
back home and got Laura, and she found
the buck 60 yards from where I’d shot
him. He scores in the 140s and dressed out
at 180 pounds, but what is most impres-
sive is that he lived on that farm for 5%
years without us ever knowing he existed!
Our neighbor has a 2010 photo of him at
2V about 1 mile away, you can’t mistake
those brow-tines. A lot of times bucks will
slip up when it’s late season and they need
to feed, and he did. I have to give credit

to Laura because being together when we
found that buck was a huge part of the
story for me. She also took a great photo
of me with the buck!
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THEIR STORY: QDMA MEMBERS MICHAEL AND JULIE JOY, PORT HOPE, MICHIGAN

Michael and Julie Joy are QDMA mem-
bers and officers in Michigan’s Thumb
Area Branch (Julie is treasurer and
Michael is a Branch Board member).

How long have you practiced QDM?
Julie: T've been a QDMA member since
2011, and until this year I had only har-
vested does and passed on several bucks.
Michael has been doing it since he became
a QDMA member in 2007. He decided he
was tired of harvesting small bucks and
really wanted to see some bigger ones.
There was only one way to do that, and
that was by passing yearling bucks and
spreading the word. He didn’t shoot a
buck for six seasons, until he killed two in
2013.

What benefits have been your favorites?
The greatest benefit is that you never stop
learning about deer and habitat manage-
ment. There have been challenges, like
getting others on board with QDM, and
also overcoming your own thoughts of
“If T don’t shoot it, the neighbor will.” But
through QDMA Branch events we’ve met
other people in the area who share the
same interests and who gave us encour-
agement, and we’ve learned lots of valu-
able information from the magazine. We
also met another QDMA member, Mark
Lemke at Practical Whitetail Strategies,
and he helped us with a habitat manage-
ment plan for our 20 acres. All of this
really helped us overcome the challenges.

We hear that two hunters killed three
bucks out of one stand. What’s the story?
Friday morning, November 15, was open-
ing day, and Michael headed out to hunt a
new blind for the first time. It was located
near one edge of our 20-acre property to
try to take advantage of deer being pushed
by opening day hunting pressure on sur-
rounding properties. Just after daybreak,
he spotted a buck coming out of the
thicket. He waited for him to move toward
a clear opening and took a shot at 40
yards with his muzzleloader. He watched
the buck run hard, but he felt he had
made a good shot, so he waited to give the
buck time to expire. At that point, Michael
thought he had shot a tall-tined buck

he had seen while bowhunting the night
before. But a short time later he looked
up and there was the tall-tined buck!

This completely confused him because

he could have sworn he already shot that
particular buck. Regardless, he was now
certain that this was the buck he had seen,
and he took a shot at 40 yards. Buck fever
times two!

When it finally came time to track
these deer and solve the mystery, he
found them both within 20 yards of each
other. The first deer tumbled hard and
had broken its antler. The beam snapped

between the base and the brow tine, and
the antler was stuck in the ground about 8
yards away from where the deer was lying
(Editor’s Note: this is the buck on the left
in the photo, but the antler has been zip-
tied in place for the picture). Even though
this deer wasn’t the one he thought it
was, it was still an impressive 8-point that
dressed 164 pounds. Twenty yards away
was the tall-tined buck that Michael origi-
nally thought he had seen at day break.
Even though this deer’s body wasn’t quite
as large as the other, its rack had more
mass. Michael was ecstatic that he got two
bucks considering it had been six years
since he had harvested one!

By the next morning, lots of neigh-

boring properties had already made some
nice harvests. I didn’t have much confi-
dence that I would see a buck out of the
same blind, but we went there anyway.

As the sun started coming up, a cou-
ple groups of does made their way into a
grassy field and some into a patch of corn.
Within a couple minutes, we noticed a
4-pointer chasing one of the does out of
the corn. Shortly after, a spike chased a
doe. Minutes later, I noticed movement in
a small bunch of trees just 20 yards away
from the corn and told Michael to check
it out with the binoculars. Sure enough, it

was a buck! We waited for it to come into
the grass field and chase the doe back into
the corn. At that point, we had both only
seen the deer from a side profile and it
was hard to tell how wide it was or exactly
how many points it had. Luckily, when he
came out of the corn following the hot
doe, he wasn’t moving fast. I was able to
evaluate him, make my decision to shoot,
and then follow him until I was ready.
I took the shot at 80 yards with my shot-
gun and watched him go down. I was
beyond excited to get my first buck! He
field-dressed 156 pounds.

It was official: the new blind was now
“The Miracle Blind!”
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QDMA CEerTIFICATION PROGRAMS

Over 1,250 Deer Stewards and Counting!

QDMA’s Deer Steward Certification
program is a personal educational experi-
ence designed to offer landowners, hunt-
ers, and natural resource professionals an
opportunity to learn from the nation’s top
experts about QDM. The first two Levels
are courses, Level III is an application; all
three need to be taken in succession. By
taking Levels I and II, graduates are able
to design and implement their personal
comprehensive property-specific white-
tailed deer management plan. Level III is
an honor earned after giving back to the
resource over a long period of time, rather
than something you can learn in a course.

To date, well over 1,250 individu-
als have participated in the Deer Steward
program, with 779 Level I, 361 Level II,

' DUCK DY

and 37 Level III graduates by the end
of 2014, representing 44 states and the
nation’s capitol, four Canadian provinc-
es, one U.S. Virgin Island and Australia.
Since 2007, the QDMA has held 18 Level
I classes and 14 Level II classes in the
following states: Alabama, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New
York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Tennessee, and Texas.

To learn more about the Deer
Steward Certification program, or
about registering for an upcoming
course, visit www.QDMA.com and navi-
gate to the Deer Steward Courses page
under the “Advanced Ed” menu optlon

4 A 2014 Deer Steward
Level | course was
held in West Monroe,
WEDI Louisiana, and fea-

B tured a field trip to the
% Duck Commander/
Buck Commander
warehouse as seen
on the A&E reality TV
show Duck Dynasty.

Online Deer Steward Courses

In the eighth year of the Deer Steward
Certification program, QDMA’s popular
educational series continued to offer the
option to take the first Level on-line, mak-
ing it as convenient and affordable as it’s
ever been, and boy was it popular. After
three years of availability, nearly 500 people
have registered to participate in the Level I
course from the comfort of their home or
office, matching or slightly exceeding the
inaugural year’s volume of participants for
the second year in a row.

The good news is that it never sells out!
All that is required is a high-speed internet
connection (and the Mozilla Firefox web
browser) and you can enroll in the Level
I class online. Once registered, attendees
gain access to a digital recording of one of

QDMA NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS AND KENTUCKY PROVING GROUNDS
AMONG 2014 DEER STEWARD LOCATIONS

3 an Fo 4

Level 1
May 29 - June 1

—
"

Level 2
June 26-29
Cadiz, Ky.

N

Grounds

Kentucky Proving

Bogart, Ga. - QDMA National Headquarters
University of Georgia Deer Lab
Research Facility Field Trip

August 21-24
Eden, N.C.
Willow Oaks
Plantation

For more information, visit QDMA.com or contact

QDMA Certification Programs Manager Matt Ross by
e-mail at mross@qdma.com or by calling (518) 280-3714.
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our previous Deer Steward Level I courses (filmed in front
of a live audience at Clemson University) and will have up
to 180 days to complete the series of six sessions (approxi-
mately 16 one-hour topics) at their own pace. Speakers
include Kip Adams, Dr. David Guynn, Joe Hamilton, Dr.
Craig Harper, Dr. Karl V. Miller, Brian Murphy, Matt Ross
and Dr. Grant Woods.

Just like the in-person classes, registrants must pass
an exam to graduate, and Continuing Forestry Education
(CEFEs) credits from the Society of American Foresters are
available. Graduates of online Deer Steward will be eligible
to take one of the in-person Level II courses upon comple-
tion.

For additional details, visit www.QDMA.com and nav-
igate to the Deer Steward Online page under the “Advanced
Ed” menu option.

Those who choose to enroll in the on-line version of
Deer Steward Level I can do so at $200 for non-members,
$175 for QDMA members, and $150 for Life and Sponsor
members (on-line fees increase $50 with CFEs). This
course is free for active military members in combat zones.

States/Provinces with
Deer Steward graduates

Land Certification Program Update

In 2011, QDMA launched its new Land
Certification Program (LCP). The LCP was
created in response to numerous member
and landowner requests. Collectively, these
individuals sought a means to: 1) deter-
mine if the property they owned, leased or
managed met a baseline QDM standard; 2)
receive specific management recommen-
dations on their hunting property from
qualified QDM professionals; and 3) pro-
mote QDM in their area by displaying a
sign that recognizes their efforts.

The LCP was developed to recog-

nize the accomplishments of landowners
and sportsmen implementing the Four
Cornerstones of QDM throughout North
America, as well as those committed to
ethics, conservation and biodiversity
through land stewardship. The LCP will
also encourage management practices on
participating lands that will enhance deer
and other wildlife species, habitat condi-
tions, and hunting experiences by provid-
ing incentives and/or assistance.

The LCP is a multi-level, voluntary
process which evaluates one or more prop-

—y

QDMA Certification Programs Manager Matt Ross goes over the inspection process at a Land Certification
Program inspector training session at QDMA National Headquarters.

erties against an established list of stan-
dards. Three categories of achievement
are outlined in the program, including
Pledged Lands, Certified Lands and Legacy
Lands. Criteria are established for each
level of achievement.

Numerous half-day training courses
to qualify LCP property inspectors were
also conducted over the last four years in
the states of Georgia, Louisiana, Kentucky,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New York,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, South Carolina,
and in New Brunswick, Canada. Six
(Georgia, Kentucky, Missouri, Minnesota,
New York, and South Carolina) have been
held in cooperation with American Tree
Farm System inspector trainings, and
one of those was at the Association of
Consulting Foresters National Convention
in 2014. To date, nearly 250 LCP inspec-
tors are now available to QDMA mem-
bers, and can be found online at www.
QDMA.com by navigating to the Land
Certification page under the “Advanced
Ed” menu option.

In addition to the Land Certification
website, more information can be obtained
by contacting QDMA’s Certification
Program Manager, Matt Ross by email
at mross@qdma.com or by calling (518)
280-3714.
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2013 HoNoR RoLL oF DONORS

QDMA would like to thank and recognize those who were
generous donors to QDMA in the 2013 calendar year
(the most recent year available as a complete list for this
report). Through financial support beyond membership and DIRECTOR'S CLUB $500-$999
participation in other programs, these donors are securing LEADERSHIP CLUB $250-5499
QDMA’s mission: To ensure the future of the white-tailed deer, | qDMA PATRON $100-$249

Please consider becoming a donor by
contributing to QDMA. Your support is tax-
deductible and will be greatly appreciated and
used wisely to further our mission. Contact Joe
Hamilton, QDMA Founder & Senior Advisor
(jhamilton@qdma.com or 843-844-8610), to

Donor Recognition Categories
FOUNDER'S CIRCLE $5,000+
CHAIRMAN'S CIRCLE $1,000-%4,999

wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage.

FOUNDER’S CIRCLE

Chris Asplundh Sr., Pa.
Camp-Younts Foundation, Va.
Ceres Foundation Inc, S.C.

Bill D’Alonzo, Del.

Judge Holdford, N.C.

Henry Ittleson, S.C.

Killam Family Foundation Trust, Texas
Frank Robinson, Mo.

Brian Schafer, Mich.

Scott Stephens, Fla.

Jim Zachry, Texas

CHAIRMAN’S CIRCLE

Kip & Amy Adams, Pa.
Anderson-Tully Company, Ark.
Bob Bartoshesky, Md.

David Bastow, Pa.

Tom Bastow, Pa.

Big Game Hunters Foundation, Mo.
Bill Bostick, S.C.

Bray Creek Timberlands Inc., Ga.
Mac & Helen Bullock Jr., La.

(5 Enterprises LTD, Texas

R.R.M. Carpenter IV, Del.

Robert Dann Sr., Fla.

Ernie & Louise Davis, Texas
Charles & Joyce DeYoung, Texas
Arthur & Desiree Dick, N.C.
Hank Draper, Del.

Richard Dugas Jr., Mich.

Donald Dyches, Ga.

Billy Eason, N.C.

Ashley Glover, Ala.

Mike Grandey, Fla.

David & Susan Guynn, S.C.

Carl Haley Jr., Tenn.

Joe & Donna Hamilton, S.C.
Leon Hank, Mich.

Frank Henning, Texas

Neel Hipp Jr., S.C.

Steve Homyack Jr., Pa.
Benjamin Jones, Del.

David Jones, Del.

Mike Kellar, Ga.

Rudson Lamm, N.C.

Robert & Kathy Manning, S.C.
David and Roxanne Matthews, Vt.
Pierce McGrath, Texas
MeadWestvaco Corporation, S.C.
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H. Comer Morrison, S.C.
Rob Muirhead, Neb.

Brian & Heidi Murphy, Ga.
Robert Nunnally, Ga.

(QDMA North Carolina State Chapter, N.C.

QDMA South Louisiana Branch, La.
Chip Vosburg, La.

DIRECTOR’S CLUB

Alpena Agency Inc., Mich.
Gene Anderson, N.C.
Marcus Barrett, Texas
Eugene Bayard, Del.

Ted Borowski Jr., Fla.

Al & Claudia Brothers, Texas
Stephen & Lenore Burkhart, Texas
R.R.M. Carpenter Ill, Del.
Bill Eikenhorst, Texas

Nicole Garris, S.C.

Scott Griffin, N.C.

Curtis Gunn, Texas

John Handy, N.C.

W. Ducote Haynes, Ark.
Arthur Logan, Ky.

Peter MacGaffin, Del.
William Martin, S.C.

Bob Mazgaj, Ga.

Mike McEnany, Fla.

National Christian Foundation, Mich.

Nolan Nicely Jr., Va.

Fred Pape Jr., Ky.

QDMA Bladen Lakes Branch, N.C.
James Samis, Md.

Jake Shinners, Mich.

Bruce Snow, Del.

LEADERSHIP CLUB

Steven Andrews, S.C.

Barrett Bros. Oil & Gas Inc., Texas
Ernest Bruni Jr., Texas

(raig Dougherty, N.Y.

Neil Dougherty, N.Y.

Neal Dukes, Del.

Coke Floyd, S.C.

Rob Gehman, Va.

Chip Heaps, Md.

(raig Krawiec, N.Y.

Joseph Maggini, Mich.

J. Scott Major, N.C.

R. Larry & Betty Marchinton, Ga.

learn about several options for Planned Giving.

Jeffrey Marsch, Ala.
Thomas Norris, S.C.
John Oliver Ill, Pa.
Phil Poux, Md.

Bob Rosenberg, Pa.
Jeffrey Rozhon, Fla.
Carter Smith, Texas
Rick Stovall, Texas
Mark Thomas, Ala.
Bob Wills, Ala.
John Zachry, Texas

QDMA PATRON

Alabama Forest Owners Association, Ala.

Frank Allen, Ky.

Tom Anderson, S.C.
Darren Boudreaux, La.
Lee Brothers, Va.

David Brown, N.C.
Jimmy Bullock, Miss.
Central lllinois Outfitters, I,
John Chalk IlI, N.C.

Clair Clemens, Pa.
Richard Comer Jr., Ala.
Richard Cotton, N.C.
Calvin Cox, N.C.

Scott Crawford, Del.
David Cross, N.C.

Walter Dennis, Miss.
John Drummond Sr., Ala.
Kurt Fetzer, Del.

Richard Fischer, Del.

Frank Wilson & Joyce McDonald, Fla.

Guy & Judy Gardner, N.C.
Rusty Gilbert, Texas
Mary & Ben Greene, N.C.
Dennis Grimm, Pa.

Kyle Gubernator, Texas
Charles Gummey Jr., Pa.
Bobby Harrell, S.C.

Ron Haas, Del.

David Hewitt, Texas

Joe Hickman, Md.
Hallett Hilburn, N.C.

Mr & Mrs. G. Francis Hills, S.C.
Dennis Hiltner, S.C.
Charles Hilton, N.C.

Don Holmes, S.C.
Elizabeth Hood, N.C.
Robert Hood, S.C.

Ipswitch Inc, Mass.

Harry Jacobson, Texas

John Kubisiak, Wis.

David LeRay, La.

Gary Liebsch, lowa

Norman Mast, Ohio

David Matthias, lowa

Frank & Joy McDonald, Fla.
Edgar Meiser, Pa.

Richard Meyer, N...

Evan Miles, Md.

Christopher Miller, Ga.
Charles Miller, Md.

Gerald Moore, S.C.

Lucille Morrison, S.C.

Art Murray, Texas

Duncan Newkirk, S.C.

Tim Norton, Ga.

J. Scott Osborne, N.C.
Outdoor Underwriters, Ga.
Paul Plantinga, Mich.

Bruce Pratt, S.C.

Michael & Virginia Prevost, S.C.
David Price, Md.

Earl Price, Fla.

QDMA ACE Basin Branch, S.C.
QDMA Gateway Branch, Mo.
(QDMA Missouri State Chapter, Mo.
QDMA Southeast Missouri Branch, Mo.
QDMA SEMO Trail of Tears Branch, Mo.
Machelle Reed, Ga.

Peter Renzi, Del.

Dave Richards, Texas

Jake Ritchie, La.

Ivan Roman, N.Y.

Albert Sanders, Texas

James & Suzanne Smith, N.C.
Roy Smith, Texas

G. Brad Southwell, Fla.
Wayne Spahn, Texas

Diane Terni, S.C.

Jim Walker, S.C.

John Wellons, Del.

Mark Williams, Ga.

Jim Winch, Texas
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A VOICE FROM
THE DEer Wo0ODS

By Joe Hamilton

In early January 2014, I received a
telephone call from an elderly gentle-
man in Michigan. His voice was weak, his
words didn’t come easily, yet he was delib-
erate with his message. He announced,

“I have checked on your organization
through the website and was impressed
by how tight a ship you guys run with
administrative costs in the single digits.”
He also mentioned that he was impressed
by the array of educational materials
produced for our members and he was
interested in seeing a copy of our Quality
Whitetails magazine as well as a copy of
the annual Whitetail Report.

“You see, I have been a sportsman
all of my life and I want to include the
QDMA in my will so I can give back
through a deserving organization for the
excitement and enjoyment I have received
as a long-time deer hunter,” he proudly
exclaimed. “I'm not sure just how much
the QDMA will receive, but it should be
at least $10,000, and I would like for my
donation to be spent on activities and
programs in Michigan.”

I thanked him for his generosity and
explained that QDMA was very active in
his home state of Michigan. I told him
that Michigan had been among the top
five states in membership for many years.

He was particularly proud that Michigan
has the most QDM Cooperatives of any
other state. We talked about the Branch
activities that involved hunts for youth,
the mobility impaired, and Wounded
Warriors. When I mentioned the venison
donation programs supported by local
Branches, he commented that this was
definitely the kind of activity he wanted to
support as a means of “giving back.” His
final comment was, “I enjoyed our conver-
sation, and I'm comfortable with the deci-
sion to include the QDMA in my will.”

The following day I contacted our
National Headquarters and arranged for
him to receive a gift membership in the
QDMA. Also, six issues of the Quality
Whitetails magazine and the two most
recent Whitetail Reports were mailed to
his home address in Michigan. He got his
wish to “...put his hands on” one of our
magazines and an annual report.

On March 10, 2014, Mr. Daniel
A. Peroni passed away in Commerce
Township, Michigan, at the age of 83.
Thirty photos posted in a gallery in his
obituary (including the one shown here)
revealed that Dan Peroni served in the
armed forces, worked for Western Union,
caught salmon and smallmouth bass,
and was successful in taking several wild
turkeys, an elk, and numerous whitetails —
several whitetails were shot with a recurve
bow.

I regret that I learned more about
Mr. Peroni through his obituary than

Make a donation to QDMA in memory
or honor of a relative, close friend,
or fellow QDMA member.

Become a Life Member of QDMA.

Be an active Branch member by
attending all activities.

Attend our next National Convention
(May 8-9, 2015, in Louisville, Ky.).
Attend QDMA's Deer Steward
Certification courses.

Join QDMA s Land Certification
Program.

Provide gift memberships to family,
fellow hunters and neighbors.

from our single telephone conversation.
According to comments of his coworkers,
Mr. Dan was quite a raconteur. We missed
a great opportunity to share some of his
many hunting experiences with our mem-
bers, but we can grant his wish to enhance
QDMA activities in his beloved Michigan
with his generous financial support. Our
heartfelt appreciation goes out to the late
Daniel A. Peroni, a long-lasting voice from
the deer woods.

Robert Louis Stevenson penned a
poem that seems fitting for a sportsman
of Mr. Dan’s stature.

Epitaph
Under the wide and starry sky
Dig the grave and let me lie.
Glad did I live and glad did I die
And I lay me down with a will.

This be the verse you grave for me:
Here he lies where he longs to be.
Home is the sailor, home from the sea
And the hunter home from the hill.

We have made it as easy as possible
for you to support QDMA. Below are sug-
gested ways to get more involved in the
organization and methods of providing
financial support. Remember, through a
concerted effort among our members the
QDMA will become better equipped to
fulfill its mission: To ensure the future of
the white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat and
our hunting heritage.

Involve your children or grandchil
dren in the “Rack Pack Program.

+ Include QDMA in your will, or

participate in a variety of other
Planned Giving categories.

800-209-3337 - Call our toll-free
number to donate by credit card.

www.QDMA.com Visit our website
to donate through PayPal.

Send a personal check to our
National Headquarters:
P.O. Box 160, Bogart, GA, 30622

- Contact Joe Hamilton, QDMA

Founder & Senior Advisor:
jhamilton@gdma.com
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2014 QDMA CONSERVATION & BRANCH ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS

An integral participant in QDMA activities since the
organization’s beginnings, Judge Holdford (left) of
North Carolina was named the recipient of the
Joe Hamilton Lifetime Achievement Award. A
Life Member and the 2008 recipient of QDMA's
Ambassador Award, Judge strives to ensure that
QDMA flourishes through countless donations and
his work on numerous events and youth education.

QDMA's Ambassador Award recognizes an individu-
al's commitment to QDMA through numerous avenues
of volunteerism over an extended period at local, state
and national levels. This award is not presented annu-
ally, and this year’s recipient, Chip West of Delaware,
is just the third person to earn the honor of being called
a QDMA Ambassador. Chip is pictured here with his
wife Debbie.

The Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation
was named the Agency of the Year. The Department’s
Big Game Biologist Erik Bartholomew (right) accepted
the award on behalf of the agency, which has promot-
ed appropriate doe harvest with the slogan, “Hunters
in the Know, Take a Doe!” In 2013, they updated that
slogan to “Hunters in the Know, Let Young Bucks
Grow” to promote voluntary trigger management.

e
Vic Blanchard of Louisiana was named the Al
Brothers Deer Manager of the Year (professional).
Vic (right) is the Timber and Wildlife Manager for A.
Wilbert's Sons timber company, where he manages
100,000 acres in Louisiana and Mississippi. Under his
direction and supervision over 1.5 million trees have
been planted and are monitored through a Certified
Forest Inventory plot program.

Paul Knox of lowa, shown here speaking at a past QDMA
Convention, earned our Al Brothers Deer Manager of
the Year Award (non-professional) for his tireless and
selfless efforts to share his knowledge of deer habitat
improvement with others. Sadly, Paul passed away in
December of 2014 after fighting ALS. Paul will long be
remembered by countless people who enjoy better hunt-
ing today because of his advice and guidance.

Michael Goyne of Michigan was named the recipient
of the Hunting Heritage Award, which recognizes
individuals for their lifetime contributions to deer, deer
hunters, deer research and deer management. A
Level Il Deer Steward, Michael has been involved
with QDMA for many years and now serves as the
president of the Michigan State Advisory Council.

The recipient of the Hunting Heritage Award in the
corporate category was the W.C. Bradley Co., which
is committed to preserving and protecting our rich
hunting heritage and has been a staunch supporter
of QDMA. Dan Fletcher (right) accepted the award on
behalf of the W.C. Bradley Co. from QDMA Board of
Directors Chairman Louis P. Batson III.

Mark Kenyon (right) of Michigan was the recipient of
the Signpost Communicator of the Year Award.
Mark, a QDMA Deer Steward, is the founder and full-
time managing editor of the deer hunting blog Wired to
Hunt, where he has promoted QDMA and continually
referred web traffic to QDMA.com in support of the
organization.

Eddie Monts (right) of South Carolina was named
the Wildlife Officer of the Year. Eddie has served
the sportsmen of the Palmetto State working with
the DNR for over 28 years, and he has a passion
for introducing youth to the outdoors. He serves as
a Take One, Make One Coordinator in upstate South
Carolina, is active in 4-H youth programs and is the
Rack Pack chairman for the Lakelands Branch.
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Grace Adkins (left) of North Carolina was named the
recipient of the Rack Pack Four-Point Award, which
recognizes outstanding service and leadership to
youth in the spirit of the QDMA mission, future genera-
tions and our hunting heritage. Grace, a Rack Pack
field staff member and Rack Pack Coordinator for the
Cape Fear River Branch, was named the 2013 North
Carolina Youth Conservationist of the Year.

The Prairie to Woods Whitetails Branch of Minnesota was named the Branch of

Mike Edwards (left) of the Greater Rochester Southern
Tier Branch was named the Branch President of the
Year. This award recognizes the volunteer leader who
demonstrates the daily vision, dedication and attitude
it demands to be a successful Branch president. Mike
has led the Branch at educational and fundraising
events, in forming the New York State Advisory Council
and hosting the Northeast Leadership Conference.

Darren Boudreaux, president of the Louisiana State
Advisory Council, was named the Volunteer of the
Year. The award was presented to Darren (right) by
2013 Volunteer of the Year Rick Watts. Darren, who
is also active in the Central Louisiana and South
Louisiana Branches, is a Life Member, a Level Ill Deer
Steward and a Land Certification Program Inspector.

/

The Bayou Branch of Louisiana earned the Membership Branch of the Year

the Year. Over the past year, the Branch has many accomplishments that include
designing and purchasing a $9,000 mobile, handicap accessible hunting blind for
local disabled hunters, sponsoring and participating in several more educational
seminars, youth events and deer management projects. Tom Kalsbeck, Bruce Lien
& North Central Volunteer of the Year Phil Goeden accepted the award.

£ P W3 A
The Event of the Year was the East
Central Ohio Field Day. The Branch, led by
president Curt Yoder, got the Ohio Division
of Wildlife involved in the field day, which
was attended by more than 150 people.

The Northern Jack Pine Branch of Michigan was named the
New Branch of the Year. The Branch’s many accomplish-
ments over its first year included a very successful first
banquet, bringing in over 100 memberships, hosting field days
and providing support for the National Archery in the Schools
Program (NASP).

award, which goes to the Branch that recruits the most new QDMA members in
the past year. The Bayou Branch recruited a total of 426 QDMA members. QDMA
Membership Manager Tori Andrews (left) presented the award to Lyndsey Scallan
and Branch vice president Jonathan Scallan.

= 3 J
For the second-straight year, the Mid-Carolina Branch
of South Carolina earned the Sponsor Membership
Branch of the Year award, which goes to the Branch
that recruits the most new QDMA Sponsor Members
in the past year. The Mid-Carolina Branch netted 52

Sponsor Memberships. Alan Brock and Joel Wilson are
shown here accepting the award in 2012.
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CoNtact A QDMA BraNcH NEAR You

Branch Name

Auburn University Toomer's Branch
Gulf Coast Branch

Lake Martin Branch

Delta Droptine Branch
Northeast Arkansas Branch
Saline-Bartholomew Branch
Delaware Branch

Delaware State Chapter
Devil's Garden Branch
Longleaf Branch

Atlanta Branch

Augusta Branch
Chattahoochee Valley Branch
Coastal Empire Branch
Georgia Foothills Branch
Georgia State Chapter
Griffin G2 Branch

Morgan County Branch
Valdosta State Branch

West Georgia Branch

Heart of lllinois Branch
Illinois State Chapter

Rock River Branch

Southern lllinois Branch
Southern lllinois University Branch
West-Central lllinois Branch
Indiana Heartland Branch
Northwest Indiana Branch
Purdue University Branch
Eastern lowa Whitetails Branch
Mid lowa Branch

Bluestem Branch

Heartland Whitetails Branch
Barren River Branch

Derby City Branch

Kentucky Heartland Branch
Northern KY Tri-State Branch
Owenshoro Branch
Purchase Area Branch

West Kentucky Branch
Acadiana Branch

Bayou Branch

Central Louisiana Branch
Louisiana Delta Branch
Louisiana State Chapter
Northeast Louisiana Branch
Red River Branch

South Louisiana Branch
Southwest Louisiana Branch
Webster Parish Branch
Downeast Branch

First Maine Branch

Maine State Chapter
Bachman Valley Branch
Frostburg State University Branch
Maryland State Chapter
Mountain Maryland Branch
Barry County Branch
Bluewater Branch

(adillac Area Branch

(apital Area Branch

Central Michigan Branch
(linton/lonia County Branch
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Town
Auburn
Mclntosh
Opelika

Lake Village
Trumann
Monticello
Laurel
Millsboro
Clewiston
Tallahassee
Smyrma
Augusta
Columbus
Pooler
Clarkesville
Fortson
Milner
Madison
Valdosta
Carrollton
Normal
North Henderson
Hillsdale
Murphyshoro
Carbondale
North Henderson
Spiceland
Valparaiso
West Lafayette
Cedar Falls
Granger

EL Dorado
Atchison
Bowling Green
Louisville
East View
Alexandria
Owenshoro
Paducah
South Murray
Martinville
Thibodaux
Alexandria
Pineville
New Roads
Newellton
Benton
Baton Rouge
Sulphur
Minden

East Machias
Palmyra
Palmyra
Westminster
Walkersville
Westminster
Swanton
Hasting
Jeddo
Tustin
Mason
Sumner

St. Johns

State
Alabama
Alabama
Alabama
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Delaware
Delaware
Florida
Florida
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
lllinois
lllinois
lllinois
lllinois
lllinois
lllinois
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
lowa
lowa
Kansas
Kansas
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Maine
Maine
Maine
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan

Branch Contact
U Glassey

Russ Sims
Michael Heatherly
Joey Williamson
David Box

Brison Reed
Nathan Hudson
Chip West

Marc Proudfoot
Mike Engle

Ryan Engel

John Wallace Hadden

Kevin Ward
Branham Gay
Mark Lovell
Amanda Wood
Cameron Perdichizzi
James Ball

Davis Day
Lamont Register
Ross Fogle
Chase Burns
Scott Searl

Matt Duffy

Cole Craft

Chase Burns
Jesse Posey
Bryan McFadded
Weston Schrank
Jake Huff

Terry Sedivec
Timothy Donges
Tyler Donaldson
Kraig Moore
Pete Blandford
Tony Lawson
Phil Griffin

Brad Hoffman
Justin Mason
Jesse Maupin
Bret Deshotels
Ben Gaillouet
Bob Stevens
Paul Ferrell
Darren Boudreaux
Justin Forsten
Sean McKay
David Moreland
Justin Lanclos
Mitzi Thomas
Mike Look

Jeff Nicholas
Jeff Nicholas
Barry Harden
Chris Keiser
E.W. Grimes

A.J. Fleming
Mike Flohr

Ryan Morgan
Timothy Liponoga
Dick Seehase
Jarred Waldron
Chad Thelen

Phone
205) 405-1640
601) 572-7711
256) 338-4718
870) 265-1206
870) 926-8713
870) 723-5125
302) 987-5527
302) 238-0137
863) 673-2034
850) 545-2381
770) 630-5815
706) 306-2042
706) 593-5433
706) 871-6497
706) 499-2432
706) 568-8412
04) 427-3519
04) 580-7155
678) 333-1140
678) 615-0021
309) 310-7958
309) 368-0370
563)529-2787
618) 806-1405
217) 369-0871
309) 368-0370
765) 524-6553
219) 263-9283
502) 802-8804
319) 415-6226
515) 999-2184
316) 641-0011
913) 426-6892
270) 781-5265
502-231-2625
(502) 710-1912
(859) 866-4602
(270) 929-9200
(618) 638-5031
(270) 970-9453
(337) 349-9605
(985) 859-6270
(318) 445-9224
(318)792-1893
(225) 573-2035
(423) 618-8402
(318) 965-4815
(225) 978-6652
(337) 912-4964
(318) 377-3065
(207)
(207)
(207)
(410)
(301)-
(410)
(301)
(269)
(248)
(231)
(517)
(517)
(517)

2=

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(4
(4
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

207) 255-4167
207) 938-2742
207) 938-2742
410) 346-0990
301)-845-6177
410) 984-3356
301) 387-5465
269) 838-6268
248) 721-2621
231) 878-9245
517) 993-8475
517) 403-9328
517) 819-6344

E-mail

(jg0017@auburn.edu
rsims3006@gmail.com
heatherly.michael@gmail.com
sales@southernaquaculturesupply.com
david.h.box@gmail.com
huntershed13@yahoo.com
nathanhudson@aol.com
degqdma@gmail.com
marc.proudfoot@gmail.com
jnmcconnaughhay@mcconnaughhay.com
roly.engel@gmail.com
johnwallaceh@phoenixprintinggroup.com
kward598@gmail.com
bgay@seagle.net
landman@hemc.net
awood@woodlandsandwildife.com
cameronp@snjindustrial.com
samball@madisonrealtyinc.com
davisday@mindspring.com
bremanunited@att.net
hoigdma@gmail.com
chase@wcigdma.com
scott.searl@mchsi.com
matthew.duffy@countryfinancial.com
ccraf2@aol.com
chase@wcigdma.com
jl.posey@hotmail.com
urbandeerhunt@comcast.net
wschrank@purdue.edu
jakehuff2@gmail.com
tsedivec@netzero.com
tim.donges@hotmail.com
bossmedial3@gmail.com
kraigmoore@bellsouth.net
pete_blandford@yahoo.com
bigdeerhuntertony@gmail.com
phil.griffin@griffincr.com
bustntails@yahoo.com
jmason@whitetailproperties.tv
jmaupin@consolidatedbuildings.com
deshotelsbrett@yahoo.com
gdmabayoubranch@gmail.com
stevensb@rapides.k12.1a.us
paul@honeybrake.com
dboudr5@hotmail.com
winterquartersmgr@hotmail.com
sean@crawfordforesty.com
heflinroots@hotmail.com
justinlanchos@gmail.com
mindenfarmandgar@bellsouth.net
michaellook501@hotmail.com
Pres1stmaineqdma@aol.com
Pres1stmaineqdma@aol.com
bharden@marylandqdma.com
cakeiser0@frostburg.edu
ewgrimes@marylandgdma.com
afleming13@verizon.net
mikeflohr@hotmail.com
ryanmorgan528@yahoo.com
gamehuntrr@gmail.com
rjis@cqtpp.com
headhunter01jarred@yahoo.com
www.stoneycreekoutdoors.com
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Branch Name

Costabella Branch

Eaton County Branch

Mackinac Branch

Michiana Branch

Michigan State Advisory Council
Mid-Michigan Branch
Montcalm County Branch
Northeast Michigan Branch
Northern Jack Pine Branch
Northwest Michigan Branch
Shiawassee River Branch

South Central Michigan Branch
Southeast Michigan Branch
Thumb Area Branch

Tip of the Mitt Branch

West Central Michigan Branch
West Shore Branch

Farm Country Whitetails Branch
Heart 0' Lakes Whitetails Branch
Minnesota State Chapter
Prairie Highlands Branch

Prairie to Woods Whitetails Branch
Rum River Branch

Southeastern Minnesota Branch
Timberline Whitetails Branch
Twin City Whitetails Branch

Hail State Student Branch
Magnolia State Branch
Northeast Mississippi Branch
Southwest Mississippi Branch
Delta Whitetails Branch
Gateway Branch

Greater Kansas City Branch
Missouri State Chapter
Southeast Missouri Branch
SEMO Trail of Tears Branch

First New Hampshire Branch
North Jersey Branch

Southern New Jersey Branch
Capital District New York Branch
Central New York Branch
Greater Rochester Southern Tier
Jefferson-Lewis Branch

New York State Advisory Council
North Western Niagara Branch
Seaway Valley Branch

Southern Tier & Finger Lakes
Upper Hudson River Valley Branch
Bladen Lakes Branch

(ape Fear River Branch

(atawba Valley Branch

Land of the Pines

North Carolina State Advisory Council
North Central Branch

Rocky River Branch

Sandy Run Creek Branch
Southern Appalachian Branch
Whitestore Branch

East Central Ohio Branch

Twin Creek Branch

Upper Ohio Valley

Wakatomika Creek Branch
Western Reserve Branch

Town

Clare
Potterville
Mulliken
Cassopolis
Grand Rapids
Gladwin
Sheridan
Herron
Westbranch
Lake Ann
Bancroft
Union City
Maybee
Ubly

Harbor Springs
Newaygo
Freesoil

Blue Earth
Little Canada
Henning
Lynd
Miltona
Stanchfield
Rushford
Pequot Lakes
Farmington
Starkville
Meridan
New Albany
Brookhaven
Holcomb
Barnhart
Lees Summit
Saint Louis
Sainte Genevieve
Marble Hill
Allentown
Blairstown
Millville
Slingerlands
Manlius
Rush
(arthage
Springwater
Lockport
Gouverneur
Corning
Valley Falls
Harrells
Fuquay Varina
Marion
(arthage
Roxboro
Roxboro
Albermarle
Mooreshoro
Leicester
Marshville
Killbuck
Englewood
Martins Ferry
Granville
Medina

State
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Jersey
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
North Carolina
Ohio

Ohio

Ohio

Ohio

Ohio

Branch Contact
Kasey Thren
Aaron Lundy
Billy Keiper

Mike Seigel
Michael Goyne
Randy Noe
Michael Myers
Irv Timm

Todd Johnson
Ryan Ratajczak
Dan Malzahn
Tom Stafford
Scott Homrich
Mark Lemke

Jim Rummer
Forrest Couch
Don Schwass
Zach Krause
Steve Kulsrud
Pat Morstad
Brian Knochenmus
Bruce Lien
Mackenzie Perry
Jeffrey 0'Donnell
David Peterson
Tony Atwood
Garrett Dismukes
David Hall
Jaysen Hogue
Bruce Gray
David Mosby
Justin Adams
Will Wiest
Thomas Rizzo
Duane Schwent
Theodore Slinkard
Jeffery Eames
Mark Scialla

Bob Dillahey
Joseph Wendth
John Rybinski
Bob Rose

Joseph Martel
Mike Edwards
Joseph Ciepiela
Darrel Whitton
Brad Hinman
David Collins
Chris Benedict
Patrick Mulcahy
Randy Seay
James Hunsucker
H.R. Carver

H.R. Carver

John MacPherson
Derek Yelton
Tyler Ross

Ryan Decker
Curt Yoder

Trace Morse

Tim Jennings
Daniel Long
Drew Hutzel

Phone
(231) 598-3200
(517) 643-1220
(906) 322-5425
(574) 339-3001
(616) 446-1980
(989) 709-6141
(989) 613-0670
(989) 727-2594
(989) 390-1359
(517) 819-6344
(989) 277-5698
(517) 767-4643
(734) 654-9800
(989) 658-8821
(231)330-2276
(616) 318-2205
(231) 464-7150
(507) 383-1004
(651) 239-9041
(218) 821-2302
(507) 865-1158
(320) 766-8204
(763) 286-6260
(507) 459-5255
(218) 851-0249
(651) 214-7121
(601) 421-3201
(601) 917-3430
(662) 317-1763
(601) 754-5592
(573) 717-0344
(636) 584-1459
(816) 703-9066
(314) 910-1404
(573) 483-9711
(573) 208-2020
(603) 344-4459
(973) 476-8060
(856) 451-8427
(518) 522-5111
(315) 427-9682
(585)301-1590
(315) 493-0889
(585) 813-2021
(716) 713-1949
(315) 287-4968
(607) 346-5187
(518) 860-2733
(910) 876-0974
(919) 771-6769
(828) 448-7427
(910) 690-9848
(336) 599-8892
(336) 599-8892
(704) 713-0420
(828) 429-8231
(828) 337-8750
(704) 575-0561
(330) 231-1965
(937) 902-2599
(304) 639-2625
(419) 308-8368
(330) 416-5727

E-mail
mecostacountygdma@gmail.com
alundy@airliftcompany.com
keiperw@mail.gvsu.edu
ms101@comcast.net
tenpointinv@icloud.com
rnoe989@gmail.com
michaeltmyers1990@yahoo.com
vickytimm@frontier.com
todd.johnson@weyerhaeuser.com
ryan@northwoodstrailcameras.com
crambell210@gmail.com
stafford23@msn.com
scotth@homrich.com
markjlemke@yahoo.com
rummerj@charemisd.org
tyeshack@yahoo.com
dschwass87@gmail.com
zkrause.dc@gmail.com
swkulsrud@comcast.net
ptmorstad@arvig.net
brian@ralconutrition.com
bjlien4263@gmail.com
MacPerry90@hotmail.com
winonaballer@hotmail.com
zep71@aol.com
bucks4tony@yahoo.com
gcd32@msstate.edu
david@halltimber.com
hogue@mercytreeforestry.com
btgray@bellsouth.net
d.mosby@hotmail.com
jadams459@gmail.com
wpwiest@gmail.com
twrizzo@sbcglobal.net

d_ huntin_pse@yahoo.com
tslinkard@rublinetech.com
jeff@nhforestry.com
mscialla@ptd.net
bloodtrailer4@yahoo.com
jwendth1@nycap.rr.com
john101@windstream.net
rochesterqdma@gmail.com
jma6969@aol.com
caposoprano@hotmail.com
joeciepiela@yahoo.com
trackerl@dishmail.net
bhinman@stny.rr.com
gascollins@aol.com
wmcduffie@ec.r.com
patrickm@capefearriverbranchqdma.org
randy.c.seay@live.com
james.hunsucker@gmail.com
hrcarver@embargmail.com
hrcarver@embargmail.com
john@704outdoors.com
dyelton@bbandt.com
trickytross@gmail.com
rd@ncfinancialsolutions.com
cryashery@gmail.com

jenntsmd2003@aol.com

djlong_1@live.com

drewhutzel@frontier.com
CONTINUED
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CoNtact A QDMA BraNcH NEAR You

