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INTRODUCTION  
Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) are considered to be one of the most important game animals for 

hunting in British Columbia (BC) and provincially, the majority of mule deer exist within BC’s central and 

southern interior (i.e., Regions 3, 4, 5 and 8). In a recent assessment of the expenditures and economic 

activity generated by resident hunters to hunt game in the province, deer generated the most of any 

game species, nearly 35% of total estimated annual expenditures of more than $390M and nearly 

double that of moose (Alces alces), another popular and important species in the province (Duda et 

al.2013). The importance of mule deer hunting from a regional perspective is unparalleled in the 

province given the relatively high level of participation in mule deer hunting in the Thompson Region 

(i.e., Region 3). In 2015, Region 3 supported approximately 39% of the overall hunting effort and 45% of 

the total mule deer harvest within BC’s central and southern interior (MFLNRORD, unpub. data). The 

trend in hunters and harvests in Region 3 have also been rapidly increasing in recent years (2012 to 

present) from approximately 10,000-12,000 hunters several years to ago to nearly 20,000 hunters in 

recent years. Resident hunter harvests averaged ~4,900 for several years but since 2013 average 

harvests have climbed to nearly ~6,700 (MFLNRORD, unpub. data). Non-resident hunters harvest an 

additional small percentage of mule deer in the region.  

Mule deer management in Region 3 currently lacks perspective, desires and opinions from mule deer 

hunters, particularly those that do not live in the region which represent the majority of hunters hunting 

for mule deer in Region 3 (MFLNRORD, unpub. data). In recent years, local mule deer hunters and fish 

and game clubs have become increasingly concerned about hunter crowding and the associated effect 

on mule deer buck harvests and buck abundance and have been questioning the need to change hunting 

regulations. These issues combined with continually increasing hunting pressure and harvests 

concurrent with other pressures influencing mule deer, such as reduced habitat quality, increased 

predation, and increasing access levels, have created the need to review current harvest management 

strategies in Region 3. From a provincial perspective, Region 3 supports a significant hunting opportunity 

for mule deer and therefore the purpose of this survey is to gain a provincial perspective on satisfaction 

levels and desired management approaches of licenced hunters.  The results of this survey will be 

utilized by regional wildlife biologists as guidance towards the future management of mule deer in 

Region 3, and may help inform mule deer management in other regions and provincially.   

The objectives of the survey were to: 1) gain a provincial and regional perspective on the satisfaction of 

mule deer hunters in Region 3 with regards to the mule deer population status and management, 2) 

gain an understanding of hunter demographics, hunting behaviour and hunting patterns and, 3) gauge 

the level of provincial mule deer hunter support for various management approaches and strategies in 

Region 3.  
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METHODS  
Survey Development and Sample Selection 

We developed 23 survey questions under three major themes in accordance with survey objectives: 

hunter demographics and hunting behavior, hunter satisfaction, and management styles and options. All 

questions were structured to provide fixed responses (i.e., no open response questions) and specific 

question designs were either simple multiple choice questions to record basic information or rating or 

ranking questions to measure hunter preferences, levels of agreement and/or satisfaction.  The survey 

was vetted through several provincial and regional staff involved in mule deer management within 

southern BC. A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix I.  

 

Questions oriented to understanding Region 3 mule deer hunter demographics and behaviour included 

questions to determine and assess region of residence, age, gender, hunter experience, mule deer 

hunting experience, region 3 specific mule deer hunting experience, hunting preference by Game 

Management Zone (GMZ; Figure 1), weapon preference, hunting styles, use of trail cameras, buck 

hunting patterns across regions, season timing preferences, hunter success, numbers of bucks killed by 

individual hunters and the regions harvest occur when multiple bucks were killed. Given that mule and 

black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus) are harvested under the same license in BC and 

that the overall pattern of buck harvest across regions, including black-tailed deer, is important from a 

harvest management perspective (e.g., distribution of hunting pressure, provincial bag limits, etc.), we 

asked hunters to include black-tailed deer when considering questions related to buck hunting patterns 

and harvests. Further, because the definition of a mature buck and selective hunting of bucks is subject 

to individual interpretation and will vary across hunters, we left the interpretation of those terms 

entirely up to the hunter and did not provide a definition to consider.  We assume, however, that 

selective hunting for bucks means hunters do not simply kill the first deer they can, spend some amount 

time hunting for an older deer and generally will harvest an older deer but may harvest any buck before 

their hunt ends. We further assume that most hunters define a mature buck as any larger, heavy-

antlered buck, generally characterized by having 4 or more points on one antler but may include large, 

heavy-antlered bucks with fewer points. We included a question on the use of trail cameras because it 

relates to hunter behaviour and hunting style and to gauge their level of use given increasing concern, 

by hunters and wildlife biologists, on the use of technology to assist hunting efforts. We were especially 

interested in gauging use of cellular cameras. To assess hunter satisfaction we asked hunters to rate 

their levels of agreement on various satisfaction statements related to mule deer population attributes 

(deer abundance, buck abundance, etc.), hunt quality (i.e., hunter success, crowding, etc.), current 

season structures, current management efforts (i.e, predator management, habitat management, etc.), 

use of off-road vehicles and Conservation Officer field presence.  

 

Assessment of hunter preference for various management styles and options was completed by asking 

hunters to identify their preference for various management options and styles related to the harvest 

management of antlerless and antlered mule deer. We asked hunters to identify their preference for a 

range of management approaches from maximized hunting opportunity and harvests to hunting 

closures for antlerless deer and significantly restricted opportunity and harvests for bucks (i.e., Limited 

Entry Hunting). Hunters were made fully aware of current conditions relative to current management 

objectives, trade-offs that would be required and conditions that may result on the landscape for any 
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given option presented so they could make informed decisions when answering questions. We also 

assessed preference for types of restrictions, regulatory and non-regulatory, by presenting a series of 

scenarios and asking hunters to select their preferred options. Several questions throughout these three 

themes relate to current Region 3 hunting season structures, thus we provide an overview of current 

hunting seasons for mule deer in Region 3 (Table 1). 

