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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
DEER HUNTERS’ IMPORTANCE TO AGENCY BUDGETS
 For most agencies, more than 80% of funding comes from hunters and anglers,
including license fees and Federal Aid from Pittman‐Robertson and Dingell‐Johnson.
 This includes all sportsmen and women. Hunters make up a substantial portion of
this funding, as shown below.
 Deer hunters fund substantial portions of state fish and wildlife agencies.
 For example, in Virginia, an analysis shows that deer hunters fund about a quarter of
the entire agency and a third of the wildlife and fisheries management section of the
agency.
 License fees remain one of the biggest sources of agency funding.
 More than $800 million is spent annually by hunters in the United States on licenses,
stamps, tags, and permits.
 Excise taxes through Pittman‐Robertson are another very important source of agency
funding.
 In Fiscal Year 2021, Pittman‐Robertson funding apportioned to states amounted to
$679 million. This includes sport shooters who do not hunt, so an analysis of the
hunting portion of this suggests that deer hunters provided $294 million to the
agencies through Pittman‐Robertson. In the Southeast specifically, the analyses
suggest that deer hunters provide $99 million annually to the Southeast states
through Pittman‐Robertson.
 Wildlife agency biologists in the Southeast rate deer hunting as highly important to
their budgets.
 Their mean rating of the importance of deer hunting to their agency budget on a 0
to 10 scale is 8.4.
 It is important to note that general state tax funds are little used by state fish and
wildlife agencies.
 In many states, no general state funds are used.
 Finally in this section, the work that these agencies conduct is highly important to
state residents. Residents give high ratings to the work of conserving fish and wildlife
habitat, managing wildlife populations, enforcing fish and game laws, protecting
residents from diseases from wild animals, and protecting threatened and endangered
species. And overwhelming majorities rate as very important that wildlife exists in
their state, that fish and wildlife populations are being properly managed, that
ecologically important habitats are being conserved, and that natural areas exist for
enjoying nature.
 On a 0 to 10 scale, the mean importance ratings of all five of the efforts listed above
across the Southeast is at 8.40 or higher, and 85% or more of Southeast residents
say those other things—that wildlife exists and so forth—are very important.
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO CONSERVATION FUNDING
 Hunters make up an important part of state wildlife agency funding, and those
agencies are the primary players in conservation: the 50 state wildlife agencies
conserve wildlife on 464 million acres in the United States.
 As an example, one study found that $58.5 million was spent from Pittman‐
Robertson between 2005 and 2009 for the acquisition of 12.2 million acres of
wildlife habitat.
 Through agreements with private landowners, state wildlife agencies have improved
habitat on another 56.7 million acres.
 State fish and wildlife agencies have approximately 53,000 formal partnerships for
wildlife conservation.
 Wildlife conserved by state agencies on the lands mentioned above help many
non‐huntable species as well, including many at‐risk species.
 These include such species as the gopher tortoise, piping plover, and brown pelican,
to name only a few.
 In addition to funds provided to state agencies that is used for conservation, hunters
contribute substantial sums to NGOs, and hunter‐oriented NGOs are responsible for a
great amount of conservation.
 One researcher estimates that hunters and hunting‐related organizations contribute
about $440 million toward conservation in the U.S. and Canada each year. Research
also suggests that hunters are more active in conservation than are non‐
recreationists.
CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL AND REGIONAL ECONOMIES
 In a typical year, deer hunters in the Southeast states spend approximately $8.8 billion
annually with a total multiplier effect of $15.8 billion.
 Hunters in the entire United States spend approximately $38 billion, with multiplier
effects pushing the total economic contribution of hunters to $90 billion annually,
while deer hunters are estimated to spend about $13.1 billion per year on their
sport.
 Additionally, deer hunting in the Southeast supports an estimated 209 thousand jobs,
which have $5.5 billion in salaries and wages, and contribute $2.1 billion in local,
state, and federal taxes.
 This includes a statewide high of $852 million in salaries and wages in Texas. The
other Southeast states are listed in the body of the report.
 Deer hunting is important to some people’s personal finances, particularly in
economic downturns.
 Some landowners make considerable income from leasing their lands to hunters.
Furthermore, hunters themselves personally benefit from the meat that hunting
provides—about half of hunters in one poll said saving money in a bad or declining
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economy was a major or minor influence on their decision to hunt. Finally, evidence
suggests that hunting participation increases during times of economic downturns:
hunting participation and housing starts are inversely related—when housing starts
go down, hunting goes up.
CONTRIBUTIONS TO LAND CONSERVATION THROUGH LAND PURCHASES AND LEASES
 State and federal wildlife agencies acquire hundreds of thousands of acres (sometimes
millions) through purchases and leases to provide hunting lands to hunters, essentially
conserving this land.
 Although exact data on hunting lands conserved in the various Southeast states is
not always available, some examples show the magnitude: Alabama has more than
1 million acres of conserved land available to hunters, Florida has more than
6 million, and North Carolina has more than 2 million acres of huntable land.
 The National Wildlife Refuge System, in part funded by deer hunters (even though its
primary funding source is waterfowl hunters), includes more than 500 refuges and
encompasses about 150 million acres.
 The importance of the system is demonstrated by the recovery of the brown pelican,
which was the focus of the first refuge created and which is no longer considered
endangered.
HABITAT AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
 Hunters are the cornerstone of North American wildlife management.
 They are the cornerstone not only because of the funds and advocacy they bring to
the table, but also because they remain the most effective logistical agents of actual
population management.
 The North American Model of Wildlife Management is the premier wildlife
management construct in the world—initiated by hunters and supported in part by
hunters’ dollars and actions.
 The historical summary of this model shows that hunters were instrumental in the
creation of the model.
 Wildlife and habitat management entails, among many things, controlling deer
populations, as deer overbrowsing can severely damage habitat for other animals,
including at‐risk species.
 Studies show that deer overbrowsing can harm forest regeneration, can harm at‐risk
plant species, and can encourage the growth of invasive plant species. The ripple
effect of the harm to habitat in turn can harm many animal species such as birds
that nest in the intermediate canopy and on the ground in forests. In Maryland, one
study showed that deer overbrowsing had a deleterious effect on an entire
serpentine ecosystem and several at‐risk species therein.
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 Agencies manage habitat, deer, and other wildlife with a variety of tools, one of which
is hunting.
 As an example, Georgia’s deer management plan explicitly states that its deer
population goals will be “accomplished primarily through hunter harvest.”
 Agency efforts to conserve habitat for game species also helps non‐game species,
including many at‐risk species.
 When agencies conduct work to improve habitat for deer, this simultaneously
improves habitat for countless other species.
 Hunters and hunting groups donate funds to state agencies for conservation.
 An example is Oklahoma, where hunting‐focused NGOs contributed almost
$150 thousand from 2018 to 2020 to the state agency for conservation efforts.
 Hunting‐related NGOs conduct important conservation work and help to conserve vast
acreages.
 For instance, Ducks Unlimited has conserved about 15 million acres since its
inception. (Note that the overlap of waterfowl hunters and deer hunters is huge:
from two thirds to three quarters of waterfowl hunters also hunt deer.) As another
example, the National Wild Turkey Federation has conserved or enhanced
877 thousand acres just in the Southern Piney Woods in the Southeast.
 Hunters conserve habitat on their own lands, often but not always in cooperation with
state wildlife agencies. These private tracts being conserved for deer habitat (which
also helps many other species, including at‐risk species) collectively total at least
3.5 million acres but possibly as much as 29 million acres.
 Deer management cooperatives produce higher quality wildlife habitat for game and
non‐game species than do adjacent landscapes.
 Deer hunters in the Southeast states spent $183 million in 2020 on plantings and food
plots that benefited deer and other species.
 Deer hunters from Missouri, Arkansas, and Alabama were some of the biggest
spenders on plantings and food plots—each state accounted for more than
$25 million in such spending.
CONTROL OF WILDLIFE DISEASE
 Hunters are integral to controlling deer populations, which is part of the strategy to
address wildlife diseases such as Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD).
 Hunting works to control deer populations. See the next section for a discussion of
studies showing the efficacy of hunting as a method to control deer populations.
 CWD is costing agencies millions of dollars each year.
 One study suggests that agencies spend more than $10 million annually to address
CWD. In the Southeast, that same study estimates agency expenditures to address
the disease at approximately $3.97 million annually. As an example of what this
spending goes for, there were more than 175 thousand deer tested in 2018.
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 CWD can have a damping effect on hunting participation, which costs agencies money
when would‐be hunters forgo hunting. There is also evidence that presence of CWD
can lower property values.
 As an example, one hunting club saw its membership plummet when CWD was
found on lands that it had leased. This simultaneously lessened the value of that
lease.
 Deer are the vectors for other diseases, as well, including tick‐borne diseases that
affect thousands of Americans, including Lyme disease.
 In addition to Lyme disease, a red meat allergy is also transmitted by a deer‐borne
tick.
 Deer hunters play an important role in the detection and monitoring of disease.
 Biological research, including disease monitoring, has been greatly assisted by
hunters, including deer hunters. Biologists note that “hunters are an important
source of biological information for wildlife researchers and managers.” For
example, the discovery of CWD in Tennessee in 2018 came directly from deer
hunting activity based on the testing of hunter‐harvested deer.
ADDRESSING CONFLICTS WITH DEER AND HUMANS
 It is important to first note that deer hunting can help control damage—this is not
speculation but it is an assertion that has been supported by studies.
 The body of this report has many, many examples of hunting being effectively used
to control deer populations. These include studies where the deer population was
controlled in Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic
Park; in Georgia’s Ft. Yargo Park; at the Stonewall Resort in West Virginia; in Howard
County, Maryland; in Nebraska’s Fontenelle Forest; and in Pennsylvania.
 Deer damage to agriculture in the United States is at least $593 million per year
(probably higher because this figure is only damage to four major crops: corn,
soybeans, wheat, and cotton).
 Many studies showed deer damage to be substantial. One study found losses of
12% to 14% in legume fields situated near woodlots with deer. Another study found
corn losses of approximately 25% at the edges of corn fields and 12% in the interior
of the corn fields. A survey of nursery owners in one section of the country showed
that 65% reported deer damage.
 Deer‐vehicle accidents are also a major concern that hunting can help address. There
are an estimated 1.5 million auto insurance claims for accidents caused by deer (and
these are just those accidents for which claims are filed; there are many more
accidents where claims are not filed).
 Many accidents go unreported, suggesting that there are actually more than
1.5 million deer‐related accidents annually.
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 Deer do not simply cause damage to vehicles—many people are injured, and some are
killed, in accidents caused by deer.
 A study in Georgia found approximately 200 injuries per year in the state from deer‐
caused accidents. This study found several fatalities attributed to deer‐caused
accidents, as well.
 Alternatives to deer hunting to address damage have not proven effective or are
prohibitively expensive.
 Translocation is expensive, has a relatively high mortality rate anyway, can spread
disease, and can simply move problems from one place to another. Fertility control
is also quite expensive, can cause other deer (including bucks seeking to mate) to
come into the treatment area, and is difficult to do because of the high rate of deer
that need to be treated to be effective as a control mechanism. It is simply not
effective in open populations—which describes deer herds in almost every place in
the United States. Sharpshooters can be effective but are more costly than deer
hunting. Diversionary feeding to address agricultural damage was not found to be
effective. Studies on deterrents also found them to be ineffective in stopping deer
from entering agricultural fields or crossing roads.
SOURCE OF ORGANIC MEALS
 Deer provide nutritious meat, not only for the hunters themselves but for food banks
and hunger programs throughout the United States. One study found that deer
hunters in the Southeast states contribute nearly 1 million pounds of venison annually
to food programs.
 Every state in the Southeast had active deer donation programs. Just as one
example, Kentucky Hunters for the Hungry has typical donations of 60,000 to 70,000
pounds of venison each year.
 Deer eaten by hunters is substantial—up to 400 million pounds of deer meat is
consumed in the United States each year. This represents a benefit to hunters’
personal finances (in food they do not have to buy), and it “replaces” an equal amount
of livestock raised on farms.
 Deer hunting that replaces livestock production has another positive aspect in the
forage of deer versus cattle: areas used and managed primarily for livestock grazing
have lower biodiversity than they otherwise would have. Another study suggested
that there is a savings of greenhouse gases when hunters consume their deer. The
study stated that “wild animals do not have the associated energy intensive
industrial practices” of modern meat production.
HEALTH AND WELLNESS BENEFITS OF HUNTING
 Outdoor activities like hunting act as a natural antidepressant, lower blood pressure
and resting heart rate, reduce stress, and increase vitamin D intake.
 These are the physical health benefits. There are additional health benefits
discussed in the body of the report.
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 Outdoor activities, including hunting, help improve mental health.
 Studies prove that there are a multitude of positive health benefits associated with
being in nature including reduced stress levels and improved mood. Exposure to
natural light has been linked to improved sleep, neurological health, and better
alertness. Exposure to outdoor green space has been linked to improved social
bonds and decreases in symptoms of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.
Research has shown that simply viewing nature scenes lowers stress and improves
health.
 Hunting can improve self‐esteem.
 A researcher who surveyed participants in a Becoming an Outdoor Woman event
found that the women gained both self‐confidence and self‐esteem from their
participation.
 Hunting provides camaraderie and family bonding.
 Researchers have noted that hunting “provides an avenue for social interaction...,
while it fosters connections within families and communities.” In one study, the
hunters themselves indicated that “the fall hunting season was as much a family
reunion as it was a hunting trip.”
 Deer hunting provides healthy, low‐fat food.
 Research found that venison in general is lower in fat than beef—certainly a health
benefit of venison. Additionally, venison, ounce‐for‐ounce, is higher in protein than
beef. Venison is higher in iron than is beef, as well.
OTHER SOCIETAL BENEFITS OF DEER HUNTING
 Hunting leads to an increase in knowledge about wildlife and ecology. An increase in
knowledge about wildlife and ecology leads to a “land ethic.”
 Hunting requires individuals to become intimately knowledgeable of the landscapes,
habitats, and species they hunt. The detailed local ecological knowledge of hunters,
particularly those inheriting cross‐generational narratives, can be so profound that
wildlife managers and wildlife policy makers often seek their advice on how to
manage local systems.
 Hunting increases participants’ knowledge of the sources of food.
 Hunting provides hunters with “an honest relationship between humans and
nature.” In one study, hunters “felt that hunting gave them a grounding in reality
that textbooks could not provide.”
 Hunting helps participants gain knowledge of history.
 In a study regarding why hunters become hunters, nearly “all the men and
women...spoke of how hunting gave them a deeper appreciation of the past.”

viii

Responsive Management

 Hunting provides recreation for people with needs.
 This can include those with disabilities, physical health problems, or mental health
problems. For example, Whitetails Unlimited supported the Southeast Alabama
Chapter of Camo Dreams Inc. and Catch a Dream Foundation, both of which provide
hunting and fishing trips to children with special needs and children with life‐
threatening health problems.
 Hunting indirectly benefits wildlife viewers who use lands set aside for hunting.
 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reports in one year that there are typically
approximately 59.7 million annual visits to National Wildlife Refuges, and these
include 42.1 million visits by birders and wildlife watchers and 3.0 million visits for
nature programs. These are visitors reaping the benefits of the Refuge System that
was initiated by hunters and depends in large part on hunters for funding support.
HUNTERS WHO MADE LASTING CONTRIBUTIONS TO CONSERVATION
 Many hunters made great contributions to conservation, and two of them are detailed
in this report. Theodore Roosevelt, who developed his ideas of conservation through
his hunting experiences, brought more land under federal protection than any other
conservationist in history. Aldo Leopold, who also developed his ideas of conservation
and wildlife management through his hunting participation, called for a land ethic
among Americans. He is considered the father of wildlife ecology and was
instrumental in the development of the North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation.
 These are only two of the important early conservationists whose hunting
experiences led them to advocate for conservation.
OTHER FAMOUS DEER HUNTERS
 Many other movers and shakers in America are hunters. The report includes brief
remarks about a sampling of them. These include movie and television stars (Chris
Pratt, Eva Longoria), musicians (Blake Shelton, Joe Perry, Maddie Marlow, Luke
Bryan), and athletes (Bo Jackson, Jack Nicklaus).
 Again, these are just a sampling. There are many other deer hunters of note that are
not detailed in the report.
SAFETY OF DEER HUNTING
 Deer hunters provide the funding through their license purchases and excise taxes
that pays for hunter safety education.
 Hunter safety education works. In state after state, hunting accidents went down
with the advent of hunting education as well as mandatory requirements for
potential hunters to take it.
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 Hunting is less dangerous than many other sporting activities, such as football, soccer,
and even cheerleading.
 Tackle football has an injury rate 105 times greater than hunting. Soccer has an
injury rate 34 times greater than hunting. Cheerleading has an injury rate 25 times
greater than hunting. (The body of the report shows many more activities with
higher injury rates than hunting.)
 Although hunting accidents can be severe, even fatal, this is also the case with other
sports.
 One study recorded 43 fatalities from football injuries (this counts direct injuries
from tackling and blocking—the hitting part of football; this does not count non‐
contact fatalities such as those from heat stroke) in one decade. A study of
cheerleading found 67 fatal, disabling, or serious injuries from cheerleading from
1982 to 2007. These include head and spinal injuries that have caused death or
paralysis from the stunts that current cheerleaders do.
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BACKGROUND
This report is the culmination of a study performed by Responsive Management for the
Southeast Deer Partnership (SDP) to examine the benefits of deer hunting. The study entailed a
review of in‐house reports produced by Responsive Management, additional analyses of in‐
house data contained in those reports, and a review of other research pertinent to the topic.
Additionally, a survey of Southeast states’ residents was administered specially for this study
(referred to in the text as the SDP Survey as a proper noun to distinguish it from discussions of
other surveys). The project was prompted by the need to communicate to the public the
important role that deer hunters play in conservation in the United States.
The Southeast Deer Partnership is composed of state and federal agencies, non‐governmental
organizations (NGOs), and private sector entities. Its mission is to increase the public’s
awareness of the benefits of deer hunting in the Southeast (the states and agencies in those
states are shown below). The Southeast Deer Partnership’s listed goals are:
 Ensuring the future of deer hunting and the benefits hunters provide to conservation
efforts in the Southeast.
 Promoting effective, science‐based management of deer populations and its relevance
to habitat quality, at‐risk species, and socioeconomics.
 Educating hunters, non‐hunters, and governmental decision makers throughout the
Southeast on the value of deer hunting and hunters.
 Supporting hunter recruitment, retention, reactivation (R3) initiatives in partner states.
 Increasing deer hunter participation in partner states.
 Increasing deer hunter engagement in land management activities that benefit deer and
at‐risk species.
State Agencies of the Southeast States
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources / Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries
Division
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Georgia Department of Natural Resources /
Wildlife Resources Division
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife
Resources
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Mississippi Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks
Missouri Department of Conservation
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources /
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources
West Virginia Division of Natural Resources
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND EXPLANATION OF TERMS
Dingell‐Johnson
See the explanation under Pittman‐Robertson.
National Survey
Occasionally in the text, references are made to the National Survey as a proper name. This
refers to the National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife‐Associated Recreation, which has
been conducted by the USFWS and the U.S. Census Bureau every 5 years since 1955 (with one
6‐year interval). These reports have comparable data (i.e., the methods matched close enough
to allow the data to be compared) for 1991 through 2011.
Pittman‐Robertson
Enacted in 1937, the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act, commonly known as the
Pittman‐Robertson Act for the legislators who sponsored it, created a funding mechanism for
wildlife conservation through the redirection of an existing excise tax on ammunition and
sporting arms (sporting arms were defined at that time as long guns, except those used in
military and law enforcement; subsequently, as explained below, pistols, and revolvers were
added to the list of taxable firearms). Revenues from the excise tax are apportioned to fish and
wildlife agencies in all 50 states and 5 major territories annually through a formula that
accounts for the state’s land area and hunting license sales.
Since the passage of the Act, the Pittman‐Robertson excise tax has generated almost $19 billion
for species restoration, habitat improvement, wildlife research, and other conservation work
carried out by the individual fish and wildlife agencies.1 Between 2015 and 2019 alone, an
average annual total of $606 million was apportioned to states through the Wildlife Restoration
Trust Fund.2 These apportionments have made possible the recovery of once‐imperiled wildlife
species, including white‐tailed deer, wild turkey, and Rocky Mountain elk. The apportionments
have also aided in the recovery of mammal and bird species listed under the U.S. Endangered
Species Act of 1973, such as the bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and Canada lynx. Pittman‐
Robertson also helps pay for habitat protection that benefits all species, not just hunted ones.
In fact, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has described the Pittman‐Robertson Act as a highly
successful “user‐pay, user‐benefit” system.3 And in a recent survey conducted for the Wildlife
Management Institute, wildlife professionals, including agency directors, assistant directors and
division/bureau chiefs, also named the Pittman‐Robertson Act as the most successful national
conservation program over the past 100 years.4
The initial Pittman‐Robertson funding model was based on the belief that federal action was
needed for restoration of wildlife decimated by habitat loss and degradation. The excise tax
originally applied only to sporting arms and ammunition. People purchasing these taxable items
at the time of Pittman‐Robertson’s enactment were believed to be hunters5; it was logical for
hunters to pay for wildlife conservation efforts. This rationale held true for decades. However,
subsequent amendments to Pittman‐Robertson expanded the taxable items to include pistols,
revolvers, and archery equipment. These changes effectively broadened the pool of wildlife
conservation funding contributors to include sport shooter, archers, and those purchasing
firearms and ammunition for self‐defense or protection purposes.
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In 1950, Congress passed the fisheries management companion to the Pittman‐Robertson Act,
known as the Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act and commonly referred to as the Dingell‐
Johnson Act (named after the sponsors of the Act). It provides funding for recreational fisheries
management through taxes on fishing equipment. Motorboat fuel was added as a taxable good
by the Wallop‐Breaux Amendment in 1984 (again, named after the sponsors of the
Amendment) and operates on the same matching funds principle as the Pittman‐Robertson Act,
and boating safety was added to the list of efforts to be funded.
THE UBIQUITY OF HUNTING DEER AMONG HUNTERS
Where possible, this study examines the role of deer hunting. Nonetheless, many hunting
studies look at the activity as a whole—not just the deer hunting part of it. Therefore, by
necessity, many of the studies cited in this report examined hunting overall. Deer hunting,
however, is nearly ubiquitous to hunting itself—an overwhelming majority of hunters seek deer
at some point in their hunting.
Deer hunters typically make up 70% or more of all licensed hunters in any given state—one
Mississippi study6 found that 92% of the state’s licensed hunters seek deer, a South Carolina
study7 found that 84% of its licensed hunters hunt deer, and a Virginia study8 found that 86% of
licensed hunters went hunting for deer. Nationally, 72% of all hunters (including unlicensed
hunters) identified in the 2016 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife‐Associated
Recreation hunted deer.9 In 2011, the last year that data from the National Survey of Fishing,
Hunting, and Wildlife‐Associated Recreation10 was available at the state level, 82% of Southeast
hunters seek deer at least some of the time. Therefore, studies of hunting in general have high
relevance to deer hunting, given the large portion of hunters overall who go deer hunting.
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DEER HUNTERS’ IMPORTANCE TO AGENCY BUDGETS
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 For most agencies, more than 80% of funding comes from hunters and anglers,
including license fees and Federal Aid from Pittman‐Robertson and Dingell‐Johnson.
 This includes all sportsmen and women. Hunters make up a substantial portion of
this funding, as shown below.
 Deer hunters fund substantial portions of state fish and wildlife agencies.
 For example, in Virginia, an analysis shows that deer hunters fund about a quarter of
the entire agency and a third of the wildlife and fisheries management section of the
agency.
 License fees remain one of the biggest sources of agency funding.
 More than $800 million is spent annually by hunters in the United States on licenses,
stamps, tags, and permits.
 Excise taxes through Pittman‐Robertson are another very important source of agency
funding. In the Southeast, the analyses suggest that deer hunters provide $99 million
annually to the Southeast states through Pittman‐Robertson.
 In Fiscal Year 2021, Pittman‐Robertson funding apportioned to Southeast states
amounted to $228 million ($679 million nationwide). This includes sport shooters
who do not hunt, so an analysis of the hunting portion of this suggests that deer
hunters provided $99 million ($294 million nationwide) to the agencies through
Pittman‐Robertson.
 Wildlife agency biologists in the Southeast rate deer hunting as highly important to
their budgets.
 Their mean rating of the importance of deer hunting to their agency budget on a 0
to 10 scale is 8.4.
 It is important to note that general state tax funds are little used by state fish and
wildlife agencies.
 In many states, no general state funds are used.
 Finally in this section, the work that these agencies conduct is highly important to
state residents. Residents give high ratings to the work of conserving fish and wildlife
habitat, managing wildlife populations, enforcing fish and game laws, protecting
residents from diseases from wild animals, and protecting threatened and endangered
species. And overwhelming majorities rate as very important that wildlife exists in
their state, that fish and wildlife populations are being properly managed, that
ecologically important habitats are being conserved, and that natural areas exist for
enjoying nature.
 On a 0 to 10 scale, the mean importance ratings of all five of the efforts listed above
across the Southeast is at 8.40 or higher, and 85% or more of Southeast residents
say those other things—that wildlife exists and so forth—are very important.
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Deer hunters’ contributions to agency budgets are primarily through their license and permit
fees. Other substantial contributions to agency budgets come from excise taxes on hunting
equipment, firearms, and ammunition bought by deer hunters. This revenue is highly important
to agencies (and conservation in general because of agencies’ work for conservation), and right
now there is not a viable option for alternative funding. In fact, one researcher found that
sources of funding to supplement or replace hunters’ (and anglers’) contributions, such as taxes
on other outdoor recreation equipment such as hiking boots and backpacks, “have largely failed
due to opposition from the outdoor industry, which argues that it already pays billions of
dollars through ‘disproportionately high import taxes every year.’”11 In fact, a position
statement by the Outdoor Industry Association indicated that the outdoor industry already pays
significant taxes (including import tariffs), that excise taxes are “discriminatory and financially
burdensome to lower income individuals and working families,” and that the excise taxes would
be “nearly impossible to fairly apply.”12
REVENUE IN GENERAL
Anywhere from 60% to 80% of agency funding comes from hunters and anglers, including
license fees, Pittman‐Robertson, and Dingell‐Johnson.13 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
estimates that, for most agencies, more than 80% of funding comes from hunters and anglers
(licenses, Pittman‐Robertson, and Dingell‐Johnson).14 It would appear that these figures include
sport shooters in the mix, as some of their expenditures are taxed under Pittman‐Robertson.
However, the majority (54.1%) of the hunter‐sport shooter pool consists of those who hunt.15
Therefore, at least half of Pittman‐Robertson funding comes from hunters, and as mentioned
previously, deer hunters typically make up 70% or more of all hunters. In fact, survey reports
from the last year that data from the National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife‐
Associated Recreation16 were available at the state level (2011) suggest that 82% of Southeast
hunters seek deer at least some of the time (see table that follows).
Number and Percentage of Hunters Who Hunt Deer (2011 State National Surveys)
Overall Number of
Number of Deer
Percent of Hunters
State
Hunters
Hunters
Hunting Deer
(in thousands)
(in thousands)
Alabama
535
435
81
Arkansas
363
308
85
Florida
242
147
61
Georgia
392
323
82
Kentucky
347
301
87
Louisiana
277
212
76
Mississippi
483
469
97
Missouri
576
449
78
North Carolina
335
268
80
Oklahoma
244
134
55
South Carolina
254
196
77
Tennessee
375
332
89
Texas
1,147
930
81
Virginia
432
399
92
West Virginia
247
190
77
Southeast Total
*6,249
*5,093
82
*Sum of each state; however, state totals are of resident and nonresident hunters, so there is
undoubtedly some overlap where some hunters are counted in more than one state.
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Number of Hunters Who Hunt Deer (2020)
Overall Number of Hunters
State
(in thousands)
Alabama
508
Arkansas
343
Florida
273
Georgia
578
Kentucky
346
Louisiana
327
Mississippi
465
Missouri
520
North Carolina
418
Oklahoma
306
South Carolina
283
Tennessee
460
Texas
1,266
Virginia
387
West Virginia
228
Southeast Total
6,708

Responsive Management

Number of Deer Hunters
(in thousands)
413
291
166
477
300
250
452
405
335
169
219
408
1,027
358
176
5,446

Southwick Associates
also made estimates of
deer hunters in 2020,
based in part on
previous data from the
National Surveys, but
updated for 2020 based
on additional data and
analysis.17 The
accompanying table
shows those 2020
estimates of the number
of deer hunters.

Source: Southwick Associates.

When looking only at hunters’ dollars in Virginia as an example (and counting only 54.1% of
Pittman‐Robertson funding as attributable to hunters, and 86% of hunters’ portion being from
deer hunters—the lower amount of the two studies that show percentage hunting deer,
discussed in the Background section), deer hunters fund 24.5% of the entire budget of the
Department of Wildlife Resources (which also manages fishing and inland fisheries), and they
fund 33.0% of the portion of the agency budget for wildlife and fisheries management
(unfortunately, wildlife management was not separated from fisheries management in the
available data; the other portions of the budget are administrative and support services,
boating safety and regulation, and capital outlay projects).18
As said by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Director Aurelia Skipwith, the “Fish and Wildlife Service
is the linchpin in the circle of funding that arcs from the hunters and anglers generating these
dollars as consumers, through the states as conservation managers, and back to hunters,
anglers, and recreational users as beneficiaries, for improved hunting, fishing and conservation
opportunities.”19 In short, hunters fund a substantial portion of wildlife agency budgets (and,
therefore, conservation), broken down as discussed in the next sections.
Before the discussion of license fees that follows, however, it is important to note that a key
aspect of Pittman‐Robertson when it was created was that the federal funding available to
states was contingent on the states’ dedication of all hunting license revenue to state wildlife
management programs. Prior to this, many states used license revenues for projects and
programs unrelated to wildlife or hunting, such as roads and schools.20 Pittman‐Robertson and
its sister program, Dingell‐Johnson, established the modern funding structure of fish and
wildlife agencies wherein hunters and anglers—through their license fees and the excise taxes
on equipment—primarily fund the agencies.
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LICENSE AND PERMIT FEES
License fees remain one of the biggest sources of funding for wildlife agencies. For instance in
Virginia, hunting licenses generated $13.1 million for the Department of Wildlife Resources in
Fiscal Year 2021.21 Assuming 86% of license holders hunted deer (as found in another study22), a
calculation was made of 2021 license revenue that could be attributed to hunters who seek
deer. This calculation suggests that deer hunters’ license fees make up 19.4% of the total
agency budget and 26.1% of wildlife and fisheries management.
Other national studies estimate that more than $800 million is spent by hunters on licenses,
stamps, tags, and permits annually. The 2016 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife‐
Associated Recreation23 estimates that hunters spent $826 million on those items in that year
(including $698 million on licenses), while another researcher24 indicated that $821 million was
spent by hunters on licenses and permits in 2015. These are substantial amounts of money that
agencies depend on. (See this endnote25 for a further discussion of license fees and agency
budgets.)
EXCISE TAXES ON HUNTING EQUIPMENT THROUGH PITTMAN‐ROBERTSON
Next to license fees in importance for most, if not all, wildlife agencies is the federal funding
provided by Pittman‐Robertson and Dingell‐Johnson. However, before looking specifically at
hunters, it is worth noting that hunters and anglers together have provided the funding through
Pittman‐Robertson and Dingell‐Johnson for the more than $22.9 billion of apportionments by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to the states since 1939, an amount that was matched by
another $7.6 billion from the states from license revenue, a sum of $30.5 billion.26
Now considering hunters on their own, for Fiscal Year 2021, Pittman‐Robertson funding
apportioned to states amounted to $679 million—funding from hunters and sport shooters. As
noted above, 54.1% of the pool of those who hunt and/or sport shoot are hunters. Therefore, a
simple calculation suggests that $367 million came from hunters, and using 80% as the
percentage of hunters who seek deer (the middle of the estimated range of hunters who seek
deer), $294 million came from deer hunters.
The tabulation that follows shows the 2021 Pittman‐Robertson apportionment to the Southeast
states,27 which represents about a third of the apportionment nationwide, as shown in the pie
graphs. Based on two assumptions from the research cited above (54.1% of the hunter‐sport
shooter pool consists of those who hunt, and approximately 80% of hunters seek deer for at
least some of their hunting), approximately 43% of the amounts in the tabulation would have
been generated by deer hunters.

8

Responsive Management

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Final Apportionment of Pittman‐Robertson Wildlife Restoration Funds for Fiscal Year 2021
Total Basic
Deer Hunter Portion
Total Wildlife
Total Enhanced
Total All Wildlife
Southeast Portion
Hunter Ed.—
(43%) of Total All Wildlife
Funds
Funds—Sec. 10
Funds
Sec. 4(c)
Funds
Alabama
$11,900,818
$3,049,239
$181,917
$15,131,974
$6,549,118
Arkansas
$10,125,351
$1,343,618
$80,160
$11,549,129
$4,998,463
Florida
$8,103,752
$4,030,855
$240,480
$12,375,087
$5,355,938
Georgia
$16,895,828
$4,030,855
$240,480
$21,167,163
$9,161,148
Kentucky
$8,716,496
$2,768,305
$165,157
$11,649,958
$5,042,102
Louisiana
$11,045,757
$2,892,071
$172,541
$14,110,369
$6,106,968
Mississippi
$8,525,642
$1,343,618
$80,160
$9,949,420
$4,306,109
Missouri
$13,721,795
$3,820,640
$227,939
$17,770,374
$7,691,018
North Carolina
$14,538,222
$4,030,855
$240,480
$18,809,557
$8,140,776
Oklahoma
$14,426,097
$2,393,178
$142,777
$16,962,052
$7,341,176
South Carolina
$6,059,551
$2,950,757
$176,039
$9,186,347
$3,975,851
Tennessee
$15,068,232
$4,030,855
$240,480
$19,339,567
$8,370,165
Texas
$26,824,430
$4,030,855
$240,480
$31,095,765
$13,458,247
Virginia
$7,657,461
$4,030,855
$240,480
$11,928,796
$5,162,783
West Virginia
$5,451,634
$1,343,618
$80,160
$6,875,412
$2,975,678
Total Southeast
$179,061,066
$46,090,174
$2,749,730
$227,900,970
$98,635,540
Total of Remainder
$357,455,570
$88,271,639
$5,266,270
$450,993,479
$195,189,978
Total of US and Territories
$536,516,636
$134,361,813
$8,016,000
$678,894,449
$293,825,518
Source: USFWS, except calculated column of deer hunter portion, which is a calculation based on the given assumptions.
SE Share of Wildlife Restoration
Apportionments 2021 (Total
Wildlife Funds)

SE Share of Wildlife Restoration
Apportionments 2021 (Total All
Wildlife Funds)

33%

34%
66%

67%

Total Southeast
Total of Remainder

Total Southeast
Total of Remainder

The importance of Pittman‐Robertson to the Southeast states (and to the United States in
general) is demonstrated by the tabulation and pie graph that follow. The tabulation shows the
apportionments to the states in total since the inception of the program in 1939. The pie graph
shows the Southeast states’ portion. The portion attributable to deer hunters was not
determined because the proportion of the hunter‐shooter pool (i.e., those purchasing firearms
and ammunition on which excise taxes are charged) made up of hunters would have changed
from year to year, as would the portion of hunters seeking deer. Additionally, the items taxable
under Pittman‐Robertson have changed over time.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Apportionment of
Pittman‐Robertson Wildlife Restoration Funds
1939‐2021
Total 1939‐2021
State
(All Wildlife Funds)
Alabama
$285,216,202
Arkansas
$235,187,140
Florida
$241,173,185
Georgia
$325,435,536
Kentucky
$233,977,004
Louisiana
$254,982,774
Mississippi
$202,220,719
Missouri
$359,025,122
North Carolina
$329,944,279
Oklahoma
$293,961,365
South Carolina
$176,373,815
Tennessee
$366,653,111
Texas
$624,797,928
Virginia
$254,552,585
West Virginia
$150,855,269
TOTAL Southeast
$4,334,356,034
Total of Remainder
$9,151,218,257
TOTAL of US and Territories
$13,485,574,291
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SE Share of Wildlife Restoration
Apportionments 1939‐2021

32%
68%

Total Southeast
Total of Remainder

Source: USFWS.