Branch Name

Eastern Oklahoma Branch

Green Country Branch

Little River Branch

North Central Oklahoma Branch
Oklahoma State Chapter
Cowanesque Valley Branch

Happy Valley Branch

Laurel Highlands Branch
Mason-Dixon Branch

North Central Pennsylvania Branch
North Central Whitetails
Pennsylvania National Pike Branch
Pennsylvania State Advisory Council
Southeast Pennsylvania Branch
Susquehanna Branch

Three Rivers Branch

Two Rivers Branch of Perry County
ACE Basin Branch

Broad River Branch

(lemson Branch

Foothills Branch

Lakelands Branch

Lowcountry Branch

Mid-Carolina Branch

Midlands Branch

Palmetto State Advisory Council
Piedmont Branch

Sandlapper Branch

South Dakota State University Branch
Southeast South Dakota Branch
Rocky Top Branch

Upper Cumberland Branch

Wolf River Branch

Brazos County Branch

Greater Houston Branch

Lone Star Branch

Panola County Branch

Southeast Texas Branch

River City Branch

Roanoke Branch

Rockingham Branch

Virginia Tech Branch

Mountaineer Branch

Central Wisconsin Branch
Southwestern Wisconsin Branch
Wisconsin QDMA Women's Branch
Wisconsin State Chapter

Canada

Central New Brunswick Branch
Northern New Brunswick Branch
Southern New Brunswick Branch
Broken Arrow Branch

Eastern Ontario Branch

Muskoka Parry Sound Branch
South Western Ontario Branch
Chaudiere-Appalaches Branch
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Town

Tulsa

Coweta
Broken Bow
Ponca City
Seminole
Knoxville
Sandy Ridge
Berlin
Dillsburg
Williamsport
Emporium
Uniontown
Dillsburg
Robesonia
Meshoppen
Trafford
Landisburg
Ruffin

Union

Gray Court
Greenville
Gray Court
Charleston
Chapin
Gaston
Columbia
Pauline
Myrtle Beach
Brookings
Sioux Falls
Knoxville
Cookeville
Cordova
College Station
Pearland
Longview
(arthage
Corrigan
Powhatan
Roanoke
Grottoes
Blacksburg
Fairmont
Wisconsin Rapids
Cuba City
Slinger
Wisconsin Rapids

Keswick Ridge
Edmundston
Kiersteadville
York

Roslin

Burk's Falls
Bright
Beauceville

State
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Carolina
South Dakota
South Dakota
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Texas

Texas

Texas

Texas

Texas

Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wisconsin
Wisconsin
Wisconsin

New Brunswick
New Brunswick
New Brunswick
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Quebec

Branch Contact
Sam Myers

Tim Fincher
(raig Shank

Billy Lee

Bill Coley

Scott Beebe
Jeremy Hoffman
David Creamer
Rick Watts

David Aumen
Brian Gillette
John Hustosky Sr.
Rick Watts

Steve Homyack
Mike Koneski
Mark McRobie
Nicholas Columbus
Nicole Garris
John Briggs
Maria Akridge
John Stillwell

Karman Bedenbaugh

Freddy St. Laurent
Mike Satterfield
Snooky McCullar
Everett McMillian
William Littlejohn
Chris Trout

DJ Loken

Jim Shaeffer

Nick Yates

Sean Maxwell
Bruce Kirksey
Clay Winder
Kevin Fuller
Charlie Muller
Glenn Allums
Ray Stubbs

Jon Ranck

Albert Crigger
Mike Hughes
Nick Lancaster
Jeremy Preston
Brian Ruesch
Matt Andrews
Carrie Zylka
Barry Meyers

Rod Cumberland
Daniel Gautreau
Tom Byers

Evan Lammie
Steve Elmy

Lee Nilsen

Jack Richard
Patrick Mathieu

Phone
(918) 447-8864
(918) 576-3304
(813) 712-0556
(580) 765-9334
(405) 880-7102
(814) 326-4172
(570) 239-7695
(814) 267-4948
(717) 432-3483
(570) 478-2405
(814) 512-0900
(724) 438-3249
(717) 432-3483
(610) 589-5051
(570) 965-2176
(724) 575-0294
(717) 460-8890
(843) 562-2577
(864) 426-6799
(229) 686-8636
(864) 414-1879
(864) 992-3312
(843) 330-6517
(803) 345-7417
(803)917-1882
(864) 991-1004
(864) 585-0935
(843) 458-3474
(920) 850-8730
(605) 553-3755
(865)705-3798
(931) 239-2008
(901) 355-9124
(936) 825-3932
(281) 412-9923
(903) 238-4512
(903) 754-4635
(936) 465-5572
(804) 598-7196
(540) 797-6629
(540) 363-0714
(804) 450-2692
(304) 363-0824
(715) 424-4468
(608) 575-9507
(262) 751-4401
(715) 325-3223

(506) 363-3060
(506) 736-3649
(506) 485-2535
(905) 772-6164
(613) 477-2473
(705) 387-1918
(519) 454-8166
(819) 847-1411

E-mail
easternokqdma@yahoo.com
timothy.fincher@flightsafety.com
cshank17@yahoo.com
hunterbilly@sbcglobal.net
bill@acr-corp.com
dolphansh99@verizon.net
jIh42581@gmail.com
dcreamer2engr.psu.edu
bowhawk@comcast.net
daveaumen@micro-link.net
brian.gillette@mountainenergyservices.com
jhustosky@zoominternet.net
bowhawk@comcast.net
shomyackjr@hotmail.com
stackbarrel@frontier.com
mmcrobie.qdma@gmail.com
nick.columbus@triplecreekoutdoors.com
ngarris@Imconsulting.com
je-briggs@hotmail.com
makridg@g.clemson.edu
john@jenksincrealty.com
karmanbedenbaugh@gmail.com
stlaurentf@comcast.com
scandsons@sc.rr.com
mccullar_07@bellsouth.net
everett.mcmillian@gmail.com
carolinafarm.bart@gmail.com
ctmbsc@gmail.com
daniel.loken@jacks.sdstate.edu
jes@jesinc.com
nicholasandrewyates@gmail.com
sean.maxwell@whitetailproperties.com
bkirksey@agricenter.org
welay52@netzero.net
kevin.fuller@ubs.com
charlie.muller@tpwd.state.tx.us
glen_allums@anadarko.com
tallthatsall206@yahoo.com
rancktransport@gmail.com
albertcrigger@aol
mjhughes440@msn.com
nick23@vt.edu
jpreston@eqt.com
brianruesch@yahoo.com
brunk59@mhtc.net
azylka@gmail.com
barry.meyers@storaenso.com

rcumberland@mcft.ca
daniel@nbforestry.com
byersfamily@bellaliant.net
evan.brokenarrow.lammie@gmail.com
sales@backyardwildlife.ca
mpsqdma@hotmail.com
bowshoot@execulink.com
multifaune@hotmail.com



CoNTAcT DEer ProJECT COORDINATORS BY STATE/PROVINCE

Region
Canada

Midwest

Northeast

Southeast

West

State

Alberta

British Columbia
Manitoba

New Brunswick
Nova Scotia
Ontario

Quebec
Saskatchewan

lllinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
Ohio

South Dakota
Wisconsin

Connecticut
Delaware
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Vermont
Virginia

West Virginia

Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Arizona
(alifornia
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

Deer Project Leader/Contact
Rob Corrigan

Stephen Maclver

Herman Dettman

Joe Kennedy

Peter MacDonald

Michael Gatt

Francois Lebel

Allison Henderson

Tom Micetich
Chad Stewart
Willie Suchy
Lloyd Fox

Gabe Jenkins
Chad Stewart
Leslie McInenly
Jason Sumners
Kit Hams
William Jensen
Mike Tonkovich
Andy Lindbloom
Kevin Wallenfang

Howard Kilpatrick
Joe Rogerson
Kyle Ravana
Brian Eyler

David Stainbrook
Dan Bergeron
Carole Stanko
Jeremy Hurst
(Chris Rosenberry
Brian Tefft

Adam Murkowski
Matt Knox

Jim Crum

Chris Cook

Cory Gray

Cory Morea
Charlie Killmaster
Scott Durham
William McKinley
Evin Stanford

Erik Bartholomew
Charles Ruth
Chuck Yoest

Alan Cain

Dustin Darveau
(raig Stowers
Matt Robinson
Toby Boudreau
George Pauley
Tony Wasley
Kevin Rodden
Don Whittaker
Anis Aoude
Sara Hansen
Grant Frost
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E-mail Address
rob.corrigan@gov.ab.ca
stephen.maciver@gov.bc.ca
hdettman@gov.mb.ca
joe.kennedy@gnb.ca
macdonpr@gov.ns.ca
michael.gatt@ontario.ca
francois.lebel@mrnf.gouv.qc.ca
allison.henderson@gov.sk.ca

tom.micetich@illinois.gov
cstewart@dnr.in.gov
willie.suchy@dnr.iowa.gov
lloydf@wp.state.ks.us
gabriel.jenkins@ky.gov
stewartcé@michigan.gov
leslie.mcinenly@dnr.state.mn.us
jason.sumners@mdc.mo.gov
kit.hams.@nebraska.gov
bjensen@nd.gov
mike.tonkovich@dnr.state.oh.us
andy.lindbloom@state.sd.us
kevin.wallenfang@wisconsin.gov

howard.kilpatrick@ct.gov
joseph.rogerson@state.de.us
kyle.ravana@maine.gov
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67 « QDMAs Whitetail Report


mailto:grant.frost@wgf.state.wy.us
mailto:sara.hansen@dfw.wa.gov
mailto:anisaoude@utah.gov
mailto:don.whittaker@state.or.us
mailto:kevin.rodden@state.nm.us
mailto:twasley@ndow.org
mailto:gpauley@mt.gov
mailto:Toby.Boudreau@idfg.idaho.gov
mailto:matt.robinson@state.co.us
mailto:cstowers@dfg.ca.gov
mailto:ddarveau@azgfd.gov
mailto:alan.cain@tpwd.tx.state.us
mailto:chuck.yoest@tn.gov
mailto:ruthc@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:erik.bartholomew@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:evin.stanford@ncwildlife.org
mailto:williamm@mdwfp.state.ms.us
mailto:sdurham@wlf.louisiana.gov
mailto:charlie.killmaster@dnr.state.ga.us
mailto:cory.morea@myfwc.com
mailto:mcgray@agfc.state.ar.us
mailto:chris.cook@dcnr.alabama.gov
mailto:jimcrum@wvdnr.gov
mailto:matt.knox@dgif.virginia.gov
mailto:adam.murkowski@state.vt.us
mailto:brian.tefft@dem.ri.gov
www.pgc.state.pa.us
mailto:jehurst@gw.dec.state.ny.us
mailto:carole.stanko@dep.state.nj.us
mailto:daniel.bergeron@wildlife.nh.gov
mailto:david.stainbrook@state.ma.us
mailto:beyler@dnr.state.md.us
mailto:kyle.ravana@maine.gov
mailto:joseph.rogerson@state.de.us
mailto:howard.kilpatrick@ct.gov
mailto:kevin.wallenfang@wisconsin.gov
mailto:andy.lindbloom@state.sd.us
mailto:mike.tonkovich@dnr.state.oh.us
mailto:bjensen@nd.gov
mailto:kit.hams.@nebraska.gov
mailto:jason.sumners@mdc.mo.gov
mailto:leslie.mcinenly@dnr.state.mn.us
mailto:stewartc6@michigan.gov
mailto:gabriel.jenkins@ky.gov
mailto:lloydf@wp.state.ks.us
mailto:willie.suchy@dnr.iowa.gov
mailto:cstewart@dnr.in.gov
mailto:tom.micetich@illinois.gov
mailto:allison.henderson@gov.sk.ca
mailto:francois.lebel@mrnf.gouv.qc.ca
mailto:michael.gatt@ontario.ca
mailto:macdonpr@gov.ns.ca
mailto:joe.kennedy@gnb.ca
mailto:hdettman@gov.mb.ca
mailto:stephen.maciver@gov.bc.ca
mailto:rob.corrigan@gov.ab.ca

QDMA

.COM




	Structure Bookmarks
	qdma’s An annual report on the status of white-tailed deer,  the foundation of the hunting industry in North America. 
	Compiled and Written by: 
	Compiled and Written by: 
	Kip Adams, certiÿed wildlife biologist, QDMA Director of Education and Outreach Matt Ross, certiÿed wildlife biologist and licensed forester, QDMA Certiÿcation Programs Manager 
	With contributions from QDMA Founder and Senior Advisor Joe Hamilton, QDMA Wildlife Management Cooperative Specialist Brian Towe, QDMA Communications Manager Tanner Tedeschi, QDMA Youth Education and Outreach Manager Hank Forester, and QDMA Support Sta° Coordinator Hunter Pruitt. 
	Figure

	QDMA Mission: 
	QDMA Mission: 
	QDMA is dedicated to ensuring the future of white-tailed deer, wildlife  habitat and our hunting heritage. 

	QDMA National Sta˜ 
	QDMA National Sta˜ 
	CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
	CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
	Brian Murphy 

	CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
	CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
	Bob Mazgaj 

	DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION & OUTREACH 
	DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION & OUTREACH 
	Kip Adams 

	DIRECTOR OF COMMUNICATIONS 
	DIRECTOR OF COMMUNICATIONS 
	Lindsay Thomas Jr. 

	CERTIFICATION PROGRAMS MANAGER 
	CERTIFICATION PROGRAMS MANAGER 
	Matt Ross 

	WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT COOPERATIVE SPECIALIST 
	WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT COOPERATIVE SPECIALIST 
	Brian Towe 

	COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER 
	COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER 
	Tanner Tedeschi 

	YOUTH EDUCATION & OUTREACH MANGER 
	YOUTH EDUCATION & OUTREACH MANGER 
	Hank Forester 

	ART & DESIGN MANAGER 
	ART & DESIGN MANAGER 
	Cindy Compton 

	DATABASE MANAGER 
	DATABASE MANAGER 
	Danielle Riley 

	MEMBERSHIP MANAGER 
	MEMBERSHIP MANAGER 
	Tori Andrews 

	PRODUCT MANAGER 
	PRODUCT MANAGER 
	Connie Popov 

	FOUNDER & SENIOR ADVISOR 
	FOUNDER & SENIOR ADVISOR 
	Joe Hamilton 


	National Board of Directors 
	National Board of Directors 
	Louis Batson III, Chairman (S.C.) Leon Hank, Vice Chairman (Mich.) Chris Asplundh Jr. (Pa.) Jimmy Bullock (Miss.) Bill Eikenhorst, DVM (Texas) Nicole Garris (S.C.) Dave Guynn, Ph.D. (S.C.) Brian Linneman (Neb.) Robert Manning (S.C.) Jerry Martin (Mo.) John Paul Morris (Mo.) Fred Pape (Ky.) Mark Thomas (Ala.) 

	National Headquarters 
	National Headquarters 
	170 Whitetail Way P.O. Box 160 Bogart, GA 30622 

	(800) 209-3337 
	(800) 209-3337 
	www.QDMA.com 

	P
	Figure
	Facebook.com/TheQDMA 

	@TheQDMA 
	Instagram.com/TheQDMA 
	Instagram.com/TheQDMA 
	Instagram.com/TheQDMA 

	TABLE OF CONTENTS 
	TABLE OF CONTENTS 
	Part 1: Deer Harvest Trends 
	Antlered Buck Harvest ..............................................................4 Age Structure of the Buck Harvest ............................................6 Antlerless Deer Harvest ............................................................8 Age Structure of the Antlerless Harvest ..................................10 Deer Harvest by Weapon Type ................................................12 Ten-Year Trends in Antlered 
	     Buck & Antlerless Harvests .................................................14 
	Part 2: Current Issues & Trends 
	Issues Impacting Deer Management ......................................16 Estimated Deer Populations – 10 Years Ago vs. Today ............18 Antlerless Harvest Opportunities &
	     Current Management Strategies ........................................20 Beneÿts of Protecting Yearling Bucks .....................................21 Boone & Crockett Club Experiences Big Drop
	    in Whitetail Entries .............................................................22 Minimum Fines for Deer Stolen by Poachers ..........................24 Legislation Impacting Hunting ...............................................26 National Deer Alliance ............................................................27 Where are Ri°es Permitted for Deer Hunting? ........................28 Crosstagging (Party Hunting) for Deer ...................................29 Wild Venison for Sale? ................
	     Higher Hunting Satisfaction ...............................................39 
	Private Land Access Programs ................................................40 10 Tips on Asking for Permission to Hunt ...............................41 Make Deer Hunting Fun for Kids .............................................42 Mentored Youth & Adult Apprentice 
	     Hunting Programs ..............................................................44 
	Part 3: QDMA Mission & Annual Report 
	QDMA: Ensuring the Future of Deer Hunting ..........................46 QDMA Advocacy Update .........................................................47 2014 QDMA Branch Highlights ...............................................48 Special Branch Events in 2014 ................................................49 QDMA Record Membership ....................................................50 QDMA’s Wildlife Management Cooperative Specialist .............51 QDMA Convened the First-Ever 
	     North American Whitetail Summit in 2014 ........................52 QDMA Website Resources .......................................................54 The Rack Pack – QDMA’s Youth Program .................................55 Their Story: QDMA Member Jason Ashe..................................56 Their Story: QDMA Members Michael & Julie Joy ....................57 QDMA Certiÿcation Programs .................................................58 2013 Honor Roll of Donors ........................................

	INFORMATION & ASSISTANCE 
	Members of the media who have questions about the Whitetail Report, need additional information, or need sources for stories on whitetail biology or management, can contact QDMA’s Education & Outreach staff at any time using the information below, or contact the National Office at (800) 209-3337. 
	e-mail: mross@qdma.com office: (518) 280-3714 cell: (518) 391-8414 
	KIP ADAMS, Knoxville, Pennsylvania • QDMA Director of Education & Outreach • Certified wildlife biologist • Certified taxidermist Bachelor’s: Penn State University Master’s: University of New Hampshire e-mail: kadams@qdma.com office: (814) 326-4023 cell: (570) 439-5696 MATT ROSS, Clifton Park, New York • QDMA Certification Programs Manager • Certified wildlife biologist • Licensed forester Bachelor’s: University of Massachusetts Master’s: University of New Hampshire 
	2 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 
	2015 
	INTRODUCTION 


	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	White-tailed deer are the most important game species in North America. More hunters pursue whitetails than any other species, and whitetail hunters contribute more financially than any other hunter segment. Collectively speaking, whitetails are the foundation of the entire hunting industry. 
	-

	That’s why I am so excited we can bring you this annual report on the status of whitetail hunting and management. We are in a unique position to be able to gather data from state wildlife agencies, the nation’s leading deer researchers, and other sources to provide a true look at the “State of the Whitetail” for hunters, landowners, natural resource professionals and the media. 
	-

	So, how are whitetails and deer hunters doing? I’m an optimist, so I’ll start by saying there are some very positive trends occurring. Yearling buck harvest rates are at a record low, and the percentage of 3½-year-old and older bucks in the harvest is at a record high. Hunters are clearly reaping the benefits of more naturally balanced age structures in herds across the whitetail’s range. Some states are shooting more bucks and antlerless deer today than they were a decade ago, and that always makes hunters
	-
	-
	-

	The National Deer Alliance (NDA) was recently formed, and this has the potential to be the largest deer hunter group ever assembled. Given that science means less today than at any point in my 20-year wildlife career, hunters and state wildlife agencies more than ever need a strong advocacy group, and the NDA can perfectly fill that role. Finally, QDM 
	The National Deer Alliance (NDA) was recently formed, and this has the potential to be the largest deer hunter group ever assembled. Given that science means less today than at any point in my 20-year wildlife career, hunters and state wildlife agencies more than ever need a strong advocacy group, and the NDA can perfectly fill that role. Finally, QDM 
	Cooperatives are rapidly expanding across the U.S. and they are a shining star for deer hunting’s future. We now have scientific data showing hunters involved in QDM Cooperatives have more fun hunting than their counterparts who aren’t part of one. Since Cooperatives can enhance herd and habitat management, as well as hunting opportunities, it’s no wonder hunters involved in them are more satisfied with their time afield. The bigger question is, “Why don’t all hunters get involved with one?” QDMA 
	-
	-
	-


	Branches and staff members are trying to change that, and information in this report explains how. 
	Even though I’m an optimist, I’m not naïve to the current challenges and threats facing whitetails and our hunting brethren. Some challenges we’ve faced for years, such as hunter access and recruitment and retention issues. These are complex problems, and private land access programs, mentored youth programs, and adult apprentice hunting programs are steps toward solving them. Other challenges are newer, like proposals to legalize the sale of venison and create commercial hunting licenses. This concept has 
	-
	-

	One of the biggest issues facing hunters in the Midwest right now is significantly reduced deer harvests. Some states’ buck harvests have declined more than 40 percent during the past decade. Not to be outdone, even more states’ antlerless harvests have declined by more than 40 
	One of the biggest issues facing hunters in the Midwest right now is significantly reduced deer harvests. Some states’ buck harvests have declined more than 40 percent during the past decade. Not to be outdone, even more states’ antlerless harvests have declined by more than 40 
	-
	-

	percent during this time period. Harvest declines of this magnitude are extremely noticeable by hunters, and state wildlife agencies are bearing the brunt of their frustrations. Unfortunately, communication between the agencies and hunters is not at a productive level in many states. Hunters’ views and agencies’ views on the biggest issues impacting deer management are 180 degrees off. This is not good for the future of hunting, and it will take a much more concerted effort on the part of both camps to work
	-



	Figure
	All of this information and much more is included in the following pages. I hope you enjoy the data, interpretations, and QDMA’s recommendations as you read this report. Each Whitetail Report is different, as they cover the most pressing issues of that year, so if you enjoy this one be sure to check out the other reports going back to 2009 at . Here’s to a productive 2015 and a great deer season this fall.
	All of this information and much more is included in the following pages. I hope you enjoy the data, interpretations, and QDMA’s recommendations as you read this report. Each Whitetail Report is different, as they cover the most pressing issues of that year, so if you enjoy this one be sure to check out the other reports going back to 2009 at . Here’s to a productive 2015 and a great deer season this fall.
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	         Respectfully,
	          Kip Adams 
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	PREVIOUS EDITIONS OF THE WHITETAIL REPORT 
	In various sections of this report, you will find references to previous editions of the Whitetail Report, which has been published annually since 2009. Every edition of the Whitetail Report is available as a free PDF on under the “Resources” menu. 
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	ABOUT THE DEER HARVEST DATA IN THIS REPORT 
	The 2014-15 deer season is closed or nearing so for states/provinces across the whitetail’s range, and biologists will be crunching data in the coming months to assess the outcome of this past season. For the 2015 Whitetail Report, QDMA compared harvest data from the three most recent seasons available: 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14. We requested and received harvest data from all 37 states in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast (see map) that comprise the majority of whitetail habitat in the U.S. Unfortun
	The 2014-15 deer season is closed or nearing so for states/provinces across the whitetail’s range, and biologists will be crunching data in the coming months to assess the outcome of this past season. For the 2015 Whitetail Report, QDMA compared harvest data from the three most recent seasons available: 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14. We requested and received harvest data from all 37 states in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast (see map) that comprise the majority of whitetail habitat in the U.S. Unfortun
	ANTLERED BUCK HARVEST 
	With respect to antlered buck harvest (those 1½ years or older), the 2013-14 season was a good one for many hunters in the Northeast but a subpar one for hunting in many Southeastern and Midwestern states as the overall buck harvest declined 4 percent. Twenty of 37 states (54 percent) in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast shot fewer antlered bucks in 2013 than in 2012. 
	-

	In total, the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast regions tagged over 2.7 million bucks. Texas continued its tradition of harvesting the most with 330,535 antlered bucks. This was more than half as many bucks as were killed in the entire Northeast! For the third year in a row, Michigan was next with 203,057, and Wisconsin was third with 143,738 antlered bucks. Texas shot more bucks than the previous year, while Michigan and Wisconsin both shot significantly fewer. 
	In the Midwest, hunters shot 930,272 antlered bucks, 10 percent below the number in 2012 and the first time since we began publishing the Whitetail Report in 2009 that the Midwest buck harvest dropped below one million. Eleven of 13 states’ buck harvest (85 percent) declined in 2013 and eight of these (62 percent) declined by at least 10 percent. Kentucky hunters shot 6 percent more bucks in 2013, and Indiana hunters shot 1 percent more. On the flip side, Illinois hunters shot 17 percent fewer bucks than in
	In the Midwest, hunters shot 930,272 antlered bucks, 10 percent below the number in 2012 and the first time since we began publishing the Whitetail Report in 2009 that the Midwest buck harvest dropped below one million. Eleven of 13 states’ buck harvest (85 percent) declined in 2013 and eight of these (62 percent) declined by at least 10 percent. Kentucky hunters shot 6 percent more bucks in 2013, and Indiana hunters shot 1 percent more. On the flip side, Illinois hunters shot 17 percent fewer bucks than in
	-

	states (New Mexico and Wyoming) and two Canadian provinces (New Brunswick and Quebec). Our sincere appreciation goes out to these agencies, but without the majority of data from the West or Canada, we omitted them from these analyses. 

	The data in this report are from each state wildlife agency. Agencies use different techniques to collect this data, and some collect more data than others. Analyses among agencies may not always compare “apples to apples,” but each state provided their best possible data. Also, analyses across years should provide valid compari
	The data in this report are from each state wildlife agency. Agencies use different techniques to collect this data, and some collect more data than others. Analyses among agencies may not always compare “apples to apples,” but each state provided their best possible data. Also, analyses across years should provide valid compari
	-
	-

	sons for individual agencies. An important note about the “per square mile” figures presented in the following pages is that some states use total area for these statistics while others use total acres of deer habitat (and some differ on what is included in deer habitat). Therefore, we calculated per square mile estimates using each state’s total area excluding water bodies. This will allow future estimates to be very comparable across years for a given state, but not always across states. 
	-



	during the summer of 2012, and it appears of 1.2 bucks per square mile. The Midwest that impact was still felt during the 2013 ranged from harvesting 0.3 bucks per 
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	season. 
	Numerically, 
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	an incredible buck harvest rate and is increased its buck harvest. Connecticut exactly three times the Midwest average hunters shot 18 percent fewer bucks in 
	NORTHEAST WEST SOUTHEAST MIDWEST Whitetail Report Regions 
	Mississippi (108,664) also surpassing the in South Carolina. Unfortunately, South 100,000 mark. The Southeast averaged Carolina does not collect age structure data 
	In the Midwest, Michigan shot 


	the most bucks (203,057) and 
	the most bucks (203,057) and 
	shooting 1.7 bucks per square mile and on the deer harvest, so it couldn’t estimate also reported the most bucks per ranged from 0.8 bucks in Oklahoma to the percentage of the harvest that was 1½ 

	square mile (3.6). Interestingly, Michigan attained this while simultaneously reducing the percentage of yearling bucks in the harvest. Kudos to Michigan! 
	square mile (3.6). Interestingly, Michigan attained this while simultaneously reducing the percentage of yearling bucks in the harvest. Kudos to Michigan! 
	2013, while Delaware hunters shot 12 percent more. Numerically, Pennsylvania shot the most bucks (134,280), followed by New York (114,716) and Virginia (106,349). The Northeast averaged shooting 2.2 bucks per square mile, and this is nearly double the Midwest average. Harvest rates ranged from 0.5 bucks per square mile in Maine to 3.0 in Pennsylvania, 3.1 in West Virginia and 3.3 per square mile in Maryland. These were all increases from a year ago. 
	-

	In the Southeast, hunters shot 1,272,018 antlered bucks. This was 2 percent fewer than in 2012. Six of 11 states shot fewer bucks in 2013 than 2012, and their declines ranged from -2 percent in South Carolina to -27 percent in Florida. Conversely, five states shot more, and their increases ranged from 5 percent in Georgia to 9 percent in Texas. Numerically, Texas shot the most bucks (330,535) with Georgia (137,025), South Carolina (114,482), and 
	-

	Texas 330,535 Michigan 203,057 Wisconsin 143,738 Georgia 137,025 Pennsylvania 134,280 Top-5 States 2013 Antlered Buck Harvest South Carolina 3.8 Michigan 3.6 Maryland 3.3 West Virginia 3.1 Pennsylvania 3.0 Top-5 States 2013 Buck Harvest/Square Mile 
	a nationwide high of 3.8 per square mile 
	a nationwide high of 3.8 per square mile 
	a nationwide high of 3.8 per square mile 
	years old. 

	ESTIMATED BUCK HARVEST 
	ESTIMATED BUCK HARVEST 

	Antlered Bucks 1½ Years and Older 
	Antlered Bucks 1½ Years and Older 

	% Change 
	% Change 
	Bucks 

	State 
	State 
	2011 
	2012 
	2013 
	‘12 to ‘13 
	PSM* 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	70,513 
	69,681 
	57,769 
	-17 
	1.0 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	50,717 
	45,936 
	46,240 
	1 
	1.3 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	46,212 
	47,927 
	39,447 
	-18 
	0.7 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	45,025 
	43,321 
	41,236 
	-5 
	0.5 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	65,932 
	64,183 
	67,760 
	6 
	1.7 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	212,791 
	222,640 
	203,057 
	-9 
	3.6 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	85,500 
	97,136 
	87,865 
	-10 
	1.1 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	114,031 
	120,549 
	104,815 
	-13 
	1.5 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	37,160 
	26,309 
	24,401 
	-7 
	0.3 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	22,688 
	24,727 
	18,645 
	-25 
	0.3 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	81,721 
	81,149 
	70,100 
	-14 
	1.7 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	38,960 
	29,286 
	25,199 
	-14 
	0.3 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	150,839 
	165,457 
	143,738 
	-13 
	2.7 

	Midwest Total 
	Midwest Total 
	1,022,089 
	1,038,301 
	930,272 
	-10 
	1.2 

	Connecticut 
	Connecticut 
	6,256 
	6,442 
	5,280 
	-18 
	1.1 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	3,948 
	3,703 
	4,144 
	12 
	2.1 

	Maine 
	Maine 
	13,056 
	15,385 
	16,736 
	9 
	0.5 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 
	33,104 
	30,493 
	32,114 
	5 
	3.3 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	6,190 
	6,402 
	6,519 
	2 
	0.8 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 
	6,548 
	6,659 
	7,171 
	8 
	0.8 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	18,575 
	17,752 
	18,511 
	4 
	2.5 

	New York 
	New York 
	110,002 
	118,993 
	114,716 
	-4 
	2.4 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 
	127,540 
	133,860 
	134,280 
	0 
	3.0 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	1,039 
	1,067 
	1,020 
	-4 
	1.0 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	7,374 
	8,073 
	8,831 
	9 
	0.9 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 
	98,874 
	96,853 
	106,349 
	10 
	2.7 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	78,081 
	71,628 
	74,528 
	4 
	3.1 

	Northeast Total 
	Northeast Total 
	510,587 
	517,310 
	530,199 
	3 
	2.2 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 
	130,500 
	122,400 
	98,400 
	-20 
	1.9 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	85,284 
	96,956 
	91,132 
	-6 
	1.8 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	88,912 
	89,025 
	65,357 
	-27 
	1.2 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	133,520 
	130,115 
	137,025 
	5 
	2.4 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	73,425 
	87,210 
	93,072 
	7 
	2.2 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 
	127,416 
	123,000 
	108,664 
	-12 
	2.3 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	80,014 
	80,883 
	86,558 
	7 
	1.8 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	66,320 
	62,394 
	52,197 
	-16 
	0.8 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 
	108,907 
	116,673 
	114,482 
	-2 
	3.8 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	85,676 
	88,549 
	94,596 
	7 
	2.3 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	309,207 
	304,035 
	330,535 
	9 
	1.3 

	Southeast Total 
	Southeast Total 
	1,289,181 
	1,301,240 
	1,272,018 
	-2 
	1.7 

	3-Region Total 
	3-Region Total 
	2,821,857 
	2,856,851 
	2,732,489 
	-4 
	1.5 

	*PSM: Per Square Mile in 2013 
	*PSM: Per Square Mile in 2013 


	Figure
	AGE STRUCTURE OF THE BUCK HARVEST 
	QDMA also acquired the age structure of the buck harvest data for most states. Twenty-eight states reported the percentage of their antlered buck harvest that was 1½ years old, and 23 states reported the percentage that was also 2½ and 3½ years or older. In 2013, the average percentage of the antlered buck harvest that was 1½ years old was 36 percent, which is the lowest national percentage ever reported! The line graph below shows how the yearling percentage of the antlered buck harvest in the U.S. has cha
	-
	-

	In 2013, Arkansas averaged the fewest yearlings (8 percent of antlered buck harvest) and Wisconsin reported the most (61 percent of antlered buck harvest). Importantly, Arkansas’s number is the lowest yearling harvest percentage ever reported, and the state has achieved this two years in a row. Arkansas implemented a statewide antler point restriction in 1998, and the state continues with an antler point or antler points/main beam restriction today (see page 21). Notably, Arkansas has led the U.S. in harves
	In 2013, Arkansas averaged the fewest yearlings (8 percent of antlered buck harvest) and Wisconsin reported the most (61 percent of antlered buck harvest). Importantly, Arkansas’s number is the lowest yearling harvest percentage ever reported, and the state has achieved this two years in a row. Arkansas implemented a statewide antler point restriction in 1998, and the state continues with an antler point or antler points/main beam restriction today (see page 21). Notably, Arkansas has led the U.S. in harves
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	years! Other notables include Louisiana (15 percent), Oklahoma (20 percent) and Kansas (21 percent). Michigan and New Jersey have made tremendous gains in this statistic during the past few years. The percentage of yearling bucks in Michigan’s buck harvest declined from 59 percent in 2011 to 47 percent in 2013, and New Jersey’s declined from 62 percent to 39 percent during that time period. Kudos to New Jersey and Michigan! 

	New Jersey (56 to 39 percent), Maine (62 to 53 percent) and West Virginia (43 to 34 percent) had the biggest declines in percentage of yearlings from 2012 to 2013. Kansas (14 to 21 percent), Wisconsin (54 to 61 percent), and Texas (14 to 23 percent) reported the largest increases in yearling buck harvest percentage from 2012 to 2013. Kansas and Texas increased this statistic, but both states still do a great job protecting yearling bucks. Another notable for this year included the fact that every state in t
	-
	-

	also reported its lowest percentage of yearling bucks to date (44 percent). Arkansas led the Southeast and the nation with less than one in 10 bucks being 1½ years old! Finally, for the third time in four years, over half of the bucks harvested in Pennsylvania were 2½ years or older. The Southeast also maintained its lowest region-wide average at 26 percent yearling bucks. Approximately three of four bucks shot in the Southeast are 2½ years or older. 
	also reported its lowest percentage of yearling bucks to date (44 percent). Arkansas led the Southeast and the nation with less than one in 10 bucks being 1½ years old! Finally, for the third time in four years, over half of the bucks harvested in Pennsylvania were 2½ years or older. The Southeast also maintained its lowest region-wide average at 26 percent yearling bucks. Approximately three of four bucks shot in the Southeast are 2½ years or older. 
	-
	-

	Nationally, the average percentage of the antlered buck harvest that was 2½ years old was similar in 2012 (30 percent) 
	Nationally, the average percentage of the antlered buck harvest that was 2½ years old was similar in 2012 (30 percent) 
	and 2013 (31 percent). In 2013, this statistic ranged from 17 percent in Louisiana to 51 percent in Vermont. 
	-


	Top-5 States With Lowest Yearling-Buck Harvest Rates Top-5 States With Highest Harvest of 3½-year-old and Older Bucks State 2013 Percentage Arkansas 8 Louisiana 15 Oklahoma 20 Kansas 21 Texas 23 State 2013 Percentage Louisiana 68 Arkansas 67 Oklahoma 62 Texas 58 Kansas 46 
	Twenty-three of 28 states (82 percent) that we received age structure data from were able to also provide the percentage of bucks 3½ years and older in the harvest; kudos to these states for their data collection efforts. The average percentage of the antlered buck harvest that was 3½ years and older was 34 percent in 2013, making it the highest percentage of 3½-year-old or older bucks ever reported! This is higher than the percentage of 2½-year-olds and nearly equal to the percentage of yearlings. This is 
	-
	-
	-
	-


	6 • QDMAs Whitetail Report Percent Yearling Bucks in the U.S. Buck Harvest 19891994199920012003200520072009201120122013 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 1989: 62% 2013: 36% 
	2015 PART 1: DEER HARVEST TRENDS 
	BUCK HARVEST BY AGE CLASS 
	Sect
	Table
	TR
	1½ Years Old 

	State 2011 
	State 2011 
	2012 

	Illinois 41 
	Illinois 41 
	40 

	Indiana 39 
	Indiana 39 
	41 

	Iowa * 
	Iowa * 
	* 

	Kansas * 
	Kansas * 
	14 

	Kentucky * 
	Kentucky * 
	32 

	Michigan 59 
	Michigan 59 
	53 

	Minnesota * 
	Minnesota * 
	* 

	Missouri 25(48)** 
	Missouri 25(48)** 
	25(55)** 

	Nebraska 23 
	Nebraska 23 
	28 

	North Dakota * 
	North Dakota * 
	* 

	Ohio 47 
	Ohio 47 
	46 

	South Dakota * 
	South Dakota * 
	* 

	Wisconsin 54 
	Wisconsin 54 
	54 

	Midwest Average 43 
	Midwest Average 43 
	39 

	Connecticut 44 
	Connecticut 44 
	40 

	Delaware * 
	Delaware * 
	* 

	Maine 54 
	Maine 54 
	62 

	Maryland 57 
	Maryland 57 
	55 

	Massachusetts 44 
	Massachusetts 44 
	45 

	New Hampshire 49 
	New Hampshire 49 
	43 

	New Jersey 62 
	New Jersey 62 
	56 

	New York 54 
	New York 54 
	56 

	Pennsylvania 50 
	Pennsylvania 50 
	48 

	Rhode Island 31 
	Rhode Island 31 
	37 

	Vermont 40 
	Vermont 40 
	37 

	Virginia 48*** 
	Virginia 48*** 
	47 

	West Virginia 38 
	West Virginia 38 
	43 

	Northeast Average 48 
	Northeast Average 48 
	47 

	Alabama 23*** 
	Alabama 23*** 
	28*** 

	Arkansas 10 
	Arkansas 10 
	8 

	Florida * 
	Florida * 
	* 

	Georgia 44 
	Georgia 44 
	44 

	Louisiana 18*** 
	Louisiana 18*** 
	17*** 

	Mississippi 13 
	Mississippi 13 
	12 

	North Carolina * 
	North Carolina * 
	* 

	Oklahoma 25 
	Oklahoma 25 
	15 

	South Carolina * 
	South Carolina * 
	* 

	Tennessee 43 
	Tennessee 43 
	44 

	Texas 21 
	Texas 21 
	14 

	Southeast Average 25 
	Southeast Average 25 
	23 

	3-Region Average 39 
	3-Region Average 39 
	37 

	*Data not provided/available 
	*Data not provided/available 


	2013 44 39 * 21 28 47 * * 25 * 48 * 61 
	39 
	44 53 53 53 45 45 39 52 47 33 27 48 34 
	44 
	30*** 8 * 45 15 * * 20 * 43 23 26 
	36 

	2½ Years Old 
	2½ Years Old 
	2½ Years Old 
	3½ Years Old 

	2011 
	2011 
	2012 
	2013 
	2011 
	2012 
	2013 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	38 
	38 
	38 
	38 
	23 
	21 
	23 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	* 
	* 
	41 
	33 
	* 
	45 
	46 

	* 
	* 
	39 
	43 
	* 
	29 
	29 

	24 
	24 
	28 
	32 
	17 
	19 
	21 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	37(25)** 
	37(25)** 
	44(24)** 
	* 
	38(27)** 
	31(22)** 
	* 

	43 
	43 
	38 
	40 
	34 
	34 
	35 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	31 
	31 
	31 
	32 
	22 
	23 
	20 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	30 
	30 
	27 
	24 
	16 
	19 
	15 

	33 
	33 
	35 
	34 
	24 
	27 
	27 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	25 
	25 
	23 
	32 
	21 
	15 
	15 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	29 
	29 
	28 
	27 
	27 
	27 
	28 

	22 
	22 
	28 
	32 
	29 
	29 
	23 

	30 
	30 
	37 
	41 
	8 
	7 
	20 

	28 
	28 
	29 
	32 
	18 
	15 
	16 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	37 
	37 
	28 
	36 
	32 
	25 
	31 

	35 
	35 
	45 
	51 
	25 
	18 
	22 

	31*** 
	31*** 
	31 
	22 
	21*** 
	21 
	30 

	33 
	33 
	34 
	40 
	29 
	23 
	26 

	30 
	30 
	31 
	35 
	23 
	20 
	23 

	30*** 
	30*** 
	29*** 
	35*** 
	47*** 
	43*** 
	34*** 

	23 
	23 
	27 
	25 
	67 
	65 
	67 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	30 
	30 
	28 
	25 
	26 
	28 
	31 

	18*** 
	18*** 
	16*** 
	17 
	64*** 
	59*** 
	68 

	17 
	17 
	16 
	* 
	70 
	72 
	* 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	24 
	24 
	19 
	18 
	51 
	66 
	62 

	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	36 
	36 
	38 
	40 
	21 
	18 
	17 

	19 
	19 
	19 
	19 
	60 
	67 
	58 

	25 
	25 
	25 
	24 
	51 
	53 
	50 

	29 
	29 
	30 
	31 
	33 
	32 
	34 


	**Data from antler-point-restriction counties (non-antler-point-restriction counties) ***Data from check stations and/or DMAP areas 
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	ANTLERLESS HARVEST 
	Figure
	Antlerless harvests vary widely among states and years due to differences in deer density, productivity, a state’s goals (reducing, stabilizing, or increasing the deer population – see page 20), weather, disease and other factors. However, we can learn much about an agency’s management program by comparing the antlerless and antlered buck harvests. Continuing with the analysis of states in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast, hunters from these regions harvested 3.3 million antlerless deer in 2013. This wa
	-
	-
	-
	-

