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The deer harvest reports are 
critical to proper deer 
management in 
Pennsylvania. 
 
If you harvest a deer this 
year, BE SURE TO REPORT 
ONLINE OR MAIL YOUR 
POSTAGE PAID REPORT 
CARD.  
 

 

 

As the 2009 firearms season quickly approaches, feedback from hunters begins 

to pick up. Whether in the form of photos of successful hunters or letters with 

suggestions, hunters have a variety of viewpoints on deer and deer management.  

 

In this issue, we address a number of topics related to deer hunting and harvests. 

Despite what may be seen when afield, our ability to track individual deer clearly 

demonstrates that once the firearms season closes, there are still deer roaming the 

woods and fields. Results from a recent field study and age data, show many deer 

survive the hunting season. In the case of one buck, he survived 10 hunting 

seasons on public land in Pennsylvania.  

 

Trap and transfer and fertility control, two potential alternatives for controlling 

deer populations often discussed in developed areas, also are discussed in this 

issue. Are these viable deer management tools? Read on and find out.  

 

 
 

Are private lands the safe havens for that deer many believe they are? Are 

antlerless deer overharvested on public lands?  

 

To answer these types of questions, the Game Commission and the Pennsylvania 

Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit at Penn State University captured 

and fitted radio-collars on 231 does. Deer were captured on both public and 

private lands in WMUs 2G and 4B Pennsylvania.  

 

In addition to tracking deer, we flew aerial surveys to locate hunters during the 

firearms season. We then analyzed hunter locations in relation to distance from 

roads and terrain.  

 

Although hunting was the most common cause of mortality for does, most does 

survived the hunting season. About 80 percent of does survived in WMU 2G. In  

Are Harvest Rates Higher on Public Lands? 
It depends… 
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WMU 4B, about 70 percent 

of does survived.  

 

Living on public land did not 

necessarily mean a doe was 

more likely to be harvested 

by a hunter. In WMU 2G, the 

harvest rate on private land 

was 4 to 6 times greater than 

on public lands. In WMU 4B, 

harvest rates on public lands 

were slightly higher than on 

private lands.  

 

Hunters also hunted 

differently in WMUs 2G and 

4B. In WMU 2G, harvest 

rates of does were lower 

farther from roads and in 

areas with steeper terrain. In 

WMU 4B, harvest rates of 

does were not related to 

distance from roads or 

steepness of terrain.  

 

Deer management discussions are often filled with generalizations about deer and hunters. Based on 

results from this study, it is clear that generalizations do not accurately describe what is occurring in 

Penn’s Woods each hunting season. Doe harvest rates were higher on private land in WMU 2G, but in 

WMU 4B, public lands had a slightly higher harvest rate. In WMU 2G, distance from the road affected 

hunter activity on public land, but not in WMU 4B. One generalization supported by this study was that a 

majority of does survive each hunting season on private AND public land.  

 

 

NEW PUBLICATIONS ON DEER PROGRAM WEB PAGES  
(http://www.pgc.state.pa.us/pgc/cwp/browse.asp?a=465&bc=0&c=70124)  

 
Q&A: Guide to Finding Answers about Deer and Management 

¦ƴŘŜǊ Ψ5ŜŜǊ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩ 
 

Ψ!ƴǘƭŜǊ wŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΥ !ǊŜ ¢ƘŜȅ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎΚΩ 
¦ƴŘŜǊ Ψ5ŜŜǊ IǳƴǘƛƴƎΩ 

  
 

Hundreds of female deer, such as this one, were captured, fitted with radio collars, 
and monitored on public and private lands in WMUs 2G and 4B in recent years 

http://www.pgc.state.pa.us/pgc/cwp/browse.asp?a=465&bc=0&c=70124
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In the last 8 years, the Game Commission has captured and tagged more than 3,000 deer across 

Pennsylvania. All deer received numbered ear tags, and some received radio-collars. Using ear tags and 

radio collars, we collect data on deer ecology and hunter harvests.  

 

Hunters should treat deer with collars and ear tags as any other deer. If a marked deer is legal for 
harvest, then it may be harvested.  
 

To report the harvest of a marked deer, please call toll-free: 

 

 
 

Since many of these deer are reported during the hectic firearms season, please feel free to contact us 

again if you have not been contacted within a few days of reporting a deer.  

 

 

 
 

 

With the new Point-of-Sale licensing 

system up and running, it is now 

possible to report your harvested deer 

online.   

 

Paper report cards are still available in 

the Hunting & Trapping Digest, but 

now hunters also have the option to 

report online.   

 

Those computer savvy individuals can 

go to the Game Commission’s 

webpage (www.pgc.state.pa.us) and 

click the button flashing “Buy Your 

License Now/Report Your Harvest 

Now.”   

 

With a few clicks, you can do your 

part to help the deer program gather 

the data necessary to make 

management decisions. 

NEW FOR 2009 – Online Harvest Reporting 

Reporting marked or collared deer  

CLICK HERE 

http://www.pgc.state.pa.us/


Fall 2009     4 
 

 

 
Managing Pennsylvania’s wild birds, wild mammals, and their habitats for current and future generations. 

www.pgc.state.pa.us 

Are there no deer left in WMU 2G? 

