




 

 

 

Figure 6.15: Map showing the muzzleloader season lengths (days) for Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina,   
  and Tennessee counties with an overlay of the number of South Carolina resident hunters
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Figure 6.16: Odds ratio and corresponding confidence intervals for the independent variables from the   
   resident hunter by season lengths (days) model (the dotted line is at OR=1) 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

MODELING TOTAL WHITE-TAILED DEER HARVEST 

7.1 PARSIMONIOUS MODEL 

 The parsimonious model for total white-tailed deer harvest suggests that changes 

to any of the eight predictors in the final model will result in decreases or increases in the 

predicted total deer harvest depending on the direction of influence of the independent 

variable (Table 7.1, Figure 7.1). To see an increase in total white-tailed deer harvest, the 

parsimonious model suggests decreasing the gun season length, as seen by the significant 

negative relationship (19.12% decrease in total harvest for every 1 day increase in gun 

season length; OR: 0.8088; 95% CL: 0.7718, 0.8475; Table 7.1). When considering 

archery season length, there is an expected 4.46% decrease in total harvest for every 1-

day increase in archery season length (OR: 0.9554; 95% CL: 0.9409, 0.9701). 

Muzzleloader season length shows a significant positive relationship with total white-

tailed deer harvest (Table 7.1), and its influence on total harvest is larger than the other 

season lengths (25.09% increase in total harvest for every 1 day increase in muzzleloader 

season length; OR: 1.2509; 95% CL: 1.1922, 1.3124). Muzzleloader Season Start Date 

and Gun Season Start Date were not included in the final model because these two 

variables were not significant using the parsimonious method.  

 The relationship between archery season start date and total harvest is negative 

(4.77% decrease in total harvest for every 1 day increase in archery season start date; OR: 

0.9523; 95% CL: 0.938, 0.9669; Table 7.1). The model shows an expected 1.95% 
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increase in total harvest for every 1% increase in individual effort (OR: 1.0195; 95% CL: 

1.0024, 1.0369). The influence of either sex gun season length on total harvest in the 

parsimonious model is much larger than the influence of either sex archery season length. 

The relationship between either sex gun season length and total harvest is positive 

(16.38% increase in total harvest for every 1 day increase in either sex gun season length; 

OR: 1.1638; 95% CL: 1.132, 1.1956; Table 7.1), but the relationship between either sex 

archery season length and total harvest is negative (1.42% decrease in total harvest for 

every 1 day increase in either sex archery season length; OR: 0.9858; 95% CL: 0.9804, 

0.9912; Table 7.1). The model shows an expected 0.26% increase in total harvest for 

every 1 square mile increase in deer habitat (in square miles) of the county (OR: 1.0026; 

95% CL: 1.0023, 1.0029). 

7.2 NONPARSIMONIOUS MODEL 

 Using only the season lengths and start dates to model white-tailed deer total 

harvest allowed me to see the relationship of each with total harvest given when other 

season lengths and start dates are held constant (Table 7.2, Figure 7.2). Archery season 

length (OR: 0.9987; 95%CL: 0.9915, 1.006) and archery season start date (OR: 1.0045; 

95%CL: 0.9981,1.0109) are not significant in this model (Table 7.2). There is an 

expected 3.22% increase in total harvest for every 1-day increase in gun season length 

(OR: 1.0322; 95% CL: 1.0242, 1.0403). This model shows an expected 1.83% increase in 

total harvest for every 1-day increase in gun season start date (OR: 1.0183; CL: 1.0082, 

1.0286). Both muzzleloader season length (0.96% increase in total harvest for every 1 

day increase in muzzleloader season length; OR: 1.0096, 95% CL: 1.0004, 1.0189) and 

muzzleloader season start date (0.92% increase in total harvest for every 1 day increase in 
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muzzleloader season start date; OR: 1.0092; 95% CL: 1.004, 1.0145) have significant 

positive relationships with total harvest (Table 7.2).  