	U.S.antlerless harvest! 
	The top two antlerless harvests were in the Southeast, the region that has recently expressed the most concern regarding additive impacts by coyote predation, and 
	The top two antlerless harvests were in the Southeast, the region that has recently expressed the most concern regarding additive impacts by coyote predation, and 
	-

	both states increased their antlerless harvest from 2012 to 2013. Maryland harvested the most antlerless deer per square mile (6.6), followed by Georgia (5.5), Delaware 
	-
	-


	(5.2) and Pennsylvania (4.9). These are astounding harvest rates, and these states are shooting more antlerless deer per square mile than some areas have for a standing crop of bucks, does and fawns combined! Regionally, the Northeast (2.9) averaged shooting the most antlerless deer per square mile, followed by the Southeast 
	(2.0) and the Midwest (1.4). This is at least the fifth year in a row where the productive Midwest shot fewer antlerless deer per square mile than the Northeast or Southeast. 
	-

	Also regionally, the Midwest shot 10 percent fewer antlerless deer in 2013 (1,136,333) than in 2012 (1,268,240). Numerically, North Dakota (15,148) shot the fewest antlerless deer and Wisconsin (198,893) shot the most. Other notables included Kentucky which increased its antlerless harvest 14 percent from 2012, but 11 of 13 Midwest states shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013. In fact, eight of 13 states reduced their antlerless harvest by 
	Also regionally, the Midwest shot 10 percent fewer antlerless deer in 2013 (1,136,333) than in 2012 (1,268,240). Numerically, North Dakota (15,148) shot the fewest antlerless deer and Wisconsin (198,893) shot the most. Other notables included Kentucky which increased its antlerless harvest 14 percent from 2012, but 11 of 13 Midwest states shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013. In fact, eight of 13 states reduced their antlerless harvest by 
	more than 10 percent. North Dakota (-21 percent), Missouri (-22 percent), South Dakota (-26 percent), and Nebraska (-39 percent) all reduced their antlerless harvest by more than 20 percent. Nebraska is still feeling the impacts of the record hemorrhagic disease outbreak in 2012, and its antlerless harvest has dropped 61 percent since 2011. Wisconsin shot the most per square mile (3.7) followed by Indiana (3.5). Nebraska and North Dakota harvested the fewest per square mile (0.2), followed by South Dakota (
	-


	Eight of 13 Midwest states (62 percent) shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks. Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota and South Dakota shot more antlered bucks than antlerless deer. The Midwest averaged shooting 1.2 antler-less deer per antlered buck, and this ranged from 0.6 in Nebraska to 1.7 in Indiana and Ohio. 
	Eight of 13 Midwest states (62 percent) shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks. Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota and South Dakota shot more antlered bucks than antlerless deer. The Midwest averaged shooting 1.2 antler-less deer per antlered buck, and this ranged from 0.6 in Nebraska to 1.7 in Indiana and Ohio. 
	The Northeast shot 700,217 antlerless deer in 2013, 9 percent more than in 2012, and 12 of 13 Northeast states shot more antlerless deer in 2013 than the prior year. 
	Top-5 States 2013 Antlerless Harvest Georgia 316,927 Texas 295,042 Pennsylvania 218,640 Wisconsin 198,893 Michigan 175,737 Maryland 6.5 Georgia 5.5 Delaware 5.2 Pennsylvania 4.9 New Jersey 4.5 Delaware 2.4 Georgia 2.3 Maryland 2.0 New Jersey 1.8 Alabama/Indiana/Ohio 1.7 Top-5 States 2013 Antlerless Harvest Per Square Mile Top-5 States 2013 Antlerless Deer Per Antlered Buck Harvested 


	In 2013, only 22 of 37 states (59 percent) shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks; down from 61 percent in 2012 and 73 percent in 2011. 
	In 2013, only 22 of 37 states (59 percent) shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks; down from 61 percent in 2012 and 73 percent in 2011. 
	In 2013, only 22 of 37 states (59 percent) shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks; down from 61 percent in 2012 and 73 percent in 2011. 
	Numerically, Rhode Island took the fewest (1,482) while Pennsylvania took the most antlerless deer (218,640). Rhode Island (28 percent) and Maine (31 percent) had the largest increases, while Vermont (-7 percent) was the only state to shoot fewer in 2013. Maryland shot the most antler-less deer per square mile (6.6), followed by Delaware (5.2) and Pennsylvania (4.9). New England averaged the fewest at 0.3 in Maine and 0.6 antlerless deer per square mile in Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Vermont, a testame
	-

	Nine of 13 Northeastern states (69 percent) shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks. However, all four states that shot more bucks are in New England. For the first time in five years, West Virginia harvested more antlerless deer than antlered bucks. The Northeast averaged shooting 1.3 antlerless deer per antlered buck, and this ranged from 0.5 in Maine to 
	-
	-

	2.4 antlerless deer per antlered buck in Delaware. 
	The Southeast shot 1,490,660 antler-less deer in 2013. Numerically, Oklahoma took the fewest (35,812) while Georgia took the most antlerless deer (316,927). Georgia had the largest percentage (24 percent) increase from 2012 while Florida had the largest decline (-30 percent). Eight of 11 southeastern states shot more antlerless deer in 2013 than 2012. Only Tennessee (-16 percent), Oklahoma (-21) and Florida (-30 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013. Georgia shot the most antlerless deer per square mi
	-

	Only five of 10 (50 percent) Southeastern states shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks in 2013. The 
	Only five of 10 (50 percent) Southeastern states shot more antlerless deer than antlered bucks in 2013. The 
	deer per antlered buck, and this ranged tion or disease, are increasing. However, from 0.6 in Florida to 2.3 antlerless deer very few states should be harvesting more per antlered buck in Georgia. antlered bucks than antlerless deer on a 


	Reduced antlerless harvests are neces-regular basis. In 2013, only 22 of 37 states sary in areas where deer herds have been (59 percent) shot more antlerless deer than balanced with the habitat and/or when antlered bucks; down from 61 percent in other mortality factors, such as preda-2012 and 73 percent in 2011. 
	ESTIMATED ANTLERLESS DEER HARVEST 
	% Change 
	% Change 
	% Change 
	Antlerless 
	Antlerless 

	State 
	State 
	2011 
	2012 
	2013 
	‘12 to ‘13 
	PSM* 
	Per Antlered 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	110,938 
	111,130 
	90,845 
	-18 
	2.7 
	1.6 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	78,301 
	90,312 
	79,395 
	-12 
	3.5 
	1.7 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	75,195 
	67,681 
	59,953 
	-11 
	1.8 
	1.5 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	49,788 
	48,036 
	48,424 
	1 
	0.6 
	1.2 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	53,731 
	67,212 
	76,649 
	14 
	1.9 
	1.1 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	203,930 
	191,364 
	175,737 
	-8 
	3.1 
	0.9 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	107,000 
	89,498 
	84,916 
	-5 
	1.1 
	1.0 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	174,563 
	189,380 
	147,109 
	-22 
	2.1 
	1.4 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	39,283 
	24,974 
	15,213 
	-39 
	0.2 
	0.6 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	29,823 
	19,280 
	15,148 
	-21 
	0.2 
	0.8 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	138,027 
	137,761 
	120,503 
	-13 
	2.9 
	1.7 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	46,200 
	31,782 
	23,548 
	-26 
	0.3 
	0.9 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	193,954 
	199,830 
	198,893 
	0 
	3.7 
	1.4 

	Midwest Total 
	Midwest Total 
	1,300,733 
	1,268,240 
	1,136,333 
	-10 
	1.4 
	1.2 


	Connecticut 6,641 6,979 7,269 4 1.5 1.4 Delaware 9,611 9,599 10,119 5 5.2 2.4 Maine 6,100 6,118 8,035 31 0.3 0.5 Maryland 62,268 57,048 63,749 12 6.6 2.0 Massachusetts 4,943 4,606 4,925 7 0.6 0.8 New Hampshire 4,561 4,953 5,369 8 0.6 0.7 New Jersey 31,533 32,190 33,083 3 4.5 1.8 New York 118,357 123,964 128,851 4 2.7 1.1 Pennsylvania 208,660 209,250 218,640 4 4.9 1.6 Rhode Island 1,379 1,154 1,482 28 1.4 1.5 Vermont 4,758 5,684 5,276 -7 0.6 0.6 Virginia 134,114 118,345 137,973 17 3.5 1.3 West Virginia 65,61
	Northeast Total 658,540 639,678 700,217 9 2.9 1.3 
	Northeast Total 658,540 639,678 700,217 9 2.9 1.3 
	Alabama 206,500 144,300 171,560 19 3.4 1.7 Arkansas 107,464 116,531 122,067 5 2.3 1.3 Florida 47,276 53,300 37,269 -30 0.7 0.6 Georgia 277,961 255,294 316,927 24 5.5 2.3 Louisiana 60,075 65,790 73,128 11 1.7 0.8 Mississippi 144,859 147,000 152,061 3 3.2 1.4 North Carolina 93,539 86,366 101,572 18 2.1 1.2 Oklahoma 46,543 45,454 35,812 -21 0.5 0.7 South Carolina 117,551 101,181 111,324 10 3.7 1.0 Tennessee 82,026 88,410 73,898 -16 1.8 0.8 Texas 265,601 242,325 295,042 22 1.1 0.9 
	Southeast Total 1,449,395 1,345,951 1,490,660 11 2.0 1.2 

	3-Region Total 3,408,668 3,253,869 3,327,210 2 1.9 1.2 
	3-Region Total 3,408,668 3,253,869 3,327,210 2 1.9 1.2 
	Southeast averaged shooting 1.2 antlerless *PSM: Per Square Mile in 2013 
	Southeast averaged shooting 1.2 antlerless *PSM: Per Square Mile in 2013 

	Figure
	AGE STRUCTURE OF THE ANTLERLESS HARVEST 
	AGE STRUCTURE OF THE ANTLERLESS HARVEST 

	Figure
	QDMA also acquired the age structure of the antlerless harvest data for most states. Twenty-seven states reported the percentage of their antlerless harvest that was 6 months (fawn) or 1½ years old, and 23 states reported the percentage that was also 2½ and 3½ years or older. In 2013, the average antlerless harvest that was 6 months old was 25 percent;  thus, one in four antlerless deer harvested was a fawn which includes doe fawns and button 
	QDMA also acquired the age structure of the antlerless harvest data for most states. Twenty-seven states reported the percentage of their antlerless harvest that was 6 months (fawn) or 1½ years old, and 23 states reported the percentage that was also 2½ and 3½ years or older. In 2013, the average antlerless harvest that was 6 months old was 25 percent;  thus, one in four antlerless deer harvested was a fawn which includes doe fawns and button 
	-

	Top-5 States Lowest Percentage of Fawns  in 2013 Antlerless Harvest Kansas / Texas 7 Kentucky 8 New Jersey 11 Louisiana 12 Massachusetts 46 Wisconsin 43 Pennsylvania 39 Virginia 38 Georgia 37 Oklahoma / Texas 52 Arkansas / Vermont 48 Louisiana 46 Top-5 States Highest Percentage of Fawns  in 2013 Antlerless Harvest Top-5 States Highest Percentage of 3½-Plus Antlerless Deer 
	bucks. The Southeast averaged the lowest percentage of fawns (18 percent), and the Northeast averaged the most (30 percent of the antlerless harvest). Individually, Kansas (7 percent), Texas (7 percent) and Kentucky (8 per-
	-


	harvest (see page 


	Nationally, approximately a 
	Nationally, approximately a 
	34).

	third of the antlerless deer shot 
	third of the antlerless deer shot 
	The accomin 2013 reached the 3½-plus panying table also includes a state-
	-


	age class, and that is up from 
	age class, and that is up from 
	by-state look at 26 percent in 2003. the percentage of 
	cent) shot the fewest fawns, and Ohio (41 percent), Wisconsin (43 percent) and Massachusetts (46 percent) shot the most. 
	We also compared the percentage of fawns in the antlerless harvest in 2013 to that of a decade ago. The U.S. average was 5 percent lower in 2013 than in 2003, and nearly every state reduced this percentage. New Jersey reduced it a lot (-23 percent) while many states reduced it up to 10 percent. Reasons for the reduction are varied 
	-

	and include an increased ability to distinguish between fawns and adults in the field by hunters, active passing of fawns by hunters, and a reduced number of fawns in some areas due to predation and other factors. Monitoring the percentage of fawns in the antlerless harvest is one method for estimating the fawn recruitment rate, and this rate is one of the most important pieces of data a deer manager needs when assessing a herd’s growth potential and applying a prescribed antlerless 
	and include an increased ability to distinguish between fawns and adults in the field by hunters, active passing of fawns by hunters, and a reduced number of fawns in some areas due to predation and other factors. Monitoring the percentage of fawns in the antlerless harvest is one method for estimating the fawn recruitment rate, and this rate is one of the most important pieces of data a deer manager needs when assessing a herd’s growth potential and applying a prescribed antlerless 
	-
	-
	-

	the antlerless har
	-

	vest in 2003 and 2013 that was 1½, 2½ and 3½ years or older. Monitoring how these percentages change over time is valuable, and that’s especially true for the 3½-plus age class. This age class includes mature animals, and they typically are also the most productive individuals and most successful mothers. Nationally, approximately a third of the antlerless deer shot in 2013 reached the 3½-plus age class, and that is up from 26 percent in 2003. The Southeast leads the 
	vest in 2003 and 2013 that was 1½, 2½ and 3½ years or older. Monitoring how these percentages change over time is valuable, and that’s especially true for the 3½-plus age class. This age class includes mature animals, and they typically are also the most productive individuals and most successful mothers. Nationally, approximately a third of the antlerless deer shot in 2013 reached the 3½-plus age class, and that is up from 26 percent in 2003. The Southeast leads the 
	-

	regions with 40 percent of antlerless deer in this age class, and Oklahoma and Texas lead all states with 52 percent being 3½ years and older. 
	-


	Age structure data is the backbone of a deer management program. Monitoring the age structure of the harvest is key for deer managers to make wise management decisions, including the appropriate number of antlerless deer to harvest annually in each deer management unit. Good age 
	-
	-


	data helps managers avoid underharvesting or overharvesting our deer herds. Many hunters learn how to estimate the age of deer they harvest, and all hunters should provide every piece of data requested by their state wildlife agency. 
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	 PERCENTAGE ANTLERLESS HARVEST BY AGE CLASS 
	 PERCENTAGE ANTLERLESS HARVEST BY AGE CLASS 

	Table
	TR
	Fawn 
	1½ Years Old 
	2½ Years Old 
	3½ and Older 

	State 
	State 
	2003 
	2013 
	2003 
	2013 
	2003 
	2013 
	2003 
	2013 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	40 
	35 
	26 
	* 
	23 
	* 
	11 
	* 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	28 
	29 
	29 
	25 
	26 
	26 
	17 
	20 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	18 
	7 
	22 
	15 
	37 
	46 
	23 
	32 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	* 
	8 
	* 
	26 
	* 
	40 
	* 
	26 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	32 
	28 
	22 
	24 
	17 
	17 
	30 
	30 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	28 
	23 
	26 
	25 
	23 
	26 
	23 
	26 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	48 
	41 
	19 
	18 
	19 
	20 
	14 
	21 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	42 
	43 
	18 
	18 
	18 
	18 
	21 
	21 

	Midwest Average 
	Midwest Average 
	34 
	27 
	23 
	22 
	23 
	28 
	20 
	25 

	Connecticut 
	Connecticut 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	* 
	34 
	* 
	24 
	* 
	20 
	* 
	22 

	Maine 
	Maine 
	38 
	33 
	19 
	17 
	34 
	21 
	9 
	29 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 
	43 
	33 
	24 
	23 
	33 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	44 
	46 
	18 
	17 
	17 
	16 
	21 
	21 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 
	37 
	33 
	15 
	13 
	16 
	18 
	32 
	37 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	34 
	11 
	26 
	35 
	24 
	30 
	16 
	24 

	New York 
	New York 
	35 
	31 
	19 
	22 
	20 
	19 
	26 
	27 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 
	39 
	39 
	20 
	19 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	* 
	22 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	23 
	17 
	* 
	18 
	* 
	13 
	* 
	48 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 
	38 
	38 
	21 
	18 
	22 
	18 
	20 
	26 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	22 
	26 
	19 
	23 
	25 
	21 
	34 
	30 

	Northeast Average 
	Northeast Average 
	35 
	30 
	20 
	20 
	24 
	20 
	23 
	29 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 
	16 
	21 
	21 
	18 
	22 
	22 
	42 
	39 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	24 
	13 
	20 
	18 
	25 
	21 
	32 
	48 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	37 
	37 
	19 
	20 
	20 
	20 
	23 
	23 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	* 
	12 
	* 
	21 
	* 
	21 
	* 
	46 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	24 
	17 
	18 
	17 
	23 
	14 
	35 
	52 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 
	* 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	* 
	18 
	* 
	30 
	* 
	28 
	* 
	23 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	6 
	7 
	20 
	18 
	21 
	22 
	53 
	52 

	Southeast Average 
	Southeast Average 
	21 
	18 
	19 
	20 
	22 
	21 
	37 
	40 

	3-Region Average 
	3-Region Average 
	30 
	25 
	21 
	21 
	23 
	23 
	26 
	32 

	*Data not provided/available 
	*Data not provided/available 
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	Figure
	DEER HARVEST BY WEAPON TYPE 
	The average hunter today has much over half of the deer (55 percent). longer seasons and more weapon oppor-In the Southeast, firearms reign tunities than he or she had in the past. To supreme as nearly three of four deer assess how hunters take advantage of these taken in 2013 (74 percent) were with 
	opportunities, we surveyed state wildlife agencies to determine the percentage of the total deer harvest taken with a bow, rifle/shotgun, muzzleloader, or other weapon (pistol, etc.) during the 2012 and 2013 seasons. 
	-
	-
	-

	a rifle or shotgun. Muzzleloading 
	a rifle or shotgun. Muzzleloading 


	In 2013, muzzleloader 
	In 2013, muzzleloader 
	(11 percent) and 
	hunters took 12 percent of the bow hunting (13 percent) paled in 

	total deer harvest, bow hunters 
	total deer harvest, bow hunters 
	comparison to the took 21 percent and frearm 
	firearm harvest. In 

	(rife/shotgun) hunters took zleloading was least 
	the Midwest, muz
	-



	65 percent. 
	65 percent. 
	popular at only 7 
	popular at only 7 
	Nationally, muzzleloader hunters took 12 percent of the total deer harvest, bow hunters took 21 percent, and firearm (rifle/ shotgun) hunters took 65 percent. 
	Regionally, bow hunters averaged the highest percentage of the harvest in the Northeast (27 percent). Muzzleloader hunters also averaged their highest percentage in the Northeast (18 percent). Surprisingly, firearm hunters in the Northeast took just 
	-

	percent of the harvest, and a firearm harvest of 68 percent was far above the Northeast’s and close to the Southeast’s. 
	-

	Big harvest shifts occurred from 2012 to 2013 in Pennsylvania’s bow season where the percentage of deer taken by archers dropped from 26 to 15 percent. Muzzleloader hunters picked up the slack and increased from 8 to 22 percent of the harvest. Other shifts from 2012 to 2013 
	Top-5 States Percentage of 2013 Harvest by Bow State % by Bow New Jersey 56 Ohio 45 Massachusetts 43 Illinois 39 Rhode Island 37 State % by Ri˜e/Shotgun South Carolina 89 Maine 87 Alabama 86 Minnesota 85 South Dakota 85 State % by Muzzleloader Rhode Island 39 Tennessee 24 Massachusetts 22 Mississippi 22 Pennsylvania 22 Top-5 States Percentage of 2013 Harvest by Ri˜e/Shotgun Top-5 States Percentage of 2013 Harvest by Muzzleloader 
	included the firearms harvest declined 10 percent in Massachusetts and increased 11 percent in Vermont. 
	Individually, New Jersey leads the U.S. in the percentage of total harvest taken by archers (56 percent), South Carolina has the highest percentage taken by firearms hunters (89 percent), and Rhode Island tops the list with percentage taken by muzzleloader hunters (39 percent). 
	More hunters take advantage of bows and muzzleloaders today, and that’s great for the future of hunting. More seasons to go afield helps even “occasional” hunters stay engaged, and it greatly enhances the opportunities to mentor youth and new hunters. Finally, expanded opportunities help retain aging hunters, and every hunter is critically important to our wildlife management system. 
	-


	Figure
	The number of hunters taking advantage of bow and muzzleloader seasons has increased. In fact, in the Northeast bow and muzzleloader hunters combined to take nearly half of the harvest (45 percent) with 27 percent attributed to bow hunters and 18 percent to muzzleloader hunters. 
	The number of hunters taking advantage of bow and muzzleloader seasons has increased. In fact, in the Northeast bow and muzzleloader hunters combined to take nearly half of the harvest (45 percent) with 27 percent attributed to bow hunters and 18 percent to muzzleloader hunters. 
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	2015 PART 1: DEER HARVEST TRENDS 
	PERCENTAGE OF DEER HARVEST BY WEAPON TYPE, 2012 VS. 2013 
	Bow 
	Bow 
	State 
	State 
	Illinois 
	Indiana 
	Iowa 
	Kansas Kentucky Michigan 
	Minnesota 
	Missouri 
	Nebraska 
	North Dakota 
	Ohio 
	South Dakota 
	Wisconsin 

	Midwest Average 
	Midwest Average 
	Connecticut 
	Delaware 
	Maine Maryland 
	Massachusetts New Hampshire New Jersey 
	New York Pennsylvania 
	Rhode Island 
	Vermont Virginia West Virginia 

	Northeast Average 
	Northeast Average 
	Alabama 
	Arkansas 
	Florida Georgia 
	Louisiana Mississippi 
	North Carolina 
	Oklahoma 
	South Carolina 
	Tennessee 
	Texas 
	Southeast Average 


	3-Region Average 
	3-Region Average 
	3-Region Average 
	*Data not provided/available 
	2012 
	33 26 20 28 14 31 12 16 * 16 39 12 26 
	23 
	40 17 8 31 36 27 52 21 26 31 24 12 19 
	26 
	* 14 27 16 8 17 7 22 7 11 * 
	14 
	21 

	2013 
	39 19 20 29 15 31 11 20 10 16 45 13 26 
	23 
	* 21 9 34 43 31 56 22 15 37 23 12 20 
	27 
	12 9 21 16 7 18 8 24 6 12 * 
	13 
	21 
	Ri˜e/Shotgun 
	Ri˜e/Shotgun 
	2012 
	2012 
	2012 
	2013 

	55 
	55 
	51 

	51 
	51 
	52 

	67 
	67 
	69 

	67 
	67 
	63 

	73 
	73 
	72 

	54 
	54 
	55 

	84 
	84 
	85 

	76 
	76 
	75 

	* 
	* 
	82 

	78 
	78 
	77 

	46 
	46 
	40 

	85 
	85 
	85 

	72 
	72 
	73 

	67 
	67 
	68 


	43 * 62 60 87 87 51 46 45 35 43 44 35 32 67 67 66 64 18 24 49 60 62 66 77 75 
	54 55 
	* 86 73 74 64 68 82 81 82 81 57 60 79 77 58 59 89 89 64 65 * * 
	72 74 
	65 65 

	Muzzleloader 2012 2013 
	12 10 22 20 13 11 5 5 11 11 7 8 4 4 6 5 * 6 1 1 10 12 3 2 2 2 
	8 7 
	7 * 19 18 4 4 18 20 19 22 26 21 13 12 11 10 8 22 51 39 18 17 26 22 4 5 
	17 18 
	* 2 13 14 9 7 3 3 10 12 26 22 11 11 20 17 3 2 24 24 * * 
	13 11 
	13 12 
	13 12 
	Other 

	2012 
	2012 
	2012 
	2012 
	2013 

	1 
	1 
	1 

	1 
	1 
	9 

	0 
	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 
	4 

	2 
	2 
	2 

	8 
	8 
	7 

	0 
	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 
	0 

	* 
	* 
	2 

	3 
	3 
	6 

	5 
	5 
	3 

	0 
	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 
	0 

	2 
	2 
	3 


	10 * 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 44 0 0 1 <1 (handgun) 0 0 0 0 
	13 (youth) 0 0 0 0 0 
	1 0 
	* 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
	3 (crossbow) 
	4 0 0 2 2 0 0 * * 
	0 1 
	1 1 
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	TEN-YEAR TRENDS IN ANTLERED BUCK AND ANTLERLESS HARVESTS 
	Figure
	Looking at year-to-year harvests is valuable, but it is also important to monitor long-term trends to gain an accurate perspective on the direction of deer management programs. Therefore, we compared the 2013 antlered buck and antlerless harvests for each state in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast to their harvests a decade ago in 2003. Wow, some deer programs have really changed during the past 10 years! 
	Looking at year-to-year harvests is valuable, but it is also important to monitor long-term trends to gain an accurate perspective on the direction of deer management programs. Therefore, we compared the 2013 antlered buck and antlerless harvests for each state in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast to their harvests a decade ago in 2003. Wow, some deer programs have really changed during the past 10 years! 
	-
	-
	-



	Antlered Buck Harvest 
	Antlered Buck Harvest 
	Antlered Buck Harvest 
	Overall, the buck harvest declined 8 percent from 2003 to 2013, and 22 of 33 states (67 percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013. The Southeast (-2 percent) and Northeast (-3 percent) had similar harvests, but the Midwest took a beating with an 18 percent reduction during the decade. It is important to remember that in 2003 many states had deer herds above what their habitats could support, and they were aggressively trying to reduce their deer herds. As deer herds decline, the buck harvest has to drop too. Thus, 
	-
	-

	In the Southeast, seven of 11 states (64 percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013 than in 2003, even though the total harvest for the region was similar between the years. Alabama had the biggest decline (-55 percent) followed by North Carolina (-27 percent) while Arkansas (+39 percent) and 
	In the Southeast, seven of 11 states (64 percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013 than in 2003, even though the total harvest for the region was similar between the years. Alabama had the biggest decline (-55 percent) followed by North Carolina (-27 percent) while Arkansas (+39 percent) and 
	-

	Tennessee (+107 percent) had the largest increases. While deer density can partially explain harvest changes, a bag limit change is most responsible for Alabama’s 55 percent decline. For the 2007-08 hunting season, the state reduced the bag limit from one buck per day to three bucks per season, and it has had a huge impact on the annual buck harvests. 
	-
	-


	In the Northeast, six of 11 states (55 percent) shot more bucks in 2013 than in 2003 even though the total harvest for the region declined 3 percent. New Jersey had the biggest decline (-21 percent) followed by Maryland (-15 percent) while New Hampshire (23 percent) and Connecticut (17 percent) had the largest increases. For perspective, even with the declines New Jersey and Maryland still shot 2.5 and 3.3 bucks per square mile, respectively in 2013, and these are well above the national average of 1.5 buck
	-

	In the Midwest, 10 of 11 states (91 percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013 than in 2003, and the harvest dropped more than 10 percent for six of those states and 20 percent or more for four of them. Iowa had the biggest decline (-43 percent) followed by Minnesota (-27 percent) while Kentucky was the only state to shoot more bucks, and it had a big increase (+25 percent). Declines of that magnitude are very noticeable, and hunters in many Midwestern states have been up in arms over the past few seasons. Early rep
	In the Midwest, 10 of 11 states (91 percent) shot fewer bucks in 2013 than in 2003, and the harvest dropped more than 10 percent for six of those states and 20 percent or more for four of them. Iowa had the biggest decline (-43 percent) followed by Minnesota (-27 percent) while Kentucky was the only state to shoot more bucks, and it had a big increase (+25 percent). Declines of that magnitude are very noticeable, and hunters in many Midwestern states have been up in arms over the past few seasons. Early rep
	-

	for many states, so this issue will continue to grow. 


	Antlerless Harvest 
	Antlerless Harvest 
	Overall, the antlerless harvest declined 12 percent from 2003 to 2013, and 21 of 34 states (62 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013. The Southeast (-4 percent) had similar harvests, but the Northeast (-15 percent) and Midwest (-20 percent) shot far fewer antlerless deer. While the majority of states had greater antlerless harvest opportunities in 2013 than in 2003 (see page 20), four of the top five deer harvest states (Georgia, Michigan, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin) had less antlerless opportunity in
	-
	-

	In the Southeast, six of 11 states (55 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013 than in 2003 even though the total harvest for the region was similar between the years. Alabama had the biggest decline (-46 percent) followed by Louisiana (-34 percent) while Texas (55 percent) and 
	Top-5 States 2003 to 2013 Antlered Buck Harvest Increase Top-5 States 2003 to 2013 Antlered Buck Harvest Decline State Percentage Increase Tennessee +107 Arkansas +39 Texas +36 Kentucky +25 New Hampshire +23 State Percentage Decline Alabama -55 Iowa -43 Minnesota -27 North Carolina -27 Wisconsin -26 



	Deer management is in a very different period today than a decade ago, and how closely legislators, wildlife agencies and hunters work together will dictate our future deer management successes. 
	Deer management is in a very different period today than a decade ago, and how closely legislators, wildlife agencies and hunters work together will dictate our future deer management successes. 
	Deer management is in a very different period today than a decade ago, and how closely legislators, wildlife agencies and hunters work together will dictate our future deer management successes. 

	Arkansas (187 percent) had the largest increases. 
	In the Northeast, seven of 12 states (58 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013. Maine had the biggest decline (-43 percent) followed by Pennsylvania (-32 percent) while New Hampshire (47 percent) and Rhode Island (96 percent) had the largest increases. 
	-

	In the Midwest, eight of 11 states (73 percent) shot fewer antlerless deer in 2013, and seven of those states experienced harvest declines of 19 percent or more. Iowa had the biggest decline (-52 percent) followed by Minnesota (-50 percent) while Kentucky (23 percent) and Indiana (38 percent) had big increases. 
	-
	-

	Summary 
	Summary 
	Overall, things appear pretty good for much of the Northeast and Southeast. Hunters may be grumbling over substan
	Overall, things appear pretty good for much of the Northeast and Southeast. Hunters may be grumbling over substan
	-

	tial buck harvest reductions in North Carolina and both buck and antlerless harvest reductions in Alabama, but most states in these regions are faring pretty well. The situation is much different in the Midwest. Large reductions in buck and antlerless harvests have many hunters concerned, and for good reason. Harvest declines of 
	-

	20 to 50 percent are very noticeable, and state wildlife agencies and legislators hear this from hunters. Deer management is in a very different period today than a decade ago, and how closely legislators, wildlife agencies and hunters work together will dictate our future deer management successes. 
	-


	Top-5 States 2003 to 2013 Antlerless Harvest Increase Top-5 States 2003 to 2013 Antlerless Harvest Decline State Percentage Increase Arkansas +187 Rhode Island +96 Texas +55 New Hampshire +47 Indiana +38 State Percentage Decline Iowa -52 Minnesota -50 Alabama -46 Maine -43 Louisiana -34 

	DEER HARVEST TRENDS, 2003 VS. 2013 
	DEER HARVEST TRENDS, 2003 VS. 2013 
	        Antlered Bucks 1½ Years & Older 
	State 2003 
	State 2003 
	State 2003 
	Illinois 70,618 Indiana 49,533 Iowa 69,600 Kansas * Kentucky 54,188 Michigan 254,000 Minnesota 120,000 Missouri 109,597 Nebraska 24,482 North Dakota * Ohio 83,955 South Dakota 26,502 Wisconsin 193,000 

	Midwest Total 1,055,475 
	Midwest Total 1,055,475 
	Connecticut 4,531 Delaware * Maine 16,185 Maryland 37,704 Massachusetts 5,667 New Hampshire 5,828 New Jersey 23,307 New York 107,533 Pennsylvania 142,000 Rhode Island 960 Vermont 9,194 Virginia 116,629 West Virginia * 

	Northeast Total 469,538 
	Northeast Total 469,538 
	Alabama 217,360 Arkansas 65,607 Florida 78,841 Georgia 119,270 Louisiana 111,350 Mississippi 118,938 North Carolina 117,808 Oklahoma 54,831 South Carolina 123,000 Tennessee 45,631 Texas 242,937 
	Southeast Total 1,295,573 


	3-Region Total 2,820,586 
	3-Region Total 2,820,586 
	3-Region Total 2,820,586 
	*Data not available/provided 

	2013 
	2013 
	2013 
	% Change 

	57,769 
	57,769 
	-18 

	46,240 
	46,240 
	-7 

	39,447 
	39,447 
	-43 

	41,236 
	41,236 
	* 

	67,760 
	67,760 
	25 

	203,057 
	203,057 
	-20 

	87,865 
	87,865 
	-27 

	104,815 
	104,815 
	-4 

	24,401 
	24,401 
	0 

	18,645 
	18,645 
	* 

	70,100 
	70,100 
	-17 

	25,199 
	25,199 
	-5 

	143,738 
	143,738 
	-26 

	930,272 
	930,272 
	-18

	5,280 
	5,280 
	17

	4,144 
	4,144 
	*

	16,736 
	16,736 
	3

	32,114 
	32,114 
	-15

	6,519 
	6,519 
	15

	7,171 
	7,171 
	23

	18,511 
	18,511 
	-21

	114,716 
	114,716 
	7

	134,280 
	134,280 
	-5

	1,020 
	1,020 
	6

	8,831 
	8,831 
	-4

	106,349 
	106,349 
	-9

	74,528 
	74,528 
	* 

	530,199 
	530,199 
	-3

	98,400 
	98,400 
	-55

	91,132 
	91,132 
	39

	65,357 
	65,357 
	-17

	137,025 
	137,025 
	15

	93,072 
	93,072 
	-16

	108,664 
	108,664 
	-9

	86,558 
	86,558 
	-27

	52,197 
	52,197 
	-5

	114,482 
	114,482 
	-7

	94,596 
	94,596 
	107

	330,535 
	330,535 
	36

	1,272,018 
	1,272,018 
	-2

	2,732,489 
	2,732,489 
	-8


	                      Antlerless Deer 
	                      Antlerless Deer 
	2003 2013 % Change 
	92678 90845 -2 57453 79395 38 124912 59953 -52 
	* 48424 * 
	62352 76649 23 241000 175737 -27 170000 84916 -50 181034 147109 -19 
	19900 15213 -24 * 15148 * 112129 120503 7 31520 23548 -25 251000 198893 -21


	 1,343,978 1,136,333 -20
	 1,343,978 1,136,333 -20
	 1,343,978 1,136,333 -20
	 6,783 7,269 7
	 * 10,119 * 14,128 8,035 -43 49,519 63,749 29
	 6,369 4,925 -23 3,664 5,369 47 46,149 33,083 -28 145,555 128,851 -11 323,000 218,640 -32 756 1,482 96 5,334 5,276 -1 117,243 137,973 18
	 89,065 75,446 -15
	 807,565 700,217 -15
	 317,640 171,560 -46 42,540 122,067 187 39,110 37,269 -5 364,630 316,927 -13 111,350 73,128 -34 127,912 152,061 19 89,441 101,572 14 45,781 35,812 -22 150,000 111,324 -26 71,741 73,898 3
	 189,917 295,042 55
	 1,550,062 1,490,660 -4


	 3,701,605 3,327,210 -12 
	 3,701,605 3,327,210 -12 
	 3,701,605 3,327,210 -12 

	Figure
	ISSUES IMPACTING DEER MANAGEMENT 
	Figure
	Numerous issues impact state wildlife agencies’ abilities to manage whitetails. We selected seven popular issues and asked agencies to rank each of them on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being “not an issue” and 5 being “a very big issue.” We asked them to rank the impacts of disease, predation, bad legislation, high deer density, low deer density, too few deer-focused staff members, and poaching on their management efforts. 
	-

	Nationally, agencies ranked high deer density as the biggest issue followed by disease, too few deer-focused staff, low deer density, bad legislation, predation, and poaching. High deer density ranked first or second for every region, while predation ranked last or next to last for every region. These rankings show the wide disparity between the current views of agencies and hunters, as popular themes among hunters are that deer herds are too low and predators are a major concern. 
	-

	In the Southeast, too few deer-focused staff members ranked highest followed by high deer density. Poaching ranked next to last, and predation ranked the lowest. Seven of 11 states (64 percent) only gave predation a score of 1 or 2 (out of 5). This is surprising given all of the recent press on the negative impacts predators are having 
	In the Southeast, too few deer-focused staff members ranked highest followed by high deer density. Poaching ranked next to last, and predation ranked the lowest. Seven of 11 states (64 percent) only gave predation a score of 1 or 2 (out of 5). This is surprising given all of the recent press on the negative impacts predators are having 
	on fawn survival and all of the ongoing predation research projects. Too few deer staff ranked higher in the Southeast than any other region, and disease ranked lower here than everywhere else. 

	In the Northeast, high deer density ranked highest followed by bad legislation. Both of these issues ranked higher in the Northeast than every other region, and seven of 12 states (58 percent) gave high deer density a score of 4 or 5 (out of 5). Predation ranked next to last and poaching ranked the lowest. Ten of 11 states (91 percent) only gave poaching a score of 1 or 2, and this issue ranked lower in the Northeast than every other region. 
	-

	In the Midwest, disease ranked highest followed by high deer density. Given the Midwest’s plummeting deer harvests, we are guessing many hunters would vehemently disagree with an issue of having too many deer; to be fair though, we are confident the high deer density ranking is at least partially related to urban/suburban areas. Disease ranked far higher in the Midwest than the other regions as seven of 13 states (54 percent) gave it a score of 4 or 
	-
	-

	5.Only Ohio scored disease a 1 of 5, and given that the Buckeye State has discovered chronic wasting disease (CWD) since completing our survey, we are guessing it 
	5.Only Ohio scored disease a 1 of 5, and given that the Buckeye State has discovered chronic wasting disease (CWD) since completing our survey, we are guessing it 
	-

	ranks much higher there today. Predation ranked next to last and bad legislation ranked the lowest. Bad legislation received a lower score in the Midwest than in every other region. 


	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	We recognize there are many other issues that impact deer management and some that are likely more important than what we included here. We chose these issues because we asked attendees at the 2014 North American Whitetail Summit and at our 2014 National Convention to rank the items listed above. The results were quite different for all three surveys. This doesn’t necessarily mean one survey group is more right or wrong than the others, rather it simply shows the difference in opinions of the groups and hig
	-
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	2015 PART 2: CURRENT ISSUES & TRENDS 
	STATE WILDLIFE AGENCY RANKING OF ISSUES IMPACTING DEER MANAGEMENT 
	Ranking Scale:  1 = "Not an issue" 5 = "Very Big Issue" 
	Bad High Deer Low Deer Too Few State Disease Predation Legislation Density Density Deer Sta˜ Poaching Illinois 4 1 1 3 3 3 1 Indiana 3 1 1 4 1 1 1 Iowa 4 1 1 4 1 3 2 Kansas 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 Kentucky 2 1 2 4 4 3 3 Michigan 5 3 2 4 3 2 3 Minnesota 3 3 2 5 5 2 2 Missouri 4 2 2 2 3 4 2 Nebraska 5 1 1 2 3 1 1 North Dakota 3 1 1 1 2 2 2 Ohio 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 South Dakota 4 3 2 5 5 5 1 Wisconsin 5 * * 5 5 2 1 Midwest Average 
	1.83 1.75 
	3.54 

	2.62 1.85 
	3.31 3.08 

	Connecticut * * * * * * * Delaware 2 1 2 3 1 4 1 Maine 1 * * 1 5 4 * Maryland 2 2 4 4 2 3 2 Massachusetts 1 1 5 4 2 3 1 New Hampshire 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 New Jersey 2 1 2 5 1 3 2 New York 4 2 4 5 2 3 2 Pennsylvania 5 3 4 3 3 2 2 Rhode Island 4 2 3 5 1 1 1 Vermont 1 2 3 2 4 1 2 Virginia 4 3 1 4 2 1 1 West Virginia 5 2 3 4 2 1 3 
	Northeast Average 2.83 1.91 3.00 
	Northeast Average 2.83 1.91 3.00 
	2.33 2.42 1.73 
	3.50 

	Alabama 1 1 1 3 3 4 2 Arkansas 4 2 1 4 2 4 3 Florida 3 3 2 2 4 2 3 Georgia 3 4 5 2 3 4 3 Louisiana 2 3 * 1 3 4 2 Mississippi 5 1 5 5 2 5 3 North Carolina 2 1 2 4 4 3 2 Oklahoma 2 2 3 2 2 5 4 South Carolina 2 4 3 3 3 2 1 Tennessee 1 2 1 4 1 1 1 Texas 2 1 1 3 2 5 1 

	Southeast Average 2.45 2.18 2.40 
	Southeast Average 2.45 2.18 2.40 
	2.64 
	3.00 3.28 

	2.27 
	2.27 
	3.55 


	3-Region Average 2.97 1.97 2.36 
	2.69 2.83 
	2.69 2.83 
	1.94 
	Low Threat 
	Moderate Threat 
	High Threat 
	*Data not provided 
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	ESTIMATED DEER POPULATIONS - 10 YEARS AGO VS. TODAY 
	Figure
	In the Midwest, there are over 4.8 million deer, but that is a major underes-timate as nearly half of the Midwestern states do not calculate a population esti-
	In the Midwest, there are over 4.8 million deer, but that is a major underes-timate as nearly half of the Midwestern states do not calculate a population esti-


	Hunters love deer population estimates. They like seeing them for their state, comparing them to other states, and, most of all, complaining about how inaccurate they are. The reality is state agency deer managers do not need population estimates to manage deer herds. They simply need measures of deer health, habitat health, deer damage, and public desires to have successful deer management programs. These, along with one or more indices of whether the population is increasing, stable or decreasing, provide
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	To gauge the number of whitetails in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast today and to see how that number has changed from a decade ago, we asked a few questions related to population estimates in our annual survey of state wildlife agencies. Twenty-seven of the 37 states (73 percent) in these regions produce a population estimate today. Nearly every state in 
	To gauge the number of whitetails in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast today and to see how that number has changed from a decade ago, we asked a few questions related to population estimates in our annual survey of state wildlife agencies. Twenty-seven of the 37 states (73 percent) in these regions produce a population estimate today. Nearly every state in 
	-
	-

	the Northeast and Southeast produces an estimate, but only seven of 13 states (54 percent) in the Midwest do. 