 

We used BC Mail Plus to merge and perform quality control on hunter addresses prior to survey mail 

out. The survey was sent, via mail, to a random sample of 2,392 provincial mule deer hunters who 

reported through the province’s annual Hunter Sample survey that they hunted for mule deer in Region 

3 during the 2015 hunting season, which represented 13% of the total estimated number of mule deer 

hunters that hunted mule deer in Region 3 during the 2015 season (18,347; MFLNRORD, unpub. data). 

We anticipated that this sample size would be sufficient to achieve a maximum margin of error of 5% 

assuming a 20% response rate (Dillman 2000; Stent 2013). We provided hunters with three options to 

reply to the survey: 1) complete the survey online through Survey Monkey, 2) complete, scan and return 

a pdf copy of the survey via email and 3) complete and return the paper copy of the survey via mail to 

the Fish and Wildlife office in Kamloops, BC.  We advised hunters that our preference was the online 

option so that information could be easily summarized and we placed strict rules on the online survey so 

that hunters had to fully and properly complete surveys.  We entered all scanned and paper copy 

surveys into Survey Monkey in a separate collector following closure of the main online collector for 

ease of collating and analysing data received.  

 

Following collection of basic response data, we filtered the data in several ways to facilitate comparisons 

between groups of hunters around the province to understand if there are differences between groups 

of hunters, the drivers behind various response patterns and to estimate regional pattern of deer 

harvests for those hunters that kill two bucks. We first filtered hunter satisfaction data for deer 

population status, hunt success and hunt quality by where hunters live. Local hunters may have more 

experience in the region and a stronger perception of trends over time. We then filtered responses by 

their style of hunting, as perception may vary as a function of distance from roads. Age was identified as 

another primary filter for comparison, as age is likely correlated with their experience levels and their 

style of hunting and thus perception of trends over time. Responses were also filtered by their level of 

experience hunting mule deer in Region 3, as regional experience is also likely correlated with 

perceptions of trends over time and the area they hunt, as there are real differences in deer population 

status, hunting pressure and habitat condition across areas. To assess whether hunter preference for 

desired management approaches to manage buck harvests varied as a function of satisfaction levels for 

buck and mature buck abundance, we also compared satisfaction response data for satisfied and 

dissatisfied hunters. Finally, to understand the regional pattern of buck harvests, we also filtered the 

response data for those hunters that reported killing 2 bucks and assessed the regions and regional 

order they killed their deer in. 

 

Data Analysis 

All survey response data from the 23 questions was downloaded in Microsoft Excel format from 

SurveyMonkey and then formatted and imported into Program R (2014). We used the package biome to 

calculate 95% confidence intervals for proportional data formats and ggplot to construct graphical 
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figures (Rag 2015; Wickham et al. 2016). Pearson’s Chi-squared test was used to test for independence 

between responses and all analyses were performed in Program R. 

 

The overall margin of error of the survey, or sampling error, was calculated as referenced by Dillman 

(2000) and modified by Duda et al. (2015) to provide the most conservative estimate of error. Unless a 

Chi-square test was performed, we used overlapping confidence intervals to assess statistical 

significances of any differences observed.  

 

 

Figure 1. Thompson Region Wildlife Management Units and Game Management Zones (Bonaparte, 
Nicola, North Thompson and West Fraser). 
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Table 1. Overview of current mule deer hunting season structure in Region 3. 

Season Dates Season Type* 

Sep.1 – Sep. 30 “4 Point Buck” General Open Season 
Oct. 1 – Oct. 31 “Any Buck“ General Open Season 
Nov. 1 – Dec. 10 “4 Point Buck” General Open Season 
Sep. 1 – Sep. 9 “Any Buck” Youth Only General Open Season 
Sep. 1 – Sep. 9 “Any Buck” Bow Only General Open Season 
Nov. 1 – Nov. 30 “Antlerless” Limited Entry Hunting Season 

* 4 Point Bucks include bucks that have 4 or more points, not including the brow tine, on at least one antler. Youth only seasons are limited to 

hunters under the age of 18 years. Antlerless seasons include does and fawns. Buck fawns are considered antlerless deer in BC.  

RESULTS 
We received 898 responses for an overall response rate of 37.5%. We had 420 (46.8%) hunters respond 
online through Survey Monkey, 53 (5.9%) hunters scanned and emailed their survey and 425 (47.3%) 
hunters returned hard copies via mail. The overall sampling fraction of an estimated 18,347 mule deer 
hunters in the 2015 season was 4.9%. Due to question-specific errors or blank responses in filling out the 
survey on hard copy responses, the number of responses accepted for analysis varies by question and 
ranges from 417 (17.4% response rate) to 893 (37.3% response rate; Table 1). The overall margin of 
error ranged from ±3.2 to ±4.7% across 23 questions because the number of respondents varied. 
 

Hunter Demographics and Hunting Behaviour 

Seventy-three percent of hunters hunting mule deer during the 2015 season in Region 3 indicated they 

were either Region 3 residents (43.3% ± 1.8) or Region 2 residents (30.6% ± 2.9; Figure 2). Region 3 

hunters represented the largest group of hunters in this survey. Region 8 (10.6% ± 1.9), Region 1 (9.0% ± 

1.8) and Region 5 (4.0% ± 1.1) residents comprised the next largest residency groups.  Very minor 

numbers of residents were from Regions 4, 7A, and 7B and we received no responses from Region 6 

hunters.  

 

 

Figure 2. Percentage of hunters hunting mule deer in Region 3 by their Region of residence. Error bars 
are 95% confidence intervals, n= 886. 
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The majority (64.5%) of hunters were over the age of 50 while 7.6% of hunters were less than 30 years 

of age (Figure 3). Hunters 50-64 age were the largest group (36.1% ± 3.1) and hunters beyond 65 years 

of age were the next largest group (28.4% ± 2.9). Middle-aged hunters (age 30 – 49 years) comprised 

27.9% of the respondents, 30-39 old (12.1% ± 2.0) and 40-49 (15.8% ± 2.2) years of age were not 

different. The majority of respondents were male (92.1% ± 2.0) while females comprised 7.9% ± 1.6 of 

the hunters (Figure 4).  

