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Supplementary Table S1

Feed consumption rates (kg/day/deer) of white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) chemically

immobilised plus exposed to a conducted electrical weapon (CEW) for 5 seconds (Chem5; n =5),

chemically immobilised plus exposed to a CEW for 15 seconds (Chem 15; n =5), only exposed

to a CEW for 5 seconds (CEWS5; n =10), only exposed to a CEW for 15 seconds (CEW15; n

=10), and a control (n=10) while group-housed in outdoor paddocks (0.4-0.8 ha) or housed in

individual barn stalls (3 x 6 m) before and after treatment.

Treatment Location Before Treatment (SE) After Treatment (SE) P Value
Chem5 Paddock 0.83 (0.10) 0.76 (0.09) 0.63
Chem5 Stall 0.73 (0.10) 0.82 (0.17) 0.67
Chem15 Paddock 0.68 (0.12) 0.64 (0.08) 0.76
Chem15 Stall 0.74 (0.09) 0.82 (0.14) 0.63
CEWS5 Paddock 1.25 (0.10) 1.24 (0.09) 0.96
CEWS5 Stall 0.68 (0.08) 0.76 (0.07) 0.45
CEWI15 Paddock 1.10 (0.14) 0.83 (0.06) 0.06
CEW15 Stall 0.71 (0.11) 1.07 (0.08) 0.01
Control Paddock 1.33 (0.16) 1.63 (0.10) 0.12
Control Stall 1.20 (0.07) 1.31 (0.08) 0.30