	In the Southeast, there are over 11.4 million deer, and that does not include Arkansas or Florida. Comparing only the states with estimates today and 10 years ago, there are approximately 1 percent more deer today. Four states have fewer deer, ranging from -6 percent in South Carolina to -33 percent in Louisiana, and four states have more deer, ranging from a 5 percent increase in North Carolina to 29 percent more deer in Oklahoma. 
	In the Northeast, there are over 3.5 million deer, and that does not include Connecticut or Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania alone likely has over 1 million deer, so the Northeast’s number would likely be at least 30 percent higher if the Keystone State produced an estimate. The Northeast has approximately 6 percent fewer deer today than a decade ago. Six states have more deer today, ranging from a 2 percent increase in New York to 38 percent more in Rhode Island. Delaware and Virginia have equal numbers to a dec
	Top-5 States With Largest Increases in Estimated Deer Numbers from 10 years ago to today State Percentage Increase Kansas +63 Rhode Island +38 Oklahoma +29 Texas +13 Vermont +10 State Percentage Decline Missouri -38 New Jersey -35 Louisiana -33 West Virginia -22 Maryland -18 Top-5 States With Largest Decreases in Estimated Deer Numbers from 10 years ago to today 
	Top-5 States With Largest Increases in Estimated Deer Numbers from 10 years ago to today State Percentage Increase Kansas +63 Rhode Island +38 Oklahoma +29 Texas +13 Vermont +10 State Percentage Decline Missouri -38 New Jersey -35 Louisiana -33 West Virginia -22 Maryland -18 Top-5 States With Largest Decreases in Estimated Deer Numbers from 10 years ago to today 





	The reality is state agency deer managers do not need population estimates to manage deer herds. They simply need measures of deer health, habitat health, deer damage, and public desires to have successful deer management programs. 
	The reality is state agency deer managers do not need population estimates to manage deer herds. They simply need measures of deer health, habitat health, deer damage, and public desires to have successful deer management programs. 
	The reality is state agency deer managers do not need population estimates to manage deer herds. They simply need measures of deer health, habitat health, deer damage, and public desires to have successful deer management programs. 
	mate. Comparing only states with estimates today and 10 years ago, there are 8 percent fewer deer in the Midwest today. This does not compare with the current buck and antlerless harvests today versus 10 years ago as they have declined 18 and 20 percent respectively in this region (see pages 14-15). Two states have more deer today, ranging from a 6 percent increase in Wisconsin to 63 percent more deer in Kansas. Nebraska has an equal number to a decade ago, and three states have fewer deer today ranging fro
	-


	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	Some states do a better job than others of producing accurate population estimates, and we caution hunters from reading too much into the estimate for their state (if available). It is better to view herd health parameters such as body weights by age class, age distribution of the harvest, fawn recruitment rates, and habitat health indices such as forest regeneration rates. It is also valuable to assess trends in the harvest, especially in relation to the goals established in an agency’s deer management pla
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Comparing population estimates over time can provide important information about deer management programs. However, success of any program involves much more than simply the number of deer today versus any other point in time. Some programs are trying to reduce deer herds, so fewer deer marks success. Other programs are trying to grow deer herds, so more deer would indicate success. It is also important to remember these are statewide estimates – not necessarily a measure of deer density right where you hun
	Comparing population estimates over time can provide important information about deer management programs. However, success of any program involves much more than simply the number of deer today versus any other point in time. Some programs are trying to reduce deer herds, so fewer deer marks success. Other programs are trying to grow deer herds, so more deer would indicate success. It is also important to remember these are statewide estimates – not necessarily a measure of deer density right where you hun
	-

	many hunters get upset if they believe the they are not necessary to successfully man-estimate doesn’t match their opinion of the age deer. However, given hunters’ interest herd in their own location. The key point in them, QDMA appreciates all of the to remember is that population estimates agencies that do produce population estiare simply estimates, they are often pro-mates and encourages those that currently duced only to satisfy hunters’ desires, and do not to do so in the future. 
	-



	DEER POPULATION ESTIMATES, 10 YEARS AGO VS. TODAY 
	Number of Deer 
	Number of Deer 
	Number of Deer 
	Number of Deer 
	% Change 

	State 
	State 
	10 Years Ago 
	Today 
	Deer Population 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	400,000 
	650,000 
	63 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	847,911 
	821,731 
	-3 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	1,104,800 
	1,004,000 
	-9 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	1,600,000 
	1,000,000 
	-38 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	200,000 
	200,000 
	0 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	* 
	358,000
	 * 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	1,112,300 
	1,182,000 
	6 

	Midwest Total 
	Midwest Total 
	5,265,011 
	4,857,731 
	-8 

	Connecticut 
	Connecticut 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	45,000 
	45,000 
	0 

	Maine 
	Maine 
	213,000 
	230,000 
	8 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 
	276,000 
	227,000 
	-18 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	90,000 
	95,000 
	6 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 
	93,417 
	101,125 
	8 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	161,509 
	105,535 
	-35 

	New York 
	New York 
	940,000 
	960,000 
	2 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	13,000 
	18,000 
	38 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	123,000 
	135,000 
	10 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 
	1,000,000 
	1,000,000 
	0 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	761,000 
	595,000 
	-22 

	Northeast Total 
	Northeast Total 
	3,715,926 
	3,511,660 
	-6 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 
	1,750,000 
	1,500,000 
	-14 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	* 
	*
	 * 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	1,470,000 
	1,320,000 
	-10 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	750,000 
	500,000 
	-33 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 
	1,700,000 
	1,850,000 
	9 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	1,111,000 
	1,165,000 
	5 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	425,000 
	550,000 
	29 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 
	800,000 
	750,000 
	-6 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	* 
	600,000
	 * 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	3,367,200 
	3,804,500 
	13 

	Southeast Total 
	Southeast Total 
	11,373,200 
	11,439,500 
	1 

	3-Region Total 
	3-Region Total 
	20,354,137 
	19,808,891 
	-3 


	*Data not provided/available 
	*Data not provided/available 

	Figure
	ANTLERLESS HARVEST OPPORTUNITIES & CURRENT MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 
	The size of deer herds is largely driven by the annual antlerless harvest. Among other factors, antlerless harvest opportunities include season length(s), bag limit(s), and antlerless license allocations. Obviously deer-vehicle collisions, predation, disease, severe weather and other factors play roles, but they are minor compared to the number of antlerless deer hunters take each year. Given the current debates raging across many areas of the whitetail’s range regarding declining deer numbers, we surveyed 
	The size of deer herds is largely driven by the annual antlerless harvest. Among other factors, antlerless harvest opportunities include season length(s), bag limit(s), and antlerless license allocations. Obviously deer-vehicle collisions, predation, disease, severe weather and other factors play roles, but they are minor compared to the number of antlerless deer hunters take each year. Given the current debates raging across many areas of the whitetail’s range regarding declining deer numbers, we surveyed 
	-
	-
	-

	ANTLERLESS HARVEST OPPORTUNITIES 
	State 
	State 
	State 
	Today vs. 10 Years Ago 
	Today vs. 5 Years Ago 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	Greater 
	Less 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	Less 
	Less 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	Greater  
	Equal 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	Equal 
	Equal 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	Less 
	Less 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	Less 
	Less 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	Less 
	Less 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	Greater 
	Less 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	Less 
	Less 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	Greater 
	Less 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	Less 
	Less 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	Less 
	Less 

	Connecticut 
	Connecticut 
	* 
	* 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	Greater 
	Equal 

	Maine 
	Maine 
	Less 
	Greater 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	Less 
	Less 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 
	Greater 
	Equal 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	New York 
	New York 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 
	Less 
	Less 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	Greater  
	Less/Equal 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 
	Greater 
	Less 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	Greater 
	Equal 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	Less 
	Less 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	Less 
	Less 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 
	Less 
	Less 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	Greater 
	Greater 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	Greater 
	Equal 


	*Data not available/provided 


	Antlerless Harvest 
	Antlerless Harvest 
	Antlerless Harvest 

	CURRENT DEER HERD MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES BY STATE 
	Opportunities 
	Opportunities 
	Nationally, 22 of 36 states (61 percent) have more antler-less harvest opportunity today than they had a decade ago, while only 13 states (36 percent) have less than they did 10 years earlier. Conversely, 23 states (64 percent) offered equal or less opportunity in the 2014-15 hunting season than five seasons ago, and this varied tremendously by region. 
	-
	-

	In the Southeast, eight of 11 states (73 percent) have more antlerless harvest opportunity today than a decade ago, while only five states (45 percent) have more opportunity than five years ago. This suggests many Southeast states greatly expanded antlerless opportunities during the first half of the past decade and have stabilized or reduced them during the last five years. 
	-

	In the Northeast, nine of 12 states (75 percent) have more antlerless harvest opportunity today than a decade ago, and seven states (58 percent) have even more than five years ago. Only Massachusetts, Pennsylvania and Vermont offered less antlerless opportunity in 2014 than five years ago. This suggests most Northeast states greatly expanded antlerless opportunities during the first half of the past decade and the majority continued that expansion during the past five years. 
	-

	In the Midwest, things are very different as only five of 13 states (38 percent) have more antlerless harvest opportunity today than a decade ago, and only one state (8 percent) has more today than five years ago. This suggests the majority of Midwest states began reducing antlerless harvest opportunity in the first half of the past decade, and nearly all (77 percent) reduced them during the past five years. 
	-



	Current Management Strategies 
	Current Management Strategies 
	Current Management Strategies 
	Nationally, half of the states are trying to stabilize the existing deer herds, while nearly a quarter are trying to increase them 
	Nationally, half of the states are trying to stabilize the existing deer herds, while nearly a quarter are trying to increase them 
	and a quarter are trying to reduce them (see map). The current management strategies follow the current antlerless harvest opportunities pretty closely. For example, if a state is trying to increase its deer herd, there’s a good chance the antlerless harvest opportunities are less today than in the past. Conversely, if a state wants fewer deer, it’s nearly guaranteed antlerless opportunities are greater today than past years. 
	-
	-



	Decrease Stabilize Increase Stabilize & Increase Data not available/ provided 
	Regionally, there’s a lot of variation in management strategies. The vast majority of states (80 percent) in the Southeast are attempting to stabilize populations. The majority of states (58 percent) in the Northeast are trying to decrease herds, and a slight majority (50 to 58 percent) in the Midwest are attempting to stabilize populations. 
	Regionally, there’s a lot of variation in management strategies. The vast majority of states (80 percent) in the Southeast are attempting to stabilize populations. The majority of states (58 percent) in the Northeast are trying to decrease herds, and a slight majority (50 to 58 percent) in the Midwest are attempting to stabilize populations. 
	-



	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	Antlerless harvest opportunities are determined partially by science, tradition, and increasingly by legislators. QDMA supports full engagement of hunters by state wildlife agencies, especially in creation of a state’s deer management plan. Once that plan is in place, hunters should remain firmly in the discussion for the best means of achieving the annual target antlerless harvest, again because population size is essentially driven by hunter harvest. However, science should dominate the discussion on exac
	-
	-
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	2015 PART 2: CURRENT ISSUES & TRENDS 
	BENEFITS OF PROTECTING YEARLING BUCKS 
	Few deer hunting arguments illicit as much response as a discussion on the potential benefts of protecting yearling bucks. Some hunters strongly advocate for protecting this age class while others want the opportunity to shoot any buck. State wildlife agency deer managers have equally varied views, and this creates confusion for many hunters on the value of protecting 1½-year-old bucks as at least 22 states employ antler restrictions (see map) as a strategy to protect this age class. However, not all of the
	Few deer hunting arguments illicit as much response as a discussion on the potential benefts of protecting yearling bucks. Some hunters strongly advocate for protecting this age class while others want the opportunity to shoot any buck. State wildlife agency deer managers have equally varied views, and this creates confusion for many hunters on the value of protecting 1½-year-old bucks as at least 22 states employ antler restrictions (see map) as a strategy to protect this age class. However, not all of the
	-

	DOES PROTECTING YEARLING BUCKS HAVE BIOLOGICAL OR SOCIAL BENEFITS? 

	State Biological Social 
	State Biological Social 
	State Biological Social 
	Illinois Yes Yes Indiana No No Iowa Some Situations Some Situations Kansas No No Kentucky No Yes Michigan Yes Yes Minnesota * * Missouri Yes Yes Nebraska No No North Dakota * * Ohio No No South Dakota No Yes Wisconsin No Some Situations 
	Connecticut * * Delaware Some Situations Some Situations Maine Some Situations Some Situations Maryland Some Situations Some Situations Massachusetts Some Situations Some Situations New Hampshire No Yes New Jersey No Yes New York Some Situations Some Situations Pennsylvania Yes Yes Rhode Island Yes No Vermont No Some Situations Virginia Yes Some Situations West Virginia Some Situations * 
	Alabama Yes Yes Arkansas Yes Yes Florida Yes Yes Georgia Some Situations Some Situations Louisiana Some Situations Some Situations Mississippi Yes Yes North Carolina Yes Yes Oklahoma Yes Yes South Carolina Yes Yes Tennessee * * Texas Some Situations Some Situations 
	*Data not available/provided 
	asked for a yes/no answer; how-

	ANTLER RESTRICTIONS ACROSS THE UNITED STATES 
	ever, these were complex questions and many responded with a qualifier with their answer. Thus, we included three possible answers in the attached table that included yes, no and yes in “some situations.” To clarify, we did not ask their opinion on antler point restrictions as yearling bucks can be protected without mandatory restrictions. We simply wanted their opinion on the potential value of protecting yearling bucks through any means. 
	ever, these were complex questions and many responded with a qualifier with their answer. Thus, we included three possible answers in the attached table that included yes, no and yes in “some situations.” To clarify, we did not ask their opinion on antler point restrictions as yearling bucks can be protected without mandatory restrictions. We simply wanted their opinion on the potential value of protecting yearling bucks through any means. 
	-
	-




	Biological Benefits 
	Biological Benefits 
	Biological Benefits 
	Twenty-three of 33 states (70 percent) felt protecting yearling bucks provided biological benefits at least in some situations, and 16 of those states answered a clear “yes” to the first question. Conversely, 10 states (30 percent) felt there was “no” biological benefit to protecting yearling bucks. The Southeast was most favorable toward protecting yearlings, as all states that responded answered “yes” or yes in “some situations.” The Midwest was most unfavorable toward protecting yearlings, as seven of 10
	-
	-
	-



	Social Benefits 
	Social Benefits 
	Social Benefits 
	Some state agency deer managers have publicly stated they felt protecting yearling bucks was a social issue rather than a biological one, so we included this question on the survey as well. Twenty-seven of 32 states (84 percent) felt protecting yearling bucks provided social benefits to deer hunters in at least “some situations” and 15 of those states responded a clear “yes.” Conversely, only five states (16 percent) felt there were “no” social benefits to protecting yearling bucks. The Southeast was again 
	Some state agency deer managers have publicly stated they felt protecting yearling bucks was a social issue rather than a biological one, so we included this question on the survey as well. Twenty-seven of 32 states (84 percent) felt protecting yearling bucks provided social benefits to deer hunters in at least “some situations” and 15 of those states responded a clear “yes.” Conversely, only five states (16 percent) felt there were “no” social benefits to protecting yearling bucks. The Southeast was again 
	-
	-
	-

	states responded “yes” or yes in “some situations.” The Midwest was again most unfavorable as four of 11 states (36 percent) answered “no.” Ten of 11 Northeast states (91 percent) felt there were social benefits in at least “some situations.” Six states (Kentucky, New Hampshire, New Jersey, South Dakota, Vermont and Wisconsin) that felt there were not biological benefits responded there were social benefits in at least “some situations.” Rhode Island was the only state that felt protecting yearling bucks pr
	-
	-
	-



	States with an Antler Restriction 
	States with No Antler Restrictions Antler Restriction is Statewide 
	States with No Antler Restrictions Antler Restriction is Statewide 


	Figure
	Figure

	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA is encouraged by the number of states implementing strategies (educational and/or- regulatory) to protect yearling bucks because we feel there are definite biological benefits to protecting the majority of them and providing a balanced and natural age structure. We also feel there are social benefits as hunters become more engaged in deer management programs. Engagement of hunters creates by-in and allows for better collaboration between agencies and hunters, beyond manipulating age structure of the de
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Most importantly, QDMA recommends that state wildlife agencies conduct extensive education and outreach programs to inform hunters about the benefits of protecting yearling bucks and to garner their support for sound deer management programs. 
	-
	-
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	Figure
	BOONE & CROCKETT CLUB EXPERIENCES BIG DROP IN WHITETAIL ENTRIES 
	Over 100 years ago, at the forefront of the conservation movement, a group of concerned individuals banded together to save wildlife – the result was the Boone and Crockett Club (B&C). The long list of accomplishments of B&C and its members through the years is beyond impressive, many of which have either created and/ or preserved the hunting opportunities we enjoy today. One of its achievements was establishing a national collection of taxidermy specimens from big game that had experienced severe populatio
	Over 100 years ago, at the forefront of the conservation movement, a group of concerned individuals banded together to save wildlife – the result was the Boone and Crockett Club (B&C). The long list of accomplishments of B&C and its members through the years is beyond impressive, many of which have either created and/ or preserved the hunting opportunities we enjoy today. One of its achievements was establishing a national collection of taxidermy specimens from big game that had experienced severe populatio
	-
	-
	-

	As a matter of tradition, the B&C Records Program has always compared the previous seasons’ entries as the next approaches – a sort of watch-dog-like strategy to gauge if something is amiss. However, considering the standard 60-day drying period requirement before official entry, the overall picture of total records for a given year usually is not in full view 
	As a matter of tradition, the B&C Records Program has always compared the previous seasons’ entries as the next approaches – a sort of watch-dog-like strategy to gauge if something is amiss. However, considering the standard 60-day drying period requirement before official entry, the overall picture of total records for a given year usually is not in full view 
	until the year following. This past year (2014) officials at B&C noticed a substantial decline in trophy whitetail numbers being entered from the 2013-14 hunting season. While alarms may not be going off yet, it was certainly something worth investigating. 
	-


	In an effort to identify the issue, Justin 
	E. Spring, B&C Assistant Director of Big Game Records, ran a basic analysis on entry numbers to try and pinpoint why, or where, numbers appear to be down. What he came across points to a fairly significant decrease in trophy production from across much of the Midwest (see map). 


	QDMA Engaged 
	QDMA Engaged 
	QDMA Engaged 
	Staff at B&C were concerned about this drop in production, so they sought input from QDMA to help sift through the potential sources. “We don’t know what would cause this," Justin said. “We didn’t want to speculate, so we engaged the QDMA. They have biologists on staff, and because they are a national organization, they have a good feel for what’s happening with whitetails across North America.” 
	Numerous causes were discussed upon meeting, but ultimately a combination of 
	Numerous causes were discussed upon meeting, but ultimately a combination of 
	factors is likely the source of decline. Most notably, valuable deer habitat provided through the conservation reserve program (CRP) has declined substantially during the past decade.  From 2007 to 2014, the 

	U.S.lost over 9.1 million acres of CRP. Over half of this acreage (5.1 million acres) was lost in the Midwest. Given that good cover is often the limiting habitat component in this region, the loss of over 5 million acres of it can have tremendous negative impacts on deer and other wildlife. Also, several states in the upper Midwest experienced significant winter severity during at least two or three of the previous five years, and some saw historical hemorrhagic disease (HD) outbreaks during that same time
	U.S.lost over 9.1 million acres of CRP. Over half of this acreage (5.1 million acres) was lost in the Midwest. Given that good cover is often the limiting habitat component in this region, the loss of over 5 million acres of it can have tremendous negative impacts on deer and other wildlife. Also, several states in the upper Midwest experienced significant winter severity during at least two or three of the previous five years, and some saw historical hemorrhagic disease (HD) outbreaks during that same time
	all of these factors are playing a role in the number of record-book entries from the Midwest. 
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	2015 PART 2: CURRENT ISSUES & TRENDS 
	It’s unlikely this drop in entries is a reflection of fewer people choosing to have their buck measured, and it’s definitely not related to any lag effect from waiting the obligatory 60 days. That’s the beauty of a long-running, large data set like this one. Its strength comes from being able to observe broad trends over time. Justin Spring was sure to eliminate all possible bias by calculating the same number of entries between a given time period annually going back to 2009, and then compared the 2013-14 
	It’s unlikely this drop in entries is a reflection of fewer people choosing to have their buck measured, and it’s definitely not related to any lag effect from waiting the obligatory 60 days. That’s the beauty of a long-running, large data set like this one. Its strength comes from being able to observe broad trends over time. Justin Spring was sure to eliminate all possible bias by calculating the same number of entries between a given time period annually going back to 2009, and then compared the 2013-14 
	-
	-

	"What has happened to some of our whitetail populations in recent years is one of the reasons we continue to maintain data on big game trophies,” said Morrie Stevens, B&C President. “Most people don’t realize B&C records are maintained to track both positive and negative trends in big game populations as a tool for future management decisions." 


	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	Good communication is the key to numerous kinds of relationships, and it can certainly help uncover solutions to some of the world’s biggest problems. Is this the perfect storm of factors? Can we expect to see even fewer B&C whitetails from the upper Midwest in the future? And, if so, what can we do about it? At this point there have been many reports of reduced harvests during the 2014-15 deer season, and we’re positive that B&C is looking hard to see if this past hunting season reflects an uptick or a con
	-
	-


	2015 North American Deer Summit The Galt House Louisville, Kentucky May 6-8, 2015 The NORTH AMERICAN DEER SUMMIT is a unique event that unites national deer conser-vation organizations, hunters, state/federal agencies, industry leaders, outdoor media and other stakeholders to work collaboratively on behalf of deer, deer hunters and our hunting heritage. Following the success of the inaugural Summit in 2014, a clear need was identified for a follow-up event in 2015. Future Summits will be held on a 2- to 3-y
	Sect
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure

	GOAL: The goal of the 2015 Summit is to identify specifc strategies, timelines and measurable goals for the key issues identifed at the 2014 Summit. . 
	This event is about establishing real solutions and actions
	-


	WHO CAN ATTEND: Unlike the 2014 Summit which was invitation-only, the 2015 Summit will be  and flled on a frst-come, frst-served basis. 
	open to the public

	FORMAT: The Summit will include two days of expert speakers, interactive sessions and panel discussions. This is not a “sit back and listen” event –  that will impact the future of deer hunting and management. 
	attendees will be actively involved in developing solutions

	SPEAKERS (PARTIAL LIST): 
	SPEAKERS (PARTIAL LIST): 

	Kip Adams, QDMA Director of Education & Outreach; Dr. Gary Alt, retired Pennsylvania Game Commission wildlife biologist and former Deer Management Section Supervisor; Warren Bluntzer, Texas wildlife biologist and consultant; Dr. Mike Chamberlain, University of Georgia Professor of Wildlife Ecology and Management; Craig Dougherty, NDA Executive Director; Dr. John Fischer, Southeastern Cooperative Wildlife Disease Study Director; John Frampton, Council to Advance Hunting and the Shooting Sports President & CE
	-
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	Figure
	MINIMUM FINES FOR DEER STOLEN BY POACHERS 
	Figure
	Some argue poaching a deer is not that big of a deal. We completely disagree. Wildlife is held in trust by each state for all of its citizens to enjoy. This public ownership of wildlife is an instrumental component of the successful North American Model of Wildlife Conservation. Ethical sportsmen created and have supported the North American Model for the past century. Unfortunately, unlawful activities with respect to wildlife contrast the Model, and illegally killing wildlife is nothing less than public t
	Some argue poaching a deer is not that big of a deal. We completely disagree. Wildlife is held in trust by each state for all of its citizens to enjoy. This public ownership of wildlife is an instrumental component of the successful North American Model of Wildlife Conservation. Ethical sportsmen created and have supported the North American Model for the past century. Unfortunately, unlawful activities with respect to wildlife contrast the Model, and illegally killing wildlife is nothing less than public t
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Minimum fines are all over the board and, in our opinion, on average well below the value of loss of that animal to the ethical sportsmen and women who follow the rules, as well as to all citizens who enjoy 
	Minimum fines are all over the board and, in our opinion, on average well below the value of loss of that animal to the ethical sportsmen and women who follow the rules, as well as to all citizens who enjoy 
	-

	them. This is not to mention the message it sends would-be violators of how the governing agency perceives wrong-doing. Ask yourself: Is it worth the risk of poaching a deer for some meat or antlers to hang on my wall? Unfortunately, for some of the fines (listed in the chart on the facing page) that answer is 
	-

	pounding fines with multiple offenses, and even minimum restitution payments in a few places, some with formulas based on inches of antler – the bigger the rack, the higher the fee. 

	Luckily, the national message on poaching isn’t as confusing. Thirty-three 
	likely a resounding “yes,” and in a few cases, fines may even be less than the cost of a legally acquired hunting license. 
	Analysis by region for this topic is difficult, at best. In some locales differences exist in the fine structure for illegal harvest of an antlered versus antlerless deer. Some states have a clearly 
	-
	-




	Minimum fnes are all over the board, and in our opinion, on average well below the value of loss of that animal to the ethical sportsmen and women who follow the rules, as well as to all citizens who enjoy them. 
	Minimum fnes are all over the board, and in our opinion, on average well below the value of loss of that animal to the ethical sportsmen and women who follow the rules, as well as to all citizens who enjoy them. 
	Minimum fnes are all over the board, and in our opinion, on average well below the value of loss of that animal to the ethical sportsmen and women who follow the rules, as well as to all citizens who enjoy them. 
	of 37 states (89 percent) provided an answer to our question. Nationally, the minimum average fine for poaching a whitetail is just over $350 per first offense, with a range of $0 to $1,500. However, from this data we may have discovered 
	-
	-
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	set minimum fine, while others provide the real question: Why do some states a range or court-determined fee. On top place a higher value on deer than others? of all that, add-on deterrents also some-Or, in other words, why isn’t there more times include court costs, jail time, a meat fine structure uniformity against poaching processing fee for venison donation, com-across all states? 
	2015 PART 2: CURRENT ISSUES & TRENDS 
	QDMAs Recommendations 
	QDMAs Recommendations 
	Let’s stop sending mixed messages to poachers and develop a consistent, or nearly so, minimum fine for poaching white-tailed deer across all states; and let’s set that value at a place that acts as a real deterrent to violators. A valuable vehicle for this process may be the newly formed National Deer Alliance (see page 27); the conversation can possibly start with all participants of the Interstate Wildlife Violator Compact. Through this process QDMA will be an active leader, by pushing this issue with sta
	Whether for viewing or hunting, white-tailed deer are captivating, and this is especially true for large-antlered bucks. Part of their appeal lies in their relative scarcity due to the difficulty of raising one to maturity. Many of these animals are taken prior to maturity by hunters, are involved in deer-vehicle collisions, or they succumb to disease or other mortality factors – including poaching. Thus, the investment of time, sweat and money required to grow a mature deer is substantial. That is why QDMA
	-
	-
	-
	-



	Nationally, the minimum average fne for poaching a whitetail is just over $350 per frst offense, with a range of $0 to $1,500. In a few cases, fnes may even be less than the cost of a legally acquired hunting license. 
	Nationally, the minimum average fne for poaching a whitetail is just over $350 per frst offense, with a range of $0 to $1,500. In a few cases, fnes may even be less than the cost of a legally acquired hunting license. 
	Nationally, the minimum average fne for poaching a whitetail is just over $350 per frst offense, with a range of $0 to $1,500. In a few cases, fnes may even be less than the cost of a legally acquired hunting license. 

	Figure
	Most states provide toll-free hotlines 
	Most states provide toll-free hotlines 
	TURN IN POACHERS HOTLINE DIRECTORY 
	for reporting poaching activity. In 2013, Dr. Stephen Webb and Dr. Aaron Haines compiled a list of numbers by state, and that list remains available on QDMA. com by navigating to the resources menu and selecting “Turn in Poachers.” 
	To help your local conservation officers anytime you witness a poaching incident, collect the following information: vehicle make and model, license plate number, suspect description and location (GPS coordinates or address). 
	-

	When collecting information on poaching suspects, stay a safe distance and do not put yourself in harm’s way. 

	MINIMUM POACHING FINES BY STATE 
	State 
	State 
	State 
	Minimum Fine 
	Comments 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	$250 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	$500 
	$1,000 for every other deer than the ÿrst 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	$1,500 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	$500 
	Restitution based on formula from antlers for bucks 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	$754 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	$200 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	$185 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	$150 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	$250 
	$250 doe, $1,500 buck; Additional $5,000 if >18-inch spread 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	* 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	$0 (Determined by court) 
	Min. restitution $250, based on formula from antlers for bucks 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	$250 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	$1,000 

	Midwest Average 
	Midwest Average 
	$462 

	Connecticut 
	Connecticut 
	* 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	$50 
	$50 antlerless, $1,000 antlered 

	Maine 
	Maine 
	$1,000 
	Three days jail 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 
	$500 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	$300 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 
	$248 
	Must also pay for butchering to donate 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	$100 

	New York 
	New York 
	$0-250 (Determined by court) 
	Fine range picked by o°cer; judge determines ÿnal amount 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 
	$25 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	$500 
	90 days in jail 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	$500 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 
	$25 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	$20 
	Min. $200 restitution cost and $169 court cost 

	Northeast Average 
	Northeast Average 
	$283 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 
	$250 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	$300-600 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	* 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	$0 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	* 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 
	$250-500 
	Plus court costs 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	$250 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	$946 
	Restitution up to $5,000 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 
	Not more than $200 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	$0 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	$500 
	Restitution $881 

	Southeast Average 
	Southeast Average 
	$319 

	3-Region Average 
	3-Region Average 
	$354 


	*Data not available/provided; Top-5 highest minimum ÿnes highlighted in Red 
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	Figure
	LEGISLATION IMPACTING HUNTING 
	Each year there are countless threats to the future of deer hunting and management at the local, state and federal levels. In fact, QDMA engaged in 67 advocacy issues in 2014, including 53 at the state level in 24 states and one Canadian province (see page 47). To monitor states or regions with increased legislative activity, we surveyed state wildlife agencies in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast and asked how many legislative bills were proposed in 2014 that would have directly or indirectly impacted d
	Each year there are countless threats to the future of deer hunting and management at the local, state and federal levels. In fact, QDMA engaged in 67 advocacy issues in 2014, including 53 at the state level in 24 states and one Canadian province (see page 47). To monitor states or regions with increased legislative activity, we surveyed state wildlife agencies in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast and asked how many legislative bills were proposed in 2014 that would have directly or indirectly impacted d
	-
	-
	-

	Nationally, 19 of 34 states (56 percent) reported less than three bills and only two states (6 percent) reported more than 10 bills. In the Southeast, eight of 11 states (73 percent) had less than three bills and none had more than five. In the Northeast, six of 11 states (55 percent) had less than three bills, while two had three to five, two had six to 10, and one had more than 10 bills. In the Midwest, five of 12 states (42 percent) had less than three bills, while four had three to five, two had six to 
	-

	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	In 2014, the Southeast was the least legislatively active while the Midwest was the busiest. QDMA engaged in issues in eight states in the Southeast, six states in the Northeast, eight states in the Midwest, and two states in the West. QDMA fights for hunters’ rights by engaging in these issues and encourages hunters to support our advocacy efforts by joining QDMA and also by joining the National Deer Alliance (see page 27). QDMA established the NDA in 2014 to serve, in part, as an advocacy arm for hunters.



	Only two states reported more than 10 bills impacting hunting in 2014 – Iowa and New York. 
	Only two states reported more than 10 bills impacting hunting in 2014 – Iowa and New York. 
	Only two states reported more than 10 bills impacting hunting in 2014 – Iowa and New York. 

	Figure
	NUMBER OF LEGISLATIVE BILLS IMPACTING HUNTING BY STATE IN 2014 
	NUMBER OF LEGISLATIVE BILLS IMPACTING HUNTING BY STATE IN 2014 


	State 
	State 
	State 
	State 
	Less than 3 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	X 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	X 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	X 

	North Dakota* 
	North Dakota* 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	X 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	X 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 

	Midwest Total 
	Midwest Total 
	42% 

	Connecticut* 
	Connecticut* 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	X 

	Maine* 
	Maine* 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	X 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	X 

	New York 
	New York 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	X 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	X 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	X 

	Northeast Total 
	Northeast Total 
	55% 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	X 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	X 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	X 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	X 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	X 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	X 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	X 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	X 

	Southeast Total 
	Southeast Total 
	73% 

	3-Region Total 
	3-Region Total 
	56% 


	*Data not available/provided 
	Kip Adams, QDMA's Director of Education and Outreach, leads the organization's advocacy efforts. In 2014, QDMA engaged in 67 advocacy issues in 24 states and one Canadian province. 

	3 to 5 6 to 10 More than 10 
	3 to 5 6 to 10 More than 10 
	3 to 5 6 to 10 More than 10 
	X 
	X X 
	X X X 
	X 
	33% 17% 8% 
	X 
	X 
	X X 
	X 
	18% 18% 9% 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	27% 0% 0% 
	26% 12% 6% 
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	States with the most legislative bills impacting hunting highlighted in Red 

	Deer Turkey Duck Pheasant Elk 
	2015 PART 2: CURRENT ISSUES & TRENDS 
	NATIONAL DEER ALLIANCE 
	NATIONAL DEER ALLIANCE 
	Alliances exist in many forms, for many reasons. They exist for the purpose of wildlife conservation. They exist for habitat loss and enhancement. They even exist to drive legislation. But, until now, there has never been one widespread enough that it joined the majority of hunters and wildlife enthusiasts in North America under one umbrella. Following the North American Whitetail Summit, hosted by QDMA and held in March 2014, a clear need was exposed for the formation of a unified voice of the modern deer 
	-
	-

	The goal of NDA is to serve as the unified voice of the modern deer hunter and guardian of North America’s wild deer, wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage. To achieve this, the NDA will establish the largest and most diverse group of deer hunters, managers and enthusiasts ever assembled under a single umbrella. 


	Why is the NDA Necessary? 
	Why is the NDA Necessary? 
	Why is the NDA Necessary? 
	Deer are the most commonly pursued and economically important big game animal in North America. However, less 
	Millions of Hunters 

	% OF HUNTERS AFFILIATED WITH A NATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION ORGANIZATION 
	11 10 9 8 7 6 5 
	11 10 9 8 7 6 5 
	1% 
	4 
	8% 
	3 2 
	41% 9% 
	41% 9% 
	24%

	1 0 
	Total Hunters Organization Members 

	Figure
	than 1 percent of deer hunters belong to a national conservation organization dedicated to the protection of deer and our deer hunting heritage (see the chart below). 
	-
	-
	-

	This lack of unity prevents a strong, centralized voice to address current and emerging threats such as hunter access, disease, predators, and declining deer populations. The time has come for deer hunters to organize and speak up for their rights. Along with QDMA, other deer conservation organizations (Mule Deer Foundation and Whitetails Unlimited), industry leaders, wildlife agencies and hunters, the NDA is quickly becoming a force in the deer hunting world. 
	-


	How It Will Work 
	How It Will Work 
	The NDA’s digital network will attract and retain deer enthusiasts of all types through deer-hunting content that is both serious as well as topical. 
	From an advocacy standpoint, the goal 
	From an advocacy standpoint, the goal 
	From an advocacy standpoint, the goal 
	is to be proactive (advance issues like those identified at the Summit) as well as reactive (respond to issues as they surface). Importantly, NDA will focus on issues that unite deer hunters and are critical to a sustainable future for wild deer and our hunting heritage. To this end, a steering committee with broad representation has been created to guide NDA’s advocacy efforts. When the steering committee identifies a subject of broad concern, it will engage NDA staff and members to achieve positive outcom
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-




	What You Get 
	What You Get 
	What You Get 

	NDA members will realize two key benefits: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	NDA members will be kept informed on key deer issues in North America on a weekly basis through e-mail, and real-time through social media and the NDA website. 

	2.
	2.
	NDA members will have the opportunity to have their voice heard by participating in NDA’s advocacy efforts at both a local and national level. 
	-
	-




	QDMA’s Recommendation - Join Now 
	QDMA’s Recommendation - Join Now 
	QDMA’s Recommendation - Join Now 

	Participation in the NDA is free and open to all deer hunters, managers and enthusiasts. All you need to do to participate in the NDA is sign up for the outreach network and get ready to engage on key issues. As NDA outreach tools expand, you will be notified as to how to participate in those as well. Join thousands of other deer hunters today and sign up by visiting . 
	-
	www.nationaldeeralliance.com
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	WHERE ARE RIFLES PERMITTED FOR DEER HUNTING? 
	Figure
	Surprisingly to some, the use of rifles for deer hunting isn’t allowed everywhere. What’s more, their use has expanded to new states in recent years. To gain a better understanding of where they are used, we surveyed state wildlife agencies to learn where rifles are permitted for harvesting deer. For our survey, rifles included traditional high-powered calibers as well as straight-walled pistol cartridges, and states responded whether they are permitted in all, part or none of the state. 
	Surprisingly to some, the use of rifles for deer hunting isn’t allowed everywhere. What’s more, their use has expanded to new states in recent years. To gain a better understanding of where they are used, we surveyed state wildlife agencies to learn where rifles are permitted for harvesting deer. For our survey, rifles included traditional high-powered calibers as well as straight-walled pistol cartridges, and states responded whether they are permitted in all, part or none of the state. 
	-

	Of the 36 states that responded, rifle use is allowed completely in 21 states and in some areas of 10 more states. Thus, rifles are allowed at least somewhere in 31 of 36 states (86 percent). However, some states like Indiana and Ohio only allow pistol cartridges. Only five states reported not allowing any use of rifles, and they were Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, New Jersey and Rhode Island. 
	The Midwest and Southeast are nearly wide open with respect to rifles (or at least some rifle cartridges), and the majority of states in the Northeast allow rifles to be used in some places. Most areas in the Northeast that prohibit rifles are centered around urban/suburban locations. Indiana is currently debating whether to expand the use of rifles and allow high-powered calibers, and given the widespread use of 
	The Midwest and Southeast are nearly wide open with respect to rifles (or at least some rifle cartridges), and the majority of states in the Northeast allow rifles to be used in some places. Most areas in the Northeast that prohibit rifles are centered around urban/suburban locations. Indiana is currently debating whether to expand the use of rifles and allow high-powered calibers, and given the widespread use of 
	in-line muzzleloaders, other states that prohibit them are likely to follow. 



	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	The use of rifles versus shotguns is more of a cultural rather than safety issue as studies have shown nearly equal safety concerns between the firearms. This is supported by the widespread use of in-line muzzleloaders in states that currently do 
	The use of rifles versus shotguns is more of a cultural rather than safety issue as studies have shown nearly equal safety concerns between the firearms. This is supported by the widespread use of in-line muzzleloaders in states that currently do 
	not allow rifles. QDMA is more interested in success of overall deer management programs rather than debating specific firearm use. As long as deer and their habitat are healthy and hunters have good opportunities to go afield, we leave it to the local hunters and state wildlife agencies to determine what firearms can be used based on public input and the agencies’ recommendations. 
	-
	-


	Sect
	Figure
	WHERE RIFLES ARE PERMITTED BY STATE All of the State Data not available/provided Part of the State None of the State 

	28 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 
	28 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 

	2015 PART 2: CURRENT ISSUES & TRENDS 
	CROSSTAGGING (PARTY HUNTING) FOR DEER 
	Figure
	Deer hunting cultures and traditions run deep throughout the whitetail’s range. Some pursue deer with dogs, some with bait, some with organized drives, and others as part of a group or party where deer tags can be traded after a deer is harvested. Crosstagging, or party hunting, is where a hunter can hunt as part of a group, even if he or she does not have a deer tag. If that hunter shoots a deer, he or she can use a tag from a hunter in the group to legally tag the animal. This practice has been challenged
	Deer hunting cultures and traditions run deep throughout the whitetail’s range. Some pursue deer with dogs, some with bait, some with organized drives, and others as part of a group or party where deer tags can be traded after a deer is harvested. Crosstagging, or party hunting, is where a hunter can hunt as part of a group, even if he or she does not have a deer tag. If that hunter shoots a deer, he or she can use a tag from a hunter in the group to legally tag the animal. This practice has been challenged
	-

	In the Southeast, no states allow this practice for bucks or antlerless deer. All hunters must have their own tag or license to pursue deer. In the Northeast, no states allow this for bucks, and only Pennsylvania allows it for antlerless deer. However, Pennsylvania has a mentored youth program, and antlerless tags can only be legally transferred from a mentor to a mentored 
	In the Southeast, no states allow this practice for bucks or antlerless deer. All hunters must have their own tag or license to pursue deer. In the Northeast, no states allow this for bucks, and only Pennsylvania allows it for antlerless deer. However, Pennsylvania has a mentored youth program, and antlerless tags can only be legally transferred from a mentor to a mentored 
	-

	youth after the youth has harvested an antlerless deer. New York allows antlerless tags to be consigned from one hunter to another, but it must be done prior to harvest. Neither of these circumstances is considered crosstagging or party hunting in the traditional sense. In the Midwest, three of 12 states (25 percent) allow crosstagging for bucks, and they also allow it for antler-less deer. These states are Iowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin. 
	-
	-




	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	For hunters where this management strategy is not used, shooting a deer using someone else's tag on it may seem illegal and unethical. However, for hunters in a few Midwestern states it is as much a part of deer season as camouflage, florescent orange and tall stories of monster bucks. Given the Midwest’s current trend of dramatically declining deer harvests, this issue will likely play a bigger role in future deer discussions, and that will certainly be necessary when/where antlerless harvest opportunities
	-



	Crosstagging, or party hunting, is where a hunter can hunt as part of a group, even if he  or she does not have a deer tag. If that hunter shoots a deer, he or she can use a tag from  a hunter in the group to  legally tag the animal. 
	Crosstagging, or party hunting, is where a hunter can hunt as part of a group, even if he  or she does not have a deer tag. If that hunter shoots a deer, he or she can use a tag from  a hunter in the group to  legally tag the animal. 
	WHERE IS CROSSTAGGING DEER IS PERMITTED? 
	State Bucks Antlerless 
	State Bucks Antlerless 
	Illinois No No Indiana No No Iowa Allowed Allowed Kansas No No Kentucky No No Michigan No No Minnesota Allowed Allowed Missouri No No Nebraska No No North Dakota No No Ohio No No South Dakota No No Wisconsin Allowed Allowed 
	Connecticut * * Delaware No No Maine No No Maryland No No Massachusetts No No New Hampshire No No New Jersey No No New York No No** Pennsylvania No Allowed*** Rhode Island No No Vermont No No Virginia No No West Virginia No No 
	Alabama No No Arkansas No No Florida * * Georgia No No Louisiana No No Mississippi No No North Carolina No No Oklahoma No No South Carolina * * Tennessee No * Texas No No 
	*Data not available/provided **New York: Antlerless tags may be consigned from one hunter to another, but it must be done prior to harvest. ***Pennsylvania: Antlerless tags can only be transferred from a mentor to a mentored youth immediately after the youth has harvested an antlerless deer. 
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	WILD VENISON FOR SALE? 