 

Figure 3. Percentage of hunters hunting mule deer in Region 3 by age class. Error bars are 95% 
confidence intervals, n= 893. 

 

Figure 4. Percentage of Region 3 mule deer hunters by gender. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, 
n=884.  
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With respect to hunting experience of respondents, the largest group were hunters that had greater 

than 30 years (57.9% ± 3.3) and greater than 30 years of mule deer hunting experience (48.5% ± 3.3; 

Figures 5 & 6) in Region 3. By contrast, only 29.1% ± 2.9 of hunters indicated they had greater than 30 

years hunting experience for mule deer in Region 3 (Figure 6). The predominant groups of hunters were 

those with 4-10 (24.3% ± 2.7), 11-20 (21.4% ± 2.6) and 30+ years (29.1% ± 2.9) of Region 3 mule deer 

hunting experience (Figure 7).  

 

Figure 5. Years of hunting experience for Region 3 mule deer hunters. Error bars are 95% confidence 
intervals, n=893. 

 

Figure 6. Region 3 mule deer hunters and their years of overall mule deer hunting experience. Error bars 
are 95% confidence intervals, n=892. 
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Figure 7.  Region 3 mule deer hunters and their years of Region 3-specific mule deer hunting experience. 
Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, n=889. 

Nearly 80% of hunters identified the Nicola and Bonaparte GMZ’s (i.e. GMZ 3B and 3C respectively) as 
their preferred areas to hunt (Figure 8). A significantly higher percentage of hunters identified the Nicola 
GMZ (3B; 42.6% ± 3.3) as their preferred option to hunt followed closely by the Bonaparte GMZ (3C 
35.7% ± 3.1). The North Thompson GMZ (3D) was a distant third (14.9% ± 2.2) and the least preferred 
area to hunt was the West Fraser GMZ (3A 6.8% ± 1.5). For their second choices, the Bonaparte GMZ 
was identified as the most important GMZ (3C 36.1% ± 4.3) followed closely by the Nicola (3B 26.3% ± 
3.8) and North Thompson (3D 23.6% ± 3.7) GMZs.   

 

Figure 8. Hunting preference by Region 3 mule deer hunters (1= most preferred, 2= next preferred). 
Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, n= 857 for preferred. 
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By far, the majority of hunters identified themselves as firearm hunters (97.9% ± 1.2) as opposed to 

archery (1.5% ± 0.6) and muzzle loader (0.6% ± 0.3) hunters (Figure 9).  

 
 

Figure 9. Primary weapon selection from Region 3 mule deer hunters. Error bars are 95% confidence 
intervals, n = 876. 

Nearly 62% of respondents indicated they primarily hunted on foot, either within 1-2km of major access 

points (43.8% ± 3.4), in more remote settings greater than 2km from access points (16.5% ± 2.4) or on 

multiday backpacking trips (1.3% ± 0.6; Figure 10). In contrast, approximately 38% of respondents 

indicated they preferred to road hunt, either by truck or vehicle (19.9% ± 2.6) or by off-road vehicle 

(18.5% ± 2.5). The single most preferred style (43.8% ± 3.4 of respondents) of hunting mule deer within 

Region 3 was on foot within 1-2 km of an access point, which was significantly higher than any other 

method of hunting specified. The least preferred style of hunting, by a significant margin, was multiday 

backpack hunting (1.3% ± 0.6). 
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Figure 10. Preferred hunting style from Region 3 mule deer hunters. Error bars are 95% confidence 
intervals, n= 799.  

The majority of hunters (90.0% ± 2.2) do not utilize trail cameras during their hunting or scouting efforts 

and for those hunters that do use them; regular cameras (9.9% ± 1.8) were the preferred option as 

opposed to cellular cameras (0.1% ± 0.1; Figure 11).  

 

Figure 11. Percentage of Region 3 mule deer hunters that utilize trail cameras to assist their hunting 
efforts. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, N= 872. 

Nearly 50% of hunters identified themselves as primarily meat hunters that harvest the first buck they 

can in either Region 3 alone (25.8%) or in multiple regions (23.6%; Table 2). In contrast, 21.0% of hunters 

indicated they only hunt Region 3 and were selective for their bucks and only 19% of hunters indicated 

they only hunt for mature bucks in either Region 3 alone (9.5%) or in multiple regions (9.7%). The 
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remaining hunters, nearly 10%, indicated they hunt for meat bucks first then a mature buck in Region 3 

(5.7%) or another region (3.1%). Overall, over 42% of hunters indicated they hunt for mule deer and 

black-tailed deer in multiple regions. 

Table 2. Provincial hunting patterns for mule and black-tailed deer buck hunters, n = 865. 

Hunting Pattern % of Respondents 95% CI (±) 

I generally only hunt for bucks during the Region 3 mule deer 
youth season 

1.6 0.8 

I only hunt Region 3 for a meat buck and I generally kill the first 
buck I can 

25.8 2.9 

I only hunt Region 3 for a mature buck 9.5 2.0 

I only hunt Region 3 but I am selective for my buck 21.0 2.7 

I hunt region 3 for a meat buck then hunt elsewhere for a 
mature buck 

3.1 1.2 

I hunt another region for a meat buck then hunt Region 3 for a 
mature buck 

5.7 1.5 

I hunt multiple regions for meat bucks and generally kill the 
first buck I can 

23.6 2.8 

I hunt multiple regions for mature bucks only 9.7 2.0 

 

Eighty-six percent of respondents identified the October 1-31 “Any Buck” General Open Season (GOS) as 

the most important time period to hunt during the fall season for Region 3 mule deer hunters, followed 

by the November 1st to 10th and November 10th to 20th time periods (“4 Point Buck” GOS), respectively 

(Table 3). Significantly fewer hunters identified the September 10-30 “4 Point Buck” GOS and November 

21st to December 10th “4 Point Buck” GOS time period as being important. The December season was 

identified as the least important season and significantly less important than both the September and 

late November” 4 Point Buck” GOS seasons. 

 

Table 3. Importance of the timing of hunting seasons for   mule deer hunters in Region 3, September 1 
to December 10, n = 645. 

