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RESIDENT UTAH DEER HUNTERS PREFERENCES
FOR MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Dennis D. Austin’

ABSTRACT—A total of 3

. I’]]i]ip ]. l‘m('.\'s]. and Wes Shi[*](lsi

291 resident deer hunters returned questionnaires distributed at checking stations in fall 1989

and I‘J‘Jl}Im;\it]iawnpiuiur:\ and management data L'nllt'vrlliiitft]u' Utah rifle hunt. Hunters n‘[)m‘[rd hunter crowding and
too few big bucks as eritical reasons for possibly choosing to guit deer hunting in Utah. Indeed. hunter age structure and

measured satisfaction suggested a negative future trend in hunter participation. Results suggested the adoption of several

||||||lvr—pn-h-m'(] management options would increase satisfaction, motivation, and success.
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Competition for wildlife recreation in the
Roc |\\
future, while puqut(*i populations of major
wildlife species will show little change. In the
next 30 vears the number of big game hunters
is expec ted to slowly increase from about 1.5 to
1.7 million, unnlm(d\\lth the rapid increase in

Mountain region will increase in the

nonconsumptive users of 3.9 to 7.1 million
(Flather and Hoekstra 1989). Certainly, the per-
centage of hunters in the total l}(ll)lllcltlt}l] will
decline, while the percentage of nonconsump-
tive users will increase. Consequently. to bal-
ANce  resource wildlife managers must
obtain a clear understanding of user prefer-
ences, pe articularly among tlmw users who his-
torically  and have  paid

lllill]il}_:(‘lll(‘lll costs via [I(( se l]t']'lllit {‘(.‘l‘S illl(l

use,

tullmlt]\ most
excise taxes on sporting equipment.

[n Utah, mule deer are preeminent among
hunted wildlife species in terms of income
received for wildlife management and hunter
days afield. However, compared with the 1970s
and in contrast to past regional trends (Flather
and Hoekstra 1989), total big came license sales
decreased slightly (0.8%) the 1980s while
total rifle hunters afield declined 3.1%
and Shields 1990). "
ble negative trends for deer hunter participation

(Jense
hese figures warn of possi-

and. along with uncertain hunter satisfaction,
strongly sugeest a need for constant and effec-

I"':""' 1 of hange 5 ce, Utah St
*Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, 15¢

-1 opie s of the questionn onvde are v

¢ Umiversity, Logan, Utah 4322
16 West North Temple

ible from the senior author

59
223

tive communication between state wildlife offi-
cials and Utah hunters.

One means ()f'(-tnnn'mni('uting information is
through hunter opinion questionnaires, which
have become an imp()rt:mt data source for game
management decisions. In Utah during the
1950s, six questionnaire surveys were con-
ducted. and that number will likely double in
the 1990s (Bunnell and Austin 1990). The use
of pustull(l questionnaire surveys distributed to
homeward bound hunters at deer che cking sta-
tions is one method. This simple tc(hnulue.
Ll('\'(']t!l)(’(] in Utah during the late 1980s. is
inexpensive, de muﬂmplnr_ull\ unbiased, and
acceurate I\ uplmentatl\e of hunters’ nl)mmns
concerning  deer management  (Austin - and
Jordan 1989, Austin et al. 1990).

METHODS

Questionnaires’ were printed on 4 1/4 X
6-inch postage-paid cards. During opening
weekend of the 1989 Utah rifle deer hunt, 7040
questionnaires were distributed to hunters at 11
checking stations, and in 1990, 8750 question-
naires were distributed at 16 locations. One
questionnaire was given to each licensed hunter
checked until the supply was exhausted.

Data were analvzed within years using the
Pearson chi-square statistic. The cross- td[)ll]d-
tion method from the SPSS prograim on a VAX

i)
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
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TasLE 1. Questionnaire return rates.
1989 Survey 1990 Survey
No. No. 7 No. No %
Region Location distributed  returned returned distributed  returned returned
Northern Snowville 500 107 0.4 500 109 218
Blacksmith 500 95 19.0 500 S3 16.6
Ogden 1000 151 15.1 500 126 95.9
Kamas — — 500 91 15.2
Wellsville 72 20 27.8 £
Salt Lake Canvons — = 50 48 19.2
Northeastern Vernal (66 44 6.6 500 114 22 .8
Bookelitts 650 131 20.2 500 113 22 6
Current Ck. — 500 120 24.0
Central Thistle 1000 206 20.6 1250 291 958
Tucker 300 S 12.3 —
Sheepereek 300 48 16.0 250 41 16.4
Vernon 452 151 33.4 S 95 29.5
Stansbury = 300 57 19.0
Southeastern Areawide = — — 530 95 11.4
South central Fishlake = - = 300 14 4.7
Oak Creek Gz — o= 195 63 32.3
Southern Bloomington 1600 423 26.4 1500 418 27.9
Total 7040 1413 201 5750 1878 215

computer was used. For question number 18.