7.3 CHAPTER SEVEN CONCLUSIONS 

In both the parsimonious and nonparsimonious model, the gun season length and 

muzzleloader season length are significant predictors for the total white-tailed deer 

harvest. Therefore, when deer managers are deciding on harvest regulations, special 

attention should be paid to the length of these seasons and how total harvest will respond 

to changes implemented by deer managers. Furthermore, deer managers should make 

sure any changes in total harvest align with their management goals for the state. Both the 

total harvest models suggest an expected increase in total harvest when the muzzleloader 

season length is increased. However, the gun season length suggestions are opposite for 

the models. Decreasing the gun season length in the parsimonious model, but increasing 

it in the nonparsimonious model shows an expected increase in total harvest.  

The parsimonious model suggests that starting the archery season earlier or 

decreasing the archery season length can increase total harvest. Total harvest could also 

be increased by increasing individual hunter effort, having longer either sex gun season 

lengths, a slightly shorter either sex archery season lengths, or a very small increase in 

the amount of deer habitat in the county. The nonparsimonious model suggests that gun 

season start date and muzzleloader season start date are significant, and an increase in 

either will result in an expected increase in total harvest. 

 An indicator of the relative influence of each variable on total white-tailed deer 

harvest is the percent change in total harvest that the variable is predicted influence 

(Figures 7.1 & 7.2). In the parsimonious total harvest model, the three variables with the 
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largest influence are muzzleloader season length (25.09%), gun season length (19.12%), 

and either sex gun season length (16.38%). For the nonparsimonious model, the three 

variables with the greatest influence are gun season length (3.22%), gun season start date 

(1.83%), and muzzleloader season length (0.96%). Managers should pay attention to the 

variables with larger influences, because of the possibility that even minor changes to 

these variables could have a large impact on white-tailed deer total harvest. 



 

7.4 CHAPTER TABLES 

Table 7.1: Chi2, p-values, odds ratio, and confidence limits for variables in the parsimonious total    
  harvest model 

 
Source  X2  P-value  Odds 

Ratio 
 95% Confidence 

Limits 

Gun Season Length  79.12  <.0001  0.8088  0.7718 0.8475 

Archery Season Length  34.36  <.0001  0.9554  0.9409 0.9701 

Muzzleloader Season Length  83.44  <.0001  1.2509  1.1922 1.3124 

Archery Season Start Date  39.89  <.0001  0.9523  0.9380 0.9669 

Individual Effort  5.00  0.0254  1.0195  1.0024 1.0369 

Either Sex Gun Season Length  114.91  <.0001  1.1638  1.1320 1.1965 

Either Sex Archery Season Length  26.37  <.0001  0.9858  0.9804 0.9912 

Habitat Area (Sq. Mi.)  285.08  <.0001  1.0026  1.0023 1.0029 
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Table 7.2: Chi2, p-values, odds ratio and confidence limits for the variables in the nonparsimonious    

   total harvest model 
 

Source  X2  P-value  Odds 
Ratio 

 95% Confidence 
Limits 

Gun Season Length  64.25  <0.0001  1.0322  1.0242 1.0403 

Gun Season Start Date  12.71  0.0004  1.0183  1.0082 1.0286 

Archery Season Length  0.12  0.7283  0.9987  0.9915 1.0060 

Archery Season Start Date  1.92  0.1657  1.0045  0.9981 1.0109 

Muzzleloader Season Length  4.21  0.0402  1.0096  1.0004 1.0189 

Muzzleloader Season Start Date  12.08  0.0005  1.0092  1.0040 1.0145 

91 



 

7.5 CHAPTER FIGURES 

 

Figure 7.1: Odds ratio and corresponding confidence intervals for the independent variables    
   from the parsimonious total harvest model (the dotted line is at OR=1) 
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Figure 7.2: Odds ratio and corresponding confidence intervals for the independent variables    
  from the nonparsimonious total harvest model (the dotted line is at OR=1)
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