Season 
Important 

(%) 
Unimportant 

(%) 
95% CI 

(±) 

During the early season (September) 46.5 53.5 4.9 
During the mid-season (October) 86.0 14.0 3.1 
During the early rut (November 1st to  November 9th) 70.8 29.2 4.6 
During the peak rut (November 10th to November 20th) 61.1 38.9 4.6 
During the late rut (November 21st to November 30th) 44.3 55.7 4.8 
During the late season (December 1st to December 10th) 24.9 75.1 4.0 

 

Mule deer hunters in Region 3 enjoyed good hunting success for bucks during the 2015 season with 

41.9% of hunters reporting that they killed a buck in Region 3 (Figure 12). At the provincial scale, 52.2%, 

41.1%, 6.6% and 0.2% of Region 3 mule deer hunters reported that they killed 0, 1, 2 and 3 mule and/or 

black-tailed deer bucks somewhere in the province. Those results are shown in Figure 13. The majority 
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of kills, whether it be their first buck or second buck, occur in Region 3 (Figure 14). Nearly 60% of 

hunters that killed 2 bucks reported killing their first buck in Region 3 and their second in Regions 8 

(37.5%), 1 (31.3%), 2 (15.6%), and 5 (15.6%) (Figure 14). For the 40% of hunters that reported killing 

their second buck in Region 3, their first bucks were harvested in Regions 8 (47.8%), 5 (30.4%), 1 

(17.4%), and 7B (4.3%). 

 
Figure 12.  Percentage of Region 3 mule deer hunters that killed a mule deer buck in Region 3 during the 
2015 season. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, n = 886. 

 

 

 
Figure 13. Percentage of Region 3 mule deer hunters that harvested 0, 1, 2 or 3 mule deer and/or black-
tailed deer bucks in the province during the 2015 season. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, n = 
885. 
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Figure 14. Regions of harvest for those hunters that killed 2 mule deer and/or black-tailed deer bucks. 
Error bars are 95% confidence intervals, n =57 for first buck.  

Hunter Satisfaction 

The majority of hunters are satisfied with the number of mule deer they see while hunting, the quality 

of mule deer hunting and their success in killing mule deer in Region 3 but are dissatisfied with the 

abundance of bucks, especially mature bucks (Table 4). Only 32.0 and 19.2% of hunters indicated they 

were satisfied with the level of buck and mature buck abundance, respectively, but nearly 57 and 61% of 

hunters indicated they were satisfied with their success in killing mule deer and the quality of mule deer 

hunting in Region 3, respectively.  

 

Over 70% of hunters were satisfied with the current “Any Buck” October hunting season and a 

significant majority neither desired to see a longer “Any Buck” season (76.8%) or a shorter “Any Buck” 

season (71.6%; Table 4). Nearly 80% of hunters were satisfied with the current “4 Point Buck” seasons 

and again a significant majority indicated they neither desired to see a longer “4 Point Buck” season 

(78.7%) or a shorter “4 Point Buck” season (78.1%). Nearly 80% of hunters do not desire to see a 

lengthened “Any Buck” Youth Only GOS for mule deer in Region 3. 

Nearly 70% of hunters were dissatisfied with the level of hunter crowding they experience in Region 3 

but only 45% of hunters desired to see more access management (Table 4). A significant majority were 

also satisfied with the levels of off-road vehicle use (63.3%) and responsible off-road vehicle use (63.2%) 

they observe while hunting. 

With respect to the management of mule deer, beyond direct hunting regulations, over 80% of hunters 

believe current efforts towards habitat enhancement (80.2%) and winter range protection and 

management (81.8%) are insufficient in Region 3 and believe more should be done (Table 4). Similarly, 
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nearly 80% of hunters believe more effort needs to be invested to manage predators for the benefit of 

mule deer. Over 70% of hunters are satisfied with the level of harvest directed at white-tailed deer 

(Odocoileus virginianus) and nearly 50% of hunters believe there should be more harvest directed at 

white-tailed deer while only 14% believe there should be less. Hunters are evenly split on satisfaction for 

the level of enforcement and Conservation Officer field presence observed in the field in Region 3. 

Table 4. Hunter satisfaction in Region 3 mule deer for mule deer population status, hunt success, hunt 
quality, mule deer hunting regulations,  mule deer management, access management and level of 
enforcement, n = 832. 

Satisfaction Statement 
Agree 

(%) 
Disagree 

(%) 
95% CI 

(±) 

I am satisfied with the number of mule deer I see in the areas I hunt 
in Region 3. 

57.6 42.4 3.9 

I am satisfied with my success in killing deer in Region 3. 
56.6 43.4 4.0 

I am satisfied with the quality of mule deer hunting in Region 3. 
60.7 39.3 4.0 

I am satisfied with the abundance of bucks in the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

32.0 68.0 3.7 

I am satisfied with the abundance of mature mule deer bucks in the 
areas I hunt in Region 3. 

19.2 80.8 3.2 

I am satisfied with the current “Any Buck” mule deer hunting season 
in Region 3. 

70.3 29.7 3.4 

I am dissatisfied with the current “Any Buck” mule deer hunting 
season in Region 3 and believe it should be longer. 

23.2 76.8 3.2 

I am dissatisfied with the current “Any Buck” mule deer hunting 
season in Region 3 and believe it should be shorter or removed. 

28.4 71.6 3.4 

I am satisfied with the current “4 Point Buck” mule deer hunting 
season in Region 3. 

78.8 21.2 3.1 

I am dissatisfied with the current “4 Point Buck” mule deer hunting 
season in Region 3 and believe it should be longer. 

21.3 78.7 3.2 

I am dissatisfied with the current “4 Point Buck” mule deer hunting 
season in Region 3 and believe it should be shorter. 

21.9 78.1 3.3 

I am dissatisfied with the mule deer youth season in Region 3 and 
believe it should be longer. 

20.3 79.7 3.6 

I am satisfied with the level of hunter crowding I see in the areas I 
hunt in Region 3. 

30.1 69.9 3.8 

I am dissatisfied with the current level of habitat enhancement that 
occurs for mule deer in Region 3 and believe more should be done. 