1990 survey. the values given were objectively
p]dL(‘Llll]t() 11 monetary d asses for (nml\ sis. The
significance level for all data interactions was set
dtP( 05. For question number 20. 1990 survey,

because the question was written with innumer-
able p()tentml responses and many que stion-
naires contained more than one response, data
were not statistically analyzed but are reported
niume II(_ r.l]]\ Th(' |[“\1)(lll'\( S wWere ‘\|1h|('( tl\( ]\'
grouped into 71 categories. Data from the 1987
and 1988 surveys are added and compared
where apphcahlv

RESULTS

Retirn Rates

Checking stations used for distribution by
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources regions,
the number of questionnaires distributed. and
return rates are shown in Table 1. Although
rates varied considerably by region aml]nt ation.
total return rates were 20.1% in 1989 and 21.5%
in 1990, and consistent (Austin and Jordan 1959.
Austin et al. 1990) with those reported for 1957

(25.8%) and 1988 (20.1%). Expected statewide
return rates using this method are thus about
20-25%.

Hunter ])('III()Q['&I[}Ili("&_ Success.
and Satisfaction

Most resident hunters are male (>90% ).
2544 (52%), and have more than l() vears of
Utah deer hunting experience (>60%). During
1989 and 1990. hunters had less than 50% e party
success for bucks on opening weekend and rel-
ative ]\' low hunter satisfaction (Table 2). Hunter
party success noticeably declined between 1957
and 1988 and again between 1988 and 1989, but
remained about the same between 1989 and
1990.

The percentage of hunters (<20%) in the
voungest age class (14-24 vears) is lower than
(\[)(l(l’(! Participation l)\ hunters in this age
class should be highest because few people
begin hunting after about age 25.71 ‘hese figures.
consistent over four years, alone sugoest ])usxi-
ble future declines in the number of Utah deer
hunters. However, the sharp drop hunter
participation between the third and fourth age

* (r 3
ag
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TABLE 2

sample sizes in parentheses)
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Demographics, party success (%), and hunter satisfaction of Utah resident deer hunters sampled, 1957-1990

Sex Age class”
Year Male Female N ] 2 3 4 5 6 N
1987 90.4 9.6 (563) 19.0° 31.8 23.0 14.2 S 4.0 (S69)
1988 S9.6 10.4 (444) 19.7 33.0 234 13.8 8.3 2.0 (458)
1959 92.8 1.2 (925) 15.6 28.1 25.9 13.9 9.0 4.6 (936)
1990 92.7 73 (1429) 22.0 26.6 26.2 12.9 8.2 4.1 (1429)
Means 91.4 5.6 19.8 29.9 24.6 1:3:7 5.4 Bt

Experience class”

Year 1 ) 2 4 N Success” ."i;lli.\'fu('tilm'1
1987 18.7 2.3 L ) 32.8 (867) 69.3' (411) 5 (871)
1955 217 15.4 28.4 315 (461) 99.3 (459) 4.5 (456)
1989 AR 152 25.2 36.5 (932) 48.0 (904) 4.1 (934)
1990 25.1 14.2 26.0 34.6 (1418) 47.9 (1406) 4.6 (1413)
Means 291 1%7.3 26.7 33.9 b5.1 4.6
Age classes: | = 14-24,2 = 25-34 3 = 35-44 4 = 45-54 5 = 55-64, 6 = 65+ vears

= 6-10.3=11-20. 4 = 21+

Hunting party success for one or more bucks on openmng weekend

}':\]I"I'Ir‘ldI'l]mnlw l1=1-5.2 VEUrS

Hunter satistaction of current vear’s hunt in companson to all presious deer hunts, A score of 5.0 would be expec ted for the AVETaTe hunt

