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How To Use This Document

e The2005-2014 White-tailed Deer Planisdivided into an executive
summary, 4 chapters, aliterature cited section, and three appendices:

e The EXECUTIVE SUMMARY isaconcise summary of the plan: why
and how it was devel oped, management direction, major issues
identified, and strategies to address those issues.

e Chapter 1, INTRODUCTION, identifies the Department mission,
authority and direction to writeaWhite-tailed Deer Management Plan, the
process under which the plan is developed, and how the plan will be
used.

e Chapter 2, BACKGROUND, summarizes previous planning efforts,
reviewsthe natural history of white-tailed deer in Idaho, and identifiesthe
current status of white-tailed deer management in the state.

e Chapter 3, STATUSAND MANAGEMENT, summarizes the status and
management objectivesfor white-tailed deer populationsin Idaho and
discusses management direction and area-specific issues and strategies
for each DataAnalysis Unit (DAU) - groups of existing game
management unitswith similar management or ecol ogical characteristics.

e Chapter 4, ISSUESAND STRATEGIES, outlines the challenges facing
white-tailed deer management in Idaho, identifies strategiesto be taken to
address the issues, and provides management objectives to help guide
management towards achieving management goal s.

e The LITERATURE CITED section isthelist of papers, articles, and
other references madein the plan.

e Appendix I, PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY, contains the questions and
responses for the survey conducted prior to this planning effort used to
help formulate thisplan.

e Appendix II, QUESTIONNAIRES, contains the questions and
responses for public input on the draft plan.

e Appendix 11, HABITAT MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES, isalist of
guidelinesto provide land-use managers with an easy reference for
understanding and considering the needs of white-tailed deer in project
development.




Executive Summary

The Department’sstrategic plan, The Com-
pass, includes broad goalsand objectivesfor the
management of wildlifein Idaho. TheWhite-tailed
Deer Planisamore specific document that provides
Commission directionto the Department on how to
carry out those goalsand objectivesfor white-tailed
deer management. Thisplanisscheduled for
revisonin2015, but will remainin effect until
modified.
The Commission requested revision of the
existing 1998 white-tailed deer planinApril, 2003.
Thetask of planrevisonwasassigned to aplanning
team comprised of wildlifebiologistsfrom each
region of the state, to identify broad-scaleissues
and provide perspectivesfrom al partsof the state.
Anopinion survey wasthen conducted of northern
Idaho hunters, of southern Idaho hunters, and of
landowners statewideto gauge satisfactionwith the
existing program, and toidentify issues. Team membersinvestigated white-tailed deer man-
agement programsin other statesacrossthe country, reviewed white-tailed deer literature,
and summarized | daho data, providing further basisfor development of thisplan.
Sounding boards, made up of invited white-tailed deer hunters, wereused ineach
region to discuss management issuesand alternatives prior to drafting theplan during late
summer 2004. Prior to Commission action, the plan was made avail able on the Department
web sitefrom mid-October to mid-November 2004, and presented to the public at open
meetingsin each region during October and early November. A brief follow-up survey was
made of huntersand landowners during October and November 2004 to further gauge public
acceptance of management actionsproposed in theplan.
Theearly opinion surveysindicated huntershad high satisfaction levelsfor the number of
daysof hunting opportunity offered, the chanceto harvest awhite-tailed deer, and the
opportunity to harvest amature white-tailed deer buck. Use of the Clearwater Deer Tag to
addresstrespassissuesin the Clearwater Region had good acceptance.
A substantial amount of background on white-tailed deer isgiveninthe plan. Themgjor
issuesidentified and addressed include habitat management, white-tailed deer hunting oppor-
tunity, management dataneeds, agricultura and urban damage by deer, hunting access,
avallability of mature bucks, use of motorized vehiclesduring hunting, feeding deer, and
diseasesaffecting deer.
Overdl management directionisto provide minimumsof 35,000 hunterswith 207,000
daysof recreation and the opportunity to harvest at least 8,700 white-tailed deer bucks, of
which at least 15% have 5 pointsor moreon theright antler. Stakehol der opinion surveyswill
be used to assessthe public’s support for the white-tailed deer management program.
Strategies proposed to addressvariousissuesinclude:
¢ Morefocuson management of white-tailed deer habitat including habitat mapping and
working with both private and public landownersto improvewhite-tailed deer habitat.

e Creation of anew White-tailed Deer Tag, good only for that speciesbut inall general hunt
units, including those after November 3.

e A new emphasison using hunter and landowner satisfaction asmeasuresof program
success. A standard opinion survey will be conducted prior to 2010 and periodically




thereafter to assess satisfaction of huntersand landownersregarding the state’ swhite-
tailed deer management program.

Improvementsto datacollection, including more specific white-tailed deer harvest data,
and development of non-harvest methodsto track whitetail populations.

Moreflexibility in addressing deer over-popul ation and damage problems.

Continued effortsto gain hunting accessto privateland, and through privateland to public
land.

Maintenance of mature bucksin the population, with aminimum of 15% of the buck
harvest with 5 or more pointson theright antler.

A commitment to provideadiversity of motorized and non-motorized hunting opportunities
for white-tailed deer.

Discourage supplemental feeding of white-tailed deer, except in accordancewiththe
Department’sEmergency Winter Feeding palicy.

Additiona monitoring of white-tailed deer for chronic wasting disease and other diseases
and parasites.



Chapter 1. Introduction

I ntent
Theintent of the 2005-2014 White-tailed Deer Planisto,

e Convey the Department’sgoal s, and strategiesemployed to achievethosegoals.

e AssstheFishand GameCommissionindeveloping policies, priorities, and directionfor
white-tailed deer management in 1daho.

e Provideoverdl directionto Department staff in devel oping andimplementing thestate's
white-tailed deer management program.

e Assg othersindeve oping plansand implementing programsthat support or are
compatiblewith white-tailed deer conservation and management.

e Encourage acooperative approach to addressing white-tailed deer issuesin Idaho.

Thisplanwill remainin effect until revised. Thenext plan revisionisscheduled to becom-

pleted by 2015.

Authority

Thiswhite-tailed deer plan providesthe basisfor |daho’s management of white-tailed
deer asmandated by theWildlife Policy of I1daho and Mission Statement for the Department,
contained in Idaho Code, Section 36-103, which states,
All wildlife, including all wild animals, wild birds, and fish, within the state of Idaho, is
hereby declared to be the property of the state of Idaho. It shall be preserved, pro-
tected, and managed. It shall only be captured or taken at such times or places, under
such conditions, or by such means, or in such a manner, aswill preserve, protect, and
per petuate such wildlife, and provide for the citizens of this state and, as by law per-
mitted to others, continued supplies of such wildlife for hunting, fishing, and trapping.

Consistency with Srategic Planning
Thisplaniscons stent with the Fish and Game Department’s Strategic Plan, The Com-

pass, including thefollowinggods:
1. Sustain Idaho’s fish and wildlife and the habitats upon which they depend.
Objectives

[J Maintain or improve populations of game speciesto meet the demand for hunting.

[0 Ensurethelong-term persistence of nativefish, wildlife, and plants.

[ Increasethe capacity of habitat to support fish and wildlife.

[ Eliminatetheimpactsof diseeseonfishandwildlifepopulations, livestock, and humans

2. Meet the demand for fish and wildlife recreation.
Objectives
[J Maintain adiversity of fishing, hunting, and trapping recresation.
0 Sustainfishand wildliferecreation on publiclands.
[ Increasethe opportunity for wildlifeviewing and appreciation.
[ Increasethevariety and digtribution of accessto privateland for fishand wildliferecrestion.
[J Maintain broad public support for fish and wildliferecreation and management.

3. Improve public understanding of and involvement in fish and wildlife management.
Objectives

O Improvecitizeninvolvement inthe decis on-making process.

[ Increase publicinvolvement and understanding of 1daho’sfishand wildlifeand their

managemen.




How the Plan was Developed

Revision of the 1998 White-tailed Deer Plan wasinitiated by request of theldaho Fish
and Game CommissioninApril 2003. During May 2003, aWhite-tailed Deer Planning Team
wasformed, including biologistsfrom each regioninthe state. Thisgroup identified issuesin
the management of white-tailed deer in 1daho, and formed aset of questionsto gainthe
public's perspective ontheissues.

During August 2003, asurvey was mailed to 2,000 | daho deer hunters, and 578 rural
landownersto assessopinionson avariety of issuesassociated with white-tailed deer man-
agement. Resultswere analyzed within 3 groups: 1.) huntersfrom the Panhandleand
Clearwater Regions, 2.) huntersfromtheremaining 5Sregions, and 3.) rural landownersfrom
throughout the state. Results of the survey are contained in Appendix 1.

In additionto the survey, public opinion onissuesfor plan devel opment was sought
through the Department’ sweb site, at regional scoping meetings December 2003, and big
game season-setting meetings during February 2004. Background information wasthen
summarized from theliterature and from analysisof 1daho data; and genera management
optionsand strategieswere devel oped. During June 2004, management optionsand strate-
gieswere presented to sounding boards made up of white-tailed deer hunters.

Thedraft plan and questionnaire were completed during early September 2004 and
made available on the Department web site beginning mid-September. Public opinion onthe
draft plan (seeAppendix 1) wasthen solicited in three manners. arandom survey of 2,100
deer hunters, an open web-site questionnaire, and at public meetings during October and
November 2004. The Fish and Game Commission approved this plan on January 20, 2005.

SatewideWhite-tailed Deer Management Goals
1. White-tailed deer will bemanaged for their unique characteristicsand important
significanceasoneof Idaho’ swildliferesources.

2. White-tailed deer populationswill bemaintained under natura conditionsinsuitable
habitat.

3. White-tailed deer populationswill be managed to minimize depredation problemsand
disease occurrence.

4. |IDFGwill not actively encourage expansion of white-tailed deer in southern I daho.
However, whitetailswill be managed in suitable habitatsin southern ldaho where
substantia overlap with mule deer doesnot occur.

5. IDFGwill striveto provideadivergty of hunting opportunity including: long seasons,
concurrent deer and elk hunting, either-sex hunting, and maintaining areasonable
opportunity for mature bucks.

6. IDFGwill exploreopportunitiestoimplement management for higher percentages of
mature bucksin someareas.

7. IDFGwill work with landownerstoimprovegenera public hunting accessto privateland.

8. Generd white-tailed deer hunting seasonswill be managed to minimize hunter crowding
and maintainflexibility inavailablehunting locations.

9. Privatelandownersand land management agencieswill be encouraged to accommodate
habitat requirementsfor white-tailed deer.

10. IDFG will devel op abetter understanding of white-tailed deer populationsthroughout | daho.
11. IDFG will improve monitoring for diseaseinwhite-tailed deer.



Chapter 2: Background

Economic Importance

White-tailed deer hunting iseconomically important in ldaho. Deer hunting, including
both white-tailed and mule deer hunting, provided 840,000 hunter daysand generated $109
millioninretail salesin 2001 (IAFWA 2002). Approximately 2,000 jobsweretied directly to
deer huntingin 2001 and resulted in $1.3 millionin State Income Tax. Approximately 42% of
the state’ sdeer hunter use dayswere expended in unitswhere the mg ority of deer harvest
waswhite-tailed deer (IDFG unpubl. data).

Previous Planning

Management of big gameanimalsin daho hasbeen guided by various management
plans, thefirst being the CassiaDeer Herd Management Plan devel oped inthe early 1930s.
Variousother local management plansweredevel oped until the 1980swhen the Department
adopted the current model for statewide species management plans.

The 1981-1985 white-tailed deer management plan listed 3 primary goalsfor the manage-
ment of white-tailed deer inIdaho: 1) increase ldaho’swhite-tailed deer population, 2)
increase harvest, and 3) provide morerecreationa opportunity. To achievethesegoalsthe
planidentified numerousissuesincluding poaching, federal land use practices, competition
with livestock or other ungulates, restricted hunting accessto privateland, depredations,
motorized accessroutes, and development. Additionally, the 1981-1985 plan identified
numerousinformation needsincluding better harvest information and additional researchto
better understand whitetail popul ation dynamics. Thisplan recommended establishing sepa-
rate seasonsfor white-tailed deer and establishing white-tailed deer only tagsto focus
harves.

Thenext planning period, 1986-1990, also identified 3 gods: 1) maintain white-tailed
deer populations at existing level sin northern 1daho, 2) increase harvest and hunting opportu-
nity inmajor white-tailed deer units, and 3) increase popul ationsin southern | daho through
trapping and trand ocating. Popul ation status was estimated and obj ectives established for
each areaof the state. In additionto theissuesidentified inthe 1981-1985 plan, the 1986-
1990 plan identified road-killsand domestic dogs asimportant factors. Thisplan recom-
mended that fire be used to manage habitats and that
the eastern portion of the Clearwater Regionto be
managed for elk asapriority and that southern [daho
deer management be directed toward mule deer.

The 1991-1995 planning processwasthefirst
planto usearandom statewide hunter survey to
identify preferencesto establish management direc-
tion. The 1987-1988 |daho Rifle Deer Hunting
Survey (Sanyd et d. 1989) identified 9 generad types
of deer hunters based on 4 broad categories. nature,
hunting skills, harvest, and socia reasons. White-
tailed deer management unitswere grouped accord-
ing towhite-tailed deer population and physi ographic
smilarities. Theintent of thesegroupingswasto offer
hunting opportunitiesconsi stent with hunter desires
identified inthedeer hunter survey. Eight statewide goa swereestablished: 1) maintain
populationsat current levelsin north and north-central 1daho; 2) maintain harvest andin-
crease hunting opportunity in major white-tailed deer units; 3) manageall unitsnorth of the




Samon River (except Unit 14) with hunting
season frameworksdesigned for white-tailed
deer; 4) manageadll unitssouth of the Salmon
River (except Unit 14) with hunting season
frameworksdesigned for muledeer; 5)
maintain at least 40% of the buck harvestin
the4+ point category; 6) continueto offer
November antlered-only seasonsinthe
Clearwater Region; 7) initiateresearchinthe
Clearwater Region to determine seasond
habitat use, survival, and cause-specific
mortality; and 8) continueresearchinthe
Panhandle Region eva uating cause-specific
mortality and winter habitat use. The 1991-
1995 plan aso evaluated the need for
species-specific deer tagsto refinemanage-
ment for both species. A significant focus of
thisplan wasto smplify and standardize
hunting season frameworks statewide.

Figure 1. Number of
white-tailed deer
killed per square mile,
2001 — 2003.
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The 1998 planrevisonwasprimarily an
effort to document the current status of
white-tailed deer in | daho and establish
harvest objectives. GMUsnorth of the
Samon River weregroupedinto 7“DAUS’
for datamanagement purposes based on
populationand physographicamilarities.
Objectiveswere established for %4+ and
%5+ point antlersintheharvest. Like
previousplans, the 1998 revisona so
included both white-tailed deer management
and mule deer management under acom-
bined management system.

Digtribution

White-tailed deer arefound from
northern South America, northward through
Central America, to southern Canada. Inthe
contiguous United States, they arepresentin
all states, although rarein Utah, Nevada, and
Cdifornia They aregeneraly moreabundant
inthe eastern half of the continent than the
west.

The subspeciesof white-tailed deer
foundinldahoisOdocoileusvirginianus
ochrourus, the northwest white-tailed deer.
Within the state, they are abundant north of
the SAlmon River. Thenumber of white-tailed
deer killed per square mileprovidesarough
map of relative abundance of white-tailed
deer inldaho (Figure1). Thehighest densi-
tiesinthe state probably occur inthelower
Clearwater and SAmon River drainages. In
the southern part of the state, they can be
found alongmaor riparianareas, including
the Boise, Weiser, Payette, Snake, and
Lemhi River drainages.

