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Abundant deer populations have the potential for substantive negative ecological, economic, and 
social impacts.  According to many of Minnesota wildlife managers, current strategies to 
encourage an increase in harvest of antlerless deer effectively reduced deer populations to 
desired densities.  For this reason, deer researchers and managers intend to evaluate alternative 
hunting regulations that might increase antlerless deer harvests and reduce deer population 
growth rates.   
 
Similar to most states, Minnesota has entered a period of transition in deer management.  
Historically, deer were managed for maximum sustained yield, whereby antlerless deer were 
protected and harvest pressure was focused on antlered males.  Although this management 
strategy successfully allowed deer populations to increase while allowing a deer hunting season 
to occur each year, there have been unintended side effects as well.  For example, human 
tolerance toward deer has likely declined while hunter expectations for a successful deer season 
have likely increased.  In addition, there is concern from some hunters that the high buck harvest 
rates combined with low female harvests rates have caused skewed buck:doe ratios and relatively 
few mature males in the deer population. 
 
Landscape changes, whether through forest management practices or agricultural development, 
have created situations where biological carrying capacity is generally not exceeded.  
Consequently, social tolerance of deer populations is likely a more important measurement of 
deer population objectives.  Defining social carrying capacity as a deer population objective 
somewhere below biological carrying capacity yet within the constructs of what number the 
public can support will be a recurring deer management challenge.  In addition, hunters are the 
vehicle for managing Minnesota’s deer population and support for regulation changes is 
critically important.  Without a base level support from hunters, it would be difficult to keep deer 
populations in line with this social carrying capacity. 
 
Previous surveys of Minnesota deer hunters have assessed both satisfaction with deer 
management and preferences toward regulatory changes.  Fulton et al. (2004) examined attitudes 
of northwest Minnesota deer hunters towards management for more antlered males and found 
that a majority of hunters (60%) would prefer to see more mature bucks in the population 
however, less than one-half of the surveyed hunters agreed on an alternative hunting regulation 
that would allow for this type of management to be effective.   
 
Study Purpose and Objectives 
 
This study was to provide baseline information on deer hunter demographics, attitudes and 
motivations regarding deer hunting, preference for regulation changes, and measure hunter 
satisfaction.  Ultimately, the purpose of this project was to identify the hunter-preferred 
regulatory attributes that have the potential to increase antlerless deer harvest in Minnesota. 
 
The specific objectives of the project were to: 


1. Describe hunter effort in Minnesota in 2004 including: type of land hunted, hunting 
methods and locations, and number of years hunting; 
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Northwest


Transition


East Central


Southeast


2. Describe hunting satisfaction with deer hunting in Minnesota in 2004, and identify 
activities and experiences that affect hunting satisfaction; 


3. Determine Minnesota deer hunter support for various regulatory changes that might lead 
to more mature bucks in the deer population; and 


4. Determine deer hunter preference for regulatory changes when a finite number of choices 
are presented to the respondent.   


 
Methods 
 
Sampling 
 
The study sample was divided into four strata:  Northwest, Transition Zone, East Central, and 
South East (Figure 1).   These areas represented the locations where alternative harvest strategies 
may be necessary to control and manage deer population growth.  The samples were drawn using 
stratified random sampling of 2004 licensed deer hunters aged 18 years or older in the Electronic 
Licensing System (ELS) database.  At the time of license purchase, hunters are asked to indicate 
which permit area they hunt most often.  Deer harvest data indicates ~90% of successful hunters 
harvest a deer in the permit area they say they hunt most often.  For this reason, we used the 
hunters’ responses to the question of which permit area they hunt most often as the basis for 
stratification of the sample.  The target completed sample size for firearm deer hunters who hunt 
in each region was 700 (n = 2,800 statewide).  An initial stratified random sample of 6,000 
individuals (1,500 in each region) was drawn from the ELS. 


 
Figure 1.  2004 Minnesota Permit Areas with Choice Survey Regions. 







Introduction
 


 


3 


Survey design 
 
The survey contained 4 sections.  The first section contained questions that assessed recent 
hunter experiences and general perceptions about hunting deer in Minnesota.  The second section 
included questions to quantify hunter support for alternative deer hunting regulations, and the 
third section focused on past deer hunting experience.  The final section was a unique survey 
design that, to our knowledge, has not been previously used in wildlife sciences.  In this last 
section, we provided hunters with different population management scenarios and queried them 
about what changes in deer hunting regulations were most preferable.  Hunters were presented 
with 5 scenarios related to Minnesota deer management.   In total, there were 7 choices within 
each management scenario, but each hunter was presented only 3 choices in which they were 
asked to rank preference in descending order (1, 2, 3).  Each choice was assigned at random 
using a balanced incomplete block design (Cochran and Cox 1957), which allowed for the same 
number of choices represented in all 6,000 surveys.  Finally, the option of ‘doing nothing’ was 
not a choice under any scenario as the intent of the instrument was to gauge acceptance of 
regulation change.  However, the options of ‘not hunting’ or ‘moving to another area’ were 
offered as choices on some scenarios. 
 
Data collection 
 
Data were collected using a mail-back survey questionnaire following the process outlined in 
Dillman (2000).  The process involved development of a survey that was relatively easy to 
complete, and was not time consuming to complete.  The first 3 sections of the survey were 
relatively easy to complete; however, the fourth section did require more thought and 
consideration as it asked hunters to rank order several scenarios that may have had only slight 
differences between the choices.  In total, 3 attempts were made to contact potential respondents.  
The first mailing was sent in late October, 2005.  In the initial attempt, a cover letter, survey 
questionnaire, and postage-paid envelope were sent to participants.  The cover letter attempted to 
convey the importance of completing and returning the survey.  Approximately 30 days later, a 
second survey, postage-paid envelope and new cover letter was sent to non-respondents.  
Approximately 8 weeks after the first mailing, a third mailing was sent to non-respondents with 
another survey, postage-paid envelope, and cover letter.  Returned surveys were collected 
through March, 2006. 
 
Survey instrument 
 
The survey was a 16-page (14 pages of questions), self-administered questionnaire (Appendix 
A).  The survey was organized into 4 sections and addressed the following topics: 
 


1. Minnesota deer hunting experiences 
2. Deer management in Minnesota 
3. Past hunting experiences 
4. Choice preferences for deer season options and regulatory changes 
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Data entry and analysis 
 
The data entry template was designed using the Questionnaire Programming Language version 5 
(http://qpl.gao.gov) that allowed for online data entry at any computer with internet access.  Data 
were entered by University of Minnesota undergraduates where 1 student would enter data and 
another would proof data entered from the same survey.  This method assured 2 people reviewed 
each survey, which decreased data entry errors.  Data were analyzed using the Statistical 
Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS 14).  For the statewide level, descriptive statistics and 
frequencies were computed.  Regional level results were compared using chi-square tests, 
analysis of variance (ANOVA), and cross-tabulations.  The choice portion of the survey (Section 
4) was analyzed using one-way ANOVA. 
 
Survey response rate 
 
Of the 6,000 questionnaires mailed, 426 were undeliverable, which resulted in 5,574 valid 
surveys.  A total of 3,293 deer hunters completed and returned the questionnaire, yielding an 
overall response rate of 59.1% (Table I-1). 
 
Because the response rate did not exceed the pre-determined goal of 60%, an additional non-
response survey to determine non-response bias was recently mailed.  However, at the time of 
this report, these data have not been compiled.   
 
Variable weights and margin of error 
 
The study sample was drawn from a stratified random sample of individuals who indicated they 
hunted in 1 of 4 regions.  Therefore, data were weighted to reflect the proportion of hunters 
sampled within each region and the proportion of regional respondents.  For total estimates, data 
were weighted based on these proportions (Table I-2). 
 
The margin of error for this survey was calculated using the formula provided by Scheaffer et al. 
(2000).  We opted to calculate a maximum error rate, which implies a 50:50 split between 
responses.  Overall, our stratified error rate for this survey was 0.29% and ranged from 3.3% to 
3.5% between regions (Table I-2).  If respondents were treated as a simple random sample drawn 
statewide, the error estimate was 1.7%.  Overall, samples sizes were adequate to draw 
conclusions both in total and by individual survey areas. 
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Table I-1.  Response rates for each survey region. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Table I-2.  Weights assigned by proportions of deer hunters based on region they hunted 
and survey response rates. 


1Total margin of error is stratified by regional response rate and number of adult hunters in the 
survey areas during 2004.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Region 


Initial 
Sample 


Size 
Number 


Undeliverable 


Valid 
Sample 


Size 
Number 
Returned


Response 
Rate (%) 


East Central 1,500 118 1,382 775 56.1 


Northwest 1,500 96 1,404 819 58.3 


Southeast 1,500 106 1,394 821 58.9 


Transition 1,500 106 1,394 878 63.0 


Total 6,000 426 5,574 3,293 59.1 


Region 
Number 
Returned 


Proportion 
in  


Sample 


Total 
Number of 


Hunters 


Proportion 
in 


Population Weight 


Percent 
Margin of 


Error1 
East Central 775 0.2353 67,157 0.3332 1.4156 3.50 


Northwest 819 0.2487 25,188 0.1250 0.5024 3.37 


Southeast 821 0.2493 31,379 0.1557 0.6244 3.38 


Transition 878 0.2666 77,848 0.3862 1.4485 3.29 


Total 3,293  201,572  3.9909 0.29 
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Findings 
 
This suite of questions focused on experiences during the 2004 deer season, hunter participation, 
and demographic characteristics.  Total summaries are presented as a weighted total of all 
responses while regional comparisons were made using the aforementioned stratified sampling 
design. 
 
Hunter background 
 
Respondents were first asked if they hunted during the 2004 Minnesota deer season.  Statewide, 
nearly 99% indicated they hunted deer during 2004 and there were no significant differences in 
participation rates across hunting regions (Table 1-1).  These data are consistent with previous 
deer hunter surveys where the vast majority of hunters who purchase a license actually 
participate in the hunting season (e.g., Fulton et. al 2004).   
 
In Minnesota, 2004 the median age of deer hunters was 39 years (2005 ELS license database).  
As the hunting population is becoming older, we can surmise that as a group, the population has 
been hunting for many years.  However, we could not disprove that notion in this survey.  
Statewide, hunters had approximately 25 years of deer hunting experience.  However, there was 
regional variation in that southeast hunters had hunted for significantly fewer years (F = 7.694, p 
< .001) than respondents in the other 3 regions (Table 1-2).   
 
Hunting patterns 
 
In total, a majority of hunters pursued deer on private land.  Only 15% of respondents hunted 
deer exclusively on public land, which illustrates the importance of private landowners’ in deer 
management at the broad landscape level (Tables 1-3, 1-4).  Mean scores indicated hunters in the 
southeast were most reliant on private land, especially property they did not own, while hunters 
in the northwest and east central regions tended to pursue deer on public land (Table 1-5).   This 
finding is logical in that the vast majority of land in the southeast is privately held. 
 
Respondents were also asked if they hunted: new areas every year, new areas every 1 to 2 years, 
new areas every 3-5 years, or the same area every year.  A large majority of hunters (90%) 
indicated they hunted the same area every year, and there was little difference in those rates by 
region.  Hunters in the northwest stayed in their traditional areas most often (93%), while hunters 
in southeast Minnesota were least likely to stay in the same location every year (89%; Table 1-
6).  This finding suggests that the agency may find great challenges in attempting shift hunters 
away from their traditional deer management areas to areas where increased hunter numbers are 
desirable to increase the antlerless harvest.   
 
We examined the land ownership of property hunted had on the willingness of hunters to change 
hunting locations and we did identify some noticeable trends.  For example, hunters who did not 
own land tended to move more frequently than hunters who owned property.  In addition, people 
who indicated they did ‘some’ or ‘most’ of their hunting on public land tended to change 
locations every 1 to 2, or 3 to 5 years (Table 1-7).  Thus, we believe that financial costs 
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associated with land ownership may be responsible for much of the fidelity we observed for 
hunting location behavior. 
 