	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	Ever pay for wild venison? If so, you either a) did so outside of the United States and Canada or b) did so illegally. You can purchase venison in North America, but it must be farm-raised. Some people are now calling for change, proposing a limited market for wild venison. 
	In 1900 the Lacey Act was the first law to successfully regulate white-tailed deer harvest, and it essentially ended market hunting by, among other things, restricting the sale and/or purchase of wild venison. The Lacey Act is widely recognized for its key contribution to recovery of deer and numerous other wildlife species and was crucial to creation of the highly successful North American Model of Wildlife Conservation. 
	-

	Fast forward 100 years and you’ll find whitetails successfully recovered throughout their range. So successfully recovered, in fact, that many areas had too many deer. Deer managers have worked tirelessly during the past decade to reduce deer herds in many states, but numerous urban/suburban locales continue to have overabundant and/or increasing deer populations. 
	-
	-

	Hunting is by far the optimal choice for managing deer. Hunters provide a free ecological service to society, $87 billion annually to our economy, and they harvest approximately 6 million whitetails in the United States each year. In addition to the tremendous recreational opportunity and monetary support, harvested deer also provide approximately 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	1.2 billion high-quality meals annually. In fact, a 2013 national survey by Responsive Management showed hunting “for meat” was the most popular reason cited for hunting by adult Americans. More than a third (35 percent) of hunters selected this option while the next closest choices were for sport/recreation (31 percent), to be with family and friends (21 percent), and to be close to nature (9 percent). 
	Unfortunately some areas are off-limits to hunting, and others are so restrictive 
	Unfortunately some areas are off-limits to hunting, and others are so restrictive 
	-

	that hunting has produced limited success, at best. These are typically urban or suburban areas, and numerous communities and homeowners struggle with deer in these environments. There is no easy solution to this. Sharpshooting programs are the most effective in these situations, but they are expensive. Special hunts are less expensive but can’t be used in every locale. 
	-


	It is in these environments where proponents of regulated commercial harvest of deer suggest deer managers consider this management option. 
	-
	-


	A Little Background 
	A Little Background 
	A Little Background 
	On January 7, 2011, seven scientists from the National Wildlife Research Center in Colorado, the University of Wisconsin and the University of Nebraska submitted 

	Figure
	Creating a market for wild venison goes against the fundamentals of modern wildlife conservation, but some view it as a potential solution to deer population control in areas where hunting is restricted or impossible. 
	Creating a market for wild venison goes against the fundamentals of modern wildlife conservation, but some view it as a potential solution to deer population control in areas where hunting is restricted or impossible. 


	an article to the Wildlife Society Bulletin titled “Regulated Commercial Harvest to Manage Overabundant White-Tailed Deer: An Idea to Consider?” The article was peer-reviewed, published later that year, and the proverbial horse was out of the barn. Some urban deer managers had privately discussed this idea, but many wildlife professionals considered selling venison and other deer parts as akin to cancelling Christmas (or the opening day of deer season). The article’s authors carefully stated that regulated 
	an article to the Wildlife Society Bulletin titled “Regulated Commercial Harvest to Manage Overabundant White-Tailed Deer: An Idea to Consider?” The article was peer-reviewed, published later that year, and the proverbial horse was out of the barn. Some urban deer managers had privately discussed this idea, but many wildlife professionals considered selling venison and other deer parts as akin to cancelling Christmas (or the opening day of deer season). The article’s authors carefully stated that regulated 
	an article to the Wildlife Society Bulletin titled “Regulated Commercial Harvest to Manage Overabundant White-Tailed Deer: An Idea to Consider?” The article was peer-reviewed, published later that year, and the proverbial horse was out of the barn. Some urban deer managers had privately discussed this idea, but many wildlife professionals considered selling venison and other deer parts as akin to cancelling Christmas (or the opening day of deer season). The article’s authors carefully stated that regulated 
	-
	-

	populations of white-tailed deer. They also outlined a potential means to govern regulated commercial deer harvest and explained how it was compatible within the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation. Finally, they addressed several perceived benefits and expected concerns. 
	-
	-


	The concept was hotly debated in wildlife circles, and on August 9, 2012, the editors of Bloomberg Report – a site for business and financial news – ran a piece titled “Deer Infestation Calls for a Radical Free-Market Solution.” The article painted deer and deer hunters in a poor light, and the authors suggested, “The most promising reform could be legalizing the sale of venison and hides to small manufacturing enterprises. If the state allowed a commer
	-
	-

	cial market for deer products… Farm markets can sell local beef, so why shouldn’t they be able to market local venison?” 
	The short answer is because local beef belongs to the local farmers while deer (and all wildlife) belong to the public. The sticky point is that fish and other wildlife meat and parts (hides, antlers, etc.) are already allowed for sale in some states. 
	-



	Second Attempt 
	Second Attempt 
	Second Attempt 
	On October 7, 2013, The Wildlife Society’s Wildlife Damage Management Working Group and Urban Wildlife Group sponsored a facilitated discussion on “Regulated Commercial Harvest to Manage Overabundant White-Tailed Deer” at the Society’s annual meeting in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. I listed this as the “second attempt” because the panel organizers had arranged a similar meeting months earlier that was cancelled by administrators due to the contentiousness of the issue. The Wildlife Society is the parent organizati
	-
	-
	-
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	Wildlife Society, and I was one of the nine panel members for that facilitated discussion. 
	Wildlife Society, and I was one of the nine panel members for that facilitated discussion. 
	-

	Around 70 people attended the four-hour session, and opinions ranged widely. Among the panel and audience, most discussions focused on how this potential deer management tool could or could not be applied within the confines of the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation. The conversation remained professional even though passion and polarizing views were clearly evident. 
	-

	Less than two weeks later on October 18, Jim Sterba wrote an article for The Wall Street Journal titled “If Only Hunters Could Sell Venison: Could Loosening Rules on Deer Meat Help Combat a Suburban Scourge?” Jim is also author of “Nature Wars: The incredible story of how wildlife comebacks turned backyards into battlegrounds.” Jim learned about The Wildlife Society’s panel discussion and contacted two panel participants who were also authors of the original manuscript I mentioned at the beginning of this a
	-
	-
	-

	Pros & Cons of a Potential Wild Venison Market 
	Kip Adams, QDMA’s Education & Outreach Director, was one of a small handful of biologists who have attended both of the gatherings of professional wildlife biologists held recently to discuss the potential for legalized commercial deer harvest. Debate focused on these pros and cons surrounding the issue: 
	-

	PROS of Commercial Deer Harvest: 
	•. 
	•. 
	•. 
	Could reduce overabundant deer herds where hunting is severely restricted. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Could provide an additional tool to state wildlife agencies for urban/suburban deer management programs. 

	•. 
	•. 
	•. 
	Could provide local source of healthy meat. 

	CONS of Commercial Deer Harvest: 

	•. 
	•. 
	Creates issues with privatization of wildlife. Potential profts will attract political and economic interest. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Creates potential issues with North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, which was based on ending markets for wildlife and ensuring public ownership of wildlife. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Potential overexploitation of resource and food safety issues. 


	obtain information for his article. I mention this not to promote Jim or his book but rather to show this issue is much larger than something that will be discussed and solved solely by deer managers. 
	-



	New Jersey Assembly Bill 3039 
	New Jersey Assembly Bill 3039 
	New Jersey Assembly Bill 3039 
	As evidence of my previous statement, it didn’t take long for legislators to take notice of the commercial harvest discussion. On March 24, 2014, New Jersey District 11 Assemblywoman Caroline Casagrande introduced Assembly Bill 3039 that would establish a commercial deer harvesting license and allow commercial harvest of deer. The bill stalled in the Assembly Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee, but I’m sure this is the first of many commercial harvest bills that will be introduced in coming years. 
	-
	-


	Current Status 
	Current Status 
	That brings us to the present. This topic was discussed in a professional setting as recently as September 22 at the Northeast Deer Technical Committee (NEDTC) meeting in Blue Mountain Lake, New York. The NEDTC is comprised of professional deer biologists employed by 13 northeastern state wildlife agencies and four eastern Canadian provincial wildlife agencies. The annual meeting includes the NEDTC and invited guests. QDMA receives an invite, and I attended on our behalf. Dr. David Drake from the University
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Dr. Drake led the two-hour session, and like the panel discussion in Milwaukee, emotions ran high and opinions ranged widely. Some states appeared eager to use this tool while some were adamantly opposed. Others were noncommittal and seemed to recognize potential benefits and pitfalls. Unlike The Wildlife Society’s panel discussion, the main focus was not on the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, rather it centered on markets (or lack thereof) for deer meat and other parts and the economics of t
	Dr. Drake led the two-hour session, and like the panel discussion in Milwaukee, emotions ran high and opinions ranged widely. Some states appeared eager to use this tool while some were adamantly opposed. Others were noncommittal and seemed to recognize potential benefits and pitfalls. Unlike The Wildlife Society’s panel discussion, the main focus was not on the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, rather it centered on markets (or lack thereof) for deer meat and other parts and the economics of t
	-

	were present at both discussions, and the difference in focal topics was striking. 


	What to Expect in the Future 
	What to Expect in the Future 
	I believe you’ll see commercial harvest used in some locations within the next five years. Some states are more likely candidates given their urban/suburban deer issues, legislative involvement in deer management, amount of affluent suburban communities, and state wildlife agency’s interest, but you can’t underestimate the power of the legislature, so the first state to use this tool could be anywhere in the whitetail’s range. I purposely listed the state agency’s interest last in the above list as I don’t 
	-
	-
	-



	What Hunters Should Expect 
	What Hunters Should Expect 
	What Hunters Should Expect 
	If this is applied as proposed – to be used only in areas where hunters currently cannot hunt or have extremely restricted access – then it shouldn’t impact the majority of hunters. If existing sharpshooting programs in urban/suburban areas (not to be confused with those associated with disease monitoring) impact your hunting, then commercial harvesting programs likely would too. If they don’t, then your hunting likely won’t be impacted. 
	-
	-

	However, all hunters should expect much debate on this topic in professional, media and hunting camp circles in the future. As hunters we love to talk anything and everything deer, and this is clearly a new hot topic to add to the list. 

	QDMA’s Stance on This Issue 
	QDMA remains highly guarded regarding commercialization of white-tailed deer, even if tightly restricted and confned to urban areas. Before considering supporting such a program, we would need to be convinced that all efforts to use hunters have been exhausted and that the program wouldn’t negatively impact the whitetail resource, hunter opportunity, or create black markets for illegally harvested deer. QDMA will remain actively engaged in this discussion to protect the interests of deer and deer hunters as
	QDMA remains highly guarded regarding commercialization of white-tailed deer, even if tightly restricted and confned to urban areas. Before considering supporting such a program, we would need to be convinced that all efforts to use hunters have been exhausted and that the program wouldn’t negatively impact the whitetail resource, hunter opportunity, or create black markets for illegally harvested deer. QDMA will remain actively engaged in this discussion to protect the interests of deer and deer hunters as
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	Figure
	SALE OF ANTLERS AND MOUNTED DEER HEADS 
	Figure
	Deer hunters love antlers. We love seeing, comparing, photographing, collecting and holding them. A quick internet search reveals hoards of antlers and deer mounts for sale. However, just because they are advertised does not mean their sale is legal. Therefore, we surveyed state wildlife agencies to gain a better understanding of where antlers and mounted deer heads can be legally sold. 
	Deer hunters love antlers. We love seeing, comparing, photographing, collecting and holding them. A quick internet search reveals hoards of antlers and deer mounts for sale. However, just because they are advertised does not mean their sale is legal. Therefore, we surveyed state wildlife agencies to gain a better understanding of where antlers and mounted deer heads can be legally sold. 
	-

	Shed antlers or those attached to the skull plate can be sold in 26 of 34 states (76 percent) and mounted heads can be sold in 26 of 33 states (79 percent). Oklahoma 
	Shed antlers or those attached to the skull plate can be sold in 26 of 34 states (76 percent) and mounted heads can be sold in 26 of 33 states (79 percent). Oklahoma 
	and South Carolina only allow the sale of shed antlers. Neither state allows sale of any antlers attached to a skull plate, and this includes mounted deer. In Virginia, mounted heads are legal for sale but only at/by a licensed auction. 

	The Northeast is the most stingy with selling antlers as only six of 11 states (55 percent) allow it. Conversely, the Midwest is the most liberal as 12 of 13 states (92 percent) allow their sale. Only Kentucky prohibits the sale of antlers in this region. The Southeast is the most stingy with selling deer mounts as only six of 10 (60 
	The Northeast is the most stingy with selling antlers as only six of 11 states (55 percent) allow it. Conversely, the Midwest is the most liberal as 12 of 13 states (92 percent) allow their sale. Only Kentucky prohibits the sale of antlers in this region. The Southeast is the most stingy with selling deer mounts as only six of 10 (60 
	percent) allow it. The Midwest is again the most liberal as all 13 states allow their sale. 

	Nationally, only five states reported not allowing any sale of antlers, and they were Alabama, Delaware, Maryland, Mississippi and New Jersey. Most states allow some antler sales, but whether you’re looking to buy or sell these crown jewels be sure it is permitted in the state where the sale is occurring. Check with the state wildlife agency before the sale to ensure you don’t receive an unwanted visit from a conservation officer. 
	-

	WHERE IS THE SALE OF ANTLERS AND MOUNTED HEADS LEGAL? 

	State Antlers Mounted Heads 
	State Antlers Mounted Heads 
	State Antlers Mounted Heads 
	Illinois Yes Yes Indiana Yes Yes Iowa Yes Yes Kansas Yes Yes Kentucky No Yes Michigan Yes Yes Minnesota Yes Yes Missouri Yes Yes Nebraska Yes Yes North Dakota Yes Yes Ohio Yes Yes South Dakota Yes Yes Wisconsin Yes Yes 
	Connecticut * * Delaware No No Maine Yes * Maryland No No Massachusetts * * New Hampshire Yes Yes New Jersey No No New York Yes Yes Pennsylvania No Yes Rhode Island Yes Yes Vermont Yes Yes Virginia No Yes** West Virginia Yes Yes 
	Alabama No No Arkansas Yes Yes Florida Yes Yes Georgia Yes Yes Louisiana * * Mississippi No No North Carolina Yes Yes Oklahoma Yes** No South Carolina Yes** No Tennessee Yes Yes Texas Yes Yes 
	*Data not available/provided **Only shed antlers are legal for sale in Oklahoma and South Carolina, and mounted deer heads can only be sold at/by a licensed auction in Virginia. 
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	TRENDS IN FAWN RECRUITMENT RATES 
	Figure
	The fawn recruitment rate is one of the most important measures of herd productivity, and it directly impacts the number of antlerless deer that can be harvested annually as well as the number of bucks you can realistically expect to have available for harvest. It also alerts managers to potential problems such as high fawn predation rates. The fawn recruitment rate is a measure of the number of fawns per adult doe (1½ years and older) alive in the fall pre-hunt population. Basically, this index records the
	The fawn recruitment rate is one of the most important measures of herd productivity, and it directly impacts the number of antlerless deer that can be harvested annually as well as the number of bucks you can realistically expect to have available for harvest. It also alerts managers to potential problems such as high fawn predation rates. The fawn recruitment rate is a measure of the number of fawns per adult doe (1½ years and older) alive in the fall pre-hunt population. Basically, this index records the
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	We surveyed state wildlife agencies in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast and asked them to provide their estimated 
	We surveyed state wildlife agencies in the Midwest, Northeast and Southeast and asked them to provide their estimated 
	fawn recruitment rate for 2014. We conducted a similar survey in 2011 so we already had state-by-state fawn recruitment rates for 2000, 2005 and 2010. Our new data allowed us to compare regional fawn recruitment rates and see if/how the average recruitment rates changed during the past 14 years. This analysis is especially timely given the recent expansion of coyote 
	-
	-

	and other predator populations. 

	Nationally, the average fawn recruitment rate declined significantly from 2000 to 2005, dropped again from 2005 to 2010, and remained similar from 2010 to 2014. The Midwest recruited significantly more fawns per doe (0.83) than the Northeast 
	-

	(0.57) or Southeast (0.55 fawns per doe), but the national mean (0.66) indicated that 
	(0.57) or Southeast (0.55 fawns per doe), but the national mean (0.66) indicated that 
	on average it took three does to recruit two fawns last year! 


	FAWN RECRUITMENT RATES BY STATE IN 2014 Less than 0.5 Data not available/provided 0.5 to 0.75 More than 0.75 
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	Iowa 1.60 Kentucky 1.25 South Carolina 0.88 South Dakota 0.86 Vermont 0.80 Top-5 States 2014 Fawn Recruitment Rates (Fawns per Adult Doe) 
	Iowa 1.60 Kentucky 1.25 South Carolina 0.88 South Dakota 0.86 Vermont 0.80 Top-5 States 2014 Fawn Recruitment Rates (Fawns per Adult Doe) 
	Midwestern states had the highest fawn recruitment rate in the U.S. by averaging 0.83 fawns per adult doe in 2014. This was nearly identical to the region’s 2010 average, and it ranged from 0.47 in Michigan to 1.60 in Iowa. Notably, Iowa and Kentucky were the only states in the country to average more than one fawn per adult doe. Interestingly, five of seven states (71 percent) that provided data for 2010 and 2014 experienced reduced recruitment rates across the years. Wisconsin had the largest drop in recr
	-

	0.70) while Iowa had the largest increase 
	(1.30 to 1.60 fawns per doe). The Midwest’s current fawn recruitment rate means, on average, three does will recruit approximately 2.5 fawns. 
	-

	In the Northeast, the average fawn recruitment rate in 2014 was 0.57 fawns per doe, and this equaled the region’s average in 2010, but was lower than in 2005 and 2000. The rate ranged from 0.40 in Rhode Island to 0.80 fawns per doe in Vermont. Five states provided data for 2010 and 2014, and four of those had reduced fawn recruitment rates in 2014. Maryland had the largest drop in recruitment rate (0.60 to 0.50) while Rhode Island fared best by simply maintaining its rate, as no states increased their recru
	-

	In the Southeast, the average fawn recruitment rate was 0.55 fawns per doe. While this looks like a steep drop for the region in recent years, our 2014 data include three new states, Arkansas, Florida and Oklahoma, all of which reported low rates, bringing the regional average down. The fawn recruitment rate ranged 
	In the Southeast, the average fawn recruitment rate was 0.55 fawns per doe. While this looks like a steep drop for the region in recent years, our 2014 data include three new states, Arkansas, Florida and Oklahoma, all of which reported low rates, bringing the regional average down. The fawn recruitment rate ranged 
	from 0.30 in Oklahoma to 0.88 in South fawn:doe harvest ratios, and others use Carolina. Four states provided data for a combination of these and/or other 2010 and 2014, and two had increased techniques. Given this variety, the data fawn recruitment rates in 2014 and two in the table is not directly comparable were equal between the years. No state among states. However, it is very com-reported a reduced recruitment rate and parable across years for any given state. Mississippi had the largest increase by S
	-



	observation and harvest data to estimate QDMA's Recommendations the fawn recruitment rate. This statistic 
	There are multiple ways to estimate should be estimated annually and com-the fawn recruitment rate. Some states pared across years to identify changes in use hunter observation rates, some use herd health and/or predation rates. 
	MULTI-YEAR FAWN RECRUITMENT RATES (NUMBER OF FAWNS PER DOE) BY STATE 
	State 2000 2005 2010 2014 
	Illinois 0.79 0.65 0.55 0.54 Indiana * * * * Iowa * * 1.30 1.60 Kansas * 0.71 0.64 0.55 Kentucky * * * 1.25 Michigan 0.57 0.53 0.39 0.47 Minnesota * * * * Missouri * * * * Nebraska * * * * North Dakota * * * * Ohio 1.00 0.84 0.81 0.70 South Dakota * * 0.95 0.86 Wisconsin 1.06 1.07 1.07 0.70 

	Midwest Total 0.86 0.76 0.82 0.83 
	Midwest Total 0.86 0.76 0.82 0.83 
	Connecticut * * 0.50 * Delaware * * * * Maine 0.91 0.81 0.75 0.65 Maryland 0.74 0.68 0.60 0.50 Massachusetts * * * * New Hampshire 0.70 0.68 0.63 0.59 New Jersey * * * * New York * * * 0.45 Pennsylvania 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.62 Rhode Island * * 0.40 0.40 Vermont * * * 0.80 Virginia 0.42 0.47 0.44 * West Virginia * * * 0.58 

	Northeast Total 0.69 0.67 0.57 0.57 
	Northeast Total 0.69 0.67 0.57 0.57 
	Alabama * * * * Arkansas * * * 0.47 Florida * * * 0.40 Georgia 0.71 0.37 0.52 0.59 Louisiana 0.74 0.60 0.58 0.58 Mississippi * 0.60 0.47 0.66 North Carolina * * * * Oklahoma * * * 0.30 South Carolina 1.23 1.09 0.88 0.88 Tennessee * * * * Texas * 0.54 0.53 * 
	Southeast Total 0.89 0.64 0.60 0.55 

	3-Region Total 0.81 0.69 0.66 0.66 
	3-Region Total 0.81 0.69 0.66 0.66 
	*Data not available/provided 
	*Data not available/provided 
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	Figure
	FAWNING TIME = LUNCH TIME FOR PREDATORS 



	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	Spring is an exciting time in the woods. The landscape is greening, buds are bursting, turkeys are gobbling, brook trout are rising, fawns are dropping, and at an ever increasing rate, predators are swarming. Much has been said and written in the past few years regarding increasing predator populations and declining deer herds. There’s been some fascinating research on fawn predation, predator ecology and home range size, and potential management strategies to help enhance fawn survival. The research is pre
	-
	-
	-
	-

	With the majority of focus on coyotes, many forget about the other predators taking their toll on fawns, namely bobcats and bears. Bears are not as widely distributed as bobcats and coyotes, but they can play a significant role in fawn survival, especially when their predation is additive to the impact of coyotes. 
	-


	Case in Point 
	Case in Point 
	Case in Point 
	Here is some actual data from our camp in north-central Pennsylvania during the past 12 years. For some background, I collect data – a lot of it – on our 700-acre farm. Every spring I conduct a pellet count and browse survey to estimate the overwinter deer population using our land and the impact it has on our woods. Each summer I conduct a trail-camera survey using the technique described in QDMA’s book Deer Cameras: the Science of Scouting to estimate the pre-season deer herd as well as its adult sex rati
	Here is some actual data from our camp in north-central Pennsylvania during the past 12 years. For some background, I collect data – a lot of it – on our 700-acre farm. Every spring I conduct a pellet count and browse survey to estimate the overwinter deer population using our land and the impact it has on our woods. Each summer I conduct a trail-camera survey using the technique described in QDMA’s book Deer Cameras: the Science of Scouting to estimate the pre-season deer herd as well as its adult sex rati
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	deer we shoot or find dead on our property. We enjoying hunting with friends and family, and around 15 people hunt our farm annually. Thus I get a lot of observation data from throughout the property. One final piece of background information is we have a lot of coyotes, a lot of bears and a lot fewer deer than in past years. 
	-
	-
	-


	Our QDM program began in 2002, and at that time we had over 100 deer per square mile, zero tree regeneration in our woods, and healthy bear and coyote populations. We dramatically reduced the deer herd from 2002 to 2004. The reduction phase was awesome, as we love to shoot deer. In fact, we shot 74 adult does on 700 acres in three years! That was an average of one adult doe per 28 acres for three straight years, and that is an extremely high harvest rate. It provided a lot of fun, nearly 15,000 high-quality
	-
	-
	-

	From 2004 to 2011, the deer density on our farm was relatively stable. The big difference was instead of shooting 23 adult does like in 2005 or 15 adult does like in 2006 to keep the herd stabilized, we had dropped to shooting less than 10 per year by 2008, a trend that continues today. Shooting fewer adult does should have allowed our deer herd to grow, but something else was at play, something else was forcing us to shoot fewer does to keep the deer herd from further decline, something 
	From 2004 to 2011, the deer density on our farm was relatively stable. The big difference was instead of shooting 23 adult does like in 2005 or 15 adult does like in 2006 to keep the herd stabilized, we had dropped to shooting less than 10 per year by 2008, a trend that continues today. Shooting fewer adult does should have allowed our deer herd to grow, but something else was at play, something else was forcing us to shoot fewer does to keep the deer herd from further decline, something 
	-

	else was taking our fun away, and that something else was a growing predator population. 


	Figure
	QDMA Director of Education and Outreach Kip Adams, along with daughter Katie, and his nephews, Tyler (left) and Justin (right) took this picture after Kip killed this bear last year. Kip had the kids accompany him hunting that day, and Katie actually spotted the bear and pointed it out. If she had not done so, Kip wouldn’t have seen it. Bear numbers in the area are high, while fawn recruitment has been falling. 
	QDMA Director of Education and Outreach Kip Adams, along with daughter Katie, and his nephews, Tyler (left) and Justin (right) took this picture after Kip killed this bear last year. Kip had the kids accompany him hunting that day, and Katie actually spotted the bear and pointed it out. If she had not done so, Kip wouldn’t have seen it. Bear numbers in the area are high, while fawn recruitment has been falling. 



	Predator Fan 
	Predator Fan 
	Predator Fan 
	I’ll admit right up front that I admire predators. I like having bears, coyotes, bobcats, fishers, foxes, raccoons and others on our farm. I enjoy seeing them, photographing them, trapping them, and especially hunting them. They are part of the landscape, and our environment is richer because of their presence. However, just like deer, beavers and every other wildlife species, their numbers and impacts need to be managed. 
	-
	-



	And the Survey Says 
	And the Survey Says 
	And the Survey Says 
	I mentioned the deer herd using our property is stabilized by a much lower harvest rate today than a decade ago. If we shot as many adult does today as we did five to 10 years ago, we would drive the deer herd to a very low density. It’s easy to simply blame predators for this, and many hunters do. However, I have the data to support that claim. From 2002 to 2011, our average lactation rate for 2½-year-old and older does was approximately 70 percent. That means about seven of every 10 does 2½ years and olde
	-
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	100 
	100 


	Percentage of Adult Females (2½+ years) 10 to 15 hunters per year, hunting during with Milk, 2002-13 
	Percentage of Adult Females (2½+ years) 10 to 15 hunters per year, hunting during with Milk, 2002-13 
	October, November and December. Thus, we have good representative observation data during each hunting season. Combine that with 12 years of harvest data, nine years of pre-season trail-camera surveys, and seven years of post-season pellet count and browse surveys and I have a really good feel for the size and structure of the deer herd using our property. 
	October, November and December. Thus, we have good representative observation data during each hunting season. Combine that with 12 years of harvest data, nine years of pre-season trail-camera surveys, and seven years of post-season pellet count and browse surveys and I have a really good feel for the size and structure of the deer herd using our property. 


	Skinning Pole Tally 
	Skinning Pole Tally 
	Skinning Pole Tally 
	So the data suggests far fewer fawns 
	90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 
	Percentage 
	are surviving today. That doesn’t mean it’s 
	0 
	directly related to predators. It could result from poor nutrition, poor habitat, disease, 

	Year 
	one fawn into the fall herd. That number has dropped to 25 percent for the past two years (see graph above). That is a huge decline. 
	one fawn into the fall herd. That number has dropped to 25 percent for the past two years (see graph above). That is a huge decline. 
	Twelve years of observation surveys show the fawn recruitment rate (the number of fawns observed per adult doe in the fall) bounced around from 2002 to 2006, declined through 2008, increased in 2009, and then declined for four straight years (see graph to the lower right). 
	-

	This data suggests that a decade ago we recruited 1½ fawns for every two does 
	– not two fawns per doe as many hunters assume. That was a good recruitment rate, and it nearly mirrored the national average at that time. Five years ago we also recruited 1½ fawns for every two does, so things were still good. However, today we recruit just over one fawn for every two does. I don’t know how many fawns hit the ground in the spring on our farm, but I can assure you it is way more than one fawn for every two does. Our trail-camera surveys suggest we have about 30 does on the farm. 
	-

	a decade ago, an additional decline of this magnitude is a big deal, and it translates to greatly reduced deer observation rates while hunting. In 2002 and 2003, we averaged seeing about 3½ deer per hour during rifle season. Over the past three years we’ve averaged 0.8 deer per hour. That’s a 77 percent reduction in deer sightings per hour! Granted, in 2002 and 2003 the deer herd was above where it should have been, but even once the herd was balanced with the habitat, the observation rate has continued to 
	-
	-



	More is Better 
	More is Better 
	More is Better 
	This is not the result of a small sample size. We have thousands of hours of observation data over the past 12 years, from 
	This is not the result of a small sample size. We have thousands of hours of observation data over the past 12 years, from 
	-

	or other factors. Except our increasing body weights by age class suggest increasing health, we have good habitat and ample fawning cover, and we’ve had no disease outbreaks. I don’t know how many coyotes are in our area although we hear, photograph and see their sign regularly. Conversely, I do have some measure of the number of bears in our area, and it is a lot. During the 2012 archery season I actually had more bears than does in bow range. That was not an unusual year as we routinely see bears througho
	-
	-
	-
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	Number of Fawns Observed Per Doe, 2002-13
	Number of Fawns Observed Per Doe, 2002-13
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	Figure
	Thus, five and 10 years ago those 30 does would have recruited 22 to 23 fawns annually. Today those 30 does recruit 18 fawns. That’s 19 percent fewer fawns surviving to enter the fall population, 19 percent 
	Thus, five and 10 years ago those 30 does would have recruited 22 to 23 fawns annually. Today those 30 does recruit 18 fawns. That’s 19 percent fewer fawns surviving to enter the fall population, 19 percent 
	-

	Fawns Per Doe
	0.75 
	0.5 
	fewer fawns to watch in the fields during summer, 19 percent fewer fawns to see in 
	0.25
	the woods in the fall, and 19 percent fewer yearlings next year. A 19 percent reduction 

	is extremely noticeable. 0 Given that we significantly reduced the 
	deer herd and balanced it with our habitat 
	deer herd and balanced it with our habitat 
	Year 
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	in bear harvest in 2013. Hunters shot 286 bears in Tioga County, and that averaged one bear per 2,544 acres. Ironically, the six camps I mentioned encompass approximately 2,500 acres, and with 19 bears our harvest rate averaged one bear per 132 acres! That is an astounding harvest rate, and as I mentioned we only shot three of the 11 we saw during bear season. Not surprisingly those same camps that shot 19 bears only shot 17 bucks. 
	-

	I like bears, but I like bucks a lot more, and our area should be harvesting far more bucks than bruins. 


	What to Do 
	What to Do 
	What to Do 
	I know we recruit fewer fawns today than in past years. I also know we have high predator numbers that are impacting fawn survival.As a deer manager, I use that information to direct my management decisions. 
	-

	For example, I’ve reduced our target doe harvest to account for lower fawn survival, I provide/create as much high-quality fawning cover as possible, and we shoot as many bears as possible. I wish we could 
	-
	-

	5 4 3 2 1 
	0 
	Deer Observed Per Hunting Hour 
	shoot bears during archery season, and I wish we could trap coyotes in the spring. These are currently not allowed in my state, but maybe they will be in the future. Until then, I’ll work within the framework of our seasons and work toward attaining those opportunities. 
	Wherever you live or hunt, I strongly encourage you to monitor the deer herd 

	Number of Deer Observed Per Hunting Hour 

	During Rifle Season, 2002-13 
	During Rifle Season, 2002-13 
	Year 
	as much as possible so you can make the best management decisions or so you can share that data with the person calling the shots. It’s also helpful to share that information with your state wildlife agency. Complaining rarely helps, but sharing information can be very productive. Here’s to a great new year and successful fawn recruitment! 
	as much as possible so you can make the best management decisions or so you can share that data with the person calling the shots. It’s also helpful to share that information with your state wildlife agency. Complaining rarely helps, but sharing information can be very productive. Here’s to a great new year and successful fawn recruitment! 
	-


	Your QDMA Regional Directors are here for you! Our job is to help you and your Branch.Whether you have a question about QDM on your property, you want to know more about Branch events going on in the area, you want to host a Branch event on your land, or you would like to charter a new QDMA Branch, we can help. 
	REGION 1 
	REGION 1 
	Mike Edwards 
	SPRINGWATER, N.Y. 
	medwards@qdma.com 
	medwards@qdma.com 

	585.813.2021 
	REGION 2 
	Ryan Furrer 
	VANDERBILT, PA.
	4 
	rfurrer@qdma.com
	rfurrer@qdma.com

	1 
	724.237.2525 
	2 8 
	3

	75 
	6 
	REGION 6
	9 

	Josh Hoffman 
	Josh Hoffman 
	Josh Hoffman 
	MILNER, GA. 
	REGION 3 

	Bob DuCharme 
	COLDWATER, MICH. 
	COLDWATER, MICH. 

	bducharme@qdma.com 
	bducharme@qdma.com 

	269.635.0322 
	269.635.0322 
	REGION 7 

	Justin Lawson 
	COLLIERVILLE,TN. 
	COLLIERVILLE,TN. 

	jhoffman@qdma.com 
	jhoffman@qdma.com 
	jlawson@qdma.com

	Contact the 
	Contact the 
	478.319.7279 901.233.4021 
	Regional Director for your 
	REGION 4 
	Dustin Smith 
	WAUSAU,WIS. 
	dsmith@qdma.com 
	dsmith@qdma.com 

	715.314.0849 
	REGION 8 
	Sam Leatherman 
	GRAVOIS MILLS, MO. 
	REGION 5 
	Rick Counts 
	LEXINGTON, S.C. 
	rcounts@qdma.com 
	rcounts@qdma.com 

	252.886.2633 
	REGION 9 
	J.B. Wynn 
	HALLSVILLE,TEXAS 
	573.397.2716 903.910.9588 
	sleatherman@qdma.com 
	jbwynn@qdma.com 

	state to get more involved! 

	Canadian members should contactNational Headquarters at 800-209-DEER for assistance. 
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	DEER HUNTERS IN QDM COOPERATIVES ENJOY HIGHER HUNTING SATISFACTION 
	Members of the East Olive QDM Cooperative in Michigan posed for a group photo recently to show off their success. This group was one of 16 in the state surveyed for a Michigan State University study of QDM Cooperatives. 
	Deer hunters who participate in Quality Deer Management (QDM) Cooperatives enjoy nearly twice the level of hunting satisfaction that other deer hunters experience, according to new research from Michigan State University (MSU). 
	Deer hunters who participate in Quality Deer Management (QDM) Cooperatives enjoy nearly twice the level of hunting satisfaction that other deer hunters experience, according to new research from Michigan State University (MSU). 
	-

	MSU graduate student Anna Mitterling surveyed 350 members of 16 different QDM Cooperatives covering 90,000 acres in south central Michigan for her Master’s thesis in Fisheries and Wildlife. She found satisfaction levels among the hunters increased from 44 percent before to 75 percent after they became involved in a QDM Cooperative. That’s much higher than the 46 percent satisfaction rate among all Michigan deer hunters measured by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources around the same time. 
	-
	-

	QDM Cooperatives are formed by hunters on neighboring lands who voluntarily agree to pursue similar deer herd management goals, giving the larger group the ability to achieve improvements in deer hunting that could not be accomplished independently. Agreements between hunters usually address selective buck harvest and doe harvest goals intended to balance buck:doe ratios and protect yearling bucks so they survive to older age classes. 
	-
	-

	While Anna found that QDM Cooperatives made great improvements in these aspects of deer hunting, it was the enhanced social communication that made it possible. 
	“I witnessed many benefits for members of QDM Cooperatives, but the social interactions, camaraderie, sharing of hunting stories, and discussions were of greatest note to me,” said Anna. “The deer management changes that occurred were made possible because of the social interactions occurring within these groups.” 
	-
	-
	-

	In 2010 and 2011, the years Anna studied the 16 Cooperatives, less than 15 percent of the antlered bucks killed by participating hunters were yearlings; that figure was 57 to 59 percent in the statewide buck harvest during the same time period. 
	As for doe harvest, QDM Cooperative members killed more than 2.2 does for every buck taken in 2010 and 2011. Statewide, Michigan hunters took slightly more antlered bucks than antlerless deer in those years. 
	“In short, we found QDM Cooperatives improve deer management, increase hunter satisfaction, and provide an avenue for better education and communication,” said Anna. “Within these social networks, information spreads quickly, and grassroots advocacy for sound deer management is more effective. QDM Cooperatives may be the key to a successful future for deer hunting in Michigan and throughout the whitetail’s range.” 
	-
	-

	QDMA is aware of at least 50 active QDM Cooperatives in Michigan alone, and the organization has placed a priority on supporting and creat-




	Satisfaction levels among  the hunters increased from  44 percent before to 75 percent after they became involved in a Quality Deer Management Cooperative. 
	Satisfaction levels among  the hunters increased from  44 percent before to 75 percent after they became involved in a Quality Deer Management Cooperative. 
	Satisfaction levels among  the hunters increased from  44 percent before to 75 percent after they became involved in a Quality Deer Management Cooperative. 
	ing Cooperatives nationally. Our first Cooperative Specialist, Brian Towe, went to work full-time in Missouri in 2013 (see page 51), and QDMA’s Education & Outreach Staff also helped launch three new QDM Cooperatives built around National Wildlife Refuges in Michigan and Oklahoma that encompass private and public hunting lands. Upon completing here graduate work, Anna was named the Wildlife Cooperative Coordinator for Michigan United Conservation Clubs, and the Michigan DNR, QDMA and Pheasants Forever colla
	-

	Additional details and other findings of Anna's study appeared in the April/May 2014 issue of Quality Whitetails magazine. 
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	Figure
	PRIVATE LAND ACCESS PROGRAMS 
	Figure
	Access to hunting land is one of the single most important issues today for deer hunters. In fact, this issue alone has been blamed in numerous professional circles for being the limiting factor negatively impacting hunter recruitment, retention and ultimately funding for both game and non-game wildlife programs, everywhere (see the Deer Summit sidebar below). 
	Access to hunting land is one of the single most important issues today for deer hunters. In fact, this issue alone has been blamed in numerous professional circles for being the limiting factor negatively impacting hunter recruitment, retention and ultimately funding for both game and non-game wildlife programs, everywhere (see the Deer Summit sidebar below). 
	In addition, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service hunter surveys, white-tailed deer hunting and management across the East and Midwest is largely a private lands issue, and as reported in the 2014 Whitetail Report, roughly 90 percent of the land in these regions is privately owned. So, it would seem, the solution to these problems lies somehow in getting hunters who need a place to hunt onto private land. To assess this we surveyed state wildlife agencies from all 37 states in the Midwest, Northe
	-

	Regionally speaking, the Southeast appears to have the largest restriction on gaining access to private land with two of 11 (18 percent) states offering a formal program. Hunters in the Northeast have a little bit more opportunity with pro-
	Deer Summit 
	Hunting land access was identifed as the third most important issue for deer hunting and management at the 2014 Whitetail Summit, a gathering of nearly 200 people representing 19 companies in the hunting industry; 18 state wildlife agencies and one provincial agency; 10 leading institutes of deer research; 17 major landowner groups; 15 hunting or conservation organizations; and deer hunters from more than 20 different states and one Canadian province. 
	grams available in six of 12 (50 percent) states. That's good news for a region with notoriously small (average) parcel sizes, large hunter densities (see page 21 of 2013 Whitetail Report or search “Hunter Density Across the U.S.”and possibly the most restrictive private property rights culture among the three regions. Midwest hunters enjoy the greatest opportunity to find a place for chasing deer with 11 of 13 (85 percent) states offering a private lands access program. 
	 on www.QDMA.com) 
	-
	-

	One thing is clear, with roughly half (19 of 36, or 53 percent) of whitetail states helping hunters gain access to private land for hunting, there is room to improve. That’s also good news; an obvious window of opportunity to increase the number and retention of deer hunters in North America today. 
	-


	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	To do this, wildlife managers and hunters will need to establish/maintain landowner education and outreach programs at local and regional levels that emphasize safety and promote ethical hunting behaviors. Doing so promotes a better public image for hunters and, in turn, shows landowners that currently 
	-

	VPA-HIP 
	The Voluntary Public Access and Habitat Incentive Program (VPA-HIP) is a competitive national grants program that helps state governments and Indian tribes increase public access to private lands for wildlife-dependent recreation, such as hunting, fishing or hiking. Through the VPA-HIP the Natural Resource Conservation Service invested $20 million in nine states and one Tribal Nation in 2014. To see which states were awarded a grant last year, please visit  and search for VPA-HIP. 
	-
	-
	www.nrcs.usda.gov

	don’t allow access that providing it not only assists wildlife agencies better opportunity to manage wildlife populations, but it builds stronger communities during the process by breaking down stigmatic walls of unethical, unkempt and disrespectful hunters, allowing neighbors to be neighborly. Luckily, programs also exist at a state and national level to help increase access to private lands as well (see the VPA-HIP sidebar below). These tactics, and simply urging states that currently don’t offer a privat
	-
	-

	PRIVATE LAND ACCESS PROGRAMS BY STATE 
	State 
	State 
	State 
	Does a Program Exist? 

