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Good morning Chairman Causer, Chairman Haluska, and members of the House Game and 
Fisheries Committee. Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on these 5 bills and 
their potential effects on the deer management program. My name is Calvin DuBrock and I am 
director of the Game Commission’s Bureau of Wildlife Management.  
 
I’d like to acknowledge at the outset that there are many Pennsylvanians upset with deer 
management in PA, and there are many who are pleased with deer management.  For example, 
according to the responses in a 2011 survey of over 3,500 deer hunters 50% were satisfied with 
current seasons and regulations, and 36% expressed overall satisfaction with deer program, 
33% were dissatisfied and 31% weren’t sure.  Pennsylvania residents presented a slightly 
different perspective when surveyed in 2011.  Among Pennsylvania residents satisfaction was 
high with opportunities to view or watch deer in Pennsylvania: 66% said that they were 
satisfied, while only 10% were dissatisfied.  A majority of Pennsylvania residents (54%) said the 
deer population in their area was just right. Otherwise, they were fairly evenly split, with 20% 
saying the deer population was too high, and 18% saying it was too low. 
 
Unfortunately there always has been substantial public dissatisfaction as well as substantial 
satisfaction; of course the phone calls and mail come principally from the dissatisfied. If you’re 
an optimist the glass is half full, if a pessimist half empty.  Whether populations are high or low, 
there always has been and I’d wager always will be substantial controversy about deer and 
their management for the people of the Commonwealth.  Involving people and listening to get 
their input to inform the development and implementation of the deer program has  been vital 
in shaping our current management approach. 
 
Pennsylvania's deer program is a science-based program that aims to achieve 5 goals identified 
by and with the public, principally hunters, through meetings and workshops.  These goals are 
to maintain healthy and sustainable deer populations, healthy and sustainable forest habitats 
for the benefit of deer and other wildlife, acceptable levels of deer-human conflicts,  to provide 
recreational opportunities to use and enjoy deer, and to improve the public's understanding of 
the deer program.  
 
As noted in a recent, legislatively-sponsored review of the deer program, the scientific 
foundation of the deer program is sound, but we should continue to make improvements when 
warranted. For example, the review provided numerous recommendations that we have 
incorporated into our population model, deer health monitoring, forest regeneration 
assessments, and methods of collecting citizen input. In addition, every major component of 
our deer program has been exposed to professional peer-review and been published in 
scientific journals.   
 
Based upon our most recent data, the deer program is achieving many of the public's goals.  
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At the management unit level, we see healthy and sustainable deer populations that are not 
causing unacceptable deer-human conflicts. These assessments are based on measures of fawn 
to doe ratios, deer population trends, and surveys of Pennsylvania citizens.  
 
We also are seeing positive responses regarding forest regeneration and the impact of deer on 
the forests in most wildlife management units (WMUs). In most WMUs, forest regeneration is 
considered good or, if regeneration is not good, deer impact is considered acceptable. These 
assessments are based on data collected by the US Forest Service on both public and private 
land across Pennsylvania.  
 
More information on deer management measures is included in your packet. 
 
However, the recreational goal, specifically deer hunting, is the focus of the bills being 
considered in today's hearing.  Let me briefly address each bill in turn. 
 
The first bill, House Bill 870, would exclude public land from the DMAP program.  
 
The Deer Management Assistance Program or DMAP allows landowners to increase antlerless 
harvests on their properties to achieve their individual management objectives. DMAP's impact 
on deer harvests across Pennsylvania is limited. In most WMUs, DMAP adds a mere 1 to 2 
percent to the antlerless harvest. However, in WMU 2G – a heavily forested, public land unit in 
northcentral PA – DMAP added 19% to the antlerless deer harvest in 2012. 
 
The combination of higher DMAP harvests and public land in WMU 2G causes concerns for 
some. In recent years, we have captured and monitored more than 1,000 deer on public and 
private lands in WMU 2G. From these deer, we know that about 9 out of every 10 antlerless 
deer survive the hunting seasons, even on DMAP properties. We have seen differences 
between public and private lands, but they were opposite of what most would expect. Deer on 
private land were harvested at a higher rate than deer on public land.  
 