See Appendix A for the current apportionment formula for the funds generated by Pittman‐
Robertson excise taxes.
OTHER REVENUE PROVIDED BY DEER HUNTERS
Deer hunters also play a part in other agency funding, including money voluntarily given. These
include, in some states, special vehicle license plates, some of which are undoubtedly bought
by deer hunters. Although there is a dearth of research on the amount that deer hunters spend
on special vehicle license plates, suffice it to say some of that revenue would come from deer
hunters.
Nonetheless, one study found that wildlife‐related specialty license plates (fees of which help
fund conservation) are more often bought by those who engage in outdoor recreation,
including hunting, than by the general public as a whole.28 A study of college students that
looked at differences between hunters and non‐hunters found that hunters were three times as
likely as non‐hunters to have participated in actions concerning wildlife issues, such as
attending a public meeting, contacting a legislator, or writing to a newspaper: 39% of college
students who hunted had done so, compared to only 13% of college students who had not
hunted.29
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Furthermore, it is worth noting that one study found hunters to be more likely than non‐
hunters to consider volunteering time for conservation projects. In Maryland, 22% of hunters
indicated that they would be very likely to volunteer time to help their state wildlife agency
compared to 7% of non‐hunters.30
FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Worth noting is that hunters and anglers together support the “three pillars” of state fish and
wildlife agency funding, which are hunting/fishing licenses, Pittman‐Robertson funds, and
Dingell‐Johnson funds—altogether known as the American System of Conservation Funding
(ASCF). ASCF funding accounts for approximately 80% of agency funding (the mean among all
state agencies), although the research notes that “some states still rely nearly 100% on [ASCF]
funding.”31 In fact, the Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation indicates that $71 billion from
“sportsmen and women” through ASCF has been provided to agencies since 1939.
Wildlife agency biologists also
consider deer hunting to be
important: when they were polled
about the importance of deer
hunting to their agency budget,
ratings were quite high, as shown
in the table to the right.32 On a
scale of 1 to 10, the mean rating
among the Southeast states
was 8.4. Additionally, five states
gave the top rating of 10, and all
but two states gave a rating above
the midpoint. Clearly, the state
agencies themselves look upon
deer hunting as providing a
necessary component of their
budgets.

Rating of Importance of Deer Hunting to Agency Budget
State
Rating (1‐10 scale)
Alabama
10
Arkansas
5
Florida
5
Georgia
10
Kentucky
7
Louisiana
8
Mississippi
9
Missouri
10
North Carolina
9
Oklahoma
9
South Carolina
7
Tennessee
10
Texas
8
Virginia
10
West Virginia
9
Mean
8.4
Source: National Deer Association

It is also worth noting that general state funds are little used by fish and wildlife agencies.
Recent research33 of the agencies in the Southeast states of Florida, Missouri, and Virginia
showed that Florida’s agency received 9% of its funding from general state funds but that both
Missouri and Virginia received no funding from general state funds. (Missouri does have a
specifically dedicated portion of its state sales tax that goes to its agency but otherwise does
not use what would be described as general state funds.)
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Further analysis shows that
61% did not name licenses,
taxes on equipment, or taxes
on motorboat fuel in the top
graph—some of the most
important funding sources.

What do you think are the funding sources for
the [state agency]? Please name all the funding
sources that you think are used by
[state agency].
Hunting, fishing, or trapping licenses

Donations

19
14

Fines

7

General federal taxes

5

Taxes on hunting, fishing, trapping equipment

3

Park fees

2

General local taxes

1

State sales tax

45% said any of
these responses
(not simply the
sum because some
gave more than
one response)

1

Taxes on motorboat fuel

Less than 0.5

Vehicle license plate sales

Less than 0.5

Other

7

Do not know

32

0

20

40

60

80

100

Percent (n=393)
Source: SDP Survey.

Hunting, fishing, or trapping licenses

37

General taxes

28

General state taxes

Multiple Responses Allowed

28

General state taxes

Where do you think funds for deer
management in [state] come from? Please
name all the funding sources that you think
are used for deer management in [state].

15

Donations

9

Named state agency

3

Taxes on hunting, fishing, trapping equipment

3

General federal taxes

3

Fines

2

General local taxes

1

Park fees

1

46% said any of
these responses
(not simply the
sum because some
gave more than
one response)

State sales tax

Less than 0.5

Taxes on motorboat fuel

Less than 0.5

Vehicle license plate sales

Less than 0.5

Other

5

Do not know

26

0
Source: SDP Survey.

39

General taxes

Multiple Responses Allowed

Although general taxes are
not primary funding sources
for fish and wildlife agencies,
as demonstrated previously,
a substantial portion of
residents in the Southeast
think that they are. The SDP
Survey found that almost half
of the general population in
the Southeast have a
misperception about who
funds the agencies and who
funds deer management in
their state, with 45% and
46% giving a general tax
response to the questions.
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20
40
60
80
Percent (n=426)

100

(These questions were
open‐ended, meaning
that no response set
was provided.
Residents could name
anything that came to
mind. In the wording,
each resident’s state
and agency were used
in the question. The
sample was randomly
divided in half, with
each half getting one of
these questions)
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As stated previously, alternative funding from outside of hunters and anglers can be challenging
to secure. The state of Colorado offers an example.34 Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
attempted to obtain funding from an access fee to its State Wildlife Areas that was not a
hunting license. However, “according to Justin Rudder, CPW’s assistant director for financial
services and capital development, the federal government counted the revenue from past
attempts [to obtain revenue from access fees and habitat stamps]...as ‘program income’ and,
ultimately, subtracted those revenue amounts from the federal grant money normally allocated
to the agency.” CPW now requires either a fishing or a hunting license to access those State
Wildlife Areas, even if the visitor is not fishing or hunting.
Which of the following groups do you
think should be the primary funders of
deer conservation and management?
Please select all that apply.
Hunters

Multiple Responses Allowed

Another roadblock to securing
funding for agencies and for
the conservation work and
deer management those
agencies do is public opinion
regarding who should pay.
When residents of the
Southeast states were asked
to indicate the groups that
“should be the primary
funders of deer conservation
and management,” only 46%
indicated that “all the
residents of the state” should
pay. And while 57% said that
the list of funders should
include hunters, further
analysis showed that 8% said
hunters and named no other
funding source—in other
words, they think that hunters
should be the sole source of
the funding. This is despite the
fact that having deer around
and even knowing that deer
exist in the state benefit many
more than just a state’s
hunters.

57

All residents of the state

46

Farmers / agricultural
producers

44

All outdoor recreationists

38

All landowners

32

None of these

5

Do not know

5
0

20

40

60

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.

80

100
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How likely or unlikely would you be to
contribute to the sustainable future of deer
in [state] through this mechanism: Direct
monetary contribution to the [state agency]'s
wildlife conservation program.
10

23

9

5

8

11

7

9

6

Mean:
Median:

5.8
7

3

5

16

4

4

3

4

2

2

1

2

0

17

Don't know

4
0

20

40
60
Percent (n=819)

80
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The same survey asked about
willingness of the general
population in the Southeast to
step up to the plate—to give a
direct monetary contribution to
their state agency’s wildlife
conservation program.
However, using a 0 to 10 scale
where 0 is not at all likely and
10 is extremely likely, ratings
are tepid. The mean rating of
5.8 is just barely above the
midpoint, and about a fifth give
a rating of 0, 1, or 2—ratings so
low that they leave little doubt
that these people would not
step up. Hunters’ funding of
conservation certainly will not
be replaced by this.

100

Source: SDP Survey.

In addition to hunting license fees and excise taxes
on hunting equipment, which of the following, if
any, would you support for funding wildlife
conservation and management in your state?

Multiple Responses Allowed

There does appear to
be some support for
using general state
revenues for funding
wildlife conservation
and management, as
well as using a
dedicated sales tax of
the sort currently in
effect in Arkansas and
Missouri. Note that
the top two in the
graph to the right
would certainly be
good (and are used in
some states) but
would in no way be
enough to properly
fund conservation
and management
without hunters’
funds.

Voluntary check-off on tax forms for
wildlife conservation and management
donation

52

Mitigation fees from development
projects that impact wildlife habitat

51

General state revenues

41

State sales tax dedicated to conservation
and management of wildlife

39

Support additional funding, but none of
these choices

10

Do not support any additional funding

7

Do not know

6
0

Source: SDP Survey.
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40
60
80
Percent (n=819)

100
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There have been criticisms of hunting that diminish the importance of hunters’ role in agency
(and conservation) funding, making the claim that most of the agency budget goes to managing
hunting so that hunters are actually a drain on the state’s budget rather than contributors to
the budget.35 However, when considering an agency budget and the expenditures of that
agency, note that there are several agency efforts (and expenditures for those efforts) that are
not related to hunting. These include protecting endangered and threatened species; enforcing
wildlife laws not pertaining to hunting, such as the illegal ownership of some wild animals;
responding to calls regarding injured wildlife; research programs on non‐hunted wildlife;
managing lands leased and owned by the state when non‐hunting activities occur on them,
such as wildlife watching; education and outreach that is not related to hunting or habitat
protection; monitoring of animal diseases; public safety; and (human) search and rescue.36
Another example that refutes the assertions that hunters do not pay their fair share of costs
comes from a South Carolina Department of Natural Resources budget document: in Fiscal Year
2018‐2019, the agency’s law enforcement officers had “more than 26,000 man hours assisting
other agencies” with man hunts, civil disturbances, event security, and general assistance calls.
For those hours that serve the broad general public, their pay is disproportionately funded by
hunters and anglers rather than the other way around.37
It is also worth considering what the lack of hunter‐provided funding can affect. When
Wisconsin saw a decline in hunting license sales, the ensuing lack of funding “prompted the
state’s Department of Natural Resources to leave staff positions unfilled and cut back on
habitat management.” Ultimately, Wisconsin’s agency had to cut game warden patrols as well.
Likewise, “Colorado’s wildlife agency has cut tens of millions of dollars in expenditures and
trimmed programs that deal with invasive species. Vermont’s fish and wildlife department,
which manages more than 25,000 species and nearly 2,000 native plants, is cautioning that
even though the state leads the nation in wildlife viewing, that activity ‘provides no significant
revenue stream to the department that would allow for the management of the resources
viewed.’”
Simultaneously, a “panel on sustaining America’s fish and wildlife resources recently warned:
‘Without a change in the way we finance fish and wildlife conservation, we can expect the list of
federally threatened and endangered species to grow from nearly 1,600 species today to
perhaps thousands more in the future.’”38 Finally, the article quoted here notes the challenge
that agencies face with decreasing license sales. “‘With decreases in license sales, we’re getting
to the point as a state agency that we’re struggling to match those [Pittman‐Robertson] funds,’
says Eric Lobner, the head of the wildlife division for Wisconsin’s [Department of Natural
Resources].” (The funding under Pittman‐Robertson requires a state match.) The article
continues, saying that Lobner indicated that the demands on his agency are growing, in part
because climate change and development are threatening more species.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF AGENCY WORK
All of the above begs the question: why is agency funding important? Quite simply, wildlife
agencies perform many efforts of value to state residents (including conservation efforts as
detailed in the next section). A study specific to the Southeast asked residents to rate the
importance of agency efforts, using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is unimportant and 10 is important,
and residents’ ratings of the agency efforts shown in the tabulation that follows are all
above 8.00.
Importance of Agency Efforts (0 to 10 Scale) (General Population)
Mean rating of importance on a 0 to 10 scale
Protecting
Study
Conserving fish
State
Managing wildlife Enforcing fish and residents against
39
and wildlife
populations
game laws
diseases from wild
habitat
animals
Alabama
8.70
8.36
8.93
8.69
40
9.09
** 8.93
*** 9.05
Arkansas
8.82
8.67
8.88
8.80
Florida
8.84
7.97
8.99
8.14
Georgia
8.91
8.54
8.78
8.39
Kentucky
8.86
8.68
8.90
9.00
Louisiana
9.12
8.65
9.04
8.66
Mississippi
8.86
8.71
9.18
8.84
Missouri
8.75
8.64
8.86
8.42
North Carolina
8.92
8.37
8.76
8.65
Oklahoma
8.86
8.69
8.91
8.68
South Carolina
8.84
8.58
8.87
8.64
Tennessee
8.99
8.66
9.02
8.72
Texas
8.79
8.30
8.66
8.51
Virginia
8.68
8.25
8.76
8.53
West Virginia
8.82
8.55
8.84
9.07
SE Region*
8.85
8.40
8.84
8.54

Protecting
threatened and
endangered
species
8.23
8.80
8.56
9.01
8.67
8.86
8.75
8.49
8.68
8.76
8.47
8.74
8.60
8.55
8.63
8.78
8.69

* Includes MD.
Wording:
**Managing fish and wildlife populations overall
***Enforcing fish and wildlife laws and regulations
Sources: As indicated in endnotes.

Additionally, the same studies asked about the importance of some wildlife values that the
public holds, as well as agency efforts that support those wildlife values. This line of questioning
used a scale of very important, somewhat important, neither, somewhat unimportant, and very
unimportant. Again, the general public supports these values that the agencies actively support,
as demonstrated in the table that follows on the next page.
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Importance of Wildlife Values (General Population)

Study41

State

Alabama
42

Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
Missouri
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

43

West Virginia

44

SE Region*

That wildlife exists
in [state]
92
87
90
91
89
91
90
87
90
89
92
92
93
86
91
93
93
94
90

Percent who rate the following as very important
That fish and wildlife
That ecologically
That natural areas exist
populations are being important habitats and in [state] for enjoying
properly managed and
lands in [state] are
and experiencing
conserved in [state]
being conserved
nature
86
77
88
82
78
82
84
84
87
84
91
92
85
86
88
86
83
89
89
84
87
82
82
86
83
80
88
80
83
89
86
86
90
79
79
87
86
83
88
87
85
88
85
83
86
89
** 90
94
86
83
89
87
** 89
91
85
85
89

* Includes MD.
Wording:
**That ecologically important habitats and lands in [state] are being protected and preserved
Sources: As indicated in endnotes.

The SDP Survey touched on these topics. Regarding the importance that deer exist in the state,
the mean rating is 8.8 on a 0 to 10 scale, well above the midpoint, and 63% rated it at 10—
clearly this is important to Southeast state residents. Likewise, the mean rating of importance
that deer are properly managed and conserved in the state is 9.1, with 64% giving it a rating
of 10.
How important or not important is it
to you that deer are properly
managed and conserved in [state]?

On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not
at all important and 10 is extremely
important, how important or not
important is it to you that deer exist
in [state]?
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Don't know

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Don't know

63
5
14
4
3
4
1
0
0

Mean:
Median:

8.8
10

0
3
3
0

20

40
60
Percent (n=819)

80

100
Source: SDP Survey.

64
11
10
5
1
3
0
0
0

Mean:
Median:

9.1
10

0
2
3
0

20

40
60
80
Percent (n=819)

100
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The SDP Survey also
asked about the
importance of state
agency efforts. For
each of them, the
importance is quite
high—with a mean at
9.0 or higher for four of
the five efforts
discussed. The findings
are a testament to the
perceived importance
of agency efforts
among the residents of
the Southeast.

Below is a list of some efforts of the [state
agency]. For each one, please rate how
important or not important you think each
effort should be for that agency, on a 0 to 10
scale, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is
extremely important.
Protecting threatened
and endangered
species

9.1

Managing wildlife
populations

9.0

Conserving wildlife
habitat

9.0

Providing opportunities
for residents to enjoy
nature

9.0

Enforcing fish and
game laws

17

8.8

0

2

4

6

8

10

Mean

An additional finding that bolsters
the case that deer management is
important comes from the question
that asked residents of the
Southeast states to rate the
importance of deer to the health of
the ecosystem. On this question,
the mean rating is 8.6 (on a 0 to 10
scale), and a slight majority (52%)
give the top rating of 10.

How important or not important do you
think deer are to the health of the
ecosystem in [state], on a scale of 0 to
10, where 0 is not at all important and 10
is extremely important?
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Don't know

52
8
15
Mean:
Median:

7
5
5
0
1
1
1
0
5
0

20

40

60

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.

8.6
10

80

100
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In Virginia, as reported in its deer management plan, state residents were asked about the
importance of demands or considerations when managing deer populations in Virginia. The
demand/consideration of ensuring that deer exist in Virginia had 96% of residents rating it as
extremely important (54%), important (32%), or somewhat important (10%). Only 4% rated it as
not at all important.45 Even given some problems that deer cause, they are valued wildlife.
Managing deer is also a valued effort. The aforementioned survey in Virginia found that 96% of
residents rated the effort to maintain deer population health and condition as one of the
important considerations. Protecting habitat is also highly rated: 91% gave one of the important
ratings for minimizing damage to forest plants and wildlife. These results and the above are
shown in the tabulation below.
Importance of Demands and Considerations When Managing Deer Populations in Virginia
Extremely
Somewhat
Sum of “important”
Demand/Consideration
Important
important
important
responses
Ensure that deer exist in Virginia
54%
32%
10%
96%
Maintain deer population health
43%
39%
14%
96%
and condition
Minimize damage to forest plants
22%
44%
26%
91%
and wildlife

Not at all
important
4%
4%
9%

Source: Virginia Deer Management Plan 2015‐2024; survey conducted by the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and Virginia Tech.

It is worth noting at this point,
given the importance that each
state’s fish and wildlife agency
plays in conservation and
wildlife management, that
most people in the Southeast
states cannot name the agency
with primary responsibility for
managing deer populations in
the state. Analysis of the SDP
Survey data that asked people,
in an open‐ended question, to
name the state agency with
primary responsibility for
managing deer populations
showed that most responses
were incorrect (or were simply
“do not know”). Only 38%
could give the correct name or
a close derivative thereof.

Which state agency would you say has
the primary responsibility for managing
deer populations in [state]?

Correct

15

Essentially correct

22

Incorrect / do not know

62

0

20

40

60

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.

80

100
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO CONSERVATION FUNDING
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Hunters make up an important part of state wildlife agency funding, and those
agencies are the primary players in conservation: the 50 state wildlife agencies
conserve wildlife on 464 million acres in the United States.
 As an example, one study found that $58.5 million was spent from Pittman‐
Robertson between 2005 and 2009 for the acquisition of 12.2 million acres of
wildlife habitat.
 Funding for each of the Southeast states is examined in this section.
 Through agreements with private landowners, state wildlife agencies have improved
habitat on another 56.7 million acres.
 State fish and wildlife agencies have approximately 53,000 formal partnerships for
wildlife conservation.
 Wildlife conserved by state agencies on the lands mentioned above help many
non‐huntable species as well, including many at‐risk species.
 These include such species as the gopher tortoise, piping plover, and brown pelican,
to name only a few.
 In addition to funds provided to state agencies that is used for conservation, hunters
contribute substantial sums to NGOs, and hunter‐oriented NGOs are responsible for a
great amount of conservation.
 One researcher estimates that hunters and hunting‐related organizations contribute
about $440 million toward conservation in the U.S. and Canada each year. Research
also suggests that hunters are more active in conservation than are non‐
recreationists.
The previous section showed that deer hunters make up an important source of funding for
state agencies. This section will show that agencies use that funding to perform substantial
conservation work. The section will then examine the amount of conservation work by NGOs
that deer hunting helps fund. (A subsequent section of this report looks at individual hunters’
contributions toward conservation through more direct means: conservation through the lease
and purchase of land for hunting and habitat modifications intended to benefit wildlife. This
section focuses on larger entities’ conservation efforts.)
There are four groups that fund and/or perform conservation work, and this section covers the
funding provided by three of them and some of their work. The three entities examined are:46
 Federal land and wildlife management agencies (as well as to a lesser extent the
Department of Agriculture).
 State fish and wildlife agencies (and to a lesser extent, state agriculture agencies).
 NGOs.
 (Note that residents, corporations, and landowners compose the fourth entity, which is
examined in a subsequent section of the report.)
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AGENCY FUNDING OF CONSERVATION
When looking at the nation as a whole, one study found that the 50 state wildlife agencies
“own, manage, or administer wildlife conservation on more than 464 million acres of land and
167 million acres of lakes, reservoirs, wetlands, and riparian areas.”47 The same researchers
found that state agencies use agreements with private landowners to improve habitat and
manage wildlife, and they estimate that 56.7 million acres have “been improved for the benefit
of wildlife.” The researchers indicate that agencies have approximately 53,000 formal
partnerships for wildlife conservation. Clearly, agencies are using their resources and funding
for conservation. As noted in a white paper produced by the Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (AFWA), “the state fish and wildlife agencies are critically important partners for large
landscape‐scale conservation efforts in the United States.”48 Additionally, another study found
that each year “state wildlife agencies contribute more than $5.6 billion to conservation
through their collective annual budgets.”49
Despite the type of information given above that is publicly available, a criticism sometimes
leveled at state fish and wildlife agencies is that their work does not address non‐hunted
species. However, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission includes this mission
statement under the header, “Habitat and Species Conservation”: to ensure healthy
populations of all native wildlife and their habitats on a statewide basis.” Further, the website
indicates that “conservation integration efforts focus on the ecosystem or landscape scale to
provide the greatest benefits to the widest possible array of fish and wildlife species.”50 An
additional refutation of this criticism is that “a portion of Wildlife Restoration [i.e., Pittman‐
Robertson] funds in the U.S. is available to the states for conservation of non‐hunted birds and
mammals.”51
Similarly, the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission conducts work that benefits non‐huntable
wildlife, including at‐risk species. Its “Acres for Wildlife” program is described as “a free
environmental action program of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission which targets all
wildlife species and gives special emphasis on species of greatest conservation concern. It
improves habitat and encourages landowners to consider wildlife needs in conjunction with
good farming, livestock production and forestry practices.” The agency provides landowners
with “free technical assistance from a Private Lands Biologist.”52
Pittman‐Robertson funding has gone toward non‐hunted species. The non‐hunted species
restored in part from hunting‐provided funding, some of it directly from Pittman‐Robertson,
include the black‐footed ferret, black‐tailed prairie dog, the California condor (which is in more
states than just California), and the Mexican wolf (whose range includes parts of the United
States).53
Looking at expenditures nationally on just acreage acquisition, one study showed that
$58.5 million from Pittman‐Robertson from 2005 through 2009 was specifically “apportioned to
the states for the acquisition of more than 12.2 million acres of wildlife habitat.”54
Agency funding of conservation (with funding provided in part by deer hunters) has a benefit
beyond the conservation work that is directly funded. Some researchers have noted that
general taxpayers benefit from this conservation work because of the reduced “overall taxpayer

Economic, Social, and Conservation Benefits of Deer Hunting in the Southeastern United States

21

burden for air and water quality since conservation protects ecosystem services and maintains
healthy ecosystems.”55
Southwick Associates looked specifically at deer hunters’ contributions to conservation funding
through state agencies.56 As shown in the table that follows, deer hunters in 2019 provided
$554 million in conservation funding to the Southeast states. This funding comes from license
purchases, dues and contributions to hunting‐related organizations, public land access fees, and
excise taxes on hunting equipment.
Deer Hunters’ Contributions to Conservation Funding
Deer Hunters'
Excise Tax Allocations
State
Conservation
Associated with Deer
Contributions
Hunting
Alabama
$54,000,000
$8,000,000
Arkansas
$56,000,000
$6,000,000
Florida
$9,000,000
$6,000,000
Georgia
$37,000,000
$12,000,000
Kentucky
$23,000,000
$4,000,000
Louisiana
$13,000,000
$7,000,000
Missouri
$21,000,000
$8,000,000
Mississippi
$35,000,000
$5,000,000
North Carolina
$19,000,000
$7,000,000
Oklahoma
$11,000,000
$3,000,000
South Carolina
$44,000,000
$5,000,000
Tennessee
$30,000,000
$10,000,000
Texas
$48,000,000
$19,000,000
Virginia
$36,000,000
$7,000,000
West Virginia
$6,000,000
$5,000,000
Southeast Region:
$443,000,000
$112,000,000

Total Conservation
Dollars Associated
with Deer Hunting
$62,000,000
$62,000,000
$15,000,000
$49,000,000
$27,000,000
$20,000,000
$29,000,000
$40,000,000
$26,000,000
$14,000,000
$49,000,000
$40,000,000
$67,000,000
$43,000,000
$11,000,000
$554,000,000

Source: Southwick Associates.

Examples of agency‐sponsored conservation and expenditures on conservation are shown for
the states of the Southeast Deer Partnership.
Alabama
Of the total Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources budget of
$188.4 million, its Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division receives $59.6 million (32%), its
Marine Resources Division receives $28.1 million (15%), and its State Lands Division receives
$36.2 million (19%). These are the three Divisions most primarily conducting conservation work
that could be said to be funded in part by hunters, with 66% of the agency budget.57
Some of the efforts of the Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division within the Alabama
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources provide a prime example of agency work
for conservation. Some of the Division’s accomplishments include the restoration of a nesting
population of bald eagles through the release of at least 91 eagles, an increase in the bluebird
population, management and protection of habitat to bring the brown pelican population back
to robust levels, and reintroduction of the threatened Eastern indigo snake into South
Alabama.58 Although not all the funding for the Division comes from hunters, the agency
nonetheless attributes funding as coming, in part, from Alabama’s hunters. The following table
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lists some of the species that benefit from agency conservation efforts funded in part by
hunters.
Partial Listing of Species Benefiting From Active Projects of Alabama’s Nongame
Wildlife Program
Gopher tortoise
Eastern hellbender
Carolina and Mississippi gopher frog
Eastern spotted skunk
West Indian manatee
Loggerhead sea turtle
Red‐cockaded woodpecker
Eastern indigo snake
Bald and golden eagles
Colonial wading birds
Bats
Whooping cranes
Brown pelicans
Plovers and oystercatchers
Falcons
Source: Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Wildlife and
Freshwater Fisheries Division.

Arkansas
To find a primary funding source for conservation other than anglers, hunters, and sport
shooters, Arkansas voters in 1996 approved Amendment 75 that instituted a state sales tax of
1/8th of 1% (0.125%) devoted to conservation. The funds from this tax are apportioned among
four agencies, with the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission receiving 45% of the revenue (the
other three are Arkansas State Parks [receiving 45%], the Department of Arkansas Heritage
[9%], and Keep Arkansas Beautiful Commission [1%]). But hunters, including deer hunters, are
still an important source of conservation funding through their state agency—they still pay
license fees for hunting and they still pay taxes on their hunting equipment separate from the
state conservation tax. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, in describing its revenue
sources, states that “Commission activities are financed primarily through the sale of hunting
and fishing licenses, tags, and permits; the 1/8th cent Conservation Sales Tax; and federal aid
funding. General Revenue funds are not used for [Arkansas Game and Fish Commission]
programs.” It is of note that sportsmen and women are first on the list.59
The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission spends 46% of its budget on conservation, with 35%
of its budget going to the Wildlife Management Division and 11% to the Fisheries Management
Division—the two Divisions most directly associated with conservation work for the purposes of
this report.60 (This is not to say that the 8% spent on Law Enforcement, the 16% on Education,
and the 30% combined spent on the Support Services and General Administration Divisions do
not help fund conservation, because they do: all have to work together to fulfill the goals of the
agency.) Specifically, the Wildlife Management Division—with about a third of the agency
budget as shown above—manages all of the state’s wildlife populations, does forest
management work and other habitat work (e.g., plantings of native species to provide cover
and food), and works with landowners to promote wildlife habitat on privately owned land. Its
responsibilities include managing hunting and using deer hunting to help manage wildlife.
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Florida
The Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission manages more than 575 species of wildlife, and it
actively promotes responsible recreation and stewardship of the state’s natural resources.61 Its
Habitat and Species Conservation Division—which manages those 575 terrestrial species and
conducts conservation work—is budgeted at $128 million, which is 31% of the total agency
budget. Its work includes managing natural plant communities on public lands for diversity of
wildlife, working with landowners to provide habitat for a diversity of species, and providing
support and assistance for habitat‐related issues to both private and public sector landowners.
One of the sections of the Habitat and Species Conservation Division is the Wildlife and Habitat
Management Section, which manages “one of the largest systems of state‐managed wildlife
lands.” In total, the Section is involved in management and conservation of 6 million acres,
being the lead manager on 1.5 million acres and assisting cooperators with wildlife
management on 4.5 million acres. The Section’s activities “are designed to maintain, enhance
and restore native natural habitats for the benefit of plant and animal populations and the
citizens of Florida.”
Another Division of the Commission is the Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, which also
conducts conservation work such as monitoring habitats and causes of wildlife mortality, and is
budgeted at $73 million (18% of the budget). The Wildlife Research Section within the Institute
acquires and distributes biological and economic information for use in “science‐based
management, conservation, restoration and wise use of Florida’s wildlife resources.”
Georgia
Another example of agency conservation work, funded in part by hunters (mostly deer
hunters), comes from Georgia. The Game Management Section of the Georgia Wildlife
Resources Division (within the Department of Natural Resources) conducted the following
conservation efforts in a recent year:62
 As part of its Urban Wildlife Program, provided assistance to 1,350 callers and provided
on‐site technical assistance for 488 wildlife conflicts in the metro Atlanta area.
 Assisted private landowners with conservation plans for the properties.
 Conducted monitoring, banding studies, and aerial surveys of birds (woodcock, Canada
geese, wood ducks, mourning doves, black‐bellied whistling ducks, mottled ducks).
 Provided technical assistance on habitat and wildlife management to 637 landowners
who collectively manage 168,186 acres.
 Participated in spring breeding bird counts for seven species (northern bobwhite,
Bachman’s sparrow, prairie warbler, loggerhead shrike, indigo bunting, field sparrow,
and painted bunting).
 Conducted mountain bog restoration, indicated as being “one of the most critically
endangered habitats of the southern Appalachians.” The bogs provide habitat for the
bog turtle and swamp pink, “two of Georgia’s rarest species” and federally listed as
threatened.
Beyond this anecdotal listing of efforts, the question is how much do wildlife agencies spend on
conservation? As an example, information published by the Georgia Wildlife Resources Division
shows that its category of “Wildlife conservation” accounted for 14% of its budget in 2019,
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totaling $10.78 million.63 However, additional conservation work—such as the management of
1.1 million acres and 125 Wildlife Management Areas as well as the monitoring of wildlife
populations—was conducted under the umbrella of Game Management in the graph that
follows. And hunters are not the only ones who benefit, as the Wildlife Management Areas are
used by bird and wildlife watchers, hikers, and campers.

Georgia Wildlife Resources Division Expenses (2019)
$7,176,007
9%
$44,319,348
56%
$10,780,024
14%
Game management
$17,027,380
21%

Fisheries
Wildlife conservation
Administration/License and boat registration

Source: Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Resources Division.

Kentucky
Budget information released by the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources
indicates expenditures for the Wildlife Management Unit of $18.1 million, with another
$10.4 million for Fisheries Management—two Units that do the bulk of conservation work for
the agency.64 Among the conservation efforts carried out by Wildlife Management Unit are
managing statewide game and non‐game populations “consistent with habitat availability,”
conducting surveys of wildlife populations, managing hunting to achieve the above, restoring
native wildlife where appropriate, evaluating the impact of construction on wildlife and habitat,
and offering technical assistance to landowners who wish to maintain and enhance habitat on
their property.
Louisiana
Within the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is the Office of Wildlife, which
comprises three entities: the Wildlife Division, the Coastal and Nongame Resources Division,
and the Restoration Program. The Office of Wildlife, which most directly conducts conservation
work in the state and manages habitat, was apportioned 30% of the agency budget.65 The latest
budget information available shows that the Office of Wildlife spent just under $39 million,
which included many conservation efforts, such as wildlife research, monitoring of wildlife
health, improvement of forest and wildlife habitat through its Forest Management Program,
and management of wildlife and habitat on Wildlife Management Areas comprising 1.3 million
acres. As stated in the report, “Habitats within these lands harbor and help conserve a
multitude of endangered species such as the red‐cockaded woodpecker and gopher tortoise.”
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Mississippi
The Mississippi Wildlife Heritage Fund is administered by the Department of Wildlife, Fisheries,
and Parks and uses funds from the sale of conservation vehicle license plates and non‐resident
hunting licenses to buy land.66
Missouri
In Missouri, the Department of Conservation budget for 2020 was $195 million. Its reported
disbursements include $23 million for wildlife, $19 million for forestry, and $14 million for
fisheries—the most involved with direct conservation. This represents more than a quarter of
the budget.67
North Carolina
Budget documents for the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission show that Wildlife
Management receives approximately 21% of the budget, and Inland Fisheries receives
approximately 15%, based on agency spending within the past decade. These are the Divisions
most intimately involved in conservation.68
Oklahoma
The wildlife agency of Oklahoma has a budget of $55.79 million. Of that, $13.29 million goes to
the Wildlife Division, which conducts much of the conservation work in the state (along with
the Fisheries Division, which gets $10.21 million).69 This is not quite a quarter of the agency
budget.
South Carolina
Conservation activities are primarily carried out within the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources through its Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries (with 22% of the
budget), its Division of Marine Resources (12%), and its Division of Land, Water and
Conservation (8%)—together accounting for approximately $46 million, which is 43% of the
agency budget (shown in blue in the accompanying pie graph).70 Additionally, the capital and
special projects include land acquisitions that conserve land.
Specifically, conservation efforts within the Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries include
monitoring, managing, and protecting wildlife species and inland aquatic species and associated
habitats throughout the state. It also manages fishing and hunting. Conservation efforts within
the Division of Marine Resources include monitoring, researching, managing, and conserving
the state’s marine and estuary resources. Finally, the Division of Land, Water and Conservation
implements programs that provide guidance in resource development and management. (The
Capital / Special Projects slice is not shown in blue because, in addition to conservation
purchases, the expenditures in this category include infrastructure not directly related to
conservation.)
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South Carolina DNR Expenditures FY 2018‐2019
Capital / Special Projects,
$6,394,827
6%

Conservation Education
Services, $4,990,238
5%

Administration,
$2,804,830
3%

Titling & Licensing
Services, $2,445,124
2%

Employee pension,
insurance, etc.,
$17,433,423
16%

Regional Projects,
$2,849,761
3%

Wildlife & Freshwater
Fisheries, $24,383,724
22%

Land, Water &
Conservation, $8,433,583
8%

Marine Resources,
$13,411,759
12%

Law Enforcement,
$24,991,192
23%

Source: South Carolina Department of Natural Resources

The data on which the pie graph above are included below. The FY 2019‐2020 projected budget
shows a slight increase in expenditures by the agency.
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources Expenditures
FY 2018‐2019
Program / Title
General
Other
Federal
TOTAL
Administration
$1,198,875
$1,605,955
$‐
$2,804,830
Conservation
Education
$2,879,619
$2,095,601
$15,018
$4,990,238
Services
Titling &
$129,161
$2,321,969
$(6,005)
$2,445,124
Licensing Services
Regional Projects
$‐
$1,822,276
$1,027,486
$2,849,761
Wildlife &
Freshwater
$3,417,769 $12,139,864
$8,826,091 $24,383,724
Fisheries
Law Enforcement $14,641,105
$5,449,413
$4,900,673 $24,991,192
Marine
$1,771,969
$5,288,123
$6,351,667 $13,411,759
Resources
Land, Water &
$2,518,155
$3,768,750
$2,146,678
$8,433,583
Conservation
Employee
pensions,
$7,760,789
$5,394,165
$4,278,469 $17,433,423
insurance, etc.
Capital/Special
$722,627
$3,574,921
$2,097,279
$6,394,827
Projects
TOTAL
$35,040,069 $43,461,037 $29,637,356 $108,138,461
Source: South Carolina Department of Natural Resources

General
$1,342,015

FY 2019‐2020 (Projected)
Other
Federal
$1,758,462
$‐

TOTAL
$3,100,477

$3,522,468

$2,704,779

$‐

$6,227,247

$244,161

$1,728,195

$‐

$1,972,356

$‐

$2,108,240

$2,831,266

$4,939,506

$4,498,552

$15,055,641

$10,514,432

$30,068,625

$15,118,348

$5,216,702

$5,052,860

$25,387,910

$1,645,500

$6,422,120

$5,364,078

$13,431,698

$3,176,994

$4,320,528

$3,248,650

$10,746,172

$8,409,750

$6,049,175

$4,036,100

$18,495,025

$1,196,159

$10,247,685

$2,661,900

$14,105,744

$39,153,947

$55,611,527

$33,709,286 $128,474,760

Economic, Social, and Conservation Benefits of Deer Hunting in the Southeastern United States

27

Tennessee
The budget of the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency of approximately $111 million funds
many conservation efforts, such as those presented at the Tennessee Fish and Wildlife
Commission meeting on August 19, 2021.71 Work of the agency highlighted at the meeting
includes addressing CWD, ameliorating invasive species, and restoring quail populations.
Another reflection of conservation work includes the request from the agency for the funding
of new staff positions (after Chris Richardson, Deputy Director, Staff Operations, Tennessee
Wildlife Resources Agency first noted that the agency had not added positions for many years
and that “the amount of acreage that this agency is responsible for has increased; the amount
of wildlife on the landscape has increased; the population of Tennessee has increased; the
position count of the [agency] has stayed relatively flat”). These new positions include four
wildlife managers to be engaged primarily as private lands biologists, a wildlife tech and a
wildlife manager to work on management of wildlife in Wildlife Management Areas, and a
wildlife tech to address invasive species.
Texas
In Texas, budgetary information provided by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department shows
the funding for three Divisions that are the primary entities engaged in direct conservation
make up 20.5% of the entire agency budget. The Wildlife Division makes up 10.1% of the
budget, the Coastal Fisheries Division makes up 4.8%, and the Inland Fisheries Division makes
up 5.6%—a sum of 20.5%.72
Virginia
The Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources’ expenditures in 2020 included $29.3 million on
wildlife management and habitat improvement.73 While the breakdown is not detailed enough
to be able to discern the exact amount on conservation, it is reasonable to suggest that a
portion of that amount is on conservation (habitat improvement) that would benefit both game
and non‐game species. An additional $4.6 million was spent on wildlife information and
education; again, some of that would undoubtedly benefit conservation.
West Virginia
The Wildlife Resources section of the West Virginia Division of Natural Resources is allotted
30% of the total agency budget, a total of $32 million. This includes funding for Game
Management ($12 million), Cold Water Fisheries ($4 million), Warm Water Fisheries
($5 million), and Wildlife Diversity ($2 million), all of which carry out conservation work.74
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NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS (NGOs)
Funding of conservation by NGOs is substantial in North America, with hunter‐centric
organizations conducting a huge amount of conservation, as shown by the table below (which
includes contributions through 2013—the date when the research was conducted) that lists the
financial contributions “for wildlife conservation, research, and management” of just seven
NGOs.75 Altogether, the listing represents approximately 1.5 billion U.S. dollars and 173 million
Canadian dollars from NGOs.
NGO Funding Provided for Conservation
Organization
Mule Deer Foundation
National Wild Turkey Federation
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
Ruffed Grouse Society
Wild Sheep Foundation
Total U.S. dollars
British Columbia Conservation Foundation
Wildlife Habitat Canada—Habitat Conservation Stamp
Total Canadian dollars

Time Frame
1988‐2013
1973‐2013
1984‐2013
1998‐2013
1978‐2013
1969‐2013
1985‐2013

Financial Contribution*
80 million
412 million
912 million
10 million
95 million
1,509 million
123 million
50 million
173 million

*Top five amounts given in U.S. dollars; two bottom amounts given in Canadian dollars.
Source: Arnett and Southwick.