	Illinois 
	Illinois 
	Yes 

	Indiana 
	Indiana 
	Yes 

	Iowa 
	Iowa 
	Yes 

	Kansas 
	Kansas 
	Yes 

	Kentucky 
	Kentucky 
	No 

	Michigan 
	Michigan 
	Yes 

	Minnesota 
	Minnesota 
	Yes 

	Missouri 
	Missouri 
	No 

	Nebraska 
	Nebraska 
	Yes 

	North Dakota 
	North Dakota 
	Yes 

	Ohio 
	Ohio 
	Yes 

	South Dakota 
	South Dakota 
	Yes 

	Wisconsin 
	Wisconsin 
	Yes 

	Midwest Total 
	Midwest Total 
	11 of 13 (85%) 

	Connecticut 
	Connecticut 
	* 

	Delaware 
	Delaware 
	No 

	Maine 
	Maine 
	No 

	Maryland 
	Maryland 
	No 

	Massachusetts 
	Massachusetts 
	No 

	New Hampshire 
	New Hampshire 
	Yes 

	New Jersey 
	New Jersey 
	No 

	New York 
	New York 
	Yes 

	Pennsylvania 
	Pennsylvania 
	Yes 

	Rhode Island 
	Rhode Island 
	Yes 

	Vermont 
	Vermont 
	Yes 

	Virginia 
	Virginia 
	Yes 

	West Virginia 
	West Virginia 
	No 

	Northeast Total 
	Northeast Total 
	6 of 12 (50%) 

	Alabama 
	Alabama 
	No 

	Arkansas 
	Arkansas 
	No 

	Florida 
	Florida 
	No 

	Georgia 
	Georgia 
	No 

	Louisiana 
	Louisiana 
	Yes 

	Mississippi 
	Mississippi 
	No 

	North Carolina 
	North Carolina 
	No 

	Oklahoma 
	Oklahoma 
	No 

	South Carolina 
	South Carolina 
	No 

	Tennessee 
	Tennessee 
	No 

	Texas 
	Texas 
	Yes 

	Southeast Total 
	Southeast Total 
	2 of 11 (18%) 

	3-Region Total 
	3-Region Total 
	19 of 36 (53%) 


	*Data not available/provided 
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	10 TIPS ON ASKING FOR PERMISSION TO HUNT 
	Hunter access was identified as one of the largest issues impacting the future of hunting at the 2014 North American Whitetail Summit. East of the Rocky Mountains, most hunting occurs on private land, and this is especially true in states like Alabama, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska and Texas where 97 to 98 percent of the land is in private ownership. Add in development, anti-hunting sentiment among some landowners, liability concerns, and competition from other hunters, and it can be downright difficult finding a 
	Hunter access was identified as one of the largest issues impacting the future of hunting at the 2014 North American Whitetail Summit. East of the Rocky Mountains, most hunting occurs on private land, and this is especially true in states like Alabama, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska and Texas where 97 to 98 percent of the land is in private ownership. Add in development, anti-hunting sentiment among some landowners, liability concerns, and competition from other hunters, and it can be downright difficult finding a 
	-
	-
	-

	In decades past, many hunters could walk out the back door, cross several boundary lines during the course of a hunt, and never worry about upsetting the landowners or being arrested for trespassing. Unfortunately those days are long gone. There may be a few remote areas like this left, but for the vast majority of whitetail hunters this isn’t the case. 
	-
	-

	The reality for many hunters today is they must seek land to hunt on. Some own land, some lease land, and most seek the opportunity to hunt on someone else’s land by receiving permission from the landowner. A few are good with “the ask” but most are not, so here are 10 tips to help you secure a spot to hunt. 
	1. Ask permission well in advance of the season. Don’t show up the week before opening day and expect a positive response. It may happen, but increase your odds by asking weeks or months in advance. 
	2. Make a good first impression. Don’t show up dirty from work or in hunting attire. A shower and clean (non-camo) 
	2. Make a good first impression. Don’t show up dirty from work or in hunting attire. A shower and clean (non-camo) 
	-

	clothes can go a long way toward receiving permission. 


	Figure
	3.
	3.
	3.
	3.
	 Be polite and respectable. Your language and behavior can be the deciding factor, so don’t blow it before you even make the ask. Continue being polite and respectable even if the answer is no. Thank the landowner for his or her time and leave on good terms. Doing so can turn a “no” today into a “yes” in the future. Being impolite or disrespectful is a guaranteed continual “no.” 
	-


	4.
	4.
	Take a child with you. It’s amazing how a well-behaved child can help create a great first impression or enhance an existing relationship with the landowner. Some landowners are also far more likely to allow you to hunt if they feel they’re helping a child. 
	-


	5.
	5.
	 Offer to help the landowner. Let them know you’re willing to help them for the opportunity to hunt. You can offer to help cut wood, fix fences, pick up trash, or anything else they may need help with. Members of the QDMA staff have personally secured permission to hunt by offering each of these tasks as well as helping ranchers work their cows and even just keeping an eye on their land for them. You can also offer to help plant trees, pick rocks, and mark or paint boundary lines. If you’re not willing to h
	-
	-


	6.
	6.
	 Start small. Small game, that is. Many landowners who wouldn’t let you hunt deer on their land may let you hunt squirrels and rabbits. Use this opportunity to mentor a child and develop a 
	-



	positive relationship with the landowner. Doing so could be your ticket to a future deer stand on his or her property. 
	7. Give them your information. Hand them a business card or note card with your name and contact information. Landowners like to know who is on their property and how to contact them if necessary. This is also important if the landowner initially declines your request but reconsiders at a later time or knows another landowner 
	that he or she can pass your information to. 
	8.
	8.
	8.
	8.
	Offer to provide and pay for insurance. For as little as a few cents per acre you can get hunting land liability insurance through QDMA that covers you, any guests, and the landowner. Many landowners deny permission to hunt for fear of liability. Offering to provide this insurance policy can make all the difference with your request. 
	-
	-
	-


	These last two items pertain to situations where you receive permission to hunt. 
	-


	9.
	9.
	 Get details on where, when and how. Be sure to ask the landowner where you can and cannot park, when you can and cannot hunt, and how you may hunt. Some landowners don’t like rifles. Some may not want you there on a special weekend their son and daughter-in-law visit to hunt. Oblige them and just hunt with your bow or hunt elsewhere when their family is in town. Follow their wishes. Be sure to close each gate you go through and pick up any litter you find on their property. 
	-


	10.
	10.
	Give back. Hunting on someone’s land is a big privilege, so give something back to the landowner to show your appreciation. We’ve shared turkey and venison with generous landowners. Thank-you cards, Christmas cards, and other tokens of appreciation go a long way toward receiving permission again in the future. 
	-
	-



	We hope this information helps you gain permission to hunt new land this fall. Be sure to mentor a youth or new hunter this year, and good luck in the woods. 
	41 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 

	Figure
	MAKE DEER HUNTING FUN FOR KIDS 


	By Kip Adams 
	By Kip Adams 
	We hunt for many reasons – to be with family and friends, to spend time with nature, to provide meat for the table, and because it is fun. That last reason should not be overlooked when introducing a new deer hunter to this wonderful pastime, especially when that new hunter is a youth. Families Afield programs have removed barriers for more than 1 million new hunters to go afield since 2006. That is important for the future of hunting, and a great way to ensure these new hunters remain in the fold is to mak
	-
	-
	-
	-

	I have a young daughter who went on her first hunt with me when she was 2 years old. In November 2008, being securely bundled in a chest pack, Katie participated in a bear drive. I wasn’t carrying my rifle, and our crew did not shoot a bear that morning, but there’s no denying we were both an integral part of the hunt – me as a driver and Katie as a future hunter. 
	-

	Katie has been on numerous hunts with me since that day. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Opening day of spring gobbler – check. 

	• 
	• 
	Opening day of archery – check. 

	• 
	• 
	Opening day of fall turkey – check. 

	• 
	• 
	Opening day of bear – check. 

	• 
	• 
	Opening day of rifle season – check. 



	We firmly believe if you want someone to understand and enjoy the outdoors, then you take them hunting and teach them about wildlife and wild places. Katie has spent more days in the woods with me than I can count, and every time it’s because she wanted to go, and in most cases was asking (occasionally almost begging) to go. And she likes to go because we have fun in the woods. 
	-
	-

	We have a great relationship, and I wouldn’t trade Katie for everything in the world. However, I have several serious hunting friends who are great fathers 
	We have a great relationship, and I wouldn’t trade Katie for everything in the world. However, I have several serious hunting friends who are great fathers 
	-

	whose kids care almost nothing about going to the woods with them. Given that I am not the brightest guy around, but I am so thankful my daughter wants to hunt with me as much as she does, I figured I’d better find out exactly what we did to make it enjoyable so she wants to keep going. 

	Figure
	QDMA Director of Education and Outreach Kip Adams says it is important to remember deer hunting is fun when introducing the pastime to newcomers, especially youth. Kip is pictured here with his daughter, Katie, and son, Bo. 
	QDMA Director of Education and Outreach Kip Adams says it is important to remember deer hunting is fun when introducing the pastime to newcomers, especially youth. Kip is pictured here with his daughter, Katie, and son, Bo. 


	So I simply asked her why she likes to go and she said, “Because it is fun.” I smiled and then asked her why it was fun, and I’m guessing many will be amazed by her answers. 
	So I simply asked her why she likes to go and she said, “Because it is fun.” I smiled and then asked her why it was fun, and I’m guessing many will be amazed by her answers. 
	She didn’t say “because we always shoot something.” She’s been by my side when I’ve shot a bear, turkey and some deer, but those hunts are by far the exception to the norm. 
	She didn’t say “because we always see deer or bear or turkeys.” She’s seen a lot of these animals in the woods, but we’ve walked home many times after dark after seeing none of them. 
	What she did say made me smile and realize once again how lucky I am to have done a few things right (mostly by accident) introducing her to hunting and how fortunate I am to have her as my hunting buddy. I’ll share her answers in hopes they can help you be as lucky in mentoring a youth or new hunter as I was with her. 
	-

	“Hunting is fun because we play cards, word search and we color in the blind while waiting for deer. We share snacks, and play games on which bird is singing, and an even better game is guessing which bird will sing next,” Katie said. Her songbird vocabulary is limited so we often guess whether the next bird we hear will be a blue jay, crow, or “other.” She can easily identify a blue jay, crow, or bird that’s clearly not either of those so that’s fun for her. 
	-

	She also said she likes to play “where will the first (and next) deer come from.” Slow day in the woods with few or no deer sightings? We’ve had those too, so we change to “where will the next squirrel 
	She also said she likes to play “where will the first (and next) deer come from.” Slow day in the woods with few or no deer sightings? We’ve had those too, so we change to “where will the next squirrel 
	come from.” I’ll admit that few things make her feel more like a true hunter than when she beats me at this, and few things hone her woodsmen’s skills like being engaged and playing these games. 

	Katie also said hunting was fun because, “We paint our faces, put on hunting (camouflage or fluorescent orange) clothes, and spray ourselves so deer can’t smell us.” No one taking a youth hunting should overlook the importance of these items. To this day in Katie’s mind if we skip one of these steps then we aren’t really hunting. It’s a mental thing, and doing each of these put her in a different place – a very good place. It’s amazing how much quieter her feet are and how much more focused her eyes are whe
	-

	Her final items for a fun hunt were, you have to take pictures while hunting and you have to take calls with you – and you have to use them. Turkey calls, crow calls and grunt tubes; she has some of each, and she loves to use them. More 
	Katie’s List of Things That Make Deer Hunting Fun 
	•.Putting.on.camo.face.paint 
	•. Wearing.camo.clothes 
	•.Spraying.for.scent-control 
	•.Spraying.for.scent-control 
	•.Spraying.for.scent-control 

	•.Playing.cards.in.the.blind 
	•.Playing.cards.in.the.blind 

	•.Carrying.(and.using).game.calls.
	•.Carrying.(and.using).game.calls.


	 and grunt tubes 
	•. Word.searches 
	•.Coloring.books 
	•.Coloring.books 
	•.Coloring.books 

	•.Sharing.snacks 
	•.Sharing.snacks 

	•.Playing. 
	•.Playing. 
	“What.bird.is.singing?” 

	•.Playing. 
	•.Playing. 
	“What.bird.will.sing.next?” 

	•.Playing. 
	•.Playing. 
	“Where.will.the.next.deer....... come.from?” 

	•.No.deer.moving?.Playing. 
	•.No.deer.moving?.Playing. 
	“Where.will.the. next.squirrel.come.from?” 


	•. Taking.photos 
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	importantly I love to watch her use them. She hasn’t called in any turkeys yet, but she has called in some crows and does, and the connection she has to hunting because she is calling is unmistakable. 
	Notice at no point do our hunts involve the statement, “Sit down, be quiet and don’t move.” Where’s the fun in that? Sure, I teach her patience and how to be quiet, but I also teach her how and when to move, and I encourage her to explore the woods. “I wonder what’s under that log, over that ridge, and behind that blow down?” are common topics of conversation for us. Are you too worried about spooking a deer? Quit worrying – they’ll learn more about being a good woodsman and a good hunter by spooking a few 
	-

	Regarding pictures, we’ve taken shots of everything from her to me to buck rubs, funny looking trees and pretty leaves. Each photo connects her (and me) to the hunt and time spent together in the woods. This past season we made a point to take a picture of her on every hunt sitting in a blind or on stand (the photo on the facing page shows me and Katie, along with Katie's little brother Bo, on a recent hunt). October to December is a short time frame for an adult, but you wouldn’t believe the changes in a 7
	-
	-
	-

	This year let’s all take a youth hunting and make sure we make it fun for them. It’s not just about shooting a deer, rather it is about painting our faces, learning about nature, and having fun in the woods. That “fun” part is what will keep them coming back. I challenge all of my hunting brethren to take a new hunter to the woods this year. If that new hunter also is fortunate enough to get their first deer, share the photos with our Rack Pack's #FirstDeer program. 
	-

	Have fun, and for goodness sakes, don’t forget the face paint! 
	Figure
	Putting on camo face paint is a great way to make deer hunting fun for kids. Above, hunting guide Amanda Wood applies face paint to a young hunter at QDMA’s 2013 National Youth Hunt. Below, a couple of the youth hunt participants show off their finished face-painting work prior to going into the woods. 
	Putting on camo face paint is a great way to make deer hunting fun for kids. Above, hunting guide Amanda Wood applies face paint to a young hunter at QDMA’s 2013 National Youth Hunt. Below, a couple of the youth hunt participants show off their finished face-painting work prior to going into the woods. 


	hunters wantedQDMA is aiming at more #FirstDeer! We would like to chal-lenge you to take someone, youth or adult, on his or her first hunt. Send us stories and pictures from this hunt, or one from the past, for a chance to be featured in one of QDMA's publica-tions – print and/or online! If you have a #FirstDeer story you would like to share, please send story and picture submis-sions to: FirstDeer@qdma.com Please note: By sending stories and photos, you are giving QDMA permission to use them online (includ
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	Figure
	MENTORED YOUTH & ADULT APPRENTICE HUNTING PROGRAMS 
	Figure
	Hunter recruitment and retention was identified as the single most important issue impacting deer hunting and management by attendees at the 2014 North American Whitetail Summit. This has been a major issue for years, and it is the primary reason Families Afield was launched in 2004. Since then 35 states have changed laws and regulations to create additional hunting opportunities for youth, and in doing so, they have sold over one million apprentice licenses. Much of this success with new youth hunters is b
	-
	-

	Mentored Youth Programs 
	Mentored Youth Programs 
	Twenty-one of 35 states (60 percent) have a mentored youth program, and 13 of those have minimum age requirements ranging from six to 14 years. Eight states have no minimum age requirement, and they allow the parents/guardians to determine when the youth is ready to participate. Seven of 10 states (70 percent) in the Southeast offer such a program, nine of 13 states (69 percent) in the Midwest have one, and five of 12 states (42 percent) in the Northeast have a mentored youth program. 
	-
	-


	Adult Apprentice Programs 
	Adult Apprentice Programs 
	Far fewer states have similar opportunities for adults, as only 14 of 35 states (40 percent) have adult programs. Seven 
	Far fewer states have similar opportunities for adults, as only 14 of 35 states (40 percent) have adult programs. Seven 
	-

	of those have minimum age requirements, and they range from 10 to 18 years. Eight of 13 states (62 percent) in the Midwest have a program, four of 8 states (50 percent) in the Northeast have a program, and only two of eight states (25 percent) in the Southeast have an adult apprentice program. 
	-


	Interestingly, 10 states (Illinois, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Vermont and Wisconsin) have both youth and adult programs. Eleven states (Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee and Texas) have a youth program but not an adult program, and four states (North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio and West Virginia) have an 
	Interestingly, 10 states (Illinois, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Vermont and Wisconsin) have both youth and adult programs. Eleven states (Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee and Texas) have a youth program but not an adult program, and four states (North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio and West Virginia) have an 
	Interestingly, 10 states (Illinois, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Vermont and Wisconsin) have both youth and adult programs. Eleven states (Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee and Texas) have a youth program but not an adult program, and four states (North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio and West Virginia) have an 
	adult program but not a youth program. 



	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA’s Recommendations 
	QDMA is a big supporter of youth and adult hunting apprentice programs. We have youth hunting kits for our QDMA Branches to use, a mentored hunting guide available at , and a #FirstDeer campaign to encourage hunters to mentor youths and interested adults. As such, we encourage all hunters to take advantage of these programs to help improve hunter recruitment and retention. QDMA also created the National Deer Alliance (NDA) to help tackle this problem, and we strongly advocate for all hunters to join the NDA
	QDMA.com
	-
	www.nationaldeeralliance.com


	MENTORED YOUTH & ADULT APPRENTICE HUNTING PROGRAMS BY STATE 
	State Mentored Youth Age Apprentice Adult Age 
	State Mentored Youth Age Apprentice Adult Age 
	Illinois Y None Y None Indiana N N Iowa Y None N Kansas Y None Y None Kentucky N N Michigan Y None Y 10 Minnesota Y 10 Y 18 Missouri Y 6 Y 16 Nebraska Y 10 N North Dakota N Y Ohio N * Y None South Dakota Y 10 N Wisconsin Y 10 Y 10 
	Connecticut * * * * Delaware N N Maine N N Maryland N N Massachusetts Y 12 N New Hampshire Y None Y None New Jersey N N New York Y 12 Bow, 14 Gun N Pennsylvania Y None Y None Rhode Island N * N * Vermont Y None Y None Virginia N N West Virginia N * Y 15+ 
	Alabama N N Arkansas N N Florida Y 12 N Georgia Y No Minimum or Max N Louisiana * * Mississippi Y 10 Y 16 North Carolina N Y 16 Oklahoma Y 12 N South Carolina Y 10 N Tennessee Y 10 N Texas Y 9 N 
	*Data not available/provided 
	*Data not available/provided 
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	Figure
	QDMA will hold its 11th annual National Hunt in October 2015. The nomination period is currently open and will run until  May 31, 2015, and QDMA will announce the young hunters selected for the National Youth Hunt during the summer of 2015. 
	Nomination forms are available online at  and can also be obtained by e-mailing Hank Forester at . Instructions are included on the form for submitting the completed nomination. 
	www.qdma.com/corporate/national-youth-hunt
	hforester@qdma.com

	Important details to keep in mind as you prepare your nomination: 
	•.Nominations.must.be.submitted.by.a.QDMA.member.or.Branch. 
	•.Nominations.must.be.submitted.by.a.QDMA.member.or.Branch. 
	•.Nominations.must.be.submitted.by.a.QDMA.member.or.Branch. 

	•.Nominees.MUST.be.between.the.ages.of.12-17.by.October.2015. 
	•.Nominees.MUST.be.between.the.ages.of.12-17.by.October.2015. 

	•.QDMA.will.pay.travel.expenses.for.each.youngster. 
	•.QDMA.will.pay.travel.expenses.for.each.youngster. 
	A.parent/guardian.may.accompany.the.youth.hunter, .but.their.travel.expenses.


	    will be their own responsibility (unless driving is a reasonable option and arranged by QDMA). 
	•.QDMA.will.not.be.able.to.accommodate.additional. parents/adults.for.youngsters. The property.used.for.the.hunt.has.wonderful.
	    facilities, but only enough to accommodate the hunters and one parent/guardian for each. 
	•. 
	•. 
	•. 
	The .attendees.will.need.to.miss.two.days.of.school.to.participate. .Please.clear.this.BEFORE.you.file.nominations. 

	•. 
	•. 
	All.nominations.MUST.BE.RECEIVED.at.the.QDMA.National.Office.by. the.last.day.of.the.nomination.period. 


	Important Consideration for Your Nomination: 
	To be consistent with the spirit and intent of the QDMA National Youth Hunt, please do your best to nominate a youngster who is  NEW to hunting, interested in hunting, and, preferably, who would otherwise not have the opportunity to participate in the outdoor  sports. Please nominate those youngsters you believe will beneft the most from participating in the National Youth Hunt. 
	Please keep in mind that the youth hunter will be hunting with a property guide. Although we try to involve the guardian in as much  of the deer harvesting process as possible, in most cases, the parents/guardians will not accompany the youngster while hunting. 
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	Figure
	QDMA: ENSURING THE FUTURE OF DEER HUNTING 
	Figure
	Ensuring the future of white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage: That’s the non-profit mission of QDMA. Our education and outreach efforts impact hunters and our hunting heritage in several ways. In 2006, using input from our members, wildlife agencies and conservation leaders, QDMA organized our mission efforts into five areas, represented by the acronym REACH: Research, Educate, Advocate, Certify, and Hunt. QDMA’s goals for all these efforts are ambitious, and they directly benefit all
	-
	-



	RESEARCH 
	RESEARCH 
	RESEARCH 

	Sound deer management decisions require reliable information, and this information generally comes from research. QDMA is involved in all areas of white-tailed deer research including biology, ecology, management, hunting, diseases and human dimensions. QDMA helps design, coordinate, and fund practical research projects that increase knowledge and improve management. Since 2006, QDMA has contributed more than half a million dollars to support important research projects in several states, including securing
	-
	-
	-
	-


	EDUCATE 
	EDUCATE 
	EDUCATE 

	Since its earliest days, QDMA has been a recognized leader in educating hunters, landowners, wildlife professionals and the public on all aspects of whitetail biology 
	Since its earliest days, QDMA has been a recognized leader in educating hunters, landowners, wildlife professionals and the public on all aspects of whitetail biology 
	and management and habitat improvement. However, the types of information desired by these groups as well as the tools available to deliver this information constantly change, and QDMA is keeping pace. QDMA continues with existing educational activities such as seminars, field days, and the ever popular Quality Whitetails magazine, but outreach also includes delivery methods such as television, DVDs, and Web-based opportunities. 
	-
	-
	-
	-



	ADVOCATE 
	ADVOCATE 
	ADVOCATE 
	Each year there are countless threats to the future of deer hunting and management as the local, state and national levels. These issues impact everyone that pursues white-tailed deer in the fall. Due to QDMA’s growth and strong support from the professional wildlife community, it is considered the most respected and influential whitetail organization in North America. As a result, QDMA serves as the leading advocate for the wise management of white-tailed deer and the protection of our deer-hunting heritag
	-
	-
	-



	CERTIFY 
	CERTIFY 
	CERTIFY 
	In 2006, QDMA created an individual certifcation program that includes three levels of potential achievement, and 
	In 2006, QDMA created an individual certifcation program that includes three levels of potential achievement, and 
	-

	each must be completed in sequence. Deer Steward I provides students with a comprehensive understanding of the key principles of deer and habitat biology, ecology, and management. Deer Steward II teaches students how to apply the principles learned in Level I through hands-on and feld experience. Finally, Deer Steward III, the most prestigious, must be earned through an individual’s long-term service to white-tailed deer and/or QDMA. QDMA also launched the Land Certifcation Program in 2012. The goal of thes
	-
	-


	HUNT 
	Hunting is an essential tool for sound deer management and part of our sporting heritage. However, in many states hunter numbers have declined, and existing hunter recruitment programs are proving only marginally effective. In response, QDMA developed an innovative youth and new hunter education and outreach program, and it is comprised of two parts: the Mentored Hunting Program and our new membership-based Rack Pack. Unlike most other programs which involve a onetime contact with a young person or new hunt
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	The following pages are a brief synopsis of what was accomplished in the last 12 months within each of these mission areas. 
	-
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	2014 ADVOCACY UPDATE 
	2014 ADVOCACY UPDATE 

	Figure
	Every year QDMA monitors legislation (see page 26), regulation changes and policy on behalf of deer hunters, supporting initiatives that help ensure the future of white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat, and our hunting heritage – and opposing those that do not. This past year was a particularly busy legislative and regulatory season for Kip Adams (pictured), QDMA's Director of Education & Outreach, who is responsible for QDMA's advocacy efforts. What follows is a look at QDMA's actions on legislation and polic
	-
	-
	-

	Since 2006 QDMA has engaged in over 650 major initiatives. In 2014 we engaged in 67 legislative, regulatory or policy issues: 14 at the national level and 53 at the state level in 24 states and one province (see map). Regionally, this included eight states in the Midwest, eight in the Southeast, six in the Northeast, and two in the West. QDMA’s engagement ranged from comments on deer, habitat and predator management programs to leashed tracking laws, mentored hunting programs, disease prevention, and more. 
	-
	-

	• Supported reauthorization of the 
	• Supported reauthorization of the 

	Farm Bill 
	• Supported Virginia House Bill 1237 
	• Supported Virginia House Bill 1237 

	to legalize Sunday hunting 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Supported wildfire disaster funding 

	• 
	• 
	Supported Utah Senate Bill 165 


	to create an apprentice (youth) hunting license 
	• Opposed Missouri House Bill 2031 to change the definition of captive deer from wildlife to livestock 
	• Supported New York Assembly Bill 8184 and Senate Bill 2582 to create a junior big game license 
	• Supported New York Assembly Bill 4911 to increase penalties for poaching whitetails 
	• Supported Kansas Senate Bill 357 to expand hunter education deferral program 
	-

	• Supported Wisconsin Assembly Bill 
	497 to increase poaching fines 
	• Opposed the new, weaker USDA
	-

	APHIS federal CWD guidelines 
	• Supported Louisiana Senate Bill 179 
	to allow the taking of escaped cervids 
	• Opposed Pennsylvania House Bill 
	1370 to remove concurrent deer seasons 
	• Supported creation of young forests on North Carolina’s Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests 
	• Supported Mississippi’s Amendment 1 guaranteeing the right to hunt, fish and trap 
	If you have questions about any of these items, or if there are emerging issues in your state that you'd like to discuss with QDMA, contact Kip Adams. We need your help to increase QDMA's effectiveness at fighting for deer hunters, so please consider becoming a member of QDMA today if you are not one already, or help by signing up your hunting friends and family. 
	-


	STATES/PROVINCES WHERE QDMA ENGAGED IN LEGISLATION, REGULATION, OR POLICY ISSUES IN 2014 
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	Figure
	2014 QDMA BRANCH HIGHLIGHTS 
	Figure
	No doubt, the heart and soul of the QDMA is our volunteers; and, as a grassroots, member-based conservation organization, our network of local volunteers is integral to helping QDMA spread our mission and the message about Quality Deer Management (QDM). 
	-
	-

	2014 Branch Accomplishments 
	2014 Branch Accomplishments 
	• QDMA Branches raised over $2.5 
	• QDMA Branches raised over $2.5 

	million for conservation. 
	• QDMA Branches contributed nearly 23 tons of venison – representing over 180,000 meals – to venison donation programs and soup kitchens. 
	-

	• QDMA Branches conducted at least 164 educational events (field days, seminars and workshops) in 35 states and three Canadian provinces. 
	-

	• QDMA Branches or Branch members started and/or maintained approximately 130 QDM Cooperatives, impacting literally millions of acres across North America. 
	-
	-

	• QDMA Branches organized 46 youth, 
	• QDMA Branches organized 46 youth, 
	military and/or special hunts. 
	• QDMA Branches enrolled well over 14,000 QDMA members – including nearly 975 youth and 750 Life and Sponsor Members. 
	-

	• QDMA Branches hosted 134 fundraising events across the United States and Canada. 
	-

	• QDMA Regional Directors formed 
	31 new Branches. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	QDMA Regional Directors maintained 187 active Branches in the United States and Canada. 
	-


	• 
	• 
	QDMA Branches or Branch members were directly involved in at least 87 advocacy issues in their locales involving white-tailed deer legislation or regulations. 
	-



	It was a great year for QDMA Branches and for those impacted by their efforts. Importantly, we look forward to an even better 2015. 
	Would you like to become a volunteer leader in your local hunting community, helping spread QDMA’s message of sound deer management? Consider starting an official QDMA Branch – that’s our name for local groups of QDMA members who join together for fellowship, fundraising, and promotion of the philosophy at the grassroots level. By volunteering to help lead a QDMA Branch, you get to know other like-minded deer hunters in your area and have fun working together to grow QDMA membership and QDM knowledge in you
	-

	QDMA needs volunteer leaders like you! Join the fun by sending an e-mail to  and letting us know you would be willing to help form or grow a QDMA Branch in your area. We look forward to working with you to ensure the future of white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage! 
	backyard@qdma.com
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	SPECIAL BRANCH EVENTS IN 2014 GREAT LAKES: The Southeast Michigan 
	Many QDMA Branches host phenomenal events. Here is an example from each Regional Director’s region to highlight some of the great work performed by QDMA volunteers. 
	-

	MIDWEST: The Southeast Missouri (SEMO) Branch sponsored a 
	MIDWEST: The Southeast Missouri (SEMO) Branch sponsored a 
	-

	Rack Pack field day where 50 youth, 
	ages 9 to 16, attended with their guardians. Each youth received a Rack Pack T-shirt and nametag at registration. Six stations, each with two instructors, were set up to teach different aspects of hunting including clay shooting, archery, blood trailing, treestand safety, 
	trapping and fish identification. 
	The primary focus at each station was to teach the safety aspects involved. 
	MID-SOUTH: Multiple QDMA Branches in Kentucky (Derby City, Kentucky Heartland, Barren River, and Owensboro Branches) hosted a youth deer hunt for 47 children from military families (all four Branches represented) that had absent parents, who were either lost in combat or still serving overseas. As part of the program, the children were introduced to hunter ethics, shot placement, deer aging, archery and more. The youth killed 41 deer over a four-day period from three different properties across the state. T
	-
	-


	CAROLINAS: The Lakelands Branch held a family field day at the 500-acre Puckett Homestead in Troy, South Carolina, with sup-port from the ACE Basin Branch, Foothills Branch and other local groups. Approximate-ly 60 people attended, including a group from the Connie Maxwell Children’s Home. All youth attendees 18 and under received a gift pack including items from the Rack Pack, South Carolina Department of Natural Resources Take One Make One program and the 4-H program. NORTH CENTRAL: The Prairie to Woods W
	pledged 10 percent of their net income to local first responders. In their first year, the Griffin G2 Branch of Georgia held two fundraising events and is finalizing a 
	pledged 10 percent of their net income to local first responders. In their first year, the Griffin G2 Branch of Georgia held two fundraising events and is finalizing a 


	CANADA: The Southwest Ontario Branch donated $1,500 to Camp Trillium, which hosts 3,100 kids with cancer each year for a week or two of relaxation, education and fun. Also, for the fourth year in a row, Branch volunteers also co-hosted the Long Point youth hunter education camp held near Long Point, Ontario. Branch members presented several whitetail facts to the class of 30 students, who participated in discussions about jawbone aging, antler development and a mock shed hunt. The Branch provided each stude
	CANADA: The Southwest Ontario Branch donated $1,500 to Camp Trillium, which hosts 3,100 kids with cancer each year for a week or two of relaxation, education and fun. Also, for the fourth year in a row, Branch volunteers also co-hosted the Long Point youth hunter education camp held near Long Point, Ontario. Branch members presented several whitetail facts to the class of 30 students, who participated in discussions about jawbone aging, antler development and a mock shed hunt. The Branch provided each stude
	-


	SOUTHWEST: The Bayou Branch in South Louisiana, with assistance from the Central Louisiana and South Louisiana Branches and other local groups, took on a special mission over the past year to help one of America’s heroes, Sergeant George Wells of the United States Army, who was tragically and permanently injured after serving three tours and 200 missions abroad. The primary goal was to help Sgt. Wells return to the outdoors so he could enjoy time in the outdoors with his children. Through these efforts, Sgt
	-
	-

	family were presented a day of fishing 
	on the Gulf, a fully-guided whitetail hunt for two, an inspiration award in appreciation for all he has done for the United States, and a specialized Action TrackChair. 
	Branch held its seventh annual habitat day at The Hanging Fen Farm of Branch members Jim and Dianne Brauker just outside of Hudson, Michigan. Approximately 175 people attended the event including representatives from five different state Branches, the Michigan State Advisory Council and national staff members. The habitat day also featured a free 
	Branch held its seventh annual habitat day at The Hanging Fen Farm of Branch members Jim and Dianne Brauker just outside of Hudson, Michigan. Approximately 175 people attended the event including representatives from five different state Branches, the Michigan State Advisory Council and national staff members. The habitat day also featured a free 
	-
	-
	-

	lunch and a raffle with prizes including a 
	Dolmar chainsaw and two habitat hooks as well as QDMA memberships, apparel and posters. 
	NORTHEAST: The Jefferson-Lewis Branch of New York again held a youth adventure day with over 70 youth and their parents in attendance; all kids became Rack Pack members, and participated in 
	archery, fishing, air rifle, and sporting 
	clays and an interactive food plot event, as well as viewed a taxidermy demo, a reptile exhibit, and 
	-

	demonstration from a fly fishing 
	experts. The National Pike Branch of Pennsylvania was really active in 2014, partnering with local organizations to form and promote a “Hunters Sharing the Harvest” program, as well as donating to an Adopt a Highway program in their community. The Mountain Maryland Branch maintained a growing QDM Cooperative that amazingly has now reached over 50,000 acres. 
	-
	-
	-

	Figure

	SOUTHEAST: The Morgan County Georgia Branch donated $500 to the local shotgun team and will make another donation in 2015.The Gulf Coast Alabama Branch held their banquet on September 11 and 
	donation to the local DNR. The Devils Garden Branch set up a scholarship for graduating high school seniors and has taken the steps to begin implementing a Hunters for the Hungry program in south Florida. The Magnolia State Branch sponsored a deer seminar led by Mississippi State University. The Southwest Mississippi Branch donated to a local scholarship program. 
	-
	-
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	50 • QDMAs Whitetail Report QDMA set an organizational record for winter and spring membership growth, recruiting more than 7,000 new members in the first four months of 2014 and reach-ing a record level at year’s end of nearly 62,000 members in the United States and Canada. “QDMA is in the strongest position in the organization’s history,” said CEO Brian Murphy. “Membership is growing faster than at any time in our history, new volunteer Branches are on the rise, and we are having a greater positive impact
	2015 PART 3: QDMA MISSION & ANNUAL REPORT 
	QDMA'S WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT COOPERATIVE SPECIALIST 
	In 2013, QDMA worked in partnership with the Missouri Department of Conservation (DOC) to hire Brian Towe to engage landowners and establish wildlife management cooperatives (WMCs) in Missouri. This position is responsible for establishing new WMCs, servicing existing WMCs, assisting landowners with wildlife and habitat management programs, and making them aware of CRP and other NRCS and DOC conservation programs. This is proving to be a highly successful position, and below is a summary of the work accompl
	-
	-

	In 2014, the development of new Cooperatives was slower in an effort to maintain momentum of the existing 37 Cooperatives encompassing 185,000 acres. The primary objective for the year was the maintenance of existing Cooperatives by ensuring they had the tools necessary to succeed. The success of any Cooperative is largely dependent upon the support and knowledge they gain during their infancy, which consisted of a vast majority of the Cooperatives throughout Missouri. After all, the goal of the Missouri pr
	“The effort to support Cooperatives was much more than simply helping to coordinate meetings or events,” said Brian. “In addition to hosting a statewide Cooperative meeting, I worked to get discounted rates on certain products that benefited the efforts of Cooperative members. I also worked to develop a Facebook page to encourage interaction among Cooperatives around the state. While it is becoming increasingly difficult to find open dates on the calendar, I strive to make myself available to Cooperatives a
	-
	-

	Efforts to develop new Cooperatives were not totally abandoned as two deer Cooperatives were developed encompassing 15,000 acres. Both Cooperatives were driven by landowners as opposed to conservation officials or Brian encouraging their development, a much more favorable scenario as the engine comes from within the group as opposed to someone externally. Both Cooperatives collected data during Missouri’s 2014-15 deer seasons, a positive indicator of their motivation. 
	-
	-
	-


	Moving in the Right Direction 
	Moving in the Right Direction 
	Moving in the Right Direction 
	“One of the primary goals I have for the development of a Cooperative is to have a better understanding of localized issues and a means to address them," said Brian. “While Missouri is known for excellent hunting 

	Figure
	and having conservation minded hunters, many hunters base their actions upon their perceptions.” 
	and having conservation minded hunters, many hunters base their actions upon their perceptions.” 
	Perceptions can change from season-to-season or even day-to-day. By having established goals and objectives based upon available information, hunters are able to rely less upon perception and more on numbers. How are we getting this information? This past summer, nine Cooperatives performed a trail-camera survey during August. This marked the fourth year for one Cooperative. Two Cooperatives began the year with harvest and observation information from the 2013 hunting season. So, while many Southern Missour
	-



	Keeping it Fun 
	Keeping it Fun 
	Keeping it Fun 
	Cooperative meetings could be considered educational workshops as much as they are a meeting. 
	-

	“During a traditional meeting we cover topics such as how to perform a trail-camera survey, review observation and harvest data collected, or we might work on a habitat project – all interesting to a deer nerd,” said Brian. “However, there isn’t a lot of excitement for the family looking at a graph highlighting the weights of antlerless deer.” 
	-

	To offset the traditional meeting, Cooperatives held events such as an antler scoring gathering. The goal for the Cooperative was to bring in folks who traditionally may not have attended a meeting. The Mayfield Holler Wildlife Cooperative held a “Cooperative Day” where there were educational components with talks on trapping, prescribed fire, and of course 
	To offset the traditional meeting, Cooperatives held events such as an antler scoring gathering. The goal for the Cooperative was to bring in folks who traditionally may not have attended a meeting. The Mayfield Holler Wildlife Cooperative held a “Cooperative Day” where there were educational components with talks on trapping, prescribed fire, and of course 
	-
	-

	deer, but the event also had manned stations for shooting archery and .22 rifles. A local wildlife rehabilitator brought a coyote that was as tame as any Labrador, allowing kids and adults to interact with one animal most deer managers see as a threat. A number of the Cooperatives held a pre-deer season meeting that was purely a social event. Traditional Cooperative meetings and workshops are vital to the forward momentum of goals. However, it’s the interactive and fun events that allow Cooperatives to trul
	-
	-
	-




	A Look into the Crystal Ball 
	A Look into the Crystal Ball 
	A Look into the Crystal Ball 
	“Now that many of the existing Cooperatives have a solid foundation, I will once again be working to develop a number of new Cooperatives,” said Brian. “My goal for the year is 10 new Cooperatives, and I’d like to begin efforts in areas where there currently are none. With more Cooperatives being developed, the amount of exposure should also increase, and with the added exposure I would expect added demand.” 
	-

	Efforts to develop new Cooperatives will not be at a cost to existing ones. Already underway are plans for a second statewide Cooperative meeting along with discounted products. In addition, the calendar is filling up with dates for workshops, meetings and family events to help support their efforts. Brian will also be looking to existing Cooperatives to aid efforts in the development of new Cooperatives. Ultimately, a successful Cooperative is one that can persist with very little effort from outside. 
	-

	To get involved with an existing Cooperative or to start a new one in Missouri contact Brian by e-mail at  or by calling (573) 3971664. 
	-
	btowe@qdma.com
	-
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	QDMA CONVENED THE FIRST-EVER NORTH AMERICAN WHITETAIL SUMMIT IN 2014 
	QDMA’s North American Whitetail Summit was the place where a new alliance of deer hunters was born. QDMA was called upon to turn ideas into action to protect deer hunting. 
	-

	It was a message repeated by leaders from all sectors of the hunting community gathered for the Whitetail Summit: 
	-

	Deer hunting needs a unified voice to secure and enhance its future, and QDMA is positioned to fill that need. 
	-

	“This event has revealed a clear need for a national umbrella organization to carry this work forward for deer hunting. QDMA, you’re it,” said Jay McAninch, President/CEO of the Archery Trade Association, in his comments at the Whitetail Summit press conference. 
	Held March 3-6 at Bass Pro Shops’ Grandview Conference Center at Big Cedar Lodge in Branson, Missouri, the four-day event was attended by more than 200 people including representatives from 
	Academia/Research: Deer Hunters: 
	Academia/Research: Deer Hunters: 
	Academia/Research: Deer Hunters: 
	Alabama Cooperative Extension System Alabama Caesar Kleberg Wildlife Research Institute Delaware Clemson University Georgia Kansas State University Extension Illinois Mississippi State University Iowa South Dakota State University Kansas University of Georgia Kentucky University of Tennessee Louisiana USDA-APHIS Wildlife Services Maryland West Virginia University Michigan 
	Minnesota Non-Governmental Organizations: Mississippi Bluffland Whitetails Association Missouri Boone & Crockett Club Nebraska Conservation Federation of Missouri New Jersey Farmers & Hunters Feeding the Hungry New York National Bowhunter Education Foundation North Carolina National Rifle Association Ohio The Nature Conservancy Pennsylvania Orion–The Hunter’s Institute South Carolina Pope & Young Club Texas QDMA Vermont Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation Ontario, Canada Tennessee Wildlife Federation Theodore Roo
	U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance Whitetails Unlimited 
	17 companies in the hunting industry, 21 state wildlife agencies and one provincial agency, 10 leading institutes of deer research, 18 major landowner groups including the U.S. Forest Service and 
	-

	U.S.Fish & Wildlife Service, 15 hunting or conservation organizations, and deer hunters from more than 20 different states and one Canadian province. Groups and states represented are listed below. 
	In breakout sessions, these groups identified their top issues of concern, highlighted ways they could address those issues, and discussed steps the other stakeholder groups should take. The Top-10 most important issues identified by the assembled group are shown in the chart on the facing page. 
	-