Public land owners are required to complete detailed deer management plans prior to enrolling 
in DMAP.  An example of a public land management plan is included in your packet.  
 
DMAP provides landowners with the ability to manage deer to achieve their land management 
objectives and organizational mission.  
 
The next bill, House Bill 1146, would remove antler restrictions for senior hunters 
 
Back in 2002, based on hunter feedback, the Game Commission changed antler restrictions to 
protect at least half of the yearling bucks and to make most of the adult bucks legal for harvest. 
Antler restrictions have been a biological and social success. Biologically, harvest rates of 
yearling bucks declined and hunters are harvesting more adult bucks. Socially, hunters continue 
to support antler restrictions. Based on a 2011 deer hunter survey, a majority of hunters 
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support antler restrictions, including senior hunters who support antler restrictions by a 2 to 1 
margin.  
 
The next bill, House Bill 1370, would establish a separate 3-day antlerless season 
 
Prior to 2000, Pennsylvania had a 2-week antlered firearms season followed by a 3-day 
antlerless firearms season. In 2001, the Game Commission switched to a 12-day concurrent 
firearms season to minimize the impact of weather on the antlerless harvest and to give 
hunters more time to hunt. For both the 3-day and 12-day seasons, the harvest of antlerless 
deer is controlled by the number of antlerless licenses allocated to hunters.  
 
From 2000 to 2004, deer population were reduced to achieve long-established objectives. This 
population reduction has caused some to suggest we return to a 3-day season. It is believed 
that returning to a 3-day season will lead to greater hunter satisfaction with the number of deer 
they see, the number of deer they harvest, and greater hunter participation.  
 
During the 1990s, there was a 3-day antlerless season and deer populations were increasing. 
Yet, in a 1995 deer hunter survey, most hunters said deer populations were too low. In a 2011 
deer hunter survey, again, most hunters said the deer populations were too low. Regardless of 
antlerless season length, deer hunters said the deer population was too low.  
 
Second, some argue that a 3-day antlerless season will help make Pennsylvania a top deer 
hunting state as it was in the 1990s. In the late 1990s, Pennsylvania ranked second nationally in 
deer harvests. In 2012, after more than a decade of 7 and 12-day antlerless seasons, 
Pennsylvania still holds its rank of second in the nation. In addition, hunter success rates have 
changed little from the 1990s to today. 
 
Third, concerns about declining hunter numbers are used to justify efforts to limit antlerless 
deer hunting and increase deer populations. Again, we see no evidence that a 3-day antlerless 
season will increase hunter numbers. For example, during the 1990s with a 3-day season and 
increasing deer populations, license sales dropped more in 10 years than they have in the last 
11 years with the current deer program.  
 
It is understandable for hunters to want to see more deer. However, we have no evidence to 
suggest returning to a separate 3-day antlerless season will result in hunters seeing and 
harvesting more deer and buying more hunting licenses. In fact, a majority of hunters less than 
50 years of age prefer a 12-day antlerless season because time to hunt is an important factor 
for many of our hunters. A chart comparing the 3 and 12-day antlerless seasons is included in 
your packet.  
 
The next bill, House Bill 1724, would implement county based wildlife management units. 
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In the 1995 deer hunter survey, hunters agreed, by a 6 to 1 margin, that new management 
units should be based on habitat. Today's habitat-based management units provide a number 
of advantages over the previous, county-based system.  
 
First, WMUs capture changes in habitat, landownership, and human population characteristics 
better than county boundaries.  
 
Second, WMUs are defined by physical boundaries – such as roads and rivers – on the 
landscape. County boundaries are often unrecognizable 'on the ground'.  
 