80.2 19.8 3.5 

I am dissatisfied with current levels of mule deer winter range 
protection and management in Region 3 and believe more should be 
done. 

81.8 18.2 3.6 

I am dissatisfied with current levels of predator management (e.g., 
hunting seasons & bag limits for cougars, wolves and coyotes) for 
mule deer in Region 3 and believe more should be done (e.g., 
intensive predator management). 

79.3 20.7 3.3 

I am satisfied with the current level of harvest directed at primary 
competitors of mule deer (e.g., white-tailed deer). 

70.5 29.5 3.7 
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Satisfaction Statement 
Agree 

(%) 
Disagree 

(%) 
95% CI 

(±) 

I am dissatisfied with the current level of harvest directed at primary 
competitors of mule deer (e.g., white-tailed deer) and believe there 
should be more. 

47.2 52.8 4.4 

I am dissatisfied with the current level of harvest directed at primary 
competitors of mule deer (e.g., white-tailed deer) and believe there 
should be less. 

14.3 85.7 3.0 

I am satisfied with current levels of off-road vehicle use I see in the 
areas I hunt in Region 3. 

63.3 36.7 3.7 

I am satisfied with the level of responsible off-road vehicle use I see 
in the areas I hunt in Region 3. 

63.2 36.8 3.7 

I am dissatisfied with the current level of access management in the 
areas I hunt in Region 3 and believe more should be done. 

44.7 55.3 4.2 

I am satisfied with the level of enforcement and Conservation Officer 
field presence I see in the areas I hunt in Region 3. 50.3 49.7 3.9 

 

Satisfaction and Region of Residence (Region 3 vs. South Coast) 

Region 3 residents tended to be less satisfied with the quality of mule deer hunting, the abundance of 

bucks and hunter crowding than South Coast hunters, however, none of those differences were 

significant (Table 5). Hunter satisfaction for the number of mule deer observed while hunting and 

success in killing deer were very similar between both residency groups. 

 
Table 5. Region 3 resident’s and South Coast resident’s satisfaction for mule deer population status, 
hunt success, hunt quality and hunter crowding. 

Satisfaction Statement 

Region 3 Hunters  
(n=350) 

South Coast Hunters  
(n=338) 

 

Chi- 
Square % 

Agree 
% 

Disagree 

95% 
CI 
(±) 

% 
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI 
(±) 

 

I am satisfied with the number of 
mule deer I see in the areas I hunt 
in Region 3. 

60.3 39.7 5.9 59.1 40.9 6.0 
 

  p=0.981 

I am satisfied with my success in 
killing deer in Region 3. 

60.2 39.8 6.3 57.2 42.8 6.2  p=0.773 

I am satisfied with the quality of 
mule deer hunting in Region 3. 

57.5 42.5 6.1 66.8 33.2 6.0   p=0.226 

I am satisfied with the abundance 
of bucks in the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

29.4 70.6 5.5 36.3 63.8 6.1 
 

 p=0.377 

I am satisfied with the abundance 
of mature mule deer bucks in the 
areas I hunt in Region 3. 

16.3 83.7 4.6 20.8 79.2 5.1 
 

 p=0.524 

I am satisfied with the level of 

hunter crowding I see in the areas 

I hunt in Region 3. 

27.7 72.3 5.6 34.3 65.7 6.3 

 

 p=0.391 
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Satisfaction and Style of Hunting (Road vs. Remote Foot Hunters) 

There were no significant differences in satisfaction levels between road hunters and those hunters that 

primarily hunt on foot. Interestingly, remote foot hunters tended to be less satisfied with the overall 

quality of hunting and the level of hunter crowding but the differences were not significant. 

Comparisons of satisfaction between those two groups are presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6. Comparison of hunter satisfaction for mule deer population status, hunt success and hunt 
quality between hunters that identify themselves as primarily road hunters and hunters that identify 
themselves as primarily remote foot hunters (i.e., those that hunt >2-3km from access points). 

Satisfaction  
Statement 

Road Hunters (n=285) 
Remote Foot Hunters 

(n=137) Chi -
Square 

 

%  
Agree 

% 
 Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

%  
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

I am satisfied with the 
number of mule deer I 
see in the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

56.4 43.6 6.5 57.8 42.2 9.6 p=0.981 

 

I am satisfied with my 
success in killing deer in 
Region 3. 

54.9 45.1 6.8 52.1 47.9 10.2  p=0.798 
 

I am satisfied with the 
quality of mule deer 
hunting in Region 3. 

64.9 35.1 6.7 54.3 45.7 10.1  p=0.166 
 

I am satisfied with the 
abundance of bucks in 
the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

31.6 68.4 6.3 33.0 67.0 9.4  p=0.951 

 

I am satisfied with the 
abundance of mature 
mule deer bucks in the 
areas I hunt in Region 3. 

19.0 81.0 5.3 20.8 79.2 8.0  p=0.887 

 

I am satisfied with the 

level of hunter crowding 

I see in the areas I hunt 

in Region 3. 

36.4 63.6 7.1 24.2 75.8 8.5  p=0.084 

 

 

Satisfaction and Hunter Age (Younger vs. Older Hunters) 

Hunters over the age of 50 are generally less satisfied with the abundance of mule deer, hunt success 

and hunt quality than those hunters under the age of 50, but the differences are not significant (Table 

7). Younger hunters tended to be more satisfied for buck abundance but again, the differences are not 

significant. 
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Table 7. Comparison of hunter satisfaction for mule deer population status, hunt success and hunt 
quality between hunters that are 50 years of age and older and those hunters that are less than 49 years 
of age. 

Satisfaction Statement 

Younger Hunters (n=307) Older Hunters (n=523) 
Chi- 

Square % 
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

% 
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

I am satisfied with the number of 
mule deer I see in the areas I hunt 
in Region 3. 

63.3 36.7 6.5 54.5 45.5 4.8  p=0.262 

I am satisfied with my success in 
killing deer in Region 3. 

57.1 42.9 6.6 56.3 43.7 5.1  p=1.00 

I am satisfied with the quality of 
mule deer hunting in Region 3. 

