


 Map? 



1. Allow landowners to 
achieve deer management 
goals on a localized level 

 More deer, trophy bucks, 
QDM, better habitat, reduced 
ag  or forest damage 

2. Collect biological data that 
supplements statewide data 

3. Build relationships between 
landowners, hunters, and 
the agency 



 Additional antlerless 
tags 

 Instruction on data 
collection and analysis 

 Harvest reports 

 Property visits 

 Habitat management 
recommendations 

 Property-specific 
management plans 

*Can be tailored to landowner goals 



 AR – 9,000 participants, 1.5 million acres 

 AL – 1,900 participants,  3.6 million acres 

 VA – 860 participants, 1.4 million acres 

 LA – 750 participants, 1.5 million acres 

 MS – 559 participants, 1.3 million acres 

 PA – 899,000 acres, 14,160  permits 

 OK – 154 participants, 710,000 acres 

 KY – 300 participants, 30,000 acres 

 

 



 KY – 100  

 AR – 167  

 VA – 1627 

 AL – 1894 

 MS – 2325 

 OK - 4610 

 



 No minimum size – 5 states 

 1000 acres is common 

 Tiered enrollment levels 

 Management options vary based on property size or 
landowner goals 



 Annual Fee 
 NC - $50 

 OK - $200 (1000-5000 acres) or $400 (5000+ acres) 

 LA – based on tier and acreage  

 ($0 for nuisance/crop damage, $100+ for 40-500 acres, $150+ for 500-
1500 acres, $250+ for 1000+ acres) 

 TN - $1000 (or $350 with accepted management plan) 

 Per acre 
 AL - $35 (+$0.06/acre) or $100 (+$0.06/acre) for commercial hunting 

properties 

 Per antlerless permit  
 NJ- $28  

 PA - $10.70 

 None – KY, VA, AR, MS 
 VA – would like to charge a small application fee to prevent less serious 

landowners from enrolling 



 Collection and reporting of biological data 
 Sex, age (jawbone), antler dimensions, weight, 

lactation status 

 Harvest data from previous seasons 
 1 year is common 

 NC – 3 years 

 Probation period 

 Property visits by biologist and/or forester 

 Minimum antlerless harvest 
 MS – 10 deer 

 Use of prescribed permits 



 Yes – KY, VA, AR, MS, NJ, PA 

 State/County forests, wildlife areas, municipalities, 
refuges, parks, military lands 

 Low enrollment of public lands 

 No – LA, AL, TN, NC, OK, NY 





 Goal: Allow landowners  and hunters to work 
together with the DNR to manage deer on a 
site-specific basis 

 Objectives: 

 Improve relationships between hunters, landowners, 
and the DNR 

 Provide a means for site-specific management of 
antlerless deer 

 Provide a database for site-specific management that 
can also be used for DMU or statewide data 



1. Applicability to public and private lands 

2. Initial are eligible to participate (pilot) 

3. Administration 

4. Funding 

5. Personnel and training 

6. Minimum property size 

7. Fees 

8. Participation requirements 

9. Data collection 

10. Registration of  harvested deer 

11. Data analysis and reporting 

12. Program effectiveness 

 



 Availability of antlerless tags is generally not 
an issue in WI 

 Participation in other states drops dramatically when 
antlerless tags are liberalized 

 Increase buy-in for antlerless harvest? 



 DTR recommended 
that DMAP not 
replace WI’s ADACP 



 



 Objectives: 

 Improve relationships between hunters, landowners, 
and the DNR 

 Provide a means for site-specific management of 
antlerless deer 

 Provide a database for site-specific management that 
can also be used for DMU or statewide data 

 





 Cooperators understood why they collect 
biological data but less understanding of 
overall program goals 

 Conclusion: biologists need to better 
understand landowner goals 

 Management implications: increased face to 
face interactions between biologists and 
landowners 



 On-site recommendations for habitat 
improvements (#1 reason for enrollment) 

 Forest management 

 Food plots 

 Property design/layout 

 Annual habitat evaluations conducted by 
biologists 

 

 



 



 Habitat and harvest recommendations 

 DNR or consulting biologists? 

 Who will perform the habitat management? 

 

 



• Collection and reporting of 
biological data  (sex, age, antler 
dimensions, weight, lactation 
status) 

• Supplement DMU or statewide 
database 



 





 Annual meetings and reports 

 Cooperatives, regional, statewide 



 Minimum acreage 

 Management relevance is a function of property size, 
but educational  and goodwill opportunities exist on 
small properties 

 Cooperatives 

 Collection of harvest data prior to enrollment 

 Approved management plan 

 Written goals 

 

 



 Average landowner owns 20-30 acres 

 362,000 non-industrial private woodland 
owners 

 9,000 own >200 acres 

 2,000 own >500 acres 

 176,000  own <10acres 

 

 600,000+ WI deer hunters 



 5.7 million acres of public land in WI 

State 

County 

Federal 

Percent public land 



 How will the program be funded? 

 Fee options 

 Per acre 

 Flat fee 

 Based on services (tiered participation) 

 Combination  

 None 

 Contract length 

 Hunter access in exchange for services 



 Existing programs 

 MFL, Farm Bill (CRP),  Coverts, etc.  

 Partners 

 State, County, Federal agencies 

 QDMA 

 WWOA 

 UW Extension 



 DMAP resources available to non-DMAP 
participants or member-only access to 
resources? 

 Forums 

 Audio/video resources 

 Research 

 Discounted services 



 Is there a need? 

 Goals/objectives 

 Area of state 

 Number of properties 

 Length  

 How do we measure success? 

 



 How will DMAP improve relationships? 
 How will non-DMAP participants benefit? 

 How do we prevent DMAP from privatizing 
wildlife? 

 How do we measure DMAP success and grow 
the program? 

 How will DMAP apply to both public and 
private lands? 

 Staffing/budget requirements 
 Can we do everything we want? 

 

 

 

 



1. Incomplete information gathering by 
participant 

2. Failure to achieve recommended level of 
antlerless harvest 

3. Trying to manage a deer herd on too small of 
an area 

4. Expecting immediate results 