Awe class 16-24. Hunters aged 14 and 15 vears were ineligible tor big game licenses
Hunting party success tor bucks and antlerless deer on this hunt. For the 1957 season 62,516 bucks and 1168 antlerless deer were harvested

classes (35-44 and 45-54) is also of concem
because in these age groups many hunters’ chil-
dren are lwlrlnmnlr to hunt, and parent partici-
pation is a key factor in long-term sustained
interest of new hunters (Dec I\(‘I and (_41111]0“}‘
1989). Mean age of all hunters was 36.3, 35.4,
37.0, and 36.0 years for 1987-90, re ‘»[)(‘Ltl\t]\
In a u)mplet( I\ randomized survey of Utah
hunters, Krannich et al. (1991) 1'(1)(111{:([ amean
age of 37 years and snmlau' hunter age and sex
characteristics.

One probable explanation for the sharp drop
in hunters in the 45-54 age class is the signifi-
cant interaction between age and hunter expe-
hunter satisfaction (P < .04).
Hunters with 20+ years of experience, who gen-
erally Imnl( :d deer before the 1970s w hml the
(Fig. 1) and
hunter success rate was higher (Jense and
Shields 1990). show lower satisfaction scores
than younger, less-experienced hunters. Mean

rience  with

number of hunters was lower

tisfaction scores of experience classes 1-3
versus 4 I 1| le 2) for both years combined were
4.5 and 3.9, re spective Jv. HnnlLul\ mean satis-
faction scores of age ¢ lasses 1-3 versus 4 were
4.5 and 3.7, respectively. Conse quently, hunting
motivation for hunters with 20+ \tnuxnh\pt ri-
ence has likely decreased because of perceived

I(J\\(i l’illlllt\ Ilill]llll”

Another concern for hunter participation is
noted bv mmparmtr the trend of hunter partic-
ipation by U\pom nce classes between survey
vears ( (Table 2). No trends in hunter par tlupa—
tmn were e\ulent for hunters with 11 or more
vears of experience. However, hunters with 6-
10 vears of experience decreased 7.1% between
1987 and 1990, while hunters with 1 -5 years of
experience increased 6.4%.

Comparison Between Hunt Types

Utah has had four basic types of hunts since
1951, with each hunt tyvpe having a variable
number of antlerless control permits. Either-sex
hunts dominated from 1951 to 1973, with buck-
only hunts dominating from 1974 to 1990, as
well as before 1951, From 1985 to 1990 hunter-
number-restrictive  (limited-entry and  high-

country) hunts, and from 1984 to 1989
antler-restrictive (three—l)tJint-;ln(l-l)('th‘r) hunts

were established on some units.

BUCK-ONLY HUNTS.—Total buck harvest
averaged 63,250 per year with 8633 antlerless
harvest and 181,235 hunters afield ( (Fig. 1). The
number of unretrieved deer reported per 100
buck-only hunters in these surveys for 1987-90

was 19.9. 21.7, 15.9, and 16.0, respectively.
Using the weighted mean of 17.9, total

unretrieved deer for this period was 32,441 per
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Fig. 1. Total harvest of buck and antlerless deer and combined hunters afield from all buck hunts in Utah, 1951-90

vear, and mean total annual hunting mortality
was 104,324, Mean hunter Slt]\fd(.tlnll 1987—
90), with 0 representing the worst hunt and 10
the best hunt. was 4.4. Hunting party success
was 45.8%.

EITHER-SEX HUNTS.—During 23 vears of

either-sex hunting, the statewide total buck har-
vest averaged 66,992, and the antlerless harvest
was 39,228, Using the estimated mean for
unretrieved deer (Robinette et al. 1977, Stapley
1970) of 8.0 deer per 100 hunters and the mean
number of rifle hunters afield (153.666). a cal-
culated )'('zlrl}' loss of 12,293 unretrieved deer is
obtained, hr'inﬂinﬂ the mean total annual hunt-
ing mortality to 1 ]‘a 513. Hunter preference for
huLL only versus either-sex hunting has not
been addressed.