63.0 37.0 6.5 59.4 40.6 5.0  p=0.706 

I am satisfied with the abundance 
of bucks in the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

36.5 63.5 6.5 29.6 70.4 4.5 p=0.375 

I am satisfied with the abundance 
of mature mule deer bucks in the 
areas I hunt in Region 3. 

22.4 77.6 5.8 17.6 82.4 3.8 p=0.501 

Satisfaction and Mule Deer Hunting Experience in Region 3 (More vs. Less Experienced) 

There were some minor differences in satisfaction between these two groups of hunters but none of the 

differences were significant (Table 8). More experienced hunters tended to be more satisfied with their 

success in harvesting deer and the abundance of bucks, including mature bucks. Less experienced 

hunters tended to be more satisfied with the level of hunter crowding. Satisfaction levels for the 

abundance of deer and the overall quality of mule deer hunting were similar between the two groups. 

 
Table 8. Comparison of hunter satisfaction for mule deer population status, hunt success and hunt 
quality between hunters that have more than 20 years mule deer hunting experience in Region 3 and 
those hunters that have less than 10 years of mule deer hunting experience in Region 3. 

Satisfaction Statement 

More Experienced Hunters 
(n=339) 

Less Experienced 
Hunters (n=310) Chi-

square %  
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

% 
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI(±) 

I am satisfied with the number 
of mule deer I see in the areas I 
hunt in Region 3. 

59.5 40.5 5.8 56.9 43.1 6.7  p=0.501 

I am satisfied with my success in 
killing deer in Region 3. 

58.6 41.4 6.1 53.9 46.1 6.6  p=0.597 

I am satisfied with the quality of 
mule deer hunting in Region 3. 

60.1 39.9 6.0 61.8 38.2 6.8  p=0.919 

I am satisfied with the 
abundance of bucks in the areas 
I hunt in Region 3. 

34.6 65.4 5.8 30.4 69.6 6.1  p=0.629 
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Satisfaction Statement 

More Experienced Hunters 
(n=339) 

Less Experienced 
Hunters (n=310) Chi-

square %  
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

% 
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI(±) 

I am satisfied with the 
abundance of mature mule deer 
bucks in the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

23.1 76.9 5.3 16.7 83.3 5.0  p=0.629 

I am satisfied with the level of 

hunter crowding I see in the 

areas I hunt in Region 3. 

27.9 72.1 6.0 36.0 64.0 6.5  p=0.339 

Satisfaction and Preferred Area to Hunt (Nicola vs. Bonaparte GMZ) 

Hunters in the Bonaparte GMZ were significantly more satisfied for mule deer abundance, their hunt 

success, the quality of mule deer hunting, and the abundance of bucks than Nicola hunters (Table 9). 

Bonaparte mule deer hunters also tended to be more satisfied for the abundance of mature bucks but 

the difference was not significant. Both groups showed similar levels of dissatisfaction for hunter 

crowding.  

 

Table 9.  Comparison of hunter satisfaction for mule deer population status, hunt success and hunt 
quality between hunters that prefer to hunt the Nicola Game Management Zone and hunters that prefer 
to hunt the Bonaparte Game Management Zone . 

Satisfaction Statement 

Nicola GMZ Hunters  
(n=344) 

Bonaparte GMZ Hunters   
(n =289) Chi-

square %  
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

% 
Agree 

% 
Disagree 

95% 
CI (±) 

I am satisfied with the number 
of mule deer I see in the areas I 
hunt in Region 3. 

47.5 52.5 6.0 73.7 26.3 5.9  p≤0.001 

I am satisfied with my success in 
killing deer in Region 3. 

48.9 51.1 6.5 65.0 35.0 6.5  p=0.031 

I am satisfied with the quality of 
mule deer hunting in Region 3. 

50.7 49.3 6.5 71.6 28.4 6.0  p=0.004 

I am satisfied with the 
abundance of bucks in the areas 
I hunt in Region 3. 

25.4 74.6 5.4 39.9 60.1 6.6 p=0.04 

I am satisfied with the 
abundance of mature mule deer 
bucks in the areas I hunt in 
Region 3. 

14.6 85.4 4.3 23.6 76.4 6.0 p=0.150 

I am satisfied with the level of 

hunter crowding I see in the 

areas I hunt in Region 3. 

27.6 72.4 5.7 28.9 71.1 6.5  p=0.962 
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Management Styles & Options 

Antlerless Harvest Management Approaches 

The most preferred option, by the majority of hunters (52.0% ± 3.3), was to maintain current levels of 

antlerless mule deer hunting in Region 3 (Table 10). Fewer hunters, nearly 30%, wish to see increased 

levels of antlerless hunting and less than 20% of hunters either want to see no antlerless hunting (6.1%) 

or reduced antlerless hunting (12.8%). 

 

Table 10. Region 3 mule deer hunter preference for various management approaches to manage 
antlerless harvests in Region 3, n = 865. 

Management Approach % of Respondents 95% CI (±) 

No licensed antlerless hunting 6.1 1.6 

Maintenance of current levels of licensed antlerless hunting 52.0 3.3 

Reduced licensed antlerless hunting 12.8 2.2 

Increased licensed antlerless hunting 29.0 3.0 

 

Buck Harvest Management Approaches 

With respect to the management of buck harvests in Region 3, a significant majority of hunters (67.0%) 

desire to see status quo with current hunting regulations (i.e., buck ratio objective of 20 bucks/100 does 

post-hunt) and over 50% of those hunters also desire to see additional non-regulatory management 

options (e.g., access management, predator management and habitat enhancement) implemented to 

benefit mule deer population growth and hunting for mule deer bucks (Table 11). Only 30% of hunters 

desired to see management approaches that would increase the abundance of bucks and less than 4% 

of hunters indicated a desire to manage for lower abundance of bucks in the Region 3 mule deer 

population. 

 

Table 11. Region 3 mule deer hunter preference for various management approaches to manage buck 
harvests in Region 3, n = 865. 

