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The Wisconsin Bowhunters Association has a nearly 70 year history in Wisconsin as an advocate for the hunting 
archer but because the archery deer season is the state's only archery exclusive season we have been largely a 
deer centric organization as our logo indicates. As such, deer issues are paramount to the many thousands of WBH 
members as well as non-member bowhunters that benefit from the efforts of WBH. Because deer population goals 
are a statewide concern affecting deer hunters regardless of weapon used, we gladly advocate for all deer hunters 
of the state as we look to improve the current situation. In short, bowhunters are gun hunters and vice versa. All 
deer hunters share a common concern for deer population goals regardless of season. 

It's understood that the goal setting process is a balancing act that needs to weigh both social and biological 
concerns but history has shown that biological concerns are typically framed mostly in negative terms. Likewise, the 
social side of the equation has also been framed in terms that focus on the negatives of deer meaning that goal 
setting takes on a minimalist approach leaving very few deer on the landscape.  When considerations are made in 
regards to the effects of predation and other non-hunter mortalities, it's the remaining deer available on the 
landscape hope to provide for Wisconsin's hunting heritage. So important is this point in regards to deer and 
hunting that State Statute 29.014 (1) reads as follows: 

"The department shall establish and maintain open and closed seasons for fish and game and any bag limits, size 
limits, rest days and conditions governing the taking of fish and game that will conserve the fish and game supply 
and ensure the citizens of this state continued opportu nities for good hunting,  fishing, and trapping." 

Now that the deer herd has been reduced to what is arguably an "At Goal" condition in much of the state, the terms 
"minimalist" and "Good Hunting" take on even more significance. A minimalist approach satisfies everybody except 
the private wildlife manager.  To understand goals setting from the other side of the coin, it needs to be understood 
that deer hunters (especially land-owning deer hunters) are indeed private wildlife managers so for the purposes of 
this perspective the term "private wildlife managers" is to mean "Deer Hunter" because every time we release an 
arrow or pull a trigger, we are making wildlife management decisions on the local level. These same private Wildlife 
managers are taking steps to increase and improve deer habitat and the carrying capacity of the land to encourage 
a robust and healthy deer herd everywhere they are able. These private wildlife managers set quotas and goals at 
local levels and it's these same private wildlife managers that are responsible for controlling the state's deer 
population. We hunters are the ones responsible for harvesting the deer. That is a responsibility we eagerly accept. 
I say responsibility because hunters are also farmers and motorists and gardeners and landowners that interact 
with deer and their effects year round and not just during the fall deer season. We are the citizens of the state. 

"Good" Deer hunting creates a one billion dollar economy for this state while the hunting heritage and traditions 
associated with deer and deer hunting are priceless. It is understandable that this concept is completely foreign to 
some and even in the current, depressed condition of the deer population there are those that still view the deer 
herd as over abundant and in need of reducing. We understand there are those with differing values, goals and 
objective compared us, the roughly 3/4 million private wildlife managers but we are the ones that pay for the 
management program and carry out the task of keeping the state's deer population under control. These facts can't 
be ignored. Despite these facts, the concerns of private wildlife managers appear to count for less than we would 
hope in the collective bargaining process of establishing population goals for the deer herd.   

In spite of the importance of the private wildlife manager in setting deer population goals, during the 48 days that 
elapsed from when the first goals package was rejected by the legislature (Jan. 6) and until the goals committee 
reconvened (Feb. 23), the private wildlife managers were not included in the process of establishing the revised 
goal package. Other stakeholders however were included. When we were finally included, we were given 2.5 days 
in which to make our recommendations for revised goals for the entire state.  Quite a formidable task. 
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Because the representatives for the hunting groups are private citizen/volunteers constrained by full time jobs, the 
time frame allowed us about 12 hours in which to provide meaningful input into the goals. Because of the short 
notice and time allowed, some sporting groups were unable to participate in the only meeting held to discuss the 
revised goals. This is both frustrating and unfortunate and perhaps explains why there is currently an adversarial 
relationship between the two halves of the deer management team (DNR and private wildlife managers)   