ANTLER-RESTRICTIVE HUNTS.— Three-
point-and-better, antler-restrictive hunts were
available on some units during 1984-89, and
then discontinued. In comparison with buck-
only  hunts, thwv-pmnt -and-better  hunts
showed a reduction in hunters afield. buck har-
vest, and hunter success (Jense 1990). However.
these hunts also showed a small increase in the
post-season total buck to doe ratios. but a large
decrease in the number of post-season, mature
bucks counted. These areas also showed a large

decrease in the small buck (two-point-and-less)
to doe ratio between preseason and post-season
classification counts (Jense 1990)

Our analvsis confirmed the d(l\a rse impacts
of three- l)tlllll-‘ll](l better hunts reported by

Jense (1990). with the highest number of
unretrieved deer at 39.6 per 100 hunters,
including 21.7 bucks. This number of bucks.

mostlv two- point- and-less, is compare d to 4.6
[}llLlen r 100 hunters on buck-only areas. How-
ever, hunters from antler-re stmtnv areas were
moderatelv satisfied, with a mean index of 4.8,
and mean hunting party success was 55.6%.
During 1989, the last vear of three-point-and-
better hunts. 40.0% (n = 931) of Utah resident
hunters had hunted at least once on lh:‘(-t--lminl—
1 = 906
ferred to continue this type of hunt. Indeed. less
than half (47.7%) of hunters who chose to hunt
these units in 19589 |n'v|i=1'1‘<'(] to continue them.

and-better areas. but only 26.7% pre-

Even though antler-restrictive hunts were

not successful over entire deer management

units. selection of conscientious hunters to
avoid high unretrieved deer losses may lead to
successful antler-restrictive management. For
['\<llill)](' at the 1 Resort (10,000
acres) in northern Utah, ]nntc cting nn]\ 9248

point bucks (1988-90) increased the

Fast ('.m\'un

medan
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number of total antler tines of harvested bucks
from 4.5 (1985-87) to 6.1 (1988-90). The per-
2 smaller

cent of harvested bucks 2 X 2 or

decreased rom 60 to 35%. while the number of

trophy bucks larger than 4 X 4 increased from
OtoS | ||npu|1|lw}u d data, East (,.ul_\tnl Resort).

HUNTER-NUMBER-RESTRICTION HUNTS.—
Limited-entry hunts have been used on some
units since 1985. In comparison wit h buck- unl\'
hunts, they l‘nn\ltit lntflul hunter success
(P < .01) and satisfaction (P < .001), with an
index of 6.3, but no difference in the total
number of unretrieved deer (17.7 total deer per
100 hunters with 9.1 bucks and 8.6 antlerless).
Hunting party success (1957-90) was high at
68.8%. In 1989, 22.8% of resident hunters (n =
935) had hunted deer on limited-entry areas,
and most (65.6%) indicated the fee of $22.00
was fair. While most hunters (n = 908) favored
the same (37.8%) or increased (38.9% ) number
of limil‘v([—vntr_\' units, hunter l)!‘(_’ﬁ‘l‘l'll('[’h‘ for
various permit drawing and landowner hunting
options were unclear.

A second type of hunter-number-restrictive
hunt is the high-country hunt. This uncrowded,
|||£f]| qlmll[\ lmnt—lmt one that harvests bucks
not then available tllnmg the October ritle
hunt—received positive support from most
(59.6% ) Utah hunters.

Access to Public Lands

Vehicle

A strong majority of hunters (76.2%) indi-
cated that at least some lands should be closed
to vehicle hant to
increase the quality of llu lhunting experience.
However, the percentage of hlmt( s indicating
at least half of all public lands should be open to

Overall, hunters indicated
that a mean of 37.5% of public lands should be
closed to vehicle
from 28.9 to 45.4% The percentage of hunters
who hunted on areas with vehicle restrictions
was 33.8%. while the percentage of hunters who
indicated preference to hunt on areas with vehi-
cle restrictions was 45.2% Using the
that the percentage of areas
restricted to vehicles should be close Iy propor-
tional to the percentage of hunters preferring

access during the deer

vehicles was 74.5%.

dCCeSss, '\<ll\ll]f_’: I)\ ](l(dtl()]l

logical
'1\'\':n|ilmu|\

them, our data sungoest the current amount nl‘

area with restricted vehicle access is close to
hunter preference. but that an additional 3.7%
(37.5-33.8) to 11.4% (45.2-33.8) of public lands
should be restricted. More information is
needed on hunter preferences for vehicle-
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restricted areas in terms of size. locations. and
number of areas.