	“QDMA convened the Whitetail Summit to create dialogue between all these stakeholder groups regarding the future of white-tailed deer, and it was a huge success,” said QDMA’s CEO Brian 
	“QDMA convened the Whitetail Summit to create dialogue between all these stakeholder groups regarding the future of white-tailed deer, and it was a huge success,” said QDMA’s CEO Brian 
	Murphy. “Beyond the issues, we kept hearing a call for a broad coalition to unify these voices and push for action. Many people pointed to us saying that we should be the architects of this new entity. We agree that it’s a logical and natural step for QDMA to expand beyond our founding mission at this point in our history to do more for every deer hunter in North America. Creating a new and broader entity is really the only acceptable response to the message from the summit 

	– and we’re up to the challenge.” 
	Throughout the Summit, concern for the whitetail resource and the future of deer hunting was evident. 
	“The path of the whitetail hangs in the balance and will be determined by you here at this symposium,” said Will Primos, founder of Primos Hunting, in his comments at the opening of the Summit. 
	-

	That idea was echoed by Johnny Morris, founder of Bass Pro Shops and a 
	Figure
	Figure

	Landownership/Management: Callaway Gardens The Campbell Group Choctaw Wildlife & Parks Dept. Deep Fork Whitetail Management Assoc. Drumming Log Wildlife Management The Forestland Group GrowingDeer.TV Lucky Star Ranch The Noble Foundation 
	Landownership/Management: Callaway Gardens The Campbell Group Choctaw Wildlife & Parks Dept. Deep Fork Whitetail Management Assoc. Drumming Log Wildlife Management The Forestland Group GrowingDeer.TV Lucky Star Ranch The Noble Foundation 
	Landownership/Management: Callaway Gardens The Campbell Group Choctaw Wildlife & Parks Dept. Deep Fork Whitetail Management Assoc. Drumming Log Wildlife Management The Forestland Group GrowingDeer.TV Lucky Star Ranch The Noble Foundation 
	Hunting Industry: Archery Trade Association Bass Pro Shops Big Game Logic LLC Bushnell Outdoor Products Cabela’s Federal Premium Ammunition Mossy Oak National Shooting Sports Foundation Outdoor Underwriters 
	Wildlife Agencies: Alabama DWFF Florida FWCC Georgia DNR-WRD Illinois DNR Indiana DW Kentucky DFWR Louisiana DWF Michigan DNR Minnesota DNR 
	Media: Big Deer TV Bowhunter Driftwood Outdoors Field & Stream Green Bay Press-Gazette Intermedia Outdoors Outdoor Hub Outdoor Life OutdoorFreaks.net 

	NorthCountry Whitetails Plum Creek Rayonier Inc. Resource Management Services LLC U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
	NorthCountry Whitetails Plum Creek Rayonier Inc. Resource Management Services LLC U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
	Pape’s Inc. Primos Hunting Redneck Blinds Responsive Management Sitka Gear 
	Mississippi DWFP Missouri DC Nebraska GPC North Carolina WRC Ohio DW 
	Patton’s Outdoors Peterson’s Outdoors Petersen’s Bowhunting Pittsburgh Tribune-Review Realtree.com 

	USDA-Forest Service 
	USDA-Forest Service 
	Tink’s 
	Oklahoma DWC 
	Wildlife Trends Journal 

	W.C. Bradley Farms The Westervelt Co. Weyerhaeuser Co. 
	W.C. Bradley Farms The Westervelt Co. Weyerhaeuser Co. 
	Trophy Rock Whitetail Properties 
	Ontario MNR, Canada South Carolina DNR Texas P&W Virginia DGIF West Virginia Wisconsin DNR 


	Note: Groups listed in red type participated as a sponsor or supporter of the Whitetail Summit. QDMA appreciates the participation of all the groups listed here, and especially the sponsors and partners whose financial support made the event possible. 
	Figure
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	Figure
	presenting sponsor of the event, who said organizations that often view themselves as competitors share a common need to protect white-tailed deer. 
	“There is no competition in conservation,” Morris said to the group. 
	-

	The urgency and necessity of the Whitetail Summit was also emphasized 
	Johnny Morris (left), founder of Bass Pro Shops, welcomed Whitetail Summit attendees to Big Cedar Lodge and applauded the diversity of groups represented, including some groups that normally view each other as business competitors. “There is no competition in conservation,” he said. 
	by U.S. Congressman Paul Ryan of Wisconsin, former Vice Presidential candidate and an enthusiastic deer hunter who spoke to attendees through a video message, and also by Dan Ashe, Director of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, who was a keynote speaker. 
	by U.S. Congressman Paul Ryan of Wisconsin, former Vice Presidential candidate and an enthusiastic deer hunter who spoke to attendees through a video message, and also by Dan Ashe, Director of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, who was a keynote speaker. 
	-

	“The cooperative energy generated at 


	Not An Issue Big Issue 
	Not An Issue Big Issue 
	0 
	Figure
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	Figure
	Top 10 Issues Impacting Deer Hunting and Management Identified by 2014 Whitetail Summit Attendees 
	Top 10 Issues Impacting Deer Hunting and Management Identified by 2014 Whitetail Summit Attendees 


	the Summit was impressive, but it means nothing if we fail to turn this opportunity into action,” said Murphy. “The stakeholders spoke of their confidence in QDMA’s ability to keep the momentum going. With that kind of support, and with the broader support of the deer-hunting world, we will continue to bring hunters together to ensure a strong future for our tradition.” 
	the Summit was impressive, but it means nothing if we fail to turn this opportunity into action,” said Murphy. “The stakeholders spoke of their confidence in QDMA’s ability to keep the momentum going. With that kind of support, and with the broader support of the deer-hunting world, we will continue to bring hunters together to ensure a strong future for our tradition.” 
	-

	As a result of the first North American Summit, QDMA, along with Whitetails Unlimited and the Mule Deer Foundation, created the National Deer Alliance (NDA). A follow-up to the Whitetail Summit, the NDA’s North American Deer Summit, will be held May 6-8 in Louisville, Kentucky. For more information about the Summit, see page 
	23.For more information about the NDA, see page 27. 
	Figure
	Will Primos was one of several keynote speakers invited to the Summit, but he also contributed ideas dur-ing open discussion and participated in the Hunting Industry breakout group. 
	Will Primos was one of several keynote speakers invited to the Summit, but he also contributed ideas dur-ing open discussion and participated in the Hunting Industry breakout group. 


	Figure

	The ranking above was determined by key-pad voting by the complete group of attendees. After brainstorming to generate suggested issues, each suggestion was ranked by the audience using electronic keypads (left), producing the top-10 ranking seen above.  The stakeholder groups then went into separate sessions and refined their own ranking of issues before discussing unique ways to tackle those issues. 
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	Figure
	QDMA WEBSITE RESOURCES 
	In the world of deer hunting, knowledge is king. As an addendum to other portions of this year’s Whitetail Report, our flagship magazine Quality Whitetails, educational material from The Shed, and other benefits QDMA offers its members and non-members alike, below is just an example of the quality free content found on . Visit our website to learn about managing deer, and if you’re not a member join today to receive access to other educational resources while at the same time helping to ensure the future of
	-
	QDMA.com

	WHITETAIL BIOLOGY 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	10 Weird Parasites That Live Inside Deer (by Lindsay Thomas Jr.): Whitetails are virtual school buses for parasites. They are packed from nose to tail with mucus-covered life forms. Here the author covers 10 of the creepiest crawlies you may find on, or in, a deer next time you’re field-dressing one. We hope you have a strong stomach; so keep reading, if you dare, because the whitetail is an ecosystem unto itself. 

	• 
	• 
	The Reality of Doe: Buck Ratios (by Kip Adams): Deer sex ratios are a common topic of conversation among whitetail hunters. Other than deer density, few subjects ignite controversy as quickly as a discussion of the number of does per buck in any given parcel of woods. There are many misunderstandings regarding sex ratios. In this piece the author defines what they are, how they are measured, and what they mean to your QDM program. 
	-


	• 
	• 
	7 Steps to Stronger Acorn Production (by Matt Ross):  The key to improving acorn production in oaks begins with identifying the best acorn-producing trees where you hunt, followed by a strategically-planned timber harvest. In this two part series, the author explains how you will be able to encourage more consistent, abundant acorn crops from your oak stands — and that means better deer habitat, nutrition and hunting opportunities! 
	-
	-


	• 
	• 
	Coyote Control: When Is It The Right Option? (by Drs. Will Gulsby and Karl V. Miller):  Given our current knowledge of coyote predation on deer, when is coyote control justified? The answer depends on where your current management program is in relation to the Four Cornerstones of QDM. This piece breaks all this information down in a easy-to-read manner. 


	QUALITY DEER MANAGEMENT 
	HABITAT MANAGEMENT 
	HERD MANAGEMENT 
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	HERD MONITORING 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	7 Ways to Check a Deer Herd’s Health (by QDMA Staff): QDM can help you produce healthier deer, more fawns, heavier deer body weights, more mature bucks, more rut activity, larger antlers, and other benefits. To achieve these goals, you need to see where the herd has come from and whether it’s on course to get where you want it to go. Here are seven simple but important types of information you can collect during the hunting season to help you achieve better deer and better deer hunting. 

	• How Fast Can a Stand “Recover” From Hunting Pressure? (by Clint McCoy):  It’s simple: Deer respond negatively to hunting pressure. Their avoidance of heavily hunted areas is undeniable, as the authors’ graduate-level research documented. But exactly how long does it take for a specific stand site to “recover” from a hunter’s presence? We now have an idea. Read this great article to find out. 

	• 
	• 
	The Story Behind the Most Awesome Food Plot Ever (by Lindsay Thomas Jr.): There are dedicated QDMA members who go all out to help promote the QDMA mission and grow our organization. And then there’s Steve Elmy. Steve and his family grew a King Kong-sized QDMA logo in one of their 2014 food plots to help promote our organization…apparently to passing astronauts. Read on to see how they did it! 
	-



	DEER HUNTING 
	FOOD PLOTS 
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	THE RACK PACK – QDMA'S YOUTH PROGRAM 



	SUPPORT THE NEXT GENERATION OPPORTUNITIES FOR YOUTH INVOLVEMENT 
	SUPPORT THE NEXT GENERATION OPPORTUNITIES FOR YOUTH INVOLVEMENT 
	Another deer season is behind us, and we hope yours was filled with productive hunts and precious memories. We also hope you took some time to introduce hunting to the next generation. The Rack Pack would like to ask every deer hunter to think about the role they can play in growing youth involvement in your community. Can you commit to signing up a new member, helping organize a youth hunt, championing a food plot competition or sponsoring a classroom? With your help, we can accomplish our goal of ensuring
	-

	Figure
	Figure
	QDMA in the Classroom 

	QDMA TEAMS WITH 4-H ON FOOD PLOT PROJECT
	QDMA TEAMS WITH 4-H ON FOOD PLOT PROJECT
	 Currently only in South Carolina, QDMA has teamed up with Clemson Extension, Wannamaker Wildlife Seed Co. and the 4-H to create the South Carolina 4-H Food Plot Project. Over 100 youth from the state helped plant and maintain a quarter-acre food plot, kept a record book, and in the end, were judged on their project. We would like to replicate this project in more states.interested in helping your state get started! 
	 E-mail hforester@qdma.com if you’re 

	Figure
	MILITARY YOUTH HUNTS 
	MILITARY YOUTH HUNTS 


	Figure
	Every year, 50 youth from Kentucky hit the woods on a deer hunt hosted by the Derby City, Kentucky Heartland, Barren River and Owensboro Branches of QDMA (see page 49). Through a partnership with the National Guard State Family Program and many generous donors, the hunt has always been a major success. The National Guard is interested in expanding this program into more states. If interested, please e-mail . 
	hforester@qdma.com

	QDMA IN THE CLASSROOM 
	Don’t you wish you learned about deer biology and management in school? Help us properly educate the next generation of deer stewards by spreading the word or sponsoring a local classroom today. Learn more about the program by going online to  and looking for the “QDMA in the Classroom” web page under the Rack Pack menu. 
	-
	QDMA.com

	Membership includes a Rack Pack Grunt Call, publication of choice*, decals, coupons to QDMA’s store ˜e Shed, and personalized member card. Visit the Rack Pack website  to learn more about local events, hunts and more. 
	MORE DEER KNOWLEDGE 
	MORE DEER KNOWLEDGE 
	MORE HUNTING SUCCESS 
	MORE FRIENDS AND FUN! 
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	THEIR STORY: QDMA MEMBER JASON ASHE, BLOOMFIELD, NEW YORK 
	Jason is a QDMA member and board member of QDMA’s Greater Rochester 
	Southern Tier Branch in New York. 
	How long have you practiced QDM? 
	I’ve been doing it since 2005 on our 14 acres in Allegany County and on our 125
	-

	acre farm in western New York. My father 
	and I decided to try QDM after visting Craig and Neil Dougherty’s property and seeing what they had accomplished. 
	Have there been any particular obstacles? 
	Not really. It’s been an eye-opener to see what we could achieve with a little sweat equity. We don’t even put antler restrictions on any of our family or guests, we just have fun, hunt hard, and get youth involved every chance we get, even if it is just rock picking! 
	-

	Has QDM worked? 
	I have been blessed the last three years to kill some amazing whitetails and see Laura, my wife, kill some of her best bucks. QDM has brought Laura and I to a new level of hunting. It has turned us into whitetail fanatics 24-7, 365. We are always spending time in the woods, checking trail-cameras, hanging tree stands, and enjoying the benefits of a full freezer of venison. We have shared our best hunts together through QDM. 
	-
	-

	What made you decide to volunteer with the local QDMA Branch? 
	QDM has become a lifestyle for us, and being involved with the Branch allows me to teach others what can be accomplished and how much enjoyment you can find. It’s not just about big bucks – it’s a year-round experience, it’s enjoying great deer hunting moments with family, seeing my wife harvest something she is proud of. I enjoy making those moments happen for youth, friends, anyone who wants to try deer hunting. When QDM is presented in a non-threatening way, they realize it benefits whitetails and people
	-
	-

	So, about the photo: Nice brow tines! What’s the story? 
	So, about the photo: Nice brow tines! What’s the story? 
	On November 27, I knew deer would move and feed since we had been blasted with 14 inches of snow and extreme cold for the previous five days. The evening was going great and I saw several young bucks, some does and seven gobblers feeding in a cut soybean field. Then the wind shifted, blowing all the deer out of the field, and I had to relocate to another cut bean field. Around 4:15, nine does fed out into the field about 200 yards away, and shortly after a 2½-year-old 8-point came into the field and started

	“It’s been an eye-opener to see what we could achieve with a little sweat equity.” 
	He presented me a shot at 180 yards, and I touched off my .270 TC Encore. The field cleared except for the big buck – he just stood with head drooped and ears flat, so I fired a second shot and he bolted. I went back home and got Laura, and she found the buck 60 yards from where I’d shot him. He scores in the 140s and dressed out at 180 pounds, but what is most impressive is that he lived on that farm for 5½ years without us ever knowing he existed! Our neighbor has a 2010 photo of him at 2½ about 1 mile aw
	He presented me a shot at 180 yards, and I touched off my .270 TC Encore. The field cleared except for the big buck – he just stood with head drooped and ears flat, so I fired a second shot and he bolted. I went back home and got Laura, and she found the buck 60 yards from where I’d shot him. He scores in the 140s and dressed out at 180 pounds, but what is most impressive is that he lived on that farm for 5½ years without us ever knowing he existed! Our neighbor has a 2010 photo of him at 2½ about 1 mile aw
	-
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	THEIR STORY: QDMA MEMBERS MICHAEL AND JULIE JOY, PORT HOPE, MICHIGAN 
	Michael and Julie Joy are QDMA members and officers in Michigan’s Thumb Area Branch (Julie is treasurer and Michael is a Branch Board member). 
	Michael and Julie Joy are QDMA members and officers in Michigan’s Thumb Area Branch (Julie is treasurer and Michael is a Branch Board member). 
	-


	How long have you practiced QDM? 
	Julie: I’ve been a QDMA member since 2011, and until this year I had only harvested does and passed on several bucks. Michael has been doing it since he became a QDMA member in 2007. He decided he was tired of harvesting small bucks and really wanted to see some bigger ones. There was only one way to do that, and that was by passing yearling bucks and spreading the word. He didn’t shoot a buck for six seasons, until he killed two in 2013. 
	-

	What benefits have been your favorites? 
	The greatest benefit is that you never stop learning about deer and habitat management. There have been challenges, like getting others on board with QDM, and also overcoming your own thoughts of “If I don’t shoot it, the neighbor will.” But through QDMA Branch events we’ve met other people in the area who share the same interests and who gave us encouragement, and we’ve learned lots of valuable information from the magazine. We also met another QDMA member, Mark Lemke at Practical Whitetail Strategies, and
	-
	-
	-
	-

	We hear that two hunters killed three bucks out of one stand. What’s the story? 
	Friday morning, November 15, was opening day, and Michael headed out to hunt a new blind for the first time. It was located near one edge of our 20-acre property to try to take advantage of deer being pushed by opening day hunting pressure on surrounding properties. Just after daybreak, he spotted a buck coming out of the thicket. He waited for him to move toward a clear opening and took a shot at 40 yards with his muzzleloader. He watched the buck run hard, but he felt he had made a good shot, so he waited
	Friday morning, November 15, was opening day, and Michael headed out to hunt a new blind for the first time. It was located near one edge of our 20-acre property to try to take advantage of deer being pushed by opening day hunting pressure on surrounding properties. Just after daybreak, he spotted a buck coming out of the thicket. He waited for him to move toward a clear opening and took a shot at 40 yards with his muzzleloader. He watched the buck run hard, but he felt he had made a good shot, so he waited
	-
	-

	he had seen while bowhunting the night before. But a short time later he looked up and there was the tall-tined buck! This completely confused him because he could have sworn he already shot that particular buck. Regardless, he was now certain that this was the buck he had seen, and he took a shot at 40 yards. Buck fever times two! 

	When it finally came time to track these deer and solve the mystery, he found them both within 20 yards of each other. The first deer tumbled hard and had broken its antler. The beam snapped 
	When it finally came time to track these deer and solve the mystery, he found them both within 20 yards of each other. The first deer tumbled hard and had broken its antler. The beam snapped 
	When it finally came time to track these deer and solve the mystery, he found them both within 20 yards of each other. The first deer tumbled hard and had broken its antler. The beam snapped 
	boring properties had already made some nice harvests. I didn’t have much confidence that I would see a buck out of the same blind, but we went there anyway. 
	-



	Figure
	As the sun started coming up, a couple groups of does made their way into a grassy field and some into a patch of corn. Within a couple minutes, we noticed a 4-pointer chasing one of the does out of the corn. Shortly after, a spike chased a doe. Minutes later, I noticed movement in a small bunch of trees just 20 yards away from the corn and told Michael to check it out with the binoculars. Sure enough, it 
	As the sun started coming up, a couple groups of does made their way into a grassy field and some into a patch of corn. Within a couple minutes, we noticed a 4-pointer chasing one of the does out of the corn. Shortly after, a spike chased a doe. Minutes later, I noticed movement in a small bunch of trees just 20 yards away from the corn and told Michael to check it out with the binoculars. Sure enough, it 
	-

	between the base and the brow tine, and the antler was stuck in the ground about 8 yards away from where the deer was lying (Editor’s Note: this is the buck on the left in the photo, but the antler has been zip-tied in place for the picture). Even though this deer wasn’t the one he thought it was, it was still an impressive 8-point that dressed 164 pounds. Twenty yards away was the tall-tined buck that Michael originally thought he had seen at day break. Even though this deer’s body wasn’t quite as large as
	-

	By the next morning, lots of neigh-
	was a buck! We waited for it to come into the grass field and chase the doe back into the corn. At that point, we had both only seen the deer from a side profile and it was hard to tell how wide it was or exactly how many points it had. Luckily, when he came out of the corn following the hot doe, he wasn’t moving fast. I was able to evaluate him, make my decision to shoot, and then follow him until I was ready. I took the shot at 80 yards with my shotgun and watched him go down. I was beyond excited to get 
	-

	It was official: the new blind was now “The Miracle Blind!” 
	57 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 

	Figure
	QDMA CERTIFICATION PROGRAMS 
	Figure
	Over 1,250 Deer Stewards and Counting! 
	QDMA’s Deer Steward Certification program is a personal educational experience designed to offer landowners, hunters, and natural resource professionals an opportunity to learn from the nation’s top experts about QDM. The first two Levels are courses, Level III is an application; all three need to be taken in succession. By taking Levels I and II, graduates are able to design and implement their personal comprehensive property-specific white-tailed deer management plan. Level III is an honor earned after gi
	-
	-

	To date, well over 1,250 individuals have participated in the Deer Steward program, with 779 Level I, 361 Level II, 
	To date, well over 1,250 individuals have participated in the Deer Steward program, with 779 Level I, 361 Level II, 
	-

	and 37 Level III graduates by the end of 2014, representing 44 states and the nation’s capitol, four Canadian provinces, one U.S. Virgin Island and Australia. Since 2007, the QDMA has held 18 Level I classes and 14 Level II classes in the following states: Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New 
	-


	York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
	York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
	Tennessee, and Texas. 
	To learn more about the Deer Steward Certification program, or about registering for an upcoming course,gate to the Deer Steward Courses page under the “Advanced Ed” menu option. 
	 visit www.QDMA.com and navi
	-


	A 2014 Deer Steward Level I course was held in West Monroe, Louisiana, and featured a field trip to the Duck Commander/ Buck Commander warehouse as seen on the A&E reality TV show Duck Dynasty. 
	-

	Online Deer Steward Courses 
	In the eighth year of the Deer Steward Certification program, QDMA’s popular educational series continued to offer the option to take the first Level on-line, making it as convenient and affordable as it’s ever been, and boy was it popular. After three years of availability, nearly 500 people have registered to participate in the Level I course from the comfort of their home or office, matching or slightly exceeding the inaugural year’s volume of participants for the second year in a row. 
	-

	The good news is that it never sells out! All that is required is a high-speed internet connection (and the Mozilla Firefox web browser) and you can enroll in the Level I class online. Once registered, attendees gain access to a digital recording of one of 
	The good news is that it never sells out! All that is required is a high-speed internet connection (and the Mozilla Firefox web browser) and you can enroll in the Level I class online. Once registered, attendees gain access to a digital recording of one of 
	our previous Deer Steward Level I courses (filmed in front of a live audience at Clemson University) and will have up to 180 days to complete the series of six sessions (approximately 16 one-hour topics) at their own pace. Speakers include Kip Adams, Dr. David Guynn, Joe Hamilton, Dr. Craig Harper, Dr. Karl V. Miller, Brian Murphy, Matt Ross and Dr. Grant Woods. 
	-
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	Just like the in-person classes, registrants must pass an exam to graduate, and Continuing Forestry Education (CFEs) credits from the Society of American Foresters are available. Graduates of online Deer Steward will be eligible to take one of the in-person Level II courses upon completion. 
	-

	igate to the Deer Steward Online page under the “Advanced Ed” menu option.
	For additional details, visit www.QDMA.com and nav
	-


	 Those who choose to enroll in the on-line version of Deer Steward Level I can do so at $200 for non-members, $175 for QDMA members, and $150 for Life and Sponsor members (on-line fees increase $50 with CFEs). This course is free for active military members in combat zones. 
	States/Provinces with  Deer Steward graduates 
	Land Certification Program Update 
	In 2011, QDMA launched its new Land Certification Program (LCP). The LCP was created in response to numerous member and landowner requests. Collectively, these individuals sought a means to: 1) determine if the property they owned, leased or managed met a baseline QDM standard; 2) receive specific management recommendations on their hunting property from qualified QDM professionals; and 3) promote QDM in their area by displaying a sign that recognizes their efforts. 
	-
	-
	-

	The LCP was developed to recog
	The LCP was developed to recog
	The LCP was developed to recog
	-

	nize the accomplishments of landowners and sportsmen implementing the Four Cornerstones of QDM throughout North America, as well as those committed to ethics, conservation and biodiversity through land stewardship. The LCP will also encourage management practices on participating lands that will enhance deer and other wildlife species, habitat conditions, and hunting experiences by providing incentives and/or assistance. 
	-
	-


	The LCP is a multi-level, voluntary process which evaluates one or more prop-

	Figure
	QDMA Certification Programs Manager Matt Ross goes over the inspection process at a Land Certification Program inspector training session at QDMA National Headquarters. 
	erties against an established list of standards. Three categories of achievement are outlined in the program, including Pledged Lands, Certified Lands and Legacy Lands. Criteria are established for each level of achievement. 
	erties against an established list of standards. Three categories of achievement are outlined in the program, including Pledged Lands, Certified Lands and Legacy Lands. Criteria are established for each level of achievement. 
	-

	Numerous half-day training courses to qualify LCP property inspectors were also conducted over the last four years in the states of Georgia, Louisiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, South Carolina, and in New Brunswick, Canada. Six (Georgia, Kentucky, Missouri, Minnesota, New York, and South Carolina) have been held in cooperation with American Tree Farm System inspector trainings, and one of those was at the Association of Consulting Foresters National Conventi
	-
	-
	QDMA.com

	In addition to the Land Certification website, more information can be obtained by contacting QDMA’s Certification Program Manager, Matt Ross by email at  or by calling (518) 280-3714. 
	mross@qdma.com
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	2013 HONOR ROLL OF DONORS 
	QDMA would like to thank and recognize those who were generous donors to QDMA in the 2013 calendar year (the most recent year available as a complete list for this report). Through financial support beyond membership and participation in other programs, these donors are securing QDMA’s mission: To ensure the future of the white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage. 
	FOUNDER’S CIRCLE H. Comer Morrison, S.C. Chris Asplundh Sr., Pa. Rob Muirhead, Neb. Camp-Younts Foundation, Va. Brian & Heidi Murphy, Ga. Ceres Foundation Inc, S.C. Robert Nunnally, Ga. Bill D’Alonzo, Del. QDMA North Carolina State Chapter, N.C. Judge Holdford, N.C. QDMA South Louisiana Branch, La. Henry Ittleson, S.C. Chip Vosburg, La. Killam Family Foundation Trust, Texas Frank Robinson, Mo. DIRECTOR’S CLUB Brian Schafer, Mich. Alpena Agency Inc., Mich. Scott Stephens, Fla. Gene Anderson, N.C. Jim Zachry,
	CHAIRMAN’S CIRCLE 
	CHAIRMAN’S CIRCLE 
	Kip & Amy Adams, Pa. Anderson-Tully Company, Ark. Bob Bartoshesky, Md. David Bastow, Pa. Tom Bastow, Pa. Big Game Hunters Foundation, Mo. Bill Bostick, S.C. Bray Creek Timberlands Inc., Ga. Mac & Helen Bullock Jr., La. C5 Enterprises LTD, Texas 
	R.R.M. Carpenter IV, Del. Robert Dann Sr., Fla. Ernie & Louise Davis, Texas Charles & Joyce DeYoung, Texas Arthur & Desiree Dick, N.C. Hank Draper, Del. Richard Dugas Jr., Mich. Donald Dyches, Ga. Billy Eason, N.C. Ashley Glover, Ala. Mike Grandey, Fla. David & Susan Guynn, S.C. Carl Haley Jr., Tenn. Joe & Donna Hamilton, S.C. Leon Hank, Mich. Frank Henning, Texas Neel Hipp Jr., S.C. Steve Homyack Jr., Pa. Benjamin Jones, Del. David Jones, Del. Mike Kellar, Ga. Rudson Lamm, N.C. Robert & Kathy Manning, S.C.
	Figure


	Eugene Bayard, Del. Ted Borowski Jr., Fla. Al & Claudia Brothers, Texas Stephen & Lenore Burkhart, Texas 
	R.R.M.
	R.R.M.
	R.R.M.
	 Carpenter III, Del. Bill Eikenhorst, Texas Nicole Garris, S.C. Scott Griffin, N.C. Curtis Gunn, Texas John Handy, N.C. 

	W.
	W.
	 Ducote Haynes, Ark. Arthur Logan, Ky. Peter MacGaffin, Del. William Martin, S.C. Bob Mazgaj, Ga. Mike McEnany, Fla. National Christian Foundation, Mich. Nolan Nicely Jr., Va. Fred Pape Jr., Ky. QDMA Bladen Lakes Branch, N.C. James Samis, Md. Jake Shinners, Mich. Bruce Snow, Del. 
	Figure



	LEADERSHIP CLUB 
	Steven Andrews, S.C. Barrett Bros. Oil & Gas Inc., Texas Ernest Bruni Jr., Texas Craig Dougherty, N.Y. Neil Dougherty, N.Y. Neal Dukes, Del. Coke Floyd, S.C. Rob Gehman, Va. Chip Heaps, Md. Craig Krawiec, N.Y. Joseph Maggini, Mich. 
	J. Scott Major, N.C. 
	R. Larry & Betty Marchinton, Ga. 
	Evan Miles, Md. Christopher Miller, Ga. Charles Miller, Md. 
	Evan Miles, Md. Christopher Miller, Ga. Charles Miller, Md. 

	Jeffrey Marsch, Ala. Thomas Norris, S.C. John Oliver III, Pa. Phil Poux, Md. Bob Rosenberg, Pa. Jeffrey Rozhon, Fla. Carter Smith, Texas Rick Stovall, Texas Mark Thomas, Ala. Bob Wills, Ala. John Zachry, Texas QDMA PATRON Alabama Forest Owners Association, Ala. Frank Allen, Ky. Tom Anderson, S.C. Darren Boudreaux, La. Lee Brothers, Va. David Brown, N.C. Jimmy Bullock, Miss. Central Illinois Outfitters, Ill. John Chalk III, N.C. Clair Clemens, Pa. Richard Comer Jr., Ala. Richard Cotton, N.C. Calvin Cox, N.C.
	Ipswitch Inc, Mass. Harry Jacobson, Texas John Kubisiak, Wis. David LeRay, La. Gary Liebsch, Iowa Norman Mast, Ohio David Matthias, Iowa Frank & Joy McDonald, Fla. Edgar Meiser, Pa. Richard Meyer, N.J. 
	Ipswitch Inc, Mass. Harry Jacobson, Texas John Kubisiak, Wis. David LeRay, La. Gary Liebsch, Iowa Norman Mast, Ohio David Matthias, Iowa Frank & Joy McDonald, Fla. Edgar Meiser, Pa. Richard Meyer, N.J. 
	Gerald Moore, S.C. Lucille Morrison, S.C. Art Murray, Texas Duncan Newkirk, S.C. Tim Norton, Ga. 
	J. Scott Osborne, N.C. Outdoor Underwriters, Ga. Paul Plantinga, Mich. Bruce Pratt, S.C. Michael & Virginia Prevost, S.C. David Price, Md. Earl Price, Fla. QDMA ACE Basin Branch, S.C. QDMA Gateway Branch, Mo. QDMA Missouri State Chapter, Mo. QDMA Southeast Missouri Branch, Mo. QDMA SEMO Trail of Tears Branch, Mo. Machelle Reed, Ga. Peter Renzi, Del. Dave Richards, Texas Jake Ritchie, La. Ivan Roman, N.Y. Albert Sanders, Texas James & Suzanne Smith, N.C. Roy Smith, Texas 
	G. Brad Southwell, Fla. Wayne Spahn, Texas Diane Terni, S.C. Jim Walker, S.C. John Wellons, Del. Mark Williams, Ga. Jim Winch, Texas 
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	HOW TO DONATE TO QDMA 
	A VOICE FROM THE DEER WOODS 
	A VOICE FROM THE DEER WOODS 

	By Joe Hamilton 
	In early January 2014, I received a telephone call from an elderly gentleman in Michigan. His voice was weak, his words didn’t come easily, yet he was deliberate with his message. He announced, “I have checked on your organization through the website and was impressed by how tight a ship you guys run with administrative costs in the single digits.” He also mentioned that he was impressed by the array of educational materials produced for our members and he was interested in seeing a copy of our Quality Whit
	-
	-

	“You see, I have been a sportsman all of my life and I want to include the QDMA in my will so I can give back through a deserving organization for the excitement and enjoyment I have received as a long-time deer hunter,” he proudly exclaimed. “I’m not sure just how much the QDMA will receive, but it should be at least $10,000, and I would like for my donation to be spent on activities and programs in Michigan.” 
	I thanked him for his generosity and explained that QDMA was very active in his home state of Michigan. I told him that Michigan had been among the top five states in membership for many years. 
	He was particularly proud that Michigan has the most QDM Cooperatives of any other state. We talked about the Branch activities that involved hunts for youth, the mobility impaired, and Wounded Warriors. When I mentioned the venison donation programs supported by local Branches, he commented that this was definitely the kind of activity he wanted to support as a means of “giving back.” His final comment was, “I enjoyed our conversation, and I’m comfortable with the decision to include the QDMA in my will.” 
	He was particularly proud that Michigan has the most QDM Cooperatives of any other state. We talked about the Branch activities that involved hunts for youth, the mobility impaired, and Wounded Warriors. When I mentioned the venison donation programs supported by local Branches, he commented that this was definitely the kind of activity he wanted to support as a means of “giving back.” His final comment was, “I enjoyed our conversation, and I’m comfortable with the decision to include the QDMA in my will.” 
	-
	-

	The following day I contacted our National Headquarters and arranged for him to receive a gift membership in the QDMA. Also, six issues of the Quality Whitetails magazine and the two most recent Whitetail Reports were mailed to his home address in Michigan. He got his wish to “…put his hands on” one of our magazines and an annual report. 
	On March 10, 2014, Mr. Daniel 
	A.Peroni passed away in Commerce Township, Michigan, at the age of 83. Thirty photos posted in a gallery in his obituary (including the one shown here) revealed that Dan Peroni served in the armed forces, worked for Western Union, caught salmon and smallmouth bass, and was successful in taking several wild turkeys, an elk, and numerous whitetails – several whitetails were shot with a recurve bow. 
	I regret that I learned more about Mr. Peroni through his obituary than 
	•. 
	•. 
	•. 
	Make a donation to QDMA in memory or honor of a relative, close friend, or fellow QDMA member. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Become a Life Member of QDMA. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Be an active Branch member by attending all activities. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Attend our next National Convention (May 8-9, 2015, in Louisville, Ky.). 

	•. 
	•. 
	Attend QDMAs Deer Steward Certification courses. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Join QDMAs Land Certification Program. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Provide gift memberships to family, fellow hunters and neighbors. 


	from our single telephone conversation. According to comments of his coworkers, Mr. Dan was quite a raconteur. We missed a great opportunity to share some of his many hunting experiences with our members, but we can grant his wish to enhance QDMA activities in his beloved Michigan with his generous financial support. Our heartfelt appreciation goes out to the late Daniel A. Peroni, a long-lasting voice from the deer woods. 
	-

	Robert Louis Stevenson penned a poem that seems fitting for a sportsman of Mr. Dan’s stature. 
	Epitaph Under the wide and starry sky Dig the grave and let me lie. Glad did I live and glad did I die And I lay me down with a will. 
	This be the verse you grave for me: Here he lies where he longs to be. Home is the sailor, home from the sea And the hunter home from the hill. 
	We have made it as easy as possible for you to support QDMA. Below are suggested ways to get more involved in the organization and methods of providing financial support. Remember, through a concerted effort among our members the QDMA will become better equipped to fulfill its mission: To ensure the future of the white-tailed deer, wildlife habitat and our hunting heritage. 
	-

	•. 
	•. 
	•. 
	Involve your children or grandchil dren in the “Rack Pack Program. 

	•. 
	•. 
	Include QDMA in your will, or participate in a variety of other Planned Giving categories. 


	• 
	• 
	• 
	800-209-3337 - Call our toll-free number to donate by credit card. 

	• 
	• 
	Visit our website to donate through PayPal. 
	www.QDMA.com 



	•. Send a personal check to our National Headquarters: 
	P.O. Box 160, Bogart, GA, 30622 
	•. Contact Joe Hamilton, QDMA Founder & Senior Advisor: 
	jhamilton@qdma.com 
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	2014 QDMA CONSERVATION & BRANCH ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS 
	Figure
	Figure
	An integral participant in QDMA activities since the organization’s beginnings, Judge Holdford (left) of North Carolina was named the recipient of the Joe Hamilton Lifetime Achievement Award. A Life Member and the 2008 recipient of QDMA’s Ambassador Award, Judge strives to ensure that QDMA flourishes through countless donations and his work on numerous events and youth education. 
	Vic Blanchard of Louisiana was named the Al Brothers Deer Manager of the Year (professional). Vic (right) is the Timber and Wildlife Manager for A. Wilbert’s Sons timber company, where he manages 100,000 acres in Louisiana and Mississippi. Under his direction and supervision over 1.5 million trees have been planted and are monitored through a Certified Forest Inventory plot program. 
	Michael Goyne of Michigan was named the recipient of the Hunting Heritage Award, which recognizes individuals for their lifetime contributions to deer, deer hunters, deer research and deer management. A Level II Deer Steward, Michael has been involved with QDMA for many years and now serves as the president of the Michigan State Advisory Council. 
	QDMA’s Ambassador Award recognizes an individual’s commitment to QDMA through numerous avenues of volunteerism over an extended period at local, state and national levels. This award is not presented annually, and this year’s recipient, Chip West of Delaware, is just the third person to earn the honor of being called a QDMA Ambassador. Chip is pictured here with his wife Debbie. 
	QDMA’s Ambassador Award recognizes an individual’s commitment to QDMA through numerous avenues of volunteerism over an extended period at local, state and national levels. This award is not presented annually, and this year’s recipient, Chip West of Delaware, is just the third person to earn the honor of being called a QDMA Ambassador. Chip is pictured here with his wife Debbie. 
	-
	-

	Paul Knox of Iowa, shown here speaking at a past QDMA Convention, earned our Al Brothers Deer Manager of the Year Award (non-professional) for his tireless and 
	selfless efforts to share his knowledge of deer habitat 
	improvement with others. Sadly, Paul passed away in 
	December of 2014 after fighting ALS. Paul will long be 
	remembered by countless people who enjoy better hunting today because of his advice and guidance. 
	-

	The recipient of the Hunting Heritage Award in the corporate category was the W.C. Bradley Co., which is committed to preserving and protecting our rich hunting heritage and has been a staunch supporter of QDMA. Dan Fletcher (right) accepted the award on behalf of the W.C. Bradley Co. from QDMA Board of Directors Chairman Louis P. Batson III. 
	The Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation was named the Agency of the Year. The Department’s Big Game Biologist Erik Bartholomew (right) accepted the award on behalf of the agency, which has promoted appropriate doe harvest with the slogan, “Hunters in the Know, Take a Doe!” In 2013, they updated that slogan to “Hunters in the Know, Let Young Bucks Grow” to promote voluntary trigger management. 
	-

	Mark Kenyon (right) of Michigan was the recipient of the Signpost Communicator of the Year Award. Mark, a QDMA Deer Steward, is the founder and full-time managing editor of the deer hunting blog Wired to Hunt, where he has promoted QDMA and continually referred web traffic to organization. 
	QDMA.com in support of the 

	Eddie Monts (right) of South Carolina was named the Wildlife Officer of the Year. Eddie has served the sportsmen of the Palmetto State working with the DNR for over 28 years, and he has a passion for introducing youth to the outdoors. He serves as a Take One, Make One Coordinator in upstate South Carolina, is active in 4-H youth programs and is the Rack Pack chairman for the Lakelands Branch. 

	Figure
	2015 PART 3: QDMA MISSION & ANNUAL REPORT 
	Grace Adkins (left) of North Carolina was named the recipient of the Rack Pack Four-Point Award, which recognizes outstanding service and leadership to youth in the spirit of the QDMA mission, future generations and our hunting heritage. Grace, a Rack Pack field staff member and Rack Pack Coordinator for the Cape Fear River Branch, was named the 2013 North Carolina Youth Conservationist of the Year. 
	-

	Mike Edwards (left) of the Greater Rochester Southern Tier Branch was named the Branch President of the Year. This award recognizes the volunteer leader who demonstrates the daily vision, dedication and attitude it demands to be a successful Branch president. Mike has led the Branch at educational and fundraising events, in forming the New York State Advisory Council and hosting the Northeast Leadership Conference. 
	Darren Boudreaux, president of the Louisiana State Advisory Council, was named the Volunteer of the Year. The award was presented to Darren (right) by 2013 Volunteer of the Year Rick Watts. Darren, who is also active in the Central Louisiana and South Louisiana Branches, is a Life Member, a Level III Deer Steward and a Land Certification Program Inspector. 
	Figure
	The Prairie to Woods Whitetails Branch of Minnesota was named the Branch of the Year. Over the past year, the Branch has many accomplishments that include designing and purchasing a $9,000 mobile, handicap accessible hunting blind for local disabled hunters, sponsoring and participating in several more educational seminars, youth events and deer management projects. Tom Kalsbeck, Bruce Lien & North Central Volunteer of the Year Phil Goeden accepted the award. 
	The Prairie to Woods Whitetails Branch of Minnesota was named the Branch of the Year. Over the past year, the Branch has many accomplishments that include designing and purchasing a $9,000 mobile, handicap accessible hunting blind for local disabled hunters, sponsoring and participating in several more educational seminars, youth events and deer management projects. Tom Kalsbeck, Bruce Lien & North Central Volunteer of the Year Phil Goeden accepted the award. 


	Figure
	The Bayou Branch of Louisiana earned the Membership Branch of the Year award, which goes to the Branch that recruits the most new QDMA members in the past year. The Bayou Branch recruited a total of 426 QDMA members. QDMA Membership Manager Tori Andrews (left) presented the award to Lyndsey Scallan and Branch vice president Jonathan Scallan. 
	The Bayou Branch of Louisiana earned the Membership Branch of the Year award, which goes to the Branch that recruits the most new QDMA members in the past year. The Bayou Branch recruited a total of 426 QDMA members. QDMA Membership Manager Tori Andrews (left) presented the award to Lyndsey Scallan and Branch vice president Jonathan Scallan. 


