Mule Deer Management Plan comments continued:

Elk are efficient and voracious grazers that remove many of the forbs that are so important for mule deer.  
Even in the absence of information quantify this concern, WDFW should prioritize this zone for mule deer and state emphatically that management and harvest strategies will be designed to discourage the establishment t of elk populations in this zone.  There are many reason to do this, including limiting agricultural damage issues, but by far the most important reason it to recognize the significance and demand for healthy and sustainable mule deer populations on remaining native landscapes.
Some people believe that elk and mule deer can occur on the same landscapes with no consequences.  But the history of elk expansion across the west does not support this.  Where elk are well established or expanding, mule deer populations are declining.  WDFW should exercise every management option to reduce or eliminate elk from the East Slope MDMZ.
Another issue that needs more discussion is the impact of hunting seasons that stretch from the end of August through the end of December.  These seasons are likely putting deer under more stress as they approach the winter.  The discussion should include the impact, in terms of lost recreational opportunities, that result from senseless antler restrictions that still cause hunters to shoot illegal bucks and leave them in the field.  When resource allocation was established in 1984 it was for hunters, not deer.  It is now time to reconsider these seasons for the protection of mule deer.  It is time to use science and the facts to refute the misinformed support for antler restrictions and endless hunting seasons.  
A 3-point antler restriction results in an abnormal mortality curve for bucks when compared to natural conditions and does not really achieve the results it was intended to.  As noted in the management plan, harvest of marked bucks showed very low compliance with antler restrictions.   A 3-point restriction will increase the number of yearling bucks in post season surveys at the expense of the older age-class bucks.  If hunters think it is producing more bucks or larger bucks, that is not what is happening.  

I’m not sure where in the report it should be discussed or if it should be, but in the late 1980’s and early 90’s there was a private landowner whose habitat improvements had a major impact across 3 counties in what is now called the Columbia Plateau MZ.   This was the PLWMA program and allowed landowner David Stevens to demonstrate just how easy it was to effect changes in mule deer numbers by extensive private land habitat improvements in north Grant County.   At the very least this might be mentioned as a potential habitat improvement tool since it affected mule deer populations far more significantly and more rapidly than almost any other large scale habitat improvement projects.   Marked deer relocations revealed that wintering deer on the Stevens Ranch were traveling as far as 80 miles to other seasonal ranges.  Numbers increased dramatically and were reflected in harvest increases for these GMU’s.   
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  Overall, very will done.
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