As a significant stakeholder in whitetail deer it should be well understood that the success of any deer management 
program is entirely dependent on the private wildlife manager's willingness to reduce the population to goal.  This 
was made evident with recent CWD/deer management (Holsman, 2007) and the fact that hunters in various parts 
of the state are now closing their lands to all forms of hunting as a result of what they view as punitive management 
prescriptions and depressed populations even if those populations are above the current goals. Private wildlife 
managers have seen what "At Goal" means to them and "Good Hunting" and have opted to no longer reduce the 
herd until the population rebounds. Lack of faith in population estimates coupled with their comparative personal 
observations has convinced private wildlife managers that the deer herd has been reduced too far already meaning 
deer management has reached the disruptive stage (Holsman, 2008)  

In the short time we were allotted to make revised goal recommendations, I was drawn to one of the sources of 
frustration for both halves of the deer management team, that being the difference in the expression of deer 
densities per square mile of range (used by the DNR) and deer density per square mile of land within a deer 
management unit (used by everybody else) because private wildlife managers and all citizens interact with deer on 
a density per total land area during both the deer seasons an all other times of the year. This led the SAK audit 
team to recommend the DNR stop using density per square mile of range and instead speak in terms of abundance 
per DMU. (Millspaugh et al., 2006) I wholeheartedly agree with their recommendation.  

The Dept. calculated the 2009, statewide over winter population to be just over one million deer, which resulted in 
the lowest gun deer harvest in decades. The steady reduction of the deer herd has resulted in a steady decline in 
gun harvests and a similar reduction in car/deer collisions resulting in the insurance industry downgrading WI from 
the 3rd ranked to the 8th ranked state for car/deer collisions. There has been an obvious reduction in deer sightings 
by non-hunters who value deer on the landscape for their aesthetic value as indicated by a recent study into the 

human dimensions of wildlife management conducted by the DNR. (!
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slightly over one million deer in the overwinter period suggesting that there is a social acceptance of an overwinter 
population exceeding one million yet the revised goal still seeks to reduce the goal population further to 794,172 
deer. As already indicated, hunters won't reduce the population to such a level if one million is already cause for 
concern.  

So as to correct the issues created by using deer per square mile of range and concerns of an overwinter 
population smaller than one million, my recommendation for the revised goal is to keep the existing goal number in 
a DMU (i.e. 20 or 25 etc) but to apply that value to the total land area of the DMU's. (Not deer range)  

In the sensitive Northern forest region:  17 units were identified for potential goal change. On average, these 
units consist of 90% deer range meaning this methodology establishes population goals very near (within 1 or 2 
deer in most cases) the potential goal increase identified by the DNR. This methodology establishes NO DMU in 
excess of 25 deer per total square mile of land for the entire region with many as low as 15-17. The 2nd edition of 
the DNR's "Deer book” identifies the maximum biological carrying capacity of the region at 30. This methodology 
establishes a super majority of the units that range between 15 and 20 deer per square mile of land area. 

In the Western Farmland region:  nearly every DMU, potential increase establishes that these units have a goal of 
25 deer per square mile of range. In keeping with my methodology, I establish every unit at 25 deer per square mile 
of total area. The "Deer Book" states the following for the farmland regions: 

"The most recent deer range inventory measured about 17,000 square miles of deer range in the farmlands of 
Wisconsin, or about half the deer range in the state. Maximum biological carrying capacity for deer here is very high 
(100+ per square mile) , with intermixed farms and woodlots providing prime deer habitat." 
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My methodology keeps the goal population in the Western Farmland region far below the maximum carrying 
capacity at 25. 

In the Eastern Farmland region: nearly half of the DMU's were revised with the potential increase. The region is a 
mix of mostly 25 and 30 values with unit 80A agreed upon by the group in the first goals exercise as being a unique 
environment. My methodology follows that thinking keeping unit 80A at 15 deer per square mile of total land area. 
Again the "Deer Book" states the maximum carrying capacity for the farmland regions at 100+. My methodology 
establishes no DMU over 30 deer per square mile of total area (far below the maximum). 

In the Central Forest region: no units were identified for an increase and are currently at 25 or 30 deer per square 
mile of range, in keeping with my methodology. I kept the number of deer but applied it to the total land area 
making the goal mostly 25 with one unit (unit 56) at 30. The "Deer Book states the following for the Central Forest 
Region: 

"Reproductive data (recruitment rates) and intensive studies at the Sandhill Wildlife Area (in Unit 56, Wood County) 
suggest that maximum biological carrying capacity for this region may average about 55 deer per square mile" 
 
My methodology established most goals at 25 and 30 for DMU 56. 
 