Respondents were asked how they hunted deer throughout the season: 1 – hunt big bucks all 
season, 2 – hunt big bucks early, take any deer later, 3 – take any legal buck, 4 – take the first 
legal deer they can, 5 – take a doe first then hunt for a buck, and 6 – take only antlerless deer.  
Overall, hunters were most inclined to take the first legal deer that presented a shot (35%).  In 
total, 32% of respondents indicated they either hunted for big bucks all season (11%) or early in 
the season (21%) and nearly one-quarter of respondents indicated they attempted to take a doe 
first and then wait for a buck.  As all of the permit areas in this study allow the liberal taking of 
antlerless deer, it was not surprising that some hunters would prefer to take an antlerless deer 
first.  Only 2% of those surveys indicated they hunted antlerless deer exclusively.  Regionally, 
southeast hunters were most inclined to hunt all season for big bucks (16%), while northwest 
hunters tended to hunt for antlerless deer first (30%) (Table 1-8). 
 
Hunting methods 
 
The majority of hunters in this survey hunted deer from a tree stand (68%), while a much smaller 
percentage preferred to still hunt (11%).  In total, hunters were least likely to participate in deer 
drives of at least 5 people (7%), hunt from ground blinds (7%), or deer drives of less than 5 
people (5%; Table 1-9).   
 
Regionally, a large majority of hunters in the transition (83%) and east central (78%) areas 
hunted from tree stands, while northwest (59%) and southeast (50%) were least likely to hunt 
from tree stands.  Conversely, southeast hunters were most likely to either still hunt (18%) or 
participate in a deer drive (21%), while northwest hunters relied on deer drives as 22% of 
respondents indicated that was their primary hunting method (Table 1-9). 
 
As noted previously, the vast majority of respondents hunted deer in the same place every year 
(Table 1-6).  While sample sizes were small, those who were more willing to move their deer 
hunting location were also more inclined to still hunt or participate in deer drives (Table 1-10).  
Because most people do not change location, regional analyses were not conducted because 
sample sizes were too small to draw conclusions. 
 
Knowledge of the deer program 
 
Over the last few years, there have been numerous changes to Minnesota’s deer program.  Permit 
area boundaries have been restructured, zone boundaries moved, and the drawing for either-sex 
permits has been largely eliminated (antlerless permits are now available over the counter in 
most areas).  Some wildlife managers have received hunter complaints about a complex deer 
hunting season that has been created by making too many changes over a short period of time.  
Despite these concerns regarding confusion, hunters in this survey appeared to have good 
knowledge of the deer program.  Overall, 97% of respondents indicated they had a working 
knowledge of the deer program.  Of those, 26% indicated they knew a great deal about the deer 
program.  In contrast, only 2% of hunters in this survey said they knew nothing about the 
program (Table 1-11). 
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Table 1-1.  Deer hunter participation rates, 2004. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Table 1-2.  Numbers of years Minnesota hunters have been deer hunting. 
 


Region N Mean1 Median
Std. 


Deviation 
Std. 


Error 
95% 


Lower CI 
95% 


Upper CI 


East Central 752 25.0 25 13.8 0.5 24.0 26.0 


Northwest 803 26.9 25 14.2 0.5 25.2 27.2 


Southeast 807 22.9 20 13.5 0.5 22.0 23.9 


Transition 858 25.1 25 14.0 0.5 24.1 26.0 


Total 3,211 24.9 25 13.9 0.2 24.4 25.4 
1F = 7.694, p < .001.  Mean differences between regions were analyzed using one-way ANOVA 
and the Bonferroni post hoc procedure. 
 
 
Table 1-3.  Percentage of total respondents who hunted different land ownership types.  
 


  None Some Most All 
Land that I own 45.6 12.9 15.2 26.3 


Private land I don't own 20.4 20.4 17.9 41.4 


Public land 48.3 26.6 9.8 15.3 
 


Hunting Region n 
Percent Who 


Hunted in 2004 
East Central 750 98.3 


Northwest 799 99.0 


Southeast 805 98.7 


Transition 860 99.0 


Total 3,214 98.7 


  χ2=2.079, n.s.   
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Table 1-4.  Percentage of respondents who hunted different land ownership types by 
region. 
 
    Percent hunting land that they own 
Region n None Some Most All 
East Central 557 40.2 11.3 13.5 35.0 
Northwest 619 37.3 16.2 20.4 26.2 
Southeast 570 60.9 10.9 10.9 17.4 
Transition 627 44.8 13.1 15.5 26.6 


Total 2,373 45.6 12.9 15.2 26.3 


χ2 = 102.486, p < 0.001 
 


    
Percent hunting private land they 


don't own 
Region n None Some Most All 
East Central 582 27.0 19.1 12.4 41.6 
Northwest 623 22.2 28.7 20.5 28.6 
Southeast 719 9.9 13.4 22.0 54.8 
Transition 685 24.1 21.2 15.9 38.8 


Total 2,609 20.4 20.4 17.9 41.4 


χ2 = 174.114, p < 0.001 
 
    Percent hunting public land 


Region n None Some Most All 
East Central 521 53.6 19.2 8.3 19.0 
Northwest 575 36.9 35.7 15.1 12.3 
Southeast 526 59.5 26.8 5.1 8.6 
Transition 609 44.8 24.3 10.0 20.9 


Total 2,231 48.3 26.6 9.8 15.3 


χ2 = 128.923, p < 0.001     
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Table 1-5.  Average ranking for respondents hunting on different land ownership types 
(rankings: 1-None, 2-Some, 3-Most, 4-All). 
 


Region 
Land they 


own1 
Private land 


they don't own2 Public land3 


East Central 2.1 2.3 1.6 


Northwest 1.9 2.3 1.9 


Southeast 1.6 3.0 1.5 


Transition 2.0 2.4 1.8 


Total 2.0 2.5 1.7 
1F=29.067, p <.001; 2F=38.512, p <.001; 3F=16.292, p <.001.  Regional differences were 
analyzed using a one-way ANOVA and the Bonferroni post hoc procedure. 
 
 
Table 1-6.  Movement patterns of Minnesota deer hunters. 
 


   
% of hunters who move around 


Region n 


Never hunt 
same area 
every year 


Change 
every 1 to 2 


years 


Change 
every 3 to 5 


years 
Same place 
every year 


East Central 762 0.7 3.0 7.1 89.2 
Northwest 805 0.7 1.7 4.3 93.2 
Southeast 804 1.4 4.0 6.0 88.7 
Transition 866 2.1 3.0 4.3 90.6 


Total 3,237 1.2 2.9 5.4 90.5 


χ2 =24.960, p =0.003         
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Table 1-7.  Cross tabulation of how often a person changed hunting location versus the property type they hunted, by region.


  % for PRIVATE LAND YOU OWN  % PRIVATE LAND YOU DON'T OWN  % PUBLIC LAND 


 % of hunters who move around  % of hunters who move around  % of hunters who move around 


Region 


 
How 
much 


hunting n 


Never 
same 
area 


every 
year 


Change 
every 1 


to 2 
years 


Change 
every 3 


to 5 
years 


Same 
place 
every 
year  n 


Never 
same 
area 


every 
year 


Change 
every 1 


to 2 
years 


Change 
every 3 


to 5 
years 


Same 
place 
every 
year  n 


Never 
same 
area 


every 
year 


Change 
every 1 


to 2 
years 


Change 
every 3 


to 5 
years 


Same 
place 
every 
year 


East Central None 221 1.4 4.1 11.3 83.3  157 0.6 2.5 5.7 91.1  277 0.4 1.1 5.4 93.1 
Some 62 0.0 6.5 4.8 88.7  111 0.0 2.7 5.4 91.9  99 0.0 5.1 9.1 85.9 


 Most 75 0.0 1.3 4.0 94.7  70 0.0 4.3 12.9 82.9  43 0.0 7.0 9.3 83.7 
 All 193 0.0 0.5 1.6 97.9  238 0.4 2.9 7.6 89.1  97 4.1 5.2 12.4 78.4 


 Total 551 0.5 2.7 6.2 90.6  576 0.3 3.0 7.3 89.4  516 1.0 3.1 7.8 88.2 


  χ2=32.608, p<.001    χ2=6.104, n.s.    χ2=27.626, p=.001   
                  
Northwest None 229 0.4 1.7 8.3 89.5  138 0.0 0.7 2.9 96.4  210 0.5 0.0 3.8 95.7 


Some 98 0.0 3.1 5.1 91.8  176 0.0 2.8 5.1 92.0  203 0.0 2.5 3.4 94.1 
 Most 125 0.0 0.8 0.0 99.2  127 0.8 0.8 6.3 92.1  86 0.0 2.3 11.6 86.0 
 All 161 1.2 1.2 0.6 96.9  177 0.6 2.3 4.0 93.2  71 1.4 2.8 8.5 87.3 
 Total 613 0.5 1.6 4.1 93.8  618 0.3 1.8 4.5 93.4  570 0.4 1.6 5.4 92.6 


  χ2=25.997, p=.002    χ2=7.225, n.s.    χ2=19.311, p=.021   
                  
Southeast None 339 1.5 4.4 6.5 87.6  69 1.4 7.2 1.4 89.9  307 0.7 2.0 3.9 93.5 


Some 62 0.0 4.8 6.5 88.7  94 0.0 3.2 7.4 89.4  140 1.4 10.7 7.9 80.0 
 Most 61 0.0 3.3 3.3 93.4  156 0.6 5.8 7.7 85.9  25 0.0 0.0 8.0 92.0 
 All 98 0.0 2.0 0.0 98.0  387 2.3 2.8 5.2 89.7  44 2.3 9.1 13.6 75.0 


 Total 560 0.9 3.9 5.0 90.2  706 1.6 4.0 5.7 88.8  516 1.0 4.8 6.0 88.2 


  χ2=12.577, n.s    χ2=12.484, n.s.    χ2=30.162, p<.001   
                   
Transition None 280 2.9 4.3 6.8 86.1  160 1.9 0.6 4.4 93.1  270 1.1 1.9 5.6 91.5 


Some 82 3.7 0.0 4.9 91.5  145 2.1 2.1 4.1 91.7  147 3.4 5.4 2.7 88.4 
 Most 95 1.1 0.0 5.3 93.7  108 3.7 2.8 9.3 84.3  60 5.0 1.7 6.7 86.7 
 All 164 1.8 1.8 1.8 94.5  262 1.9 5.7 3.8 88.5  127 2.4 0.0 7.1 90.6 
 Total 621 2.4 2.4 5.0 90.2  675 2.2 3.3 4.9 89.6  604 2.3 2.3 5.3 90.1 


  χ2=16.395, n.s.    χ2=16.047, n.s.    χ2=16.840, n.s.   
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Table 1-8.  Preferred type of deer pursued by hunters. 
 


    
Percent indicating how respondent's hunt deer throughout the season 


Region n 


Hunt big 
bucks all 
season 


Hunt big 
bucks 


early, any 
deer later 


Shoot any 
legal buck


Shoot 
first legal 


deer 


Shoot doe 
first, wait 
for buck 


Shoot 
only 


antlerless 
deer 


East Central 759 6.7 26.2 6.9 37.2 21.6 1.4 
Northwest 799 12.3 23.8 4.3 28.4 30.3 1.0 
Southeast 808 16.0 17.9 6.3 32.4 24.8 2.6 
Transition 859 8.5 18.2 5.5 41.4 24.6 1.9 
Total 3,225 10.9 21.4 5.7 34.9 25.3 1.7 
χ2=102.79, p < 0.001            


 
 
 
 
Table 1-9.  Hunting techniques. 
 


   Percent indicating their primary method of hunting 


Region n 
Deer drive 
< 5 people 


Deer drive 
=> 5 people


Tree 
stand 


Ground 
blind 


Still 
hunt Other 


East Central 722 1.7 1.9 82.5 5.1 7.5 1.2 
Northwest 754 8.8 12.7 58.9 7.2 9.4 3.1 
Southeast 741 8.6 11.3 50.2 9.4 17.5 2.8 
Transition 837 2.4 3.6 77.8 6.1 8.6 1.6 
Total 3,054 5.3 7.3 67.6 6.9 10.7 2.2 
χ2=296.715, p < 0.001             
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Table 1-10.  Comparison between how often hunters change location versus their primary 
hunting method. 
 


    Percent indicating their primary hunting method 
How often do you change 
location n 


Deer drive 
< 5 people 


Deer drive 
=> 5 people


Tree 
stand


Ground 
blind 


Still 
hunt Other


Never hunt same area every 
year 36 5.6 8.3 63.9 2.8 19.4 0.0 


Change every 1 to 2 years 89 1.1 0.0 69.7 6.7 20.2 2.2 


Change every 3 to 5 years 161 6.8 1.9 77.0 4.3 8.1 1.9 


Same place every year 2,753 5.3 7.9 67.2 7.2 10.4 2.0 


Total 3,039 5.3 7.4 67.8 6.9 10.7 1.9 
χ2=35.055, p = 0.002             


 
 
 
Table 1-11.  Respondent’s knowledge of the Minnesota deer management program. 
 