Management Approach 
% of 

Respondents 
95% CI (±) 

Manage for higher buck ratio – Strive to maintain buck ratios 
higher than the current objective of 20 bucks/100 does post-
season (e.g., 25-30 bucks/100 does). Hunters could expect to 
see more bucks while hunting and a higher proportion of older 
deer. Will generally require a reduction in current levels of 
harvest and opportunity to maintain buck ratios higher than the 
current objective and that currently observed. 

22.0 2.8 

Manage buck ratios to current objective – Strive to maintain 
buck ratios around 20 bucks/100 does (current objective). 
Hunters can expect the status quo in terms of hunter pressure 
and the abundance of bucks. Maintain current season structure 
as is for now but may require harvest restrictions or 
adjustments of hunter pressure in the future if buck ratios 
decline. 

32.8 3.1 
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Management Approach 
% of 

Respondents 
95% CI (±) 

Manage for maximum buck hunting opportunity – Strive to 
maintain buck ratios of at least 10 bucks/100 does and 
maximise use of “any-buck” seasons wherever possible. Hunters 
could expect to see continued high, or higher, levels of hunting 
pressure, significantly fewer bucks (~50+% fewer on average) 
and very few older deer. Generally may create potential for 
liberalizing current seasons. 

3.4 1.2 

Manage for abundance of mature bucks (trophy management) 
– Strive to maintain buck ratios at a significantly higher level 
(e.g., 40+ bucks/100 does) than the current target and that 
currently observed. Requires precise control over harvest levels 
and distribution of harvest. Will require significant reductions in 
harvest levels and hunting opportunity and will involve use of 
LEH to assist in managing buck harvests. 

7.6 1.8 

Implement other management actions to benefit mule deer 
buck hunting – Strive to maintain status quo with current 
regulations recognizing that buck hunting regulations are not 
the primary driver of deer numbers or quality of deer hunting 
and other management actions (e.g., access management, 
habitat enhancement, predator management, etc.) should be 
the primary focus of mule deer management. 

 

 

34.2 

 

 

3.2 

 

Comparisons of those hunters that were satisfied with buck abundance and those that were not are 

presented in Table 12. A significant majority of satisfied hunters (86.7%) and an insignificant majority of 

dissatisfied hunters (51.4%) preferred to see management of deer harvests to current buck ratio 

objectives and status quo for mule deer hunting regulations and approximately 40% and 60% of those 

satisfied and dissatisfied hunters, respectively, also desired to see implementation of other, non-

regulatory, management actions (access management, habitat enhancement, predator management) to 

benefit hunting for mule deer bucks. A significantly higher percentage of dissatisfied hunters (30.9%), as 

opposed to satisfied hunters (10.0%), preferred to see a management approach to manage mule deer to 

a higher buck ratio than current.  
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Table 12. Comparison of Region 3 mule deer hunters that were satisfied (n = 211) with mule deer buck 
and mature buck abundance and Region 3 mule deer hunters that were not satisfied (n = 405) and their 
preferences for various management approaches to manage buck harvests in Region 3. 

Management Approach 

Satisfied Hunters Dissatisfied Hunters 

Chi-Square 
% 

Respondents 

95% CI 

(±) 

% 

Respondents 

95% CI 

(±) 

Manage for higher buck ratio 
10.0 4.0 30.9 4.5  p=0.001 

Manage buck ratios to current 
objective 

52.6 6.8 19.8 3.9  p<0.001 

Manage for maximum buck hunting 
opportunity 

2.4 2.1 3.7 1.8 p=0.598 

Manage for abundance of mature 
bucks (trophy management) 

9.5 4.0 14.1 3.4  p=0.344 

Implement other management actions 
to benefit mule deer buck hunting  
and strive to maintain status quo with 
current regulations 

34.1 6.4 31.6 4.5 p=0.758 

 

With regards to potential regulatory harvest management actions to manage, or assist with managing, 

mule deer harvests, no single option was selected by a majority of hunters but significantly more 

hunters (36.6%) preferred to reduce buck harvests by reducing the provincial bag limit to one buck than 

any other option (Table 13). Support for remaining 3 options (modifying seasons, harmonizing seasons 

and implementing access management) were lower and similar (18.4 – 23.0%). 

 

Table 13. Region 3 mule deer hunter support for broad potential management actions to manage, or 
assist with managing, mule deer buck harvests in Region 3, n = 708. 

Management Action % of 
Respondents 

95% CI (±) 

Reduce buck harvests in Region 3 by modifying hunting seasons in 
Region 3. 

22.0 3.1 

Reduce buck harvests in Region 3 by reducing provincial bag limit to 1 
mule deer/black-tailed deer buck. 

36.6 3.6 

Reduce buck harvests in Region 3 by harmonizing mule deer seasons 
in all Regions in southern BC 

18.4 2.9 

Reduce buck harvests in Region 3 by implementing access 
management (Wildlife Act ATV restrictions and vehicle closures; road 
deactivation and rehabilitation). 

23.0 3.1 

 

Details on hunter support for specific regulatory options are presented in Table 14. If regulatory options 

were to be pursued, a significant majority of hunters would rather modify “4 Point Buck” seasons in 

November (60.3%) as opposed to “Any Buck” seasons in October (39.7%). If seasons were to be 

modified in October, the majority of hunters (50.9%), although not significant, preferred to shorten the 

“Any Buck” season during the initial stages of the rut in the last week of October. Support for the 
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remaining 2 options in October was significantly less. Similarly, if seasons were to be modified in 

November, an insignificant majority of hunters (50.9%) identified the preferred option to be maintaining 

current season structures with an additional rut closure from November 11th to 20th. Support for 

remaining 2 options was significantly lower and similar. If season harmonization was pursued as an 

appropriate course of action, the majority of hunters (62.8%) would rather see seasons liberalized in 

adjacent regions to match Region 3 seasons as opposed to restricting Region 3 seasons to match an 

adjacent region. 

 

Table 14. Region 3 mule deer hunter preference for various regulatory options to restrict buck harvests 
and/or hunting pressure should it be required in the future, n = 794 – 801. 

Scenario % of 
Respondents 

95% CI (±) 

November vs.  October Season Changes   

Reduce buck harvests by modifying the November “4 Point Buck” 
season (e.g., close Nov 10, rut closure Nov 11 to 20, close Nov 
30). 