Higtoricaly white-tailed deer may have
been more abundant in southern Idaho than
they arenow. Recordsfrom trappersduring
themid 1800ssuggest whitetailswere
abundant along most of theriver systemsin
southern Idaho. By the early 1900s, white-
tailed deer distribution apparently had been
reduced to portions of eastern and northern
|daho (Seton 1909).

Trand ocationsof white-tailed deer to
southern | daho occurred periodically: 1940s
inthe Payette River drainage, 1950sinthe
Payette River and Henry’sFork and South



Fork of the Snake River drainages, and
1980sinthe Boise, Payette, and Snake
River drainages.

Habitat

Winter Ecology and Habitat Use

Winter habitat use of white-tailed deer
inldaho hasbeen described in several
studies (Pengelly 1961, Owens 1981, Pauley
1990, Secord 1994). White-tailed deer are
very adaptableand somedifferencesin
habitat use patterns occurred among these
studies. However, synthesisof information
fromthese studiesrevea sgenera habitat use
patternsthat can be used to confirm and
extend existing white-tailed deer habitat
management guidelines (Jageman 1984).
Westher hasastrong influence on winter
habitat use patterns of white-tailed deer. Mild
openwintersreduce environmental stresson
deer and habitat use may be morevariable
under these conditions. Inthe most severe
wintersavailability of key winter range
habitat el ementsbecomescritical towhite-
tailed deer surviva.

Habitat selection can generdly be
related to maintenance of theanima’senergy
budget (Armleder et al. 1986). All deer at
northern latitudes experiencewinter condi-
tionsinwhich energy lossesfrom movement,
cold temperatures, and wind chill exceed
energy gainsfromfood intake. Whenwinter
rangequality ishigh or winter conditionsare
mild energy lossesonly moderately exceed
gainsand most deer survivethewinter.
However, when winter rangesarein poor
condition or winter conditionsare severe,
energy lossesgreatly exceed energy gains
and can lead to starvation, increased vul ner-
ability to predation, and substantial winter
lossfrom the deer population. Deer use both
topographic and vegetative habitat features
tominimizeenergy lossesand maximize
energy gainsduring winter by selecting areas
with shallow snow, adequatefood, and
sufficient shelter.

White-tailed deer movement from
summer to winter habitat may involveactua
migrationfromgeographicaly distinct sea-

sona homerangesor shiftsin use patterns
within overlapping seasona homeranges
(Pauley 1990, Secord 1994). Snow isthe
mogtinfluentid envi-
ronmental factor
during winter and has
aggnificant effecton
the energy cost of
locomotion. Energy
cost of locomotion
increasesexponentialy
withincreasng snow
depth (Mattfeld 1974,
Parker et al. 1984).
Compared to snow-
freeconditions, snow
accumulationsof as
littleas5cm (2inches)
canincrease energy expendituresby 10%.
When snow accumulation reaches 50 cm (20
inches) energy cost of locomotion may
increaseto 5timesthat of snow-freecondi-
tion expenditures.

Inwinter deer movetolower eleva
tions, usualy lessthan 3,000 feet. Low
elevation areasgeneraly experienceless
snow accumulation and milder temperatures
than high elevation areasand thushel p deer
minimizethermoregul ation and movement
energy costs. Deer select southeast to
southwest or west aspectsinwinter. These
aspectsreceive greater solar exposurethan
other aspects. Thisalowsdeer to minimize
energy lossfrom heat loss. Increased sun-
shineand associated warmer temperatures
alsoleadsto shallower snow depths, conse-
quently reducing energy expendituresfor
both locomotion and thermoregul ation.
Further, snow depthsarelesson slopesthan
they areonlevel areasbecausethesame
amount of snow isdistributed over alarger
areaon dopesredativetoflat areas. When
dopesbecometoo steep, energy gainsfrom
reduced snow depthsare offset by the
increasein energy expendituresto climb
dopes, deer generally select dopes<50%
(Parker et al. 1984, Pauley 1990).

Vegetative characteristicsof habitat
provide deer 2 broad categoriesof re-
sources. forage and shelter. Siteconditions




on southerly aspectswith moderate lopesas
described above oftenresult inforest stands
that are more openthan other sites. This
allowsgresater sunlight to reach theforest
floor and greater devel opment of forage
speciesintheshrublayer. Inwinter whitetails
subsist dmost entirely on browse. White-
tailled deer will consumeawidevariety of
deciduous browse speciesbut someof the
moreimportant speciesincludered osier
dogwood (Cornus stolonifera), redstem
ceanothus (Ceanothus sanguineus), servi-
ceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), maple
(Acer glabrum), pachistima(Pachistima
myrsinites), willow (Salix spp.), and
chokecherry (Prunusvirginiana) (Pengelly
1961). Aswinter progresses deer also make
increasing use of coniferousbrowse, princi-
paly Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii)
and western redcedar (Thuja plicata)
(Jageman 1984). Pauley (1990) found white-
tailed deer making extensive use of these
areasin both early and late winter.
Conversdly, these open standshave
lower snow interception propertiesthan
densestandson morelevel or more northerly
aspects. During mid-winter when snow cover
isdeepest deer often moveto dense mature
coniferousforest standswith canopy closure
>70% even though the shrub layer isdepau-
perateand forageavailability islow onthese
sites (Peek 1984, Pauley 1990, Secord
1994). White-tailed deer winter habitat
selection that optimizes security and thermal
cover at theexpenseof forageavailability is
wel | documented (Ozaga
1968, Wetzdl et al. 1975,
Moen 1976, Boer 1978,
Owens1981). Micro-
climate studiesof closed
canopy coniferousstands
have demonstrated that these
stands havethe narrowest
therma ranges, least wind
flow, lessradiant and con-
vective heat |oss, and most
favorablesnow conditions
(Verme 1965; Ozaga 1968; M oen 1968,
1976). Availahility of such closed forest
standswithinwhite-tailed deer winter ranges

isanimportant winter habitat feature. [deal
winter rangewill be characterized by ahigh
degreeof horizonta diversity with both shrub
and open forest habitatswith high forage
densitiesin close proximity to dense, closed
forest standswith superior shelter qudities.
Thishabitat structurealowsdeer tominimize
energy expenditureswhen moving between
these areasto meet habitat resourceneedsin
theface of changing winter snow and
wegther conditions.

Summer Ecology and Habitat Use

In contrast to winter habitat use,
summer habitat use by white-tailed deer has
not been aswell studied (Pauley 1990).
White-tailed deer arehighly adaptableand,
inthe absence of the stress of deep snow
and cold temperature, they can successfully
exploit awidevariety of habitat conditions
includingforest, shrub, agriculturd, riparian,
and suburban settings. Because of this
adaptability, characterizing habitat useduring
summer ismoredifficult.

However, habitat selection can againbe
related to theannual energy budget of white-
tailed deer and somegenerdizationsare
possible. Whereas deer energy losses
exceed energy gainsthrough winter, summer
energy gainsmust exceed energy 10ssesso
that deer can recover lost condition and
replenish energy reservesfor theupcoming
winter. Althoughwetypicaly think of winter
rangequality asthecritica population
“bottleneck” becausethisiswhenweob-
serve mortality, some have suggested ad-
equate accumul ation of energy reserves
during summer isat least ascritical towinter
survival because condition of deer entering
winter strongly influencestheir ability to
survive (Ozogaand Verme 1970). Summer
range quality hasalso been linked to produc-
tivity, recruitment, and growthratein deer
(Cheatum and Morton 1946, Cheatum and
Severinghaus 1950, Julander et al. 1961, and
Verme 1963). Winter habitat selection
emphasizesminimizing energy losseswhereas
summer habitat selection emphasi zesmaxi-
mizingenergy gains.

Atwinter’send deer energy reserves
areat their annua low point and fetal devel-



opmentinthefina trimesterisplacinghigh
nutritional demandson does (Verme 1969,
Moen 1973). Consequently, deer select
spring/summer/fal habitatswith themost
nutritiousforagesavail able. Open canopy,
low elevation, southerly exposed habitatsare
thefirst to be snow free and support new
nutritiousgreenforageinthespring and
whitetailsdemonstrate adecided shift from
forested to open habitatsin the spring
(Garrott et al. 1987, Pauley 1990, Secord
1994). White-tailed deer use of grass, forbs,
and agriculturd cropforagesishigherin
spring and early summer than at any other
timeof year (Peek 1984). Low-elevation
burned areas, riparian habitats, clear cuts,
warmwell-drained dopeswithminimal
canopy closure, and agricultural areascanal
fulfill thishabitat requirement. Deer often
select forest ecotonesadjacent to foraging
areasand may limit their useto edgesof
these openingswhileavoiding interiorsof
large openings (Gladfelter 1966, Telfer 1974,
Keay and Peek 1980). Severa studieshave
suggested forest cutting unitsand prescribed
burns should be restricted to not more than
20 acresin Szeto provide maximum benefits
to white-tailed deer (Peek 1984).
Assummer progressesdeer initidly
follow spring green-up to higher elevations,
make extensive use of clearcuts, burns, and
openforest aress, but eventually shiftto
moremesic northerly aspectsand forested
habitatsinlate summer andfal. Whitetail use
of older timber standsand mesic sites, and
diminished use of clearcutsand open areasin
late summer and fall isrelated to plant
phenology. Dry, hot weather during July and
August driesdeciduous speciesin open
areas. Freezing temperaturesin October and
November further diminishforagein open
habitatswhereas denseforest canopies
maintain moist conditionsand moderate
temperaturesresultingingrester availability
nutritiousforageinthese habitats (Pauley
1990). Thislate summer/fal shift to northerly
aspectsand mesic sites has been described
insevera studies(Shaw 1962, Owens 1981,
Pauley 1990). The shift to denser forest
stands may also berelated to hot weather.

Canopy cover reflectssolar radiationand
provides cooler, more comfortabletempera-
turesthan open areasin summer (Moen
1968, 1976). However, white-tailed deer are
also frequently observed bedding in open
areasduring summer (Pauley 1990).

Security Habitat

Habitat used by deer to avoid detection
and minimizedisturbance by man, hisma-
chines, or by other animalsiscalled hiding or
security cover. Security cover cutsenergy
expenditures by reducing both the need to
fleeand distancetoflee. Thiscover compo-
nent may a so prevent direct mortaity from
predation or hunting by alowing deer to
avoid detection. Security cover istypically
provided by screening vegetation, screening
topography, and distance from potentid
sourcesof disturbance. Hiding cover is
considered to be vegetation capableof hiding
90% of astanding adult deer from view of a
human at adistance of 200 feet during all
seasonsinwhich deer normally usethearea
(Jageman 1984). During fal hunting seasons,
deer may usethe heaviest cover availableto
avoid detection (Sparrowe and Springer
1970). In contrast to elk, effects of second-
ary roadson white-tailed deer are not well
documented. Because of their more secretive
nature and smaller homeranges, white-tailed
deer may belesssubject to functional lossof
habitat dueto behaviora displacement than
elk (Lyon 1979), especialy wherecover is
dense. In contrast, road density, whichwas
animportantinfluenceon ek vulnerability to
hunting season mortality (Leptich and Zager
1991, Unsworth et a. 1993, Hayeset al.
2002), likely increaseswhite-tailed deer
vulnerability to hunting season mortality by
affecting hunter distribution and deer-hunter
encounter rates, and diminating refugia
Additional researchisneededtoilluminate
importance of secondary roads on deer
habitat useand survival.

Arid Southern Idaho Habitats
White-tailed deer habitat usein south-
ernldaho hasnot been well studied. Struc-
turaly, southern Idaho white-tailed deer
habitat most closaly resembleshabitats of the




central and southern plainsregionsof the
United States. There, white-tailed deer
habitatsare characterized by low precipita-
tion, extreme seasonal temperaturefluctua
tions, low to moderatetopographical relief,
plant communitiesdominated by herbaceous
vegetation and low shrubswith tall woody
vegetation largely restricted toriparian
corridors, and large areas of native plant
communitiesconvertedto agricultura crops.

Tall woody vegetation associated with
stream coursesand river corridorsarethe
primary white-tailed deer habitat inthis
environmenta setting. Quantity, quality, and
connectivity of thesehabitatsnormally are
limiting factorsfor white-tailed deer abun-
danceand distribution. Deer will uselarge
shelterbeltsor other tree plantingsto some
extent depending on distancefrom core
riparian habitat areas. Although likenorthern
|daho deer they are predominantly browsers
throughout theyear, some evidenceindicates
that, wherewhite-tailed deer inthese envi-
ronmentslivein closeproximity to agricul-
tura crops, farm crops can constitute up to
50% of thediet in some seasons (Hill and
Harris1943, Menzel 1984). White-tailed
deer are probably more vulnerableto hunter
harvest in southern ldaho thanin other areas
of the state where cover isdenser and more
widdly distributed.

Additiona researchonwhite-tailed
deer habitat needsin southernldaho are
needed to gain abetter understanding of
whitetail ecology inthisenvironmenta setting
and provideascientific basisfor habitat
management recommendations. Based on
availableinformation, destruction and frag-
mentation of riparian habitatsand competi-
tionwithlivestock withintheriparian corridor
areprobably themost pressing habitat issues
for managersof southern Idaho white-tailed
deer habitat.

Abundance

Unregulated harvest by miners, loggers,
and other settlersduring thelate 1800sand
early 1900sapparently resulted invery low
numbersof ungulatesin ldaho, including
white-tailed deer. Conservative hunting

seasonsand high-quality habitat produced by
largefiresand heavy logginginthefirst third
of the 20" century resultedinincreasing
white-tailed deer populations (Pengelly
1961).

Deer populations continued to increase
until thelate 1940s, when 2 consecutive
severewintersreduced deer numbers
throughout the state. Conservative seasons,
high quality habitat, apronounced predator
control program combined to allow deer
herdsto recover quickly. Whitetail numbers
appear to have reached apeak inthe 1960s,
when game managers became concerned
about over-browsing of winter rangesand
established long hunting seasonsin order to
reduce deer numbersand improvewinter
rangequdlity.

White-tailed deer popul ationsdeclined
during the 1970s, likely asaconsequence of
heavy harvest and declining qudity of aging
standsof habitat. Populationsincreased again
during the 1980sand early 1990sin north-
central and northern Idaho. Thewinter of
1996/97 was one of the most severeon
record and white-tailed deer in portions of
the Panhandle and Clearwater regions
declined substantialy. White-tailed deer
populations have apparently increased
moderately sincethe 1996-1997 winter.
Roughly 200,000 white-tailed deer currently
existinldaho, and populationsmay be
approaching levelsof the 1950sand 1960s
insomeareas.

Population Dynamics

Reproduction

The peak of breeding of whitetailsin
Idahoismiddleto late November, with
fawnsborn from late May through late June.
Pregnancy and fetal ratesof adult doesare
smilar tothosefound el sawhere, but fawn
pregnancy ratesin ldaho arelow. Generally,
reproductiveratesfor white-tailed deer in
Idaho arenot dramatically different from
those of muledeer.

Survivd
Thesurviva of fawnsisaprimary
influenceon population sizeof whitetailsthe



following year. Surviva of fawnsinldahois
influenced heavily by energetic demandsfrom
the prior winter onthe dam, by summer
nutrition, by predation, and by energetic
demandsof their first winter. Late summer
composition surveysaveraged 58 fawns per
100 does during September 2001 - 2004.
By comparison, fal favnratiosinmid-
western states often exceed 100 fawns per
100 does.