The same report indicated that hunters and hunting‐related organizations in one year (in the
U.S. and Canada) “contributed $440 million in...donations and contributions, most of it directly
to conservation efforts.”76
Hunter and writer/researcher Shane Mahoney also points to the importance of hunters for
conservation funding. Mahoney notes that “Wildlife abundance is no accident, and it isn’t free,
either.” After discussing agency funds provided by hunters, he indicates that “it is estimated
that American hunters contribute an additional $400 million...per year to wildlife conservation
through membership dues and donations to organizations like...the Wild Sheep Foundation,
Pheasants Forever, Quail Forever, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and many others.”77
Continuing in this topic, another researcher put the annual donations from hunters at
$280 million in 2006, somewhat lower than the other amounts given but substantial
nonetheless.78 It is not clear why the amounts differ so much among these researchers.
Another study showed that “state agencies leverage the efforts of 189.4 thousand
volunteers.”79 While not all of those volunteers perform conservation work (some, for instance,
volunteer in hunter education efforts), many of them do.
Some research suggests that hunters (and those engaged in other outdoor recreation) more
often voluntarily contribute to conservation than does the public as a whole. One study of
pro‐environmental behaviors80 found that, “compared to non‐recreationists, hunters...were
4...times more likely to participate in conservation behaviors”; the same study showed that
hunters‐birdwatchers (i.e., did both) were “8 times more likely to engage in conservation
behaviors than non‐recreationists.” Additionally, hunters, compared to non‐recreationists,
were 1.9 times more likely to donate money to conservation and 2.9 times more likely to carry
out habitat enhancement on their property.
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That same study of pro‐environmental behaviors cited above also found that “in some cases,
wildlife recreation can offset the strong influence of certain socio‐demographic attributes
(e.g., education level, political orientation) that are often associated with a decreased likelihood
of participating in [pro‐environmental behaviors]. In other words, the frequency with which
hunters engaged in conservation behaviors was high relative to non‐recreationists with similar
socio‐demographic attributes.”
On the subject of hunter support of NGOs and conservation efforts, one study had an
interesting discussion of birdwatchers and hunters. The study first pointed out that there is a
“perceived dichotomy” regarding the two groups, “because birdwatchers and hunters are
typically viewed as different types of people and altogether different populations driven by
distinct values and beliefs.” The study found that the two groups differed by gender, education,
and political orientation, but the study also found that “the environmental beliefs and
conservation behaviors of birdwatchers and hunters might be more similar than many
recognize. Earlier work revealed a similar pattern, showing substantial overlap in wildlife values
among individuals associated with conservation organizations that were game‐oriented, such as
National Wild Turkey Federation and Ducks Unlimited, and non‐game oriented, such as
Defenders of Wildlife and National Audubon Society.”81
Another study in this theme suggested that many “hunting stories that come to the attention of
non‐hunters have a journalistic ‘hook’ and hence are stories of poaching...or political
controversy.... Similarly, the stories of environmental activism that are most likely to come to
the attention of hunters are the ones that portray a great deal of bias on behalf of
environmentalism. ... Generalizations that result from these portrayals fuel mutual
misperceptions and drive hunters and environmentalists apart, as if hunting and
environmentalism were mutually exclusive. Disagreements over ways of conservation obscure
that land conservation is the common ground for both groups.”82
ANOTHER PERTINENT SECTION OF THE REPORT
The section of this report, “Refuting Common Arguments Against Hunting,” has a detailed
rebuttal of claims that hunters do not fund much conservation.
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL AND REGIONAL ECONOMIES
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 In a typical year, deer hunters in the Southeast states spend approximately $8.8 billion
with a total multiplier effect of $15.8 billion.
 Hunters in the entire United States spend approximately $38 billion, with multiplier
effects pushing the total economic contribution of hunters to $90 billion annually,
while deer hunters are estimated to spend about $13.1 billion per year on their
sport.
 Additionally, deer hunting in the Southeast supports an estimated 209 thousand jobs,
which have $5.5 billion in salaries and wages, and contribute $2.1 billion in local,
state, and federal taxes.
 This includes a statewide high of $852 million in salaries and wages in Texas. The
other Southeast states are listed in the body of the report.
 Deer hunting is important to some people’s personal finances, particularly in
economic downturns.
 Some landowners make considerable income from leasing their lands to hunters.
Furthermore, hunters themselves personally benefit from the meat that hunting
provides—about half of hunters in one poll said saving money in a bad or declining
economy was a major or minor influence on their decision to hunt. Finally, evidence
suggests that hunting participation increases during times of economic downturns:
hunting participation and housing starts are inversely related—when housing starts
go down, hunting goes up.
Hunting as an economic driver is big: in a typical year, hunters in the United States spend
approximately $38 billion, with multiplier effects pushing the total economic contribution of
hunters to $90 billion annually.83 Before looking at the data regarding deer hunters’ economic
impact in the Southeast states, a quick overview of economic impact is included here, which
explains the terminology.84
TYPES OF EXPENDITURES
Expenditures on hunting (as well as other outdoor recreation) are typically divided into
equipment expenditures and trip‐related expenditures, with some analyses even breaking the
latter into “en route” trip expenditures and “at the location” trip‐related expenditures.
ECONOMIC IMPACTS
To estimate the size of the economic contributions made by hunters, analysts use economic
data and modeling equations that show the flow of money spent on hunting. The modeling
uses the expenditure data as well as publicly available economic data to calculate several
economic multipliers and uses them to estimate the total impact of hunting activity
expenditures. There are three separate effects that are examined:
1. Direct effects.
2. Indirect effects.
3. Induced effects.
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The direct effects result from the home‐based and location‐specific spending by hunters on
their hunting trips. Direct effects represent the money spent by individuals, businesses, and
other institutions for the various products used for hunting. The first‐round money includes
expenditures for items such as firearms, ammunition, camping equipment, lodging, groceries,
and restaurants.
Indirect effects represent subsequent rounds of money spent among local businesses based on
the direct effects of those hunters. Subsequent rounds of that hunting‐generated money (or
indirect effects) include the impact of local businesses that buy goods and services from other
local businesses and industries. These purchases are also known as intermediate expenditures.
The last effect, the induced effect, includes all money spent by the employees who receive
salaries and benefits from jobs created by hunting expenditures and local businesses on
purchases such as those from retail clothing stores, restaurants, and other local businesses.
Breaking out and examining the two types of secondary effects (indirect and induced effects)
helps illustrate the types of economic relationships in a large economy.
HUNTERS’ EXPENDITURES FOR DEER HUNTING IN THE SOUTHEAST
This section will look at all hunter expenditures before drilling down to deer hunters and the
Southeast exclusively. Southwick Associates85 studied the economic impact of deer hunting in
2020 as part of this project. Southwick estimated deer hunting expenditures in the Southeast
states at $8.848 billion in that year.
Looking at other studies, the 2016 National Survey indicates that big game hunting (primarily
but not exclusively deer) expenditures totaled $14.9 billion in the United States, comprising
$8.7 billion in equipment expenditures and $6.2 billion in trip expenditures. The following table
shows the breakdown of these big game hunting expenditures in the three most recent
National Surveys (2006, 2011, and 2016).86
Big Game Hunting Expenditures Nationally
Expenditure
2006
Total big game hunting
$11.8 billion
expenditures in the U.S.
Equipment expenditures
$7.1 billion
Hunting equipment
$3.0 billion
Auxiliary equipment
$1.1 billion
Special equipment
$3.0 billion
Trip‐related expenditures
$4.6 billion
Food and lodging
$2.0 billion
Transportation
$1.8 billion
Other trip‐related
$0.9 billion

2011

2016

$16.9 billion

$14.9 billion

$9.6 billion
$3.9 billion
$1.5 billion
$4.1 billion
$7.3 billion
$2.6 billion
$3.4 billion
$1.2 billion

$8.7 billion
$4.3 billion
$1.1 billion
$3.2 billion
$6.2 billion
$1.9 billion
$2.3 billion
$2.1 billion

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/Bureau of the Census. All figures given in then‐current dollars; in other words, expenditures in 2006 and
2011 were not adjusted for inflation to be given in 2016 dollars. See the accompanying explanation of the items that compose the costs.

Of course, not all big game hunting is for deer, so a proxy measure of the portion of the
expenditures above that can be attributed to deer was made. The equipment expenditures
were multiplied by the percentage of all big game hunters that sought deer, and the trip‐
related expenditures were multiplied by the percentage of all big game hunting days that were
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made hunting deer. The table below shows the percentage of expenditures nationally that can
be attributed to deer using this proration method.
Deer Hunting Expenditures Nationally (Extrapolated)
Expenditure
2006
2011
2016
Percent of big game hunters who
94.2% (10.062/10.682)
93.8% (10.851/11.570)
88.5% (8.147/9.208)
are deer hunters
Percent of big game hunting days
80.6% (132,194/164,061) 79.0% (167,658/212,116) 86.7% (115,042/132,665)
that are devoted to deer
Total deer hunting expenditures
$10.4 billion
$14.8 billion
$13.1 billion
in the U.S.
Equipment expenditures for
$6.7 billion
$9.0 billion
$7.7 billion
deer hunting
Hunting equipment
$2.8 billion
$3.7 billion
$3.8 billion
Auxiliary equipment
$1.0 billion
$1.4 billion
$1.0 billion
Special equipment
$2.8 billion
$3.8 billion
$2.8 billion
Trip‐related expenditures for
$3.7 billion
$5.8 billion
$5.4 billion
deer hunting
Food and lodging
$1.6 billion
$2.1 billion
$1.6 billion
Transportation
$1.5 billion
$2.7 billion
$2.0 billion
Other trip‐related
$0.7 billion
$0.9 billion
$1.8 billion
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/Bureau of the Census. All figures given in then‐current dollars; in other words, expenditures in 2006 and
2011 were not adjusted for inflation to be given in 2016 dollars.

ITEMS THAT COMPOSE THE COSTS
Equipment
Hunting equipment includes (most of, but not all, which apply to deer hunting):

Firearms

Bows, arrows, and archery equipment

Telescopic sights

Decoys and game calls

Ammunition

Hand loading equipment

Hunting dogs and associated costs

Other miscellaneous
Auxiliary equipment includes (most of, but not all, which apply to deer hunting):

Camping equipment

Binoculars, field glasses, telescopes, etc.

Special hunting clothing

Processing and taxidermy costs

Other miscellaneous
Special equipment includes (most of, but not all, which apply to deer hunting):

Boats, campers, cabins, ATVs, pickup trucks, travel and tent trailers, and RVs, with
stipulations in the surveys on their use for hunting
Trip‐Related
(“Food and lodging” and “Transportation” are self‐explanatory.)
Other trip costs include (most of, but not all, which apply to deer hunting):

Guide fees, pack trip, or package fees

Public land use fees

Private land use fees

Equipment rental

Boating costs

Heating and cooking fuel
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The following tables show the state‐by‐state expenditures in the Southeast states for all
hunting. These data are taken from the 2011 National Survey because the 2016 data were not
obtained on a statistically reliable state‐by‐state basis. Total expenditures in the Southeast
Region was $11.8 billion ($4.5 billion in trip‐related expenditures, $4.6 billion in equipment
expenditures, and $2.7 billion on expenditures for other items) in 2011.
2011 National Survey Expenditure Data for the Southeast States—All Hunters (in thousands)
Total
expenditures

Total trip‐
related

Food and
lodging

Transpor‐
tation

Other trip
costs

Total
equipment

Hunting
equipment

Auxiliary
equipment

Expenditures
for other
items
$151,376
$234,850
$215,178
$149,475
$206,098
$141,749
$242,453
$242,259
$119,225
*$63,809
$84,161
$67,674
$460,022
$293,725
$32,689

AL
$913,387
$404,966
$151,664
$160,803
*$92,498
$357,045
$173,693
*$63,734
AR
$1,018,793
$317,150
$133,327
$152,564
*$31,259
$466,793
$409,109
*$50,371
FL
$715,733
$280,965
$75,876
$125,965
*$79,124
$219,590
$185,070
*$22,630
GA
$964,887
$486,854
$241,218
$155,601
*$90,036
$328,558
$299,661
*$21,874
KY
$797,766
$241,639
$62,367
$106,402
*$72,869
$350,029
$272,967
*$56,892
LA
$564,385
$244,997
$100,546
$111,188
*$33,263
$177,639
$142,761
*$20,136
MS
$914,889
$244,140
$114,436
$98,317
*$31,386
$428,296
$299,769
$52,450
MO
$906,888
$308,718
$124,111
$142,245
$42,362
$355,911
$265,218
$38,051
NC
$525,281
$224,555
$78,189
$96,908
*$49,457
$181,501
$146,819
*$34,293
OK
$355,680
$109,173
*$38,010
*$37,246
*$33,918
*$182,698
*$170,187
*$10,882
SC
$505,311
$229,561
$95,412
$96,014
*$38,134
$191,589
$81,911
*$22,483
TN
$494,005
$210,025
$95,404
$99,196
*$15,425
$216,306
$158,388
*$57,918
TX
$1,835,098
$837,479
$332,375
$379,419
*$125,685
$537,597
$343,969
*$154,067
VA
$877,038
$297,241
$73,309
$93,747
$130,185
$286,072
$227,495
$53,040
WV
$409,219
$68,531
$37,185
$28,376
NA
$307,999
$79,373
*$43,866
SE
$11,798,360
$4,505,994
$1,753,429
$1,883,991
$865,601
$4,587,623
$3,256,390
$702,687
$2,704,743
Region
*Estimates were based on small sample sizes.
Sample sizes were too small for estimations of special equipment expenditures at the state level (the column is not included), as was the
sample size for West Virginia’s “Other trip costs” estimation (shown as NA). The Southeast Region values are sums of the columns ignoring that
some of the cells were based on small sample sizes. All expenditures are in thousands (e.g., Alabama’s total expenditures of “913,387” is
913 million dollars).
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/Bureau of the Census.

Again, the values in the table above were adjusted to obtain a proxy estimate for each state.
The adjustment was based on the percentage of all hunters who hunted deer (to adjust
equipment expenditures and the last column for expenditures for other items) or the
percentage of all days spent hunting deer (to adjust the trip‐related expenditures). These
adjustments are shown in the table below.
2011 National Survey Expenditure Data for the Southeast States—Adjustment Factors
Formula for percentage of
Formula for days
hunters
Percent of big game hunters who
Percent of big game hunting days
(deer days/all days)
(deer hunters/all hunters)
are deer hunters
that are devoted to deer
(in thousands)
(in thousands)
AL
435/535
81.3%
6,289/10,548
59.6%
AR
308/363
84.8%
7,917/10,967
72.2%
FL
147/242
60.7%
2,492/5,252
47.4%
GA
323/392
82.4%
6,718/8,920
75.3%
KY
301/347
86.7%
5,695/12,222
46.6%
LA
212/277
76.5%
3,113/5,222
59.6%
MS
469/483
97.1%
7,207/9,105
79.2%
MO
449/576
78.0%
7,295/10,087
72.3%
NC
268/335
80.0%
3,762/7,608
49.4%
OK
134/244
54.9%
1,971/4,968
39.7%
SC
196/254
77.2%
2,970/4,353
68.2%
TN
332/375
88.5%
5,594/9,846
56.8%
TX
930/1,147
81.1%
12,423/20,372
61.0%
VA
399/432
92.4%
7,299/10,060
72.6%
WV
190/247
76.9%
1,980/3,166
62.5%
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/Bureau of the Census.

34

Responsive Management

Using the adjustments produces the table that follows: the amount of expenditures in each
state that can be reasonably attributed to deer hunters and deer hunting. In the Southeast,
deer hunters’ expenditures for deer hunting for 2011 are estimated to be $8.8 billion, broken
down into $2.8 billion on trip‐related expenditures, $3.7 billion on equipment expenditures,
and $2.2 billion on expenditures for other items.
2011 National Survey Expenditure Data for the Southeast States—Deer Hunters (in thousands)
Total
expenditures

Total trip‐
related

Food and
lodging

Transpor‐
tation

Other trip
costs

Total
equipment

Hunting
equipment

Auxiliary
equipment

Expenditures
for other
items
$123,081
$199,267
$130,707
$123,164
$178,777
$108,487
$235,425
$188,844
$95,380
*$35,043
$64,943
$59,914
$372,991
$271,288
$25,145

AL
$654,841
$241,452
$90,426
$95,875
*$55,150
$290,308
$141,227
*$51,821
AR
$824,282
$228,948
$96,248
$110,135
*$22,566
$396,067
$347,123
*$42,739
FL
$397,409
$133,314
$36,002
$59,769
*$37,543
$133,387
$112,419
*$13,746
GA
$760,558
$366,669
$181,671
$117,189
*$67,810
$270,725
$246,915
*$18,024
KY
$594,999
$112,595
$29,061
$49,579
*$33,954
$303,627
$236,781
*$49,350
LA
$390,492
$146,050
$59,939
$66,283
*$19,829
$135,955
$109,261
*$15,411
MS
$844,554
$193,247
$90,581
$77,822
*$24,843
$415,882
$291,080
$50,930
MO
$689,549
$223,267
$89,758
$102,873
$30,637
$277,438
$206,741
$29,661
NC
$351,619
$111,038
$38,663
$47,919
*$24,455
$145,201
$117,455
*$27,434
OK
$178,690
$43,313
*$15,080
*$14,777
*$13,457
*$100,334
*$93,463
*$5,976
SC
$369,410
$156,627
$65,098
$65,509
*$26,018
$147,840
$63,207
*$17,349
TN
$370,743
$119,326
$54,204
$56,358
*$8,764
$191,503
$140,226
*$51,277
TX
$1,319,581
$510,701
$202,685
$231,373
*$76,644
$435,889
$278,894
*$124,919
VA
$751,169
$215,662
$53,189
$68,018
$94,455
$264,219
$210,117
$48,988
WV
$304,927
$42,859
$23,255
$17,746
NA
$236,922
$61,056
*$33,743
SE
$8,802,822
$2,845,068
$1,125,860
$1,181,225
$536,125
$3,745,297
$2,655,965
$581,369
$2,212,456
Region
*Estimates were based on small sample sizes.
Sample sizes were too small for estimations of special equipment expenditures at the state level (the column is not included), as was the
sample size for West Virginia’s “Other trip costs” estimation (shown as NA). The Southeast Region values are sums of the columns ignoring that
some of the cells were based on small sample sizes. All expenditures are in thousands.
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/Bureau of the Census.

Economic researchers87 note that the National Survey expenditure data do not include
expenditures by hunters under the age of 16 years, estimated to be approximately 2 million
hunters in 2011, unless that expenditure was reported by the adult as related to his/her own
hunting when taking the survey. Nor do the surveys capture expenditures on hunters who were
inactive in the year of the survey but who, nonetheless, may have bought equipment. In other
words, churn would add to the actual hunting‐related equipment expenditures over those
shown in the National Surveys.
TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT WITH MULTIPLIER EFFECTS
Economic impact studies look at multiplier effects—those effects from subsequent rounds of
spending that stem from the original expenditures, in this case the original expenditures on
hunting equipment and hunting trips.
The most recent data that were available on the economic effects of deer hunting come from a
2022 study by Southwick Associates.88 The study produced the data shown in the table that
follows for 2020. Overall, deer hunters spent $8.8 billion, which produced a total multiplier
effect of $15.794 billion for the Southeast states. Deer hunting in those states is estimated to
support 209 thousand jobs with $5.527 billion in salaries and wages. This table is shown on the
following page.
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Economic Effects of Deer Hunting in 2020
Gross Domestic
State & Local
Production
Federal Taxes
Taxes
Contributions*
Alabama
$722,000,000
$960,000,000
9,700
$281,000,000
$473,000,000
$46,000,000
$65,000,000
Arkansas
$599,000,000
$880,000,000
7,900
$260,000,000
$478,000,000
$49,000,000
$63,000,000
Florida
$577,000,000
$884,000,000
6,500
$241,000,000
$437,000,000
$42,000,000
$65,000,000
Georgia
$928,000,000
$1,478,000,000
14,300
$490,000,000
$825,000,000
$75,000,000
$116,000,000
Kentucky
$418,000,000
$566,000,000
5,900
$166,000,000
$298,000,000
$26,000,000
$40,000,000
Louisiana
$485,000,000
$668,000,000
4,900
$190,000,000
$358,000,000
$34,000,000
$47,000,000
Missouri
$497,000,000
$773,000,000
6,700
$258,000,000
$421,000,000
$36,000,000
$58,000,000
Mississippi
$725,000,000
$958,000,000
9,100
$268,000,000
$485,000,000
$54,000,000
$61,000,000
North Carolina
$338,000,000
$504,000,000
3,900
$141,000,000
$255,000,000
$21,000,000
$35,000,000
Oklahoma
$201,000,000
$290,000,000
2,500
$81,000,000
$166,000,000
$12,000,000
$21,000,000
South Carolina
$455,000,000
$595,000,000
5,300
$166,000,000
$293,000,000
$31,000,000
$41,000,000
Tennessee
$361,000,000
$550,000,000
4,600
$182,000,000
$299,000,000
$28,000,000
$42,000,000
Texas
$1,640,000,000
$2,668,000,000
22,700
$852,000,000 $1,524,000,000 $135,000,000
$215,000,000
Virginia
$587,000,000
$840,000,000
10,100
$282,000,000
$508,000,000
$42,000,000
$73,000,000
West Virginia
$315,000,000
$380,000,000
2,900
$104,000,000
$180,000,000
$22,000,000
$24,000,000
Southeast Region:
$8,848,000,000 $15,794,000,000
209,300 $5,527,000,000 $9,114,000,000 $756,000,000 $1,320,000,000
* This figure represents the value‐added, or new value, created over and beyond the cost of the supplies and inputs. For example, if the total
cost of all materials, labor and overhead for an item was $100, and the product sold for a net $125, essentially the economy has increased
by $25.
Source: Southwick Associates.
State

Deer Hunting
Expenditures

Total Multiplier
Effect

Jobs

Salaries and
Wages

Some previous studies are also included here. For instance, the NSSF and Southwick Associates
examined the economic impact of hunting on the United States, including a breakdown by
species and by state, for 2011. The table that follows shows the economic impact specifically of
deer hunting in the Southeast states in 2011 (the last year that National Survey data were
available on a state‐by‐state basis). Overall, deer hunting expenditures in the Southeast totaled
$7.1 billion with a total multiplier effect of $11.1 billion in that year.89 Additionally, deer
hunting in the Southeast supported an estimated 155 thousand jobs, which had $3.8 billion in
salaries and wages, and contributed $1.7 billion in local, state, and federal taxes in the year of
the study. Clearly, deer hunting in the Southeast is a huge economic engine.
Economic Contributions of Deer Hunting to the Economies of the Southeast in 2011
Total Multiplier
State
Retail Sales
Salaries & Wages
Jobs
Effect
AL
$649,702,285
$1,024,818,146
$400,209,196
20,628
AR
$541,514,195
$786,302,849
$275,052,692
8,779
FL
$436,304,706
$729,703,580
$228,965,805
8,196
GA
$537,142,257
$892,115,480
$312,732,085
11,625
KY
$358,268,876
$553,494,057
$218,008,920
13,322
LA
$349,656,539
$513,530,716
$158,636,883
5,433
MS
$643,295,510
$911,458,270
$287,958,728
15,018
MO
$470,664,590
$765,926,811
$262,085,078
8,494
NC
$231,423,273
$358,214,928
$116,907,574
3,580
OK
$136,571,047
$201,280,859
$64,156,129
2,327
SC
$348,021,347
$533,088,951
$181,975,487
14,324
TN
$251,294,740
$415,188,347
$141,254,706
4,146
TX
$1,267,269,452
$2,163,856,688
$687,580,778
22,136
VA
$559,324,307
$863,603,109
$312,117,815
12,472
WV
$291,972,745
$400,640,924
$117,317,494
4,514
SE Region
$7,072,425,869
$11,113,223,715
$3,764,959,370
154,994
Source: Southwick Associates and the NSSF.

State & Local
Taxes
$66,850,231
$60,621,074
$48,769,065
$58,495,706
$38,255,626
$39,382,474
$65,325,299
$53,163,206
$27,770,244
$14,666,786
$31,279,524
$27,296,734
$137,557,776
$61,058,500
$27,136,162
$757,628,407

Federal Taxes
$83,085,097
$62,087,189
$62,389,071
$77,851,974
$48,311,713
$37,045,105
$65,809,693
$61,766,548
$28,964,081
$16,412,650
$44,527,746
$32,842,484
$171,349,665
$78,820,102
$27,302,490
$898,565,608

36

Responsive Management

As a comparison, data for 2006 and 2001 are presented below for the Southeast; note that only
the first four data columns have comparable data above, as taxes are broken down differently
in the tables.
Economic Contributions of Deer Hunting to the Economies of the Southeast in 200690
Total Multiplier
Salaries and
Sales and Motor State Income
Federal
Retail Sales
Jobs
Effect
Wages
Fuel Taxes
Taxes
Income Taxes
AL
$520,657,148
$834,569,679
$265,506,309
11,990
$54,676,119
$60,329,777 $520,657,148
AR
$370,653,265
$582,358,100
$167,019,298
7,892
$41,591,150
$38,642,302 $370,653,265
FL
$192,738,084
$338,661,086
$129,400,101
6,107
$21,002,015
$29,362,319 $192,738,084
GA
$394,735,755
$656,875,458
$219,605,971
8,866
$47,861,101
$51,262,821 $394,735,755
KY
$316,564,430
$493,922,027
$141,069,486
5,865
$38,846,944
$34,236,933 $316,564,430
LA
$307,088,187
$507,147,853
$163,532,350
7,183
$32,295,112
$33,073,824 $307,088,187
MS
$397,770,611
$600,344,416
$165,573,191
8,666
$49,161,129
$37,556,577 $397,770,611
MO
$690,138,253
$1,162,703,420
$333,689,060
11,824
$83,848,973
$81,765,663 $690,138,253
NC
$193,291,446
$322,280,795
$102,230,174
3,408
$20,010,125
$23,594,218 $193,291,446
OK
$291,773,660
$499,510,336
$148,353,928
5,663
$28,323,367
$31,418,236 $291,773,660
SC
$131,524,963
$199,600,156
$70,578,172
3,165
$15,643,862
$15,488,676 $131,524,963
TN
$136,341,271
$236,887,247
$81,750,510
2,896
$13,506,649
$17,674,965 $136,341,271
TX
$1,234,046,845
$2,165,266,799
$701,288,939
25,416
$143,939,914 $164,721,570 $1,234,046,845
VA
$300,579,100
$497,079,042
$166,448,758
5,568
$30,664,036
$39,354,802 $300,579,100
WV
$133,770,897
$200,402,435
$58,399,497
2,733
$13,093,733
$13,950,698 $133,770,897
SE
$5,611,673,915
$9,297,608,849 $2,914,445,744 117,242
$634,464,229 $672,433,381 $5,611,673,915
Reg.
Source: Southwick Associates.

Economic Contributions of Deer Hunting to the Economies of the Southeast in 200191
Sales and
Total Multiplier
Salaries and
State Income
Federal
Retail Sales
Jobs
Motor Fuel
Effect
Wages
Taxes
Income Taxes
Taxes
AL
$498,972,354
$957,938,307
$226,773,092
10,960
$19,347,927
$8,324,599 $23,083,163
AR
$212,413,838
$383,007,221
$89,285,768
4,363
$11,914,262
$4,310,052
$9,040,878
FL
$162,743,298
$296,687,222
$75,954,513
3,163
$8,194,646
$0 $11,952,316
GA
$311,598,854
$613,296,550
$156,402,620
6,349
$9,570,072
$7,212,676 $25,073,774
KY
$202,452,620
$409,282,198
$86,930,233
3,714
$11,235,278
$4,837,007 $13,414,347
LA
$185,115,421
$320,956,819
$72,813,871
3,350
$8,747,226
$1,706,638 $10,560,714
MS
$241,699,902
$441,442,806
$96,073,748
4,645
$16,389,001
$3,386,893
$9,777,447
MO
$228,156,541
$445,203,660
$98,037,066
4,158
$8,973,428
$3,748,934 $15,212,545
NC
$311,419,807
$607,062,577
$149,951,934
6,316
$14,989,948
$7,180,490 $23,392,764
OK
$159,664,457
$305,194,136
$71,514,926
3,523
$7,017,560
$4,113,763
$7,212,620
SC
$190,550,172
$346,549,025
$82,190,167
3,564
$9,794,077
$3,133,512 $12,532,999
TN
$283,004,034
$577,100,885
$133,385,003
5,073
$16,200,250
$0 $22,348,499
TX
$989,041,737
$2,019,154,516
$475,345,926
17,907
$49,340,987
$0 $80,132,855
VA
$183,594,199
$337,490,046
$74,638,438
3,192
$7,808,664
$3,227,079 $11,507,332
WV
$145,376,727
$233,146,324
$45,539,039
2,350
$8,446,859
$1,633,539
$4,486,447
SE
$4,305,803,961
$8,293,512,292
$1,934,836,344
$82,627 $207,970,185 $52,815,182 $279,728,700
Reg.
Source: Southwick Associates and the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, with help from Mark LaBarbera and the Outdoor
Heritage Education Center.
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Other researchers have looked at the economic impact of hunting‐related activities. The
following is a look at statewide studies.
Alabama
In Alabama in 2018, hunters’ and anglers’ spending supported 73,553 jobs, with salaries and
wages of $1.1 billion. The total economic impact of hunting and fishing was $3.2 billion.92 The
data were not provided with hunting and fishing separated, but roughly half might be
attributable to hunting (total number of hunters was 535,000 and the total number of anglers
was 683,000—more than hunting—however, there were more hunting days than angling days,
as hunters spent 14.3 million days and anglers spent 10.9 million days; for this reason, a rough
estimate can be made by attributing roughly half of the economic impact to hunting).
Georgia
The Game Management Section of the Georgia Wildlife Resources Division (within the
Department of Natural Resources) in its Game Management Section Annual Report FY 2019‐
2020 indicates that hunters accounted for $977 million in retail sales in the state, with a
“$1.6 billion ripple effect each year.” This produced 23,996 jobs, $600 million in
salaries/wages/earnings, $106 million in state and local taxes, and $145 million in federal tax
revenue.93
Mississippi
Researchers at Mississippi State University examined the economic impacts of white‐tailed deer
hunting in the state using data from 2001 to 2005. Resident hunters incurred average per‐day
costs of $49.97 in the 2001 season, and non‐residents incurred average costs of $90.27 per
hunter per day; equipment costs incurred averaged $111.11 among residents and $138.32
among non‐residents, as detailed in the table that follows.94
Based on the expenditures in the table on the next page, the researchers estimated the total
economic impact of deer hunting in Mississippi from 2001 through 2005 (adjusted to 2007
dollars). Their estimates range from $1.028 billion to $761 million in total economic impacts of
deer hunting to Mississippi in those years. This is slightly higher, but nonetheless in line with,
the economic impact estimated by the NSSF and Southwick Associates.
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Average Expenditures Incurred for Goods and Services and for Durable Items
Among Residents and Non‐Residents in Mississippi
Expenditure Item
Resident Expenses Incurred
Goods and Services
Automobile transportation (e.g., fuel, rental car)
$9.50
Other transportation (e.g., airplane)
$1.91
Daily public land use permit
$0.64
Daily private land use permit (not including hunting leases)
$0.31
Boating (if used for hunting)
$0.79
Lodging (e.g., hotel and hotel food, condo rental, camping)
$4.79
Food, drinks, and ice (including restaurants)
$10.49
Heating and cooking fuel
$1.76
Guide fees or hunting package fees
$2.04
Processing and taxidermy
$14.04
Anything else for this trip in Mississippi
$3.70
Total day expenditure
$49.97
Durable Items
Guns and rifles
$13.07
Bows, arrows, archery equipment
$3.30
Ammunition
$1.65
Decoys and calls
$0.58
Boat and trailer
$7.56
ATV and trailer
$39.06
Hunting dogs and associated expenses
$2.29
Binoculars, scopes, telescopes, etc.
$4.57
Hunting clothing and boots
$7.38
Total day expenditure
$111.11
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Non‐Resident Expenses Incurred
$12.97
$3.31
$0.87
$2.76
$0.78
$9.61
$19.56
$2.71
$12.67
$9.34
$15.69
$90.27
$7.74
$2.32
$1.07
$0.24
$4.44
$28.82
$0.99
$2.76
$4.78
$138.32

Source: Grado et al.