   
Percent indicating how much they know about  


Minnesota's deer program 


Region n A great deal
A moderate 


amount A little Nothing 
Don't 
know 


East Central 758 26.8 53.6 17.5 2.0 0.1 
Northwest 807 26.9 53.2 17.7 2.0 0.2 
Southeast 816 24.5 53.8 19.0 2.6 0.1 
Transition 865 26.6 54.6 15.7 2.8 0.3 


Total 3,246 26.2 53.8 17.5 2.3 0.2 
χ2 = 7.032, n.s.            


Notes: 
A great deal: I read most of the hunting handbook, DNR news releases, and follow the 


outdoor media 
A moderate amount: I read parts of the handbook and occasionally follow the outdoor media 
A little:  I only read the parts of the handbook that pertain to me and otherwise don’t follow 


the outdoor media 
Nothing: I buy my license just before the season and follow the advice of my friends 
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Findings 
 
This section of the survey summarizes hunter satisfaction regarding deer regulations, perceptions 
of deer populations and their quality (e.g., mature bucks), hunter crowding, and land access 
issues.  We also report the actualization of the importance of activities to the individual (e.g., 
scenic beauty, interpersonal experience). 
 
Study participants were asked to rate their satisfaction on a 5-point scale where 1 = Very 
Satisfied, 2 = Somewhat Satisfied, 3 = Neither, 4 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, and 5 = Very 
Dissatisfied.  Respondent’s were also asked whether they agree or disagree with the quality and 
number of mature bucks, and numbers of both antlerless and total deer observed.  These ratings 
were similar to the satisfaction rating where 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Slightly Agree, 3 = Neither, 
4 = Slightly Disagree, and 5 = Strongly Disagree. 
 
Satisfaction of deer-hunting related issues 
 
Deer hunt and regulations 
 
Minnesota hunters appeared satisfied with the outcome of their 2004 deer hunting season.  In 
total, 76% of respondents indicated they were very satisfied (40%) or slightly satisfied (36%) 
with their season.  Only 13% said they were slightly dissatisfied (9%) or very dissatisfied (4%) 
in 2004.  Regionally, northwest deer hunters were most satisfied (81%), while hunters in 
southeast Minnesota expressed the highest dissatisfaction rates (15%) (Table 2-1).   
 
Minnesota offers a multitude of seasons and license types, and the ability of hunters to 
comprehend the deer regulations have been questioned both internally and externally.  This study 
revealed that the vast majority of deer hunters were satisfied with their ability to understand 
existing deer hunting regulations.  In total, 83% of respondents were either very satisfied (42%) 
or slightly satisfied (41%) with their ability to understand the regulations.  Only 10% noted they 
were dissatisfied with the regulations (Table 2-2).  Regionally, southeast hunters had the lowest 
satisfaction (78%) and east central deer hunters indicated the highest satisfaction rates (87%) 
(Table 2-3).   While not testable, it was possible that the observed dissatisfaction rates in the 
southeast may be attributable to the changes that occurred in 2003 and 2004.  The zone 3 season 
structure (9-day 3A, 7-day 3B) had been in place since 1978.  Given the average number of years 
southeast respondents had been hunting was 23, it is possible that most respondents had never 
hunted under different regulations.  Previously, the 3A season was known as “buck season” 
where the harvest of antlerless deer was not allowed.  The 3B season was termed “doe season”, 
during which time antlerless harvest was encouraged and they comprised a majority of deer 
harvested.  In 2003, the numbers of days in the 3A and 3B seasons were reversed and the DNR 
moved away from the concept of bucks-only hunting during 3A by offering lottery either-sex 
permits.  In 2004, the system was further liberalized to allow antlerless harvest without making a 
lottery application.  The effect may have been a higher percentage of hunters who were not 
satisfied with their ability to understand the regulations relative to the rest of the study area. 
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Land access and hunter numbers 
 
Minnesota has high hunter densities relative to some other Midwest states.  These densities, 
combined with a preponderance of private land and deer populations that are perceived to be 
higher on private lands, may lead to lower than expected satisfaction levels for some questions in 
this section.  Indeed, this phenomenon was observed in this survey as approximately one-half of 
respondents were satisfied with the amount of public land (51%), private land (51%), and the 
number of other hunters in their area (48%) (Table 2.3).   
 
Regionally, 59% of northwest hunters were either very satisfied (26%) or slightly satisfied (33%) 
with the amount of available public hunting land.  Conversely, only 45% of southeast hunters 
were very satisfied (17%) or slightly satisfied (28%) (Table 2-4).  These results are consistent 
with relatively more public lands and much lower hunter densities in northwest Minnesota as 
compared to southeast Minnesota. 
 
There was a significant difference in satisfaction regarding the availability of private lands for 
deer hunting (Table 2-5).  Satisfaction was significantly lower for southeast deer hunters relative 
to the other study areas.  For that region, 32% were either somewhat dissatisfied (17%) or very 
dissatisfied (15%).  Conversely, hunters in the northwest (52%) and transition (52%) areas 
indicated the highest satisfaction with private land availability.  Again, the comparatively low 
dissatisfaction rates in the east central, northwest, and transition areas (~20%) as compared to the 
southeast (32%) may be indicative of the lack of public land in that area.  Additionally, access 
may be limited due to high hunter densities, thereby making it more difficult to gain hunting 
permission on private land.   
 
Hunter interference rates may be related to satisfaction and how the individual may feel about 
the outcome of their deer hunting experience.  Obviously, 1 person’s opinion of “too many 
hunters” may be different from another person’s opinion.  For example, 1 person may view high 
hunter densities as a good thing because it may result in more deer movement because of 
disturbance, while another person may not appreciate seeing anyone while they are hunting.  For 
that reason, an accurate disturbance estimate may be difficult to elucidate from this survey.  
However, regardless of how an individual hunter perceives interference, hunters in this survey 
were typically satisfied or neither satisfied or dissatisfied.  In total, 48% were either very 
satisfied (17%) or slightly satisfied (31%).  An additional 31% indicated they were neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied with the number of other hunters (Table 2-6).   
 
The lowest hunter density was observed in the northwest area (4 hunters/mi2).  Densities were 
next highest in the southeast (9 hunters/mi2), followed by the transition and east central areas (11 
hunters/mi2). There was a significant positive relationship (r = 0.83, p < 0.001) between firearm 
hunter density and satisfaction.  This means that as the hunter density increased, hunter 
satisfaction declined. 
 
Aesthetic and family attributes 
 
The scenic beauty of one’s hunting location and the intrinsic value of being among family and 
friends may be difficult to quantify.  In other words, aesthetics associated with hunting may be 
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something we feel in a qualitative sense, rather than something we can quantitatively measure.  
Despite the potential biases or differences in interpretation, both measurements yielded very high 
positive satisfaction scores.  The aesthetic beauty of a hunting area, while different among areas, 
yielded an overall satisfaction of 85%.  Hunters in the southeast had the most strongly held 
satisfaction with the scenic beauty of their location (91%) while slightly lower percentages were 
observed in the other 3 areas (Table 2-7). 
 
In this study, hunters were nearly unilaterally satisfied with the experience they had hunting with 
family and friends.  Overall, satisfaction exceeded 95% and did not vary among study region 
(Table 2-8).  This measurement underscores the importance of camaraderie, friendship, and the 
family importance of the Minnesota deer hunt. 
 
Harvest success and the weather 
 
In Minnesota, approximately 40% of license deer hunters tag a deer.  Of those successful 
hunters, the average number of deer tagged per hunter is approximately 1.4.  In other words, 60% 
of Minnesota hunters do not tag a deer, but those who are successful at killing deer will register 
>1 deer.  These data may be confounded by party hunting regulations, where a hunter can legally 
shoot a deer but put someone else’s tag on the animal.  These comparatively low success rates 
may have the potential to decrease one’s satisfaction rating towards killing a deer if the actual 
kill is of primary importance.  However, we observed very high satisfaction rates that would 
indicate killing a deer may be of secondary or tertiary importance.  In this study, 71% of 
respondent’s were either very satisfied (44%) or slightly satisfied (27%).  Regionally, northwest 
(76%) and transition (73%) were most satisfied, followed by east central (69%) hunters and 
southeast (67%) (Table 2-9). 
 
The weather during Minnesota’s deer season can be highly variable and, while it cannot be 
controlled, is worth measuring because it may influence how comfortable a hunter may be while 
in the field thereby affecting deer harvest rates.  In our study, hunters were generally satisfied 
with the weather during the 2004 deer hunting season.  In total, 75% were either very satisfied 
(36%) or slightly satisfied (37%; Table 2-10). 
 
Interpretation of mean scores 
 
Overall, Bonferroni adjusted ANOVA results revealed significant differences in satisfaction 
regarding the deer hunting-related issues presented to respondents (Table 2-11).  The only issue 
that was not statistically significant was the experience with family and friends.  These results 
indicate that the satisfaction of being among family and friends was very high (95%) throughout 
the study area. 
 
Satisfaction with deer numbers and quality 
 
Mature bucks 
 
While a majority of hunters indicated they had heard about or seen big bucks in the area they 
hunted (58%; Table 2-12), they were evenly split as to whether they agreed with the statement “I 
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am satisfied with the quality of bucks in the area I hunt” (43% agree and 43% disagree; Table 2-
13).  Additionally, one-half of respondents indicated disagreement with the statement “I am 
satisfied with the number of mature bucks” in the area they hunt (Table 2-14).  These results 
appear to indicate that, although hunters had seen (or heard about) mature bucks, they were 
inclined to believe there should be a higher proportion in the total deer population. 
 
Antlerless deer and total populations 
 
Concomitant with the opinion there may not be enough mature bucks in the population, should 
be the belief that hunters are generally satisfied with the number of antlerless deer in the 
population.  Indeed, this was observed as 77% of respondents agreed with the statement “I am 
satisfied with the number of antlerless deer” (Table 2-15).  We did observe significant regional 
variation, in that northwest hunters had the highest level of agreement (81%) while southeast 
hunters had the lowest level (70%).  With respect to total deer numbers, a majority of hunters 
agreed with the statement, “I am satisfied with the number of deer I see while hunting” (Table 2-
16).  These results should be expected as Minnesota deer populations are currently at their 
highest recorded levels. 
 
Comparison of satisfaction levels 
 
In comparing overall satisfaction with the 2004 deer hunt (Table 2-1) with opinions relative to 
deer population structure (mature bucks; Table 2-14) and total numbers of deer (Table 2-16), we 
observed a significant trend among respondents.  For mature bucks, a large proportion of hunters 
who classified their deer season as slightly or very dissatisfying disagreed with the statement “I 
am satisfied with the number of mature bucks” (89%).  Conversely, hunters who rated their 
season as very or slightly satisfied were much more inclined to agree with the above statement 
(56%) (Table 2-17). 
 
We observed similar trends for overall satisfaction and the total number of deer in the 
population.  Hunters who classified their season as very or slightly satisfying were much more 
likely to agree with the statement “I am satisfied with the number of deer I see while hunting” 
(87% and 66%, respectively) than hunters who were either slightly (32%) or very dissatisfied 
(13%) with their deer season (Table 2-18).  These findings might suggest that hunter satisfaction 
should be expected to decrease as deer densities decrease, regardless of the proportion of mature 
bucks in the deer population. 
 
Interpretation of mean scores 
 
Overall, Bonferroni adjusted ANOVA results indicated significant regional differences in 
satisfaction regarding the agreements with the statements regarding deer quality, mature bucks, 
antlerless deer, and total populations (Table 2-19).  The only statement that was not significant 
related to the quality of bucks in the area respondent’s hunted.  Mean score for that statement 
was around 3, which indicated hunters neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. 
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Table 2-1.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the 2004 Minnesota deer season. 
 


   Percent indicating their satisfaction with the 2004 deer season 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Neither


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied


East Central 744 37.5 35.9 11.8 11.0 3.8 
Northwest 778 43.4 37.7 8.6 7.7 2.6 
Southeast 790 36.3 36.5 12.2 10.3 4.8 
Transition 838 43.0 35.8 9.4 8.0 3.8 
Total 3,150 40.1 36.4 10.5 9.2 3.7 
χ2=29.922, p = 0.012           


 
 
 
Table 2-2.  Respondent’s satisfaction with their ability to understand the deer regulations, 
by survey region. 