MODELING WHITE-TAILED DEER DOE HARVEST 

8.1 PARSIMONIOUS MODEL 

 The parsimonious model for white-tailed deer doe harvest suggests that changes 

to any of the six independent variables in the final model will result in decreases or 

increases in the predicted doe harvest depending on the direction of influence of the 

independent variable (Table 8.1, Figure 8.1). There is a significant positive relationship 

between gun season length and doe harvest (4.95% increase in doe harvest for every 1 

day increase in gun season length; odds ratio: 1.0495; 95% confidence limits [CL]: 

1.0439, 1.0552; Table 8.1). There is an expected 2.31% increase in doe harvest for every 

1-day increase in archery season length (OR: 1.0231; 95% CL: 1.0181, 1.0280), 

conversely there is an expected 3.5% decrease in doe harvest for every 1-day increase in 

muzzleloader season length (OR: 0.9650; 95% CL: 0.9579, 0.9722). The significant 

relationship between either sex gun season length and doe harvest is negative (0.57% 

decrease in doe harvest for every 1 day increase in either sex gun season length; OR: 

0.9943; 95% CL: 0.9919, 0.9966). On the other hand, either sex archery season length 

and doe harvest have a positive relationship (1.8% increase in doe harvest for every 1 day 

increase in either sex archery season length; OR: 1.0180; 95% CL: 1.0162, 1.0199). 

There is an expected 0.38% increase in doe harvest for every 1 square mile increase in 

deer habitat (in square miles) for the county (OR: 1.0038; 95%CL: 1.0035, 1.0041). 

Muzzleloader Season Start Date, Gun Season Start Date, Individual Effort, and Archery 
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Season Start Date were not included in the final model because these variables were not 

significant using the parsimonious method 

8.2 NONPARSIMONIOUS MODEL 

 Using only the season lengths and start dates to model white-tailed deer doe 

harvest allowed me to see the relationship of each with doe harvest when all other season 

lengths and start dates are held constant (Table 8.2, Figure 8.2). Archery season length 

(OR: 1.0005; 95%CL: 0.9918, 1.0092) and archery season start date (OR: 1.0003; 

95%CL: 0.9928, 1.0078) are not significant in this model, because their 95% confidence 

limits span 1 and their p-values are much greater than 0.05 (Table 8.2). All the significant 

variables for this model have a positive relationship with doe harvest. There is an 

expected 4.43% increase in doe harvest for every 1-day increase in gun season length 

(OR: 1.0443; 95% CL: 1.0341, 1.0545). Gun season start date (3.36% increase in doe 

harvest for every 1 day increase in gun season start date; OR: 1.0336; 95% CL: 1.0206, 

1.0467), muzzleloader season length (1.09% increase in doe harvest for every 1 day 

increase in muzzleloader season length; OR: 1.0109; 95%CL: 1.0000, 1.0219), and 

muzzleloader season start date (0.88% increase in doe harvest for every 1 day increase in 

muzzleloader season start date; OR: 1.0088; 95%CL: 1.0023, 1.0153) are significant in 

the nonparsimonious doe harvest model.  

8.3 CHAPTER EIGHT CONCLUSIONS 

The two models for doe harvest tell very different stories, but the one common 

suggestion is that an increase in gun season length is expected to result in an increased 

doe harvest. One difference is that in the parsimonious model all the season lengths are 

significant, but in the nonparsimonious model the archery season length is no longer 
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significant. Second, the direction of the magnitude for muzzleloader season length is 

opposite between the models. Since the models tell different stories about doe harvest, I 

will be giving the conclusions for objective in separate paragraphs. 