In contrast to popul ations over much of
the United States, natural causes, not hunting,
arethe primary sourcesof mortality of white-
talled deer inldaho. Evenwithlong hunting
seasons, annua surviva of bucksisrdatively
high, allowing substantiad numberstoreach
older ageclasses, and producing high
buck:doeratios.

Deep winter snowsareamajor influ-
ence on population dynamicsof white-tailed
deer inthe northernmost portion of their
distribution, including most of 1daho. During
the severe 1996-1997 winter, Sime (pers.
commun. 1997) estimated 70% of thewhite-
tailed deer died on her study areain north-
western Montana, including over 90% of
fawns. Innorthern Idaho, natural mortality,
including both predation and winterkill,
averaged 10% annually for does, and 23%
for bucksfrom 1986 through 1995 (IDFG
unpubl. data).

Predationisanimportant influenceon
population dynamicsof white-tailed deer in
Idaho. The most common predatorson
white-tailed deer include coyotes, bobcats,
black bears, mountain lions, domestic dogs,
and humans. These predatorsalso prey upon
other ungulatessuch asmuledeer, ek,
antel ope, bighorn sheep, and mountain goats,
aswell asrabbits, hares, mice, etc.

Coyotesare the most abundant preda-
tor on deer inldaho. In most areas coyotes
feedonawidevariety of items. Deer area
part of their dietin at least part of theyear.
Seasonsof greatest concern areduring
spring fawning and winter. Coyoteshave
been noted to be efficient predators of
neonate fawnswhere habitat ispoor. During
winter, coyotes may takeanumber of fawns
dueto snow conditionsand poor animal

condition. Studies have shown that coyotes
can cause up to 80 percent of fawn mortality.
Becausefawnsoften die of many causes,
coyote predation onfawnscould belargely
compensatory. Most fawnstaken by coyotes
inwinter areinvery poor physical condition
andlikely todieof malnutrition.

Mountainlionsarelikey the second
most abundant predator of deer in Idaho.
Thelir primary prey aredeer, elk, and smaller
mammal s such aslagomorphs (rabbits).
Mountain lionsfeed on deer year round,
being most efficient during winter monthsin
deep snow conditions. At the present time
harvest dataindicate mountainlion popula
tionshave decreased in Idaho sincethe mid-
1990s. Mountain lion predation on white-
tailed deer changes continuoudy, and remains
animportant influence
onwhite-tailed deer
numbers statewide.

Black bears
haveavery diverse
diet. Littleisknown
about black bear
predation onwhite-
tailed deer in Idaho.
Black bearshave
been shownto be
ggnificant predators
of ek cavesinspring.
Predation on deer by
black bearsisprobably highest during a
fawn’sfirst 4 weeks, during late spring/early
summer. Bearsare most effectivewhen
habitat ispatchy andinsufficient to hide
fawns.

Wolvesare present, but not abundant
acrosswhite-tailed deer rangein Idaho. Elk
aretheprimary prey of wolvesin ldaho, but,
asevidenced by thereliance of wolveson
white-tailed deer inthe Midwest, wolvescan
subsist primarily onwhite-tailed deer. Cur-
rently, theimpact of wolvesonwhite-tailed
deerinldahoislikely negligible. Aswolf
populations continuetoincrease, their impact
onwhite-tailed deer and other ungulate
populationswill increaseaswell.

White-tailed deer populationsin ldaho
cannot be expected to exhibit the samehigh




growth ratesobserved el sewherein their
range, where predationisaminor influence.
Although generd predator-prey relationships
areevident, no single predator speciescan
be expected to track white-tailed deer
populationsclosdly. Theinfluence of preda-
tion on white-tailed deer iscomplex, includ-
ing effectsof one predator specieson other
predators, effectsfrom the presence of
aternate prey species, and effectsof chang-
ing ungulate populationsonforage. Itisthis
entiremix that determinesthe degreeto
which predatorslimit white-tailed deer.

White-tailed deer haveardatively high
intrinsic rate of increase. When deer popula
tionsareat, or near, carrying capacity,
predationismost likely compensatory and
reducing predationwill not increase deer
numbers. Inthiscaseanother agent such as
winter mortality or diseasewill replace
predation mortality if predationisreduced.
When deer populationsare below carrying
capacity predator mortaity ismorelikely to
beadditive. Itisoftendifficult to predict or
even know what the current carrying capac-
ity of adeer rangeisdueto ever-changing
habitat factors.
Disease

Diseaseand parasiteissuesin white-
tailed deer are multifaceted and can bevery
complex. Ingeneral, white-tailed deer arethe
most studied free-roaming ruminant inthe
United States. Extensivediseaseinvestiga
tionsand documentation have been donein
most partsof the country wherewhite-tailed
deer reside.

Historicaly, theldaho Department of
Fish and Game hasnot actively conducted
targeted surveillancefor disease or parasites
inwhite-tailed deer. Diseaseinformationis
thereforelimited and obtained opportunisti-
cally. Foreyt and Compton (1991) found no
evidenceof meningeal worm
(Parelaphostrongylustenuis, also known as
“brainworm”) innorthern Idaho. A small
number of samplesfrom Idaho wereevau-
ated for bluetongue viruswith positiveresults
(MacLachlanet al. 1992). Fluoridetoxicosis
may beaproblemwith minera and hot

springsinungulatesinldahoasitisin
Yellowstone National Park (Shupeet al.
1984).

Atthistime, theprimary disease of
concerninwhite-tailed deer inldahois
epizootic hemorrhagic disease (EHD). EHD
ispresent at alow level within somewhite-
tailed deer populationsinldaho. Serological
datafrom muledeer and ek indicated EHD
exposurein 10-20% of animalstested.
White-tailed deer, asaprimary host of the
virus, arelikely exposed at ahigher rate.
Severa small and 1 large outbreak of EHD
have been documented inwhite-tailed deer in
the Clearwater Region of 1daho. Themost
recent and largest outbreak (5,000-10,000
deer died) occurredinlate summer and fall
of 2003. Thisoutbreak centered inthe
Kamiah area, but occurred in deer ranging
from Kendrick southto Rigginsand from
Lapwal east to Clearwater.

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD),
athough not identified in I daho, may pose
problemsin thefuture and warrants contin-
ued survelllance. Meningeal wormisnot
knownto be present in Idaho but alarge
scalesurvey for thisparasiteiswarranted to
better definethe current status of thisparasite
inthe state. Other disease or parasiteissues
may be present or of concern and should be
addressed when they become apparent or
problematic.

Niche Overlap with Other Ungulates

Whitetailsare sympatricin variousparts
of the statewith elk, moose, mule deer,
bighorn sheep, mountain goat, pronghorn,
and domesticlivestock. The degree of
competitiveinfluencesamong these speciesis
unknown, but itislikely that either direct
competitionfor resources, or indirect exclu-
Sionary processes occur under some circum-
stances.

Baty (1995), working on winter range
in northwestern Montana, observed spatid
Separation between white-tailed deer and
elk. White-tailed deer used small herd home
rangeswith abundant over story canopy,
whereaselk used large areaswith sparse
overhead canopy. Baty dsofoundlittle



overlapinfood habits, with elk selecting
largely for grasses, and deer selecting for
browse. Food habitsweresimilar between
white-tailed and mule deer, but therewas
asoadggnificant differencein preferred
habitat, with muledeer occupying drier and
more open sitesthan did whitetails. InIdaho,
sitespreferred by mule deer are often at
higher elevationsthan those preferred by
whitetailsduring al seasons.

M oose and white-tail ed deer distribu-
tion overlap substantialy in NorthAmerica
Inwestern United States and Canada, there
appearsto be enough niche separation that
neither speciesdetrimentaly affects popula-
tionsof the other to any large degree. Moose
appear to select habitat largely onthebasis
of forage quaity and abundance, while cover
ismoreof aprimary factor for whitetails. In
eastern United Statesand Canada, white-
tailed deer tend to replace moose not dueto
competition, but dueto the effects of
meningea worm.

Wild sheep and goats select strongly for
steep, rocky, openterrain not preferred by
whitetails. Pronghorn select for xeric habitat
also not preferred by whitetails. Competition
for spaceor forageisconsidered minimal
between white-tailed deer and these 3
ungulatesin ldaho.

Itissometimes hypothesized that inter-
breeding between white-tailed deer bucks
and mule deer does could contributeto
declinesin muledeer populations. Examina-
tion of deer at check stationsinldaho has
revealed very few obvioushybrid deer, but
genetic examination would berequired totest
thevalidity of thishypothesis.

Livestock and white-tailed deer use
Sympatric rangesin many portionsof Idaho.
Domestic grazing, depending uponthe
Situation, can either enhance or degrade
white-tailed deer habitat (Matschkeet al.
1984). Extensivegrazing of riparian areas
generdly reducesavailablehabitat for white-
tailed deer (Dusek et al. 1989).

Population Regulation
White-tailed deer populationsare
dependent on habitat quality and quantity.

Simply stated, when high quality habitatis
abundant, reproductiveratesarehigh,
surviva ishigh, and deer numberswill
increase. Asthe number of deer increases,
thereislessand lessforagefor eachindi-
vidud, until eventudly, reproduction dows,
andsurvivd
decreases, -
andtheherd
decreases.
Afterthe
population
declines, there
isagan
adequate
nutritionfor
remaning
animds, and
reproduction
andsurvivd
increase onceagan. Oneroleof huntingin
thismodel isto keep deer numbers suffi-
ciently low such that reproduction and
surviva ishigh, resultinginamorestable
population and aharvestable surplus of deer
eachyear.

Theforage competition model above
providesauseful overal framework for a
genera understanding of how ungulates
interact with the vegetative component of
their environment. However, other factors,
both density-independent and density-
dependent, may influenceapopulation more
than forage competition. The2 most promi-
nent factorsaffectingwhite-tailed deer in
|daho arewinter weather and predation.

Variouspopulationsof white-tailed deer
areregulated by different combinationsof
factors. A single population may beregulated
primarily by forageavailability oneyear, a
combination of forageavailability and winter
severity the next year, and forage and
predationthethird. Thekey to managing
these populationsisinunderstanding the
importance of theseinfluences, our ability to
modify theseinfluences, and our ability to
adapt to thoseinfluences.




Hunting

Human beingshave hunted white-tailed
deer for at least 15,000 yearsin North
America. Historicd information onregulated
harvestisavailableonly for thepast 140
years. In 1863 |daho Territory wasorga-
nized, including not
only al of present-day
Idaho, but all of
Montanaand much of
Wyoming. The
following year, thefirst
knownregtrictions
were placed on deer
hunting, dlowingno
hunting between
February 1 and June
30. Thefirst bag limit
of 4 deer was estab-
lishedin 1899, 9 years
after |daho’sstatehood. Hunting licenses
werefirst requiredin 1903. Closure of
hunting seasons by county occurred periodi-
caly during the early 1900sand numerous
legidatively created “ gamepreserves’ were
established to increase populations of game
animalsthroughout the state. Thefirst Game
Management Unit (GMU) wasestablishedin
1942 to help regul ate hunting, and by 1959
the entire state had been partitioned into the
present day framework.

During the 1950sand 1960swildlife
managerswere primarily concerned about
theeffectsof burgeoning ungulate popula-
tionsof the state, and their subsequent over-
browsing of winter ranges. Libera harvest
seasonswereinstituted in many partsof
| daho to reduce ungul ate popul ationsto
maintainwinter habitat ingood condition. In
responseto declining muledeer numbers,
more conservative deer hunting seasonswere
established inthemid-1970s. However,
relatively long seasonsweremaintained
wherewhite-tailed deer dominated the
harvest. Thefirst species-specific deer
season wasestablished in 1974 inthe
Clearwater Region, when GMU 11 was
closed to muledeer hunting, but remained
openfor generd white-tailed deer hunting.

During the 1980s, deer hunting seasons
wereliberalized to take advantage of in-
creasing populationsandto helpresolve
increasing depredation concerns. In 1985,
|ate season white-tailed deer opportunity,
already availablein 7 Clearwater and 9
Panhandle units, wasexpanded toinclude 7
additiona Clearwater units.

By themid-1990s, drought had forced
short, buck-only seasonsfor muledeer in
much of southern Idaho. Thiscontrasted with
long either-sex seasonsin northern 1daho,
leading to Clearwater Region concernsfor
trespassand high buck mortality. In 1998 the
|daho Fish & Game Commission established
the Clearwater Deer Tag to addressthese
local concerns caused by displacement of
huntersfrom southern Idaho.

Harvest Monitoring

Deer harvest data (both speciescom-
bined) in Idaho has been collected sincethe
early 1930s. Varioustechniques have been
used to estimate harvest including check
stations, tag returns, voluntary hunter reports,
random telephone surveys, and, currently, a
mandatory harvest report. Although not used
to estimate harvest, check stationsare
operated to provideimmediate feedback to
wildlifemanagersabout the hunting season,
serve asan enforcement tool, providean
opportunity for Department personnel and
gportsmento interact, and allow for collec-
tion of biological data. Estimatesderived
from therandom tel ephone survey (1982-
1998) and mandatory harvest reports (1998-
present) have produced themost reliable
results. Information collected includestotal
hunter numbers, success, species, sex, antler
points, GMU, weapon type, and days of
effort.

Trendsin harvest roughly correspond
withtrendsin deer populations. Thehighest
recorded harvest occurredin 1989 with an
estimated 95,200 deer harvested of which
18,300 werewhite-tailed deer. Peak white-
tailed deer harvest of 29,800 occurredin
1994.

Presumably, total statewide deer
harvest duringthemidto late 1900swas



dominated by muledeer. In1975the De-
partment began differentiating muledeer and
white-tailed deer harvest. In 1994 white-
tailed deer harvest exceeded mule deer
harvest, probably for thefirst timein recent
history. From 1994 through 2003, white-
tailed deer have averaged 43% of thetotal
statewide deer harvest.

Estimatesof total number of deer
hunters (both species) since 1982 indicate no
generd trend, varying between 107,300 and
154,500 huntersannudlly. Shiftsin distribu-
tion of hunters acrossthe state have occurred
during the past decade, primarily inresponse
to reduced mule deer hunting opportunity in
southern Idaho. Particularly during themid-
1990s, deer hunter numbersincreased inthe
Clearwater and Panhandleregionswhile
numbersdeclined in southern Idaho, follow-
ing significant muledeer mortality duringthe
winter of 1992/93. Thetag system prior to
thisplan did not alow the Department to
distinguish between muledeer or white-talled
deer hunters, alowing only an estimateof al
“deer” hunters.

Population Monitoring

Numeroustechniqueshave been used
throughout white-tailed deer rangeto esti-
mate popul ation size, including mark/recap-
ture, change-in-ratio, change-in-hunter-
success, catch-per-unit-effort, population
recongtruction, and aeriad surveys(Lanciaet
al. 1996).

Inmuch of NorthAmerica, white-tailed
deer are managed using harvest-based,
deterministic modeling. Thisapproach
functionsbest whenrecruitment ratesare
relaively constant, wherehuntingisthe
overwhelming source of mortality, and where
harvest informationisdetailed, usually
through someform of mandatory registration
combined with extensive check stationsor
locker checksof deer ages. In somearess,
winter severity influencesaremodeled to
correct for variationin recruitment and
surviva, andlimited aeria surveys, road-kill
indices, successrates, and other measures
areused to adjust thefinal population
estimate. Infrequently used techniques

include aerial and spotlight surveys, capture/
mark/recapturetechniques, pellet-count
indices, and catch-per-effort techniques.