 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with their ability to 


understand the deer regulations 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied


East Central 741 50.5 36.0 5.0 6.7 1.8 
Northwest 768 37.0 44.4 8.1 8.5 5.0 
Southeast 788 35.0 42.8 8.6 9.3 4.3 
Transition 839 44.2 40.4 6.6 6.8 2.0 
Total 3,136 41.6 40.9 7.1 7.8 2.6 
χ2=61.207, p < 0.001           
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Table 2-3.  Percentage of respondent’s indicating their satisfaction towards several deer-
hunting related issues. 


 
 
 
 
Table 2-4.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the amount of public land available for hunting. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the amount of public 


hunting land 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East Central 588 19.2 32.8 29.8 12.9 5.3 


Northwest 679 26.1 32.7 21.2 14.3 5.7 


Southeast 637 16.5 28.1 30.9 16.0 8.5 


Transition 691 22.4 26.5 27.5 16.9 6.7 


Total 2,595 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 
χ2=46.134, p < 0.001          


 
 


    Percent of hunters indicating that satisfaction 


Issue n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied


Ability to understand the deer 
hunting regulations 3,136 41.6 40.9 7.1 7.8 2.6 
Amount of PUBLIC land 
available for deer hunting 2,595 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 
Amount of PRIVATE land 
available for deer hunting 2,796 25.4 25.1 26.2 13.3 10.0 
Number of other hunters 3,007 17.2 30.9 30.7 14.7 6.6 
Scenic beauty of hunting areas 3,082 55.7 28.9 11.8 2.1 1.4 
Experiences with family and 
friends 3,136 78.3 16.9 3.0 0.6 1.1 
Success in killing a deer 3,128 44.1 27.0 11.7 8.9 8.2 
Weather conditions 3,138 35.6 36.8 14.1 9.8 3.7 
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Table 2-5.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the amount of private land available for hunting. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the amount of 


private hunting land 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 635 26.9 23.1 31.0 12.1 6.8 


Northwest 701 27.1 24.8 27.2 12.7 8.1 


Southeast 743 21.0 27.6 19.1 17.0 15.3 


Transition 717 27.1 24.4 28.2 11.3 9.1 


Total 2,796 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 


χ2=73.471, p < 0.001           
 
 
 
Table 2-6.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the number of other hunters in their hunting 
area. 
 


      
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the number of other 


hunters 


Region n 
Hunter 
density1 


Very 
Satisfied 


Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 708 11.15 16.2 29.4 32.6 16.1 5.6 


Northwest 739 3.70 21.1 32.6 30.9 10.3 5.1 


Southeast 759 9.01 14.6 31.6 28.2 18.3 7.2 


Transition 801 10.77 16.7 29.8 31.1 14.2 8.1 


Total 3,007 8.14 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 


χ2=38.299, p < 0.001            
1Hunter density is an estimate of the number of firearm hunters in each study region.  While the 
survey sample included only regular firearm and all-season hunters, this estimate includes all 
license types. 
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Table 2-7.  Satisfaction with the scenic beauty of the hunting location. 
  


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the scenic beauty of 


their hunting location 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied


East 
Central 723 54.4 31.4 10.5 2.4 1.4 


Northwest 760 44.1 33.4 17.9 2.9 1.7 


Southeast 776 67.7 23.3 7.2 0.9 0.9 


Transition 823 56.5 27.9 11.7 2.4 1.5 


Total 3,082 55.7 28.9 11.8 2.1 1.4 


χ2=102.875, p < 0.001           
 
 
 
Table 2-8.  Satisfaction with the experience of family and friend during the deer season. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with their hunting 


experience with family and friends 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 737 78.6 17.1 2.4 0.7 1.2 


Northwest 773 79.7 16.3 2.2 0.8 1.0 


Southeast 788 77.8 16.8 4.3 0.3 0.9 


Transition 838 77.2 17.5 3.1 0.7 1.4 


Total 3,136 78.3 16.9 3.0 0.6 1.1 


χ2=11.039, n.s.           
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Table 2-9.  Satisfaction with the success of killing a deer. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with their success in 


killing a deer 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 733 39.6 29.5 10.9 10.2 9.8 


Northwest 773 49.5 26.8 11.1 7.2 5.3 


Southeast 788 39.5 27.0 14.1 9.1 10.3 


Transition 834 47.6 25.2 10.6 9.1 7.6 


Total 3,128 44.1 27.0 11.7 8.9 8.2 


χ2=41.566, p < 0.001          
 
 
 
Table 2-10.  Satisfaction with the weather during the 2004 deer season. 
\ 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the weather during 


the deer hunt 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 740 33.2 34.9 14.5 12.4 5.0 


Northwest 771 38.0 38.7 11.8 8.4 3.1 


Southeast 785 34.1 36.9 16.4 8.9 3.6 


Transition 842 36.7 36.7 13.8 9.7 3.1 


Total 3,138 35.6 36.8 14.1 9.8 3.7 


χ2=22.996, p = 0.028           
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Table 2-11.  Mean scores of ratings for deer-hunting satisfaction indices. 


Notes: 
1 – Very Satisfied 
2 – Slightly Satisfied 
3 – Neither 
4 – Slightly Dissatisfied 
5 – Very Dissatisfied 
 
 
 
Table 2-12.  Agreement/disagreement with having heard about or seen big bucks in the 
area. 
 


    
Percent agreement with the statement that hunters had 


heard about or seen big bucks in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 740 17.7 33.5 13.0 14.9 20.9 
Northwest 772 25.6 37.4 13.1 12.2 11.7 
Southeast 786 25.2 35.8 10.2 12.7 16.2 
Transition 831 23.5 31.0 13.8 11.4 20.2 
Total 3,129 23.1 34.4 12.5 12.8 17.3 
χ2=51.885, p < 0.001          


  
Average rating of satisfaction for deer-hunting 


related issues by survey region     


Issue 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition F p 
(n) range of responses 588 - 741 679 - 773 637 - 788 691 - 842     
Ability to understand the deer hunting 
regulations 1.71 1.95 2.06 1.84 13.198 <0.001
Amount of PUBLIC land available for 
deer hunting 2.51 2.42 2.72 2.65 4.907 0.002 
Amount of PRIVATE land available 
for deer hunting 2.59 2.58 2.89 2.60 6.565 <0.001
Number of other hunters 2.68 2.51 2.77 2.73 4.366 0.004 
Scenic beauty of hunting areas 1.66 1.88 1.49 1.66 15.993 <0.001
Experiences with family and friends 1.28 1.28 1.33 1.33 0.554 0.645 
Success in killing a deer 2.19 1.89 2.28 2.03 7.865 <0.001
Weather conditions 2.21 2.01 2.16 2.09 5.023 0.002 
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Table 2-13.  Agreement/disagreement with satisfaction related to buck quality. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


quality of bucks in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 738 11.9 29.1 14.2 26.7 18.0 
Northwest 763 15.6 29.4 12.3 25.3 17.4 
Southeast 787 14.7 29.9 13.2 25.4 16.8 
Transition 821 15.5 26.1 14.5 26.6 17.4 
Total 3,109 14.5 28.6 13.6 26.0 17.4 
χ2=9.62, n.s.           


 
 
 
Table 2-14.   Agreement/disagreement with the number of mature bucks present in the 
area hunted. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


number of mature bucks in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 734 9.1 26.2 11.6 29.2 24.0 
Northwest 764 14.1 28.7 8.9 27.4 20.9 
Southeast 790 12.0 28.6 11.3 25.6 22.5 
Transition 828 12.0 25.7 12.1 28.9 21.4 
Total 3,116 11.8 27.3 11.0 27.7 22.2 
χ2=18.504, n.s.          
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Table 2-15.  Agreement/disagreement with the number of antlerless deer present in the 
area hunted. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


number of antlerless deer in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Stongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 746 37.7 39.3 8.0 9.7 5.4 
Northwest 774 49.5 31.5 7.1 7.4 4.5 
Southeast 789 36.8 33.6 9.9 10.1 9.6 
Transition 836 45.7 32.9 6.7 9.0 5.7 
Total 3,145 42.5 34.2 7.9 9.0 6.3 
χ2=57.879, p < 0.001          


 
 
 
Table 2-16.  Agreement/disagreement with the total number of deer present in the area 
hunted. 
 


    
Percent agreement with the satisfaction regarding the 


total number deer in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 
Agree 


Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 745 21.5 37.7 9.4 19.2 12.2 
Northwest 776 39.6 36.9 7.5 11.6 4.5 
Southeast 794 30.2 35.6 9.4 14.1 10.6 
Transition 838 28.9 37.4 9.2 16.2 8.4 
Total 3,153 30.1 36.9 8.9 15.3 8.9 
χ2=89.206, p < 0.001           
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Table 2-17.  Comparison between overall season satisfaction and the belief there are 
enough mature bucks in the population. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


number of mature bucks in the area they hunted 


Overall satisfaction 
with the deer season n 


Strongly 
Agree 


Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Very Satisfied 1,244 20.1 35.5 9.0 24.0 11.5 
Slightly Satisfied 1,126 7.2 26.6 10.4 31.9 23.9 
Neither 324 6.8 17.6 24.7 28.4 22.5 
Slightly Dissatisfied 282 4.6 13.1 9.6 30.5 42.2 
Very Dissatisfied 113 0.9 8.0 2.7 17.7 70.8 
Total 3,089 11.9 27.3 11.0 27.7 22.1 
χ2=524.002, p < 0.001           


 
 
 
Table 2-18.  Comparison between overall season satisfaction and the belief there are 
enough deer in the population. 
 


    
Percent agreement with the satisfaction regarding the 


total number deer in the area they hunted 


Overall satisfaction 
with the deer season n 


Strongly 
Agree 


Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Very Satisfied 1,260 48.9 37.6 4.2 7.4 1.9 
Slightly Satisfied 1,130 21.4 44.9 9.1 18.5 6.1 
Neither 328 13.7 32.0 23.8 19.2 11.3 
Slightly Dissatisfied 289 11.1 20.8 13.5 30.8 23.9 
Very Dissatisfied 117 6.0 6.8 5.1 15.4 66.7 
Total 3,124 30.2 36.9 8.9 15.1 8.9 
χ2=1,158.195, p < 0.001           
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Table 2-19.  Mean scores of ratings for agreements with deer population composition and 
numbers. 
 


  
Average rating of satisfaction for the number and 


quality of deer     
Issue East Central Northwest Southeast Transition F p 
(n) range of responses 734 - 746 763 - 776 786 - 794 821 - 838     
Satisfied with the number of 
mature bucks 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.2 2.788 0.039 


Satisfied with the quality of 
buck 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.909 0.436 


Heard about or saw mature 
bucks 2.9 2.5 2.6 2.7 9.900 <0.001


Satisfied with the number of 
antlerless deer 2.1 1.9 2.2 1.9 8.554 <0.001


Satisfied with the number of 
deer 2.6 2.0 2.4 2.3 20.601 <0.001


Notes: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Slightly Agree 
3 – Neither 
4 – Slightly Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
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Findings 
 
This section of the survey focused on hunter opinion related to management strategies that 
should increase antlerless harvests and support for specific regulations to achieve that objective.  
A resulting byproduct of increasing antlerless harvests would be an increase in the proportion of 
males in the population.  Participants were first asked if they supported the concept of more 
mature bucks and then presented several regulatory packages so as to elucidate the individual 
level of support for each option. 
 
Study participants were presented baseline information explaining each regulatory alternative 
and asked to rate their support as: strongly support, moderately support, neither, moderately 
oppose, or strongly oppose.   
 
Finally, hunters were asked several questions regarding factors they consider important relative 
to setting deer regulations.  Respondents were given several factors to consider and asked if they 
agreed or disagreed with the importance on a rating of: 1 – Strongly agree, 2 –Agree, 3 – 
Neutral, 4 – Disagree, and 5 – Strongly disagree. 
 
Support for more antlered bucks 
 
Overall, respondents were very supportive of a regulation that would increase the proportion of 
antlered bucks in local deer populations.  Similar to a recent survey conducted in northwest 
Minnesota (Fulton et al. 2004) where 60% of respondents indicated support, a majority of 
respondents in this study were interested in regulations that promoted a proportional increase in 
antlered bucks (66%) (Table 3-1).  Across the study regions, there were no significant 
differences in the proportion of hunters who would support regulations that promoted 
proportionately more bucks in deer populations. 
 