The researchers noted a final nuance about the economic impacts of deer hunting, and it
relates to the high number of deer hunters relative to other types of hunters. Although white‐
tailed deer hunters incur lower expenditures per day than waterfowl95 or northern bobwhite
hunters,96 the large volume of activity days makes this activity the most important from an
economic impact standpoint, indicating that deer hunting’s impact is greater than the impact of
all other hunting combined.97
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Total Economic Impact of Resident and Non‐Resident Deer Hunting in Mississippi (2001 through 2003)
Indirect
Direct
Secondary
Total
Value
Employee
Business
Year
Sector
Impact
Impacts
Impacts
Added
Income
Taxes
(in 1,000s) (in 1,000s) (in 1,000s) (in 1,000s)
(in 1,000s)
(in 1,000s)
Agriculture,
$39
$6,483
$6,523
$2,814
$202
$449
forestry, and
fisheries
Mining
$0
$18,988
$18,988
$11,378
$1,482
$4,012
Construction
$0
$84
$84
$10
$0.60
$6
Manufacturing
$362,567
$193,919
$556,486
$319,924
$62,257
$168,198
Transportation,
$0
$19,247
$19,247
$11,026
$257
$6,437
communications,
2001
and utilities
Trade
$49,027
$22,980
$72,007
$28,858
$550
$11,696
Finance,
$0
$7,729
$7,729
$3,692
$96
$2,694
insurance, and
real estate
Services
$205,993
$129,691
$335,684
$245,394
$9,146
$219,935
Institutions
$164
$0
$164
$0
$0
$0
Totals
$617,790
$399,122 $1,016,911
$623,096
$73,990
$413,428
Agriculture,
forestry, and
$40
$6,544
$6,584
$2,841
$204
$454
fisheries
Mining
$0
$19,205
$19,205
$11,509
$1,499
$4,058
Construction
$0
$85
$85
$10
$0.60
$6
Manufacturing
$369,041
$195,945
$564,985
$324,837
$63,281
$170,902
Transportation,
$0
$19,502
$19,502
$11,170
$260
$6,521
communications,
2002
and utilities
Trade
$50,235
$23,328
$73,563
$29,445
$561
$11,897
Finance,
$0
$7,812
$7,812
$3,732
$97
$2,722
insurance, and
real estate
Services
$205,656
$130,751
$336,407
$245,757
$9,211
$219,835
Institutions
$167
$0
$167
$0
$0
$0
Totals
$625,138
$403,170 $1,028,309
$629,299
$75,113
$416,394
Agriculture,
forestry, and
$34
$4,758
$4,791
$2,072
$149
$330
fisheries
Mining
$0
$14,182
$14,182
$8,506
$1,108
$2,998
Construction
$0
$61
$61
$7
$0.43
$5
Manufacturing
$283,948
$143,324
$427,272
$247,056
$48,039
$129,213
Transportation,
communications,
$0
$14,548
$14,548
$8,321
$193
$4,855
2003
and utilities
Trade
$40,834
$17,532
$58,365
$23,114
$441
$9,094
Finance,
$0
$5,728
$5,728
$2,731
$72
$1,992
insurance, and
real estate
Services
$141,656
$94,567
$236,223
$172,992
$7,048
$149,931
Institutions
$140
$0
$140
$0
$0
$0
Totals
$466,611
$294,701
$761,312
$464,798
$57,049
$298,419
Source: Grado et al.
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Jobs

60
85
0
10,159
209
467
163
26,606
0
37,749
60
87
0
10,332
212
475
165
26,557
0
37,888
43
64
0
7,815
158
366
121
17,923
0
26,489
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Total Economic Impact of Resident and Non‐Resident Deer Hunting in Mississippi (2004 and 2005)
Indirect
Direct
Secondary
Total
Value
Employee
Business
Impact
Impacts
Impacts
Added
Income
Taxes
(in 1,000s) (in 1,000s) (in 1,000s) (in 1,000s)
(in 1,000s)
(in 1,000s)
Agriculture,
$35
$5,676
$5,711
$2,464
$177
$393
forestry, and
fisheries
Mining
$0
$16,662
$16,662
$9,982
$1,300
$3,520
Construction
$0
$74
$74
$9
$0.52
$6
Manufacturing
$320,065
$169,673
$489,738
$281,736
$54,884
$148,224
Transportation,
$0
$16,870
$16,870
$9,688
$226
$5,656
communications,
2004
and utilities
Trade
$43,564
$20,241
$63,805
$25,536
$487
$10,318
Finance,
$0
$6,762
$6,762
$3,237
$85
$2,361
insurance, and
real estate
Services
$178,408
$113,821
$292,229
$213,187
$7,989
$190,705
Institutions
$145
$2
$147
$0
$0
$0
Totals
$542,217
$349,781
$891,997
$545,839
$65,147
$361,183
Agriculture,
forestry, and
$33,715
$5,566
$5,600
$2,416
$173
$386
fisheries
Mining
$0
$16,317
$16,317
$9,778
$1,273
$3,448
Construction
$0
$72
$72
$9,000
$0.51
$5,500
Manufacturing
$312,477 $166,5668
$479,042
$275,412
$53,622
$144,843
Transportation,
$0
$16,553
$16,553
$9,482
$221
$5,536
communications,
2005
and utilities
Trade
$42,384
$19,781
$62,164
$24,899
$474
$10,077
Finance,
$0
$6,640
$6,640
$3,172
$83
$2,314
insurance, and
real estate
Services
$175,962
$111,282
$287,244
$209,919
$7,844
$187,973
Institutions
$141
$0
$141
$0
$0
$0
Totals
$530,997
$342,776
$873,773
$535,085
$63,690
$354,582

Jobs

52
75
0
8,961
184
412
143
23,038
0
32,866
51
73
0
8,753
180
403
140
22,725
0
32,325

Source: Grado et al.

Another study98 looked at deer outfitters’ expenditures as well as the expenditures of their
clientele in one state in one year—Mississippi in 2003. Although quite a while ago, the results
are still worth examining. First, the researchers note that deer hunting outfitters are
particularly important for rural economies because their clientele are generally non‐resident,
thus facilitating the inflow of money to the area (research suggests that hunting voluntarily
redistributes wealth from urban centers to smaller rural communities where it is multiplied
through the local economy99). In fact, the researchers note that “monies spent by them [non‐
resident outfitter clientele] constitute influx of outside dollars into local economies that can be
many times greater than expenditures incurred by resident recreationists.” In the referenced
study, 67% of outfitters’ clientele were non‐resident.
In Mississippi in the year of the study, the direct value‐added economic impact of deer
outfitters’ activity was $3,588,307. Furthermore, “individual businesses and industries that
responded to the initial stimulus of expenditures by the 60 deer outfitters generated an
additional $816,486 of value added (indirect impact). The induced value added impact
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(generated due to income earned by employees in direct and indirect business and industries
and spent on goods and services) generated an additional $1,044,565. Collectively these
impacts amounted to $5,449,358.” There were 97 jobs attributed to deer outfitter activity
directly, and another 37 jobs from multiplier effects. This is all for outfitter expenditures
separate from clientele expenditures.
When looking at clientele expenditures, there were $273,166 in direct expenditures by deer
outfitter clientele, with another $54,683 in indirect impacts and $85,330 in induced impacts—a
total of $413,179. Again, note that this is deer outfitter clientele. The expenditures of both deer
outfitters and their clientele are shown in the accompanying tables, as are the economic
impacts of those expenditures.
Estimated Average Expenditures of Deer‐Associated Outfitters and Clientele in
Mississippi in 2003
Deer Outfitter
Deer Outfitter Clientele
Expenditure Category
Expenditure
Expenditure
Sport goods manufacturing
$0
$0
Gasoline stations
$2,808
$12
Clothing/accessories stores
$0
$0
Sporting goods stores
$0
$0
Misc.: fertilizer/lime
$2,211
$0
Misc.: released game
$3,289
$0
Misc.: items for sale
$508
$8
Misc.: other supplies
$5,390
$0
Misc.: horse expense
$1,005
$7
Misc.: ammunition
$695
$0
Misc.: seedlings
$3,974
$0
Insurance carriers
$4,750
$0
Auto. equipment rental
$2,805
$0
Consulting services
$1,921
$0
Advertising services
$2,787
$0
Business support services
$361
$0
Hotels and motels
$5,043
$0
Food services places
$5,821
$8
Auto. repair/maintenance
$5,140
$0
Institutions
$0
$18
Wages and benefits
$16,600
$0
Salaries and benefits
$25,074
$0
Payments to landowners
$9,764
$0
Other property income
$52,280
$0
Total ($)
$152,226
$53
Number of outfitters
Clientele recreation days
Source: Henderson et al. in Hussain et al.

60
13,200
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Direct and Indirect Economic Impact of Deer‐Associated Outfitter Expenditures in Mississippi in 2003
Direct
Indirect
Induced
Gross output
$9,000,124
$1,625,599
$1,783,047
Total value added
$3,588,307
$816,486
$1,044,565
Employee compensation
$1,710,675
$399,344
$471,460
Proprietors’ income
$404,385
$74,775
$86,319
Other property income
$1,024,512
$276,037
$372,145
Indirect business taxes
$448,736
$66,329
$114,640
97.3
14.8
22.1
Employment (number of jobs)

Total
$12,408,770
$5,449,358
$2,581,479
$565,480
$1,672,694
$629,705
134.1

Source: Hussain et al.

Direct and Indirect Economic Impact of Deer‐Associated Clientele Expenditures in Mississippi in 2003
Direct
Indirect
Induced
Gross output
$574,147
$110,981
$146,227
Total value added
$273,166
$54,683
$85,330
Employee compensation
$142,230
$26,567
$38,328
Proprietors’ income
$40,097
$4,940
$6,860
Other property income
$47,812
$18,465
$30,688
Indirect business taxes
$43,027
$4,710
$9,453
10.7
1.0
1.7
Employment (number of jobs)

Total
$831,355
$413,179
$207,126
$51,898
$96,965
$57,190
13.5

Source: Hussain et al.

Another study in Mississippi estimated total economic impacts of white‐tailed deer hunting in
that state in 2006 to be $522.27 million, with 24,974 jobs and $292.39 million in wages. Finally,
value added was $351.01 million (note that these are 2006 expenditures, but they are reported
in 2010 dollars).100
Oklahoma
In Oklahoma in 2006, economic researchers estimated big game hunting to have prompted
$379 million in retail sales in the state, with a total economic impact of $649 million. Big game
hunting in the state is estimated to have supported 7,325 jobs with earnings of $192 million.
Federal tax revenue was estimated to be $41 million, and state/local tax revenue was estimated
to be $37 million.101 Note that big game hunting in Oklahoma includes white‐tailed deer, mule
deer, elk, and pronghorn, so not all this can be attributed to white‐tailed deer, but the
overwhelming majority is for white‐tailed deer (by way of comparison, 106,337 white‐tailed
deer were harvested, as opposed to 252 mule deer, 376 elk, and 169 pronghorn antelope102).
Texas
Southwick Associates looked at Texas’s economy. The study included a look specifically at deer
hunting and broke data down by residents and nonresidents, as shown in the tables that follow.
Deer hunting provided Texas with $2.2 billion in total economic impacts. Average daily
expenditures were $141.92 among residents and $404.78 among nonresidents.103 Travel‐
related expenditures of deer hunters in 2006 in Texas totaled $475.9 million. (The website for
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department under “White‐Tailed Deer Management” states that
deer hunting annually generates “$1.2 billion in economic output” but does not give the source
for that figure.104)
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Economic Impact of Deer Hunting in Texas in 2006
Retail Sales
Total
Residents
Nonresidents

$1,234,046,845
$1,129,957,978
$104,088,867

Total Impacts
$2,162,983,090
$1,984,060,335
$178,922,755

Earnings
$701,036,482
$641,755,648
$59,280,833

Jobs
22,222
20,350
1,872

Federal Tax
State and Local
Revenue
Tax Revenue
$165,254,173
$142,723,896
$151,781,517
$132,645,402
$13,472,656
$10,078,494

Source: Southwick Associates
Hunters 16 years old and older.

Average Expenditures of Deer Hunters in Texas in 2006
Avg. Daily Deer Hunting Expenditures
Total
$150.15
Residents
$141.92
Nonresidents
$404.78

Avg. Annual Deer Hunting Expenditures
$1,516.63
$1,493.41
$1,824.53

Source: Southwick Associates
Hunters 16 years old and older.

ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
A study looked at visits to National Wildlife Refuges and is worth noting here. Acknowledging
that deer hunting is likely less important on them than is waterfowl hunting in terms of reasons
for visits, as well as acknowledging that hunting is not the only recreation on National Wildlife
Refuges, it is nonetheless instructive to examine the economic impact of visitations to the
National Wildlife Refuge System—a system that was established by big game hunters. The U.S.
Department of the Interior’s July 9, 2019, press release105 noted that visitor spending at the
National Wildlife Refuge system boosted local economies by $3.2 billion.
PERSONAL ECONOMICS
Finally, any discussion of the economics of hunting needs to address the personal economic
benefits that hunters accrue (and should not be denied). Hunting provides income for many
people. Farmers and other owners of large acreages can charge access fees to hunters. One
study found that income through access fees in some areas is greater than the earnings from
livestock or timber.106
When researchers asked hunters to rate the importance of various reasons that they had gone
hunting, nearly half (48%) said that a major or minor influence on their decision to go hunting
was “to save money in a bad or declining state economy”; nearly a quarter of hunters said this
was a major influence.107 Deer hunting is particularly important in this regard because of the
large amount of meat a harvested deer brings in—a typical deer provides approximately 35
pounds108 of venison, sometimes considerably more.
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There is also evidence that during economic downturns hunting becomes even more important
to hunters and their families. A Responsive Management study has shown a negative link of
hunting participation to housing starts—the more housing starts, the less participation in
hunting.109 As a corollary, another study found that hunters increased their spending on
hunting when there was a job loss—either to them or in their family.110 One could conjecture—
although research has not been definitively done—that the lower participation is caused by
deer hunters’ increase in work obligations during economic upturns and that a higher measure
of participation (spending) is caused by deer hunters’ increased desire to obtain meat during
economic downturns.
OPINIONS ON THE ECONOMIC VALUE OF DEER HUNTING
Most residents of the Southeast recognize that deer hunting is important for the economy of
their state, with about a third of them (36%) giving the importance the top rating of 10 (on a 0
to 10 scale). The median rating is 8, and the mean is 7.5—both well above the midpoint.
Further analyses of these findings from the SDP Survey show that some demographic
characteristics of those who give high ratings to the importance of deer include living in a rural
area or small city/town, being male, and being in the lower educational level. On the other
hand, characteristics that are associated with lower levels of thinking that deer hunting is
important for the economy include being female, being in the higher educational level, and
living in a suburban area—the people that could be targeted for outreach about the importance
of deer hunting to the economies of states. (The accompanying text box on the next page
explains how to interpret these demographic analyses graphs.)

How important or not important do you think deer
hunting is for the economy of [state], on a scale of 0
to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is
extremely important?
10

36

9

10

8

17

7

6

6

Mean:
Median:
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5

8
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5
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20

40
Percent (n=819)

Source: SDP Survey.
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Percent of each of the following groups
who think that deer hunting is very
important to the economy of their state
(i.e., rated the importance 8 or higher
out of 10):
Resides in rural area

78

Resides in small city or town

76

Male

75

Approves of legal, regulated hunting

73

Education level less than bachelor's
degree

72

Resides in large city or urban area

68

55 years old or older

68

18-34 years old

67

Overall

66

35-54 years old

Those groups above the
overall bar are more likely
to give a high importance
rating than are residents
overall. For instance, 78% of
those who live in a rural
area give high ratings, a
much greater percentage
than residents overall. (Note
that this means that 22% of
rural residents did not give a
high rating.)
Likewise, males give higher
ratings to the importance of
deer hunting to the
economy (75% do),
compared to residents
overall.

62

Female

On the other hand, groups
below the patterned bar are
less likely to give high
ratings. For instance, only
36% of suburban residents
give high ratings, well below
residents overall.

59

Education level of bachelor's degree
or higher

56

Resides in suburban area

36

Disapproves of legal, regulated
hunting

13
0

20

40

60

80

Percent
Source: SDP Survey.

Overall, 66% of residents of
the Southeast states give a
rating of “8” or higher to the
importance of deer hunting
to the economy of their
state, as shown in the
patterned bar.

100

As a rule of thumb, only
those groups 5 percentage
points or more away from
the overall bar should be
considered markedly
different.
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO LAND CONSERVATION THROUGH LAND
PURCHASES AND LEASES
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 State and federal wildlife agencies acquire hundreds of thousands of acres (sometimes
millions) through purchases and leases to provide hunting lands to hunters, essentially
conserving this land.
 Although exact data on hunting lands conserved in the various Southeast states is
not always available, some examples show the magnitude: Alabama has more than
1 million acres of conserved land available to hunters, Florida has more than
6 million, and North Carolina has more than 2 million acres of huntable land.
 The National Wildlife Refuge System, in part funded by deer hunters (even though its
primary funding source is waterfowl hunters), includes more than 500 refuges and
encompasses about 150 million acres.
 The importance of the system is demonstrated by the recovery of the brown pelican,
which was the focus of the first refuge created and which is no longer considered
endangered.
This section examines land acquisitions by wildlife agencies before looking specifically at the
National Wildlife Refuge System.
WILDLIFE AGENCY LAND PURCHASES AND LEASES
States draw from many sources to fund land purchases and leases for recreation and land
conservation—not just hunters. For instance, Alabama’s Forever Wild Land Trust, which is
administered by the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, is funded in
part from the interest earned from offshore natural gas royalties and sales of the Forever Wild
Land Trust license plate.111 Obviously, deer hunters play only a small role in that funding—just
the plates purchased by deer hunters. However, the entire program and similar programs,
regardless of the sources of funding, are administered by the aforementioned state wildlife
agency, which in turn is partially funded by deer hunters. Additionally, matching funds are also
sometimes used from the wildlife agency, some of which are provided by hunting dollars. As
stated by the Forever Wild Land Trust, “the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources...and partners have developed grant competitive proposals matching state funds to
federal funds to support [Forever Wild Land Trust] land acquisitions. No other state funding
sources exist to leverage the power of these federal dollars.”
Also note regarding this section that data specifically on land purchases versus land leases are
not always availably neatly divided between the two. For this reason, this section will talk about
lands that are purchased or leased, as the amounts under each type of acquisition are not
reported.
The following table shows hunting lands that have been acquired through land purchase or
lease in part using hunter dollars for each of the Southeast states.112 Hunting and deer hunting
in particular, are not always the funding sources of these land acquisitions, but they are
generally a part of the acquisitions. For instance, included in this table are National Wildlife
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Refuge lands, which are purchased using the revenue from Federal Duck Stamp sales. These
Stamps are purchased primarily by waterfowl hunters wanting to use these lands for waterfowl
hunting as well as non‐hunting conservationists and collectors. Nonetheless, a portion of them
are purchased by deer hunters—either by deer hunters who are also waterfowl hunters as well
as deer hunters who wish to hunt deer on the Refuges. National Wildlife Refuges are listed
under “U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service” lands in the table.
State Hunting Lands Conserved in Part Using Hunter Dollars (Part 1)113
State
Type of Land
Wildlife Management Areas
State Trust Lands
Nature Preserve and Recreation Areas
Alabama
State Lands Total
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Arkansas
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
Florida
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
Georgia
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas (only WMA)
Wildlife Management Areas that are also jointly State
Forests or Natural Areas
State Lands Total114
Kentucky
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas*
State Lands Total
Louisiana
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas**
State Lands Total
Mississippi
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total

Acreage
759,226
229,000
24,000
1,012,226
50,539
50,539
1,062,765
374,273
374,273
374,273
6,015,827
6,015,827
343,734
343,734
6,359,561
1,152,623
1,152,623
81,773
81,773
1,234,396
506,453
15,916
522,369
11,771
11,771
534,140
1,197,023
1,197,023
410,247
410,247
1,607,270

169,596
169,596
169,596

*Louisiana also has two Conservation Areas; however, the largest (White Lake Wetlands Conservation Area, at 71,905 acres) was donated by oil
companies and was not acquired with any hunter dollars, and the other (Ben Lilly Conservation Area, at 247 acres) was purchased by the
Department but does not allow hunting and so presumably was purchased with non‐hunter dollars.115
**Data not shown because not all WMAs are owned or leased by the state agency, as some are managed under agreements with the USFS and
private corporations.116
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State Hunting Lands Conserved in Part Using Hunter Dollars (Part 2)117
State
Type of Land
Conservation Areas
State Lands Total
Missouri
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Game Lands***
State Lands Total
North Carolina
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
Oklahoma
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
South Carolina
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Refuges****
State Lands Total118
Tennessee
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
Texas
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
Virginia
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total
Wildlife Management Areas
State Lands Total
West Virginia
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Lands Total
State and Federal Lands Total

Responsive Management

Acreage
947,615
947,615
81,775
81,775
1,029,390
2,000,000
2,000,000
416,824
416,824
2,416,824
1,284,381
1,284,381
122,376
122,376
1,406,757
349,837
349,837
143,902
143,902
493,739
1,058,012
63,564
1,121,576
118,227
118,227
1,239,803
607,441
607,441
266,934
266,934
874,375
215,885
215,885
86,733
86,733
302,618
351,562
351,562
19,276
19,276
370,838

***Game lands consist mostly of leased lands, including lands owned by government agencies (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Air
Force). Part of the Game Lands include the Roanoke River National Wildlife Refuge managed with a joint venture between the NC Wildlife
Resources Commission and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The aforementioned leases are all paid by the Wildlife Resources Commission.
****State Refuges are separate from National Wildlife Refuges.
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The question in examining the data is of course what percentage of lands set aside can be
attributed to deer hunters. Unfortunately, there is no easy answer to this question. Some
relevant statistics, however, can help shed light on this aspect of the table. One study showed
that about 5% of visits to National Wildlife Refuges are for hunting. Furthermore, the hunting
breakdown shows that 33% of hunters on the refuges hunted big game (primarily, but not
exclusively, deer).119 But visitation in this case does not show the source of the funding to
purchase or lease the lands shown in the table. Again, in the case of the National Wildlife
Refuges, the purchase of lands is funded by purchase of Duck Stamps, which are purchased by
waterfowl hunters, other hunters including deer hunters, conservationists, and collectors.
Likewise, sources for purchasing or leasing lands in Wildlife Management Areas are myriad.
Nonetheless, hunter dollars, including deer hunting dollars, make up part of the funding for
these, although the exact proportion cannot easily be determined. Suffice it to say, hunters
make up a portion of the funding used to acquire these lands and to manage them.
AN EXAMINATION OF THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM
Quite simply, a National Wildlife Refuge is an area of land and water managed by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service specifically for the conservation of habitat, wildlife, and fisheries, as well
as, where appropriate, the restoration of plant, wildlife, and fish species. As noted on the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service website for the System, each refuge “is established to serve a statutory
purpose that targets the conservation of native species dependent on those lands and waters.”
Furthermore, the System provides recreation, with six activities identified as priority public
uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, wildlife photography, environmental education, and
interpretation.120
The System was initiated by President Theodore Roosevelt with the establishment of the
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge in Florida in 1903. Eventually, Theodore Roosevelt would
establish 53 National Wildlife Refuges during his presidency. Theodore’s cousin, Franklin D.
Roosevelt signed the legislation that established the Federal Duck Stamps (as they are known;
the actual full name being Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp), as a funding source
for acquiring and managing lands in the National Wildlife Refuges. In 1966, the National Wildlife
Refuge System was formally established. The number of National Wildlife Refuges eventually
grew to 568, with 5 Marine National Monuments and 38 Wetland Management Districts as well
in the 50 states and 5 U.S. Territories.121 The system contains approximately 150 million acres.
As stated above, part of the funding of land acquisition for the System, as well as for habitat
and wildlife management on the refuges, comes from the sales of Federal Duck Stamps. The
Duck Stamps are required to hunt waterfowl and migratory birds on the refuges, and they can
be used as a pass into any refuge that charges an entry fee. The connection to deer hunting is
simply that many waterfowl hunters also hunt deer (studies by Responsive Management
suggest that from 67% to 74%122 of waterfowl hunters also hunt deer), deer can be hunted on
many of the refuges that allow hunting, and many hunters hunt deer on the refuges. At the
time of this study, hunting is permitted on 434 National Wildlife Refuges and 36 Wetland
Management Districts.123
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In Fiscal Year 2017, the System had 53.6 million visits. Hunting was estimated to have
accounted for 5% of visitor days on the refuges, with one third of hunters seeking big game. Of
the spending that was examined in this study, 4% was for hunting‐related activities (86% was
for non‐consumptive activities, and 10% was for fishing).124
Conservation is an activity in which people engage on National Wildlife Refuges in addition to
those others previously listed: as reported by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, more than
38,000 volunteers contribute approximately 1.3 million hours of support annually at National
Wildlife Refuges.125 Certainly deer hunters make up a part of that volunteer cadre.
That the National Wildlife Refuge System works for conservation is attested to by the
determination that the brown pelican—the focus of the establishment of the first National
Wildlife Refuge—was no longer endangered and was removed from the endangered species list
in 2009. That deer hunters are part of the funding that acquires and conserves these lands in
the System has also been demonstrated.
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HABITAT AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Hunters are the cornerstone of North American wildlife management.
 They are the cornerstone not only because of the funds and advocacy they bring to
the table, but also because they remain the most effective logistical agents of actual
population management.
 The North American Model of Wildlife Management is the premier wildlife
management construct in the world—initiated by hunters and supported in part by
hunters’ dollars and actions.
 The historical summary of this model shows that hunters were instrumental in the
creation of the model.
 Wildlife and habitat management entails, among many things, controlling deer
populations, as deer overbrowsing can severely damage habitat for other animals,
including at‐risk species.
 Studies show that deer overbrowsing can harm forest regeneration, can harm at‐risk
plant species, and can encourage the growth of invasive plant species. The ripple
effect of the harm to habitat in turn can harm many animal species such as birds
that nest in the intermediate canopy and on the ground in forests. In Maryland, one
study showed that deer overbrowsing had a deleterious effect on an entire
serpentine ecosystem and several at‐risk species therein.
 Agencies manage habitat, deer, and other wildlife with a variety of tools, one of which
is hunting.
 As an example, Georgia’s deer management plan explicitly states that its deer
population goals will be “accomplished primarily through hunter harvest.”
 Agency efforts to conserve habitat for game species also helps non‐game species,
including many at‐risk species.
 When agencies conduct work to improve habitat for deer, this simultaneously
improves habitat for countless other species.
 Hunters and hunting groups donate funds to state agencies for conservation.
 An example is Oklahoma, where hunting‐focused NGOs contributed almost
$150 thousand from 2018 to 2020 to the state agency for conservation efforts.
 Hunting‐related NGOs conduct important conservation work and help to conserve vast
acreages.
 For instance, Ducks Unlimited has conserved about 15 million acres since its
inception. (Note that the overlap of waterfowl hunters and deer hunters is huge:
from two thirds to three quarters of waterfowl hunters also hunt deer.) As another
example, the National Wild Turkey Federation has conserved or enhanced
877 thousand acres just in the Southern Piney Woods in the Southeast.

52

Responsive Management

 Hunters conserve habitat on their own lands, often in cooperation with state wildlife
agencies. These private tracts being conserved for deer habitat (which also helps many
other species, including at‐risk species) collectively total at least 3.5 million acres,
possibly as much as 29 million acres.
 Deer management cooperatives produce higher quality wildlife habitat for game and
non‐game species than do adjacent landscapes.
 Deer hunters in the Southeast states spent $183 million in 2020 on plantings and food
plots that benefited deer and other species.
 Deer hunters from Missouri, Arkansas, and Alabama were some of the biggest
spenders on plantings and food plots—each state accounted for more than
$25 million in such spending.

THE ROLE OF DEER HUNTERS IN HABITAT AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
Some researchers have suggested that “the most powerful social benefit [of hunting] is the
collective stewardship effort to purchase, preserve, and improve habitats used by all species of
wildlife.”126 One study indicates that “hunters are the cornerstone of North American wildlife
management not only because of the funds and advocacy they bring to the table, but also
because they remain the most effective logistical agents of actual population management.”
Hunting is used for population reductions or maintenance at appropriate levels: “a clear case of
hunters acting as partners in wildlife management.” 127
Deer management is made up of four elements: herd management, habitat management,
hunter management, and herd monitoring.128 Hunters play a role in all of these.
IMPORTANCE OF SCIENTIFIC WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
An important aspect of proper deer management is the use of science, rather than emotion, in
setting deer management policy. One study highlighted the importance of this by stressing that
“research‐based management” was critical to the success of deer management programs. In
the study area, the use of research and science “became a standard for the [program
managers] so they could weather public scrutiny that was anticipated.”129 Fortunately, it
appears that large majorities of residents in the Southeast states agree that hunting and fishing
are part of scientific management of wildlife, as demonstrated in the table that follows.130
When based on science, deer management uses deer hunting as an integral element.
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Agreement or Disagreement That Hunting and Fishing Are Part of Scientific Management (General Population)
Agree
Disagree
State
Neither
Strong
Mod.
Overall*
Mod.
Strong
Overall*
Alabama
51
28
79
3
4
2
7
Arkansas
52
33
86
1
4
2
6
Florida
38
33
71
2
10
7
17
Georgia
46
33
79
2
5
5
10
Kentucky
48
37
85
2
3
3
6
Louisiana
54
30
84
1
4
3
7
Mississippi
50
31
81
2
5
3
8
Missouri
51
33
84
2
3
2
5
North Carolina
47
35
83
2
6
2
9
Oklahoma
53
29
82
1
5
2
8
South Carolina
43
37
80
2
6
3
9
Tennessee
49
33
82
2
4
4
8
Texas
51
32
83
2
6
4
10
Virginia
43
34
77
2
5
6
11
West Virginia
57
30
87
2
3
1
4
SE Reg.**
47
33
80
2
6
4
10
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Don’t
know
11
7
10
9
7
7
9
9
7
9
9
8
5
10
7
8

*Summed on unrounded numbers; may cause apparent discrepancy in sum of unrounded numbers.
** Includes MD.
Wording:
Hunting and fishing are part of the scientific management of fish and wildlife populations. Do you agree or disagree with this
statement?
Source: Responsive Management.

The survey conducted as part of this project also looked at opinion on deer hunting as part of
scientific management of deer populations. More than three quarters of Southeast state
residents agree that hunting is part of scientific management of deer populations. The
remainder is equally divided between those disagreeing and those giving a neutral response
(neither or do not know)—both 11% summed on unrounded numbers.
Do you agree or disagree that hunting is part of the
scientific management of deer populations in [state]?
Strongly agree

51

78%
Moderately agree

27

Neither agree nor
disagree

9

Moderately disagree

* Rounding on graph

4

causes apparent
discrepancy in sum;
calculation made on
unrounded numbers.

11% *
Strongly disagree

6

Do not know

3
0

20

40

60

80

100

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey

Further analysis of the question above shows both those who are more inclined to agree with
this, as well as those more likely to disagree—i.e., would be prime outreach audiences. As the
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accompanying graph shows, 78% of residents of the Southeast states agree that hunting is part
of the scientific management of deer populations (patterned bar). Residents of rural areas and
small cities/towns are much more likely to agree than are residents overall. Males, also, are
more likely to agree. On the other hand, at the low end of agreement are suburban and urban
residents, those in the middle age bracket, and females.
Percent of each of the following groups who strongly or
moderately agree that hunting is part of the scientific
management of deer populations in their state:
Resides in rural area