Neither accounting-type model snor
popul ation reconstructions are appropriate
for useinmanagingwhite-tailed deerin
|daho dueto prominent influences of winter
severity and predation, therdatively minor
roleof huntinginoveral mortality, and lack
of detailed ageinformation of harvested
animds.

Wildlifemanagersin|daho haveprima-
rily used total harvest and changesin distri-
bution to monitor popul ation trends. Percent-
ageof antlerswith 4 or morepointsonthe
right side hasbeen usedin Idaho asanindex
tomaesurviva for monitoring total surviva.
Recent analys sindicatesthat the percentage
of antlered bucksinthe harvest with at least
4pointson1antlerisrelatively insengtiveto
changesin harvest or hunting season struc-
ture, aconsequence of therelatively narrow
rangeof hunting mortdity ratesobservedin
Idahowhitetails (IDFG unpubl. data).
Williamson (2003) recommended against use
of ageratiosfrom harvested animalsin
monitoring white-tailed deer populations. By
extension, management based smply on
antler point criteriamay beweak aswell.

Hunter successhasalso been used to
infer trend in Idaho, but thisindex isof
limited usefulnessin those unitswith both
white-tailed and mule deer becausebiologists
cannot distinguishwhich speciesthehunters
arepursuing. Changesin hunting regulations
further hinder thistechniqueintheanalyss
and long-term monitoring of white-tailed deer
populationsinthe state. Helicopter surveys
of winter rangeareperiodicaly beingusedin
afew locationsto monitor population trends.
Inldaho’sPanhandle Region, spotlight
surveysareused to evauate survival of
fawnsthrough summer.

It can bereasonably argued that white-
tailed deer management in Idaho doesnot
require close monitoring because population
changeisnotintegraly tied to changesin
hunting regulations. However, asolid moni-
toring program isneeded to give managers
theability to understand whenwhitetall




populations have changed, to adapt management to those changes, and to explain circum-
stancesto thepublic.

White-tailed Deer Research

Muledeer and elk have historically received research emphasisin | daho. Research on
whitetails has occurred sporadically and been primarily focused on habitat use, food habits,
and migration patterns (Thilenius 1960, Pengelly 1961, Thileniusand Hungerford 1967, Will
1972, Keay and Peek 1980, Owens 1981, Pauley 1990, Baumeister 1993, Secord et al.
1993). Additional work hasbeen compl eted to evaluate survival and cause-specific mortality
(IDFG unpubl. data). Studies have a so been conducted to determine behavior patterns of
white-tailed deer in Idaho (see Gladfelter 1966, Howard 1969).

Although some research has been conducted, the need still existsfor basic popula-
tion ecology datafor white-tailed deer in Idaho. Habitat use/relationship, survival,
mortality, and productivity information do not exist for most of 1daho’swhitetail popula-
tions. Additionally, managers need a cost-effective, reliable method to either enumerate
or index populations. The EHD outbreak in 2003 adds another series of questions about
long-term ramifications of the disease on popul ation dynamics.
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Chapter 3: Satus and Management

Deer hunter numbers (including both species) averageasparse 1.5 per squaremile,
although individua GMUscan rangeto 8 hunters per square mile. Currently, about 17,000
white-tailed deer are harvested annualy inldaho, dmost entirely in the northernthird of the
state. Bucks comprise 64% of the harvest with mature bucks being common. Currently, 23%
of theantlered harvest hasat least 5 antler pointson theright antler,

For dataanaysis purposes, |daho wasgrouped into 7 DataAnalysis Units based on
population characteristics, ecological issues, and loca management considerations. Overall,
|daho can be generali zed as predominantly public-owned, withawiderangeof terrain, land
uses, habitat types, and road densities (see Table 1; Figures 2, 3,4, and 5).

Most white-tailed deer populationsarefound in DAUs 1-3, located in the northern part
of thestate. DAUs4-7 encompass habitat with sparse white-tailed deer populations.

Table 1. Characteristics of Data Analysis Units (DAUS), 2004.

DataAnalysis Unit

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Private Ownership 36% 17% 4% <1% 26% 25% 4%
Magjor Land Use Forest | Forest| Agric. | Forest | Range | Forest | Range
Potential Forest A% 93% 4% 9%6% 20% 61% 4%
Roadless 2% 24% 3% 86% 3% 31% 12%
Hunter Density 32 15 31 06 13 22 08
Harvest Density 08 04 13 00 00 00 00
WT Success Rate 26% 23% 43% 5% 2% 1% 1%
Days per harvested 23 2 13 123 219 555 748
white-tailed deer
Antlered: % with 24% 1% 25% 21% 19% 5% 14%
5+ antler points

Satewide Management Direction

Based ontheopinion survey (seeAppendix 1), hunter satisfactionishigh for the number
of daysof white-tailed deer hunting opportunity offered under existing hunting seasons, the
opportunity to harvest awhite-tailed deer, and the opportunity to harvest amature white-
tailled deer buck. Theintent of thisplanisto continue management that resultsin high hunter
satisfaction. Another survey will be conducted prior to 2010 to reassess hunter satisfaction.
Management directionisto provide minimumsof 35,000 hunterswith 207,000 days of
recreation and the opportunity to harvest at |east 8,700 white-tailed deer bucks, of which at
least 15% have 5 or more pointson either antler.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 35,000 43,944
Hunter-daysof recreation 207,000 259,052
Buck harvest 8,700 10,900
% 5+ points 15% 23%




Figure 2. Topography of white-tailed deer Data Analysis Units in Idaho.

White-tailed Deer
Data Analysis Units

2005 - 2014

100 Miles




Figure 3. Land ownership patterns of white-tailed deer DAUs in Idaho.
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Figure 4. Land use patterns of white-tailed deer DAUs in Idaho.
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Figure 5. Road density patterns of white-tailed deer DAUs in Idaho.
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DAU 1: Northern Forest

Description

ThisDAU includesGMUs1, 2, 3,4, 4A, 5, and 6. Themagjority of the DAU isconifer-
ousforest habitat with highroad densitiesin public ownership. Hunter densitiesarerelatively
high, successrates are moderate, and the opportunity to harvest amature buck white-tailed
deer ishigh. Current hunting seasonsfor white-tailed deer are 26 to 31 daysinlength, with
hunters ableto harvest either-sex, season-long.

Historical Per spective

Prior to the 1900s, deer were apparently relatively scarce, existing dongtheriversand
edges of mature conifer standsand within younger standscreated by fire, disease, and
insects. Asmining, logging, and therailroads entered the picture around theturn of the
century, deer habitat began to change s owly. The period from 1910to 1931 included five
major fires, each creating hundreds of thousandsof acresof younger forestsbeneficial to
white-talled deer. The newly-created habitat and amgor predator control program allowed
deer numbersto continuethisgrowth, eventhrough five mgor die-offs: 1927, 1932, 1946,
1948, and 1949.

Concern about “over-browsed winter ranges’ and “too many deer” prompted liberal
hunting seasonsin an effort to reduce deer numbersintheearly 1950s. Long seasonswere
therulefrom 1954 through 1974.

By theearly 1970s, deer numbers had come down substantially from the peak numbers
inthe 1950sand 1960s. Hunting seasonswere shortened, but no mgjor habitat-creating fires
had occurred for over 40 years. Since shorter seasons began in the mid-1970s, the number
of whitetailskilled by huntersin the Panhandle haveincreased from 3,000 per year to 10,000
per year.

Management Direction

White-tailed deer are more abundant than mule deer inthisDAU. Management empha
sswill beto maintain white-tailed deer popul ationsthat support hunting recreation and hunter
satisfaction at recent or higher levels.

Objectivesand Status
Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 14,000 17,333
Hunter-daysof recreation 85,000 106,600
Buck harvest 2,700 3,400
% 5+ points 17% 24%




DAU 1: Northern Forest

Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 4A, 6

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 3.2
Harvest per square mile: 0.8
Square Miles: 6,299 Success Rate: 26%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 23
Antlered: % 5+ points 24%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
80% 40%
- 60% 30%
E 40% A § 20% W
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Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 28834 31364 26544 32137 27299 NA NA 16028 22989 20906
Hunter Days 296900 341936 218983 190208 160019 NA NA 93040 146394 121217
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 10832 10590 8398 3504 3977 4174 4778 5961 4478 5123

Male 6668 7117 3812 2324 2993 2697 3074 3779 3057 3419
Female 4164 3473 4586 1180 984 1477 1704 2182 1421 1704
Whitetail Success Rate 38% 34% 32% 1% 15% NA NA 37% 19% 25%
Antlered: % 5+ points 26% 17% 24% 22% 22% 17% 24% 22% 25% 25%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 31 35 50 21
Hunter Days 144 407 178
Harvest Total 9 13 18 7
Male 8 13 18 7
Female 1 0 0 0
Success Rate 29% 37% 36% 33%
Antlered: % 5+ points 0% 0% 0% 0%
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 28834 31364 26544 32137 27299 NA NA 16063 23039 20927
Hunter Days 296900 341936 218983 190208 160019 NA NA 93184 146801 121395
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 10832 10590 8398 3504 3977 4174 4787 5974 4496 5130
Male 6668 7117 3812 2324 2993 2697 3082 3792 3075 3426
Female 4164 3473 4586 1180 984 1477 1705 2182 1421 1704
Success Rate 38% 34% 32% 11% 15% 37% 20% 25%
Antlered: % 5+ points 26% 17% 24% 22% 22% 17% 24% 22% 25% 25%
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DAU 1: Northern Forest

Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 4A, 6

Private ownership 36%
Major land use- Forest
Potential Forest- 94%
Roadless Area - <1%
60%
Land Owner Acres 48%
B.L.M. 114,201
Bureau of Indian Affairs 7,094  40% 4 36%
Forest Service 1,939,716
Nat'l Parks & Monuments 991
Open water 141,051 2% oo
Private 1,442,719 3% 3%
0% % 0%
State of Idaho 382,886 gy, | =1 % = | | | |
U.S. Fish & Wildlife 2,685 s 5., 38 g 2 B g % o <.
- 38z £z 5 @ g z 25 6 =
o e2g &8 =5 < < 32 Le
@ 5 5 g w2
zZ s le) =
100%
Land Use Acres o0
Agriculture, Dryland 530,814 8%
Forest 3,099,378  60% 1
Rangeland 200,292  40% -
Riparian 38,204  ,pq | 13%
5% , 5 %
Urban 38764 | [T | —_— 1% % >
Water 123,711 g g 2 < < 5
R 5 2 kS £ 5
3= - o pe3 > =
g% & :
50%
Road Density Acres 1%
None (< 0.2 mi./sq. mi.) 233,762  40% | 37%
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi.) 150,487
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi./sq. mi.) 250,071 30% 1
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,496,223,y |
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,653,629
Very High (>= 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 244,387  10% - 6% 2 6% 6%
0% l l | | | | | |
None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
- - 100%
Potential Vegetation Acres
Agricultural 140,603 77%
Cold Forest 64,000 "1
Dry Forest 592,806
Dry Grass 1,483 %]
Moist Forest 3,088,323
Riparian Shrub 494 0%
Riparian Woodland 2,965
20% 159
Urban 6,178
Water 131 ,707 3% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%
0% 1,
© b7} ] @ k7 o) c T c 5
5 o o © [ 2 S & 3 ®
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DAU 2: Central Forest

Description

ThisDAU includesGMUs7,9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 23, and 24. The mgjority of
thisDAU consstsof coniferousforest habitat with moderateto high road densities. A high
percentage of thelandinthisDAU isunder public (USFS) ownership. Hunter densities,
successrates, and the opportunity to harvest amature buck white-tailed deer areal moder-
ate. Current general any-weapon deer hunting seasonsfor whitetailsrun from October 10to
November 20 (42 days) for most of theunitsinthisDAU (10, 12, 14, 15, 16, and 18) and
are open for elither-sex, season-long. Units 7 and 9 have a 25 day (October 10 to November
3) either-sex season. The season in Units 23 and 24 runsfrom October 5 to October 31 (27
days) for antlered deer. Antlerless deer can betaken during these same dates, but only by
youth hunters (hunters 12 — 17 yearsof age). Additionally, an extraantlerless controlled hunt
isheldinportions of Units 15 and 16 to address depredations on private property.

Historical Per spective

White-tailed deer populationsinthisDAU werehistorically low. Accountsfrom Lewis
and Clark during the 1800s suggested that very few anima swerefound throughout the
Clearwater River country. Populations probably did not change much until the early 1900s
whenfires converted large expanses of dense coniferousforest into amosaic of vegetation
success on types. Logging aso contributed to creating amosai c of brush fieldsand uneven-
aged forest stands. Popul ations probably peaked around the 1940s-1950s, followed by a
dight decline. Currently, populationsare high.

Historically, white-tailed deer and mule deer weremanaged asa*“ single species.” a
singlegenera season harvest framework was established for both species. In 1973 the
Department began to offer species-specific seasonsinthe Clearwater Region.

These unitshave elther-sex hunting seasonsin October. During the mid-1980sthewhite-
tailed deer hunting season was extended into mid-November. In 1990 most November
white-tailed deer seasons became either-sex hunts. In 1997 an extradoe tag was established
inUnit 16 south of the Selway River. In 1998 the Clearwater Deer Tag was established.

Management Direction

White-tailed deer are more abundant than mule deer inthisDAU. Management empha
sswill beto maintain white-tailed deer popul ationsthat support hunting recreation and hunter
satisfaction at recent or higher levels.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 5,200 6,491
Hunter-daysof recreation 25,500 31,835
Buck harvest 1,500 1,900
% 5+ points 10% 17%




DAU 2: Central Forest

Units 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 23, 24

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 1.6
Harvest per square mile: 04
Square Miles: 6,879 Success Rate: 24%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 20
Antlered: % 5+ points 17%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
80% 40%
e 60% - € 30% A
S 0% | 8 20% |
2 o] Hw \‘ 8 W
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Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 14850 15775 12031 18202 13172 NA NA 8446 12263 10860
Hunter Days 120664 126367 77925 87399 72227 NA NA 40746 65091 53927
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 4718 4600 2999 3004 2828 1910 2505 2858 2494 1954

Male 3207 3651 2085 2128 1926 1393 1846 2023 1759 1401
Female 1511 949 914 876 902 517 659 835 735 553
Whitetail Success Rate 32% 29% 25% 17% 21% NA NA 34% 20% 18%
Antlered: % 5+ points 21% 16% 16% 12% 16% 15% 17% 16% 17% 18%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 100 79 0 225 100 100 325 472 761 241
Hunter Days 1706 1910 1026
Harvest Total 14 63 0 104 55 58 267 306 329 144
Male 14 63 0 0 0 172 196 211 20
Female 0 0 104 55 58 95 110 118 124
Success Rate 14% 80% 46% 55% 58% 82% 65% 43% 60%
Antlered: % 5+ points 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 14950 15854 12031 18427 13272 NA NA 8918 13024 11101
Hunter Days 120664 126367 77925 87399 72227 NA NA 42452 67001 54953
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 4732 4663 2999 3108 2883 1968 2772 3164 2823 2098
Male 3221 3714 2085 2128 1926 1393 2018 2219 1970 1421
Female 1511 949 914 980 957 575 754 945 853 677
Success Rate 32% 29% 25% 17% 22% 35% 22% 19%
Antlered: % 5+ points 21% 16% 16% 12% 16% 15% 17% 16% 17% 18%
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DAU 2: Central Forest