We presented seven regulatory alternatives to respondents in order to gauge level of support for 
each alternative.  The regulations were: 1 – Antler point restrictions, 2 – Earn-A-Buck (where the 
hunter must take an antlerless deer before they can take a buck, 3 – Early antlerless season, 4 – 
Prohibit party hunting for all deer, 5 – Prohibit party hunting for bucks only, 6 – Buck license 
lottery, and 7 – Move the deer season out of the rut.  Overall, no regulatory option reached 50% 
support, although the early antlerless season was closest at 49.9%.   Support for each option was: 
antler point restrictions (47%), prohibit buck party hunting (46%), earn-a-buck (37%), buck 
license lottery and moving the season out of the rut (29%), and prohibit all party hunting (28%) 
(Table 3-2). 
 
While a minority of hunters neither supported nor opposed the regulation and some simply did 
not know how they felt, a majority expressed opposition to several regulatory options.  For 
example, the concept of prohibiting all party hunting was opposed by 61% of respondents, while 
59% and 55% opposed buck lottery permits and moving the deer season out of the rut, 
respectively (Table 3-2). 
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Specific regulatory alternatives 
 
Early antlerless season 
 
This regulation would establish an antlerless-only season before the general firearm opener.  The 
concept is that a hunter, who takes a deer early, may be more selective with filling their buck 
license and be less inclined to harvest a younger buck.  Further, since the early deer season was 
antlerless-only, this may shift harvest ratios toward females, thereby lowering local deer 
densities.  This regulation is being evaluated on 8 deer permit areas (5 in the northwest area and 
3 in the east central). 
 
In our study, nearly 50% of respondents indicated support, 16% neither supported nor opposed, 
and 32% opposed an early antlerless season.  Support for an early antlerless season was the 
highest observed for any regulatory option.  Although there were no regional differences 
(χ2=23.039, p = 0.083), support ranged from 48% in the transition area to 51% in the southeast 
(Table 3-3).  Interestingly, while less than one-half of all respondents indicated support for the 
hunt, nearly 57% said they would participate if it were offered in their area.  This difference 
might be attributable to the 16% of respondents who had no opinion (neither supported nor 
opposed). 
 
Antler-point restriction 
 
Antler-point restriction regulations are designed to protect yearling (1½ year old) bucks by only 
allowing the harvest of bucks that have a minimum number of antler points on at least 1 side.  
Typically, the regulation protects at least one-half of the yearling buck population, which 
roughly translates into a 3-point regulation in the northern part of the state and a 4-point 
regulation in the south.  This regulation is currently being evaluated in 3 Minnesota state parks. 
 
Overall, almost 47% of respondents either strongly (25%) or moderately (22%) supported an 
antler-point restriction regulation.  However, opposition was nearly as strong with 43% either 
moderately (13%) or strongly (30%) opposing the regulation.  Regionally, we detected minor 
differences with southeast hunters more inclined to support (51%) and northwest hunters least 
likely to support (43%).  Additionally, northwest hunters were the only group to oppose the 
regulation more often than support it (43% support vs. 45% oppose).  Although not strong, 
support exceeded opposition in all other areas (Table 3-4). 
 
Earn-A-Buck 
 
Earn-a-buck is a regulation that requires a hunter to harvest an antlerless deer before they can 
legally harvest an antlered buck.  During the 2005 Minnesota deer hunting season, 72% of 
successful hunters killed only 1 deer so the regulation may have the effect of increasing pressure 
on antlerless deer because a buck cannot be immediately harvested.  Once the antlerless deer is 
taken, a hunter may or may not have an opportunity to harvest a buck, and they may be more 
inclined to pass on smaller bucks because they have already procured venison.   This regulation 
is currently being evaluated in 4 Minnesota state parks. 
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Overall, only 37% of respondents either strongly (14%) or moderately (22%) supported an earn-
a-buck regulation.  Conversely, the regulation was opposed by 48% of respondents (18% 
moderately, 30% strongly).  We detected no statistical differences in levels of support for this 
regulation between survey regions and in all areas respondents were much more likely to 
strongly oppose the regulation than strongly support it (Table 3-5). 
 
Party hunting 
 
In Minnesota, party hunting does not mean the act of hunting in a group.  It specifically means 
while hunting as a group, individuals can shoot and tag deer for each other (henceforth termed 
cross-tagging).  For this survey, the question was specifically worded to indicate the intent was 
not to break up the family and friend-hunting units; rather it was to only allow hunters to shoot 
and tag their own deer.  However, given the deeply entrenched nature of cross-tagging, it was not 
surprising our study showed little support for the complete elimination of this practice.  Overall, 
only 28% indicated any type of support, while 62% opposed the regulation.  Specifically, 46% of 
respondents strongly opposed eliminating cross-tagging.  Regionally, there were no differences 
between our survey areas (Table 3-6). 
 
As the cross-tagging question had been asked on previous surveys conducted on Minnesota deer 
hunters and achieved very low support (e.g., Fulton et al. 2004), we opted to ask another 
question that would only address cross-tagging of bucks.  In other words, hunters would only be 
able to shoot and tag antlerless deer for each other.  By preserving the option of cross-tagging 
antlerless deer, we observed an increase in support, albeit it was still below 50%.  In total, 46% 
of respondents indicated they would support that regulation, while 42% indicated opposition.  
Similar to the results obtained in the previous question, we did not detect any regional 
differences in opinion (Table 3-7). 
 
Adjusting season timing 
 
In Minnesota, the firearm deer season is established through administrative rule and opens the 
Saturday closest to November 6.   Data collected from 1983 to 1987 in northern Minnesota 
estimated that peak conception ranged from November 10 to 14 (Fuller 1990).  Consequently, the 
firearm deer season is timed around the peak of deer breeding, and there is a belief among 
hunters that a ‘rut opener’ may increase buck harvest rates because bucks are more vulnerable to 
being harvested during the rut.  However, no studies have been published to support or reject this 
theory.  Moving the season further into November is not currently being evaluated in Minnesota. 
 
In total, only 28% of respondents either strongly (13%) or moderately (15%) supported the 
concept of moving the deer season out of the rut.  Conversely, 55% of respondents opposed the 
regulation with 36% of those people strongly opposing.  Regionally, northwest (59%) and 
transition (57%) hunters were most likely to oppose the regulation, while southeast hunters were 
most likely to indicate support (34%) (Table 3-8).  For this regulation, regional differences are 
not surprising as the weather can be highly variable from northern to southern Minnesota during 
November. 
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Buck license lottery 
 
Under this regulation, hunters would apply annually for the opportunity to hunt antlered bucks.  
Antlerless deer hunting would be permitted through over-the-counter permits and hunters would 
gain preference in future years if they were unsuccessful in the buck lottery.  Using the current 
allocations of antlerless permits in lottery permit areas, hunters could be expected to draw a buck 
license every 2-3 years.  Currently, this regulation is not being evaluated in Minnesota, although 
there are data from state park’s special hunts to indicate antlerless-only deer hunting is less 
appealing than providing an opportunity to hunt bucks. 
 
In our study, this regulation received the lowest overall support of any of the options presented.  
In total, only 29% of respondents supported this regulatory option.  In contrast, 59% opposed the 
regulation with 44% of those indicating strong opposition (Table 3-9).  Regionally, we detected 
no differences of opinion as most hunters were equally opposed to the regulation.  We also asked 
hunters if they would pursue antlerless deer if the regulation was adopted and they failed to 
obtain a buck license.  Overall, most hunters (84%) indicated they would still hunt antlerless 
deer, although there was significant regional variation.  Hunters in southeastern Minnesota, while 
no more opposed to the regulation in general, were much more likely to indicate they would not 
hunt at all if they were not successful in obtaining a buck license (23%). 
 
Regulatory preferences among individuals who supported more antlered bucks 
 
For the 66% of respondents who were supportive of a regulation to increase the number of 
antlered bucks, we examined which regulatory alternative was most supported.  In total, antler-
point restrictions (60%), eliminating buck party hunting (55%), and an early antlerless season 
(52%) were supported by more than one-half of this sub-group.  Earn-a-buck (43%), buck license 
lottery (36%), moving the deer season out of the rut (33%), and eliminating all party hunting 
(32%) were supported by less than one-half of the sub-group (Table 3-10). 
 
Regionally, southeast respondents had the highest support for antler point restrictions (65%), an 
early antlerless season (47%), moving the season out of the rut (40%), and eliminating all party 
hunting (35%).   Conversely, northwest hunters were most supportive of earn-a-buck (54%) and 
least supportive of eliminating all party hunting (29%). 
 
Effect of hunting experience 
 
We grouped years of hunting experience into 5 categories:  1-10, 11-20, 21-30, 31-40, and >40 to 
determine if opinion toward managing for more mature bucks changed based on years of hunting 
experience.  Overall, we found that respondents who had been hunting >40 years were less 
inclined to support more mature bucks (55%) than hunters in other groups.  Hunters in the 11-20 
years experience category were most supportive of regulation changes (70%; Table 3-11).  These 
findings may imply that hunters who have more experience hunting under Minnesota's 
traditional regulations will tend to oppose proposed deer management changes.  Alternatively, 
these findings might be indicative of a more utilitarian philosophy embraced by older-aged 
hunters.  Further analyses may elucidate factors affecting support in various demographic 
cohorts of Minnesota hunters.  
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Important considerations 
 
Regulations that protect the interest of farmers was important to nearly all respondents (85%), 
and 82% also agreed that regulations should lead to a better image of hunters and hunting (Table 
3-12).  Reduction of public land crowding (72%) and protection of forested areas from deer 
damage (70%) also ranked very high.  Over one-half of the respondents believed regulations that 
led to increased opportunity to take a mature buck (65%), increased firearm hunting opportunity 
(62%), encourage new people to take up hunting (57%), and increase DNR’s ability to control 
the deer population (55%) should also be considered. 
 
A much smaller percentage of respondents believed increasing bowhunter (39%) and 
muzzleloader (39%) opportunities, along with regulations that do not result in higher antlerless 
harvests (20%) should be considered when designing new regulations. 
 
Regionally, Bonferroni adjusted ANOVA results indicated significant differences among the 
survey regions for some of the factors that should be considered important when changing deer 
regulations.  The significant factors were: do not result in an increased doe harvest, increase 
DNR’s ability to control the deer population, increase my own chances of taking an antlered 
buck, protect areas so that deer do not cause forest and other habitat damages, and reduce 
crowding of hunters on public lands (Table 3-13). 
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Table 3-1.  Support for regulations that would increase the number of antlered bucks in 
local deer populations. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for regulations that increase the proportion 
of antlered bucks in the deer population 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support 


Neither 
Support or 


Oppose 
Moderately 


Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know


East Central 765 31.6 34.9 19.9 5.8 5.2 2.6 
Northwest 805 34.8 28.4 19.1 7.7 7.7 2.2 
Southeast 814 38.0 30.8 18.1 5.8 5.3 2.1 
Transition 866 33.0 31.3 19.7 6.5 7.9 1.6 
Total 3,250 34.4 31.3 19.2 6.4 6.6 2.1 
χ2=24.389, p= 0.058             


 
 
Table 3-2.  Support for each regulatory alternative presented to Minnesota deer hunters. 
 


    Percent of hunters indicating support for a regulation 


Regulation option n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support 


Neither 
Support or 


Oppose 
Moderately 


Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


Early antlerless season 3,247 23.5 26.4 16.0 10.7 21.3 2.2 
Antler Point Restriction 3,230 24.8 22.0 9.5 13.0 29.5 1.2 
Prohibit BUCK party 
hunting (cross-tagging) 3,251 25.3 20.3 10.7 12.4 29.9 1.3 


Earn-A-Buck 3,248 14.3 22.4 14.4 17.9 30.0 1.0 
Buck lottery 3,228 12.0 17.3 10.4 15.8 43.5 1.1 
Move season out of the rut 3,235 13.3 15.2 15.6 18.3 36.2 1.5 
Prohibit ALL party 
hunting (cross-tagging) 3,247 17.4 10.4 9.8 15.7 45.4 1.2 
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Table 3-3.  Support for an early antlerless season regulation. 
 