License Fees

With the current cost of a big game hunting
license set at $15.00. hunters were asked what
thev believed to be the fair value. Although
Schrever et al. (1989) reported increased
license fees were opposed by most hunters, a
mean value of $15.90 was determined (n =
1391) in our study. Most hunters (58.8% ) indi-

cated $15.00was the fair value. Sixty-eight hunt-
ers (4.9% ) indicated the fair value was $30.00 or
more, while 38 hunters (4.1%) indicated the
value was less than $10.00. It was interesting to
note that costs were not related to hunter suc-
cess, satistaction, hunter choice of hunt type, or
whether l)l'i\';lt(' or l]ll])]i(‘ lands were hunted.

Although license fees are stronglv and
broadly ap prove «d by Utah hunters, few
improvements in the fllml1t\ of the deer hunt

can be made without the economic trade-off of
increased hunter fees. Hunter preferences for
balancing  potential fees  with

mcreased hunt rillallit}' need to be defined.

increased

Hunter Concemns

Twenty- five (‘altwrnl'it'L] were
given by 1% or more hunters as reason to quit
du T hlmtmlI [able 3). ‘\]tlmngll the list con-
tains several areas of low management influ-
ence, such as old age, high associated costs of
hunting. and personal attitude, most areas of
responses are influenced by management deci-
sions. The most common reasons, directly influ-

l'L‘\‘l)[ NIsSes

enced by man: wement decisions. included too
nmany }Illlittl\ too few deer, bucks, and hltf
buce |\\ private land [)I(]I]I( ms, and poor game
management.

DISCUSSION

Reasons to Quit Deer Hunting

The proportion of mature bucks in the har-
vestis an area of management control. Itis clear
most hunters prefer harvesting large bucks
infrequently as opposed to harvesting smaller
bucks flt’(lut ntly (Austin et al. 1990), as well as

mlmmtr some lmntlntruppmlumt\ to increase
the pml)nmnn of mature bucks in the harvest
(Austin and [(ntlm 1959, Toweill and Allen
1990). Furthermore, with the hunting media
e l!ll)ll wsis on trophy bucks, the potenti: al harvest
of mature bucks adds considerably to hunter
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TABLE 3.
would vou list?

Number of questionnaires returned:

Number nf'(|m'_~tinrmuil‘<-\ with no response:
.\'lmlln-l‘u{'r|m’,\'lim|||uil'('s with “would not quit, none’:
Number of questionnaires with responses:

Number nl total responses:

Response categories

Too many hunters

Tl]() l‘('\\l (i('l'lv

Private land problems

Too few big bucks

Old age or p]l\\l: “al I]IIILIIIIII( nt

Hich associated costs of hunting

No areas to hunt or access to pnh]i(‘ lands
Too few bucks

Poor game management

Unethical hunters

Low success or no limit on statewide license sales
Children aged 14 and 15 vears can hunt
Deer are too small

Too much ATV use or too many road hunters
S;lft't_\

High costs of licenses

Personal attitude

Too few vehicle access roads

Too many nonresident hunters

Poor |||mt (U lhh

Proclamation too long or complicated

No either-sex or antler-restriction hunts
Too many limited-entry areas

Too few limited-¢ ntry areas

Too many does

46 other categories

motivation. and Krannich et al. (1991) reported
that about two-thirds of hunters (66.3%) were
dissatisfied with the size of bucks.

Compared with either-sex hunting, age

structure of the male population declines under

I)llck-(m[_\'Iumting(ML'(ju“uu}fh 1979). In Utah
(Austin 1991). the percentage of mature bucks,
age 3 1/2 years and older, harvested decreased
from about 44% during the pre-1951 buck-only
hunts to about 30% (111|'mtr the pe riod of either-
sex hunting (1951-73).
mature bucks harvested sharply decreased and

has remained at about 10% (lminﬂ the pm‘i()(l of

reestablished buck-only Imntmﬂ{]‘)qu 90). On
limited-entry hunts, the percentage of mature
bucks in the harvest has exceeded 30% on most
units. Not only has size of harvested bucks
decreased due to decreasing mean age. but age-
specific size has also declined (Austin et al.
1989).

The percentage ol
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Utah resident deer hunters” responses to the question: If vou were to quit deer hunting in Utah, what reason

1430

58

46

1296

2087

Number of
responses % hunters

479 37.0
199 15.4
164 127
122 9.4
105 8.3
83 6.4
S1 6.3
79 6.1
s 3.8
72 5.6
63 49
45 el
44 34
41 2
39 3.0
a5 U
33 2.5
31 2.4
30 240t
29 2.2
27 2.1
19 1.5
7 I3
16 52
14 1.1
139 10.7

The authors believe a reasonably high per-
centage (20—40%) of mature bucks in the har-
vest is critical to successful deer management
and hunter motivation. It is clear to us that
decreased hunting pressure on the buck popu-
lation is necessary. The data strongly suggest a
need to establish statewide minimum standards
for (1) age structure of the buck harvest. (2
post-season buck:doe ratios, and (3) hunter suc-
cess for bucks.