 The parsimonious model suggests that extending the duration of the gun or 

archery season length can result in an increase in doe harvest. Decreasing the 

muzzleloader season length is another suggestion made by the model to increase doe 

harvest. The doe harvest parsimonious model suggests that increases in deer habitat per 

county could result in an increased doe harvest. The parsimonious doe harvest model also 

recommends increasing doe harvest by decreasing either sex gun season length or 

increasing either sex archery season length. The nonparsimonious doe harvest model 

suggests increasing doe harvest by increasing any of the significant season length 

variables, gun season length and muzzleloader season length. Another suggestion to 

increase doe harvest is to have the gun season start date or the muzzleloader season start 

date occur later in the year. Archery season start date and archery season length are not 

significant in this model. An indicator of the relative influence of the variable on total 

white-tailed deer doe harvest is the percent change the variable causes doe harvest 

(Figures 8.1 & 8.2). In the parsimonious doe harvest model, the three variables with the 

greatest influence are gun season length (4.95%), muzzleloader season length (3.5%), and 

archery season length (2.31%). For the nonparsimonious model, the three variables with 

the largest influence are gun season length (4.43%), gun season start date (3.36%), and 

muzzleloader season length (1.09%). Managers should pay attention to the variables with 

the greater influences, because of the possibility that even minor changes to these 

variables could have a large impact on white-tailed deer doe harvest. 



 

8.4 CHAPTER TABLES 

Table 8.1: Chi2, p-values, odds ratio, and confidence limits for variables in the parsimonious    
   doe harvest model 
 

Source  X2  P-value  Odds 
Ratio 

 95% Confidence 
Limits 

Gun Season Length  308.14  <.0001  1.0495  1.0439 1.0552 

Archery Season Length  85.53  <.0001  1.0231  1.0181 1.0280 

Muzzleloader Season Length  89.18  <.0001  0.9650  0.9579 0.9722 

Either Sex Gun Season Length  22.46  <.0001  0.9943  0.9919 0.9966 

Either Sex Archery Season Length  371.12  <.0001  1.0180  1.0162 1.0199 

Deer Habitat (Sq. Mi.)  756.83  <.0001  1.0038  1.0035 1.0041 
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Table 8.2: Chi2, p-values, odds ratio, and confidence limits for variables in the nonparsimonious doe   

   harvest model 
 

Source  X2  P-value  Odds 
Ratio 

 95% Confidence 
Limits 

Gun Season Length  75.96  <0.0001  1.0443  1.0341 1.0545 

Gun Season Start Date  26.29  <0.0001  1.0336  1.0206 1.0467 

Archery Season Length  0.01  0.9162  1.0005  0.9918 1.0092 

Archery Season Start Date  0.01  0.9354  1.0003  0.9928 1.0078 

Muzzleloader Season Length  3.81  0.0509  1.0109  1.0000 1.0219 

Muzzleloader Season Start Date  7.12  0.0076  1.0088  1.0023 1.0153 
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8.5 CHAPTER FIGURES 
 

 

Figure 7.1: Odds ratio and corresponding confidence intervals for the independent variables    
   from the parsimonious doe harvest model (the dotted line is at OR=1) 
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Figure 7.2: Odds ratio and corresponding confidence  intervals for the independent variables   
   from the nonparsimonious doe harvest model (the dotted line is at OR=1)
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CHAPTER NINE 

IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH 

9.1 SUMMARY OF POSSIBLE MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 

 Through the completion of the objectives of this research mentioned in Chapter 

One, some of the results of the analyses have implications for white-tailed deer 

management. The broad suggestions made in this section are meant to point out 

significant findings from my research to the state deer managers to implement or keep in 

mind when setting hunting and/or harvest regulations. The adaptability of the suggestions 

in this chapter will depend on the states harvest goals. Since damage caused from 

overabundant deer populations is so extensive, I focused most of my suggestions toward 

an ultimate goal of increasing doe harvest.  

 To answer my first research question that similar states have equivalent 

management strategies for their white-tailed deer herds, I found that just because states 

are extremely similar in many ways does not necessarily mean they will have similar 

management strategies or harvest outcomes. South Carolina consistently showed a larger 

harvest for the total, buck, and doe harvest categories. The larger harvests of South 

Carolina could be a result of the longer seasons and/or how much earlier South Carolina 

starts all of its hunting seasons. From these results we can conclude that state deer 

managers should keep in mind that the management practices of another state, no matter 

how similar the states seem might be different. Furthermore, managers should be cautious 



 102 

if they attempt to implement another state’s white-tailed deer management policy because 

a management strategy that works well in one state will not necessarily work the same in 

another state.  