90

Approves of legal, regulated hunting

89

Resides in small city or town

88

Male

86

55 years old or older

83

Education level less than bachelor's degree

81

18-34 years old

80

Overall

78

Education level of bachelor's degree or higher

73

Female

71

35-54 years old

70

Resides in large city or urban area

68

Resides in suburban area

57

Disapproves of legal, regulated hunting

33
0

20

40

60

80

100

Percent

An example of science being used as the basis of wildlife management is the Arkansas deer
management plan. The Plan indicates that it was developed through an “in‐depth review of
available deer data” and that “these data act as a cornerstone of this plan.”131 Georgia also calls
for science, as the development of its deer management plan will “use the best
available...science” in setting harvest goals.132 Missouri’s deer management plan includes a
mission statement that says that the plan will “use science‐based wildlife management.”133
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Tennessee’s deer management plan includes six goals, and the first of the six goals listed is
“Science Goal.” This entails monitoring, predicting, and evaluating impacts of deer management
“with scientifically valid protocols.”134 The agency notes in the introduction to the plan that the
agency “concentrated on ensuring that this plan would be ‘stakeholder‐focused, science‐based,
and data‐driven.’” The plan entails “analyzing scientific information to guide...management
decisions.”
As stated by Matt Ross of the NDA, “Science is where this organization came from, and why the
NDA will always support science‐based information and policy. Politics and opinions are no way
to manage a natural resource like deer. When it comes to deciding the best thing to do for the
resource, we look to the best available science and let it guide the organization to always doing
what’s best for deer, which is not always what public opinion or politicians want.”135
THE NORTH AMERICAN MODEL OF WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
Finally, no discussion of modern wildlife management can omit a discussion of the North
American Model of Wildlife Conservation. It is hunters and hunting that led to the development
of the components of the Model.136 In short, the Model allows for the use of wildlife in a
sustainable way, with this use (primarily hunting and fishing) being the mechanism to fund that
conservation of the wildlife. This Model led to the resurgence of many species that, prior to the
Model, were threatened with extinction.
There are seven components to the Model:
1. Wildlife as a public trust resource.
2. Elimination of markets for wildlife.
3. Allocation of wildlife by law (not by market forces or based on land ownership).
4. Wildlife can be killed only for legitimate purposes.
5. Wildlife is considered an international resource.
6. Science is the proper tool for making wildlife policy.
7. The democracy of hunting—not just a privilege of the rich.
Hunters were instrumental in these components. For instance, the “strongest proponents for
elimination of [market hunting] were the organized sportsmen and sporting publications. The
most notable [were] the Boone and Crockett Club and Forest and Stream.”137 (See the section
on Theodore Roosevelt for more on this.) Furthermore, the “legal framework to recognize
wildlife as an international resource was developed by hunters in Canada and the United
States.” Regarding the use of science in setting policy, the “need for application of science
towards implementing wildlife policies...was again initially advocated by hunters.”138
The final component—the democracy of hunting—is key because equal access avoids “wildlife
becoming a pawn in class conflict.” Theodore Roosevelt was the “foremost spokesman for
egalitarian allocation” of wildlife and the participation of “the common man” in hunting.139
A cornerstone of the Model is the establishment of hunting regulations to allow for sustainable
harvest and the establishment of wildlife agencies to ensure that those regulations are carried
out. An excellent summary of the history of the establishment of hunting laws (or game laws) is
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provided by Dean Lueck in An Economic Guide to State Wildlife Management published in 2000
by the Property and Environment Research Center (known as PERC).140
IMPORTANCE OF CONTROLLING DEER IN MAINTAINING HEALTHY HABITAT
Deer overabundance and resulting heavy browsing can damage habitat, as suggested by many
studies. A U.S. Forest Service analysis141 of habitat conditions showed the damage that deer can
cause. A comparison of fenced control plots to unfenced plots showed a healthy understory in
the fenced plots while the unfenced areas were overbrowsed and did not have saplings and
shrubs that characterize a healthy forest. Without the saplings, as “trees mature and die, or
topple over during storms, gaps in the canopy become larger and more numerous. There are no
young trees to fill the gaps.”
Another study showed evidence that overbrowsing by deer harmed oak tree regeneration, with
browsed plots having markedly fewer oak seedlings than control plots that excluded deer
browsing.142 In another study, a comparison of a heavy deer density area to an area of lower
deer density because of active deer management (deer‐control area) in Maryland found that
the deer‐control area had “higher tree regeneration..., more understory cover and biodiversity
between 0.3 to 5 feet, and a higher density of ground‐nesting birds.”143 Of particular
importance is the latter—the greater ground‐nesting bird density—that demonstrates the
benefit deer hunting provides to other wildlife.
This damage to other species is well documented. The U.S. Forest Service reports that “many of
the threatened and endangered plants..., including such beauties as lilies, trilliums, and orchids,
are browsed by deer and are much reduced in size and abundance in many of their habitats.”144
The same researchers noted the “virtual disappearance of shrubs...was noticed first, but impact
on species composition of tree seedlings on the forest floor was also apparent.”145 Other
researchers identified 98 threatened or endangered plant species that are harmed by
overpopulated deer.146 And this overbrowsing also harms birds that nest in those shrubs or in
the understory of the forest.
Furthermore, restoring forests that were damaged by deer overbrowsing can take decades,
with some of the damage being difficult to reverse. “When understories become dominated by
such species [that are not browsed by deer], simple reductions in deer density may not always
be sufficient to restore healthier patterns of understory growth and development.”147
In Maryland, a study showed that deer overbrowsing had a deleterious effect on an entire
serpentine ecosystem and several at‐risk species therein, including the fringed gentian. Efforts
to restore and protect this rare serpentine ecosystem were hampered by excessive white‐tailed
deer browsing. The researchers noted that a “self‐sustaining population of the State
Endangered Fringed gentian is not possible because of inadequate reproductive output due to
excessive flower consumption, and to trampling of seedlings by deer.” The researchers also
stated the following:
Excessive [deer] herbivory [i.e., browsing by deer] may be the most important
contributing factor in the recent decline of a Federally Endangered wildflower.
Inflorescences of one of the most important nectar plants for butterflies, bee
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flies, and other insects (Blazing star) are excessively grazed by deer, often in the
flower bud stage. And reestablishment of indigenous oaks is being significantly
inhibited by browsing of seedlings to near ground level; oak seedlings and
saplings are important host plants for butterflies and other insects, including the
State Endangered Edwards hairstreak. Ecosystem recovery will be dependent
upon a significant decrease in deer herbivory.148
A report produced by the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries, recognizes that habitat damage by overpopulated
deer can negatively affect many other species including “neotropical migrant birds.”149 The
report indicates that deer populations need to be managed to prevent such damage to the
habitat that other species use. The report describes the damage that overbrowsing by deer can
cause:
When a deer herd has been allowed to exceed CC [carrying capacity] for any
period of time, habitat quality is adversely affected. The most nutritious forage
species in the habitat are the first to be depleted. A deer herd can eliminate
some of these species from the habitat entirely. If no seed source or rootstock is
left, some of these species may never be re‐established naturally. The long‐term
effects of such overpopulation on habitat quality, deer quality, and CC are
severe. The CC may actually be reduced to a point much lower than it had
originally been. Once the quality of habitat has been significantly reduced and
measures are then taken to reduce the population to within the CC, the total
number of animals that can be supported in good condition may be much lower
than before overpopulation occurred.
An additional report documented the negative effects of deer overbrowsing on intermediate
canopy nesting birds, such as the American robin and the eastern phoebe, “with abundance
of [intermediate canopy nesting] songbirds declining 37% and mean species richness of
[intermediate canopy nesting] songbirds declining 27%...from lowest to highest deer
densities.”150 Meanwhile, Virginia’s deer management plan explicitly states that “deer
herbivory is a noted stressor for some species of concern listed in the Virginia Wildlife Action
Plan.”151
Another study on breeding songbirds in Delaware found “an effect of deer density on certain
sensitive birds. Almost all sensitive bird guilds that were affected by deer density were affected
negatively. Similarly, almost all individual species that had significant results were also present
at greater numbers at lower deer densities.”152 The study continued: “Neotropical migrants, as
a guild and as individual species, were consistently found with greater species richness and
greater abundances in low deer densities. ... As individual species, we also found
that...flycatchers were most abundant at lower deer densities. Because of their long migrations
and depleted resources Neotropical migrants may need better quality habitat than do resident
birds when they arrive on breeding grounds.” The study also looked at shrub‐nesters, stating
that shrub‐nesters “as a guild and as individual species...were consistently found with greater
species richness and greater abundances in low deer densities.” In particular, the study
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identified chipping sparrows and red‐eyed vireos as being found at lower numbers in areas with
high deer density.
Deer overabundance was also shown to be associated with higher levels of some invasive
species. In Maryland, researchers153 found that white‐tailed deer appeared to be “accelerating
the invasion of Japanese stiltgrass” because they browse native vegetation and do not eat the
stiltgrass. The researchers went on to say that, “unless deer density is reduced, it is likely that
the exotic Japanese stiltgrass will continue to increase in abundance and native plant species
will decrease.” Other research showed that “native white trilliums that once dominated the
forest floor have all but disappeared. The forest floor is presently dominated by garlic mustard,
an invasive exotic that the deer avoid eating.”154 Another study listed many invasive species
that benefited from overbrowsing of native species by deer: Japanese stiltgrass, garlic mustard,
dames’s rocket, black swallow‐wort, creeping buttercup, chervil, celandine, goutweed, glossy
buckthorn, Japanese barberry, multiflora rose, jetbead, wine raspberry, and tree‐of‐heaven.155
Deer obviously browse some invasive species, however, because deer scat can spread invasive
species. A study germinated plants from deer scat, finding 57 species of which 32 were
non‐native (56%). The researchers estimated that deer at that location were thus capable of
dispersing 586 to 1,046 viable exotic seeds per day per square kilometer. The researchers
conclude that “white‐tailed deer may not only alter vegetation structure through direct browse
damage of established plants, but also indirectly by lowering reproductive output of native
plants and simultaneously distributing seeds of exotic species.”156
In short, the U.S. Forest Service stated, “Foraging deer ‘vacuum up’ the seedlings of highly
preferred species, reducing plant diversity in the extreme, creating near mono‐cultures. It could
take decades or even hundreds of years to restore forests.... It doesn’t matter what forest
values you want to preserve or enhance—whether deer hunting, animal rights, timber,
recreation, or ecological integrity—deer are having dramatic, negative effects on all the values
everyone holds dear.”157
An overabundance of deer can have negative ecological effects in addition to their
overbrowsing. Research shows that individual deer in herds that have reached their ecological
carrying capacity usually have a poor physical condition, and disease problems become chronic
in such herds.158 They can become vectors for disease spread—including diseases of humans
(this aspect of deer overpopulation is discussed elsewhere in other sections of this report).
Discussing the harm to forest habitat and tree regeneration caused by deer, researchers in one
study concluded that a combination of efforts that included deer hunting was the best way to
address overbrowsing. They suggested that “land managers wishing to diversify habitats to
benefit a broad array of wildlife species” should use a combined management approach that
includes “hunting to reduce deleterious herbivory impacts by depressing white‐tailed deer
abundances.”159 Other researchers have noted that hunting is an important part of managing
deer overabundance to protect ecosystems: in their list of remedial measures to address deer
overabundance, hunting is the first item listed.160 As is typical in many states, the Virginia Deer
Management Plan 2015‐2024 explicitly proposes “hunting as the preferred method to control
deer populations.”161
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AGENCY EFFORTS TO MANAGE HABITAT, DEER, AND OTHER WILDLIFE
The above simply shows the importance of managing deer. This subsection of the report
examines in more detail how agencies manage deer and habitat and the role that hunters play
in that management. One way that hunters play a role is simply that deer management efforts
include funding from deer hunters, both their license fees and the Pittman‐Robertson taxes.
Additionally, hunting itself is a tool used in managing habitat, deer, and other wildlife.
In the distant past—the early and middle of the 1900s—deer were managed to increase the
deer population, as it had declined precipitously prior to that in the era of unregulated hunting.
Once the deer population recovered sufficiently, deer management focused on the health of
the entire deer population and the health of other species and the overall habitat. As an
example, the Alabama wildlife agency’s advice regarding deer management is that the
management objective should include “improved herd health” rather than simply an increase in
the deer population.162 Likewise, the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission indicates it shifted in
the 1980s from a herd‐growth strategy to herd‐stabilization strategy.163
Agencies manage habitat, deer, and other wildlife with a variety of tools, one of which is
hunting. As indicated above, deer management is made up of herd management, habitat
management, hunter management, and herd monitoring. Additionally, wildlife management
comprises three key dimensions: wildlife organisms themselves, habitats, and humans. The
human dimension of wildlife management “refers to a body of knowledge, based on social
science, about everything that is not about the organism or its habitat. Human dimensions
includes knowledge‐generating procedures and application of knowledge that enable and
support governance of wildlife resources.”164
In their efforts to manage deer, state wildlife agencies generally develop deer management
plans and/or programs. These plans/programs address such aspects as the determination of the
carrying capacity of the land as well as the cultural carrying capacity (which refers to the
tolerance that people have for a species; sometimes the cultural carrying capacity is higher than
the ecological carrying capacity and vice‐versa, and the plan considers both), the deer
population in the state, the health of the deer herd(s), and the availability and feasibility of
various strategies to manage deer (e.g., whether hunting is allowed in certain parts of the deer
range). The plans/programs must also consider the cover and food needs of deer. As stated by a
company that provides deer management services, “Basic deer cover needs are low‐growing
vegetation for adequate hiding to protect fawns, mid‐level vegetation or escape cover to
provide protection from predators, and larger trees and shrubs to protect deer from weather
extremes.”165
Nearly every state of the Southeast has a published deer management plan; if not it has
published information on its deer management program. As demonstrated by the examples
that follow, each plan/program is carefully developed using science and applicable data.
Furthermore, each plan/program includes a role for deer hunters.
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Arkansas’ first deer management plan was developed in 1999; its second was developed in
2007 and included public input (a human‐dimensions aspect). In 2013, its third deer
management plan was instituted followed by the fourth and most recent plan in 2019. The
mission statement of its 2019 White‐Tailed Deer Strategic Management Plan is as follows: “By
utilizing sound wildlife management principles, current research, and public input the mission
of this plan is to provide transparent, long‐term management direction for white‐tailed deer in
Arkansas, which will ultimately result in responsible use, sustainability, and quality recreational
opportunities of the white‐tailed deer resource.” The purpose of the plan is to “provide long‐
term, strategic goals using sound, scientific deer management principles in conjunction with
public input.”166
Deer hunters play an important role in Arkansas’ deer management plan. The resource goals in
the plan include managing and maintaining a healthy, stable deer herd appropriate for the
habitat. The primary tool for this is deer hunting. Likewise, included in the resource goal of the
plan is to monitor deer populations to improve disease detection. Again, deer hunters are
integral to that effort.
In Florida, its deer management plan was developed in 2007 for the 10‐year period 2008 to
2017. The goals of its deer management plan include to “ensure the existence of robust deer
populations that meet the public’s desire for recreational opportunities and protection of
private property while ensuring the long‐term welfare of the species” and to “manage deer
habitats consistent with ecosystem health.”167
Georgia’s plan advocated the use of hunting as a management tool. As stated in Georgia’s deer
management plan, “deer herd reduction goals from Georgia’s Deer Management Plan
2005‐2014 were accomplished primarily through hunter harvest.” Furthermore, its current plan
also relies on deer hunters: “Management of Georgia’s deer population occurs primarily
through regulated hunting.”168 One of the goals in the plan is to keep the deer herds below the
carrying capacity, as the state deer population in the 1980s and early 1990s was above the
carrying capacity. Through hunting, with regulations adapted to address the deer
overabundance, the state was successful in “curtailing this exponential growth and reducing the
statewide population by the mid‐2000s...consistent with goals and public desires identified in
Georgia’s Deer Management Plan 2005‐2014.”
Louisiana’s active deer management started in the 1940s; at that time, the goal was to increase
the population to sustainable levels, as the population was low (thought to be at its lowest
point in the 1920s). Currently, the state’s deer management plan169 seeks to “promote healthy,
sustainable and balanced deer populations, while providing recreational hunting opportunity
for Louisiana deer hunters.” Part of the effort includes management of deer populations
through hunting, with the monitoring of deer being through harvest data and habitat surveys
(the habitat surveys conducted by the agency through remote sensing data).
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The deer management plan that Missouri’s agency developed include the goals of proactively
managing for “balanced deer populations below the biological and social carrying capacity...at
levels acceptable for agriculture, ecosystems, and other impacts using science‐based wildlife
management practices” and ensuring “the maintenance of a healthy deer population.” Deer
hunting is integral to the plan, as the plan promotes “deer hunting as a socially and culturally
important tradition that is the primary tool to achieving the deer population goal.”170 The plan
also states that deer hunting had “been effective at stabilizing deer populations in many parts
of rural Missouri.” Finally, the plan explicitly states that “deer hunting is the primary tool that
[the Missouri Department of Conservation] utilizes to manage deer populations.”
Oklahoma’s deer management efforts center around population management as the “most
important aspect of deer management because deer have the capability to degrade their
habitat if numbers are not kept at or below carrying capacity. Population management and
habitat management should be considered at the same time, because efforts directed at
improving habitat will be wasted if deer numbers are not controlled.”171
In Tennessee, its deer management plan172 seeks to “balance biological and social carrying
capacity by considering the values of stakeholders.” This includes establishing thresholds of
deer density for “acute and chronic impacts on forest regeneration, understory vegetation, and
ecosystem function.”
Virginia’s first statewide deer management plan was completed in 1999 and was subsequently
revised two times, the latest being in 2015 for the 10‐year time span of 2015 to 2024.173 Its
population goals are to manage local deer populations to “balance the varied needs...of a
diverse human community (cultural carrying capacity), the requirements of a biologically
diverse ecosystem, and the anticipated future social/ecosystem demands. Hunting is the
preferred population management method, where appropriate and feasible.” However, deer
management is not new to Virginia: the colony of Virginia established a closed season on deer
hunting in 1699.
As stated in its deer management plan, Virginia’s early efforts at deer management (starting in
the 1920s), like the efforts of many other states, was focused on increasing the deer
population. However, Virginia “was one of the first southeastern states to recognize the need
to harvest antlerless deer in order to control population growth and size” and did so for the
1946‐1947 season. By the 1980s, Virginia’s deer management goal was to control the deer
herds.
Agency efforts also include programs to assist landowners with deer management; typically
these are formally named “Deer Management Assistance Programs” or DMAPs. More about
this aspect of conservation is included in a further section, “Time and Money Spent by
Landowners on Their Own Land Outside of Agency and NGO Programs.”
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Before moving on to the next topic, it is worth
noting that the general population, for the
most part, wants the wildlife agency in the
state to have the primary responsibility for
managing the deer population in the state
rather than the state’s agricultural agency. This
question was posed to residents in the SDP
Survey, where a majority (53%) of the general
population of the Southeast states disagree
that the state’s agricultural agency should have
primary responsibility for managing the deer
population instead of the state fish and wildlife
agency. However, about a quarter indicate
wanting the agricultural agency to take the lead
(28% agreed with the question). It is worth
noting that the respondents were not
specifically informed that this would be a
change over present policy, although some may
have deduced this from the survey.

Do you agree or disagree that [state]'s
agricultural agency should have
primary responsibility for managing
the deer population in the state
instead of the [state agency]?
Strongly agree

16

28%
Moderately agree

12

Neither agree nor
disagree

15

Moderately disagree

18

53%
Strongly disagree

35

Do not know
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Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.

Related to this desire for the wildlife agency, rather than the agricultural agency, to manage
deer are the ratings the general population of the Southeast states give to their agency’s
management of deer. Satisfaction (68%) far exceeds dissatisfaction (only 8%). Many are neutral
or do not know.
How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with [state
agency]'s management of deer
in [state]?
Very satisfied

33
68%

Somewhat satisfied

35

Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied

18

Somewhat dissatisfied

6
8%

Very dissatisfied
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Do not know
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Source: SDP Survey.

80

100

Economic, Social, and Conservation Benefits of Deer Hunting in the Southeastern United States

63

DEER HABITAT AND THE HABITATS OF THREATENED/ENDANGERED AND AT‐RISK SPECIES
This report has previously shown the link of hunters to state wildlife agency funding. State
wildlife agencies, in turn, use their funding to help conserve at‐risk species. Agencies have been
using this funding to conserve non‐game species, which has resulted in “the development of
the ‘State Wildlife Action Plans’ (SWAPs) and the State Wildlife Grants program. Each state and
territorial fish and wildlife agency has developed a SWAP [that] identifies the ‘Species of
Greatest Conservation Need’ (SGCN) in the state, describes the key habitats needed to conserve
SGCN in the state, provides information on threats to SGCN and priority research and surveys
needed to conserve SGCN, identifies actions needed to conserve SGCN, and describes the
provisions for monitoring SGCN and their habitats and measuring the effectiveness of
conservation actions.” In fact, the “56 U.S. state and territorial State Wildlife Action Plans
provide a robust foundation for the development of regional and continental‐scale landscape
conservation efforts.”174 This should refute any claims that agencies work only for game
species.
Researchers in another study highlighted several non‐game species that hunter dollars have
conserved. These include the California condor, the Mexican wolf, black‐tailed prairie dog, and
the black‐footed ferret.175
When agencies conduct work that improves habitat for deer (and other hunted species), it
simultaneously improves habitat for threatened and endangered species. An example of that
work is the habitat work at the Little River WMA which helped reduce the high density of
sweetgums and French mulberries that were “dominating the understory and reducing plant
diversity.”176 This work specifically helped the red‐cockaded woodpecker.
Communications this researcher has had with agency personnel involved with at‐risk species
further suggests that conserving habitat for deer benefits other species. For instance, Kelly
Rezac, Wildlife Diversity Coordinator for the Missouri Department of Conservation, states that
“deer are generalist species that benefit from woodland, forest, and savanna management
efforts that also benefit at‐risk species found in the same habitat. Management that promotes
healthy natural communities and connectivity between habitat patches benefits both game and
at‐risk species.”177
Likewise, Kurt Kuklinski, Wildlife Diversity Research Supervisor of the Oklahoma Department of
Wildlife Conservation (ODWC), indicated in email communications that “our biologists and
managers feel strongly that [Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN)] benefit greatly
from sound deer management practices. For example, removal of invasive vegetation is just as
beneficial to the Texas horned lizard or black‐capped vireo as it is to deer. Same with
application of prescribed fire on the landscape. When we apply controlled burns to our lands,
the benefits are as impactful for SGCN ground‐nesting birds (lesser prairie chicken and whip‐
poor‐will) as they are for our deer herd. In managing our lands for deer and deer hunting, we
are also providing positive habitat impacts for many of our native SGCN.”178
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Mr. Kuklinski also cites the red‐cockaded woodpecker as benefiting from efforts to improve
deer habitat. “In southeastern Oklahoma, a beneficial land management practice is mechanical
removal/thinning of understory vegetation in the pine tree communities of the Ouachita
Mountains/West Gulf Coast Plains ecoregion. This vegetation management opens the forest
understory to allow growth of beneficial browsing forage for deer. We have also learned that
red‐cockaded woodpeckers require open understory surrounding their nesting colonies in pine
forests (which reduces nest predation).”179
Ashleigh Blackford, At‐Risk Species Coordinator, South‐Atlantic Gulf Region of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, also notes that “conservation of lands for deer hunting, in most cases will
benefit at‐risk species.”
Would you support or oppose an initiative to
conserve deer and deer habitat as a strategy
for conserving more wildlife in general?

Strongly support

It is worth noting that the
general population
overwhelmingly supports
efforts to conserve deer and
deer habitat as a
conservation strategy in
general. The SDP Survey
asked specifically about this,
where 80% of Southeast state
residents support conserving
deer and deer habitat as a
strategy for conserving more
wildlife in general.

61

80%
Moderately support

20

Neither support nor
oppose

10

Moderately oppose

4

8% *
Strongly oppose

3

Do not know

2
0

* Rounding on graph
causes apparent
discrepancy in sum;
calculation made on
unrounded numbers.

20

40

60

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.

80

100

Economic, Social, and Conservation Benefits of Deer Hunting in the Southeastern United States

How much, if at all, do you think the
management and conservation of deer
in [state] also benefits threatened and
endangered species?
Benefits them a lot

In another finding from the
SDP Survey, the large
majority of the general
population think that the
management and
conservation of deer benefit
threatened and endangered
species. This includes 71%
who say that this benefits
those other species a lot or
somewhat. Contained in this
report is much evidence that
this is true.
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Does not benefit them
at all
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO AGENCY PROGRAMS
A list of donors to the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation180 is representative of
the importance of hunters to all wildlife agencies. The list includes Pheasants Forever and Quail
Forever ($10,172 donated on May 1, 2020), the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation ($8,000 on
February 18, 2020), Delta Waterfowl Foundation ($500 on November 17, 2019), the National
Wild Turkey Federation ($53,881 on January 1, 2019), the North Fork Chapter of Quail Forever
($5,842 on November 4, 2018), and the National Wild Turkey Federation ($69,133 on
January 10, 2018). (The list goes back many more years; this is a listing of primarily hunting
organizations back through 2018.) Just this portion of the list above totals $147,528, and these
are donors that could be positively identified as hunting organizations. Other donations may or
may not be from hunters or hunting organizations, such as donations from individual families
and so forth. The next section further discusses NGOs in general.
NGO EFFORTS TO MANAGE HABITAT, DEER, AND OTHER WILDLIFE
Hunting‐related NGOs make a huge contribution to wildlife and wildlife habitat. Researchers
identified hunter donations to NGOs in one year to be approximately $313 million in the United
States.181 However, rather than attempt to compile a list of all NGOs and all the conservation
work that they have done, this section takes a look at some representative NGOs and highlights
some of the conservation efforts that they have undertaken. Note that the order of the
examples below is somewhat random—there is no meaning intended where one NGO is
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discussed before another. Nor is this discussion an endorsement of these organizations by the
researchers.
Whitetails Unlimited was founded in 1982, and its mission is the most directly pertinent to this
report because of its focus on white‐tailed deer. Interestingly, its mission statement does not
actually mention white‐tailed deer but is more broad: “Whitetails Unlimited’s mission is to raise
funds in support of (1) educational programs, (2) wildlife habitat enhancement and acquisition,
and (3) preservation of the hunting tradition and shooting sports for future generations.” The
organization reports that it has spent over $109.9 million on its projects, including some
devoted to habitat enhancement and acquisition. Its conservation work includes habitat
enhancement, efforts to seed habitat with native vegetation, and purchases of equipment for
conducting habitat work.182 In particular, its “HOPE for Wildlife Program” (with HOPE standing
for Habitat Options and Planned Enhancement) works with landowners (both private and
governmental) to provide wildlife habitat.
Ducks Unlimited is a nationally known conservation organization primarily oriented to
waterfowl, but recall that Responsive Management research183 cited elsewhere in this report
shows that the majority of waterfowl hunters (from 67% to 74%) also hunt deer. The
organization reports that it has conserved 15 million acres since its inception in 1937. In the
Southeast, this includes Ducks Unlimited projects in the Mississippi Alluvial Valley, the Gulf
Coast Prairie, and the Southern Prairies and Playas area. The first area is described as the “most
significant winter habitat area for mallards in North America” but also provides habitat for
many other species, as it consists of forested areas and scrub‐shrub areas as well as other
habitats.184 The latter areas are similarly important for waterfowl but also include habitat for
many other species.
Although this report focuses primarily on deer hunting, it is worth also discussing the National
Wild Turkey Federation as one of the relatively large NGOs that have worked for conservation.
This is relevant in this report about deer hunting simply because research in the Southeast
states suggest that approximately 90% of turkey hunters also hunt deer.185 In one of the focus
areas that the Federation has identified in the Southeast—America’s Southern Piney Woods—
the Federation has “conserved or enhanced 877,416 acres.”186
An editorial in National Review cites reports of huge losses to avifauna in the past 30 years,
including such species as larks and finches, but notes that game species such as turkeys, ducks,
and geese have increased their populations. It then says that “the fact that these populations
have remained stable while other species have taken catastrophic losses testifies to the work of
hunters and hunting‐related conservation organizations in the United States.”187 Ken
Rosenberg, one of the Cornell University researchers who produced studies on avifauna
populations is quoted in the article: “It was the hunters who noticed the declines in waterfowl
population in the mid 20th century and did something about it.”
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TIME AND MONEY SPENT BY LANDOWNERS ON THEIR OWN LAND OUTSIDE OF AGENCY AND
NGO PROGRAMS
Deer management cooperatives, which are groups of landowners and hunters who voluntarily
work to improve the quality of wildlife and habitat, conduct thousands of hours of conservation
work. The cooperatives “help achieve state and region‐wide specific management goals...to
increase actively managed wildlife habitat for large suites of cohabitating species within
fragmented landscapes.”188 This work helps deer but also helps other species that cohabitate
with deer. The “deer management cooperatives provide a novel method to achieve desired
deer management goals while countering decreased connectivity and producing quality habitat
patches.” This work falls under the “umbrella species concept, where single‐species
management is used as a shortcut to multi‐species management faced with limited resources.”
In other words, deer hunters’ enthusiasm for deer hunting is the impetus to conserve habitats
that benefit other species as well as deer.
Based on this umbrella species concept, white‐tailed deer management is a popular
conservation tool. Deer management cooperatives “engage private landowners and hunters to
improve deer herd and hunting quality for broader conservation use.” This conservation work
has the potential to substantially affect millions of acres: estimates are that approximately
356 million acres (roughly 19% of the contiguous U.S. land area) are used by deer hunters under
lease or ownership—a huge potential pool of land.189 Although the amount of land in the U.S.
estimated to be under cooperative management is much smaller, that amount is substantial
from a conservation perspective, with one estimate putting it at 3.5 million acres but possibly
as much as 29 million acres.190
Furthermore, this acreage used by hunters—some of which are part of deer management
cooperatives—can help fill the gap in conservation lands that exists because protected lands
are often fragmented. In fact, commenting on this fragmentation, researchers note that the
“drawback to nature reserves stems from land ownership patterns. High elevation publicly
owned lands, with less than average biodiversity, are protected, while privately owned low‐to
mid‐elevation lands are subject to increased habitat fragmentation.”191 Deer management
cooperatives help address this: “managing wildlife on smaller private landholdings with many
cooperating landowners may be better at providing elevated biodiversity. Thus, landowner
cooperatives may provide a method to counter decreasing connectivity between habitat
patches by linking numerous parcels under common management styles.”
Deer management cooperatives “are producing higher quality wildlife habitat for game and
non‐game species than adjacent landscapes.” Studies have shown that deer management
cooperatives “are producing and conserving wildlife habitat and landscapes across the eastern
United States. Landowner and deer hunter enthusiasm for quality or trophy deer management
[is] inadvertently producing and conserving more wildlife friendly landscapes than their
adjacent areas.” Deer management cooperatives “have the ability to leverage deer
management enthusiasm to increase habitat quality at minimal cost to state agencies while
simultaneously increasing landscape‐level benefits to many wildlife species other than white‐
tailed deer.” The bottom line is that habitat management provided by deer management
cooperatives comes at a relatively low monetary expense to state and federal agencies.192

68

Responsive Management

The land area potentially benefiting from deer management cooperatives is substantial.
Research suggests that deer management cooperatives contain “millions of acres” in the United
States.193 In Mississippi, its wildlife agency indicates that 2.5 million acres in the state are
managed for a healthy deer herd and habitat integrity in its Deer Management Assistance
Program.194 (Deer Management Assistance Programs are used to guide the cooperatives.)
In a study of cooperatives in four states (Georgia, Michigan, Missouri, and New York),
researchers found their average size to be 5,620 acres.195 The study concluded that “landscapes
conserved and managed within [deer management cooperative] boundaries produce
consistently higher wildlife associated land cover values than those properties surrounding
them.” The study also found that there is higher satisfaction among hunters using deer
management cooperative land compared to hunters using non cooperative lands as well. This
higher satisfaction can be used as a motivation for engaging landowners in deer management
cooperatives, and the study concludes that the “resulting intersection of increased hunting
satisfaction producing higher quality landscapes produces an exciting nexus for wildlife
managers.” In short, deer management cooperative “utilization could potentially be one of the
most influential landscape and hunter management tools available for future conservation
planning.”
Finally in this section regarding money spent by individuals on habitat improvement, analyses
conducted by Southwick Associates estimates that deer hunters in the Southeast states spent
$991 million on land purchasing and lease fees in 2020, thereby conserving those lands.
Additionally, deer hunters spent $183 million on habitat modifications to benefit deer and
wildlife, thereby enriching that land for wildlife, as shown in the accompanying table.196
Southeast Deer Hunters’ Land Purchases/Leases and Plantings/Food Plots in 2020
Land Purchasing and Leases
Plantings and Food Plots
Alabama
$29,657,217
$26,656,387
Arkansas
$62,502,415
$26,922,890
Florida
$85,252,639
$7,740,180
Georgia
$57,375,908
$13,612,476
Kentucky
$55,514,902
$5,897,018
Louisiana
$56,400,874
$6,341,606
Mississippi
$98,373,695
$7,306,841
Missouri
$59,109,374
$43,791,351
North Carolina
$32,083,527
$4,327,666
Oklahoma
$54,237,011
$4,185,470
South Carolina
$18,420,117
$6,911,927
Tennessee
$15,875,331
$2,423,090
Texas
$219,217,252
$14,835,756
Virginia
$131,707,636
$11,159,132
West Virginia
$15,702,979
$1,190,652
TOTAL
$991,430,878
$183,302,442
Source: Southwick Associates.
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CONTROL OF WILDLIFE DISEASE
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Hunters are integral to controlling deer populations, which is part of the strategy to
address wildlife diseases such as Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD).
 Hunting works to control deer populations. See the next section for a discussion of
studies showing the efficacy of hunting as a method to control deer populations.
 CWD is costing agencies millions of dollars each year.
 One study suggests that agencies spend more than $10 million annually to address
CWD. In the Southeast, that same study estimates agency expenditures to address
the disease at approximately $3.97 million annually. As an example of what this
spending goes for, there were more than 175 thousand deer tested in 2018.
 CWD can have a damping effect on hunting participation, which costs agencies money
when would‐be hunters forgo hunting. There is also evidence that presence of CWD
can lower property values.
 As an example, one hunting club saw its membership plummet when CWD was
found on lands that it had leased. This simultaneously lessened the value of that
lease.
 Deer are the vectors for other diseases, as well, including tick‐borne diseases that
affect thousands of Americans, including Lyme disease.
 In addition to Lyme disease, a red meat allergy is also transmitted by a deer‐borne
tick.
 Deer hunters play an important role in the detection and monitoring of disease.
 Biological research, including disease monitoring, has been greatly assisted by
hunters, including deer hunters. Biologists note that “hunters are an important
source of biological information for wildlife researchers and managers.” For
example, the discovery of CWD in Tennessee in 2018 came directly from deer
hunting activity based on the testing of hunter‐harvested deer.
CONTROLLING DEER TO HELP MAINTAIN THE HEALTH OF DEER AND OTHER SPECIES
As demonstrated elsewhere in this report, hunters are integral to controlling deer populations,
which is part of the overall strategy to address wildlife diseases (see the section of this report
titled “Addressing Conflicts With Deer and Humans” for a discussion of deer hunting to help
control populations). In particular, this report refers to diseases affecting the deer themselves,
such as chronic wasting disease (CWD) and hemorrhagic disease, as well as those affecting
humans and livestock, which include babesiosis, ehrlichiosis, brucellosis, rabies (although rare
in deer), and bovine tuberculosis (which affects both cattle and humans). Three of those latter
diseases are transmitted by ticks: Lyme disease, babesiosis, and ehrlichiosis.197

70

Responsive Management

CHRONIC WASTING DISEASE
CWD has multiple effects. In addition to the most direct effect—the killing of deer—there are
indirect effects on wildlife because CWD is “drawing from wildlife agencies financial and
personnel resources”198 that could otherwise be used for wildlife management. This agency
effort is discussed below.
Agencies spend huge amounts to address CWD: one estimate suggests that wildlife agencies
across the U.S. spend about $10.1 million annually addressing CWD. Right now, some spending
is being done by state agricultural agencies as well, but the overwhelming portion of spending
is being done by fish and wildlife agencies. Looking specifically at the Southeast, approximately
$3.97 million was spent in those states by agencies to address CWD in 2019.199
Looking at some of the actual numbers behind these expenses, one study200 found that
agencies from 41 states tested 175,478 deer samples in 2018. The average cost of this testing
was $28 per sample. Furthermore, 27 of those 41 states provided data on the cost of testing
(just the testing, not the cost of other efforts to address CWD), which totaled a little more than
$10 million in 2019 for testing.
That CWD costs agencies money and effort is demonstrated by the timeline of CWD in Virginia
and the increased agency responsibilities related to it. As the prohibitions increase in the
timeline below, so do the agency responsibilities related to enforcing them. Additionally, as
monitoring increases, so does the effort required of the wildlife agency.201
 2002: Virginia begins CWD monitoring.
 2002: Implementation of captive deer movement restrictions.
 2005: CWD found in Hampshire County, WV, which is on the border with Virginia.
 2005: Implements deer carcass importation restrictions.
 2006: Prohibits feeding deer during September 1 through early January of the deer
seasons.
 2008: Requires mandatory testing of hunter‐killed deer.
 2009: CWD found in Frederick County, Virginia.
 2010: Develops CWD actions and puts them in regulation (by 2013).
 2013: Prohibits importation of carcasses from an enclosure anywhere.
 2015: Prohibits possession or use of deer scents/lures that contain natural deer urine or
other bodily fluids used for the purposes of taking, attempting to take, attracting, or
scouting wildlife in Virginia.
Another effect of CWD is that it can have a damping effect on hunting activity, which in turn can
lessen the funding that hunters provide for conservation through their purchase of hunting
licenses and purchase of hunting equipment. One study found that a particular hunting club
saw its membership decrease 44% in 2019 compared to 2018 after the discovery of CWD on its
lands.202
CWD could also affect land values where it is found; intuitively, it would seem reasonable that
hunters would not be willing to pay premium prices for access to lands that have CWD‐infected
deer. Although there has not been much research on this topic, an anecdotal review of some
hunter blogs on the subject suggest that CWD affects some people’s decisions on whether to
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lease or purchase lands for hunting. For instance, a discussion board on TexasBowhunter.com
had posted a question from a hunter, “Would you lease or buy land in a county that had CWD
in it?” One hunter responded, “I wouldn’t feel right about feeding my kids venison from an area
where CWD had been found in free range deer. So, no I wouldn’t lease land in those areas to
hunt deer. Probably wouldn’t buy land there either if I was looking for future income from
hunting.”203 Another hunter forum found similar sentiments, with one hunter posting, “I don’t
own hunting [land] but I do share a couple of leases. If CWD comes to town we will drop out in
a heart beat without a thought. Just the way it is.”204
OTHER DISEASES
CWD is perhaps the most high‐profile deer disease. However, there are many other deer and
deer‐related diseases. Indeed, Florida’s Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission identified
120 parasites, infections, and disease conditions affecting white‐tailed deer. Some of the “most
significant” are haemonchosis, lungworm pneumonia, and hemorrhagic disease.205
Deer are associated with some human diseases. A red meat allergy in humans is caused by the
lone star tick. One study found that the lessening of deer density helps decrease the risk of
transmission of the allergy to humans.206 As far back as the 1990s Lyme disease cases were in
the thousands, with 9,465 cases reported in 1991 and 9,895 reported in 1992. Rocky Mountain
spotted fever had 628 and 502 cases in those two years.207 These are also tick‐borne diseases in
which deer play a part in spreading.
About a third of Southeast
state residents, as found in
the SDP Survey, worry about
tick‐borne diseases from
deer: 30% are worried, with
13% being somewhat or
extremely worried—the
subject of closer examination
in the demographic analyses.
The graph on the following
page shows the demographic
groups most worried about
tick‐borne diseases, which
includes residents of large
cities/urban areas and those
in the higher educational
bracket.

How worried, if at all, are you that
you might get a tick-borne disease
from deer in the next 2 years?
Extremely worried

5
13%

Somewhat worried

8

A little worried

30%

18

Not at all worried

65

Do not know

4
0

20

40

60

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.
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Percent of each of the following groups who are extremely
or somewhat worried that they might get a tick-borne
disease from deer in the next 2 years:
Resides in large city or urban area

21

Education level of bachelor's degree or
higher

17

Female

16

Disapproves of legal, regulated hunting

15

Resides in suburban area

15

18-34 years old

14

Resides in rural area

14

35-54 years old

13

Overall

13

Approves of legal, regulated hunting

12

55 years old or older

12

Education level less than bachelor's degree

11

Male

10

Resides in small city or town

7
0

20

40

60

80

100

Percent
Source: SDP Survey.