Units 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 23, 24

Private ownership 17%
Major land use- Forest
Potential Forest- 93%
Roadless Area - 24%
100%
Land Owner Acres 78%
B.L.M. 60,193 80%
Bureau of Indian Affairs 607 0%
Bureau of Reclamation 423
Forest Service 3,451,909 40% -
Military Reservations 2,540 20 | 17%
Nat'l Parks & Monuments 1,915 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% I_l 39,
Open water 40,809 0% ‘ —=—
State of Idaho 112,680 = g §E &8 ¥ 5 L
Land Use Acres 100% 82%
Agriculture, Dryland 103,720  80%
Agriculture, Irrigated 117,403  60% -
Forest 3,592,270 409
Rangeland 552,322 20% 13%
Riparian 16,636 2% 3% 0 0% 0% 0%
Urban 485 T 5 P - - - -
Water 20,028 =5 2 s 3 H g g
56 5% s ©
40% 37%
Road Density Acres
None (< 0.2 mi./sq. mi.) 1,064,530
30% - 26%
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi.) 208,310 24%
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi./sq. mi.) 124,541 20% |
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,158,183
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,636,085
Very High (>= 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 212,758 10% 1 5% 29 5%
0% | | | | | |
None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
Potential Vegetation Acres 80%
Agricultural 181,128
Alpine 247  60% - 58%
Cold Forest 585,640
Cool Shrub 11,861
Dry Forest 976,808 %% |
Dry Grass 56,340 29%
Dry Shrub 7,907 20% A 13%
Moist Forest 2,532,830
Riparian Shrub 1,730 Iﬁl 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Riparian Woodland 13,838 0% = 0 = 5 - ” 5 = s @ % c .
Rock 088 gggggggégégégg
Urban 1,236 5 = 8 &2 & & B § mg
Water 33,853 < ° © =
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DAU 3: Northern Agriculture

Description

ThisDAU includesGMUS5, 8, 8A, 10A, 11, 11A, and 13. Themajority of thisDAU
consistsof private property andisnearly equally split between dryland agricultureand
coniferousforest habitats. Road densitiesare moderate. Hunter densities, successrates, and
the opportunity to harvest amature buck white-tailed deer areamongst the highest inthe
state. Therelatively large private property component of thisDAU hasled to anumber of
management challengesincluding: depredationson agricultura crops, achieving adequate
antlerlessharvest, and tensions between landowners and sportsmen over access/trespass
issues. Current hunting seasonsfor white-tailed deer rangefrom a53-day either-sex season
inUnits8 and 8A down to a25-day season for antlered deer with a7-day antlerless season
inUnit 13. All seasonsopen on October 10, except for Unit 5which hasaNovember 1
opener. Additionally, controlled huntsfor extraantlerlessdeer areheldin Units 8, 8A, 10A,
and 11A asapopulation control measure.

Historical Per spective

White-tailled deer populationsinthisDAU werehistorically low. Accountsfrom Lewis
and Clark during the 1800s suggested that very few anima swerefound throughout the
Clearwater River country. Populations probably did not change much until the early 1900s
when largefiresand settlement by humans, including grazing of domestic livestock and
clearing of land for agricultural purposes, changed the landscape. L ogging a so converted
dense coniferousforestsinto amosaic of vegetation-success on typesand intensified through-
out thelate 20" century. Currently, populationsare at historic highs.

Historically, white-tailed deer and mule deer weremanaged asa“ single species.” a
singlegenera season harvest framework was established for both species. In 1973 the
Department began to offer speci es-specific seasonsinthe Clearwater Region.

These units haveether-sex hunting seasonsin October. During the mid-1980s buck
seasonsinmost unitswereinto mid-November. In 1990 most November white-tailed deer
seasonswere changed to elther-sex hunts. In 1997 an extradoe tag was established inthe
southern portion of Unit 10A and the southeastern portion of 11A. The 11A hunt wasex-
panded to includethe entireunit in 2000 and to include antlerlessmule deer. In 1998 the
Clearwater Deer Tag was established.

Management Direction

White-tailed deer are more abundant than mule deer inthisDAU. Management empha
sswill beto maintain hunting recreation and hunter satisfaction at or near recent levels.
Additionally, management actionsdesigned to maintain adequate harvest pressureon
antlerlesswhitetailswill beapriority in order to addressdepredation concerns.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 12,700 15,861
Hunter-daysof recreation 81,000 101,135
Buck harvest 4,300 5,400
% 5+ points 17% 25%




DAU 3: Northern Agriculture

Units 5, 8, 8A, 10A, 11, 11A, 13

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 3.4
Harvest per square mile: 1.5
Square Miles: 5,698 Success Rate: 44%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 13
Antlered: % 5+ points 25%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
80% 40%
£ 60% £ 30% W
8 40% M g 20%
£ 20% 2 105 |
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RS S (1905 (1961' AR (19@ v
Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 19925 16600 18266 24019 19754 NA NA 14252 20727 18240
Hunter Days 185528 153467 148048 155040 131659 NA NA 82442 128448 106058
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 12614 10186 8915 7307 8160 6404 7212 8265 7377 7176
Male 8491 7099 5916 5104 5580 4360 5066 5421 4896 5067
Female 4123 3087 2999 2203 2580 2044 2146 2844 2481 2109
Whitetail Success Rate 63% 61% 49% 30% 41% NA NA 58% 36% 39%
Antlered: % 5+ points 24% 26% 22% 20% 20% 18% 25% 23% 25% 28%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 550 350 350 638 884 2229 1265.5
Hunter Days 3673 6218 7020
Harvest Total 284 173 135 501 577 946 825
Male 0 0 0 311 253 335 124
Female 284 173 135 190 324 611 701
Success Rate 52% 49% 39% 79% 65% 42% 65%
Antlered: % 5+ points 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 19925 16600 18266 24569 20104 NA NA 15136 22956 19506
Hunter Days 185528 153467 148048 155040 131659 NA NA 86115 134666 113078
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 12614 10186 8915 7591 8333 6539 7713 8842 8323 8001
Male 8491 7099 5916 5104 5580 4360 5377 5674 5231 5191
Female 4123 3087 2999 2487 2753 2179 2336 3168 3092 2810
Success Rate 63% 61% 49% 31% 41% 58% 36% 41%
Antlered: % 5+ points 24% 26% 22% 20% 20% 18% 25% 23% 25% 28%
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DAU 3: Northern Agriculture

Units 5, 8, 8A, 10A, 11, 11A, 13

80%

Private ownership
Major land use-
Potential Forest-
Roadless Area -

74%

Agriculture

49%
3%

Land Owner Acres
B.L.M. 72,588 60% -
Bureau of Indian Affairs 36,932
Forest Service 397,642  40% 1
Military Reservations 13,354
Nat'l Parks & Monuments 149 2% . 1% 10%
Open water 53450 gy | e 0 [] 0% ok _T% 1
St 2rass
State of Idaho 358,053 @ 2§ Fz ¢ = £ 58
58 = =5 g
i g 22 ©
Land Use Acres 100%
Agriculture, Dryland 1,748,873  80%
Agriculture, Irrigated 31 60%q  48% 45%
Forest 1,629,067 40 |
Rangeland 205,109 20% - »
Riparian 625 0% 0% 0% %
Urban 15761 T . » - c - -
Water 47,829 g g % éi 5 é) :0% g g
E,, (=) :(5, = 8
50%
Road Density Acres 43%
None (< 0.2 mi./sq. mi.) 114,123  40%
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi.) 51,362
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi/sq. mi.) 893,833 0% 25% 220
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi/sq. mi.) 1,561,008 5y, |
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 801,434
Very High (>= 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 226,074  10% - » 6%
LY A — .L. | |
None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
Potential Vegetation Acres 00%
Agricultural 1,571,513
Cold Forest 6,522 43%
Cool Shrub 494  40% A
Dry Forest 897,824
Dry Grass 203,759 25% 24%
Dry Shrub 3,859, |
Moist Forest 891,410
Riparian Shrub 15,816 6%
Riparian Woodland 741 0% 0% |_| 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Urban 17,627 0% T - L s g g - = .o = n
Water 38,269 % £ £ g g £ g £ % % £ g
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DAU 4: Backcountry

Description

ThisDAU includesGMUs 16A, 17, 19, 19A, 20, 20A, 26, and 27. Themgjority of
thisDAU isclassified aswilderness. Land ownership isover 99% USFS. Road densitiesare
extremely low, with most roads acting as peripheral accessto the Selway-Bitterroot, Gospel
Hump, and Frank Church River of No Return wildernessareas. Thislow road density
contributestorelatively low deer vulnerability inthearea Habitat variesfrommesicforest
conditionsinthe Selway River drainageto dry, open pine/grassland habitat in the Salmon
River drainage. Hunter densitiesarelow and any-weapon seasonsarelonginthisDAU.

Historical Per spective

Littlequantifiableinformation existson present or historic white-tailed deer populations
inthisDAU. Inthelate 1980sand early 1990s, white-tailed deer and mule deer were
managed asa” singlespecies’ withasingle, general, either-sex season framework that ran
from 15 September to 18 November. In 1997, the bag limit in thisDAU south of the Salmon
River was changed to bucks-only in responseto deer herd (primarily mule deer) declines
from the severe 1992-93 winter. The Clearwater deer tag was established in 1998 for
hunting deer inthe Clearwater Region, which affected landsinthisDAU north of the Salmon
River. Further management changesin 2000 included converting genera seasonsto con-
trolled huntsfor deer south of the Salmon River during the morevulnerable periodsinlate
October and November. Therugged and remote nature of thisareawill continueto limit the
impactsof humanson white-tailed deer and habitat.

Management Direction

Muledeer aremore abundant than white-tailed deer inthisDAU. Management emphasiswill
beto maintainthe“ single species’ approach. White-tailed deer populationswill bemain-
tained to support hunting recreation and hunter satisfaction at recent or higher levels.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 700 847
Hunter-daysof recreation 3,500 4,410
% 5+ points 10% 21%




DAU 4: Backcountry

Units 16A, 17, 19, 19A, 20, 20A, 26, 27

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 0.6
Harvest per square mile: 0.0
Square Miles: 5,873 Success Rate: 5%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 123
Antlered: % 5+ points 21%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
40% 40%
g 30% . 30%
8 20% § 20% |
£ 10% > & 10% -
0% [ T 0% _—
& FEE S 2888888588 ¢
Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 7197 10185 6911 7013 6491 NA NA 2581 4671 3587
Hunter Days 48274 70601 43997 77700 37639 NA NA 14188 29592 19483
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 485 1151 617 248 321 122 204 208 144 164
Male 371 1015 477 230 280 98 158 156 107 125
Female 114 136 140 18 41 24 46 52 37 39
Whitetail Success Rate 7% 11% 9% 4% 5% NA NA 8% 3% 5%
Antlered: % 5+ points 23% 23% 29% 20% 7% 20% 32% 21% 19% 24%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 7197 10185 6911 7013 6491 NA NA 2581.4 4671 3587
Hunter Days 48274 70601 43997 77700 37639 NA NA 14188 29592 19483
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 485 1151 617 248 321 122 204 208 144 164
Male 371 1015 477 230 280 98 158 156 107 125
Female 114 136 140 18 41 24 46 52 37 39

Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points

7%
23%

1%
23%

9%
29%

4%
20%

5%
7%

8%

20% 32% 21%

3%
19%

5%
24%
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DAU 4: Backcountry

Units 16A, 17, 19, 19A, 20, 20A, 26, 27

Private ownership <1%
Major land use- Forest
Potential Forest- 96%
Roadless Area - 86%
100% 903
Land Owner Acres 80%
B.L.M. 11,935 60% |
Forest Service 3,723,438 0% |
Open water 1,567 0%
Private 13,907 0% 0% 0% 0%
State of Idaho 7508 " Z . 8 = 5 P .
4 32 ST 3 25
@ e8 © = £ 53
Land Use Acres 100% Sk
Forest 3,636,536  80%
Rangeland 121,909 4oy |
40%
20% | 2%
4
100%
Road Density Acres 86%
Not Classified 494 80%
None (< 0.2 mi./sg. mi.) 3,228,312
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi 102,993 0%
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi./sq. mi.) 48,119 40 |
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi./sq. mi.; 182,184
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 191,210  20% 1 . % 59%
Very High (>= 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 5,904 - 0% | | 3% | 1% — = 0%
Unclassified None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
. : 60%
Potential Vegetation Acres
Alpine 5,830
Cold Forest 1,531,323 41%
Cool Shrub 87,049 40%
Dry Forest 1,173,287 31%
Dry Grass 59,624 24%
Dry Shrub 5,679 L4, |
Moist Forest 888,956
Riparian Shrub 368
Riparian Woodland 1,729 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Rock 2384 % = " 7 s 2 2 e = -
Woodland 2,495 s 5 & 5 & : FP & 843 & 3
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DAU 5. Rangeland- Riparian Habitat

Description

ThisDAU includesGMUs 21, 21A, 28, 29, 30, 30A, 36A, 36B, 37, 37A, 38, 39, 50,
51,58, 59, 59A, 60, 60A, 62, 63A, 64, 65, 67, and 68A. ThisDAU isamix of several
habitat typesfrom coniferousforest to rangelandsand riparian habitats. Most white-tailed
deer habitat ison privatelands. White-tailed deer hunter dengitiesarerelatively low, success
ratesarelow, and the opportunity to harvest amature buck white-tailed deer ismoderate.
Current genera hunting seasonsfor white-tailed deer are structured mainly for muledeer.

Historical Per spective

Historica accountsindicatethat white-tailed deer werenativeto thearea. At theturn of
the century, white-tailed deer wererelatively scarce, most likely because of unregul ated
subsistence harvest by early settlers. At one point white-tailed deer were apparently reintro-
duced in theriver bottoms of the South Fork and North Fork of the Snake River. No
records of thistrand ocation can befound, but it occurredin 1957. Sincethe early 1980s
white-tailed deer have expanded and grown in number. They have moved farther up the
South Fork and Henry’s Fork of the Snake River. Currently they exist dong riversand
creeks, and have spread into thick conifer and aspen standsin some areas. Within more
northern units, whitetailsaretill limited toriparian corridorsa ong mg or drainagesand
numbersappear relatively stable.

Arearesdentsin southern unitsarereporting that morewhite-tailed deer inhabit the
area. Thereareno survey datafor white-tailed deer, and existing harvest datacould be
mid eading dueto incons stent seasonsand anincreased popul arity of white-tailed deer
hunting. It doesappear that popul ationshaveincreased.

Loca hunterswerenot traditionally white-tailed deer hunters. The sportisgaining
popularity inthe areathough. Thiscould be dueto restricted mule deer seasons, decreased
numbersof mule deer in someareas, increasesin white-tailed deer populations, and attractive
controlled hunting opportunities.

Other wild ungulateswithinthe DAU include mule deer, ek, antel ope, moose, bighorn
sheep, and mountain goats. None are believed to belimiting white-tailed deer numbers.

M oose and white-tailed deer use similar habitatsand forageinthe DAU but no problemis
foreseen. Thereisconcern that aswhite-tailed deer move out of theriver bottoms, they could
bein competition with mule deer for forage and space and may interferewith breeding.