	Figure
	The Event of the Year was the East Central Ohio Field Day. The Branch, led by president Curt Yoder, got the Ohio Division of Wildlife involved in the field day, which was attended by more than 150 people. 
	The Event of the Year was the East Central Ohio Field Day. The Branch, led by president Curt Yoder, got the Ohio Division of Wildlife involved in the field day, which was attended by more than 150 people. 


	Figure
	The Northern Jack Pine Branch of Michigan was named the New Branch of the Year. The Branch’s many accomplish-ments over its first year included a very successful first banquet, bringing in over 100 memberships, hosting field days and providing support for the National Archery in the Schools Program (NASP). 
	The Northern Jack Pine Branch of Michigan was named the New Branch of the Year. The Branch’s many accomplish-ments over its first year included a very successful first banquet, bringing in over 100 memberships, hosting field days and providing support for the National Archery in the Schools Program (NASP). 


	Figure
	For the second-straight year, the Mid-Carolina Branch of South Carolina earned the Sponsor Membership Branch of the Year award, which goes to the Branch that recruits the most new QDMA Sponsor Members in the past year. The Mid-Carolina Branch netted 52 Sponsor Memberships. Alan Brock and Joel Wilson are shown here accepting the award in 2012. 
	Figure
	CONTACT A QDMA BRANCH NEAR YOU 
	Branch Name 
	Branch Name 
	Branch Name 
	Town 
	State 
	Branch Contact 
	Phone 
	E-mail 

	Auburn University Toomer's Branch 
	Auburn University Toomer's Branch 
	Auburn 
	Alabama 
	CJ Glassey 
	(205) 405-1640 
	cjg0017@auburn.edu 

	Gulf Coast Branch 
	Gulf Coast Branch 
	McIntosh 
	Alabama 
	Russ Sims 
	(601) 572-7711 
	rsims3006@gmail.com 

	Lake Martin Branch 
	Lake Martin Branch 
	Opelika 
	Alabama 
	Michael Heatherly 
	(256) 338-4718 
	heatherly.michael@gmail.com 

	Delta Droptine Branch 
	Delta Droptine Branch 
	Lake Village 
	Arkansas 
	Joey Williamson 
	(870) 265-1206 
	sales@southernaquaculturesupply.com 

	Northeast Arkansas Branch  
	Northeast Arkansas Branch  
	Trumann 
	Arkansas 
	David Box 
	(870) 926-8713 
	david.h.box@gmail.com 

	Saline-Bartholomew Branch  
	Saline-Bartholomew Branch  
	Monticello 
	Arkansas 
	Brison Reed 
	(870) 723-5125 
	huntershed13@yahoo.com 

	Delaware Branch  
	Delaware Branch  
	Laurel 
	Delaware 
	Nathan Hudson 
	(302) 987-5527 
	nathanhudson@aol.com 

	Delaware State Chapter  
	Delaware State Chapter  
	Millsboro 
	Delaware 
	Chip West 
	(302) 238-0137 
	deqdma@gmail.com 

	Devil's Garden Branch  
	Devil's Garden Branch  
	Clewiston 
	Florida 
	Marc Proudfoot 
	(863) 673-2034 
	marc.proudfoot@gmail.com 

	Longleaf Branch 
	Longleaf Branch 
	Tallahassee 
	Florida 
	Mike Engle 
	(850) 545-2381 
	jnmcconnaughhay@mcconnaughhay.com 

	Atlanta Branch  
	Atlanta Branch  
	Smyrna 
	Georgia 
	Ryan Engel 
	(770) 630-5815 
	roly.engel@gmail.com 

	Augusta Branch  
	Augusta Branch  
	Augusta 
	Georgia 
	John Wallace Hadden 
	(706) 306-2042 
	johnwallaceh@phoenixprintinggroup.com 

	Chattahoochee Valley Branch 
	Chattahoochee Valley Branch 
	Columbus  
	Georgia 
	Kevin Ward 
	(706) 593-5433 
	kward598@gmail.com 

	Coastal Empire Branch 
	Coastal Empire Branch 
	Pooler 
	Georgia 
	Branham Gay 
	(706) 871-6497 
	bgay@seagle.net 

	Georgia Foothills Branch 
	Georgia Foothills Branch 
	Clarkesville 
	Georgia 
	Mark Lovell 
	(706) 499-2432 
	landman@hemc.net 

	Georgia State Chapter  
	Georgia State Chapter  
	Fortson 
	Georgia 
	Amanda Wood 
	(706) 568-8412 
	awood@woodlandsandwildife.com 

	Gri˜n G2 Branch  
	Gri˜n G2 Branch  
	Milner 
	Georgia 
	Cameron Perdichizzi 
	(404) 427-3519 
	cameronp@snjindustrial.com 

	Morgan County Branch 
	Morgan County Branch 
	Madison 
	Georgia 
	James Ball 
	(404) 580-7155 
	samball@madisonrealtyinc.com 

	Valdosta State Branch  
	Valdosta State Branch  
	Valdosta 
	Georgia 
	Davis Day 
	(678) 333-1140 
	davisday@mindspring.com 

	West Georgia Branch 
	West Georgia Branch 
	Carrollton 
	Georgia 
	Lamont Register 
	(678) 615-0021 
	bremanunited@att.net 

	Heart of Illinois Branch  
	Heart of Illinois Branch  
	Normal 
	Illinois 
	Ross Fogle 
	(309) 310-7958 
	hoiqdma@gmail.com 

	Illinois State Chapter  
	Illinois State Chapter  
	North Henderson 
	Illinois 
	Chase Burns 
	(309) 368-0370 
	chase@wciqdma.com 

	Rock River Branch 
	Rock River Branch 
	Hillsdale 
	Illinois 
	Scott Searl 
	(563)529-2787 
	scott.searl@mchsi.com 

	Southern Illinois Branch  
	Southern Illinois Branch  
	Murphysboro 
	Illinois 
	Matt Du°y 
	(618) 806-1405 
	matthew.du°y@countryÿnancial.com 

	Southern Illinois University Branch 
	Southern Illinois University Branch 
	Carbondale 
	Illinois 
	Cole Craft 
	(217) 369-0871 
	ccraf2@aol.com 

	West-Central Illinois Branch  
	West-Central Illinois Branch  
	North Henderson 
	Illinois 
	Chase Burns 
	(309) 368-0370 
	chase@wciqdma.com 

	Indiana Heartland Branch 
	Indiana Heartland Branch 
	Spiceland 
	Indiana 
	Jesse Posey 
	(765) 524-6553 
	jl.posey@hotmail.com 

	Northwest Indiana Branch 
	Northwest Indiana Branch 
	Valparaiso  
	Indiana 
	Bryan McFadded 
	(219) 263-9283 
	urbandeerhunt@comcast.net 

	Purdue University Branch 
	Purdue University Branch 
	West Lafayette 
	Indiana 
	Weston Schrank 
	(502) 802-8804 
	wschrank@purdue.edu 

	Eastern Iowa Whitetails Branch 
	Eastern Iowa Whitetails Branch 
	Cedar Falls 
	Iowa 
	Jake Hu° 
	(319) 415-6226 
	jakehu°2@gmail.com 

	Mid Iowa Branch  
	Mid Iowa Branch  
	Granger 
	Iowa 
	Terry Sedivec 
	(515) 999-2184 
	tsedivec@netzero.com 

	Bluestem Branch 
	Bluestem Branch 
	EL Dorado 
	Kansas 
	Timothy Donges 
	(316) 641-0011 
	tim.donges@hotmail.com 

	Heartland Whitetails Branch 
	Heartland Whitetails Branch 
	Atchison  
	Kansas 
	Tyler Donaldson 
	(913) 426-6892 
	bossmedia13@gmail.com 

	Barren River Branch 
	Barren River Branch 
	Bowling Green 
	Kentucky 
	Kraig Moore 
	(270) 781-5265 
	kraigmoore@bellsouth.net 

	Derby City Branch 
	Derby City Branch 
	Louisville 
	Kentucky 
	Pete Blandford 
	502-231-2625 
	pete_blandford@yahoo.com 

	Kentucky Heartland Branch 
	Kentucky Heartland Branch 
	East View 
	Kentucky 
	Tony Lawson 
	(502) 710-1912 
	bigdeerhuntertony@gmail.com 

	Northern KY Tri-State Branch  
	Northern KY Tri-State Branch  
	Alexandria 
	Kentucky 
	Phil Gri˜n 
	(859) 866-4602 
	phil.gri˜n@gri˜ncr.com 

	Owensboro Branch 
	Owensboro Branch 
	Owensboro 
	Kentucky 
	Brad Ho°man 
	(270) 929-9200 
	bustntails@yahoo.com 

	Purchase Area Branch 
	Purchase Area Branch 
	Paducah 
	Kentucky 
	Justin Mason 
	(618) 638-5031 
	jmason@whitetailproperties.tv 

	West Kentucky Branch  
	West Kentucky Branch  
	South Murray 
	Kentucky 
	Jesse Maupin 
	(270) 970-9453 
	jmaupin@consolidatedbuildings.com 

	Acadiana Branch 
	Acadiana Branch 
	Martinville 
	Louisiana 
	Bret Deshotels 
	(337) 349-9605 
	deshotelsbrett@yahoo.com 

	Bayou Branch 
	Bayou Branch 
	Thibodaux 
	Louisiana 
	Ben Caillouet 
	(985) 859-6270 
	qdmabayoubranch@gmail.com 

	Central Louisiana Branch 
	Central Louisiana Branch 
	Alexandria 
	Louisiana 
	Bob Stevens 
	(318) 445-9224 
	stevensb@rapides.k12.la.us 

	Louisiana Delta Branch 
	Louisiana Delta Branch 
	Pineville 
	Louisiana 
	Paul Ferrell 
	(318) 792-1893 
	paul@honeybrake.com 

	Louisiana State Chapter 
	Louisiana State Chapter 
	New Roads 
	Louisiana 
	Darren Boudreaux 
	(225) 573-2035 
	dboudr5@hotmail.com 

	Northeast Louisiana Branch 
	Northeast Louisiana Branch 
	Newellton 
	Louisiana 
	Justin Forsten 
	(423) 618-8402 
	winterquartersmgr@hotmail.com 

	Red River Branch 
	Red River Branch 
	Benton 
	Louisiana 
	Sean McKay 
	(318) 965-4815 
	sean@crawfordforesty.com 

	South Louisiana Branch 
	South Louisiana Branch 
	Baton Rouge 
	Louisiana 
	David Moreland 
	(225) 978-6652 
	he˝inroots@hotmail.com 

	Southwest Louisiana Branch 
	Southwest Louisiana Branch 
	Sulphur 
	Louisiana 
	Justin Lanclos 
	(337) 912-4964 
	justinlanchos@gmail.com 

	Webster Parish Branch 
	Webster Parish Branch 
	Minden 
	Louisiana 
	Mitzi Thomas 
	(318) 377-3065 
	mindenfarmandgar@bellsouth.net 

	Downeast Branch 
	Downeast Branch 
	East Machias 
	Maine 
	Mike Look 
	(207) 255-4167 
	michaellook501@hotmail.com 

	First Maine Branch 
	First Maine Branch 
	Palmyra 
	Maine 
	Je° Nicholas 
	(207) 938-2742 
	Pres1stmaineqdma@aol.com 

	Maine State Chapter 
	Maine State Chapter 
	Palmyra 
	Maine 
	Je° Nicholas 
	(207) 938-2742 
	Pres1stmaineqdma@aol.com 

	Bachman Valley Branch 
	Bachman Valley Branch 
	Westminster  
	Maryland 
	Barry Harden 
	(410) 346-0990 
	bharden@marylandqdma.com 

	Frostburg State University Branch 
	Frostburg State University Branch 
	Walkersville 
	Maryland 
	Chris Keiser 
	(301)-845-6177 
	cakeiser0@frostburg.edu 

	Maryland State Chapter 
	Maryland State Chapter 
	Westminster  
	Maryland 
	E.W. Grimes 
	(410) 984-3356 
	ewgrimes@marylandqdma.com 

	Mountain Maryland Branch 
	Mountain Maryland Branch 
	Swanton 
	Maryland 
	A.J. Fleming 
	(301) 387-5465 
	a˝eming13@verizon.net 

	Barry County Branch 
	Barry County Branch 
	Hasting 
	Michigan 
	Mike Flohr 
	(269) 838-6268 
	mike˝ohr@hotmail.com 

	Bluewater Branch 
	Bluewater Branch 
	Jeddo 
	Michigan 
	Ryan Morgan 
	(248) 721-2621 
	ryanmorgan528@yahoo.com 

	Cadillac Area Branch 
	Cadillac Area Branch 
	Tustin 
	Michigan 
	Timothy Liponoga 
	(231) 878-9245 
	gamehuntrr@gmail.com 

	Capital Area Branch 
	Capital Area Branch 
	Mason 
	Michigan 
	Dick Seehase 
	(517) 993-8475 
	rjs@cqtpp.com 

	Central Michigan Branch 
	Central Michigan Branch 
	Sumner 
	Michigan 
	Jarred Waldron 
	(517) 403-9328 
	headhunter01jarred@yahoo.com 

	Clinton/Ionia County Branch 
	Clinton/Ionia County Branch 
	St. Johns 
	Michigan 
	Chad Thelen 
	(517) 819-6344 
	www.stoneycreekoutdoors.com 
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	Branch Name 
	Branch Name 
	Branch Name 
	Town 
	State 
	Branch Contact 
	Phone 
	E-mail 

	Costabella Branch 
	Costabella Branch 
	Clare  
	Michigan 
	Kasey Thren 
	(231) 598-3200 
	mecostacountyqdma@gmail.com 

	Eaton County Branch 
	Eaton County Branch 
	Potterville 
	Michigan 
	Aaron Lundy 
	(517) 643-1220 
	alundy@airliftcompany.com 

	Mackinac Branch 
	Mackinac Branch 
	Mulliken 
	Michigan 
	Billy Keiper 
	(906) 322-5425 
	keiperw@mail.gvsu.edu 

	Michiana Branch 
	Michiana Branch 
	Cassopolis 
	Michigan 
	Mike Seigel 
	(574) 339-3001 
	ms101@comcast.net 

	Michigan State Advisory Council 
	Michigan State Advisory Council 
	Grand Rapids 
	Michigan 
	Michael Goyne 
	(616) 446-1980 
	tenpointinv@icloud.com 

	Mid-Michigan Branch 
	Mid-Michigan Branch 
	Gladwin 
	Michigan 
	Randy Noe 
	(989) 709-6141 
	rnoe989@gmail.com 

	Montcalm County Branch 
	Montcalm County Branch 
	Sheridan 
	Michigan 
	Michael Myers 
	(989) 613-0670 
	michaeltmyers1990@yahoo.com 

	Northeast Michigan Branch 
	Northeast Michigan Branch 
	Herron 
	Michigan 
	Irv Timm 
	(989) 727-2594 
	vickytimm@frontier.com 

	Northern Jack Pine Branch 
	Northern Jack Pine Branch 
	Westbranch 
	Michigan 
	Todd Johnson 
	(989) 390-1359 
	todd.johnson@weyerhaeuser.com 

	Northwest Michigan Branch 
	Northwest Michigan Branch 
	Lake Ann 
	Michigan 
	Ryan Ratajczak 
	(517) 819-6344 
	ryan@northwoodstrailcameras.com 

	Shiawassee River Branch 
	Shiawassee River Branch 
	Bancroft 
	Michigan 
	Dan Malzahn 
	(989) 277-5698 
	crambell210@gmail.com 

	South Central Michigan Branch 
	South Central Michigan Branch 
	Union City 
	Michigan 
	Tom Sta°ord 
	(517) 767-4643 
	sta°ord23@msn.com 

	Southeast Michigan Branch 
	Southeast Michigan Branch 
	Maybee 
	Michigan 
	Scott Homrich 
	(734) 654-9800 
	scotth@homrich.com 

	Thumb Area Branch 
	Thumb Area Branch 
	Ubly 
	Michigan 
	Mark Lemke 
	(989) 658-8821 
	markjlemke@yahoo.com 

	Tip of the Mitt Branch 
	Tip of the Mitt Branch 
	Harbor Springs 
	Michigan 
	Jim Rummer 
	(231) 330-2276 
	rummerj@charemisd.org 

	West Central Michigan Branch 
	West Central Michigan Branch 
	Newaygo 
	Michigan 
	Forrest Couch 
	(616) 318-2205 
	tyeshack@yahoo.com 

	West Shore Branch 
	West Shore Branch 
	Freesoil 
	Michigan 
	Don Schwass 
	(231) 464-7150 
	dschwass87@gmail.com 

	Farm Country Whitetails Branch 
	Farm Country Whitetails Branch 
	Blue Earth  
	Minnesota 
	Zach Krause 
	(507) 383-1004 
	zkrause.dc@gmail.com 

	Heart O' Lakes Whitetails Branch 
	Heart O' Lakes Whitetails Branch 
	Little Canada 
	Minnesota 
	Steve Kulsrud 
	(651) 239-9041 
	swkulsrud@comcast.net 

	Minnesota State Chapter 
	Minnesota State Chapter 
	Henning  
	Minnesota 
	Pat Morstad 
	(218) 821-2302 
	ptmorstad@arvig.net 

	Prairie Highlands Branch 
	Prairie Highlands Branch 
	Lynd 
	Minnesota 
	Brian Knochenmus 
	(507) 865-1158 
	brian@ralconutrition.com 

	Prairie to Woods Whitetails Branch 
	Prairie to Woods Whitetails Branch 
	Miltona 
	Minnesota 
	Bruce Lien 
	(320) 766-8204 
	bjlien4263@gmail.com 

	Rum River Branch 
	Rum River Branch 
	Stanchÿeld 
	Minnesota 
	Mackenzie Perry 
	(763) 286-6260 
	MacPerry90@hotmail.com 

	Southeastern Minnesota Branch 
	Southeastern Minnesota Branch 
	Rushford 
	Minnesota 
	Je°rey O'Donnell 
	(507) 459-5255 
	winonaballer@hotmail.com 

	Timberline Whitetails Branch 
	Timberline Whitetails Branch 
	Pequot Lakes 
	Minnesota 
	David Peterson 
	(218) 851-0249 
	zep71@aol.com 

	Twin City Whitetails Branch 
	Twin City Whitetails Branch 
	Farmington 
	Minnesota 
	Tony Atwood 
	(651) 214-7121 
	bucks4tony@yahoo.com 

	Hail State Student Branch 
	Hail State Student Branch 
	Starkville 
	Mississippi 
	Garrett Dismukes 
	(601) 421-3201 
	gcd32@msstate.edu 

	Magnolia State Branch 
	Magnolia State Branch 
	Meridan 
	Mississippi 
	David Hall 
	(601) 917-3430 
	david@halltimber.com 

	Northeast Mississippi Branch 
	Northeast Mississippi Branch 
	New Albany 
	Mississippi 
	Jaysen Hogue 
	(662) 317-1763 
	hogue@mercytreeforestry.com 

	Southwest Mississippi Branch 
	Southwest Mississippi Branch 
	Brookhaven 
	Mississippi 
	Bruce Gray 
	(601) 754-5592 
	btgray@bellsouth.net 

	Delta Whitetails Branch 
	Delta Whitetails Branch 
	Holcomb 
	Missouri 
	David Mosby 
	(573) 717-0344 
	d.mosby@hotmail.com 

	Gateway Branch 
	Gateway Branch 
	Barnhart 
	Missouri 
	Justin Adams 
	(636) 584-1459 
	jadams459@gmail.com 

	Greater Kansas City Branch 
	Greater Kansas City Branch 
	Lees Summit 
	Missouri 
	Will Wiest 
	(816) 703-9066 
	wpwiest@gmail.com 

	Missouri State Chapter 
	Missouri State Chapter 
	Saint Louis 
	Missouri 
	Thomas Rizzo 
	(314) 910-1404 
	twrizzo@sbcglobal.net 

	Southeast Missouri Branch 
	Southeast Missouri Branch 
	Sainte Genevieve 
	Missouri 
	Duane Schwent 
	(573) 483-9711 
	d_ huntin_pse@yahoo.com 

	SEMO Trail of Tears Branch 
	SEMO Trail of Tears Branch 
	Marble Hill 
	Missouri 
	Theodore Slinkard 
	(573) 208-2020 
	tslinkard@rublinetech.com 

	First New Hampshire Branch 
	First New Hampshire Branch 
	Allentown 
	New Hampshire 
	Je°ery Eames 
	(603) 344-4459 
	je°@nhforestry.com 

	North Jersey Branch 
	North Jersey Branch 
	Blairstown 
	New Jersey 
	Mark Scialla 
	(973) 476-8060 
	mscialla@ptd.net 

	Southern New Jersey Branch 
	Southern New Jersey Branch 
	Millville 
	New Jersey 
	Bob Dillahey 
	(856) 451-8427 
	bloodtrailer4@yahoo.com 

	Capital District New York Branch 
	Capital District New York Branch 
	Slingerlands 
	New York 
	Joseph Wendth 
	(518) 522-5111 
	jwendth1@nycap.rr.com 

	Central New York Branch 
	Central New York Branch 
	Manlius 
	New York 
	John Rybinski 
	(315) 427-9682 
	john101@windstream.net 

	Greater Rochester Southern Tier 
	Greater Rochester Southern Tier 
	Rush 
	New York 
	Bob Rose 
	(585) 301-1590 
	rochesterqdma@gmail.com 

	Je°erson-Lewis Branch 
	Je°erson-Lewis Branch 
	Carthage 
	New York 
	Joseph Martel 
	(315) 493-0889 
	jma6969@aol.com 

	New York State Advisory Council 
	New York State Advisory Council 
	Springwater 
	New York 
	Mike Edwards 
	(585) 813-2021 
	caposoprano@hotmail.com 

	North Western Niagara Branch 
	North Western Niagara Branch 
	Lockport 
	New York 
	Joseph Ciepiela 
	(716) 713-1949 
	joeciepiela@yahoo.com 

	Seaway Valley Branch 
	Seaway Valley Branch 
	Gouverneur 
	New York 
	Darrel Whitton 
	(315) 287-4968 
	tracker1@dishmail.net 

	Southern Tier & Finger Lakes 
	Southern Tier & Finger Lakes 
	Corning 
	New York 
	Brad Hinman 
	(607) 346-5187 
	bhinman@stny.rr.com 

	Upper Hudson River Valley Branch 
	Upper Hudson River Valley Branch 
	Valley Falls 
	New York 
	David Collins 
	(518) 860-2733 
	gascollins@aol.com 

	Bladen Lakes Branch 
	Bladen Lakes Branch 
	Harrells 
	North Carolina 
	Chris Benedict 
	(910) 876-0974 
	wmcdu˜e@ec.rr.com 

	Cape Fear River Branch 
	Cape Fear River Branch 
	Fuquay Varina 
	North Carolina 
	Patrick Mulcahy 
	(919) 771-6769 
	patrickm@capefearriverbranchqdma.org 

	Catawba Valley Branch 
	Catawba Valley Branch 
	Marion 
	North Carolina 
	Randy Seay 
	(828) 448-7427 
	randy.c.seay@live.com 

	Land of the Pines 
	Land of the Pines 
	Carthage 
	North Carolina 
	James Hunsucker 
	(910) 690-9848 
	james.hunsucker@gmail.com 

	North Carolina State Advisory Council 
	North Carolina State Advisory Council 
	Roxboro 
	North Carolina 
	H.R. Carver 
	(336) 599-8892 
	hrcarver@embarqmail.com 

	North Central Branch 
	North Central Branch 
	Roxboro 
	North Carolina 
	H.R. Carver 
	(336) 599-8892 
	hrcarver@embarqmail.com 

	Rocky River Branch 
	Rocky River Branch 
	Albermarle 
	North Carolina 
	John MacPherson 
	(704) 713-0420 
	john@704outdoors.com 

	Sandy Run Creek Branch 
	Sandy Run Creek Branch 
	Mooresboro 
	North Carolina 
	Derek Yelton 
	(828) 429-8231 
	dyelton@bbandt.com 

	Southern Appalachian Branch 
	Southern Appalachian Branch 
	Leicester 
	North Carolina 
	Tyler Ross 
	(828) 337-8750 
	trickytross@gmail.com 

	Whitestore Branch 
	Whitestore Branch 
	Marshville 
	North Carolina 
	Ryan Decker 
	(704) 575-0561 
	rd@ncÿnancialsolutions.com 

	East Central Ohio Branch  
	East Central Ohio Branch  
	Killbuck 
	Ohio 
	Curt Yoder 
	(330) 231-1965 
	cryashery@gmail.com 

	Twin Creek Branch 
	Twin Creek Branch 
	Englewood 
	Ohio 
	Trace Morse 
	(937) 902-2599 

	Upper Ohio Valley 
	Upper Ohio Valley 
	Martins Ferry 
	Ohio 
	Tim Jennings 
	(304) 639-2625 
	jenntsmd2003@aol.com 

	Wakatomika Creek Branch 
	Wakatomika Creek Branch 
	Granville 
	Ohio 
	Daniel Long 
	(419) 308-8368 
	djlong_1@live.com 

	Western Reserve Branch 
	Western Reserve Branch 
	Medina 
	Ohio 
	Drew Hutzel 
	(330) 416-5727 
	drewhutzel@frontier.com 

	TR
	CONTINUED 


	65 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 
	65 • QDMAs Whitetail Report 

	Figure
	CONTACT A QDMA BRANCH NEAR YOU 
	Branch Name 
	Branch Name 
	Branch Name 
	Town 
	State 
	Branch Contact 
	Phone 
	E-mail 

	Eastern Oklahoma Branch 
	Eastern Oklahoma Branch 
	Tulsa 
	Oklahoma 
	Sam Myers 
	(918) 447-8864 
	easternokqdma@yahoo.com 

	Green Country Branch 
	Green Country Branch 
	Coweta 
	Oklahoma 
	Tim Fincher 
	(918) 576-3304 
	timothy.ÿncher@˝ightsafety.com 

	Little River Branch 
	Little River Branch 
	Broken Bow 
	Oklahoma 
	Craig Shank 
	(813) 712-0556 
	cshank17@yahoo.com 

	North Central Oklahoma Branch 
	North Central Oklahoma Branch 
	Ponca City 
	Oklahoma 
	Billy Lee 
	(580) 765-9334 
	hunterbilly@sbcglobal.net 

	Oklahoma State Chapter 
	Oklahoma State Chapter 
	Seminole 
	Oklahoma 
	Bill Coley 
	(405) 880-7102 
	bill@acr-corp.com 

	Cowanesque Valley Branch 
	Cowanesque Valley Branch 
	Knoxville 
	Pennsylvania 
	Scott Beebe 
	(814) 326-4172 
	dolphansb99@verizon.net 

	Happy Valley Branch 
	Happy Valley Branch 
	Sandy Ridge 
	Pennsylvania 
	Jeremy Ho°man 
	(570) 239-7695 
	jlh42581@gmail.com 

	Laurel Highlands Branch 
	Laurel Highlands Branch 
	Berlin 
	Pennsylvania 
	David Creamer 
	(814) 267-4948 
	dcreamer2engr.psu.edu 

	Mason-Dixon Branch 
	Mason-Dixon Branch 
	Dillsburg 
	Pennsylvania 
	Rick Watts 
	(717) 432-3483 
	bowhawk@comcast.net 

	North Central Pennsylvania Branch 
	North Central Pennsylvania Branch 
	Williamsport 
	Pennsylvania 
	David Aumen 
	(570) 478-2405 
	daveaumen@micro-link.net 

	North Central Whitetails 
	North Central Whitetails 
	Emporium 
	Pennsylvania 
	Brian Gillette 
	(814) 512-0900 
	brian.gillette@mountainenergyservices.com 

	Pennsylvania National Pike Branch 
	Pennsylvania National Pike Branch 
	Uniontown 
	Pennsylvania 
	John Hustosky Sr. 
	(724) 438-3249 
	jhustosky@zoominternet.net 

	Pennsylvania State Advisory Council 
	Pennsylvania State Advisory Council 
	Dillsburg 
	Pennsylvania 
	Rick Watts 
	(717) 432-3483 
	bowhawk@comcast.net 

	Southeast Pennsylvania Branch 
	Southeast Pennsylvania Branch 
	Robesonia 
	Pennsylvania 
	Steve Homyack 
	(610) 589-5051 
	shomyackjr@hotmail.com 

	Susquehanna Branch 
	Susquehanna Branch 
	Meshoppen 
	Pennsylvania 
	Mike Koneski 
	(570) 965-2176 
	stackbarrel@frontier.com 

	Three Rivers Branch 
	Three Rivers Branch 
	Tra°ord 
	Pennsylvania 
	Mark McRobie 
	(724) 575-0294 
	mmcrobie.qdma@gmail.com 

	Two Rivers Branch of Perry County 
	Two Rivers Branch of Perry County 
	Landisburg 
	Pennsylvania 
	Nicholas Columbus 
	(717) 460-8890 
	nick.columbus@triplecreekoutdoors.com 

	ACE Basin Branch 
	ACE Basin Branch 
	Ru˜n 
	South Carolina 
	Nicole Garris 
	(843) 562-2577 
	ngarris@lmconsulting.com 

	Broad River Branch 
	Broad River Branch 
	Union 
	South Carolina 
	John Briggs 
	(864) 426-6799 
	jc-briggs@hotmail.com 

	Clemson Branch 
	Clemson Branch 
	Gray Court 
	South Carolina 
	Maria Akridge 
	(229) 686-8636 
	makridg@g.clemson.edu 

	Foothills Branch 
	Foothills Branch 
	Greenville 
	South Carolina 
	John Stillwell 
	(864) 414-1879 
	john@jenksincrealty.com 

	Lakelands Branch 
	Lakelands Branch 
	Gray Court 
	South Carolina 
	Karman Bedenbaugh 
	(864) 992-3312 
	karmanbedenbaugh@gmail.com 

	Lowcountry Branch 
	Lowcountry Branch 
	Charleston 
	South Carolina 
	Freddy St. Laurent 
	(843) 330-6517 
	stlaurentf@comcast.com 

	Mid-Carolina Branch 
	Mid-Carolina Branch 
	Chapin 
	South Carolina 
	Mike Satterÿeld 
	(803) 345-7417 
	scandsons@sc.rr.com 

	Midlands Branch 
	Midlands Branch 
	Gaston 
	South Carolina 
	Snooky McCullar 
	(803) 917-1882 
	mccullar_07@bellsouth.net 

	Palmetto State Advisory Council 
	Palmetto State Advisory Council 
	Columbia 
	South Carolina 
	Everett McMillian 
	(864) 991-1004 
	everett.mcmillian@gmail.com 

	Piedmont Branch 
	Piedmont Branch 
	Pauline 
	South Carolina 
	William Littlejohn 
	(864) 585-0935 
	carolinafarm.bart@gmail.com 

	Sandlapper Branch 
	Sandlapper Branch 
	Myrtle Beach 
	South Carolina 
	Chris Trout 
	(843) 458-3474 
	ctmbsc@gmail.com 

	South Dakota State University Branch 
	South Dakota State University Branch 
	Brookings 
	South Dakota 
	DJ Loken 
	(920) 850-8730 
	daniel.loken@jacks.sdstate.edu 

	Southeast South Dakota Branch 
	Southeast South Dakota Branch 
	Sioux Falls 
	South Dakota 
	Jim Shae°er 
	(605) 553-3755 
	jcs@jcsinc.com 

	Rocky Top Branch 
	Rocky Top Branch 
	Knoxville 
	Tennessee 
	Nick Yates 
	(865)705-3798 
	nicholasandrewyates@gmail.com 

	Upper Cumberland Branch 
	Upper Cumberland Branch 
	Cookeville 
	Tennessee 
	Sean Maxwell 
	(931) 239-2008 
	sean.maxwell@whitetailproperties.com 

	Wolf River Branch 
	Wolf River Branch 
	Cordova 
	Tennessee 
	Bruce Kirksey 
	(901) 355-9124 
	bkirksey@agricenter.org 

	Brazos County Branch 
	Brazos County Branch 
	College Station 
	Texas 
	Clay Winder 
	(936) 825-3932 
	wclay52@netzero.net 

	Greater Houston Branch 
	Greater Houston Branch 
	Pearland  
	Texas 
	Kevin Fuller 
	(281) 412-9923 
	kevin.fuller@ubs.com 

	Lone Star Branch 
	Lone Star Branch 
	Longview 
	Texas 
	Charlie Muller 
	(903) 238-4512 
	charlie.muller@tpwd.state.tx.us 

	Panola County Branch 
	Panola County Branch 
	Carthage 
	Texas 
	Glenn Allums 
	(903) 754-4635 
	glen_allums@anadarko.com 

	Southeast Texas Branch 
	Southeast Texas Branch 
	Corrigan 
	Texas 
	Ray Stubbs 
	(936) 465-5572 
	tallthatsall206@yahoo.com 

	River City Branch 
	River City Branch 
	Powhatan 
	Virginia 
	Jon Ranck 
	(804) 598-7196 
	rancktransport@gmail.com 

	Roanoke Branch 
	Roanoke Branch 
	Roanoke 
	Virginia 
	Albert Crigger 
	(540) 797-6629 
	albertcrigger@aol 

	Rockingham Branch 
	Rockingham Branch 
	Grottoes 
	Virginia 
	Mike Hughes 
	(540) 363-0714 
	mjhughes440@msn.com 

	Virginia Tech Branch 
	Virginia Tech Branch 
	Blacksburg 
	Virginia 
	Nick Lancaster 
	(804) 450-2692 
	nick23@vt.edu 

	Mountaineer Branch 
	Mountaineer Branch 
	Fairmont 
	West Virginia 
	Jeremy Preston 
	(304) 363-0824 
	jpreston@eqt.com 

	Central Wisconsin Branch 
	Central Wisconsin Branch 
	Wisconsin Rapids 
	Wisconsin 
	Brian Ruesch 
	(715) 424-4468 
	brianruesch@yahoo.com 

	Southwestern Wisconsin Branch 
	Southwestern Wisconsin Branch 
	Cuba City 
	Wisconsin 
	Matt Andrews 
	(608) 575-9507 
	brunk59@mhtc.net 

	Wisconsin QDMA Women's Branch 
	Wisconsin QDMA Women's Branch 
	Slinger 
	Wisconsin 
	Carrie Zylka 
	(262) 751-4401 
	czylka@gmail.com 

	Wisconsin State Chapter 
	Wisconsin State Chapter 
	Wisconsin Rapids 
	Wisconsin 
	Barry Meyers 
	(715) 325-3223 
	barry.meyers@storaenso.com 

	Canada 
	Canada 

	Central New Brunswick Branch 
	Central New Brunswick Branch 
	Keswick Ridge 
	New Brunswick 
	Rod Cumberland 
	(506) 363-3060 
	rcumberland@mcft.ca 

	Northern New Brunswick Branch 
	Northern New Brunswick Branch 
	Edmundston 
	New Brunswick 
	Daniel Gautreau 
	(506) 736-3649 
	daniel@nbforestry.com 

	Southern New Brunswick Branch 
	Southern New Brunswick Branch 
	Kiersteadville 
	New Brunswick 
	Tom Byers 
	(506) 485-2535 
	byersfamily@bellaliant.net 

	Broken Arrow Branch 
	Broken Arrow Branch 
	York 
	Ontario 
	Evan Lammie 
	(905) 772-6164 
	evan.brokenarrow.lammie@gmail.com 

	Eastern Ontario Branch 
	Eastern Ontario Branch 
	Roslin 
	Ontario 
	Steve Elmy 
	(613) 477-2473 
	sales@backyardwildlife.ca 

	Muskoka Parry Sound Branch 
	Muskoka Parry Sound Branch 
	Burk's Falls 
	Ontario 
	Lee Nilsen 
	(705) 387-1918 
	mpsqdma@hotmail.com 

	South Western Ontario Branch 
	South Western Ontario Branch 
	Bright 
	Ontario 
	Jack Richard 
	(519) 454-8166 
	bowshoot@execulink.com 

	Chaudiere-Appalaches Branch 
	Chaudiere-Appalaches Branch 
	Beauceville 
	Quebec 
	Patrick Mathieu 
	(819) 847-1411 
	multifaune@hotmail.com 
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	CONTACT DEER PROJECT COORDINATORS BY STATE/PROVINCE 
	Region State 
	Region State 
	Canada Alberta British Columbia Manitoba New Brunswick Nova Scotia Ontario Quebec Saskatchewan 
	Midwest Illinois Indiana Iowa Kansas Kentucky Michigan Minnesota Missouri Nebraska North Dakota Ohio South Dakota Wisconsin 
	Northeast Connecticut Delaware Maine Maryland Massachusetts New Hampshire New Jersey New York Pennsylvania Rhode Island Vermont Virginia West Virginia 
	Southeast Alabama Arkansas Florida Georgia Louisiana Mississippi North Carolina Oklahoma South Carolina Tennessee Texas 
	West Arizona California Colorado Idaho Montana Nevada New Mexico Oregon Utah Washington Wyoming 

	Deer Project Leader/Contact 
	Rob Corrigan Stephen MacIver Herman Dettman Joe Kennedy Peter MacDonald Michael Gatt Francois Lebel Allison Henderson 
	Tom Micetich Chad Stewart Willie Suchy Lloyd Fox Gabe Jenkins Chad Stewart Leslie McInenly Jason Sumners Kit Hams William Jensen Mike Tonkovich Andy Lindbloom Kevin Wallenfang 
	Tom Micetich Chad Stewart Willie Suchy Lloyd Fox Gabe Jenkins Chad Stewart Leslie McInenly Jason Sumners Kit Hams William Jensen Mike Tonkovich Andy Lindbloom Kevin Wallenfang 

	Howard Kilpatrick Joe Rogerson Kyle Ravana Brian Eyler David Stainbrook Dan Bergeron Carole Stanko Jeremy Hurst Chris Rosenberry Brian Tefft Adam Murkowski Matt Knox Jim Crum 
	Chris Cook Cory Gray Cory Morea Charlie Killmaster Scott Durham William McKinley Evin Stanford Erik Bartholomew Charles Ruth Chuck Yoest Alan Cain 
	Dustin Darveau Craig Stowers Matt Robinson Toby Boudreau George Pauley Tony Wasley Kevin Rodden Don Whittaker Anis Aoude Sara Hansen Grant Frost 
	Dustin Darveau Craig Stowers Matt Robinson Toby Boudreau George Pauley Tony Wasley Kevin Rodden Don Whittaker Anis Aoude Sara Hansen Grant Frost 

	E-mail Address Phone Number 
	(780) 644-8011 (250) 387-9767 (204) 945-7752 (506) 444-5254 (902) 679-6140 (705) 755-3285 (418) 627-8694 (306) 728-7487 
	rob.corrigan@gov.ab.ca 
	stephen.maciver@gov.bc.ca 
	hdettman@gov.mb.ca 
	joe.kennedy@gnb.ca 
	macdonpr@gov.ns.ca 
	michael.gatt@ontario.ca 
	francois.lebel@mrnf.gouv.qc.ca 
	allison.henderson@gov.sk.ca 

	(309) 543-3316 (812) 334-1137 (641) 774-2958 (620) 342-0658 (800) 858-1549 (517) 641-4903 ext. 263 (651) 259-5198 (573) 815-7901 (402) 471-5442 (701) 220-5031 (740) 589-9930 (605) 223-7652 (608) 264-6023 
	tom.micetich@illinois.gov 
	cstewart@dnr.in.gov 
	willie.suchy@dnr.iowa.gov 
	lloydf@wp.state.ks.us 
	gabriel.jenkins@ky.gov 
	stewartc6@michigan.gov  
	leslie.mcinenly@dnr.state.mn.us 
	jason.sumners@mdc.mo.gov 
	kit.hams.@nebraska.gov 
	bjensen@nd.gov 
	mike.tonkovich@dnr.state.oh.us 
	andy.lindbloom@state.sd.us 
	kevin.wallenfang@wisconsin.gov 

	(860) 642-6528 (302) 735-3600 (207) 941-4477 (301) 842-0332 (508) 389-6320 (603) 271-2461 (908) 735-7040 (518) 402-8867 "ask a deer biologist" at (717) 787-5529 (401) 789-0281 (802) 786-3860 (434) 525-7522 (304) 637-0245 
	howard.kilpatrick@ct.gov 
	joseph.rogerson@state.de.us 
	kyle.ravana@maine.gov 
	beyler@dnr.state.md.us 
	david.stainbrook@state.ma.us 
	daniel.bergeron@wildlife.nh.gov 
	carole.stanko@dep.state.nj.us 
	jehurst@gw.dec.state.ny.us 
	www.pgc.state.pa.us 
	brian.tefft@dem.ri.gov 
	adam.murkowski@state.vt.us 
	matt.knox@dgif.virginia.gov 
	jimcrum@wvdnr.gov 

	(205) 339-5716 (501) 223-6359 (850) 488-3704 (478) 825-6354 (225) 765-2351 (662) 582-6111 (252) 940-0218 (405) 385-1791 (803) 734-8738 (615) 781-6615 (830) 569-1119 
	chris.cook@dcnr.alabama.gov 
	mcgray@agfc.state.ar.us 
	cory.morea@myfwc.com 
	charlie.killmaster@dnr.state.ga.us 
	sdurham@wlf.louisiana.gov 
	williamm@mdwfp.state.ms.us 
	evin.stanford@ncwildlife.org 
	erik.bartholomew@odwc.ok.gov 
	ruthc@dnr.sc.gov 
	chuck.yoest@tn.gov 
	alan.cain@tpwd.tx.state.us 

	(480) 324-3555 (916) 445-3553 (303) 291-7482 (208) 334-2920 (406) 444-3940 (775) 688-1556 (575) 532-2100 (503) 947-6325 (801) 538-4777 (509) 892-1001 (307) 777-4589 
	ddarveau@azgfd.gov 
	cstowers@dfg.ca.gov 
	matt.robinson@state.co.us 
	Toby.Boudreau@idfg.idaho.gov 
	gpauley@mt.gov 
	twasley@ndow.org 
	kevin.rodden@state.nm.us 
	don.whittaker@state.or.us 
	anisaoude@utah.gov 
	sara.hansen@dfw.wa.gov 
	grant.frost@wgf.state.wy.us 

	.com 