DEER HUNTERS’ ROLE IN RESEARCH AND DISEASE MONITORING
Researchers state that biological research, such as disease monitoring, has been assisted by
hunters, including deer hunters. Biologists note that “hunters are an important source of
biological information for wildlife researchers and managers.” Additionally, “biological samples
are used to determine prior disease exposure, parasite loads, nutritional status, genetic
relationships or diversity, and...age more accurately.”208 Without deer hunters, these efforts
would be much more expensive for the affected states.
Indeed, in the effort to address CWD, hunters contribute to the research by supplying deer
samples. The importance of deer hunters to the monitoring of CWD was highlighted as recently
as 2018. The discovery of CWD in Tennessee in 2018 came directly from deer hunting activity
based on the testing of hunter‐harvested deer (of which ten tested positive for CWD).
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Subsequently, the hunting season was extended (referred to as an “emergency extension”) and
hunters were used in additional monitoring efforts to assess the prevalence and spatial extent
of the disease.209 In short, deer hunters were integral to the discovery and monitoring of the
disease in Tennessee. In the adjacent state of North Carolina, hunters were integral to CWD
monitoring efforts as well, with hunter samples being obtained for monitoring.210
In Florida, information on its website about its deer management program specifically says that
monitoring of deer for CWD “includes random sampling of hunter‐harvested deer.”
Additionally, its surveillance for heartwater (a tick‐transmitted disease that is fatal to deer) is
based on collecting ticks from hunter‐harvested deer.211
In another instance where hunters help research and monitoring, hunters provided the samples
used to investigate the “distribution, abundance, and pathogen status of [black‐legged ticks
(Ixodes scapularis)] in Tennessee through examination of ticks collected from hunter‐harvested
deer at check stations across the state.”212
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ADDRESSING CONFLICTS WITH DEER AND HUMANS
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 It is important to first note that deer hunting can help control damage—this is not
speculation but it is an assertion that has been supported by studies.
 The body of this report has many, many examples of hunting being effectively used
to control deer populations. These include studies where the deer population was
controlled in Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic
Park; in Georgia’s Ft. Yargo Park; at the Stonewall Resort in West Virginia; in Howard
County, Maryland; in Nebraska’s Fontenelle Forest; and in Pennsylvania.
 Deer damage to agriculture in the United States is at least $593 million per year
(probably higher because this figure is only damage to four major crops: corn,
soybeans, wheat, and cotton).
 Many studies showed deer damage to be substantial. One study found losses of
12% to 14% in legume fields situated near woodlots with deer. Another study found
corn losses of approximately 25% at the edges of corn fields and 12% in the interior
of the corn fields. A survey of nursery owners in one section of the country showed
that 65% reported deer damage.
 Deer‐vehicle accidents are also a major concern that hunting can help address. There
are an estimated 1.5 million auto insurance claims for accidents caused by deer (and
these are just those accidents for which claims are filed; there are many more
accidents where claims are not filed).
 Many accidents go unreported, as well, suggesting that there are actually more than
1.5 million deer‐related accidents annually.
 Deer do not simply cause damage to vehicles—many people are injured, and some are
killed, in accidents caused by deer.
 A study in Georgia found approximately 200 injuries per year in the state from deer‐
caused accidents. This study found several fatalities attributed to deer‐caused
accidents, as well.
 Alternatives to deer hunting to address damage have not proven effective or are
prohibitively expensive.
 Translocation is expensive, has a relatively high mortality rate anyway, can spread
disease, and can simply move problems from one place to another. Fertility control
is also quite expensive, can cause other deer (including bucks seeking to mate) to
come into the treatment area, and is difficult to do because of the high rate of deer
that need to be treated to be effective as a control mechanism. It is simply not
effective in open populations—which describes deer herds in almost every place in
the United States. Sharpshooters can be effective but are more costly than deer
hunting. Diversionary feeding to address agricultural damage was not found to be
effective. Studies on deterrents also found them to be ineffective in stopping deer
from entering agricultural fields or crossing roads.
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EFFICACY OF HUNTING TO CONTROL DEER
Before getting to a discussion of actual damage done by deer, and given the amounts of
agricultural losses and vehicle accidents described below, it is important to first note that deer
hunting can help control damage—this is not speculation but it is an assertion that has been
supported by studies. A case study in the Gettysburg National Military Park and the Eisenhower
National Historic Park showed that deer hunting can help control deer populations and,
therefore, deer damage. The study found that deer densities within the parks (where hunting
was banned) was 28 deer per square mile, while outside of the parks (where hunting was
allowed) the deer density was 8 deer per square mile. After controlled hunts in the parks, deer
damage was decreased.213 In addition to lowering the deer population, deer hunting also can
disperse local deer herds so that a lower density of deer are in the areas where they can
damage agriculture—again, helping to reduce agricultural damage.214
Georgia’s wildlife agency noted that the “use of regulated hunting to effectively and efficiently
manage urban deer populations is not groundbreaking. Recently, in fact, regulated hunting has
been used successfully in Georgia on several State Parks and by local governments to resolve
the challenges associated with urban deer populations.” The urban deer management plan
from which this was obtained also notes that “Ft. Yargo State Park is located entirely within the
city limits of Winder, Georgia. Despite initial misperceptions and apprehension, these hunts
have proven safe and effective. In fact, after years of ecological degradation on the park and
significant DVC [deer‐vehicle collisions] on boundary highways, the deer population has been
reduced to an acceptable and sustainable level, the ecological integrity of the park is
recovering, and DVC have been greatly reduced.”215
Another study in West Virginia showed the efficacy of deer hunting to control populations and
the resultant deer problems of increased vehicle accidents and overbrowsing. After controlled
hunts at the Stonewall Resort in Lewis County, fewer deer‐caused vehicle accidents occurred
and there was evidence of reduced browsing.216
Howard County, Maryland, also has controlled hunts in several of its parks with the intent to
control deer. Assessments of post‐hunt populations in the parks shows that there has been “a
successful reduction of deer densities in the hunted parks.” The success was scientifically
validated: “This reduction has been documented through forward‐looking infra‐red (FLIR)
videographic censuses, Haynes regression analysis of hunting harvest data, and changes in deer
harvest per unit effort over time.”217
In Nebraska in the Fontenelle Forest (a natural area surrounded by developed landscapes), an
overabundant deer herd, which was documented as damaging the forest ecosystem, was
managed using controlled hunts. “Densities of white‐tailed deer in the study area declined from
27 deer/km2 in 1995 to 15 deer/km2 in 2006.” The researchers further observed that deer
densities in adjacent un‐hunted areas remained relatively high. The researchers indicated that
“controlled hunts at [Fontenelle Forest] have reduced densities of deer in the immediate area
to tolerable levels and have been accepted by area residents.”218
In Central Massachusetts, controlled hunts were proven successful. Deer density goals were
reached after 2 to 4 years of controlled hunts in the Quabbin Reservation (an area around the
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Quabbin Reservoir that supplies water to Boston). The researchers noted that post‐hunt
“populations were maintained at or below the goal.”219
A Pennsylvania community instituted archery hunting to control deer, using screened and
managed recreational bowhunters. The managed bowhunts increased harvest from pre‐
managed‐hunt levels of 118 deer in the 2006‐2007 season to 443 deer during the 2007‐2008
season. Concomitantly, road‐killed deer picked up by Game Commission contractors in the
township dropped 44% after the first year of managed bowhunts.220
Georgia surveyed farmers/orchard owners who had been issued deer crop damage permits.
The survey found that permit holders overwhelmingly thought that the program works, with
67% of permit holders responding that the program “greatly helps” and another 32% saying
that the program “helps some” (a sum of 99%); only 1% selected “no help at all” on the
survey.221
One researcher indicated that hunting reduces wildlife damage by reducing wildlife populations
below the environmental carrying capacity, removing individual animals from a population
earlier than would otherwise happen from other mortality, and causing behavior changes in
which animals do less damage. The researcher also noted the concomitant benefit that hunting
“also can increase landowner tolerance of wildlife and wildlife damage.” In a domino effect, this
researcher suggests that, if hunting were to end, “some wildlife populations would increase,
animals would become more habituated to humans, wildlife damage would increase,
landowner tolerance for wildlife would decrease, and some rural property values would fall.
Because of these events, wildlife habitat would be lost because landowners would
simultaneously lose a major incentive to maintain wildlife habitat and be confronted with
greater levels of wildlife damage.”222
As indicated above, control of deer through hunting is generally supported by majorities of
residents. For instance, in a comparison of public acceptance (among residents of McHenry
County, Illinois) of five management options, controlled archery and gun hunting had
acceptance rates of 69% and 68%, respectively. Sharpshooting had lower acceptance (49%), as
did fertility control (45%). At the bottom, however, was the “no management” option, which
only 19% of residents deemed acceptable.223 (From raw numbers of respondents; weighting
was not applied.)
The bottom line is that hunting helps control deer populations, which in turn helps decrease
damage. The following looks specifically at agricultural losses and vehicle accidents, starting
with agriculture.
ADDRESSING DAMAGE TO AGRICULTURE
Deer damage to agriculture can be substantial. A recent estimate of wildlife damage to just four
crops (corn, soybean, wheat, and cotton) in the United States indicates losses of $592.6 million
from 2015 through 2019, with the highest losses to soybeans ($323.9 million) and corn
($194.0 million).224
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One study suggests that deer is one of the predominant species causing damage to agriculture.
The National Agricultural Statistics Service reported in one year that deer caused 58% of field
crop losses and 38% of losses to vegetables, fruits, and nuts.225 Another study surveyed state
Farm Bureau executive officers, state wildlife agency directors, and state wildlife extension
specialists: they agreed that deer was the largest problem species in each of the Southeast
states except Louisiana, Alabama, and Florida.226
One researcher who surveyed agricultural producers found that 80% reported wildlife damage,
with average losses being about $500 per ag producer—in 1998 dollars.227 It seems unlikely that
losses would have gone down since that study, particularly considering that several species that
commonly cause damage have generally increased in numbers since that time.
Another study228 on deer effects to hay fields found that “white‐tailed deer grazing in autumn
and spring caused an estimated loss ranging from 12‐14% in subsequent annual yields in
legume fields situated near woodlots.” The study authors indicated that “increasing deer
harvest likely represents the best method to reduce damage to hay fields.” A study of corn yield
in farms on three National Historic Parks in Maryland and Virginia found that deer browsing
reduced corn yields. “On average, 24.6% of edge corn was lost due to deer herbivory, while
12.2% was lost in the interior.” One of the Parks had particularly large losses, sustaining 32.5%
total loss in study period.229
In Alabama, a study230 of white‐tailed deer damage to ornamental plants in nurseries and
landscaping industries found that 55% of industry professionals had experienced damage from
deer. Indian hawthorn was the most commonly damaged ornamental plant. The top three
areas of the state indicating ‘yes’ to damage problems by industry professionals were east
central (69%), southwest (67%), and west central Alabama (56%). Winter was the most
common season in which deer damage occurred (46% of industry professionals reported
damage in that season), with speculation that deer are particularly attracted to well managed
fertilized plants in winter. Fall was close behind (34% had damage then), with damage
considerably less prevalent in spring (9%) and summer (11%).
Corn and soybean are crops often damaged by deer, with research in Kentucky showing that
“deer reduced corn and soybean yields.” The study found that “in some instances the reduction
was extreme” with up to a 70% reduction of soybean yield and a 55% reduction of corn yield.231
Georgia’s wildlife agency estimated that deer caused crop damage that “exceeded $6.5 million”
(the average of 11 years of data from 2002 to 2012). The state uses hunting to help reduce
damage through issuance of crop damage permits.232 (Although perhaps less important from a
societal standpoint than crop damage is landscaping damage. Nonetheless, the same study
estimates that there is $26 million in landscaping damage each year in Georgia caused by deer.)
In Virginia, deer damage data were included in its deer management plan. As shown in the
tabulation that follows, perceived deer damage among agricultural producers was relatively
high for soybeans (67% saying that they experienced moderate or severe damage) and corn
(51%).233 Included in Virginia’s deer management plan is a somewhat dated study, but pertinent
nonetheless because it shows that the problem has been ongoing, which showed an estimate
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of $11.4 million in deer damage to agriculture in Virginia in 1992. In that study, soybeans had
$6.3 million in damage, peanuts had $2.0 million, and orchards had $1.9 million.234
Survey Estimates of Deer Damage by Type of Agricultural Product in the 2015 Deer Management Plan
Severity of Damage
(Percentage of Agricultural Producers Giving Response)
Product
None
Low
Moderate
Severe
Soybeans
17
16
31
36
Corn
19
30
37
14
Other field crops
36
22
24
18
Tree fruit plantings
45
19
25
11
Nursery or Christmas tree stock
73
8
13
6
Alfalfa, hay, or pasture crops
40
30
23
8
Grapes, brambles, small fruits
53
17
18
12
Other commodity
54
9
26
12
Source: Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (now the Department of Wildlife Resources).

Although not a Southeast state, Maryland borders the Southeast, so a look at the losses from
deer in that state is useful here. The Maryland Farm Bureau estimated that deer were
responsible for $10 million in crop losses in one year, and that was after another $400 thousand
had been spent by the state’s farmers to try to prevent damage.235
Non‐farmers may not understand the full implications of some deer damage to farmers. In
some cases, farmers are depending on long‐term strategies for income where deer damage can
affect more than one year of income. One example is the high value seed corn that farmers sell
to seed companies, which take years to develop and need to be planted in isolated locations.
Deer damage to these types of plots can be particularly disastrous for farmers due to the multi‐
year investment required: in short, losses in these types of plots affect both current and future
income for the farmers.236
ADDRESSING VEHICLE ACCIDENTS WITH DEER
State Farm’s research237 found that
Chance of an Animal Collision (Predominantly Deer) Requiring an
Insurance Claim (for 2019‐2020)
there were approximately 1.5 million
Alabama
1 in 90
auto insurance claims for collisions
Arkansas
1 in 80
with deer in the U.S. from July 1, 2019, Florida
1 in 396
to June 30, 2020. During this time
Georgia
1 in 89
Kentucky
1
in 88
period, West Virginia drivers,
Louisiana
1 in 173
compared to other states’ drivers, had Mississippi
1 in 59
the greatest chance of a collision with Missouri
1 in 78
North Carolina
1 in 75
an animal (not just deer, but
Oklahoma
1
in 113
predominantly deer) that would
South Carolina
1 in 70
damage the vehicle: a 1 in 37 chance.
Tennessee
1 in 119
Another Southeast state was in the
Texas
1 in 158
Virginia
1 in 72
top tier of states: Mississippi (1 in 59
West Virginia
1 in 37
chance) was ranked 8th.
Source: State Farm
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This number of 1.5 million given above was compared to other research, which found lower
amounts. However, given the rise in both human population (and concomitant rise in number
of roads) and deer since the earlier studies, the most recent number seems reasonable. A study
from the mid‐1990s suggested at that time that there were 538,000 vehicle collisions with deer
in the 35 states that returned the researchers’ survey. Extrapolating the data to fill in the
remaining states that have deer, the researchers suggested that there would have been
approximately 726,000 vehicle‐deer collisions in the United States. However, the researchers
noted that this included only accidents that were reported to the police and inferred from dead
deer found on the road (at least some of the states apparently tracked that as well), and they
estimate that there would be more than 1 million accidents to account for unreported vehicle‐
deer collisions as well as deer that made it off the road before dying.238
Nationally, there are approximately 10,000 injuries from deer‐related vehicle accidents with
100 to 200 fatalities annually.239
At the state level, the North Carolina Department of Transportation estimates that there were
more than 136,000 deer‐related crashes that were reported on the state’s Collision Report
Form from 2011 to 2018. (These are reported accidents; it is common knowledge that many
vehicle accidents do not get reported.) In that time period, there were 151,551 reported
animal‐related crashes, and the report estimated that 90% of its animal‐related crashes
involved deer (90% of the total is 136,396).240 The mean number annually is 17,049 deer‐
related crashes; the report showed the data below from 2011 to 2018.
Animal‐Related Crashes in North Carolina 2011 to 2018
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Number of reported
20,703 20,205 20,337 17,837 18,042 17,911 18,541 17,975
animal‐related crashes
90% of crashes (i.e.,
18,633 18,185 18,303 16,053 16,238 16,120 16,687 16,178
attributable to deer)

SUM

Mean

151,551 18,944
136,396 17,049

Source: NC Department of Transportation (compiled by M. Cowhig).

The same North Carolina study had this for 2016‐2018:
Animal‐Related Crash Data for North Carolina from 2016 to 2018
Total Crashes
54,427 Definitions:
A Injuries: Incapacitating injuries necessitating that the victim be
Total Fatalities
9
carried or otherwise helped from the accident scene.
A Injuries
94
B Injuries: Non‐incapacitating injuries where the victim does not
B Injuries
686
need to be carried or otherwise assisted from the accident
C Injuries
2,195
scene but who has visible injuries.
Total Injuries
2,975
C Injuries: No visible injuries but victim has pain; however, victim
Damage
$146,491,156
does not need assistance from the accident scene.
Source: NC Department of Transportation (compiled by M. Cowhig).
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The Georgia deer management plan
includes an analysis of the state’s
deer‐vehicle accidents.241 The
analysis specifically shows that deer
abundance is directly correlated to
the rate of deer‐vehicle accidents
per number of vehicles registered in
the county, saying that the rate “has
correlated pretty well with [the
agency’s] pre‐hunting season
estimate of Georgia’s deer
population. Indeed, higher collision
rates in the Piedmont and Upper
Coastal Plain regions correlate with
higher deer densities in those
regions.” One interesting finding,
shown in the accompanying map, is
that the counties with relatively high
number of people (i.e., urban and
suburban) have the highest number
of accidents, but the counties with
the highest rates of deer‐vehicle
accidents are rural, with only one
county overlapping in both (shown
as the striped county containing
both colors).

Deer do not only cause damage to vehicles. The Georgia deer management plan referenced
above notes that more than 200 injuries happened from deer‐vehicle accidents in each year of
the yearly data examined in the plan. In 2010, Georgia had 427 people injured and 2 people
killed in deer‐vehicle accidents. The state estimates the annual number of deer‐vehicle
accidents to be approximately 45,000.242
A Responsive Management survey examined deer‐related accidents, asking residents of the
Southeast states if they had been in a deer‐vehicle collision in the previous year either while
driving or as a passenger, as shown in the tabulation that follows. In the Southeast Region as a
whole, 5% of residents had been in a deer‐related accident, either as a driver (4%) or
passenger (1%).243
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Collisions With Deer and Damage in 2005 Study (General Population)
Percent who had a collision with a deer in the past year
State
Study244
Either while
While driving
While riding
driving or riding
Alabama
6
1
7
Arkansas
6
2
8
245
2
1
2
Florida
1
0
1
246

Georgia

4
5
3
6
6
5
3
6
5
4
3
9
4

Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
Missouri
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia
SE Reg.*

1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
2
3
1

5
7
4
6
8
6
4
7
6
5
4
12
5

* Includes MD.
Source: Responsive Management

Additionally, the SDP Survey, administered
specifically for this project, found that, in the
2 years previous to the survey, 12% of the
general public in the Southeast states had been
in a vehicle accident caused by deer or been in a
vehicle that hit a deer. The survey also asked
Southeast state residents to rate the severity of
the problem of deer‐vehicle accidents in their
county: 78% indicate that they are a problem
(9% said major problem, 36% said moderate
problem, 33% said slight problem).
In the past 2 years, have you been in
a vehicle accident caused by deer or
been in a vehicle that hit a deer?
Yes

How much of a problem, if any,
would you say deer-vehicle
accidents are in your county?

Major problem

9

Moderate problem

Slight problem

33

Not a problem at all

12

No

78%

36

16

85
Do not know

Do not
know

6

3
0

20

40

60

80

100

Percent (n=819)

0

20

40

60

80 100

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.
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The likelihood of a deer being hit on a roadway is related to the amount of movement of the
deer in its daily life, which is affected in part by both the rut and the hunting season. Most
deer‐related accidents are from October through December. The Insurance Information
Institute notes that “during deer season, which generally runs from October through
December, there is a dramatic increase in the movement of the deer population.... As a result,
more deer‐vehicle collisions occur in this period than at any other time of year.”247
Deer accidents are not limited to terrestrial vehicles; there have been many documented deer‐
civil aircraft collisions. From 1990 to 2009, researchers documented 879 white‐tailed deer
incidents with aircraft.248 The incidents most commonly occurred from October to November,
and most of the incidents happened at night. More incidents occurred in landings rather than
takeoffs. The researchers state, based on the data from the Federal Aviation Administration’s
National Wildlife Strike Database, that “deer incidents represented 0.9% of all wildlife incidents,
yet 5.4% of total estimated costs.” The reported costs for these deer incidents was $75 million,
with 1 reported death and 26 reported non‐fatal injuries. The researchers found that deer
incidents, on average, “resulted in 6 times greater economic damage to aircraft than strikes
with other wildlife.”
There is the other side of the economic and ecological effect of vehicle‐deer accidents, namely
the probable loss of a deer. There is not much data on the survival rate of deer that are hit by
vehicles. Researchers who examined this aspect of vehicle‐deer accidents estimated that 92%
of the deer that were hit died as a result of the accident.249 While some of the deer are
gathered and processed for food, many remain on the roadside and are lost to use by humans.
For a discussion of methods and efforts (not very successful) to deter deer from being hit by
vehicles, see the next section under “Deterrents.”
SDP SURVEY RESULTS REGARDING DEER DAMAGE
This project’s survey
found that the
general population in
the Southeast states
have some concerns
about the size of the
deer herd where they
reside. Nearly 1 in 5
think the deer
population is too
high. However, about
the same portion
think it is too low. In
the middle, the
majority (59%) think
it is about right.

Do you think the deer population in the area where
you live is too high, about right, or too low?

Too high
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About right
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Too low
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Do not know
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Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.
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In follow‐up, this same survey found that 17% of the general public in the Southeast states
experienced damage to their house, landscaping, gardens, pets, or any other part of their
property caused by deer in a 2‐year period. This same survey found that 54% of the general
public in these states feel that deer damage is a problem in their county, including 17% rating it
as a major or moderate problem.

In the past 2 years, have you experienced any
damage to your house, landscaping,
gardens, pets, or any other part of your
property that was caused by deer?
Yes

17

No

80

Do not know

3
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20

40
60
Percent (n=819)
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100

How much of a problem, if any, would you
say deer damage is in your county?
Major problem

3
17%

Moderate problem

54%

14

Slight problem

37

Not a problem at all

38

Do not know
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Source for both graphs: SDP Survey.
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ALTERNATIVES TO DEER HUNTING TO ADDRESS DAMAGE
The following discussion demonstrates the disadvantages and shortcomings of alternative
methods for controlling deer populations. As is shown in the following studies that are cited,
deer hunting plays a role either as the sole method for controlling deer or as an integral part of
an overall strategy that may include other methods. In either case, deer hunting is an important
tool for wildlife management.
Translocation
Some people call for translocating deer as a way to address overpopulation and deer damage.
However, researchers250 found that the “use of translocation for controlling urban deer
populations was costly relative to other methods and may result in significant mortality from
capture myopathy and human activities at release sites.” In the study, 16 of the 80 released
deer died within 30 days, a mortality rate that was higher than in resident deer (i.e., deer that
were already in the release site). Furthermore, the expense was considerable: to get the 80
deer for release required 588 labor‐hours over 29 trap nights, which was 7.4 labor‐hours per
deer (81 were trapped; 1 subsequently escaped prior to being released elsewhere). Contractor
costs were $28,492 (which was $356 per deer); the cost would have been even higher if it were
not for approximately $2,500 worth of volunteer time that the effort used.
In another study251 of translocated deer, the mortality rate of those deer ranged from 18% to
25% after 6 months. Additionally, 15% to 31% of the remaining deer left the release area—
suggesting that release sites would have to be quite far to prevent deer from coming back.
Other research has shown a higher mortality in translocated deer: “Annual survival of
translocated deer was 0.48 and was significantly lower than survival of [non‐translocated] deer,
which was 0.77.”252 Another agency found a mortality rate of 50% in translocated deer.253
Georgia’s urban deer management plan has this to say about translocation: “Trapping and
relocating deer fails to address the central issue in deer overabundance—population
management. This action involves capturing deer alive and relocating them to more rural areas.
It requires significant financial and logistical resource costing $261‐567 per deer. Suitable
relocation sites are unavailable or already populated with sufficient deer numbers. This method
essentially relocates a problem or creates a problem where none previously existed.
Additionally, the success rate of relocation is very slim. Susceptibility of deer to traumatic injury
and death should be considered. In fact, experiments with live capture and relocation have led
to high initial mortality (up to 85%) in relocated deer. It is currently illegal to trap and relocate
deer in Georgia and this method is not supported by professional wildlife organizations such as
The Wildlife Society.”254
A consideration in translocation is the possibility of disease transmission. Researchers working
with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies noted that “wildlife managers
should be very concerned about the potential for moving deer infected with CWD” and that
“other infectious agents should also be considered.”255 Another publication says that “wildlife
managers...concerned about the spread of disease among wildlife and people do not
recommend the use of translocation” to address wildlife‐human conflicts.256 One state had
instituted an urban deer relocation program but eventually ended it because the agency did not
want to “negatively impact other deer populations across the state by potentially spreading
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CWD while trying to help with urban deer conflicts.” The agency also cited negative impacts
from other diseases that can be spread through translocation.257
Fertility Control
One experiment with deer population control on Cornell University lands in Tompkins County,
New York, used surgical sterilization of female deer from 2007 to 2013.258 While the procedures
prevented pregnancies in the treated deer, surveys of actual deer abundance found “no
reduction in female abundance by winter 2013.” Additionally, there was a noted increase in
male deer in the area, and researchers speculate (but did not prove, because the study did not
address this aspect) that the increase in male deer visitation may be caused by the fact that the
surgically sterilized deer allowed “adult females to remain reproductively active through winter
or early spring months, at a time when females in surrounding areas had already conceived.
Consequently, females in estrus treated with tubal ligation may have attracted interested males
into their home range.” As one of the Cornell researchers stated, “The immigration of bucks
negated everything we did in terms of reduced fawn production,” adding that the sterilization
effort to control deer “was a total wash.”
Other researchers came to the same conclusion: that sterilization is offset by immigration into
the area. They noted that “sterilization is most likely to be effective if the population is
demographically closed, or nearly so; for open populations, we have shown clearly that the
chances for successful reduction and control of a typical deer population are significantly
reduced.” They went on to say that in “an open population, sterilization alone probably will not
be effective at controlling deer overabundance, especially if immigration increases as
population size decreases. While stakeholders may be averse to hunting, consistent lethal
control...may be the only way to sustainably reduce a local deer herd below current levels.”259
Another study on sterilized deer found that does that had been surgically sterilized increased
their movement and range. While the cause of this correlation is not known, the result of the
greater movement was a higher incidence of vehicle‐deer accidents.260 Therefore, if a goal of
deer reduction is to reduce vehicle‐deer accidents, surgical sterilization may be
counterproductive.
The aforementioned researchers at Cornell stated that their results “do not bode well for the
feasibility of surgical sterilization as a stand‐alone tool for reducing high‐density, open deer
populations in suburban landscapes.” At the study conclusion, the researchers indicated that
they “agree with a recent position statement [from the Northeast Section of the Wildlife
Society] on managing chronically overabundant deer that lethal removal via regulated hunting
or shooting currently remains the most effective management option for mitigating negative
deer impact.”261
Another fertility treatment is to administer immunocontraceptives, but their efficacy has been
called into question. Attempts at using them have found that reaching the threshold of treated
individuals (some say about 80%262) is difficult. The then‐head of the Wildlife and Heritage
Service of the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Paul Peditto, indicated that if only
30% of does in a given area remain untreated, that would be enough to keep the herd
growing.263 He went on to say, “Even if it was 100 percent effective, immunizing every deer is a
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slow, costly way to manage the population,...but it will never replace hunting, and it will be
limited to circumstances where hunting will not work.”
Often, immunocontraceptives require booster shots. Field experiments found difficulty in
keeping free‐ranging deer on a booster schedule. In particular, “after deer have been trapped
and tagged, experienced deer become bait shy, and may be difficult to approach within dart
range (15–25 yards), even in a suburban setting.”264 The same study noted that the “cost per
deer is not constant because the easy‐to‐capture deer are treated first with little effort.... Yet
much greater effort is needed to catch the last remaining individuals to reach target
sterilization levels. This greatly increases treatment costs per deer.” In another community, two
biologists hired to treat deer with immunocontraceptives, after a full week of work, were able
to treat only a single deer.265
Immunocontraceptives can be expensive: a study from the late 1990s estimated a cost of
$1,128 per treated deer to capture and inject the deer with an immunocontraceptive. Labor
was the largest portion of this expenditure (64%).266 In fact, the Cornell researchers cited
previously specifically stated that immunocontraception “will only be feasible in affluent
communities, or with the help of donors.”267 Certainly, this cost must be considered in any deer
control proposals.
Additionally, does treated with immunocontraceptives can still remain in estrus (the same as
with surgical sterilization), and the same problem appears where bucks immigrate into the
area.268 This prolonged period of estrus also may cause the does to be pursued by bucks longer
than usual—meaning that they could be chased by bucks for months instead of days—and
there is some conjecture that this extra energy loss could lead to stress, weight loss, and higher
mortality in winter (in other words, would still result in death of the animal).269
Another problem with immunocontraceptives is that they may persist in the deer carcasses.
This would, in turn, potentially harm other species that might feed off of that carcass
(presumably including humans).270
Georgia’s wildlife agency sums up fertility control as a methods of addressing deer
overabundance. The state’s urban management plan271 states the following:
Contraception methods such as pregnancy prevention and termination are not
effective for reducing free‐ranging deer populations because there is no
immediate reduction in deer numbers. Contraception methods are labor
intensive, alter deer physiology, may result in unintended reproductive or
developmental effects, create unknown public health concerns with regard to
human consumption of venison, and are expensive. Research reveals an
estimated cost of $1,000 per deer to adequately treat a deer herd with
immunocontraceptives.
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Although the cost of fertility control can be substantial, a survey in one state found that
homeowners were largely ignorant of those costs: 94% of homeowners were unfamiliar with
the costs associated with administering birth control, and 93% were “unsure if birth control had
successfully reduced free‐ranging deer populations.”272
Sharpshooters
A study that looked at sharpshooting compared to a controlled hunt found that the latter was
cheaper than two of the three sharpshooting methods. Of the four methods tested, the
cheapest per deer removed was opportunistic sharpshooting by conservation officers ($108 per
deer), followed by a controlled hunt ($117 per deer). The two other sharpshooter methods
were more expensive: it cost $121 per deer for park rangers to shoot over bait, and it cost
$194 per deer for police officers to shoot over bait. In the end, however, the study authors
suggested that a combination of these methods should be used.273
Diversionary Feeding
Diversionary feeding has been proffered as a way to decrease damage to crops, forestry, and
natural habitats. However, researchers examining this “found limited evidence of the
effectiveness of diversionary feeding to protect crops, forestry, and natural habitats, with
positive effects often undermined by increases in ungulate density.”274
Deterrents
A study on deterrents suggests that deer hunting may be the best method for addressing
damage to agriculture because it found that other aversion techniques were ineffective. The
study275 used propane exploders and electronic guards but found no difference in corn yields or
damage between treated fields and untreated fields. Georgia’s wildlife agency succinctly states
that “repellents are not long‐term solutions.”276
Various deterrents have also been tried to reduce deer‐vehicle collisions. Sound deterrent
devices intended to keep deer off of roads when vehicles approach have not proven effective.
The researchers tested several different tones (1 kHz, 8 kHz, 15 kHz, and 28 kHz sound
treatments) on free‐ranging deer using a vehicle outfitted with a sound device. This method of
using a single tone was chosen because commercially available devices that are advertised as
reducing deer collisions reportedly use this method. None of the tones reduced the likelihood
of a collision with a vehicle, and one tone actually caused the deer to react “in a manner more
likely to cause deer‐vehicle collisions.” The study authors concluded that the “data suggests
that deer‐whistles, as they are purported to operate, are likely not effective in preventing deer‐
vehicle collisions.”277
When reflectors were tried, they also did not prove to be efficacious. Researchers278 used four
colors in light reflective devices mounted along roads. The devices were marketed as being able
to deter deer by “altering and distributing light from oncoming vehicle headlights across the
road and into roadside corridors to provide an ‘optical warning fence’ to deer.” However, the
researchers noted that, “Based on our observations, wildlife‐warning reflectors were ineffective
in changing deer behavior such that deer‐vehicle collisions might be prevented. Our results
provide no justification for the use of optical reflectors to minimize deer‐vehicle collisions.”
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Predators
Some have suggested that predators, such as coyotes, can replace hunting as a way to control
deer populations. However, some evidence suggests that such a strategy alone may not
effectively control deer populations. An evaluation of deer populations in counties in the
eastern United States in which coyotes had arrived via natural expansion of their range found
that time since the arrival of coyotes was not a statistically significant predictor in the deer
population models. The study concluded that “coyotes are not controlling deer populations at a
large spatial scale in eastern North America.”279
An obvious problem with attempting to use predators to control deer is that deer
overabundance is a problem in urban and suburban counties where predators cannot feasibly
live. As stated by Georgia’s wildlife agency, the “reintroduction of predators in Georgia’s urban
areas is not a viable option. The lack of a suitable habitat for the predators, mobility of
predators, close proximity to humans, and potential for predators to kill non‐target species
make this method unsuitable.”280
Statements Regarding Deer Hunting as Alternative to the “Alternatives”
Despite the possible alternatives discussed above, in considering the various ways to control
deer populations, many researchers note the efficacy of hunting. Researchers on deer‐vehicle
accidents in Tennessee stated that “harvest is clearly an important management tool that was
associated with reducing [deer‐vehicle collisions] on our study area.”281 As quoted above, other
researchers noted that “consistent lethal control...may be the only way to sustainably reduce a
local deer herd below current levels.”282 Additionally, Paul Peditto, who works within the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, noted that immunocontraceptives “will never
replace hunting.”283 Georgia’s wildlife agency advocates that “regulated hunting should be the
foremost lethal control method.”284
AN ENCOURAGING WORD REGARDING DEER CONFLICT
Despite the conflicts that arise between deer and people, the general public generally enjoys
having deer around. Hunters are even more appreciative of deer, as shown in the table that
follows, based on data from several Responsive Management surveys. Note that both residents’
and hunters’ views are shown.
Feelings About Deer (General Population)

State

Georgia

Year and Group
Surveyed285
2013 (residents)
2004 (residents)
2013 (hunters)
2004 (hunters)

Source: Responsive Management

Percentage who have the following feeling about deer
I enjoy seeing a
I have no
I enjoy seeing few deer, but
I generally
particular
and having
worry about
regard deer as
feeling about
deer around
problems they
a nuisance
deer
cause
48
28
4
17
45
38
7
9
79
14
2
4
68
25
3
3

Don’t
know
2
1
0
1
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SOURCE OF ORGANIC MEALS
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Deer provide nutritious meat, not only for the hunters themselves but for food banks
and hunger programs throughout the United States. One study found that deer
hunters in the Southeast states contribute nearly 1 million pounds of venison annually
to food programs.
 Every state in the Southeast had active deer donation programs. Just as one
example, Kentucky Hunters for the Hungry has typical donations of 60,000 to 70,000
pounds of venison each year.
 Deer eaten by hunters is substantial—up to 400 million pounds of deer meat is
consumed in the United States each year. This represents a benefit to hunters’
personal finances (in food they do not have to buy), and it “replaces” an equal amount
of livestock raised on farms.
 Deer hunting that replaces livestock production has another positive aspect in the
forage of deer versus cattle: areas used and managed primarily for livestock grazing
have lower biodiversity than they otherwise would have. Another study suggested
that there is a savings of greenhouse gases when hunters consume their deer. The
study stated that “wild animals do not have the associated energy intensive
industrial practices” of modern meat production.
An obvious benefit of deer hunting is the provision of meat. Many researchers have
commented on the value of game meat to hunters: “Wild game is an important source of
subsistence meat, particularly for some individuals and cultures, and especially in rural
areas.”286 Venison is also donated to programs to help feed those who do not have enough
food in the United States, and this section starts with that aspect.
DEER DONATION PROGRAMS
Every state in the Southeast had an active deer donation program to help feed those in need of
food assistance, with estimates nationally of more than 2 million pounds of hunter‐donated
meat being made available for hunger programs.287 The table below shows programs that were
found in the research on each state’s donation programs. However, this may not be an
exhaustive list, as other organizations may exist that provide venison in support of efforts to
feed the hungry. The evidence clearly shows that deer hunting provides a tangible benefit to
each state of the Southeast, helping to alleviate hunger.
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Hunter Deer Donation Programs (Part 1)
State
Program Name
Notes
1. Since the program’s inception in 1999, approximately 450,000 pounds of
ground venison has been donated.288 Another report indicates this total amount
Several programs were
is now at “more than a half‐million pounds of ground venison.”289
found:
2. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
1. (Alabama) Hunters
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
Helping the Hungry
AL
pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
2. (Alabama) Farmers
provided290).
and Hunters Feeding the
3. This organization was formed in 2011 and had donations of 2,500 pounds of
Hungry
venison in 2013.291 However, it appears that the organization is no longer active
3. Alabama Hunger Relief
(although it was active as late as 2019) because its Facebook page indicated that
the founders have retired and its website is dead.
Approximately 2,000 deer are donated annually, estimated to be about 50,000
Arkansas Hunters
AR
to 60,000 pounds.292 One year, the program had a high of 88,000 pounds,
Feeding the Hungry
estimated to be about 350,000 servings.293
Several programs were
found:
1. Florida Hunters and
1. Since 2019, the Hunters for the Hungry program has provided over 16,000
Community Who Care
pounds of food in Florida.295
Inc. DBA Florida Hunters
2. In the last year data were found (2014‐2015 season), Farmers and Hunters
for the Hungry
Feeding the Hungry had donations totaling 560 pounds in Florida.296
2. (Florida) Farmers and
3. No information was found on this organization. It may be that this reference
FL
Hunters Feeding the
on the given source was meant to apply to the organization listed as #4.
Hungry
4. The North Florida Chapter of SCI donates deer to the Salvation Army in
3. North Florida
Jacksonville.297 One article indicated an annual donation of 700 pounds of “wild
Sportsmen Against
game meat” which primarily consisted of deer.298
Hunger294
4. North Florida Chapter
of SCI
1. A typical season for Hunters for the Hungry provides approximately 57,000
Several programs were
meals. The 2019‐2020 summary indicated that 15,360 pounds of venison was
found:
given to food banks, which is approximately 61,440 meals.300
1. Georgia Hunters for
2. The North Georgia Foothills chapter donated over 500 pounds of venison in
the Hungry
GA
2020.301 The North Atlanta chapter has donations of no more than 1,000 pounds
2. (Georgia) Farmers and
(often packages of venison rather than whole deer).302
Hunters Feeding the
3. This organization functions “under the oversight of four sportsman’s
Hungry
groups,...[including]
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry.” The Pantry also
3. Sportsman’s Pantry299
received support/donations from SCI.303
The program was founded in 2000. Typical annual donations are approximately
Kentucky Hunters for the 60,000 to 70,000 pounds of venison, estimated to produce 560,000 meals.304
KY
Hungry
During the 2019‐2020 seasons, hunters donated 2,108 deer (85,767 pounds of
venison), and in the 2020‐2021 seasons, they donated 1,889 deer (75,248).305
Two programs were
1. The 2020‐2021 season for Hunters for the Hungry brought in approximately
found:
25,000 pounds of donated deer meat. In another year, the organization reported
1. Louisiana Hunters for donations of over 30,000 pounds of meat from approximately 800 deer.306
LA
2. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
the Hungry
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
2. (Louisiana) Farmers
and Hunters Feeding the pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
provided).
Hungry
The state name is included in parentheses when the organization name does not explicitly include the state, as found on the organization’s
website or in other outreach material.
Source: Various, provided in endnotes.
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Hunter Deer Donation Programs (Part 2)
State
Program Name
Notes
(Mississippi) Hunter’s
The program was founded in 2011 and typically has approximately 10,000
MS
Harvest
pounds of venison being donated annually.307
Two programs were
1. Since 1992, the year the program was started, 4.3 million pounds of venison
found:
have been donated; a report from 2019 indicated that 7,000 pounds of “whole
1. (Missouri) Share the
deer” were donated in the previous season.308
MO
2. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
Harvest
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
2. (Missouri) Farmers
and Hunters Feeding the pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
provided).
Hungry
Several programs were
found:
1 and 2. North Carolina Wildlife Federation’s Deer Donation Program309 works
through North Carolina Hunters for the Hungry.310 The latter organization
1. North Carolina
Hunters for the Hungry reports that it facilitates the donation of 1,000 to 1,200 deer annually, which
2. North Carolina Wildlife equates to 35,000 to 42,000 pounds of venison.
3. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
Federation’s Deer
NC
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
Donation Program
pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
3. (North Carolina)
provided).
Farmers and Hunters
4. Backyard Bow Pro’s No Hungry People311 is independent of these other
Feeding the Hungry
4. Backyard Bow Pro’s No organizations; no annual totals were reported on its website.
Hungry People
(Oklahoma) Hunters
The program, since 2002, has facilitated donation of 550,429 pounds of
OK
Against Hunger
venison.312
Two programs were
1. South Carolina Hunters and Landowners for the Hungry organization started
found:
in 2004. Since then, the organization has donated over 500,000 pounds of wild
1. South Carolina
meat.313 In 2018, the organization donated 70,000 pounds of venison.314
Hunters and Landowners
SC
2. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
for the Hungry
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
2. (South Carolina)
pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
Farmers and Hunters
provided).
Feeding the Hungry
1. Since 1998, the Hunters for the Hungry effort, through the Tennessee Wildlife
Two programs were
Federation, has provided more than 8.2 million servings of venison.315 The 2009‐
2010 season had 100,888 pounds of venison donated, including 1,715 deer
found:
1. (Tennessee) Hunters (some donations are made of packages of venison from a hunter’s harvest
TN
rather than the whole deer).316
for the Hungry
2. (Tennessee) Farmers 2. A document produced by the Council to Advance Hunting and the Shooting
and Hunters Feeding the Sports indicates that this organization donated 1,550 pounds of meat in the
2014‐2015 season; however, no further information was found on this
Hungry
organization in Tennessee.317
Two programs were
1. The Hunters for the Hungry organization reports that, since its inception, it
found:
has donated over 10 million servings of venison.318
1. (Texas) Hunters for the
2. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
TX
Hungry
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
2. (Texas) Farmers and
pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
Hunters Feeding the
provided).
Hungry
The state name is included in parentheses when the organization name does not explicitly include the state, as found on the organization’s
website or in other outreach material.
Source: Various, provided in endnotes.
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Hunter Deer Donation Programs (Part 3)
State
Program Name
Notes
The program began in 1991 and, since that time, has provided 7.4 million
(Virginia) Hunters for the
VA
pounds of venison. The 2020 program totals are reported as 207,366 pounds of
Hungry
meat donated, providing 829,464 servings.319
Two programs were
1. The program started in 1992. Since its inception, 27,066 deer have been
found:
processed, providing just over 1 million pounds of meat. The last year of
1. (West Virginia)
available data, 2019, showed that 679 deer were donated, producing 23,386
pounds of venison.320
Hunters Helping the
WV
2. This organization did not provide amounts donated statewide (nationally, the
Hungry
organization reported 3,227 deer/elk/livestock donated, accounting for 158,971
2. (West Virginia)
pounds of meat in 2020‐2021; the portion attributable to deer was not
Farmers and Hunters
provided).
Feeding the Hungry
The state name is included in parentheses when the organization name does not explicitly include the state, as found on the organization’s
website or in other outreach material.
Source: Various, provided in endnotes.