Management Direction

White-tailed deer will be managed in appropriate habitatsinthisDAU. White-tailed
deer populationswill be maintained to support hunting recreation and hunter satisfaction at
recent or higher levels.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 900 1,150
Hunter-daysof recreation 4,700 5,900
% 5+ points 10% 19%




DAU 5: Rangeland-Riparian Habitat
Units 21, 21A, 28, 29, 30, 30A, 36A, 36B, 37, 37A, 38, 39, 50, 51, 58,
59, 59A, 60, 60A, 62, 63A, 64, 65, 67, 68A

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 1.3
Harvest per square mile: 0.0
Square Miles: 17,859 Success Rate: 2%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 219
Antlered: % 5+ points 19%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
40% 40%
+« 30% « 30%
E 20% E 20%
g 10% &_’ 10%
0% 0% T T T T T T T T
\q%“ \chb \q@b q’@o (19@, \&v \qu) \qq% '190% (]951/

Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 22278 21356 22080 29001 23815 NA NA 18611 27004 21934
Hunter Days 128345 131379 125196 146993 126826 NA NA 74340 123816 88165
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 454 815 618 318 339 283 351 618 469 223

Male 285 577 458 273 293 197 272 383 358 182
Female 169 238 160 45 46 86 79 235 111 41
Whitetail Success Rate 2% 4% 3% 1% 1% NA NA 3% 2% 1%
Antlered: % 5+ points 15% 0% 1% 7% 9% 10% 12% 19% 17% 22%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 22278 21356 22080 29001 23815 NA NA 18611 27004 21934
Hunter Days 128345 131379 125196 146993 126826 NA NA 74340 123816 88165
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 454 815 618 318 339 283 351 618 469 223
Male 285 577 458 273 293 197 272 383 358 182
Female 169 238 160 45 46 86 79 235 111 41
Success Rate 2% 4% 3% 1% 1% 3% 2% 1%
Antlered: % 5+ points 15% 0% 1% 7% 9% 10% 12% 19% 17% 22%
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DAU 5: Rangeland-Riparian Habitat

Units 21, 21A, 28, 29, 30, 30A, 36A, 36B,

37, 37A, 38, 39, 50, 51, 58, 59, 59A, Private ownership 26%
60, 60A, 62, 63A, 64, 65, 67, 68A Major land use- Rangeland
Potential Forest- 20%
Roadless Area - 35%
50%
Land Owner Acres 43%
B.L.M. 2,651,153 409 | [ ]
Bureau of Indian Affairs 78,907
Bureau of Reclamation 206,869  30% 1 23% 26%
Department of Energy 32,083
Forest Service 4,880,557 2°%
Military Reservations 9.274 . |
National Parks & Monuments 3,971 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 4% 0%
Open water 120,537 0% ‘ 0/ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Private 2,981,896 = 58 g Tt g e
State of Idaho 462,937 @ gt £3 gEE g L2
U.S. Fish & Wildlife 1,498 g 8 =g S
Land Use Acres 100%
Agriculture, Dryland 249,389 80% 1
Agriculture, Irrigated 1,762,493  60% 46%
Forest 3,774,623 409 33%
Rangeland 5,304,402 ., 15% |
Riparian 121,458 2% 1% 0% 1% 1%
Rock 14263 T |®_| " - - - - "
Urban 117,842 23 28 5 T 5 & £ 5
Water 84,602 £8 £ s 4
< < o
Road Density Acres 40% 35%
Not Classified 9,431
None (< 0.2 mi./sq. mi.) 3,959,205 0% a5
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi 696,613 20% | 19%
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,653,326 14%
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi./sq. mi., 2,582,198 449, 6% - -
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 2,149,180 ' |_| 3%
Very High (>= 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 379,319 0% o : : : : : | 1
Unclassified None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
25%
Potential Vegetation Acres 22%
Agricultural 1,752,712
Alpine 22,444 20%1 18%
Cold Forest 1,717,243 15%
Cool Shrub 1,386,375 15%
Dry Forest 2,058,422 12%
Dry Grass 923,796 . |
Dry Shrub 2,465,052 8%
Moist Forest 416,070
Not Classified 11,653 % 4% %
Riparian Shrub 50,642 0% 0% 0% I_l % 0% oy
Riparian Woodland 283,659 0% : :
Rock 97,157 T £ ¢ 2 & & 2 8 B 2 osE %3 %
Urban 30,207 g = £ 2 e 2 2 & & 2 BB >
Water 3,640 2 § 8§ o &8 S5 g g § °F
Woodland 212,423 2z
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DAU 6: Dryland Forest

Description

ThisDAU includesGMUs 22, 25, 31, 32, 32A, 33, 34, 35, 36, 43, 44, 48, 49, 61,
and 62A. ThisDAU isgeneraly described ashaving dryland forest habitat. These habitats
vary from high elevation lodgepol e pineforests (GM Us 62A and 36), mountainousterrain
with Douglasfir communities primarily on north and east facing dopes (GMUs 43 and 48), to
relatively open ponderosapineforestswith grassunderstories (GMUs 22 and 25). Road
denstiesaremoderate and approximately 75% of the DAU isin public ownership. White-
tailed deer densitiesarelow and thewhitetail harvest comprises|essthan 1% of the statewide
harvest. Current antlered deer hunting seasonsare 20-27 daysin length.

Historical Per spective

Historically, white-tailed deer numbershaveremained low inthisDAU. Habitatsare
generally better suited for muledeer. In GMUs 22 and 25, whitetallshaveincreased dightly in
recent yearsbut densitiesremain low. In GMUs 61 and 62A, whitetailsare generally associ-
ated with riparian habitatsal ong the Henry’ s Fork, Camas Creek and tributariesand densities
haveremained low and stable. In GMUs43, 44, 48, 49 and 35, whitetall observationsare
rare.

Historically, hunting seasons have cons dered white-tail ed deer and mule deer together
allowing that take of either speciesduring the deer season.

Management Direction

Potentia for increasing white-tailed deer populationsin DAU 6islimited because of
habitat and elevational constraints. Inmost of the DAU, futureincreasesin whitetall numbers
will be associ ated with riparian habitats along major drainages. Muledeer will continueto
receive primary management emphasisand whitetall densitiesand harvest are expected to
reman|ow.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minmum 3-Year Average
Hunters 1,000 1,230
Hunter-daysof recreation 2,100 2,627
% 5+ points 10% 5%




DAU 6: Dryland Forest

Units: 22, 25, 31, 32, 32A, 33, 34, 35, 36, 43, 44, 48, 49, 61, 62A

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 2.2
Harvest per square mile: 0.0
Square Miles: 10,609 Success Rate: 1%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 555
Antlered: % 5+ points 5%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
40% 40%
w 30% - 30%
E 20% E 20% -
L 00 £ o M
0 Lo=0"0—0_o_ —o—0 0%
\qu‘\qq@ \qqq’ '96\ \Qq‘b \&q Q/QQQ (190" (1961' (196” \ojqb‘@q@\qq@@é\ \qca‘b\qqc” Q,QQQ q/@" (190'1' (1965
Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 18828 22344 16876 26248 24791 NA NA 18855 27569 22673
Hunter Days 105001 133693 87453 124126 134419 NA NA 68894 123201 86755
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 115 764 479 274 246 235 131 239 133 130
Male 115 662 319 256 226 171 106 165 99 91
Female 0 102 160 18 20 64 25 74 34 39
Whitetail Success Rate 1% 3% 3% 1% 1% NA NA 1% 0% 1%
Antlered: % 5+ points 20% 0% 13% 4% 0% 8% 7% 7% 4% 4%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 18828 22344 16876 26248 24791 NA NA 18855 27569 22673
Hunter Days 105001 133693 87453 124126 134419 NA NA 68894 123201 86755
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 115 764 479 274 246 235 131 239 133 130
Male 115 662 319 256 226 171 106 165 99 91
Female 0 102 160 18 20 64 25 74 34 39

Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points

1%
20%

3%
0%

3%
13%

1%
4%

1%

0% 8%

7%

1%
7%

0%
4%

1%
4%
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DAU 6: Dryland Forest

Units 22, 25, 31, 32, 32A, 33, 34, 35,

36, 43, 44, 48, 49, 61, 62A Private ownership 25%
Major land use- Forest
Potential Forest- 61%
Roadless Area - 31%
80%
Land Owner Acres
B.LM. 659,429 ., | o1%
Bureau of Reclamation 32,977
Forest Service 4,126,497 40%
Nat'l Parks & Monuments 201 25%
Open water 36,437 20%
Private 1,674,024 10% %
State of Idaho 260,277 | | 0% 0% 1% —
= 5 5 g8 b2 g g Se
s 5: 23 &t : g3
Land Use Acres 100%
Agriculture, Dryland 68,954  80%
Agriculture, Irrigated 329,192  60% | 56%
Forest 3,800,015 g0, | 37%
Rangeland 2,510,279 ., | .
Riparian 48,272 ) 1% 5% 1% 0% 0%
Rock 1160 P B - - . - -
Urban 9,797 2 g =4 5 $ § & £
Water 22,148 55 5% 5 &
40%
Road Density Acres
None (< 0.2 mi/sq. mi.) 2,121,647 30% | 1% .
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi.) 613,316 °
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi./sq. mi.) 738,598 20 | 20%
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,777,182
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 1,368,964 9% 1%
Very High (>= 4.7 mi/sq. mi.) 168,773 10% 1 »
0% —1
None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
: : 40%
Potential Vegetation Acres
Agricultural 680,528 30%
Alpine 11,614 30%
Cold Forest 2,048,009
Cool Shrub 749,471 21%
Dry Forest 1,400,736 2%
Dry Grass 676,080 0% 11% 1% \0%
Dry Shrub 299,492 4o,
Moist Forest 689,918 4%
Riparian Shrub 2,224 0% |_| 0% IZ_%I 0% 0% 0% 1%
Riparian Woodland 138,379 T s = % 5 .= = = 3 =
Urban 5,436 5 T %3 & & 5 % § & 2 S
Water 13,097 = 8
Woodland 63,753
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DAU 7: Southern Idaho

Description

ThisDAU representsawide spectrum of productivity. High productivity areasinclude
magjor riparian areas such asthe Snake River drainage, irrigated agricultural areas, and high
elevation forested areas. Predominant vegetation typesinthisDAU includedry shrub, cool
shrub, and agricultura types. Approximately 7% of the DAU iscomprised of riparian wood-
land, riparian shrub, and cold forest vegetation types. Current vegetation communitiesarea
result of agricultural practices, fire suppression, and urban development. Riparian areashave
decreased and become fragmented due devel opment and grazing practices.

Approximately 59% of thelandinthisDAU ispublicly owned. TheBLM administersa
majority of thepubliclandinthisDAU. TheUSFSand IDL administer nearly equal amounts
of theremaining publicland. Other significant non-private ownership consistsof Department
of Energy land, primarily theINEEL site, and Bureau of IndianAffairsland, primarily the Fort
Hall Indian Reservation. Approximately 34% of the DAU iscomposed of privateland.
Rangeland isthe predominant land use comprising approximately 59% of the DAU. Other
sgnificant land usesinclude dryland agriculture, irrigated agriculture, and forested lands.

White-tailed deer distributionincreased dowly inthisDAU over the past severa
decades. Movement aong riparian corridors has caused new accounts of white-tailed deer
throughout the DAU. White-tailed deer popul ation numbers haveincreased in some portions
of theDAU, whilethey remain constant in other areas. White-tailed deer remain uncommon
inthisDAU and are secondary to mule deer inthisDAU with regard to hunter preference.

Thereissome public concern regarding potential competition between thetwo deer
speciesinthefuture.

Historical Per spective

White-tailed deer populationsinthisDAU have historically been low to non-existent.
Thereare no accounts of white-tailed deer in Osborne Russell’s* Journal of aTrapper”
during the 1800's. White-tailed deer popul ations remained for the most part non-existent until
human settlement, which brought grazing and land clearing for agricultura purposes. These
practices provided water and forage suitablefor white-tailed deer.

White-tailed deer and muledeer have historically been managed asa® single species.”
For themost part, thisDAU continuesto be managed thisway, with the exception of some
hunting opportunitiesspecifically for white-tailed deer inthe Upper Snake Region.

Management Direction

Muledeer aremoreabundant than white-tailed in thisDAU. Management emphasiswill
beto maintain white-tailed deer popul ationsthat support hunting recreation and hunter
satisfaction at recent or higher levels.

Objectivesand Status

Criterion Minimum 3-Year Average
Hunters 800 1,032
Hunter-daysof recreation 1,600 1,987
% 5+ points 10% 14%




DAU 7: Southern Idaho

Units: 40, 41, 42, 45, 46, 47, 52, 52A, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 63, 66,
66A, 69, 70, 71,72, 73, 73A, 74,75, 76, 77, 78

3-Year Averages Hunters per square mile: 0.8
Harvest per square mile: 0.0
Square Miles: 30,255 Success Rate: 1%
Hunter-days/Whitetail 748
Antlered: % 5+ points 14%
Whitetail Success Rate Antlered: % 5+ points
40% 40%
§ Zgo/o 5 30% A
o % O 20%
& 10% & 10% ,\\‘j\/ \
0% | =—0—0—0—0 00 0% *ﬁ/ ‘\’
\qu \qu \qq% 'L@Q ,19& \q%b‘ \qu \q‘%% ‘19QQ {1961/

Regular Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 16204 12104 18067 26921 20928 NA NA 20365 29270 22308
Hunter Days 82739 67891 93888 140013 140266 NA NA 76088 136774 81205
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 212 170 260 229 187 135 115 197 129 67

Male 112 102 160 211 180 105 93 120 83 49
Female 100 68 100 18 7 30 22 77 46 18
Whitetail Success Rate 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% NA NA 1% 0% 0%
Antlered: % 5+ points 0% 0% 0% 13% 8% 9% 16% 12% 25% 4%
White-tailed Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Whitetail Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
Controlled Hunt Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Permits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunter Days
Harvest Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male
Female
Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points
All Deer Tags 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Hunters 16204 12104 18067 26921 20928 NA NA 20365 29270 22308
Hunter Days 82739 67891 93888 140013 140266 NA NA 76088 136774 81205
White-tailed Deer Harvest Total 212 170 260 229 187 135 115 197 129 67
Male 112 102 160 211 180 105 93 120 83 49
Female 100 68 100 18 7 30 22 77 46 18

Success Rate
Antlered: % 5+ points

1%
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1%
0%

1%
0%

1%
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1%
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0%
25%

0%
4%
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DAU 7: Southern Idaho

Units 40, 41, 42, 45, 46, 47, 52, 52A, 53,

54, 55, 56, 57, 63, 66, 66A, 69, 70, Private ownership 34%
71,72,73,73A,74,75,76, 77,78 Major land use- Rangeland
Potential Forest- 4%
Roadless Area - 12%
50%
Land Owner Acres 44%
B.LM. 8,490,352 00 |[T]
Bureau of Indian Affairs 574,076 34%
Bureau of Reclamation 48,550  3g9; |
Department of Energy 539,665
Forest Service 1,796,343 20% |
Military Reservations 104,823
Nat'l Parks & Monuments 52,940  10% - o% 5%
Open water 116,985 3% . 3% |_| % % % %
Private 6,598,092 0% s IO s BRI I
3 2 s %5 3 2 ® g 5} 2 ) 3
State of Idaho 988,197 2 %8 %2 z. 5 28 g5 T § § s¢
U.S. Fish & Wildlife 53,015 “ gy Bs EE & Z: €5 5 % 5 43
i 8 ¥ B %% 38 o : 3
[=] [ing (]
Land Use Acres 100%
Agriculture, Dryland 1,666,408  goo |
Agriculture, Irrigated 3,082,927 59%
Forest 2,027,253  °%]
Rangeland 11,456,344  40%
oc , 2% 3% % %
Urban 129,953 (g m— I_l ‘ - - e
g g g 2 g 3 & o
Water 82,772 2 E 2 é L% s H & £ g
o o2 2 I3
g,o §’= 8
Road Density Acres 50%
Not Classified 2,187,379 0% | 39%
None (< 0.2 mi./sg. mi.) 2,292,889
Very Low (0.02 to 0.1 mi./sq. mi 881,673 349,
Low (0.1 to 0.7 mi./sq. mi.) 3,219,038
Moderate (0.7 to 1.7 mi./sq. mi., 7,575,367  20% - 17% 140
High (1.7 to 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 2,677,724 1% 12%
Very High (>= 4.7 mi./sq. mi.) 543,444  10% 1 — 5% 1 1 ”
- | 1 —
Unclassified None Very Low Low Moderate High Very High
- - 50%
Potential Vegetation Acres 44%
Agricultural 3,520,571
Cold Forest 427,510 %]
Cool Shrub 2,811,241
Dry Forest 443,953 0%
Dry Grass 287,144 a0, | 18%
Dry Shrub 8,472,628 ’ 15%
Moist Forest 247 1%
Not Classified 2,174,981 0% %
Riparian Sfirub 196040 | Iil | |i|.L. 0% 1% o P
Riparian Woodland 815,884 - = 2 - 2 5 = 3 s .z . .
Urban 21,888 = 8 5 & 5 & 5 3 & 8% 5 f 3
Water 6,427 5 3 %3 & & & % o5 § g 2
Woodland 186,602 = 3 %
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Chapter 4. | ssuesand Srategies

White-tailed Deer Habitat

Key tothehedlth of Idaho’swhite-tailed deer populationsishabitat.
Humanshave aprofound influence on deer habitat, but land-usedecisions
oftendo not include provisonsfor maintaining or improving white-tailed
deer habitat.