60.3 3.4 

Reduce buck harvests by modifying the October “Any Buck” 
season. 
 

39.7 3.4 

October Season Changes   

Reduce buck harvests by shortening October “Any Buck” season 
during the beginning of the rut (e.g., Any Buck Oct 1 to 24, 4 
point Oct 25 to 31). 

50.9 3.5 

Reduce buck harvests by shortening October “Any Buck” season 
(e.g., Any Buck Oct 1 to Oct 15, 4 Point Oct 16 to Oct 31). 

29.0 3.2 

Reduce buck harvests by changing October “Any Buck” season to 
October “4 Point” season (Similar to Region 4). 
 

20.2 2.8 

November Season Changes   

Reduce buck harvests by closing the mule deer season on 
November 10th (Similar to Regions 4 and 8). 
 

27.0 3.1 

Reduce buck harvest by closing the mule deer season on 
November 30th with the addition of a November rut closure 
from November 11th to 20th (Similar to Region 5). 
 

22.6 2.9 

Reduce buck harvest by maintaining current seasons with the 
addition of a November rut closure from November 11th to 20th 

(maintain Dec 10th closing date). 
 

50.4 3.5 

Season Harmonization   

Reduce buck harvests through harmonization of Region 3 mule 
deer seasons to match an adjacent region. 
 

37.2 3.4 

Reduce buck harvest through harmonization of adjacent region’s 
mule deer seasons to match current seasons in Region 3. 

62.8 3.4 
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SUMMARY and CONCLUSIONS 
This survey provided a unique opportunity for biologists to receive feedback from a large sample of 

provincial mule deer hunters that hunt in Region 3 and represents a static view of mule deer hunting 

behaviour, satisfaction and support for various management approaches in Region 3. Results of this 

survey will be considered by regional biologists at the management level and where appropriate shared 

with executive members of the ministry to the benefit of maintaining and/or improving the long-term 

sustainability of mule deer populations and hunting opportunity within the region. The overarching 

management direction we take from this survey is that hunters are generally satisfied with the status 

quo but are also generally dissatisfied with hunter crowding and the abundance of bucks, but recognize 

that a trade-off exists between hunting opportunity and the abundance of bucks. When considering 

buck harvest management approaches for Region 3 the majority of hunters  would prefer to see current 

seasons maintained and focus on implementing other management actions (e.g., access management, 

habitat enhancement, winter range protection and predator management, etc.) to benefit mule deer 

and mule deer hunting.  If hunting pressure and buck harvests need to be reduced through regulatory 

options, modification of the provincial bag limit was the preferred approach. 

The following are a summary of the main conclusions derived from the survey: 

Current Management Considerations 

1. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters are dissatisfied with the abundance of bucks in 

Region 3, and Bonaparte GMZ hunters are more satisfied than Nicola GMZ hunters, but the 

majority of hunters are satisfied with their hunting success and nearly 70% desired to maintain 

current buck ratio objectives and current seasons for bucks, likely in recognition of the trade-off 

that exists between hunting opportunity and buck abundance. A high proportion of those 

hunters (~50%) also identified that non-regulatory and regulatory management actions (habitat 

enhancement, access management, and predator management) should be implemented to 

benefit buck hunting. Further, although hunters expressed dissatisfaction with the number of 

bucks and mature bucks, very few hunters desired to see buck harvest management approaches 

that would promote a high abundance of mature bucks (i.e., trophy management) or provide for 

an overall lower abundance of bucks. 

 

2. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters are dissatisfied with the level of hunter crowding 

they experience in Region 3 but only 45% of hunters desired to see more access management in 

the region. We suspect there was difficulty in interpreting this term because we did not define 

what access management encompasses (i.e., physical road management vs. Wildlife Act 

regulation). Future hunter surveys of this nature should clearly define this term to better 

understand hunter desires. 

 

3. The highest level of support for broad management approaches to assist with managing buck 

harvests was for modification of provincial bag limits. The patterns of buck harvest suggest that 

black-tailed deer harvest should be considered when developing provincial bag limits designed 

to reduce mule deer buck harvests to have maximum effect. A relatively high proportion of 

Region 3 mule deer hunters (> 40%) indicate they hunt mule and/or black-tailed deer bucks in 
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multiple regions, which is important to understand to assess effects of provincial bag limits on 

harvests and pressure. 

 

4. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters are satisfied with current “Any Buck” and “ 4 Point 

Buck” season structures and do not want to see them shorter or longer. The majority of Region 

3 mule deer hunters do not want to see a longer youth season for mule deer. 

 

5. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters desire to see maintenance of current levels of 

antlerless hunting for mule deer in Region 3 but a relatively high proportion (nearly 30%) 

desired to see increased antlerless hunting. 

 

6. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters are satisfied with the number of deer they see in 

Region 3 and the overall quality of mule deer hunting in Region 3. Satisfaction is higher for 

hunters in the Bonaparte GMZ than the Nicola GMZ.  

 

7. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters are satisfied with current harvest levels for white-

tailed deer and over 50% of hunters believe more should be harvested. Approximately 15% of 

Region 3 mule deer hunters believe harvests of white-tailed deer should be reduced. 

Future Management Considerations 

1. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters believe more management focus should be directed 

at habitat protection and management (i.e., winter range), habitat enhancement and predator 

management. 

 

2. The majority of Region 3 mule deer hunters would rather see adjacent regions liberalize their 

seasons to harmonize as opposed to Region 3 restricting mule deer seasons, but if season 

restrictions were to be implemented in Region 3, the highest level of support was to modify 

November seasons as opposed to October seasons. Within November, the highest support was 

for implementing a rut closure from November 11th-20th as opposed to shortening seasons to 

November 10th (similar to Region 4 & 8) or 30th(similar to Region 5).  

 

3. The age distribution of Region 3 mule deer hunters suggest mule deer hunter numbers could 

significantly decline in the future (~8% under age of 30; ~65% over the age of 50).  

 

4. Trail cameras appear to be used by a minor number of hunters and not likely to be of 

management concern at this point. 
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