Problems associated with private lands are
important to hunters. These problems include
poorly marked lands. trespass, private lands cur-
tailing access to public lands. and depredation.
Private lands provide deer hunting for 14.8%
(1990 survey) of Utah resident hunters, and
14.7% of hunters reported owning 10 or more
acres used by wildlife (19589 survey). One possi-
ble. ]Lll"rllil \(Jllllltm may be to give landowners
allowing

more flexibility in management by
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either-sex hunting on private lands. Advantages
”|(‘l||.(ii' i!]('l-('il.\(‘{i Ill]](i(]\\'“(’]‘ L'[}Ilh'l}l over (ll’t'l'
numbers on their lands, decreased unretrieved
deer kill (Austin et al. 1990), reduced depreda-
tion complaints, and improved opportunity for
harvest. Furthermore, liberal hunts on private
lands mav increase incentives for landowners to
mark their boundaries and allow additional
hunting opportunity.

The categories of unethical hunters. safety.
and minimum age for hunters are closely rel: ted
to hunter education courses. Since the begin-
ning of the hunter education program (1958)
and the required wearing of hunter-orange
clothing (1973), the mean number of total Utah
hunting accidents and fatalities per vear has
averaged 11.1 and 3.4, 1L“~.p{*ttl\( v, with about
three accidents and one fatality occurring
during the rifle hunt. Before about 1958 when
neither hunter education nor hunter orange was
required. over 100 accidents and about 20 fatal-
ities occurred vearly from all hunts combined.
Hunter l)l’(‘f‘(’l'(—‘llt't* to allow persons aged 14and
5 vears to hunt big game has not been
addressed.

The I{‘Il("tll and (()lilplt’\lt’\ of the lnn(l -
tion is a concern of hunters. Before 1979, the
one-page Utah deer proclamation measured
17.5 % 225 inches and was printed on high-
quality paper, with the rules and regulations on
one side and a multicolored map of Utah’s deer
units on the reverse. In 1990, the newsprint
proclamation sheets were close to the same size
(14.5 > 23.0 inches). but contained six pages.

The quality of tlu hunt in terms of the ratio
of deer or bucks harvested per hunter is con-
trolled by management. Although management

can alter the buck:doe ratio, the total number of

| .and. conversely. hunt-
not been numerically limited. The Utah
buck harvest has remained rather constant,
mostly 50.000-80,000, since 1951 (Fig. 1), while
the antlerless harvest has sh: uply decreased
since 1974
hunting. T

deeris limited by habitat

€1s ||;l\ =

“Il!l the re H1Il|l})[l[l|l of buck-only
buck hunters afield from all com-
bined ||1||1l\' increased steadily between 1951
and 1964, decreased for three -\l“lI\' (1964-67)

slowly increased during 1967 69. but : Wbruptly
1969 and 1973. After a
second three-year period of decreasing hunters
afield (1973-76). hunter numbers have fluctu-
ated but remained high throughout the 1970s
and 1980s. Consequently, the hunter responses
of poor game management. poor hunt quality,

increased between

[Volume 52

the lack of either-sex hunts. and too many does.
especially since changes to buck-only manage-
ment were made ])etrmnm(rm 1974, have merit.

Hunter cm\ulmg before about 1969 when
license sales were less than 180.000 (Fig. 1) was
probably a much smaller problem (Bureau of
Government and Opinion  Research 1971).
However, the crowding problem of increased
human population and finite resources (Leo-
pold 1930) has been exacerbated because of the
long-term {l,(*()}ml(f 1919) and more recent
imcreasing urbanization. closures of private
lands to public hunting, and increased vehicle
access on both private and public lands (Mann
1977, Reed 1981).