   
Percent indicating support for an early antlerless deer season 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 763 24.5 26.7 14.9 9.6 21.6 2.6 
Northwest 807 23.3 26.9 18.3 10.8 19.0 1.7 
Southeast 810 23.8 26.8 17.0 9.6 20.0 2.7 
Transition 867 22.4 25.3 13.6 12.5 24.6 1.7 
Total 3,247 23.5 26.4 16.0 10.7 21.3 2.2 
χ2=23.039, p = 0.083             


 
 
 
Table 3-4.  Support for an antler point restriction regulation. 
 


   
Percent indicating support for an antler point restriction regulation 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 761 22.5 24.4 10.4 13.7 28.0 1.1 
Northwest 799 23.5 19.9 9.8 13.9 31.3 1.6 
Southeast 806 29.3 22.1 9.9 11.0 26.6 1.1 
Transition 864 23.7 21.8 8.1 13.3 31.9 1.2 
Total 3,230 24.8 22.0 9.5 13.0 29.5 1.2 
χ2=25.525, p = 0.043             
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Table 3-5.  Percent indicating support for an earn-a-buck regulation. 
 


   
Percent indicating support for earn-a-buck regulations 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 763 13.0 22.9 16.1 18.7 28.6 0.7 
Northwest 808 15.2 24.6 13.6 16.2 29.3 1.0 
Southeast 809 15.2 20.9 15.2 18.5 29.0 1.1 
Transition 868 13.9 21.2 12.8 18.3 32.7 1.0 
Total 3,248 14.3 22.4 14.4 17.9 30.0 1.0 
χ2=14.952, p = 0.455             


 
 
 
Table 3-6.  Percent indicating support for eliminating all party hunting (cross-tagging). 
 


   
Percent indicating support for eliminating all party hunting 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 766 16.3 10.3 9.9 17.8 44.8 0.9 
Northwest 804 15.8 10.2 9.5 14.3 48.6 1.6 
Southeast 810 19.8 10.7 10.9 14.6 42.5 1.6 
Transition 867 17.8 10.5 9.0 16.4 45.6 0.8 
Total 3,247 17.4 10.4 9.8 15.7 45.4 1.2 
χ2=17.280, p = 0.302             
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Table 3-7.  Percent indicating support for eliminating buck party hunting (cross-tagging). 
 


   
Percent indicating support for eliminating buck party hunting 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 767 23.2 22.2 10.7 11.6 30.4 2.0 
Northwest 805 23.5 19.8 10.2 13.3 31.9 1.4 
Southeast 811 29.6 18.4 11.2 12.2 27.5 1.1 
Transition 868 24.9 21.1 10.7 12.6 29.8 0.9 
Total 3,251 25.3 20.3 10.7 12.4 29.9 1.3 
χ2=19.267, p = 0.201             


 
 
 
Table 3-8.  Percent indicating support for moving the firearm deer season out of the rut. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for moving the deer season  
out of the rut 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 762 11.5 17.3 15.9 20.5 33.3 1.4 
Northwest 799 11.0 14.1 14.6 18.9 39.9 1.4 
Southeast 809 18.4 15.8 15.6 16.7 31.8 1.7 
Transition 865 12.0 13.6 16.2 17.5 39.3 1.4 
Total 3,235 13.3 15.2 15.6 18.3 36.2 1.5 
χ2=42.641, p < 0.001             
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Table 3-9.   Percent indicating support for implementing a buck lottery. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for a buck license lottery 


Would you 
still hunt 
antlerless 


deer? 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know Yes No 


East Central 761 8.9 18.0 12.4 15.9 43.8 1.1 86.1 13.9 
Northwest 799 11.5 18.8 9.0 14.0 45.4 1.3 83.7 16.3 
Southeast 803 12.2 15.9 10.8 16.9 43.3 0.7 76.9 23.1 
Transition 865 14.8 16.4 9.5 16.3 41.7 1.3 88.3 11.7 


Total 
3,22


8 12.0 17.3 10.4 15.8 43.5 1.1 83.9 16.1 
χ2=24.481, p = 0.0573             


χ2=39.313, p< 
0.001 


 
 
 
Table 3-10.  Support for regulatory alternatives from respondents who supported 
regulations that would increase the number of antlered bucks. 


 


    Percent indicating support for each regulatory alternative 


Region n 


Eliminate 
all Party 
Hunting 


Eliminate 
Buck 
Party 


Hunting 
Buck 


Lottery


Antler 
Point 


Restriction


Move 
Season 
from 
Rut 


Earn- 
a-


Buck 


Early 
Antlerless 


Season 
East Central 508 30.5 52.2 32.3 58.9 32.3 40.2 52.6 
Northwest 508 28.5 55.5 37.2 51.4 26.5 46.3 52.2 
Southeast 555 34.6 55.7 34.4 64.5 40.0 42.3 54.4 
Transition 554 32.3 56.7 39.4 59.7 30.0 41.9 49.8 
Total 2,125 31.6 55.1 35.9 59.9 32.9 42.6 52.2 
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Table 3-11.  Support for mature buck regulations based on years of hunting experience. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for regulations that increase the 
proportion of antlered bucks in the deer population 


Experience 
(years) n 


Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


1 to 10 624 34.0 31.7 20.0 4.3 5.8 4.2 
11 to 20 748 34.9 34.9 17.8 5.3 5.7 1.3 
21 to 30 840 34.2 33.0 19.4 6.8 5.2 1.4 
31 to 40 561 32.4 34.2 17.3 8.0 6.6 1.4 
>40 410 30.5 24.6 24.6 8.3 10.5 1.5 
Total 3,183 33.5 32.3 19.4 6.4 6.4 1.9 
χ2=63.305, p< 0.001             
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Table 3-12.  Importance of selected items that should be considered prior to changing deer 
hunting regulations. 
 


    


Percent of hunters indicating they agree/disagree 
this is important when considering changing 


deer regulations 
  


  n 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree Mean1


Do not result in an increased total 
buck harvest. 3,147 25.6 31.6 29.6 8.4 4.8 2.35 
Do not result in an increased doe 
harvest.  3,136 6.3 13.8 34.9 28.1 16.9 3.36 
Increase DNR’s ability to control 
the deer population. 3,176 15.4 39.6 27.0 9.7 8.2 2.56 
Increase hunting opportunity for 
bowhunters. 3,152 17.7 21.1 39.5 11.3 10.4 2.76 
Increase hunting opportunity for 
muzzleloader hunters. 3,159 15.6 23.8 43.0 10.4 7.3 2.70 
Increase hunting opportunity for 
firearm hunters. 3,220 21.3 40.4 29.0 6.4 3.0 2.29 
Increase my own chances of taking 
an antlered buck. 3,216 22.5 33.4 36.1 5.7 2.4 2.32 
Increase my own chances of taking 
a large antlered buck. 3,211 34.4 31.0 28.5 4.1 2.1 2.09 
Increase my own chances of taking 
antlerless deer. 3,212 16.1 33.3 41.9 5.9 2.8 2.46 
Encourage new people to take up 
deer hunting. 3,193 23.3 33.3 32.9 6.2 4.3 2.35 
Lead to a better public image of 
hunters and hunting. 3,186 43.4 38.5 15.4 1.6 1.1 1.79 
Protect the interests of farmers and 
other landowners. 3,218 47.6 37.3 11.6 2.3 1.2 1.72 
Protect areas so that deer do not 
cause forest and other habitat 
damages 3,208 25.5 44.5 23.3 4.2 2.4 2.14 
Reduce crowding of hunters on 
public lands. 3,147 36.8 35.4 23.7 2.9 1.2 1.96 


1Notes: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
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Table 3-13.   Importance of selected items that should be considered prior to changing deer 
hunting regulations, by region. 
 


  
Average rating of importance when considering 


changing deer hunting regulations1     


Issue 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition F p 
(n) range of responses 734 - 757 776 - 802 773 - 802 842 - 863     
Do not result in an increased total 
buck harvest. 2.39 2.32 2.35 2.31 1.17 n.s. 


Do not result in an increased doe 
harvest.  3.19 3.47 3.45 3.34 9.94 < 0.001


Increase DNR’s ability to control 
the deer population. 2.42 2.72 2.46 2.54 12.83 < 0.001


Increase hunting opportunity for 
bowhunters. 2.76 2.77 2.66 2.80 1.77 n.s. 


Increase hunting opportunity for 
muzzleloader hunters. 2.70 2.63 2.77 2.72 2.25 n.s. 


Increase hunting opportunity for 
firearm hunters. 2.28 2.29 2.27 2.31 0.82 n.s. 


Increase my own chances of taking 
an antlered buck. 2.26 2.42 2.26 2.35 4.93 0.002 


Increase my own chances of taking 
a large antlered buck. 2.05 2.11 2.00 2.13 1.64 n.s. 


Increase my own chances of taking 
antlerless deer. 2.45 2.53 2.45 2.40 2.58 n.s. 


Encourage new people to take up 
deer hunting. 2.40 2.28 2.32 2.35 3.00 0.029 


Lead to a better public image of 
hunters and hunting. 1.82 1.80 1.70 1.82 2.18 n.s. 


Protect the interests of farmers and 
other landowners. 1.70 1.79 1.63 1.77 4.11 0.006 


Protect areas so that deer do not 
cause forest and other habitat 
damages 


2.11 2.22 1.99 2.15 8.46 < 0.001


Reduce crowding of hunters on 
public lands. 1.87 2.00 1.96 2.01 5.03 0.002 


1Notes:  1 – Strongly Agree, 2 – Agree, 3 – Neutral, 4 – Disagree, 5 – Strongly Disagree
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Findings 
 
This portion of the survey was not designed to gauge hunter support on an issue; rather it was 
designed to elucidate a rank-ordering of preferences for management alternatives in response to a 
specific scenario.  As presented in Section 3, while most hunters would prefer to see more 
antlered bucks in the deer population, there is no majority opinion on how to achieve that 
preference.  Consequently, we developed 5 scenarios and asked hunters to rank their preferences 
for regulation change.  The scenarios were: 
 


1. The deer population is stable and within population goals.  It is currently being managed 
so that either-sex licenses are available over the counter and hunters can also buy 
additional antlerless permits.  Based on requests from some hunters, this area will be 
managed in the future for more mature bucks. 


 
2. The deer population is currently 25% above the management goal.  The current strategy 


of allowing 5 deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A 
new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 
to 5 years. 


 
3. The deer population is currently 50% above the management goal.  The current strategy 


of allocating 5 deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A 
new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 
to 5 years.   


 
4. The deer population is stable or below the population goal and the harvest rate on 1½ 


year-old bucks is high.  Consequently, a low percentage of the buck population lives 
beyond 1½ years.  Currently, buck licenses are available over the counter, either-sex 
permits are available through the lottery, and hunters can only kill one deer.  Based on 
requests from hunters, this area may be managed in the future to protect young bucks and 
allow them to get to the next age class. 


 
5. Antler point restriction regulations are currently being used by several states to encourage 


antlerless harvest and protect 1½-year-old bucks.  The number of hunters and sporting 
organizations interested in antler-point restriction regulations seems to be increasing in 
Minnesota.  While the harvest rate of bucks varies in Minnesota, the majority of the 
bucks killed during the firearm season are 1½ years old.  Typically, 50 to 75% of the 1½ 
year-old buck population is harvested during the firearm season. 


 
There were 7 choices in each scenario and hunters were randomly presented 3 of those choices 
and asked to rank them as 1, 2, or 3.  The entire suite of choices is presented in Appendix B.  
Choices were designed so they would be representative of regulations that might be adopted for 
that scenario.  For example, earn-a-buck regulations have the potential to decrease deer 
populations; therefore earn-a-buck was not a choice in the scenarios where the deer population 
was stable and/or within goal range.  Also, the choice of moving the deer season out of the rut 
was not presented in the scenarios where the deer population was 25% or 50% above goal 
density because that regulation likely would not lower deer populations appreciably.  
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Conversely, moving the season was presented as a choice when the scenario suggested the deer 
population was within goal levels and the desire was to manage for more mature bucks. 
 
We analyzed the choice data at two levels.  First, we consolidated choices into seven ‘packages’ 
(e.g., all possible antler point restriction regulation choices) and looked at the grand mean for 
each package.  Second, we used the mean of the ranks to distinguish between preferred choices 
by scenario and survey area.  We did not include scenario 5 in the consolidation because it was a 
scenario that included only antler point restriction regulations and we observed a difference in 
means between scenarios 1 through 4 and scenario 5 (t = -5.28, p < 0.001). 
 