Strategies

e TheDepartment will inventory and produceaGlSmap overlay of the
state’ simportant white-tailed deer habitat, and distribute thisinformation
totheinterested public and to appropriatefederal, state, and county
government offices by June 2006.

e TheDepartment will seek conservation of important white-tailed deer habitat through
discussionswith landowners, titleacquisition, or conservation easement.

e TheDepartment will produce apopular brochure summarizing beneficia plantingsand
management practicesfor white-tailed deer habitat by June 2006.

e Interested privatelandownersand publicland managerswill be encouraged to consider
white-tailed deer habitat guidelines (seeAppendix 11) in management.

White-tailed Deer Hunting Opportunity

Becausewhite-tailed deer in Idaho occupy relatively denseforested or riparian habitats
and harvest mortality ratesarereatively low, hunting opportunity islibera and can occur
during the November rut period. Incontrast, muledeer inldaho generally occupy relatively
open habitat typesand aremore vulnerableto harvest mortality, thushunting opportunity is
generaly morerestrictiveand limited primarily to October.

Declinesin muledeer populationsin southern Idaho led to conservative deer hunting
seasonsinthat part of the state beginning 1993. Declineswere not experienced in northern
white-tailed deer popul ations, and long deer hunting seasonsweremaintained. Thedisparity
inopportunities|ed to some shift of southern |daho mule deer huntersto northern Idaho at the
conclusion of the southern Idaho deer seasons. Trespass complaintson private property
increased to unacceptablelevelsin portions of northern daho. These complaintsdiminished
substantially after 1998, when azonetag for hunting deer inthe Clearwater Region was
implemented, and muledeer popul ationsin southern | daho began increasing from thelows
experienced during the early-to-mid 1990s.

When asked inthe 2003 Public Opinion Survey (Appendix 1), themgority of Idaho
huntersindicated it was " important to be ableto hunt deer in more than one part of the state
inany givenyear”. The Department will balancethe desiresof huntersand landowners, and
recognizethedifferent hunting opportunitiesavail able between white-tailed and mule deer,
without unduly complicating regulations.

Strategies

e TheDepartment will implement astatewide\White-tailed Deer Tag. Deer hunterscould
choose astatewide Regular Deer Tag, validfor either white-tailed or muledeer, or a
White-tailed Deer tag valid only for white-tailed deer. Thisarrangement providesmore
flexibility for |daho hunters and should maintai n protection against trespass problemsin
northern |daho.

e TheDepartment will pursue standardization of white-tailed deer seasonsandtagsona
statewidebasis.” Regular Deer Tag any-weapon seasonswill occur primarily during
October and should be standardized to the greatest extent possible.



e White-tailed Deer Tag any-weapon seasonswill occur during October and November and
will be standardized to the greatest extent possible.

Data needs

M eaningful management information pertaining towhite-
tailed deer isdifficult to collect. The secretive nature of white-
tailed deer and the habitatsthey occupy severely limit our ability
to estimate popul ation size and composition. Aeria surveysand
other traditional approaches such as spotlight surveysand pellet
transects provideinaccurate and impreciseindices. Therefore,
development of atechniqueto accurately and precisely estimate
population sizeand composition would permit considerable
refinement of whitetall management in Idaho. Harvest datahave
been difficult to interpret because white-tailed dataand mule deer
dataarecombined as“deer” data.

Strategies

e TheDepartment will reassesshunter and landowner satisfaction with thewhite-tailed deer
management program prior to 2010.

e Significantly improvequaity and usefulnessof white-tailed deer harvest databy
establishing awhite-tailed deer tag and by modifying the mandatory report systemto better
evaluatewhite-tailed deer harvest.

e Design monitoring to hel p establish thelink between harvest dataand white-tailed deer
populations.

o Adopt astatewide, standard method toindex winter severity to helpinterpret datatrends
for ungulatesby April 2007.

Agricultural and urban deer damage

Department concerns stem from large numbersof white-tailed deer in someareason
predominantly privateland. These populations periodically causelargeamountsof damageto
agricultura crops. Thediverse objectivesof themany privatelandownerscreaste ade-facto
refuge system in some GM Us, which make many management strategiesineffective. Urban/
suburban sitesal so create refuges that negate many management strategies. Many of these
urban/suburban landownersfeed and enjoy viewing deer, while othersarefrustrated with
landscaping and garden damage.

|daho hunters and landownerswere asked for input through arandom survey aspart of
therevision of thewhite-tailed deer plan. Both groups supported various strategiesfor
management but hunterswere unwilling totravel in excessof 100 milesto harvest adoe.

Strategies

e TheDepartment will exploreadditional opportunitiesto reduce deer numbersthrough doe
harvest inthe predominantly privateland GMUs. M anagement tool ssuch asreduced-price
tags, multipletagsallowed per person, earlier opening dates, green-field hunt format, etc.
will beconsidered.

e Landownerswithinwhite-tailed deer rangewill be surveyed prior to 2010 to assess
satisfactionwiththeleve of damagethey sustain. Satisfaction objectiveswill be established
subsequent to the 2010 survey.

e Brochureswill beproduced and/or purchased by the Department to summarizeinformationon
successfully co-exigingwithwhite-tailed deer. All County Extension Servicesand Fishand
Gameofficeswill beprovided brochuresfor distribution by July 2005.



Access

Although Idaho’sland baseis 67% public ownership, private land contributes signifi-
cantly to thewildliferesourcesand recreational opportunitiesof the state. Besides providing
important seasond habitatsfor numeroushbig game species, privateland provides much of the
hunting opportunitiesfor many upland game, waterfowl, and other small game species.

Reduced accessto privateland or through privateland to publiclandisagrowing
concern for Idaho sportspersons and the Department. Besides|oss of areasfor
sportspersonsto hunt and fish, reduced accessto or through private land hasled to numerous
depredation problems. White-tailed deer can cause significant depredation concernsfor
agricultural producersand reduced accessfor huntersexacerbatesthe problem.

In 2003, the Department implemented the AccessYes! program to address
sportsperson’s concerns about declining accessto privateland. AccessYes! financially
compensateswilling landownersfor providing accessto or through their property for hunting
and fishing. Over 107,000 acresof privateland wereavailableto |daho huntersand anglers
thefirst year. Ultimately thegoal isto provide accessto 1.2 million acresof privateland
annualy. The Department will focuslandowner recruitment effortsin areaswherewhite-tailed
deer depredationsare asignificant concern to agricultural producersand where publicland
accessisrestricted by privateland.

Strategies
e TheDepartment will encourage accessto hunting and fishing opportunitieson privateland,
and encourage accessthrough privateto publicland.

Availability of mature bucks

Availability of mature bucksisaprominent concern of somewhite-tailed deer hunters
onanationwidebasis. Theemergence of Quality Deer Management (QDM) istied to
dissatisfaction with availability of mature bucksin stateswhere buck mortaity from huntingis
very high, and deer numbersexceed carrying capacity. Inorder to produce mature bucks
without restricting hunter numbers, antler point restrictions have been used, sacrificing buck
successratesfor availability of adult bucks. High doeharvestsarea so used in many of these
areasto reduce deer densitiesand improvefitness.

White-tailed deer populationsin Idaho exhibit characteristicswel | beyond goals of
QDM managers. Buck surviva ishigh, producing high ratios of mature bucks, and densities
arebelieved to bebel ow carrying capacity, providing
good body condition. r —

Aspart of thisplan revision process, |daho hunters 14 "i’
and landownerswere asked for their input regarding a -
variety of white-tailed deer hunting issues. Resultsof F
thisWhite-tailed Deer Management Survey (Appendix .

) indicated astrong majority of hunterssurveyed were: 1
satisfied withtheir opportunity to harvest awhitetall
buck; satisfied with their opportunity to harvest amature
whitetail buck; and would not support management for
moreand/or larger whitetail bucksif it meant more
restrictions such as shorter seasons, removing the I
genera hunt fromtherut, or controlled huntsfor bucks.

Strategies

e TheDepartment will ensure hunting seasonsdo not
resultin mortality ratesthat result inlow proportionsof maturewhitetail bucksinthe
population.




e Statewide, aminimum of 15% of harvested antlered white-tailed deer will have5or
moreantler pointson either antler.

e TheNorthern Forest and Northern Agriculture DAUswill be managed to providea
minimum of 17% of harvested antlered white-tailed deer with 5 or more antler pointson
ether antler.

e Theremaining DAUswill bemanaged to provideaminimum of 10% of harvested
antlered white-tailed deer with 5 or moreantler pointson either antler.

e TheDepartment will explorecreating additional hunting opportunitiesthat providefor high

successrates, low hunter density, and high percentage of mature white-tailed deer bucks.
e Hunterswill be surveyed prior to 2010 to reassess hunter satisfaction with availability of
mature bucksfor harvest.

Use of motorized vehicles while hunting

Useof off-highway vehiclesispopular with many hunters
but very unpopular with many other hunters, andisaconcern
for wildlifemanagers. Increased motorized accesshasled to
reduced survival of biggame (Unsworth et al. 1993) and has
resultedin reduced hunting opportunities. Additionaly, many
huntersbelievethat encountering motorized vehicleswhile
hunting detractsfromtheir overal experience (Sanyd et d.
1989).

In 2002, the Department first implemented the* M otorized
VehicleRule’ inGMU 47. Therulerestrictshuntersusing motorized vehiclesto roads
capableof travel by full-sized vehicles. Public support for therulewashigh and it was
expanded to 26 unitsin 2004. The Department will evaluate adding additiona unitswhere
public support exigts. Ultimately, the Department will strivefor abal ance between motorized
and non-motorized recregationa opportunity whilemaintaining consideration of biological
impactsof motorized recregtion.

Strategies

e TheDepartment will support access management on publicland providing for adiversity
of motorized and non-motori zed hunting experiences.

e TheDepartment will continuetowork with public land managersand willing private
landownersto manage motorized vehicle accessat asuitablelevel for hunters. Conceptsof
vulnerability (Unsworth et al. 1993), habitat effectiveness (L eege 1984), and hunter
behavior and preferences (Sanyal et a. 1989, Gratson and Whitman 2000) will be
promoted inland management decisions.

e TheDepartment will conduct astatewide deer hunter survey during 2005to providea
contemporary assessment of hunter’s preferencesfor motorized and non-motorized
recrestiona opportunity.

Supplemental feeding of deer

The Department recogni zesthat white-tail ed deer popul ations should be maintained
under natura conditionsand by naturally availableforage. White-tailed deer populations,
harvest and weather will vary from year to year throughout the state. In most years, snow
depths, temperatures, and animal body condition do not create adverse conditionsfor
winteringanimas.

Feeding during winter concentrateswhite-tailed deer in unsuitable aress, facilitates
spread of disease, and promotesthe unredli stic expectation that white-tail ed deer popul ations
can be maintained without regard to their habitat.



However, therearetimeswhen unusual westher patternsmay creste critical periods of
stresswhen winter forage becomeslimited, unavailable, or animasareforced into areas
where public safety becomesanissue. The Department’semergency winter feeding policy
providesfor circumstanceswhen supplemental feeding of deer isauthorized 1) to prevent
damageto private property or to protect public safety when other methods are determined to
beineffective, and 2) when excessive mortality would negatively affect recovery of the
population.

Deer arefrequently fed by the public asrecreation, but on occasion in an attempt to
bolster local populations. The Department has periodicaly implemented theemergency
winter feeding policy during severewinters. During the past 10 years, the Department spent
approximately $32,000 feeding approximately 3,000 white-tailed deer.

Strategies

e The Department will work with the appropriateland management agenciesor landowners
inan effort to maintain winter rangesin acondition suitableto meet white-tailed deer
management objectives, including the restoration of ranges damaged from past
management practices.

e TheDepartment will discourage privatefeeding of white-tailed deer for recregational
pUrpOSES.

e Emergency winter-feeding by the Department will be conducted in accordancewith
establisned policiesand statutes.

Disease

Diseases such aschronic wasting disease (CWD), tuberculosis(TB), and epizootic
hemorrhagic disease (EHD) are prominent on anational scale. Informationislacking, how-
ever, on exposure and importance of these and other diseasesto white-tailed deer in1daho.
Captivewhite-tailed deer facilitiesare uncommon in Idaho, but represent potential sitesfor
diseaseintroductionsaswell asgenetic contamination.