Donations of Game Meat (Mostly Venison) in the 2014‐2015 Season
in the Southeast
Pounds of Game
State
Organization
Meat Donated
AL
Hunters Helping the Hungry
24,610
AR
Hunters Feeding the Hungry
50,000
FL
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
560
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
859
Hunters for the Hungry
14,825
GA
Sportsmen Pantry
4,221
Georgia Total
19,905
KY
Hunters for the Hungry
75,193
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
724
LA
Hunters for the Hungry
28,000
Louisiana Total
28,724
MS
Hunters Harvest
8,096
MO
Share the Harvest
212,343
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
5,535
NC
Hunters for the Hungry
34,350
North Carolina Total
39,885
OK
Hunters Against Hunger
NA
SC Hunters and Landowners for the Hungry
30,245
SC
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
750
South Carolina Total
30,995
Hunters for the Hungry
126,649
TN
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
1,550
Tennessee Total
128,199
Hunters for the Hungry
100,000
TX
Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
1,250
Texas Total
101,250
VA
Hunters for the Hungry
238,972
WV
Hunters Helping the Hungry
17,725
SE
976,457
Total
Source: Council to Advance Hunting and the Shooting Sports

The donation programs listed
above have data from various
years; it is instructive to look at
one year of data across all the
states. The Council to Advance
Hunting and the Shooting Sports
compiled game meat donation
data for the 2014‐2015 season,
as shown in the table at left. In
that season, the total (which
undoubtedly does not include all
venison donations throughout
the Southeast states) of donated
game meat (primarily venison)
was nearly 1 million pounds.321
Both Virginia and Missouri had
donations of over 200,000
pounds in that year. In the table,
Oklahoma’s amount is not
available for the 2014‐2015
season; however, in the 2016‐
2017 season, Oklahoma
accounted for 20,393 pounds,322
which would put the Southeast
total at 996,850 pounds if it were
included.
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In addition to providing food for those in need, deer donation programs also provide additional
help with deer management, allowing landowners (at least in some of the Southeast states) to
harvest extra deer that they otherwise would not be able to harvest. As explained by Chris
Blankenship, Commissioner, Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, “We
have such a healthy population of deer in our state. A lot of landowners need to harvest more
does off their property to keep the deer herd in balance. When the freezer is full, this a great
opportunity to manage your deer and donate the harvested animals to Hunters Helping the
Hungry, which then donates the venison to the food banks to help those in need. We want to
make sure there is no waste in the harvest of these deer.”323
This use of the deer donation programs for deer management is reiterated by Kevin Dodd, Chief
of Enforcement for Alabama Wildlife and Fisheries: “The Department has a vested interest in
the program in making sure that landowners and hunters have the opportunity to take enough
deer to properly manage the deer on their property. Some hunters are reluctant to take more
deer than they can personally use; this gives them an opportunity to harvest the correct
amount and make sure the deer meat is utilized rather than wasted. So it’s a management tool
as far as we’re concerned—a deer management tool.”324
Outside of donation programs, many hunters informally share their harvest. A survey325 of deer
hunters in one state found that 85% of those who harvested shared their venison, which was
approximately 341,000 hunters in this state. The study found that the mean number of people
with whom the hunters shared their venison was 5.6 people. While most sharing was within
family, 50% shared with “friends, neighbors, or coworkers.”
DEER EATEN BY HUNTERS AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO FARM‐RAISED LIVESTOCK
One organization looked at all game consumed (although deer makes up the vast majority of
the weight) each year: the Conservation Force reports that “the estimated weight of game
meat that is consumed in the U.S. is 950 million pounds, which is the equivalent of 2 million
beef cattle each year.”326 Another study put this total amount of all game at 750 million
pounds—less than the previous estimate but substantial nonetheless—with deer meat
specifically accounting for 305 million pounds327 (which means that deer meat in this latter
study is not the majority of the weight—the discrepancy in the two studies could not be
explained). Other researchers estimate the total venison produced from hunting in the U.S.
annually to be between 401 to 509 million pounds, based on a harvest estimate of 6.1 million
deer.328
Regarding venison as an alternative to livestock, there have been several analyses of venison
consumed and the amount of livestock production that venison has replaced. One analysis
found that cattle (based on a black angus) produce approximately 440 pounds up to about
(based on a Holstein steer) 510 pounds of meat.329 One food donation program used an
estimate of 35 pounds of meat, on average, from donated deer.330 Taking the mean of the two
amounts for beef given above produces 475 pounds, which in turn produces an approximately
1:14 ratio of beef to venison. In other words, 14 deer replace 1 steer when looking at deer as
being an alternative to beef.
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In examining the Southeast, harvest data over the past decade from each state in the table that
follows suggest that approximately 3.316 million deer are harvested each year in the region
(approximately 1.681 million bucks and 1.634 million antlerless).331 Using the ratio determined
above, this represents the same amount of meat as approximately 244,000 beef cattle. It could
be argued that this represents a diversification of our food sources, which has benefits—that
both livestock and deer can have a place within the overall diet of many Americans.
Harvest 2019 in the Southeast
State
Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
Missouri
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

Region Total in 2019
10‐Year Average

Sum
218,358
188,151
72,237
262,042
148,385
171,000
219,231
285,873
161,941
106,377
193,073
135,155
846,330
208,067
99,437
3,315,657
3,421,637

Bucks
88,896
89,411
48,724
129,329
70,362
88,920
100,032
134,092
82,724
64,364
95,974
71,866
460,242
100,095
56,189
1,681,220
1,654,083

Antlerless
129,462
98,740
23,513
132,713
78,023
82,080
119,199
151,781
79,217
42,013
97,099
63,289
386,088
107,972
43,248
1,634,437
1,767,554

Source: National Deer Association; see above endnote for details on the calculation of the 10‐year average.

Deer hunting that replaces livestock production has another positive aspect in the forage of
deer versus cattle: areas used and managed primarily for livestock grazing have lower
biodiversity than they otherwise would have. This is not to say that America’s vast public
acreage cannot accommodate both, but in a discussion of the benefit of deer hunting, it could
be said that deer hunting—because it assuredly replaces some amount of livestock
production—promotes biodiversity. One study looked at areas used for grazing by livestock
versus areas excluded from grazing, finding that “across all animals, livestock exclusion
increased abundance and diversity.”332
Another study333 looked at wild game consumption and possible savings of greenhouse gas
emissions. The study stated that “wild animals do not have the associated energy intensive
industrial practices” of modern meat production. The study also noted the ecosystem service of
“avoidance value” (the value of lowering the demand for something else that is considered
more energy intensive): the lower demand for meat produced on farms because of the
availability of wild game. While the study looked at all wild game, including waterfowl, it stated
that “large ruminant ungulates” made up “almost 90% of the calories from harvested game.”
The researchers then state that, assuming the harvested wild game “replaces meat that would
otherwise be raised by typical modern farming techniques, the savings represented by wild
game is greater than 2 billion kg of carbon”—a savings that the researchers point out is
equivalent to removing “400 thousand cars from the road each year.” The researchers estimate
the savings produces $120 million in social benefits.
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Continuing in this theme, another researcher stated that “industrial agriculture and the
associated water table depletion, soil erosion and use of pesticides and artificial fertilizers [are]
making non‐animal food production significantly more damaging to wildlife and biodiversity
than hunting.” The same study also cites research that suggests that “agriculture is found to be
the most important threat to imperiled species.”334
OPINION ON DEER AS FOOD
The overwhelming majority of
Southeast state residents
approve of hunting to obtain
meat: 87% approve of it for
this reason. Furthermore,
only 4% disapprove (with the
remainder giving a neutral
response).

Do you approve or disapprove of legal, regulated
hunting to obtain meat?
Strongly approve
Moderately approve
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HEALTH AND WELLNESS BENEFITS OF HUNTING
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Outdoor activities like hunting act as a natural antidepressant, lower blood pressure
and resting heart rate, reduce stress, and increase vitamin D intake.
 These are the physical health benefits. There are additional health benefits
discussed below.
 Outdoor activities, including hunting, help improve mental health.
 Studies prove that there are a multitude of positive health benefits associated with
being in nature including reduced stress levels and improved mood. Exposure to
natural light has been linked to improved sleep, neurological health, and better
alertness. Exposure to outdoor green space has been linked to improved social
bonds and decreases in symptoms of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.
Research has shown that simply viewing nature scenes lowers stress and improves
health.
 Hunting can improve self‐esteem.
 A researcher who surveyed participants in a Becoming an Outdoor Woman event
found that the women gained both self‐confidence and self‐esteem from their
participation.
 Hunting provides camaraderie and family bonding.
 Researchers have noted that hunting “provides an avenue for social interaction...,
while it fosters connections within families and communities.” In one study, the
hunters themselves indicated that “the fall hunting season was as much a family
reunion as it was a hunting trip.”
 Deer hunting provides healthy, low‐fat food.
 Research found that venison in general is lower in fat than beef—certainly a health
benefit of venison. Additionally, venison, ounce‐for‐ounce, is higher in protein than
beef. Venison is higher in iron than is beef, as well.
HEALTH BENEFITS OF HUNTING IN GENERAL
Although the health and wellness benefits of hunting are detailed below according to theme
(e.g., camaraderie, provision of low‐fat food), some research discusses all of the benefits in
totality. For instance, some researchers stated that “hunters speak more often to the hunting
experience—their connection with nature, the physical and mental challenges of hunting, and
the connection with family and friends—than to the act of taking game.”335
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The health benefits of outdoor activities like hunting are myriad. Those studying the effects of
hunting or outdoor activities on human health have identified at least four tangible benefits of
outdoor recreation.336
 Acts as a natural antidepressant.
 Lowers blood pressure and resting heart rate.
 Reduces stress.
 Increases vitamin D intake (through sunshine).
A sometimes overlooked health benefit of hunting is the improvement (or maintenance) of
posture that results from the activities of hunting: remaining perfectly still at times, such as
when in a shooting stance, which exercises muscles needed for good posture. This is along with
the other health benefits, such as exercise from walking in and out of hunting locations while
carrying a rifle.337
MENTAL HEALTH OF BEING IN NATURE
Perhaps one of the first scientific studies completed on the benefits to human health of being in
nature was completed in 1984 by Roger Ulrich. He found that hospital patients with views of
outdoor landscapes with trees used less narcotics and milder analgesics, had shorter recovery
times, and had a more positive recovery overall than patients who had a view of a brick wall.
This initial research has been expanded upon, and further studies continue to prove that there
are a multitude of positive health benefits associated with being in nature including reduce
stress levels and improved mood. Exposure to natural light has been linked to improved sleep,
neurological health, and affects alertness. Exposure to outdoor green space has been linked to
improved social bonds and decreases in symptoms of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.
Research has shown that simply viewing nature scenes lowers stress and improves health.338
A recent study completed by Stanford University339 measured self‐reported data as well as
neural activity of study participants and found that there are more positive effects of taking a
30‐minute walk in a natural setting as opposed to taking a 30‐minute walk in an urban setting.
Study participants who took a 30‐minute walk in a natural setting had reduced rumination (a
pattern of thought used to predict depressive episodes and mental disorders) and reduced
subgenual prefrontal cortex activation (a neural activity indicator of depression, mental illness,
and behavior withdrawal).
A Responsive Management survey340 of those who had hunted on military bases included
among its respondents a Major General. In his responses about encouraging hunting on military
bases, he wrote that he is “advocating on post and across all military installations for access and
opportunities for soldiers and families to hunt/shoot and fish as a method of team building and
resiliency to combat suicides, assaults and other behavior, health and marriage/family
challenges.”
SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT AND SELF‐ESTEEM
A researcher who surveyed participants in a Becoming an Outdoor Woman event found that
the women gained both self‐confidence and self‐esteem from their participation.341 These gains
are from the increase in skills and knowledge that the program provided.
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CAMARADERIE AND FAMILY BONDING
Researchers have noted that hunting “provides an avenue for social interaction..., while it
fosters connections within families and communities.”342 They go on to say that “hunters seek
and enjoy social relationships and interactions inherent to the activity of hunting, connecting
with one another at profound levels and carrying on traditions in social and cultural
relationships with family, friends and community.” In one study, the hunters themselves
indicated that “the fall hunting season was as much a family reunion as it was a hunting trip.”343
Other researchers suggested that hunting “encourages development of community.”344
Specifically discussing the sharing of venison, researchers note that this “is a social activity that
builds and maintains the social bonds within and external to the familial unit and is a way these
bonds are expressed.”345
HEALTH OF EATING LOW‐FAT, ORGANIC, NUTRITIOUS FOOD
Venison is a low‐fat organic meat. Research found that venison in general is lower in fat than
beef, with venison typically having approximately slightly less than half the fat of beef.
Additionally, venison, ounce‐for‐ounce, is higher in protein than beef. Venison is higher in iron
than is beef, as well.346
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OTHER SOCIETAL BENEFITS OF DEER HUNTING
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Hunting leads to an increase in knowledge about wildlife and ecology. An increase in
knowledge about wildlife and ecology leads to a “land ethic.”
 Hunting requires individuals to become intimately knowledgeable of the landscapes,
habitats, and species they hunt. The detailed local ecological knowledge of hunters,
particularly those inheriting cross‐generational narratives, can be so profound that
wildlife managers and wildlife policy makers often seek their advice on how to
manage local systems.
 Hunting increases participants’ knowledge of the sources of food.
 Hunting provides hunters with “an honest relationship between humans and
nature.” In one study, hunters “felt that hunting gave them a grounding in reality
that textbooks could not provide.”
 Hunting helps participants gain knowledge of history.
 In a study regarding why hunters become hunters, nearly “all the men and
women...spoke of how hunting gave them a deeper appreciation of the past.”
 Hunting provides recreation for people with needs.
 This can include those with disabilities, physical health problems, or mental health
problems. For example, Whitetails Unlimited supported the Southeast Alabama
Chapter of Camo Dreams Inc. and Catch a Dream Foundation, both of which provide
hunting and fishing trips to children with special needs and children with life‐
threatening health problems.
 Hunting indirectly benefits wildlife viewers who use lands set aside for hunting.
 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reports in one year that there are typically
approximately 59.7 million annual visits to National Wildlife Refuges, and these
include 42.1 million visits by birders and wildlife watchers and 3.0 million visits for
nature programs. These are visitors reaping the benefits of the Refuge System that
was initiated by hunters and depends in large part on hunters for funding support.
INCREASE OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT WILDLIFE AND ECOLOGY
An important societal benefit of deer hunting is that deer hunting facilitates and encourages
knowledge about wildlife and ecology. “Hunting requires individuals to become intimately
knowledgeable of the landscapes, habitats, and species they hunt; hunters must also gain an
understanding of how these agencies interact with each other. With regard to landscapes, the
detailed local ecological knowledge of hunters, particularly those inheriting cross‐generational
narratives, can be so profound that wildlife managers and wildlife policy makers often seek
their advice on how to manage local systems.”347
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This knowledge that hunters have gained and possess can be quite important in some contexts.
For instance, Aboriginal traditional knowledge of wildlife, habitat, and local ecological processes
is “considered sufficiently valid that Species At Risk legislation in Canada requires consideration
of available [Aboriginal traditional knowledge] in species status assessments.”348
An increase in knowledge about wildlife and ecology leads to a “land ethic” (as it was called by
Aldo Leopold).349 This knowledge is a step on the way to having a land ethic that supports
conservation.
Also see the section of this report titled “Time and Money Spent by Landowners on Their Own
Land Outside of Agency and NGO Programs” for information about deer management
cooperatives, which facilitate the sharing of knowledge about deer, wildlife, and habitat
management.
INCREASE OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT FOOD AND THE SOURCE OF FOOD
A researcher who interviewed many hunters as part of a project to learn why they became
hunters found that many of them, when thinking about hunting and food, felt that hunting
provided them with “an honest relationship between humans and nature.” Still speaking of the
food aspect of hunting, the hunters “felt that hunting gave them a grounding in reality that
textbooks could not provide.”
INCREASE OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT HISTORY
Hunting has prompted many hunters to learn more about history. In that aforementioned study
regarding why hunters become hunters, nearly “all the men and women...spoke of how hunting
gave them a deeper appreciation of the past. ... A few had made it a point to learn as much as
they could about Indian ways, not just their hunting techniques.”350
ENHANCES THE IDEAL OF SELF‐RELIANCE
Again from the previously cited study where hunters were interviewed about becoming a
hunter, many indicated that “hunting symbolized self‐reliance.”351
INSPIRATION FOR ART AND LITERATURE
This benefit of hunting is not commonly mentioned by researchers. Nonetheless, some352 have
seen this as worthy of notice. In particular, artworks by George Catlin, John J. Audubon, and
Frederick Remington were inspired by hunting. Literary standouts who also were inspired by
hunting include James Fenimore Cooper, Washington Irving, Jack London, Archibald Rutledge,
Ernest Hemingway, William Faulkner, and Laura Ingalls Wilder. The American artistic scene has
been greatly enhanced by these notable figures who were at times inspired by hunting.
PROVISION OF RECREATION TO PEOPLE WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
Hunters involved in NGO programs have provided services to those in need (with “need” being
broadly defined to refer not only to a financial need but to other therapeutic needs as well). For
example, Whitetails Unlimited supported the Southeast Alabama Chapter of Camo Dreams Inc.
and Catch a Dream Foundation, both of which provide hunting and fishing trips to children with
special needs and children with life‐threatening health problems. It helped financially support
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school clubs devoted to the outdoors.353 These are just some examples of such work by NGOs.
Also see the section of this report that examines hunters’ support of programs to alleviate
hunger.
WILDLIFE VIEWING
Deer hunting and the conservation of land and habitat that is prompted by deer hunting benefit
other recreationists, such as wildlife viewers and hikers. A basic look at the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service webpages for the National Wildlife Refuge System shows that they provide
recreation far beyond just hunting (and fishing). For instance, the webpage for “Things to See
Now on Refuges” includes links to webpages for viewing monarch butterflies as well as for (at
the time of this writing) fall colors.354
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reports that there are typically 59.7 million annual visits to
National Wildlife Refuges, and these include 42.1 million visits by birders and wildlife watchers
and 3.0 million visits for nature programs.355 These are visitors reaping the benefits of the
Refuge System that was initiated by hunters and depends in large part on hunters for funding
support. (The wording is deliberate in saying “visits” rather than “visitors”; 1 visit does not
equal 1 visitor, as people can make multiple visits.)
The SDP Survey, which was conducted as part of this project, found that 71% of Southeast state
residents participated in wildlife viewing around their house, and 61% of them viewed or tried
to view deer. Additionally, 58% watched wildlife away from home, with 46% watching (or trying
to watch) deer.
In the past 2 years, have you taken a
trip of more than 1 mile from home to
participate in outdoor activities that
included viewing wildlife? Has that
wildlife viewing away from home
included viewing or trying to
view deer?

In the past 2 years, have you
participated in wildlife viewing
around your home? Has that wildlife
viewing included viewing or trying to
view deer?
Watched deer or tried
to watch deer
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HUNTERS WHO MADE LASTING CONTRIBUTIONS TO CONSERVATION
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Many hunters made great contributions to conservation, and two of them are detailed
in this report. Theodore Roosevelt, who developed his ideas of conservation through
his hunting experiences, brought more land under federal protection than any other
conservationist in history. Aldo Leopold, who also developed his ideas of conservation
and wildlife management through his hunting participation, called for a land ethic
among Americans. He is considered the father of wildlife ecology and was
instrumental in the development of the North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation.
 These are only two of the important early conservationists whose hunting
experiences led them to advocate for conservation.
THEODORE ROOSEVELT
Nearly everybody assuredly knows that Theodore Roosevelt was President, and it is also
commonly known that he was an avid hunter. What is less well known is that his hunting
activities directly led him to value wildlife and to become the man who “brought more land
under federal protection than any other conservationist in the history of the United States.”356
Theodore Roosevelt was one of the “self‐styled ‘sportsmen,’ individuals of the upper classes
who hunted and fished primarily for recreation, rather than commerce or necessity.” These
sportsmen “differentiated themselves from countless others who hunted and fished by their
commitment to saving wildlife and habitat for the future.” Their self‐imposed code of hunting
included the provisions that “game should not be killed in the breeding season or sold for
profit, that it should be taken only in reasonable numbers, without waste, and it should be
pursued solely by sporting methods.” This code would help ensure that wildlife would be
around for future hunters. Indeed, Roosevelt wanted game species to be preserved “chiefly
with the idea that...there might still be good hunting which should last for generations.”357
Before his Presidency, which lasted from 1901 to 1909, Roosevelt as a member of the New York
legislature, supported the creation of the Adirondack Forest Preserve (as it was called then) in
1885. Near this same time, he also became concerned about Yellowstone National Park, which
had no real administration at the time and was being damaged by unregulated hunting
(particularly hide hunting in which only the hide was taken, leaving the rest to waste),
unregulated timber cutting, the taking of souvenirs (e.g., rock formations), and the construction
of concessions near the popular attractions. The hide hunting in particular bothered Roosevelt,
as elk, bison (nearly the last in North America), and deer in the Park were being wiped out for
the commercial hide market.
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Along with his good friend George Bird Grinnell, Roosevelt sought to establish an administration
in Yellowstone. In an editorial letter in Forest and Stream (a magazine featuring articles about
hunting and fishing, started by Charles Hallock in 1873), Roosevelt stated:
It is of the utmost importance that the Park shall be kept...as a great forestry
preserve and a National pleasure ground...; and all public‐spirited Americans
should join with Forest and Stream in the effort to prevent the greed of a little
group of speculators careless of everything save their own selfish interest, from
doing the damage they threaten to the whole people of the United States, by
wrecking the Yellowstone National Park.
As part of Roosevelt’s and Grinnell’s efforts to end market hunting, they helped establish the
Boone and Crockett Club.358 The Club advocated for ending market hunting and establishing a
code of conduct for hunters—much of this code was later enacted in various states in what
would become modern regulated hunting in the United States. The constitution of the Club
included provisions against killing bear, wolf, or cougar in traps; the killing of game from a boat
when game was swimming; the spotlighting of game (at that time called fire‐hunting because
modern flashlights and spotlights did not exist); and “crusting,” which refers to killing animals in
deep snow when they do not have a reasonable chance to run—often hunters had used snow
shoes to do this type of unethical hunting. Speaking of market hunting—which was
unsustainable and led to extinction of some species—Roosevelt wrote to ornithologist Frank M.
Chapman, “When I hear of the destruction of a species, I feel just as if the works of some great
writer had perished.”
Subsequently, many of Roosevelt’s policies as President originated with his association with
Grinnell. Both of them felt that conservation should be “the greatest good to the greatest
number.” As President, Teddy Roosevelt established 5 National Parks, 18 National Monuments,
and 51 National Wildlife Refuges. He also set aside 148 million acres of forest. In fact, in support
of saving the sequoias, “There is nothing more practical in the end than the preservation of
beauty, than the preservation of anything that appeals to the higher emotions of mankind.”
John Reiger, who wrote extensively about the founders of the modern conservation movement,
says that Theodore Roosevelt’s legacy has two parts. “First, there is the gift of the land itself,
the tens of millions of acres that he brought under federal protection. Second, there is the
administrative philosophy, and structure, his presidency created to preserve and manage that
land.” As Roosevelt himself said, “We are not building this country of ours for a day. It has to
last through the ages.”
ALDO LEOPOLD
Leopold is a name that is not as well known as it should be in America. He is considered by
many to be the “father of wildlife ecology” and was instrumental in establishing modern
hunting in America as the cornerstone of the North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation.359 In short, he is given credit for founding the science of wildlife management.
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His writings called for people to have a “land ethic,” a mindset for stewardship of the land and
wildlife to conserve it for the future. His most famous book, A Sand County Almanac, details his
and his family’s efforts at ecologically restoring land that he had purchased in Wisconsin. The
book talks about their efforts to plant trees and restore native habitat, and the book became a
primer in modern conservation.
Hunting was an important part of Aldo’s life. His father took him hunting often, and it was part
of the family’s ethic. It was an activity that first instilled in him the idea of managing and
conserving wildlife for the future.
Perhaps Leopold is better known in Iowa. The state’s governor in 2015, Terry Branstad, issued a
formal state proclamation that March 1 through 7, 2015, would be “Aldo Leopold Week”
because of his contributions to wildlife management and conservation.360 His legacy can be
summed up with his own writing: “I am glad I will not be young in a future without
wilderness.”361
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OTHER FAMOUS DEER HUNTERS
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Many other movers and shakers in America are hunters. The report includes brief
remarks about a sampling of them. These include movie and television stars (Chris
Pratt, Eva Longoria), musicians (Blake Shelton, Joe Perry, Maddie Marlow, Luke
Bryan), and athletes (Bo Jackson, Jack Nicklaus).
 Again, these are just a sampling. There are many other deer hunters of note that are
not detailed in the report.
In addition to the two very important conservationist‐hunters discussed above, there are many
other people of note who deer hunt. This is just a sampling, and the list may surprise some
readers!
CHRIS PRATT
Best known for his movie and television roles, Pratt is also becoming known as a hunting
advocate. A few years back he unveiled some new eating habits that he called “The Game
Plan.” Essentially following a locavore ethic, one year he attempted to eat only meat that he or
his friends had hunted, noting that he had “just filled the freezer with a bunch of tasty meat
from an awesome deer hunt in the great state of Texas.”362
Of his youth, Pratt said, “I grew up in the woods. Not literally. I mean, we had a house; I wasn't
raised by coyotes, but I spent a lot of time in the woods. Hunting, fishing, and being outdoors
with my friends and family is how I spent my free time as a young'n.”
BLAKE SHELTON
Country music star Blake Shelton is known for his music and his television career (on the show
The Voice). However, he is also known for his love of hunting.363 At his wedding to Miranda
Lambert, the wedding guests were served venison that he and Miranda had harvested. (They
later divorced, but not over hunting.)
His relationship with his next wife might seem to be a case of opposites attract. Gwen Stefani is
not a fan of hunting (reportedly she is a vegan), but this has not deterred Shelton’s love of
hunting. He reportedly unwinds by hunting, saying that “bowhunting white‐tailed deer in
Oklahoma is my favorite thing.”
EVA LONGORIA
This Desperate Housewife, now a Hollywood staple, was once a child growing up on a Texas
ranch. In her youth, Eva spent plenty of time outdoors, including time spent hunting quail,
turkey, wild hogs, and deer. In an interview with Oprah Winfrey in 2006, Eva talked about
skinning, gutting, and cleaning animals she had harvested.364
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JOE PERRY (OF AEROSMITH)
The lead guitarist of Aerosmith and one of the songwriters of the band’s 1970s classics, Joe
Perry is also a hunter. He has a home in New Hampshire, where he takes to the backwoods and
hunts for food. “I don’t shoot anything that I don’t eat. Hunters are conservationists, and their
heads are in the right place.”365
He grew up in a rural community in Massachusetts where he spent countless hours in the
outdoors many days after school. Although he had given up hunting at 18 (this should not be
considered a refutation of hunting; he admits that “when I turned 17 or 18, I pretty much
dropped everything for rock and roll”), he got back into outdoor activities when he and his wife
moved the family to a place on Lake Sunapee in New Hampshire. He says that “I love being in
the woods—it does amazing things for my state of mind and helps me get away from the
insanity of rock and roll.” When asked specifically about hunting deer, he said, “I’ve not really
shot anything too big—a 6‐point I guess. But it [deer hunting] really gives you a great
opportunity to keep in touch with reality. Meat just doesn’t show up at the supermarket in
Saran Wrap.”
BO JACKSON
Bo is loved by some for his football career, while he is loved by others for his baseball career—
he was a professional at both sports. Nonetheless, he is active in another sport: hunting. In
particular, Bo Jackson loves to bowhunt, even being featured on the web series, Relentless
Pursuit, where he successfully bagged a deer with archery equipment. And this appearance was
not simply a high‐profile name who tagged along on a hunt for publicity—he field dressed the
deer immediately after harvesting it.366
MADDIE MARLOW
She’s half of the country music duo, Maddie and Tae, but she’s also a deer hunter. Maddie
Marlow, best known for songs such as “Girl in a Country Song,” revealed to People magazine
that she also hunts deer with her family. Around Christmas, in fact, she and family members go
hunting near their homestead in South Texas and then watch A Christmas Story about Little
Ralphie’s obsession with a Red Ryder BB gun.367
JACK NICKLAUS
Nicknamed The Golden Bear, Jack Nicklaus is considered one of the greatest golfers of all time,
winning 117 professional tournaments during his playing career. Included in that tally are the
18 major championships he won (the majors being the Masters Tournament at Augusta, the
PGA Championship, the U.S. Open, and the Open Championship held in the United Kingdom).
However, golf is not his only sport: Nicklaus likes to hunt.368 “My memories of my childhood
had nothing to do with golf. ... I just remember...the steps I took to become a hunter with my
dad.” In particular, Nicklaus enjoys the solitude of hunting, as solitude is something his public
persona does not allow him to get very often. He says he wants “to be part of nature.” He also
likes being with family, which led to him to deer hunting. Although he and his boys went bird
hunting many times, his boys said that they did not care for that; rather, they wanted to go
deer hunting. So Jack took up bowhunting with his kids to spend time with them.
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LUKE BRYAN
Luke Bryan hit the country scene in 2007 with his album I’ll Stay Me and has since had 27
number 1 country hits and sold approximately 75 million albums, so he is known in the world of
country music. However, he is also known for his love of hunting.369 Although elk is perhaps his
preferred quarry, he also hunts deer and donates the deer to Hunters for the Hungry. In fact, he
recently took a break from tour dates to deer hunt in Iowa.
He is also involved in the production of the Outdoor Network’s show Buck Commander. In one
episode, he bagged one of the largest six bucks taken on the show. In the broadcast, he says,
“That is an unbelievable deer. I just killed the biggest deer of my life.”
He reveals his lighter side when he pranks his son on a deer hunt. After getting into the tree
stand, Caroline (his wife, who was in on the prank) and his son sit quietly waiting to see if any
deer will come along. Sitting quietly, that is, until the prank starts and Caroline starts making
noise in any way she can—loudly sipping a drink and even singing advertising songs—that
would scare off any deer had this been a real hunt. For Luke Bryan, hunting is obviously a strong
passion. And it is a passion that he is passing along to the next generation, despite the prank!
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SAFETY OF DEER HUNTING
CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
 Deer hunters provide the funding through their license purchases and excise taxes
that pays for hunter safety education.
 Hunter safety education works. In state after state, hunting accidents went down
with the advent of hunting education as well as mandatory requirements for
potential hunters to take it.
 Hunting is less dangerous than many other sporting activities, such as football, soccer,
and even cheerleading.
 Tackle football has an injury rate 105 times greater than hunting. Soccer has an
injury rate 34 times greater than hunting. Cheerleading has an injury rate 25 times
greater than hunting. (The body of the report shows many more activities with
higher injury rates than hunting.)
 Although hunting accidents can be severe, even fatal, this is also the case with other
sports.
 One study recorded 43 fatalities from football injuries (this counts direct injuries
from tackling and blocking—the hitting part of football; this does not count non‐
contact fatalities such as those from heat stroke) in one decade. A study of
cheerleading found 67 fatal, disabling, or serious injuries from cheerleading from
1982 to 2007. These include head and spinal injuries that have caused death or
paralysis from the stunts that current cheerleaders do.
HUNTER EDUCATION EFFORTS AND THE COMMITMENT TO SAFE HUNTING
A criticism leveled at hunting is that it is dangerous. Certainly, an activity that includes firearms
has the potential to be dangerous, even deadly. However, the hunting community is committed
to maintaining the safety of deer hunting, including requirements for potential hunters to take
hunting education classes—which are paid for by hunting dollars.
As an example of this commitment, the International Hunter Education Association—the
professional hunter education association that is affiliated with the Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies—employs 55,000 instructors across the United States. Additionally, the
organization reports that hunter education courses train more than 600,000 students annually,
with almost 40 million students having completed hunter education in the United States
since 1949.370
Evidence that hunter education works to make hunting more safe is demonstrated by statistics
from Virginia. The Virginia Hunter Education Association notes that, “since Hunter Education
became mandatory for 12‐15 year olds and first‐time hunters in 1988, there has been a 25%
reduction in the rate of hunting‐related shooting incidents.”371
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COMPARISON OF HUNTING TO OTHER ACTIVITIES
The safety of hunting compares favorably to that of other activities. One study by the National
Shooting Sports Foundation372 found that participants in many other activities have a greater
chance of being injured than do hunters. Among the findings:
 Volleyball has an injury rate 11 times greater than hunting.
 Snowboarding has an injury rate 19 times greater than hunting.
 Cheerleading has an injury rate 25 times greater than hunting.
 Bicycling also has an injury rate 25 times greater than hunting.
 Soccer has an injury rate 34 times greater than hunting.
 Likewise, skateboarding has an injury rate 34 times greater than hunting.
 Finally, tackle football has an injury rate 105 times greater than hunting.
When comparing risk of injury and death from hunting to the risk in other activities, some
people have pointed out that the injury rate statistics above do not account for the fact that
hunting injuries (up to death) have the potential to be more severe than those of other
activities. And certainly, hunting accidents can produce quite severe injuries and death.
However, a look at statistics shows that these other activities have the potential for severe
injuries as well—it is perhaps only a perception that hunting is more dangerous than these
other activities.
For example, one study recorded 43 fatalities directly caused by injuries on the football field
(these are known as “direct fatalities”; there are also deaths from heat stroke and other non‐
contact incidents not included in that figure) in the decade 2011 to 2020 (which includes
0 deaths in 2020 during the Covid pandemic when many football programs were curtailed). Of
those 43 deaths, 34 were among middle and high‐school players.373
Cheerleading has led to many extreme injuries as well. A report374 noted several high‐profile
injuries that included:
 A collapsed lung when a cheerleader was accidentally kicked in the chest; this injury was
fatal.
 Paralysis in one cheerleader’s legs and arms after being thrown in the air and
improperly caught.
 From a fall from a human pyramid, a bruised lung, broken neck, and concussion in a
cheerleader who, fortunately, recovered.
 A broken neck and two broken vertebrae when a cheerleader was not caught after
being thrown into the air.
 Paralysis when another cheerleader was thrown into the air and was not caught.
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Another study found 67 “fatal, disabling, or serious injuries” caused by cheerleading between
1982 and 2007. The main source of these injuries were from pyramids. Another study listed the
types of injuries from cheerleading in a review of 29 of 39 incidents of injuries from
cheerleading that were reported to the National Center for Catastrophic Sports Injury Research:
17 severe head injuries, resulting in 13 skull fractures and 2 deaths; 8 cervical fractures or major
ligament injuries; 3 spinal cord contusions; and 1 concomitant head injury and cervical
fracture.375 Certainly these statistics demonstrate that the perceived danger of hunting may be
overstated relative to other activities.
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD DEER HUNTING (AND HUNTING IN
GENERAL)
The primary use of this report is to identify the benefits of hunting; however, some of the
information in this report is intended to put deer hunting and white‐tailed deer as a species
into perspective. As such, this section does not identify a benefit but simply provides
information that is useful for interpreting the rest of this report.
In this section, various approval and support of hunting questions are examined in surveys
conducted by Responsive Management. This is followed by a look at others’ approval of hunting
even when they do not personally approve.
BROAD PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR (OR APPROVAL OF) DEER HUNTING AND HUNTING IN GENERAL
This topic was explored using several different question scales: approval/disapproval of
hunting, positive/negative opinions of hunting, and support for/opposition to hunting. The first
table (on the following page) shows that approval of hunting is generally high, ranging from
69% to 97% among the states—although keep in mind that at the state level some of the
samples sizes are low. Another table shows results regarding deer hunting. In the tables, some
of the results are from a national study with the data broken out by state; the original study did
not need state‐level data and, therefore, did not require statistically robust samples at the state
level. Nonetheless, the state data are of interest despite this drawback.
Studies also looked specifically about approval or disapproval of hunting deer. In these studies,
many species were asked about in the surveys. Approval of hunting for deer is typically higher
than many other species, such as mountain lion. In a nationwide 2019 study, Responsive
Management found that approval of hunting for deer was the highest among all the species
tested.376 The species (two of which are not native to North America) asked about in the survey
and the percentages who approve of hunting each are listed below, in descending order of
strong approval.