As shown on the handout in your packet, Dauphin County is a good example of why WMU 
boundaries are better than county boundaries. Note the habitat, landownership, and human 
population differences between northern and southern Dauphin County. Northern Dauphin 
County is mountainous and forested, with large blocks of public lands, and fewer people. 
Southern Dauphin County, has no mountains, is less forested, contains little public land, but has 
a high human population. These differences are substantial and would significantly affect 
wildlife management. As a result, northern and southern Dauphin County are separated into 
different wildlife management units.  
 
Also, notice how the boundary between Dauphin and Lebanon counties does not follow any 
physical characteristics on the landscape. Rather it cuts across mountains, fields, and roads. In 
contrast, the WMU boundary separating northern from southern Dauphin County is I- 81.   
 
Finally, it is important to note that when counties were used for deer management in the past, 
the 67 counties were grouped into multi-county groups for data analysis. The reason for this is 
that too few data were collected from individual counties. If forced to return to counties for 
wildlife management, counties would again necessarily be grouped for analysis and 
management. 
 
The final bill, House Bill 1726, would require the Commission to manage for maximum 
sustained yield or MSY.  
 
Pennsylvania's current deer program is designed to provide a deer population at which the 
public's goals can be achieved. The deer program is not based on a maximum sustained yield 
theory. There are a number of reasons for this.  
 
First, MSY ignores the social aspects of deer management, that is, whether people feel there 
are too many or too few. MSY is strictly a biological concept.  
 
Second, MSY management, at the unit scale, is unrealistic. For example, in the 2011 text titled, 
Biology and Management of White-tailed Deer, the following statements address MSY; 
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"These issues exemplify the difficulty of managing deer populations in relation to [carrying 
capacity] and illustrate why most states have no formal procedure for measuring [carrying 
capacity] or MSY and managing at these levels."  
 
"Expectations have been unrealistically raised by concepts such as "maximum sustained yield" 
(MSY). While a useful concept in discussing and understanding population theory, it is not 
particularly useful in the real world of deer managers." 
 
Third, MSY management will not satisfy hunters. MSY management does not result in large 
deer populations or sightings of large numbers of deer. It results in the opposite.  
 
To demonstrate these points, we can look at Pennsylvania's deer populations from 2006 to 
2010. Since we do not have estimates of carrying capacity, we used productivity of 1 year old 
females as an index to MSY.   
 
The results of this assessment are found on the map in your packet where you can see the 
counter-intuitive results of MSY deer management. 
 
First, notice that nearly all WMUs are at or near MSY.  
 
Second, notice that deer populations in WMUs 5C and 5D near Philadelphia are below MSY. If 
required by law to manage deer according to MSY, we would have recommended increased 
deer populations in these highly developed WMUs.  
 
Third, notice WMU 2G in northcentral Pennsylvania. The population in this WMU was above 
MSY. If required by law to manage deer according to MSY, we would have recommended deer 
population reductions in this WMU where 84% of hunters considered the population too low.  
 
I will conclude my remarks on MSY management with a quote from Dale McCullough who 
conducted the most extensive studies on white-tailed deer, carrying capacity, and MSY;  
 
"Failure to appreciate that hunting harvests approaching maximum sustained yield inevitably 
reduce deer populations has caused loss of credence among hunters, who see that there are 
fewer deer in the field and therefore assume antlerless seasons have resulted in 
overexploitation of the population. Furthermore, because a higher harvest is being taken from 
a lower population, the average effort of the hunter per deer harvested goes up, which further 
convinces the hunter that the population is not what it was before antlerless hunting began."  
 
In closing, we support efforts to improve the deer program. In fact, the sole purpose of our 
research program and regular evaluations is to make the program better. We regularly ask for 
hunter input and adjust our recommendations accordingly. We are committed to an adaptive 
management  approach that embraces change shaped by collaboration with hunters and the 
public that produces healthy deer and habitats that provide recreation without imposing 
economic hardship on our farm, forest and suburban landowners. 
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment on these bills.   We would be happy to address any 
questions you may have.   
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