Strategies

e Biologica sampleswill be collected from all white-tailed deer captured by IDFG
personnel.

e Whenfeasble, biological sampleswill becollected fromall white-tailed deer that appear il
or havedied fromdisease.

e Brainstemsand/or medid retropharyngeal lymph nodeswill be collected to help assess
exposureto CWD, and to survey
for the presence of meningeal
worm.

e TheDepartment will continueto
prohibit importation of white-
tailed deer from outside the state
and discourage ownership of
captivewhitetailswithinthe state.
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Appendix I: Public Opinion Survey

1. | have hunted white-tailed deer in Idaho:

Group Response  Never 1-5yrs 6-10yrs Over 10yrs
Northernldaho 366 1% 34% 13% 52%
Southernldaho 290 58% 27% 4% 11%
Landowners 170 62% 19% 2% 16%
2. | have hunted mule deer in Idaho:
Group Response  Never 1-5yrs 6-10yrs Over 10yrs
Northernldaho 366 29% 27% 7% 37%
Southernldaho 292 4% 30% 13% 53%
Landowners 170 7% 9% 6% 78%
3. When | go deer hunting in Idaho | spend most of my time hunting for:
Group Response MD WTD
Northernldaho 347 8% 92%
Southernldaho 283 89% 11%
Landowners 156 88% 12%
4. White-tailed deer compete with mule deer.
Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 365 14% 20% 35% 16% 14%
Southern Idaho 22 21% 21% 3% 10% %
Landowners 169 21% 18% 40% D% 6%

5. 1 support IDFG programs to increase expansion of white-tailed deer in southern
Idaho.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 36 15% 1% 51% 8% 8%

Southern Idaho 22 23% 20% 24% 13% 2%

Landowners 171 20% 16% 28% 11% 25%

6. White-tailed deer and mule deer should be managed as separ ate species, with sepa-
rate seasons and tags.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 30 2% 14% 16% 12% 32%
Southern Idaho 21 3% 16% 18% P 24%
Landowners 162 3B% 17% 23% 10% 12%

7. If separate tags are issued for white-tailed deer and mule deer and popul ations can
support the harvest, hunters should be able to obtain one for each.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho bl 47% 1% 15% 6% 15%
Southern Idaho 278 48% 19% 11% ™ 15%

Landowners 160 40% 18% 14% 8% 19%




8. IDFG should reduce the number of antlerless white-tailed deer on private land to
resolve depredations.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 30 23% 25% 25% 13% 15%
Southern Idaho 278 20% 20% 3% 10% 16%
Landowners 163 25% 14% 33% 15% 13%

9. I support a license fee increase (less than $ 5.00) to fund a program that devel ops
access onto private land for the purpose of hunting, including white-tailed deer.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 30 21% 19% 19% 10% 30%
Southern |daho 231 31% 15% 13% 8% 3%
Landowners 161 20% 12% 21% 8% 3%

10. Tag prices for antlerless white-tailed deer should be reduced in areas where there
areinsufficient hunters to accomplish the desired harvest.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 30 40% 1% 22% 8% 12%
Southern Idaho 231 36% 23% 20% ™0 14%
Landowners 163 28% 16% 30% 11% 15%

11. More than one antlerless tag should be available per hunter in areas where there
areinsufficient hunters to accomplish the desired harvest.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 1 53% 23% 13% 6% 6%

Southern Idaho 231 4% 28% 12% 6% 10%

Landowners 163 45% 21% 18% 2% 10%

12. 1 am satisfied with the number of days of white-tailed deer hunting opportunity
offered.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 34 43% 28% 14% 10% 5%
Southern Idaho 289 13% 1% 51% 11% 8%

Landowners 168 14% 18% 4% 11% ™%




13. | am satisfied with my chances to harvest a white-tailed deer.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho A 4% 32% 12% ™0 5%
Southern Idaho 289 10% 16% 53% 13% 8%
Landowners 168 20% 21% 4% P 5%

14. It isimportant for me be able to hunt for white-tailed deer at the same time and

place as elk.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 34 4% 14% 25% ™ ™

Southern Idaho 283 2% 20% 2% 8% 15%

Landowners 170 25% 13% 3% 6% 17%

15. It isimportant for me to be able to hunt for white-tailed deer at the same time and
place as mule deer.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 34 43% 18% 2% 5% ™

Southern Idaho 283 3B% 20% 22% 8% 13%

Landowners 169 1% 19% 36% 10% 18%

16. It isimportant for me to be able to hunt white-tailed deer during early November.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 333 5% 19% 19% 3% 2%

Southern Idaho 283 26% 25% 40% 2% 5%

Landowners 169 18% 22% 46% 2% 10%

17. It isimportant for me to be able to hunt white-tailed deer during late November.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 34 61% 14% 19% 2% 2%

Southern Idaho 287 2% 19% 1% 6% 6%

Landowners 168 20% 19% 42% 5% 14%

18. | am satisfied with my chances to harvest a white-tailed buck.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho K33 33B% 30% 17% ™0 8%
Southern Idaho 283 11% 16% 52% 12% P
Landowners 167 15% 16% 55% 8% ™

19. | am satisfied with my chances to harvest a mature white-tailed buck.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 34 31% 30% 17% 14% 8%

Southern Idaho 287 9% 15% 51% 15% P

Landowners 167 13% 15% 51% 10% 12%

20. Some units in Idaho should be managed for large and/or mature white-tailed bucks,

even if it meansrestrictions such as shorter seasons or controlled hunts.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 365 13% 13% 3% 21% 24%

Southern Idaho 288 21% 18% 3% 10% 16%

Landowners 169 21% 20% 3% % D%




21. It isimportant to be able to hunt deer in more than one part of the state in any

given year.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho A7 46% 15% 22% 6% 11%

Southern Idaho 2M 55% 20% 14% 6% 5%

Landowners 166 1% 1% 22% 8% 12%

22. 1 would be willing to travel over 100 miles for sole purpose of hunting white-tailed
does.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 30 16% 8% 25% 18% 3%
Southern |daho 220 19% 18% 30% 15% 18%
Landowners 163 12% 6% 2% 15% 3%

23. 1 would be willing to travel over 100 miles to hunt white-tailed doesif | could also
hunt elk at the same time and place.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 30 3% 18% 2% 10% 15%
Southern Idaho 278 35% 2% 23% Po 10%
Landowners 163 20% 18% 2% 10% 23%

24. 1 support the Clearwater Deer Tag as a way to regulate hunter numbers and reduce
trespass complaints.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 345 2% 2% 28% ™0 14%

Southern Idaho 220 19% 21% 40% 8% 13%

Landowners 162 3% 16% 3B% 2% ™0

25. | do not support the Clearwater Deer Tag and would prefer other ways to regulate
hunter numbers and reduce trespass complaints.

Group Response Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutra Disagree  Strongly Disagree
Northern Idaho 340 1% ™ 36% 17% 23%
Southern Idaho 2M 16% 12% 46% 15% 12%

Landowners 160 13% 4% 51% 12% 20%




Appendix |1: QUESTIONNAIRE

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME  pss
600 S Walnut / PO Box 25 Dirk Kempthorne / Governor
Boise, Idaho 83707-0025 Steve M. Huffaker / Director

October 4, 2004

Name Cont#
Address
City, State

Dear Hunter,

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game, in collaboration with sportsmen, has been working on a
revision of Idaho’s White-tailed Deer Management Plan. Numerous sportsmen have contributed to
this effort by participating in surveys, public meetings, letters, and phone calls. An important focus
of this planning effort is to recognize white-tailed deer as a unique and important wildlife resource
in the state.

On November 18, 2004 the Idaho Fish & Game Commission will consider adopting a revised Idaho
White-tailed Deer Management Plan and changes to white-tailed deer hunting opportunities.
Specifically, a new White-tailed Deer Tag will be considered for 2005. This new tag could be used
wherever white-tailed deer seasons occur and could only be used to harvest a white-tailed deer. The
White-tailed Deer Tag would replace the existing Clearwater Deer Tag. The General Deer Tag and
existing hunting opportunities, including hunting either mule deer or white-tailed deer, would
remain unchanged over much of the state.

It is important for the Department and the Commission to know your opinion regarding a new
White-tailed Deer Tag. Please take a few moments to review the background information,
complete the brief survey, and return it in the prepaid envelope provided.

The Commission will use your input as they consider the new tag alternative. Your responses are
valuable, so I am thanking you in advance for your participation.

Sincerely,

B

Bradley B. Compton
State Big Game Manager

Enclosures
Keeping Idaho’s Wildlife Heritage

208-334-3700 fFax: 208-334-2114 fldaho Relay (TDD) Service: 1-800-377-3529 fhttp://www.fishandgame.idaho.gov




White-tailed Deer Plan Revision
2004 Hunter Survey

BACKGROUND Cont#

The Department has conducted numerous sportsmen surveys during the past 1% years to measure
satisfaction levels with current white-tailed deer management and to identify where the public
thought improvements could be made. These surveys indicate that hunters shared general
agreement on a number of management issues, including:

white-tailed deer should be managed separately from mule deer

hunting white-tailed deer at the same time and place as elk was desirable

hunting white-tailed deer at the same time and place as mule deer was desirable

hunting white-tailed deer during November was desirable

hunting deer in more than one part of the state in any given year was desirable

using the Clearwater Deer Tag to reduce the number of people participating in
late-season white-tailed deer hunts was desirable

mEoAw>

Based on these survey results the Department, working with deer hunters, developed a management
strategy that attempts to address all of these issues. The strategy involves creating a White-tailed
Deer Tag, valid statewide for white-tailed deer. Hunters could choose either the current General
Deer Tag OR a White-tailed Deer Tag, but not one of each. The White-tailed Deer Tag would
replace the existing Clearwater Deer Tag.

A general description of what opportunities would be offered by the General Deer Tag compared to
the White-tailed Deer Tag is:

Hunters could choose either a General Deer Tag or a White-tailed Deer Tag
General Deer Tag White-tailed Deer Tag

V used to harvest a mule deer or V used to only harvest a white-tailed
white-tailed deer where general deer in any season open to General
seasons allow both species Deer Tag hunters

V used to hunt statewide V wused to hunt statewide including
including the Clearwater late season white-tailed deer
Region during early seasons only hunts

SURVEY

Q1. It is important to find out if previous survey results still reflect deer hunter opinions today.
How acceptable do you find the management issue statements listed above (A-F)? (circle one)

All Are Acceptable Most Are Acceptable Neutral Most Are Unacceptable All Are Unacceptable
1 2 3 4 S

Q2. How acceptable would it be to you if the Idaho Fish & Game Commission created the
White-Tailed Deer Tag? (circle one)

Highly Acceptable Moderately Acceptable Neutral Moderately Unacceptable Highly Unacceptable
1 2 3 4 5

(Continued on back)




Q3. How acceptable would it be to you for the White-tailed Deer Tag to replace the Clearwater
Deer Tag? (circle one)

Highly Acceptable Moderately Acceptable Neutral Moderately Unacceptable Highly Unacceptable
1 2 3 4 5

Q4. If the Idaho Fish & Game Commission adopted the White-tailed Deer Tag strategy, which tag
would you most likely purchase? (check one)
Q General Deer Tag
Q White-tailed Deer Tag
Q Neither

Q5. Which species of deer do you normally hunt? (check one)
Q Mule Deer
Q  White-tailed Deer
Q Both Mule Deer & White-tailed Deer

Q6. Which Game Management Unit (e.g. 1, 8A, 39, 76, etc.) do you hunt deer in most often?
(list one unit)

Game Management Unit

Q7. How many years have you hunted deer in Idaho?

Thank you for completing this survey and returning it to us by October 25.

Please mail your completed survey and any additional comments you may have to IDFG by using
the enclosed postage paid envelope, or mail to Idaho Department of Fish and Game,
Attn: Wildlife Bureau, 600 South Walnut/PO Box 25, Boise, Idaho 83707.




RESULTS

SAMPLE:
Seven hundred letters each were mailed to hunters in the Panhandle Region, the Clearwater
Region, and in the remainder of the state, for a total of 2,100 letters. If no response was
received from the letter, a follow-up phone call was made to solicit opinions. A total of
1,177 responses were received (56% response rate). An additional 446 responses were
received on the same questionnaire from the Department website. The majority of
responses from the web site were from the Clearwater and Panhandle Regions, in that order.

Ql. How acceptable do you find the 6 management issue statements (A-F)?

Group Responses Highly Moderately ~ Neutral Moderately  Highly Unknown
Acceptable  Acceptable Unaccept. Unaccept.
N= 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mail Survey 1177 27% 42% 17% 8% 4% 1%
Panhandle 394 28% 44% 13% 8% 5% 1%
Clearwater 411 29% 44% 14% 8% 4% 1%
South 372 26% 39% 23% 8% 4% 2%
Website 446 23% 53% 11% 10% 3% ---

Q2. How acceptable would it be to you if the Idaho Fish & Game Commission created the White-
tailed Deer Tag?

Group Responses Highly Moderately ~ Neutral Moderately  Highly Unknown
Acceptable  Acceptable Unaccept. Unaccept.
N= 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mail Survey 1177 30% 22% 20% 8% 18% 1%
Panhandle 394 27% 22% 22% 7% 20% 1%
Clearwater 411 29% 22% 17% 10% 21% 1%
South 372 33% 22% 26% 9% 13% 1%
Website 446 34% 26% 10% 12% 18% ---

Q3. How acceptable would it be to you for the White-tailed Deer Tag to replace the Clearwater Deer

Tag?
Group Responses Highly Moderately ~ Neutral Moderately  Highly Unknown
Acceptable Acceptable Unaccept. Unaccept.
N= 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mail Survey 1177 32% 18% 22% 7% 17% 3%

Panhandle 394 31% 17% 25% 6% 17% 4%



Clearwater 411 29% 20% 13% 11% 24% 3%

South 372 37% 18% 30% 5% 9% 2%

Website 446 35% 22% 15% 9% 19% -

Q4. If the Idaho Fish & Game Commission adopted the White-tailed Deer Tag strategy, which tag

would you most likely purchase?

Group Responses General White-tail Neither Unknown
N= Tag Tag
Mail Survey 1177 65% 28% 4% 3%
Panhandle 394 68% 26% 4% 3%
Clearwater 411 43% 48% 6% 3%
South 372 88% 6% 3% 3%
Website 446 55% 41% 4% -

Q5. Which species of deer do you normally hunt?

Group Responses Mule Deer White-tail Both Unknown
N=
Mail Survey 1177 28% 36% 33% 2%
Panhandle 394 4% 49% 45% 3%
Clearwater 411 8% 57% 33% 2%
South 372 76% 1% 20% 2%
Website 446 24% 33% 43% -

Q6. Which Game Management Unit (e.g. 1, 8A, 39, 76, etc.) do you hunt deer in most often?
Game Management Unit

Q7. How many years have you hunted deer in Idaho?

Group Responses Minimum 25% Median 75% Maximum Mean
N=
Mail Survey 1150 1 7 15 30 72 20.5
Panhandle 384 1 6 18 30 72 20.3
Clearwater 402 1 10 20 34 70 22.1
South 364 1 5 16 29 60 18.9

Website 446 0 9 17 273 50 18.4




Appendix I11: Habitat M anagement
Guidelines

deer and their habitat use strategiesto copewith those
demandsallowsusto formulateabasic set of habitat
management guidelines. Whereastheseguiddinesare
broadly applicable, uniquelocal conditionsmay require
more specific management prescriptionsare
appropriate.

Understanding ecol ogica demandsonwhite-tailed

Simulate or promote natural disturbanceregimesin
white-tailed deer habitatson publiclands.

Provide closed canopy forests (old growth) inlow
elevationforestswherewhite-tailed deer winter.

« Maintainanoverall 70% cover with 70% crown closure on winter ranges.

« Providehalf of thewinter range askey winter range, with 85% crown closure, 250
mature stems/acre, and canopy heightsat least 90 feet high.

Providesuitableforaging areas
« Promoteuseof 10-acreor smaller clearcuts
» Designforest openingssuch that cover iswithin 150 feet of all partsof theforest
opening.
« Disposeof dash by fall broadcast burning or cutting to lessthan 1 foot high.

Protect riparian areas as habitat and populationslinkage areas, especialy in southern
Idaho, wherewhite-tailed deer habitat islimited.

« Wherepractica, fenceriparian habitat, and maintain adjacent cover stripsof at least
250feet and at least 20 acresin size.

Control noxiousweeds and promote native habitatsfor white-tailed deer.

Protect public safety and white-tailed deer migration and linkage areasinrelation to
highwaysand roads.

Discourage human related disturbance and accessin white-tailed deer wintering arees.
Minimize and mitigateloss of white-tailed deer habitat and public access.

Encourage adoption of devel opment rulesand limitationson dog control, fence
congtruction, landscape plantings, and open spacein white-tailed deer habitat.

Encourage habitat conservationinstead of feeding and other artificia meansof
concentrating or el evating white-tailed deer populations.

Encourage sustained agricultureon ranch landsthat providewhite-tailed deer habitat.

Encourage habitat conservation, restoration, and enhancement to reduce or eiminate
white-tailed deer damageto agricultural and ornamental plantings.

Cooperate and encourage managed access providing deer security and abalance
between nonmotorized and motorized hunting opportunities.