Deer (78% approve; 56% strongly approve).
Wild turkey (78% approve; 55% strongly approve).
Duck (74% approve; 47% strongly approve).
Rabbit (72% approve; 47% strongly approve).
Squirrel (65% approve; 43% strongly approve).
Elk (66% approve; 39% strongly approve).
Alligator (61% approve; 36% strongly approve).
Mourning dove (44% approve; 24% strongly approve).
Black bear (44% approve; 21% strongly approve).
Grizzly bear (40% approve; 20% strongly approve).
Wolf (39% approve; 20% strongly approve).
Mountain lion or cougar (38% approve; 18% strongly approve).
African lion (14% approve; 6% strongly approve).
African elephant (7% approve; 3% strongly approve).
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Approval or Disapproval of Legal Hunting (General Population)
Approval
State
Study
Strongly
Mod.
Overall
+377
50
25
75
Alabama
++378
60
21
81
+
61
36
97
379
Arkansas
73
14
++
66
24
90
+
44
31
75
Florida
++
40
29
69
+
56
26
82
Georgia
++
53
27
80
+
72
22
94
Kentucky
++
58
25
83
+
67
20
87
Louisiana
++
71
19
90
+
87
4
92
Mississippi
++
66
23
89
+
63
29
92
Missouri
++
59
28
87
+
46
43
88
North
**380
53
28
Carolina
++
51
33
84
+
41
51
92
Oklahoma
++
63
26
89
+
69
11
80
South
Carolina
++
47
30
77
+
49
30
79
Tennessee
++
57
28
85
+
47
32
79
Texas
***381
55
24
79
++
54
25
79
+
46
30
76
Virginia
++
54
27
81
382
61
23
+
36
43
79
West Virginia
++
79
13
92
383
79
15
SE Reg.*
++
54
27
81
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Neither
0
3
3
3
2
9
2
1
4
0
2
10
1
4
1
0
2
2
5
1
8
2
2
4
9
1
11
4
1
7
4
2
9
2
1
2

Mod.
20
5
0
4
1
3
8
17
6
2
4
0
2
0
3
3
3
4
4
4
0
3
16
6
6
6
2
5
7
1
4
4
13
2
1
5

Disapproval
Strongly
5
8
0
5
4
12
18
0
7
4
9
3
5
4
5
4
4
6
9
8
0
4
2
9
6
6
7
8
12
16
9
7
0
3
3
10

Overall
25
0

15
17
6
3
4
7
10

0
18
12
9
13
17

13

Don’t
know
0
4
0
1
3
0
2
0
4
0
2
0
2
0
2
2
3
0
1
2
0
1
0
4
0
3
0
3
1
0
1
2
0
1
1
2

* Includes MD.
Wording:
In general, do you approve or disapprove of legal hunting?
** In general, do you approve or disapprove of legal hunting in North Carolina?
*** In general, do you approve or disapprove of legal, regulated hunting?
Sources: Various Responsive Management studies, as noted. Two primary studies are used, marked with + or ++, with the endnotes shown on
the first use of these symbols.
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Approval or Disapproval of Hunting Deer (General Population)
Approval
State
Study
Strongly
Mod.
Overall
+384
62
38
100
Alabama
++385
11
21
32
+
100
0
100
Arkansas
++
71
0
71
+
53
18
71
Florida
++
60
16
76
+
58
19
77
Georgia
++
62
32
94
+
74
4
78
Kentucky
++
90
10
100
+
60
15
75
Louisiana
++
20
0
20
+
57
43
100
Mississippi
++
100
0
100
+
72
23
95
Missouri
++
100
0
100
+
64
27
92
North Carolina
++
61
21
82
+
50
25
75
Oklahoma
++
100
0
100
+
62
10
72
South Carolina
++
24
76
100
+
78
15
94
Tennessee
++
81
4
86
+
54
30
84
Texas
++
42
26
68
+
56
32
89
Virginia
++
47
34
81
+
54
46
100
West Virginia
++
100
0
100
SE Reg.
+
60
23
83

Neither
0
5
0
29
2
0
0
0
0
0
21
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
2
16
0
7
0
0
2

Mod.
0
44
0
0
6
10
2
6
10
0
0
65
0
0
3
0
4
18
0
0
0
0
3
7
2
7
2
0
0
0
3

Disapproval
Strongly
0
19
0
0
18
14
21
0
12
0
4
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
25
0
20
0
3
7
12
10
3
12
0
0
11
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Overall
0
63
0
0
25
24
23
6
22
0
4
65
0
0
5
0
4
18
25
0
20
0
6
14
14
16
4
12
0
0
14

Don’t
know
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
15
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
0
0
7
0
0
0
1

Wording:
Please let me know if you approve or disapprove of hunting for each species. What about deer?
Sources: Various Responsive Management studies, as noted. Two studies are used, marked with + or ++, with the endnotes shown on the first
use of these symbols.
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The latest data from the SDP Survey found that 79% of the general population of the Southeast
states approve of legal, regulated hunting in general, while 10% disapprove. The survey also
asked about approval of legal, regulated deer hunting, which was at 82%, while disapproval
stood at 8%. This survey also asked about approval/disapproval of two reasons for hunting:
 Legal, regulated hunting to help manage deer populations in their state (78% approve;
12% disapprove).
 Legal, regulated hunting to obtain meat (87% approve; 4% disapprove). This has the
most approval of the four questions.
Do you approve or disapprove
of legal, regulated hunting in
general?
Strongly approve

58

Do you approve or disapprove
of legal, regulated deer
hunting?
Strongly approve

60

79% *
Moderately approve

22

Neither approve nor
disapprove

Moderately approve

22

Neither approve nor
disapprove

8

Moderately disapprove

82%

3

8

Moderately disapprove

3

10%
Strongly disapprove

8% *

7

Do not know

Strongly disapprove
Do not know

2
0

6

20

40

60

80

100

2
0

20

Percent (n=819)

40

60

Do you approve or disapprove
of legal, regulated hunting to
obtain meat?
Strongly approve

69

56

87% *
78% *

Moderately approve

100

Percent (n=819)

Do you approve or disapprove
of legal, regulated hunting to
help manage deer populations
in [state]?
Strongly approve

80

Moderately approve

19

21

Neither approve nor
disapprove

Neither approve nor
disapprove

8

Moderately disapprove

7

Moderately disapprove

4

2

4% *

12%
Strongly disapprove

8

Do not know

2
0

20 40 60 80 100
Percent (n=819)

Strongly disapprove

3

Do not know

2
0

20

40

60

80 100

Percent (n=819)

Source for all graphs: SDP Survey. *Rounding on graph causes apparent discrepancy in sum; calculations made on unrounded numbers.
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Demographic analyses of the SDP Survey data show that approval of legal, regulated hunting is
highest among males and residents of small cities/towns or rural areas. Lower approval rates
occur among suburban residents, females, and younger people.

Percent of each of the following groups who
strongly or moderately approve of legal,
regulated hunting in general:
Male

90

Resides in small city or town

87

Resides in rural area

86

55 years old or older

83

35-54 years old

81

Education level of bachelor's degree or
higher

80

Overall

79

Education level less than bachelor's
degree

79

Resides in large city or urban area

77

18-34 years old

73

Female

69

Resides in suburban area

63
0

20

40

60

Percent
Source: SDP Survey.

80

100
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Responsive Management also asked the general population about whether they had a positive
or negative opinion of hunting, regardless of whether they participated or not. Opinion among
the general population is overwhelmingly positive. Again, note that the results in the table
below are from a national study with the data broken out by state; the original study did not
need state‐level data and, therefore, did not require statistically robust samples at the state
level. Nonetheless, the state data are of interest despite this drawback.
Positive or Negative Opinion of Hunting (General Population)386
Positive
State
Neither
Strongly
Mod.
Overall
AL
52
48
100
0
AR
25
23
48
52
FL
43
26
69
23
GA
26
74
100
0
KY
65
22
87
6
LA
50
13
63
0
MS
90
0
90
0
MO
68
21
89
11
NC
53
27
80
17
OK
78
0
78
0
SC
30
0
30
28
TN
63
26
89
11
TX
45
32
77
13
VA
18
42
59
21
WV
100
0
100
0

Negative
Strongly
0
0
5
0
6
12
10
0
3
22
0
0
4
0
0

Mod.
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
42
0
7
19
0

Overall
0
0
8
0
6
12
10
0
3
22
42
0
10
19
0

Don’t
know
0
0
0
0
0
26
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Wording:
For the following activities, please tell me if you have a positive or negative opinion of it in general, regardless of whether you
personally participate or not. What about hunting?
Source: Responsive Management.

The survey conducted for this project found
that 76% of the general population of the
Southeast States had a positive opinion of
legal, regulated hunting. This survey also
looked at the opinion regarding “most people
who hunt.” The findings suggest some
improvement could be made in either hunter
behavior and/or people’s perceptions
regarding people who hunt: 72% have a
positive opinion of most people who hunt—a
majority but slightly less than the percentage
who have a positive opinion of hunting itself.

Do you have a positive or negative
opinion of [legal, regulated hunting /
most people who hunt]?
53

Highly positive

46

Somewhat
positive

24
26

Neither positive
nor negative

13
14

Legal, regulated hunting
Most people who hunt

Somewhat
negative

5
7

Highly negative

3
3

Do not know

3
4

* Rounding on graph
causes apparent
discrepancy in sum;
calculation made on
unrounded numbers.

76% *
72%

0

8%
11% *

20

40

60

Percent (n=819)
Source: SDP Survey.

80

100
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Demographic analyses were run on those who have a positive opinion of people who hunt,
finding that residents of small cities/towns and rural areas have a higher percentage who have
a positive opinion, compared to their counterparts in suburban and urban areas. Males, also,
have a markedly higher percentage with a positive opinion than females.

Percent of each of the following groups who
have a highly or somewhat positive opinion of
most people who hunt:
Resides in small city or town

84

Approves of legal, regulated hunting

84

Resides in rural area

83

Male

81

18-34 years old

76

Education level less than bachelor's
degree

74

35-54 years old

74

Overall

72

Education level of bachelor's degree or
higher

70

55 years old or older

69

Female

64

Resides in large city or urban area

62

Resides in suburban area

52

Disapproves of legal, regulated hunting

22
0

Source: SDP Survey.

20

40
60
Percent

80

100
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Some Responsive Management studies have asked about support for or opposition to hunting
in general and hunting deer specifically. Again, support for far exceeds opposition to hunting
and deer hunting, as shown by the cited studies in the tables that follow.
Support for or Opposition to Hunting (General Population)
Support
State
Study
Strongly
Mod.
Overall
387
Florida
36
37
73
388
62
21
83
Louisiana
389
63
22
85

Neither
4
3
3

Mod.
7
5
5

Oppose
Strongly
15
8
7

Mod.
8
5

Oppose
Strongly
22
6

Overall
23
13
11

Don’t
know
1
1
1

Wording:
Do you support or oppose legal, regulated hunting in general?
Sources: Various Responsive Management studies, as noted.

Support for or Opposition to Deer Hunting (General Population)
Support
State
Study
Strongly
Mod.
Overall
Florida
*390
34
28
62
Georgia
**391
62
20
82

Neither
5
4

Overall
31

Don’t
know
2
2

Wording:
*Do you support or oppose the use of deer hunting as a deer management tool?
**In general, do you support or oppose legal deer hunting in Georgia?
Sources: Various Responsive Management studies, as noted.

There is an interesting nuance regarding acceptance of hunting and hunters. A study of college
students in North Carolina found that non‐hunters overestimated the importance of hunting for
“sport” as a motivation among hunters—in other words, they thought “sport” was a more
important motivation among hunters, relative to the importance that hunters place on that
motivation for hunting.392 The implication is that some non‐hunters think that the motivation
that is perhaps least supported (hunting for a trophy receives consistently lower support than
other motivations, and hunting for a trophy and hunting for the sport are similar) is what is
driving hunters to hunt.
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SUPPORT OF OTHERS’ ABILITY TO HUNT
Some survey questions have asked the general public about their opinions on other people’s
hunting activities. The survey conducted as part of this project first asked about approval or
disapproval of hunting; those who did not approve were then asked, “Do you agree or disagree
that others should be allowed to hunt even though you did not personally approve of it?” On
this question, 42% agreed, which means that 88% of people either approve of hunting or agree
that others should be allowed to hunt.

Do you agree or disagree that others should be
allowed to hunt even though you did not
personally approve of it? (Asked of those who
disapprove of hunting or are neutral.)
Strongly agree

19
42%

Moderately agree

23

Neither agree nor
disagree

23

Moderately disagree

9
28% *

Strongly disagree

* Rounding on graph
causes apparent
discrepancy in sum;
calculation made on
unrounded numbers.

18

Do not know

8
0

20

40

60

Percent (n=240)

80

100
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In another study, 80% of the general public approved of hunting, but 92% agreed with this: “No
matter your opinion on hunting, do you agree or disagree that it is OK for other people to hunt
if they do so legally and in accordance with hunting laws and regulations?” Quite simply,
approximately 12% of people do not approve of hunting but would still be in favor of allowing
others to hunt.393 These nationwide data were crosstabulated by the Southeast states, as
shown in the table that follows.
Agreement or Disagreement That Others Can Hunt (General Population)
Agree
State
Study
Neither
Strongly Somewhat
Overall
Alabama
91
7
98
0
0
Arkansas
82
18
100
0
0
Florida
74
13
87
3
3
Georgia
79
17
96
1
0
Kentucky
93
6
99
0
2
Louisiana
89
7
97
3
0
Mississippi
91
9
100
0
0
Missouri
77
21
98
2
0
North Carolina
84
12
96
1
0
Oklahoma
97
3
100
0
0
South Carolina
84
10
94
2
4
Tennessee
82
14
95
2
1
Texas
72
23
95
2
1
Virginia
79
15
94
1
4
West Virginia
81
19
100
0
0
SE Region
80
15
95
2
1

Somewhat
2
0
7
4
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
2
3
2
0
3

Disagree
Strongly
2
0
10
4
2
0
0
0
3
0
4
3
3
5
0
4

Overall
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Wording:
No matter your opinion on hunting, do you agree or disagree that it is OK for other people to hunt if they do so legally and in
accordance with hunting laws and regulations?
Source: Responsive Management.

Don’t
know
91
82
74
79
93
89
91
77
84
97
84
82
72
79
81
80
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD DEER
A most basic question is whether people want the deer population to be increased, kept the
same, or decreased. People in general tend toward the middle of the answer set (either kept
the same or slightly increased/decreased rather than the extreme of substantially
increased/decreased). Another table shows opinions on whether deer populations are too high
or too low (or about right) followed by a table regarding perceptions of deer population trends.
Opinion on Whether the Deer Population Should Be Increased or Decreased
Increased
Decreased
Kept the
Don’t
State
Year and Group Surveyed
Substantially Slightly same
Slightly Substantially know
2012 (residents: where
9
21
52
2
1
15
they live)394
Florida
2012 (hunters: in their
24
29
35
5
1
6
county)
2013 (residents: county
17
54
15
14
where they live)395
2004 (residents: county
9
51
30
11
where they live)
Georgia
2013 (hunters: county
36
48
12
4
where they live)
2004 (hunters: county
12
61
24
3
where they live)
Virginia*
2013 (residents)396
12
45
43
Wording:
How would you like to see the [agency] manage the deer herd over the next 5 years [in the area where
you live / in that location where you most often hunt]?
*This survey in Virginia asked about “reducing the deer population, maintaining the population at its
current level, or increasing it.
Sources: Various, as noted.

Opinion on the Size of the Deer Population

State

Florida

Georgia

Virginia

Study
2012 (residents: where
they live)397
2012 (hunters: in their
county)
2013 (residents:
county where they
live)398
2004 (residents:
county where they
live)
2013 (hunters: county
where they live)
2004 (hunters: county
where they live)
2013 (residents)399

Sources: Responsive Management, as noted.

Too high / too
many /
overabundant

About right

Too low / too
Don’t
few /
know /
underabundant no opin.

8

35

36

21

8

43

32

17

15

51

19

15

31

51

10

9

12

53

31

4

28

59

10

3

36

36

11

18
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Opinion on the Trend in the Deer Population Compared to 5 Years Previous

State

Florida

Georgia

Study

More deer

2012 (residents: where
they live)400
2012 (hunters: in their
county)
2013 (residents: county
where they live)401
2004 (residents: county
where they live)

About the same
amount / same
number of deer

Don’t
know

Fewer deer

10

27

25

39

27

31

22

20

25

30

26

20

43

19

25

13

Sources: Responsive Management, as noted.

Another aspect regarding perceptions of deer is people’s satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the
way the deer population is being managed in their state, as shown in the table that follows.
Satisfaction With Deer Management
State

Florida

Study
FL DMU 2012
(residents)402
FL DMU 2012
(hunters)

Very

Satisfied
Neither
Some‐
Overall
what

Dissatisfied
Some‐
what

Very

20

21

42

10

3

5

8

40

28

36

65

7

15

9

25

3

Wording:
Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with deer management overall in [state]?
Sources: Responsive Management, as noted.

Don’t
Overall know
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REFUTING COMMON ARGUMENTS AGAINST HUNTING
HUNTERS DO NOT FUND MUCH CONSERVATION: HUMANE SOCIETY ARGUMENTS AGAINST
HUNTING
Murray, C. 2020. Trophy Hunters of Native Carnivores Benefit From Wildlife Conservation
Funded by Others. Report for the Humane Society of the United States. (Found at
https://www.humanesociety.org/sites/default/files/docs/HSUS_Trophy‐Hunting‐Economics‐
2020.pdf [downloaded June 25, 2021]).
This article (referred to as the Murray article below) is important to note because of its claims
that the portion of conservation funding by hunters is miniscule. However, the methodology for
determining the amount of funding from hunters has flaws.
The Murray article makes the statement, “Most United States conservation funding comes from
federal sources for the management of vast public land holdings in the western United States
and Alaska.” However, this statement is backed up by faulty assumptions. One is that all land
management activities of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are credited as
“conservation”; in reality, much of the land management pertains to administering grazing
rights and mineral rights—two activities that, while hopefully are done responsibly and ethically
so as to minimize adverse impacts, are not conservation. To count the entire budget of BLM as
conservation, therefore, would be intellectually dishonest.
Likewise, the entire budget of the United States Forest Service (USFS) is counted as
conservation funding, which would include the administration of logging activities. Again, the
hope is that the forests are managed sustainably, but selected clear cuts to provide much
needed lumber could hardly be counted as conservation.
In fact, regarding whether the U.S. Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service are
“conservation” organizations, a researcher403 in 2002 indicated that “nearly 58,000 oil and gas
wells [had] been drilled on federal lands administered by [those agencies]” In addition, the
Bureau of Land Management website stated that its 2021 budget includes $139.9 million on its
Oil and Gas Program, $15.9 million on its Coal Management Program, and $12.3 million on its
Other Mineral Resources Management Program.404 This certainly should not be counted as
conservation efforts of these agencies, even though both of these agencies do conservation
work as well. Two of the biggest threats to wildlife and habitat from these oil and gas wells are
the habitat fragmentation and disposal of water brought up in the drilling process that is often
quite polluted, being of high salinity and/or high in arsenic.
Additionally, the entire budget of the National Park Service (NPS) is also counted as
conservation. While the system of parks ensures that these visually stunning locations will be
protected from private land development and industrial activities, some of the budget of the
NPS is for managing people and for creating infrastructure for people, activities that could
hardly be called conservation.
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The Murray article later discusses conservation by NGOs. In doing so, it makes the assumption
that an organization not classified as hunting‐related, such as the National Audubon Society,
has $0 funding from hunters—in other words, the assumption is made that not a single hunter
has contributed to the National Audubon Society. No evidence is offered to support the
assertion that the National Audubon Society has no members who hunt.
The analysis of NGOs also depends on an examination of the dozen largest NGOs devoted to
conservation, which includes only two that pertain to hunting: Ducks Unlimited and the Rocky
Mountain Elk Foundation. However, there are many hunting‐oriented organizations that
perform conservation work that are not in this top dozen list, so their contributions are ignored.
A more robust analysis would have looked at a more extensive list of NGOs.
Another problem with Murray’s analysis is that it looks only at funds; it ignores donations of
land and the setting aside of land as well as the donation of time and labor toward
conservation. Any analysis that looks at the amount of conservation performed in the United
States needs to account for land that is set aside, including a way to account for one‐time land
donations in any given year. For instance, a donation of 20,000 acres of land in a given year
should have a valuation in subsequent years in the analysis, but it does not in this analysis—the
land donation counts for nothing in the year in which it was donated, nor does it count for
anything in subsequent years. In other words, all the land donated over the years by hunters
and hunting groups is not counted as a contribution toward conservation in this analysis when,
in reality, these lands make a huge contribution to conservation. Finally, the Murray article
does not include Deer Management Cooperatives in which many thousands of hours of
conservation work are done every year.
It is worth noting that Murray’s analysis took a broad look at agency budgets, designating the
entire budgets of some agencies to conservation work, but then was much more surgical and
specific when segmenting taxes received from different types of firearms and ammunition to
reduce the Pittman‐Robertson contribution toward conservation. Finally, this article seems to
lose track of the importance of hunters’ contribution to conservation: how much does it matter
if most of the funding or if only a substantial portion of the funding comes from hunters? The
bottom line is that hunters have contributed vastly to conservation and conserved lands in the
United States.
ALLEGATION THAT HUNTING DECREASES GENETIC DIVERSITY IN DEER
A study in Texas assessed the effect of buck culling on the genetic potential for antler size. It
found that “selective harvest of males is inefficient for changing genetic potential for antler size
in wild populations of white‐tailed deer.”405 In other words, the hunting of white‐tailed deer
would not be expected to substantially or negatively alter the gene pool of a wild deer
population.
Another set of researchers examined the decrease‐in‐genetic‐diversity argument. They found
that removing old males (the desired animal for trophy hunters) allows subdominant animals to
mate—thereby increasing the genetic diversity of the population.406
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METHODOLOGY
The overall methods included a review of research, new data analyses on data in Responsive
Management’s archives, and a survey of the general population in the Southeast states that
was conducted specifically for this project.
REVIEW OF RESEARCH
Responsive Management conducted this review of research in three primary ways:
1. Systematic searches of several basic journals and data sources. “Systematic” refers
to looking at every article in each of the listed journals/sources from the current year
back to the 1990s to determine each article’s relevance to the topics of interest. Any
relevant articles were then used as needed. The journals/sources that were
systematically searched are:
 Human Dimensions of Wildlife.
 Journal of Wildlife Management.
 Proceedings of the Annual Conference, Southeast Association of Fish and
Wildlife Management.
 Proceedings of the Southeast Deer Study Group Annual Meetings.
 QDMA’s Whitetail reports (and the successor NDA deer report).
 Transactions of the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference.
 Wildlife Society Bulletin.
 Deer management plans of every Southeast state (if no plan was published or
could be located, the website section devoted to deer management was
reviewed). States with published deer management plans that could be obtained
are Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Missouri, Tennessee, and Virginia.
2. Systematic search of every Responsive Management study in the company archive
that pertained to deer, the Southeast states, or any of the topics of interest in the
research review. Most of these were conducted solely by Responsive Management;
a few of these studies in the company archive were conducted and/or written by
Responsive Management and a partner (e.g., the National Shooting Sports
Foundation).
 2021. Alabama Hunter Harvest 2020‐2021.
 2021. Assessing the Quality and Availability of Hunting and Shooting Access in
the United States: Hunting and Shooting Access Inventory.
 2021. Deer Harvest in Florida’s 2020‐2021 Hunting Seasons.
 2021. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia During the 2020‐2021 Season.
 2021. Hunting and Recreational Shooting Among Active Military Personnel:
Implications for Recruitment, Retention, and Reactivation.
 2021. Mississippi Hunter Harvest Survey 2020‐2021.
 2021. Sport Shooting Participation in the United States in 2020.
 2020. Alabama Hunter Harvest 2019‐2020.
 2020. Deer Harvest in Florida’s 2019‐2020 Hunting Seasons.
 2020. Harvest of Wildlife During the 2019‐2020 Season.
 2020. Mississippi Hunter Harvest Survey 2019‐2020.
 2019. Alabama Hunter Harvest 2018‐2019.
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2019. Americans’ Attitudes Toward Hunting, Fishing, Sport Shooting, and
Trapping.
2019. Deer Harvest in Florida 2018‐2019 Hunting Seasons.
2019. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia During the 2018‐2019 Season.
2019. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2019.
2018. Alabama Hunter Harvest 2017‐2018.
2018. Deer Harvest in Florida 2017‐2018 Hunting Seasons.
2018. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2017‐2018.
2018. Louisiana Residents’, Landowners’, and Hunters’ Attitudes on Black Bears
and Black Bear Management in Louisiana.
2018. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2018.
2017. Deer Harvest in Florida 2016‐2017 Hunting Seasons.
2017. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2016‐2017.
2017. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2017.
2016. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2015‐2016.
2016. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2016.
2016. The American Public’s Attitudes Toward Animal Rights, Animal Welfare,
and Hunting: Survey Report.
2016. Deer Harvest in Florida 2015‐2016 Hunting Seasons.
2015. Deer Harvest in Florida 2014‐2015 Hunting Seasons.
2015. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2014‐2015.
2015. Hunters’ Opinions on Shooting Deer Over Supplemental Feed or Corn
(Mississippi).
2015. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2015.
2015. The Elements of Success in Fish and Wildlife Management: Looking Back at
Successes and Failures of Wildlife Conservation. Conducted for the Plenary
Session of the 100th Year of the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources
Conference.
2014. Deer Harvest in Florida 2013‐2014 Hunting Seasons.
2014. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2013‐2014.
2014. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2014.
2014. South Carolina Hunter Harvest Report.
2013. Deer Harvest in Florida 2012‐2013 Hunting Seasons.
2013. Deer Management in Georgia: Survey of Residents, Hunters, and
Landowners.
2013. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2012‐2013.
2013. Louisiana Residents’ Opinions on Black Bears and Black Bear Management
in Louisiana.
2013. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2013.
2013. Residents’, Hunters’, and Farmers’ Opinions on Deer Populations and Deer
Management in Florida.
2013. Texas Residents’ and Hunters’ Attitudes Toward Captive Deer Breeding
and Hunting Pen‐Raised Deer.
2012. Deer Harvest in Florida 2011‐2012 Hunting Seasons.
2012. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2011‐2012.
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2012. Mississippi Resident and Nonresident Hunter Harvest Survey 2012.
2011. Harvest of Wildlife in Georgia 2010‐2011.
2010. South Carolina Deer Hunters’ Attitudes Regarding Harvest Limits and
Tagging of Deer.
 2009. Arkansas Residents’ and Commission Employees’ Attitudes Toward the
Strategic Direction of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission.
 2007. West Virginia Residents’ Participation in Deer Hunting and Harvest of Deer.
 2006. Sunday Hunting in North Carolina: Results of a Telephone Survey of North
Carolina Residents.
 2006. The Public’s Attitudes Toward and Participation in the Shooting Sports.
 2005. Public Opinion on Fish and Wildlife Management Issues and the
Reputation and Credibility of Fish and Wildlife Agencies in the Southeastern
United States.
 2004. Opinions and Attitudes of Georgia Residents, Hunters, and Landowners
Toward Deer Management in Georgia.
 2004. Public Opinion on Fish and Wildlife Management Issues and the
Reputation and Credibility of Fish and Wildlife Agencies in the Northeast United
States: West Virginia.
 2003. Public Opinion on Fish and Wildlife Management Issues and the
Reputation and Credibility of Fish and Wildlife Agencies in the Northeast United
States: Virginia.
3. Targeted searched by topic for each section in the report. For instance, the
researchers used standard search engines (such as Google) on the term “economic
impact” + hunting to obtain articles and data on the economic impact of deer
hunting section. Other word combinations were used as well on that section to
ensure that the search was exhaustive.
See the Sources section for a full listing of the articles and reports that were used in the report,
alphabetized by author. In total, approximately 200 articles were used.
Also note that the research included personal communications with the following:
 Danny Bezet, contact for Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
 Ashleigh Blackford, At‐Risk Species Coordinator, South‐Atlantic Gulf Region, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service
 Scott Chiavacci, U.S. Geological Survey researcher on economic effects of CWD
 Mike Fies, Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources, Verona office
 Allison Fowler, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
 Kurt Kuklinski, Wildlife Diversity Research Supervisor, Oklahoma Department of
Wildlife Conservation
 Mark McConnell, Mississippi State University
 Daniel Miller, contact for Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
 Kelly Rezac, Wildlife Diversity Coordinator, Missouri Department of Conservation
 Liz Rutledge, North Carolina Wildlife Federation
 Carson Saville, contact for Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
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Joe Schuster, contact for Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry
Sara Schweitzer, Assistant Chief, Wildlife Management Division, Wildlife Diversity
Program, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
Carrie Threadgill, Nongame Wildlife Program Coordinator, Alabama Wildlife and
Freshwater Fisheries, Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources

NEW ANALYSIS OF EXISTING DATA IN RESPONSIVE MANAGEMENT’S ARCHIVE
Within Responsive Management’s archives are data from several nationwide studies. For this
report, these nationwide data were crosstabulated by state to provide state‐by‐state results for
the Southeast states. Note, however, that at times these state‐level data have low sample sizes,
as the sampling plan was for robust nationwide data but not necessarily state‐level data.
Nonetheless, in these instances, the results are worth examining and are included in this report.
In other instances, crosstabulations of existing data were run for specific purposes. For
instance, three harvest studies were re‐examined to determine the percentage of waterfowl
hunters who also hunt deer. Similarly, existing data also were crosstabulated to determine the
percentage of turkey hunters who hunt deer.
SURVEY OF THE GENERAL POPULATION OF THE SOUTHEAST STATES CONDUCTED FOR THIS
PROJECT
The research in this report includes a 2022 multi‐modal survey of the general public in the
Southeast states. The survey was conducted in February 2022 by telephone and online (the
online portion was not open to the public but was by invitation only to those selected for the
survey). Responsive Management obtained 819 completed surveys from residents of the
Southeast states. The survey was stratified by state to ensure full representation of all of the
Southeast states. To get a sense of opinion in the entire Southeast without the most populous
states dominating the results, rather than weighting the states back into their proper
proportions for the overall regional data, each state was counted the same, regardless of its
population.
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APPENDIX A: CURRENT APPORTIONMENT FORMULA
Apportionment Formula
Wildlife Restoration Account
For Hunter Ed. Section 4(c)
1/2 of taxes collected on pistols,
revolvers, bows, quivers,
broadheads, shafts

For Hunter Ed. Section 10
$8 million set aside

Section 4 and Section 10: These are separate apportionments, same
formula is used to apportion funds;
formula based on population compared to total U.S. population (using
latest U.S. Census figures)
Puerto Rico, Guam, Virgin Islands, American Samoa, N. Mariana
Islands receive 1/6 of 1%
No state receives more than 3% or less than 1% of the total available
To states/insular areas for
Sec. 4(c) Hunter Ed.
Source: US Fish and Wildlife Service.

To states/insular areas for
Sec. 10 Hunter Ed.

Funds remaining in Wildlife Restoration Account after deductions
apportioned for Wildlife Restoration
50% number of paid licensed
hunters
in proportion to national total
(states provide certification of
licensed hunters each year)
Guam, Virgin Islands, American Samoa, N. Mariana Islands receive 1/6
of 1%; Puerto Rico receives 1/2 of 1%
No state receives more than 5% or less than 1/2 of 1% of the total
available
50% land area
includes inland water area
(sq. miles)

To states/insular areas for Wildlife Restoration
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