 

If one had to pick a WMU with the most significant level of complaints, WMU 2G would be the winner. 

This WMU, in northcentral Pennsylvania, is heavily forested and half the land is open to public hunting. 

It is the heart of the traditional camp hunting area in Pennsylvania. And, it is an area with a long deer 

hunting tradition and countless memories for many deer hunters.  

 

However, deer populations in WMU 2G are not what they used to be. Every year, we receive complaints 

that are nearly identical to the title of this article. How accurate is it to say there are no deer left in WMU 

2G? 

 

Obviously, if one looks at harvest reports and our 

field studies, there are still deer in WMU 2G. 

Hunters harvested more than 13,000 deer in WMU 

2G during the 2008 hunting seasons. After the 

close of the seasons, 95 radio-collared deer were 

still alive in WMU 2G and our trapping crews 

captured another 165 deer in 2009. There are still 

deer in WMU 2G. 

 

Ok, so there are deer in the WMU. What about in 

local areas? In most cases, when someone says 

there are no deer, they are referring to a specific area they are familiar with. Although we cannot speak 

about every hunter’s favorite hunting spot, we do ask hunters to report the township in which they 

harvested a deer. Across WMU 2G there are nearly 130 townships. During the 2008-09 hunting season, 

hunters reported harvesting a deer in every township in WMU 2G.  

 

In the areas where we have monitored harvest rates of individual deer, WMU 2G has some of the lowest 

harvest rates we have recorded. This is true for both antlered and antlerless deer. During the 2008 hunting 

seasons, hunters harvested about 25 percent of the antlered deer we had radio-collared. The harvest rate of 

radio-collared does was lower. Clearly, there are still deer throughout WMU 2G and hunters have not and 

are not killing a high proportion of them.  

 

Since 2005, the Game Commission’s deer population objective for WMU 2G has been to stabilize the 

deer population at its current level. Population trend data indicates this objective is being met. Although 

there may not be as many deer as there used to be, we are confident that achieving our management goals 

– to foster healthy deer, healthy forest habitat, and acceptable levels of deer-human conflicts – will benefit 

all wildlife in the long run.  

 

FAST FACT 
Hunting accounts for over 70 percent of all mortalities of adult deer in Pennsylvania  

You Don’t Say…  
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Bill Chaney with his 10.5 year-old buck 

 
A 10 year-old Buck from WMU 2G 

 

1997 was perhaps just like any other year for white-tailed deer in Pennsylvania.  Fawns were born, antlers 

were grown, does were bred.  Deer season came along, like always.  If a hunter harvested a buck that 

year, the buck was probably a yearling with its first set of antlers.  This was the norm.  Very few bucks 

ever saw their second birthday or their second set of antlers.   

 

Fast forward 10 years, again fawns were born, antlers grew, and does bred.  Over that 10-year period, 

millions of deer were harvested in Pennsylvania.  Those years also saw many changes to deer 

management as well; most significantly a new antler point restriction.  Bucks now had an opportunity to 

grow a second set of antlers. This changed what hunters were seeing afield and were able to harvest. 

 

During the 2007 deer season Game 

Commission deer agers pulled teeth 

from adult bucks to obtain accurate 

ages. Teeth were sent to Matson’s 

Laboratory in Montana where they 

were aged. Of the more than 5,000 

Pennsylvania bucks aged by the 

laboratory, 73 percent of the adult 

bucks were 2.5 years-of-age. 

Nineteen percent were 3.5 years-of 

age, and five percent were 4.5 years-

of-age. Of the remaining three 

percent, the oldest buck was 10.5 

years-of age.  

 

That buck was born in 1997 and was 

still roaming Penn’s woods in 2007.  

He was content to live his life in the 

big woods of the Quehanna Wild 

Area in Wildlife Management Unit 

2G, oblivious to any and all changes to deer management.  Mr. Bill Chaney didn’t think anything was 

special about the 2007 deer season either.  He headed toward Wykoff on the last day of the gun season to 

try his luck up on the Quehanna.  He saw lots of deer sign but it was the big set of tracks he cut that got 

his attention.  He decided to continue up the mountain and return to a rock bench later in the afternoon 

hoping to catch a glimpse of the ghost that made those tracks.  At 4pm, Bill made it back to his rock 

bench and so did that deer.  So on the last day in the last hour on the first outing in the area on public land 

in WMU 2G, Mr. Chaney caught up with a buck born in 1997.  Mr. Chaney calls his trophy the Wykoff 

10-point and has it mounted at his home.  He swears he caught a glimpse of this big buck on his last 

outing in the area six years earlier.  No one knows for sure. But he sure did outsmart the king of the 

mountain.   

Observations From Penn’s Woods 
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Trap and Transfer to Restock Deer Populations 
 

Back in 1906, the Game Commission launched a deer stocking program to accelerate restoration of the 

deer herd.  At the end of the 19-year program, 1,200 deer from Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, New 

Hampshire, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, and Pennsylvania had been trapped and transferred 

throughout Pennsylvania. 

