


2026-2028 DEER REGULATIONS: TIMELINE

* Public Input

* Ongoing engagement

* Deer Advisory Teams advisory to the DNR
« Wildlife Division Recommendations

* Draft memo: mid-February 2026
* Review and Action Timeline

* NRC Information: April 2026

 NRC Action: May 2026
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Manage deer populations at levels that do not degrade the vegetation upon
which deer and other wildlife depend.

Promote deer hunting to provide quality recreational opportunities, as the
primary tool to achieve management goals and as an important social and
cultural activity.

Manage habitat to provide for the long-term viability of white-tailed deer in
Michigan while limiting negative impacts to the habitats of other wildlife species.

Reduce conflict between humans and deer.

Reduce the threats and impacts of disease on the wild deer population and on
Michigan’'s economy.

Enhance public engagement in and awareness of deer management issues and
knowledge of deer ecology and management.

2016-2026 Michigan Deer Management Plan



BIOLOGICAL KEYSTONE SPECIES

Key role in the structure and functioning of ecosystems, by affecting:

1. Distribution or abundance of other species
2. Competition between other species

Waller, D. M., and W. S. Alverson. 1997. The white-tailed deer: a keystone
herbivore. Wildlife Society Bulletin 25(2): 217-226.
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| LONG-TERM DEER HARVEST TRENDS

Number of deer harvested
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| CULTURAL KEYSTONE SPECIES

Key role in human culture:

1. Relevance and recognition in way of life
2. Unique role in shaping the identity of those that rely upon them

Garibaldi, A., and N. Turner. 2004. Cultural keystone species: implications
for ecological conservation and restoration. Ecology and Society 9(3): 1.
[online] URL: http:/ /www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol9 /iss3 /art]




DEER HUNTING IN MICHIGAN

M Deer License Customers  m All Hunting Customers
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| LONG-TERM DEER HUNTER TRENDS

Number of deer hunters
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[0 Overall deer hunting experience O Number of deer seen

= Hunters report many

O Number of deer taken O Number of antlered deer seen
reasons to participate O=—Size of anflers seen
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40%
= Satisfaction generally .
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(2017)

55% support (2019)

2020 Deer Hunter Survey (51% support for
regional APRs vs. 35% opposition)
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The effectiveness of antler point restrictions
to achieve management goals

Rebecca L. Cain ® | David M. Williams | William F. Porter®

“...we found no evidence that implementing antler point restrictions would help
managers increase the antlerless harvest or recruit more hunters to the area.”
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ECQ_S DH E_P.E Legal-antlered

ARTICLE

Animal Ecology

Harvest restrictions fail to influence population abundance

Sublegal-antlered

Steven M. Gurney' ©® | Sonja A. Christensen’® | Melissa J. Nichols® |
Chad M. Stewart® | David M. Williams' | Sarah L. Mayhew® |
Neil A. Gilbert*® | Dwayne R. Etter?
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Sex and age class

Antler point
restriction
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“Our results suggest that the restrictions did
not influence population abundance of deer.’

“Our results highlight potential limitations of Change (2022-2019) in site-level deer abundance
antler point restrictions achieving desired

* ° oo °
: : ; nificant incr ndan
effects for population reduction goals... Significant increased abundance,

with AND without APR.




BOVINE TUBERCULOSIS (TB) MANAGEMENT
INTERVENTIONS




TB AND BAITING REGULATIONS

1975: 1 TB+ deer & Baiting of Deer 2002

over
Michigan Counties

1994—-1997: TB in 5 counties
1998-2001: baiting rules changed
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2002-2007: stabilized regulations .i//
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1B, CWD, AND BAITING REGULATIONS
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BAITING AND DISEASE TRANSMISSION

Direct transmission: increased
concentration at baiting locations

Indirect transmission: M. bovis may
survive on bait 7 — 100+ days
and be ingested later, prions
persist in the environment

Francis 1971, Garner 2001, Palmer et al. 2004, Palmer and Whipple 2006




PERCEIVED GAINS FROM USING BAIT

Intentions of legal baiting practices:

48% of hunters sought to
distract deer

48% intended to
influence deer movements

19% wished to concentrate deer
over an extended period of time

DelJong 1988, Frawley 2000

Baiting ban violations:

¢ 25% minimum noncompliance

* Primary motivation: perceived
better opportunity to take at
least one deer

Rudolph 2012
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Regional Hunter Success

60

52.7

50

43.1

40

36.0

30

20

SLP

—NLP

UP




Regional Hunter Success: % Taking =1
45 Antlered Deer

38.6

r31.0

5 UP —NLP SLP

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024




Regional Hunter Success: % Taking =1
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2022-2024 HUNTERS REPORTING 2 BUCKS (AVERAGE)

22,063 individuals reported harvesting 2 bucks

* 19,144 (86.4%) reported both in the same county
*3,011 (13.6%) reported each in different counties

“11,516 (52.2%) reported both in the same season
10,547 (47.8%) reported each in a different season




HUNTER OPINION: MIXED SCENARIOS

2020 Support/Opposition for various changes
* Change combo to one buck/one doe: 48% support, 40% opposed
* Eliminating the single deer license: 26% support, 61% opposed
* Regional antler point restrictions: 51% support, 35% opposed
" Transfer of unused buck tag to another hunter: 29% support, 56% opposed

2021 Support/Opposition for the scenario:

Change combo tag to one buck/one doe, eliminate single deer
license, maintain regional antler point restrictions, and allow hunters
to transfer a buck tag

= 38% support, 42% opposed
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Attitudes of frequent antlerless license buyers

* 46% indicated reducing the deer population is NOT IMPORTANT to their
purchase decision

61% indicated balancing the buck:doe is IMPORTANT to their purchase
decision




| HARVEST TAGS SOLD. 2022-2024

Change
Between
Harvest Tags Number sold Number sold Number 2023 and
Issued in 2022 in 2023 sold in 2024 2024 (%)

Deer 133,124 129,646 129,645
Combination 863,890 884,784 900,634

Antlerless 305,480 317,853 342,958
Mentored Youth 10,824 11,650 12,437
Total RSN RS 1,343,933 1,385,674




Manage deer populations at levels that do not degrade the vegetation upon
which deer and other wildlife depend.

Promote deer hunting to provide quality recreational opportunities, as the
primary tool to achieve management goals and as an important social and
cultural activity.

Manage habitat to provide for the long-term viability of white-tailed deer in
Michigan while limiting negative impacts to the habitats of other wildlife species.

Reduce conflict between humans and deer.

Reduce the threats and impacts of disease on the wild deer population and on
Michigan’'s economy.

Enhance public engagement in and awareness of deer management issues and
knowledge of deer ecology and management.

2016-2026 Michigan Deer Management Plan



2026-2028 DEER REGULATIONS: INTERNAL REVIEW

* Are substantial changes needed to address resource
management concerns?

« Under stable regulations for 2026-2028, are annual minor
adjustments needed?

» Topics of interest to stakeholders:
* Buck restrictions
« Season length
* Universal Antlerless Licenses
« Baiting
e Others?




2026-2028 DEER REGULATIONS: TIMELINE

* Public Input

* Ongoing engagement

* Deer Advisory Teams advisory to the DNR
« Wildlife Division Recommendations

* Draft memo: mid-February 2026
* Review and Action Timeline

 NRC Information/Action: April/May 2026
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