Our findings indicate the majority of hunters
prefer reduce d hunting opportunity for higher
(llullt.\. When hunters were asked to 111([1Llltfs
the effect of crowding on their hunt quality,
using an 1 I-point scale where 0 means crowding
ﬂt(tltl\ decreased the qu ality and 10 means
¢ 10\\(lmtr had no negative effect, only 27.8% of
hunters (scale: 8.9.10) indicated ¢ I()\\(llll” had
little effect unnlpm‘cd to 60.2% of lmntels
(scale: 0-5) who indicated a large effect (x =
4.92). Krannich et al. (1991) I‘E-‘l)tll'tf_’(l 71% of
hunters believed there were too many hunters
in their areas. Crowding effects were not signif-
1C mtl\ related to hunter age, sex, years of e Xpe-
rience, unretrieved deer I(pumd or whether
hunters were on private or public lands. Surpris-
ill}_ﬁl}; the
(5.04) and unsuccesstul parties (4.96) were not
different. These data indicate the effects of
crowding are felt by almost all groups equally.
However. hunters from Iilnitv{]—vnhj\'
(P < .002). where hunter numbers are [imite .
rated the nHmt of crowding less negatively (;
6.16), while hunters preferring to hunt in areas
restricted from \vlucl( s were more (P < .001)
negatively attected (x = 4.61) than hunters pre-
ferring no restrictions (x = 5.50).

means for hunters from successtul

dAreads

Management Options to Reduce
Ilmltm‘(Im\\'ding

Several options are available to reduce
hunter ('1'{1\\'{1in<n S'[)]it deer ]mntintr SCASONS
were opposed by Utah hunters in recent studies
(Krannich and C undy 1959, Austin et al. 1990.
Krannich et al. 1991). This option would likely
hunting pressure on  bucks l)\
increased hunter days, longer seasons. and
hunting during the more vulnerable rutting

mcerease
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period; it would thereby further decrease mean
age and size of han ested bucks.

A second uptl(m is to wqmrv hunters to
choose either a buck or doe tag. Our survey
indicated 78.4% of resident hunters would
choose a buck tag, which would reduce buck
hunting pressure by about 21.6%.

A third option is to require hunters to choose
and hunt only one season. Since mean hunters
afield for 1988-89 combined were archery =
26,613, rifle = 180.298. and muzzleloader =
§832. this option would reduce crowding during
the rifle hunt up to approximate ly 7()‘7( ASSUIN-
ing hunter 1)1(:pmtums remained about the
same. Hunters favor thls()ptmn inour 1989 and
1990 survevs, 63.8 and 64.0%, re spective l\ Ina
1990 comp]oh Iy randomized te lei)ll()ne survey
of 14,305 deer hunters, 58.0% of Utah hunters
indicated preference for this option. Krannich
et al. (1991) 1‘(=p01't(*d a similar level of support
(mean score = 6.19) using a scale of 0-10.

Probably the most effective option to perma-
nently reduce hunter crowding, while at the
same time establishing a minimum standard fm'
(llld]]l’\ in terms of hlmtet pressure on bucks. i
to limit license sales of buck tags. Hunters con-
sistently favor this option. In our 1990 survey.
60.6% of resident hunters preferred to limit
buck license sales to 150,000, with up to 35.000
antlerless tags available to unsuccessful buck tag
alpp]i(‘amts: 39.4% favored unlimited license
sales. Since hunters who favored limiting license
sales also favored having to choose sex of tag
(P < .004). most hunters would favor ]mvin;{ to
choose sex of tag. Krannich et al. (1991) deter-
mined most hunters (61.7%) sul)pnrt(*(l choos-
ing the sex of tag and having yearly harvest
restricted to one deer per hunter.

In the 1989 survey, only 36.6% of hunters
indicated preference to hunt every year regard-
less of future growth in hunter numbers. \\I]l]l‘
the majority (63.4%)
hunter number limitation (Austin et al. 1990).
Of hunters preferring the limitation, 38.2%
selected the limit at 160.000 and 25.2% selected

the 200,000 limit. Previously in 1987, 53.8% of

hunters showed prefvrellcv' to limit hunters to
less than 200,000 (Austin and Jordan 1989).

It is apparent to the authors that some
restrictions are needed. We believe the
increased buck ]llmtil'lg pressure ])E*ginnin}_{ 1
1970 (Fig. 1) has had negative effects on hunter
success, satisfaction, motivation, and harvested-
buck size. These negative effects appear to out-

JENSE. G. K,

S€ ]t(tf’d some I(\([ (){l
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weigh the values of increased wildlife manage-
ment income and hunting recreation opportu-
nity. Indeed, responses
surveys confirm our view that hunting pressure
on bucks should be reduced to the pre-1970
level.

hunter from these
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