 The results from this research gave strong evidence that although the number of 

hunters is important, hunter effort is more correlated with total harvest and doe harvest, 

consequently answering my second research question. Although hunter effort (in days) is 

a fairly accurate measure of total hunter effort, it is not as precise as using the number of 

hours spent hunting. Until a more precise measure for hunter effort is used, hunter effort 

(in days) should be viewed as a minimum estimate for effort. Furthermore, since hunter 

effort is more correlated with total harvest and doe harvest than the number of hunters, it 

would be a more efficient allocation of the state deer managers’ time to work on 

programs that entice their current citizen hunters to spend more time in the field hunting, 

if the state’s goal is to increase harvest in the area. 

 Based on results of my analysis from the data I had available, it appears that 

managers do not need to strictly regulate the archery season length or archery season start 

date when attempting to increase total effort. I found both variables to be insignificant 

predictors of total hunter effort. However I am not advocating that managers should 

completely ignore the regulatory variables, but rather allocate resources to the variables 

that are predicted to have the greatest affect. These total effort models from Chapter 5 

predicted an increase in total hunter effort by having an earlier gun season, having a later 

muzzleloader season, or increasing the duration of the gun season. Only one of the three 

suggestions can be implemented at one time, because the model calculated the influence 

of each variable when all the other variables are held constant. Therefore, using more 
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than one model suggestion at a time could have an outcome vastly different than the 

results were originally intended. 

Alternatively, in states where the number of hunters is declining steadily (i.e. 

Tennessee), deer managers should embrace programs that attract a large and diverse 

group of people. A report by Southwick Associates (2010) revealed that the majority of 

hunters in the Southeast (93%) were male and averaged roughly 42 years of age. 

Consequently, recent promotions by professionals with wildlife and hunting attachments 

to get women and younger people involved in hunting have been successful. Lately, 

increased recruitment of female and youth hunters has helped to slow down the decline in 

the number of white-tailed deer hunters (Hewitt, 2011).  

 My research results verified that hunting season lengths and start dates do have an 

influence on the number of resident and nonresident hunters in the county, which 

answered my third research question. Unfortunately South Carolina was the only state 

with resident and nonresident hunter data, so I cannot extrapolate my results to any other 

states. The influence that each of the hunting season lengths and hunting season start 

dates has on estimated number of nonresident hunters is important, especially if the 

hunting behaviors of nonresident hunters differ significantly from the behavior of 

resident hunters (i.e. if nonresident hunters harvest a significantly greater number of 

bucks than resident hunters). The Southwick Associate (2010) report found that the 

southeastern and the western regions of the United States drew the greatest percentage of 

nonresident hunters (Figure 4: Southwick Associates, 2010), which only further 

illustrates the practicality of understanding the potential differences in hunting behaviors. 
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 An important consideration for deer managers when they are developing white-

tailed deer regulations and harvest goals would be knowing how changes to these 

regulatory variables are predicted to influence resident and nonresident hunter behavior. 

This research only looked at the influence of hunting season start dates and season length, 

and based on my results I concluded that the predicted numbers of resident and 

nonresident hunters are comparably affected by changes in those two hunting season 

parameters. The only major difference that I found in my analysis was in where the two 

groups hunted. Residents were more dispersed around the state and, as the distance of the 

county from the border increases, so does the predicted number of resident hunters. The 

opposite is true for nonresident hunters, and as the county’s distance from the border 

increases, the predicted number of nonresident hunters decreases. This difference in 

hunting areas can lead to a greater proportion of nonresident hunters in the border 

counties, which in turn could hinder management goals if the nonresidents are only 

visiting to “trophy” hunt and not to help manage the population. 