Using this analytical approach, we were able to identify both the specifically preferred choice 
(e.g., antler point restriction with party hunting vs. antler point restriction without party hunting) 
and preferences for major regulatory changes (e.g., antler point restrictions vs. earn-a-buck).  A 
mean close to 1 implies a preferred choice while a mean approaching 3 indicates a non-preferred 
choice. 
 
Consolidation of choices 
 
Overall, hunters indicated a clear preference for going hunting, even though they may not agree 
with changing regulations.  In our sample, the option of not hunting in an area if regulations were 
adopted consistently ranked below all other options.  The early antlerless season ranked highest 
(mean = 1.63), followed by antler point restrictions (mean = 1.76), earn-a-buck (mean = 1.77), 
move the deer season (mean = 1.80), continue to hunt despite objecting to regulations (mean = 
2.00), buck license lottery (mean = 2.20), and will not hunt in the area if regulations are 
implemented (mean = 2.63).   
 
Regionally, we observed differences in choices between survey areas for moving the deer 
season, hunting despite the regulations, and won’t hunt the area.  For moving the deer season, 
east central hunters were most likely to choose the regulation (mean = 1.73) and southeast 
hunters were least likely to make the choice (mean = 1.88).  Disliking regulation changes but 
continuing to hunt was ranked highest by northwest hunters (mean = 1.90) and lowest by 
southeast hunters (mean = 2.09).  Northwest hunters were also more likely to choose not to hunt 
(mean = 2.57) than other hunters (Table 4-1). 
 
Scenario 1 – Deer population within goal levels and antlerless permits are available over the 
counter 
 
This scenario exists in many Minnesota permit areas, most notably in the southeast and northern 
portions of the state.  These permit areas are termed ‘managed permit areas’ and allow the taking 
of either-sex deer with a regular license and one antlerless deer with a bonus permit.  In 
Minnesota, this management designation is intermediate between “lottery”, which is most 
restrictive, and “intensive”, which allows for the additional taking of 5 antlerless deer. 
 
In total, we observed distinct trends in that hunters seemed willing to accept regulation changes 
so long as they were able to continue hunting every year.  In this scenario, the least restrictive 
antler point regulation ranked highest, followed by moving the season out of the rut and then the 
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most restrictive antler point regulation.  Buck license lotteries and changing hunting locations if 
regulations were enacted ranked very low overall.  Consequently, in this scenario, it appeared 
hunters would be accepting of some regulation change so long as they were able to pursue bucks 
every year.  When faced with the choice of a buck license lottery, which would mean a hunter 
would not obtain an annual buck license annually; hunters tended to rank this option lower than 
the others (Table 4-2). 
 
Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 


1. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 
hunting (mean = 1.68). 


2. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and party hunting 
legal (mean = 1.76). 


3. Move the deer season out of the rut (mean = 1.82). 
4. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 


hunting (mean = 1.87). 
5. Buck license lottery, party hunting legal, fewer buck licenses (mean = 2.11). 
6. Buck license lottery, party hunting not legal, more buck licenses (mean = 2.16). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.57). 


 
Regionally, we observed differences in the most restrictive antler point regulation (choice 5) and 
changing hunting location if regulations were enacted (choice 7).  Hunters in the southeast were 
most inclined to favor restrictive antler point regulations (mean = 1.80), while hunters in the 
northwest ranked that option lower then the other survey areas (mean = 1.91).  For changing 
locations, northwest hunters indicated they would (mean = 2.48), while east central hunters 
would be least inclined to change locations (mean = 2.67).   
 
Scenario 2 – Deer population is 25% above goal level and needs to be reduced within 5 years 
 
This scenario is probably the most common current condition in northwestern, central, east-
central, and the southeastern corner of Minnesota.  Deer areas in these locations are typically 
managed as intensive permit areas, where hunters can take up to 5 deer of which only 1 can be 
antlered.  Since the inception of antlerless-only permits in the mid 1990’s, multiple permits have 
been available to individual hunters and deer populations have continued to rise.  During a goal 
setting process to evaluate deer populations throughout northern Minnesota in 2006, stakeholders 
identified numerous areas where populations should be reduced 25%.  As the current system of 
over-the-counter antlerless permits has not decreased populations, the notion of providing 
hunters a choice between regulations that go beyond ‘more permits’ will be critically important 
to the success of the statewide deer management program. 
 
In total, hunters generally ranked their choices from the least intrusive (early antlerless season) to 
the most restrictive (buck license lottery).  The option of changing hunting location again ranked 
consistently low and the motivational trends appeared similar to scenario 1 in that hunters want 
the option of pursuing bucks every year.  They may be forced to take a certain type of buck 
(antler point restriction) or take a doe first (earn-a-buck), but they seem to want the ability to at 
least have a chance to take a buck (Table 4-3). 
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Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 
1. Early antlerless season (mean = 1.65). 
2. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 


hunting (mean = 1.79). 
3. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and buck party 


hunting legal (mean = 1.81). 
3. Earn-a-buck (mean = 1.81). 
5. Buck license lottery, party hunting not legal, more buck licenses (mean = 2.14). 
6. Buck license lottery, party hunting legal, fewer buck licenses (mean = 2.20). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.61). 


 
The patterns of choice selection did not vary across survey areas. 
 
Scenario 3 – Deer population is 50% above goal level and needs to be reduced within 5 years 
 
This scenario rarely exists in Minnesota and would most likely be associated with deer areas 
containing large urban locations, some state parks, and other lightly hunted refuges.  While 
presumed to be rare, the scenario was added because there is a chance the deer population goal 
setting project may identify some local areas that would require this level of deer reduction.  
Hence, it was added but the choices were the same as scenario 2 (25% reduction).  The 
presumption on our part was that hunters would be more inclined to select more aggressive 
regulatory alternatives as compared to the scenario 2.   
 
In total, hunters again ranked the early antlerless season highest; however, they were more 
inclined to choose the regulatory packages that might lead to more dramatic deer population 
reductions as compared to scenario 2.  For example, in scenario 2, a less restrictive antler point 
regulation ranked higher than earn-a-buck while in scenario 3, earn-a-buck ranked higher than all 
regulations besides the early antlerless season.  Once again, the option of not being able to 
pursue bucks annually and moving hunt location ranked lowest overall (Table 4-4).  With the 
exception of the early antlerless season (it would result in the least hunting pattern change), these 
results indicate hunters had the ability to discern which regulations may have the largest effect 
and ranked them accordingly.   
 
Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 


1. Early antlerless season (mean = 1.61). 
2. Earn-a-buck (mean = 1.78). 
3. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and party hunting 


legal (mean = 1.79). 
4. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 


hunting (mean = 1.80). 
5. Buck license lottery, party hunting not legal, more buck licenses (mean = 2.16) 
6. Buck license lottery, party hunting legal, fewer buck licenses (mean = 2.17). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.71). 


 
Similar to scenario 2, the patterns of choice selection did not vary across survey areas. 
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Scenario 4 – Population at or below goal, high buck harvest rates, limited antlerless permits 
 
This scenario exists throughout the farmland region of Minnesota and is most typified by lottery 
permit areas where people can hunt with over-the-counter licenses but must apply for a limited 
number of antlerless permits.  Specific locations are the southwest farmland areas and major 
wildlife management areas where hunting pressure is high.   
 
The choices in this scenario ranged from moving the deer season out of the rut to limiting the 
number of buck licenses that would be allocated.  Earn-a-buck and early antlerless seasons were 
not offered as choices because the scenario did not involve lowering deer densities.  Overall, 
hunters displayed a clear interest in having buck hunting opportunity every year as the lottery 
option ranked lowest again.  In this scenario, an antler point restriction that allowed youth 
hunters to kill any buck ranked highest, followed by an antler point restriction that allowed party 
hunting, an antler point restriction that did not allow party hunting bucks, moving the deer 
season out of the rut, deer license lotteries, and finally moving to a new area if regulations were 
adopted (Table 4-5). 
 
Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 


1. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting 
legal, youth can take any buck (mean = 1.70). 


2. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting 
legal, youth must abide by regulation (mean = 1.72). 


3. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population, no buck party 
hunting, youth must abide by regulation (mean = 1.76). 


4. Move the deer season out of the rut (mean = 1.79). 
5. All licenses lottery (buck and antlerless), party hunting legal (mean = 2.23). 
6. All licenses lottery (buck and antlerless), party hunting not legal (mean = 2.32). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.52). 


 
Regionally, we observed differences within the survey area for moving the deer season out of the 
rut.  East central hunters were most inclined to choose this as regulatory option (mean = 1.70), 
while northwest hunters were least likely to make the choice (mean = 1.89).  Again, it is not 
surprising that northwest hunters were least likely to want to move the deer season because they 
are the most likely to have the overall season impacted by severe weather.     
 
Scenario 5 – Various antler point restriction regulations 
 
Large-scale antler point restriction regulations have been implemented in several states (e.g., 
Missouri, Pennsylvania).  In those states, extensive public input has been sought regarding 
support/opposition to the regulations.  In Minnesota, antler point restriction regulations were 
used on 3 Minnesota state parks in order to test the biological effect of the regulation.  
Concurrently, the sociological effect will be assessed by surveying hunt participants.  To that 
end, this scenario attempted to address which variants of antler point restriction regulations 
would be most acceptable if they were adopted in a deer permit area.  Choices were also offered 
to assess how hunters felt about the regulations in general, and whether or not they would change 
locations if implemented. 







Section 4:  Choice scenarios 
 


46 


Overall, hunters displayed a preference for a regulatory package that allowed youth hunters to 
shoot any buck, and preference was most strong for a regulation that protected 75% of the 
yearling buck population but still allowed party hunting (mean = 1.70).  Regulations that were 
increasingly restrictive and did not provide for the youth any deer option were least preferred.  In 
fact, the choice of ‘not liking antler point regulations but would hunt anyway’ ranked higher than 
the most restrictive antler point regulation (protect 75%, no party hunting, youth abide).  As in 
the other 4 scenarios, the option of changing hunt location if regulations were adopted ranked 
lowest (mean = 2.67) (Table 4-6). 
 
Overall, the following antler point restriction regulation options were ranked as follows: 


1. Protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting legal, youth can take any deer 
(mean = 1.70). 


2. Protect 50% of the yearling buck population, buck party hunting not legal, youth can take 
any deer (mean = 1.85). 


3. Protect 50% of the yearling buck population, buck party hunting not legal, youth must 
abide by the regulation (mean = 1.86). 


4. Protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting legal, youth must abide by the 
regulation (mean = 1.89). 


5. Opposed to antler point restriction regulations but would still hunt the area (mean = 
2.00). 


6. Protect 75% of the yearling buck population, buck party hunting not legal, youth must 
abide by the regulation (mean = 2.02). 


7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.67). 
 
Regionally, we observed differences in above items 3, 5, and 6.  Respondents in the transition 
area were most likely to indicate a preference for protecting a lower percentage of the buck 
population and making youth hunters abide (choice 3, mean = 1.82), while respondents in the 
southeast were least likely to make that choice (mean = 1.92).  Additionally, northwest 
respondents were least likely to indicate they dislike regulations but would continue to hunt 
(choice 5, mean = 1.90) and southeast respondents were most likely (mean = 2.09).  Finally, the 
most restrictive antler point regulation (choice 7) was favored more often by southeast 
respondents (mean = 1.89) and least often by east central respondents (mean = 2.06). 
 
Choice summary 
 
When faced with the choice of hunting under less than desirable regulations or not hunting in 
their traditional areas, Minnesota deer hunters will choose to hunt.  Our results indicated a high 
fidelity to traditional hunting locations (90%) and unwillingness to move, even if they disagreed 
with the regulations (mean = 2.63/3.00).  Which regulations they chose; however, depended on 
the scenario and an individual’s perception of its effectiveness.  For example, when faced with 
scenarios that called for a 25% and 50% reduction in the deer populations, respondents were 
more likely to choose more liberal regulations under the 50% scenario.   
 