In the Southern Farmland region: 3 DMU's were identified for potential increases as well as increases from the 
first goal rule. This region is a mix of mostly 20 and 25 with one at 30 and (2) units at 15. My methodology keeps 
those values but again applies to the total land area of the DMU.  Again the "Deer Book" states the maximum 
carrying capacity for the farmland regions at 100+. My methodology establishes no DMU over 30 (only one unit) 
deer per square mile of total area with most being at 20 or 25 and (2) units at 15 (far below the maximum). 
 
In the Metro units: 4 DMU's were identified for increases from the first goal rule. Most are at 15 with one DMU 
(unit 1M) at 10. My methodology keeps those values but again applies to the total land area of the DMU. I am far 
more flexible in the metro units as they are and will remain perpetually over goal and are unique. 
 
CWD units  were off the table for this committee. No recommendations were made in those units.  
 
While making goal recommendations based on deer per square mile of total land area (Millspaugh et al., 2006) 
(rather than deer per square mile of estimated range) I did a comparison of several DMU's to better understand 
what the current goals represent to Private Wildlife managers and all citizens that interact with deer not just in deer 
range but within the total square miles of a DMU they live, work and hunt. It was made clear to me that the current 
goals applied to total area are real cause for concern to wildlife managers and everybody else that values deer on 
the landscape and is what is leading to much of the frustration. My methodology establishes goals that are well 
below the biological carrying capacity of the regions. Below are the deer densities per total square miles of land 
area using my method and the current method established by the Dept. 
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It's clear that as a result of many units being close to or already reaching the current goal that "At Goal" represents 
a population unacceptable to those that value deer. This has already resulted in legislative hearings at the call of 
private wildlife managers and yet the potential (2nd round) goal still seeks to reduce the population further from the 
one million deer in the 2009 overwinter period.  Private wildlife managers simply refuse to reduce the population to 
the current goals as these values are not in keeping with their values and state statute 29.014 stating that the 
department shall establish and maintain open and closed seasons to ensure the citizens of this state continued 
opportunities for good hunting.  Private wildlife managers think in terms of not only square miles but acres. We 
typically own and hunt 40 and 80 acre parcels and understand that 6 deer per square mile of land area (640 acres) 
equates to 1 deer for every 106 acres (overwinter) meaning many will purchase recreational hunting land and make 
improvements to attract and encourage deer populations but may never see a deer once the current goals are met.  
 
A unit-by-unit breakdown based on this methodology is contained within the report and is titled "WBH goal 
recommendations" . Had there been sufficient time allowed, I would have included a review of maximum harvest 
data by DMU and a review of historical fawn recruitment as that sort of verification and validation is needed to make 
sure these goal increases do not create populations that private wildlife managers are unable to keep at goal. While 
our time frame did not allow such rigor, it is an important review that must be undertaken. My recommendations are 
subject to compromise with other stakeholder groups to ensure other opinions and considerations are made while 
establishing goals that are realistic and represent population levels that private wildlife managers will agree to reach 
because as we have witnessed, unrealistic goals will not be met by private wildlife managers causing frustration 
and animosity between private wildlife managers and the DNR.  
 
I would be remiss if I did not mention that all of this is for naught without population estimates that are credible. 
Setting goals and being uncertain if those goals have been met because of doubts with population estimation tools 
will lead to (and has already lead to) much frustration for both halves of the deer management team. A recent 
announcement entitled "Investing in Wisconsin's whitetails" describes actions by the Dept. that hopes to use 
Pittman Robertson funds to make improvements to deer management. But without a third party, independent 
population estimate (not a review of SAK) in several DMU's there will be continued skepticism of DNR population 
estimates. An independent population estimate may serve to validate the current estimates or reveal flaws and 
areas for improvement (as was the case of the bear population study). Either way, it's a win-win proposition and 
something worthy of Pittman Robertson funds that are derived from hunter dollars.  
 
Wisconsin Bowhunters Association is grateful for being included in the goal setting process and is eager to work 
with all stakeholders to ensure management philosophies and prescriptions that are equitable for all stakeholders 
that address both the biological and social components that go with managing the state's resources. 
 
 
Ronald Kulas                                                                                                                                                    
Wisconsin Bowhunters Association 
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