 My results from the total harvest and doe harvest regressions showed that the 

nonparsimonious models for total harvest and doe harvest were similar, but that the 

parsimonious models were found to be quite different. My fourth research question was 

answered by descriptions of the models found using the parsimonious and 

nonparsimonious methods (Chapters 7 & 8). The models described in these chapters 

should be taken with a grain of salt, because there are numerous variables that influence 

the two types of harvest. These models certainly do not account for all of the many 

variables that might influence harvest (i.e. chemical concentration of the soil, how 

accessible the habitat areas are to hunters, license costs, ammunition costs, etc.). 
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Nonetheless I did choose to model the regulatory variables that could be relatively easily 

manipulated by deer managers (i.e. season lengths, either sex season lengths, etc.). 

Furthermore, by including the amount of predicted deer habitat in my models, I was able 

to interpret the other variables in my models holding the amount of predicted deer habitat 

fixed. This allowed me to account for the large diversity of habitat types across the 

different states.  

The magnitudes for season start dates and season lengths of the gun and 

muzzleloader seasons were found to be significant for both of the nonparsimonious 

models, plus the direction of magnitude remained the same. When making annual hunting 

regulations deer managers should use extra caution when manipulating the muzzleloader 

season length and the gun season length. These two variables were not only significant 

for both of the nonparsimonious models, but were also significant for the two 

parsimonious models of total harvest and doe harvest.  

When using the parsimonious method to model total harvest and doe harvest, 

most of the variables that were significant for both models had magnitudes with 

conflicting signs. Notwithstanding, deer habitat area (in square miles) was significant and 

holds a positive magnitude in both models. The magnitude for deer habitat (in square 

miles) is small and most likely minor changes in this variable will probably not result in a 

noticeable difference in the total or doe harvests. However, deer managers should be 

wary of the accumulation of these slight changes when they negatively impact the 

amount of deer habitat (i.e. agriculture, deforestation, urbanization, etc.), because over 

time this accumulation could cause a decrease in total or doe harvests. 
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9.2 FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

 In this section, I want to take time to discuss several thoughts I believe should be 

considered to improve white-tailed deer harvest data management in the future. I believe 

that the collection and interpretation of white-tailed deer harvest data could be improved 

through data uniformity across the states, changing how some variables are defined, and 

even performing and analyzing results of other studies to better understand harvest data 

consequences. First, it would be great to conduct a study focusing on all aspects of the 

hunting behaviors of resident and nonresident hunters to determine if the two groups 

show significant differences in their hunting behavior. Knowing how different variables 

are predicted to influence hunter behavior is a very important consideration for managers 

when they are developing white-tailed deer harvest goals. Unfortunately, my resident and 

nonresident data is only for South Carolina counties, so it is difficult to extrapolate these 

findings across the Southeast. Likewise, the nonresident data is defined as the number of 

out-of-state hunters, but it would be interesting to see the results if deer managers 

distinguished resident and nonresident hunters by the county in which they reside instead 

of the state. Since the counties within a single state can have different hunting season 

lengths and season start dates, I believe hunters within the state would travel to other 

counties for an earlier and/or longer hunting opportunity. I believe that having the 

resident/nonresident information for the counties of many different states will yield 

different results, because this data collection is going to increase the sample size of the 

model and the information would be coming from more than just South Carolina. 

Additionally, the number of nonresident hunters for each county does not take 

into account the timing of the nonresident hunters’ presence in the county. For example, 
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there could be large numbers of nonresident hunters at the beginning of the hunting 

season and their numbers diminish over the course of the season, vise versa. Information 

like this would be a challenge to collect, but in obtaining this, deer managers would be 

able to display a more understandable picture concerning the happenings in a state, 

county, or wildlife management unit during the white-tailed deer hunting seasons. 