 

Today, requests to transfer deer are still heard. But the times have changed.  Today, deer live in every 

corner of the state.  The need to move deer from one location to another to reestablish a population is long 

gone.   

 

The call to move deer usually stems 

from the desire to preserve 

individual deer in urban and 

suburban environments.  Excessive 

deer populations in these areas and 

lack of a strong hunting heritage 

prompt requests for moving deer out 

of neighborhoods where they are 

causing problems.  

 

Over the last 100 years, knowledge 

of deer biology, behavior, and 

disease has grown by volumes.  

Relocating a deer moves the needs 

of that deer to the new location; a 

location that already supports deer.  

Unlike back in 1906, there are no 

areas devoid of our state animal, and 

no empty spots or “excess” habitat 

to support a “new” population. Moving deer places more stress on the existing habitat to maintain those 

additions. 

 

When a deer is relocated, it’s not just the deer.  Disease agents and parasites also are relocated.  Chronic 

Wasting Disease (CWD) which is a contagious, environmentally contaminating, and always fatal disease 

to deer and elk species was introduced into Saskatchewan in 1989 from an imported elk.  It wasn’t 

detected until seven years later.  CWD has been found in New York and West Virginia, and in both cases 

it also is believed to have been introduced from an outside source.  Deer can be reservoirs for bovine 

brucellosis and tuberculosis which are a threat to not only deer, but also livestock.  Deer also carry 

parasites like ticks, that serve as vectors of human diseases such as Lyme disease and ehrlichioses. 

 

A Look Back  

The Game Commission does not permit trapping and transferring deer 
from developed areas like this to other areas of Pennsylvania. 
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Finally, transporting live deer is very stressful to them, and results in high mortality both during transfer 

and after release.  Several studies document this, some demonstrating that fewer than half of deer 

transferred survive more than a year in their new surroundings.   

 

As a result of the disease risk, stress and mortality risks, and lack of need for population restoration, the 

Game Commission no longer permits the use of trap and transfer as a deer management option. For areas 

where deer impacts exceed acceptable levels, other population reduction methods exist, such as hunting or 

sharpshooting. Where more deer can exist in balance with habitat, wildlife, and people, the deer 

population can be increased by reducing antlerless deer harvests. Trap and transfer neither protects 

individual deer from stress and mortality, nor is it a needed method for deer population restoration.  

 

 

 
Wildlife fertility control approved by EPA 
   

Birth control for deer is not a new concept. In fact, research on these drugs is more than four decades old. 

And none of the drugs researched has ever been federally approved…until now.   

 

Recently, the EPA gave approval to 

GonaCon as a restricted use pesticide.  

GonaCon is a immunocontraceptive vaccine 

developed by USDA Wildlife Services at the 

National Wildlife Research Center.  It 

prevents sex hormones from being produced, 

and the animal remains in a non-reproductive 

state as long as a sufficient level of antibody 

activity is present.   

 

Although GonaCon can stop reproduction in 

individual animals, its effect on a population 

is the most important measure for deer 

management. Past studies have shown 

fertility control to be a slow-acting, 

unreliable population management method.   

 

GonaCon is considered a single-shot, multiyear vaccine for use on female white-tailed deer.  In a two 

different field studies, it was shown to be 88 percent and 67 percent effective in preventing pregnancy in 

white-tailed deer in Year 1 and less than 50 percent effective in preventing pregnancy in Year 2.  Efficacy 

of GonaCon is dependant on the individual animal’s immune response. As a result, there will be deer that 

are treated that will still get pregnant and have fawns.  

 

 

 

Research Nationwide 

Whether GonaCon can reduce deer populations in developed 
areas is still unknown. 
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Other limitations of GonaCon include:  

 

1. Animal capture: GonaCon must be administered by hand injection. This requires all animals to be 

captured, handled, and tagged.   

 

2. For adult females only: GonaCon is for use in female white-tailed deer 1 year of age and older. 

Female fawns cannot be treated with GonaCon. However, in many areas of Pennsylvania female 

fawns breed before one year of age.  

 

3. Other deer population management methods: GonaCon is not intended to be the sole method of 

deer population management. Other methods will need to be employed to reduce deer populations 

and impacts.  

 

4. Limited Applicators: Only USDA or state wildlife management agency personnel or persons 

working under their authority will be specifically permitted to use GonaCon. As a result, state 

wildlife agencies will set criteria for any possible uses of GonaCon. 

 

 All of this means any potential use of 

GonaCon will not be simple. The federal 

registration of GonaCon opens a new chapter 

in deer management options. However, some 

of the same old issues – such as drug 

effectiveness, and the ability to capture and 

treat a large proportion of the population – will 

remain substantial challenges. Given the 

unproven nature of these drugs to control or 

manage a free-ranging deer population, any 

Game Commission guidelines for their use will 

be designed to rigorously test this drug in real 

world circumstances. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the Next Issue, Summer 2010 

 Explanation of 2010-2011 antlerless allocations 

 Baiting Regulation in Southeastern Pennsylvania  

Users of GonaCon will have to capture deer – similar to this 
deer captured as part of a Game Commission field study – and 
hand inject the drug into each animal. 