Hopefully at this point a few people are convinced of the importance of analyzing 

white-tailed deer harvest data at larger scales than just the area being managed in order to 

show trends in the Southeastern deer herds. Having the detailed data mentioned 

previously for the majority of the states would enable white-tailed deer managers in every 

state to quickly interpret the data and make conclusions about what is occurring in other 

states, benefitting the deer manager in many ways. This understanding would allow 

managers to answer citizen hunter’s questions more efficiently and better see the 

emergence of trends through time in other states that might impact a state’s deer herd or 

hunters (i.e. a trend of earlier starting hunting seasons that could influence the number of 

nonresident hunters that pay money to hunt in your state).  

 Lastly, I believe that state deer managers should attempt to collect consistent data 

across states in the region to facilitate better interstate communications regarding state 

deer herds and management problems, practices, and results. I realize that this idea will 

take a lot of time and coordination and would have to include every state’s deer manager. 

Nevertheless I believe that deer management agencies could rise to the challenge and 

create an online dataset for white-tailed deer harvest and other important variables that all 

deer managers could use to more accurately analyze trends across the species’ extensive 

geographic range. 
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APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES USED IN RESEARCH 
 

Table A.1: Definitions and units of all my research variables 
 

Variable Definition Units 
Harvest the term used to describe the killing/removal of white-tailed deer from 

the environment 
 

Total Harvest the total number of white-tailed deer killed during the season  
Buck Harvest the total number of Buck (male) white-tailed deer killed  
Doe Harvest the total number of Doe (female) white-tailed deer killed  
Gun Harvest the total number of buck and doe white-tailed deer killed using a gun, 

typically a rifle. The weapons allowed vary from state to state 
 

Archery Harvest the total number of buck and doe white-tailed deer killed using a bow 
and arrow, traditional or compound allowed. Crossbows are allowed in 
some states during the archery season 

 

Muzzleloader 
Harvest 

the total number of buck and doe white-tailed deer killed using a 
muzzleloader, some states refer to guns in this category as “Black 
Powder” 

 

Harvest Density= Harvest Type/ Area of County or State (in Square Miles); Deer/ Sq. 
Mi. 

Hunting Season the season is described my the type of weapon allowed (Gun, Archery, 
Muzzleloader) 

 

Hunting Season 
Start Date 

the first day (opening day) of the season; Julian 
Dates (JD) 

Hunting Season 
Length 

a count of the number of days the season occurs Days 

Total (Hunter) 
Effort 

the cumulative number of days the hunters spent in the field Days 

Hunter Effort Density= Total (Hunter) Effort/ Area of County or State Days/ Sq. 
MI 
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Table A.1 Continued 

 
Variable Definition Units 

Individual Effort= Total (Hunter) Effort/ Total Number of Hunters Days/ 
Hunter 

Total Number of 
Hunters 

the count data for the number of hunters in that area  

Nonresident Hunters Hunters that do not live in the state where they were hunting; out-of-state 
hunters 

 

Resident Hunters Hunters that hunt in the same state they live in   
Hunter Number Density= Total Number of Hunters/ Area of County or State Hunters/ 

Sq. MI 
Percent Doe= Doe Harvest/ Total Harvest * 100  
Habitat Area The amount of predicted deer habitat I calculated using the information 

from the Southeast GAP Analysis Project  
Sq. MI 

Percent Deer Habitat= Habitat Area/ Area of County * 100  
Distance How far the geometric mean of the county is from the closest state 

boarder 
 

Harvest tags Once a deer has been harvested, the hunter must attach a tag to it  
Doe Tags If a hunter harvests a doe and it is not an Either Sex Day, s/he must have 

a doe tag and attach before taking it away from the area 
 

Either Sex Seasons During these seasons, hunters may harvest buck or doe deer without a 
[doe] tag. The season is a few days throughout the deer hunting season 
and are selected by deer managers  

 

Either Sex Gun 
Season Length 

Similar to the regular gun season length, except hunters may harvest 
bucks or does without a tag. These either sex gun seasons are not 
continuous. 

Days 

Either Sex Archery 
Season Length 

Similar to the regular archery season length, except hunters may harvest 
buck or doe without a tag 

Days 
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