There were two issues that stood out in this survey.  First, moving the deer season out of the rut 
has been noted by individuals as an acceptable and ‘easy’ change that would lead to more mature 
bucks.  However, in the choice portion of this study, it was clear that respondents believed 
moving the deer season was less attractive than antler point restrictions.  Indeed, when asked in 
section 3 if they supported or opposed moving the season, the regulation garnered less support 
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(28%) than a buck license lottery (29%), which ranked lowest in all the choice scenarios.  Most 
notably, southeast respondents who are closest to Iowa where the deer season is in December 
were least likely to choose moving the deer season.  Second, antler point restrictions have been 
proposed for northwestern Minnesota and work has been done by local hunters to garner support 
for the regulation.  However, in our survey, respondents in northwest Minnesota were not 
inclined to choose antler point restriction regulations.  In scenario 5, where we asked specifically 
about antler point regulations, northwest respondents were more likely to choose the option of 
“not agreeing with the regulations but would hunt anyway”, than any other group. 
 
Finally, respondents clearly wanted an opportunity to hunt bucks every year.  In all cases, the 
buck license lottery choice ranked lower than all other regulatory alternatives.  The only choice 
that ranked lower than a buck license lottery was moving to another hunting location if the 
regulations were implemented.  Clearly, if a buck license lottery were implemented, DNR would 
experience at best dissention among a majority of hunters and at worst, a movement of hunters to 
other areas of the state. 
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Table 4-1.  Combined mean scores for choices presented to deer survey participants  
 


  
Mean score of combined regulatory options 


    


Regulatory Option 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition
Overall 
Mean1 F p 


Buck license lottery 2.23 2.21 2.20 2.18 2.20 1.37 n.s. 


Antler point restriction2 1.74 1.77 1.73 1.78 1.76 1.89 n.s. 


Earn-a-buck 1.76 1.78 1.82 1.75 1.77 1.00 n.s. 


Early antlerless season 1.64 1.60 1.64 1.63 1.63 0.24 n.s. 


Move the deer season 1.73 1.86 1.88 1.80 1.80 3.28 0.020
Don't like regulations but 
will still hunt 2.00 1.90 2.09 2.00 2.00 2.73 0.043


Move location if regulations 
are implemented 2.65 2.57 2.64 2.62 2.63 2.69 0.045
1Weighted        
2Does not include Scenario 5 (Antler Point Restriction scenario)    
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Table 4-2.  Mean scores for choices presented to hunters for scenario 1. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 282 - 308 283 - 318 291 - 335 315 - 347 1209 - 1266     
Buck license lottery, party 
hunting legal 2.12 2.15 2.16 2.07 2.11 0.891 n.s. 


Buck license lottery, no 
party hunting 2.18 2.26 2.16 2.12 2.16 1.738 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.63 1.75 1.72 1.68 1.68 1.604 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.70 1.68 1.73 1.86 1.76 3.543 0.014 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.88 1.91 1.80 1.88 1.87 1.381 n.s. 


Move deer season out of rut 1.80 1.78 1.88 1.82 1.82 0.888 n.s. 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.67 2.48 2.56 2.51 2.57 3.608 0.013 


 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is stable and within population goals.  It is currently being managed so that 
either-sex licenses are available over the counter and hunters can also buy additional antlerless 
permits.  Based on requests from some hunters, this area will be managed in the future for more 
mature bucks.
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Table 4-3.  Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 2. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 282 - 308 283 - 318 291 - 335 315 - 347 1220 - 1266     
Buck license lottery, party 
hunting legal 2.23 2.16 2.24 2.16 2.20 1.040 n.s. 


Buck license lottery, no 
party hunting 2.19 2.22 2.14 2.07 2.14 2.420 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.75 1.84 1.77 1.82 1.79 1.002 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.80 1.81 1.75 1.83 1.81 0.654 n.s. 


Earn-a-buck 1.77 1.82 1.85 1.82 1.81 0.566 n.s. 


Early antlerless season 1.63 1.66 1.67 1.64 1.65 0.142 n.s. 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.67 2.54 2.64 2.58 2.61 1.948 n.s. 


 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is currently 25% above the management goal.  The current strategy of 
allowing five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A new 
strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 years. 
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Table 4-4.  Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 3. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 276 - 303 283 - 325 300 - 339 317 - 351 1219 - 1267     
Buck license lottery, party 
hunting legal 2.16 2.16 2.17 2.19 2.17 0.091 n.s. 


Buck license lottery, no 
party hunting 2.19 2.17 2.14 2.14 2.16 0.351 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.80 1.83 1.74 1.83 1.80 1.007 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.77 1.83 1.76 1.81 1.79 0.530 n.s. 


Earn-a-buck 1.82 1.75 1.83 1.74 1.78 1.064 n.s. 


Early antlerless season 1.65 1.54 1.60 1.61 1.61 0.916 n.s. 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.70 2.67 2.71 2.74 2.71 0.748 n.s. 


 
 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is currently 50% above the management goal.  The current strategy of 
allocating five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A new 
strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 years.
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Table 4-5.   Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 4. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 271 - 295 273 - 308 281 - 322 306 - 339 1186 - 1235     
All licenses in lottery, party 
hunting legal (fewer permits) 2.36 2.25 2.26 2.32 2.32 1.397 n.s. 


All licenses in lottery, party 
hunting not legal (more 
permits) 


2.29 2.21 2.20 2.21 2.23 0.790 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.70 1.75 1.72 1.82 1.76 1.586 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.79 1.70 1.68 1.67 1.72 1.400 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, youth can take 
anything, party hunting legal 


1.68 1.75 1.75 1.69 1.70 0.803 n.s. 


Move deer season out of rut 1.70 1.89 1.86 1.79 1.79 3.160 0.024 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.51 2.49 2.57 2.51 2.52 0.381 n.s. 


 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is stable or below population goal and the harvest rate on 1½ year-old bucks 
is high.  Consequently, a low percentage of the buck population lives beyond 1½ years.  
Currently, buck licenses are available over the counter, either-sex permits are available through 
the lottery, and hunters can only kill one deer.  Based on requests from hunters, this area may be 
managed in the future to protect young bucks and allow them to get to the next age class.
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Table 4-6.   Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 5. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 275 - 298 286 - 318 283 - 320 313 - 348 1178 - 1246     
Protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting, youth abide by 
regulations 


1.85 1.91 1.92 1.82 1.86 1.362 n.s. 


Protect 75%, youth abide, 
party hunting legal 1.83 1.89 1.90 1.94 1.89 0.928 n.s. 


Protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting, youth can take any 
deer 


1.82 1.98 1.79 1.87 1.85 3.326 0.019 


Protect 75%, party hunting 
legal, youth can take any 
deer 


1.73 1.71 1.71 1.68 1.70 0.242 n.s. 


Protect 75%, no buck party 
hunting, youth abide 2.06 2.02 1.89 2.03 2.02 2.674 0.046 


Opposed to any antler point 
regulations, but would still 
hunt the area 


2.00 1.90 2.09 2.00 2.00 2.727 0.043 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.72 2.62 2.68 2.64 2.67 1.159 n.s. 


 
Scenario: 
 
Antler point restriction regulations are currently being used by several states to encourage 
antlerless harvest and protect 1½ year old bucks.  The number of hunters and sporting 
organizations interested in antler-point restriction regulations is increasing in Minnesota.  While 
the harvest rate of bucks varies in Minnesota, the majority of the bucks killed during the firearm 
season are 1½ years old.  Typically, 50 to 75% of the 1½ year old buck population is harvested 
during the firearm season.
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2005 DEER HUNTER SATISFACTION AND 
PREFERENCES FOR REGULATION CHANGES 


IN MINNESOTA 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
A cooperative study conducted by the University of Minnesota for 


the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
 


Your help on this study is greatly appreciated! 
 


Please return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.  
The envelope is self-addressed and no postage is required.  Thanks! 


 
 


Minnesota Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, 
Department of Fisheries, Wildlife, and Conservation Biology 


University of Minnesota 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55108-6124 
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Section A.  Minnesota Deer Hunting Experiences 
 
First, we would like to know about your background and experience as a deer hunter. 
 


1. Would you say you know A GREAT DEAL, A MODERATE AMOUNT, A LITTLE, OR 
NOTHING about DNR’s deer management program? (Check one). 


 
 A GREAT DEAL – I read most of the hunting handbook, DNR news releases, and follow the 


outdoor media 
 A MODERATE AMOUNT - I read parts of the handbook and occasionally follow the 


outdoor media 
 A LITTLE – I only read the parts of the handbook that pertain to me and otherwise don’t 


follow the outdoor media 
 NOTHING – I buy my license just before the season and follow the advice of my friends 
 DON'T KNOW 


 
2. In your opinion, should the deer population in the same area you hunt most often be increased, 


remain the same, or be decreased? (Check one). 
 


 INCREASED 
 REMAIN THE SAME 
 DECREASED 
 DON'T KNOW 


 
3. Did you hunt deer during the 2004 firearm season?  (Check one). 
 


 YES 
 NO   SKIP TO QUESTION 8 


 
4. How much of your deer hunting did you do on each of the following types of land during the 


2004 deer hunting season?  (Circle one number for each item) 
 


 
None Some Most All 


Don’t 
Know 


Land that I own 1 2 3 4 9 


Private land that I do not own 1 2 3 4 9 


Public land 1 2 3 4 9 
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5. Overall, were you satisfied or dissatisfied with your Minnesota deer hunting experiences during 
the 2004 season? (Check one). 


 
 VERY SATISFIED   
 SOMEWHAT SATISFIED   
 NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED  
 SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED   
 VERY DISSATISFIED   
 DON'T KNOW 


 
6. Please indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you were with the following issues related to your 


Minnesota deer hunting experiences in 2004.  (Circle one number for each item) 
 
 Very 


Satisfied 
Somewhat
Satisfied 


 
Neither


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Don’t 
Know 


Ability to understand the 
deer hunting regulations 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Amount of PUBLIC land 
for deer hunting 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Amount of PRIVATE 
land for deer hunting 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Number of other hunters 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Scenic beauty of hunting 
areas 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Experiences with family 
and friends 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Success in killing a deer 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Weather conditions 1 2 3 4 5 9 
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7. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements about the area you hunted 
most often in 2004.  Please circle one number for each question.  (Circle one number for each item) 


 
 Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 


 
Neither


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Don’t 
Know 


I am satisfied with the 
number of mature bucks  1 2 3 4 5 9 


I am satisfied with the 
quality of bucks  1 2 3 4 5 9 


I heard about or saw 
mature bucks while 
hunting 


1 2 3 4 5 9 


I am satisfied with the 
number of antlerless deer 1 2 3 4 5 9 


I am satisfied with the 
number of deer I see while 
hunting 


1 2 3 4 5 9 


 
 
8. Which ONE of the following best describes how you deer hunt in Minnesota?  Would you say you: 


(Check only one). 
 


 HUNT FOR LARGE ANTLERED BUCKS DURING ENTIRE SEASON 
 HUNT FOR LARGE ANTLERED BUCKS EARLY SEASON AND SHOOT ANY LEGAL 


DEER LATER 
 SHOOT ANY ANTLERED BUCK 
 SHOOT THE FIRST LEGAL DEER (ANTLERED OR ANTLERLESS) THAT I CAN 
 HUNT FOR AN ANTLERLESS DEER FOR THE FREEZER, THEN WAIT FOR A MATURE 


BUCK 
 SHOOT ONLY ANTLERLESS DEER 
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Section B.  Deer Management in Minnesota 


We are interested in understanding how you feel about deer management strategies and goals in 
Minnesota.  The following questions will ask you how much you support a variety of deer management 
options. 


 
9. In general, would you support or oppose a regulation that would increase the proportion of antlered 


bucks in the deer population you hunt most often? (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW 


 
10.  Currently, Minnesota is one of only a few states that allow hunters to shoot deer for each other.   


Because hunters can kill multiple bucks per year, the cross-tagging provision might contribute to 
higher buck harvest rates in Minnesota than in other states.  The following two questions assess your 
level of support for allowing hunters to kill deer for each other.  


 
In the area you hunt most often, would you support or oppose a regulation that would allow hunters to 
continue to hunt together as a party, but would prohibit hunters from shooting deer for each other 
(both antlered bucks and antlerless deer)? (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW  


 
11.  In the area you hunt most often, would you support or oppose a regulation that would allow hunters 


to continue to hunt together as a party but would prohibit shooting antlered bucks for each other? You 
would still be able to shoot antlerless deer for each other (Check one).   
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW 
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Currently, in areas that are above population goals, hunters are encouraged to kill 
antlerless deer.  If hunters selectively kill antlerless deer, the proportion of antlered bucks 
surviving the hunting season might increase.   


The next series of questions addresses specific methods of increasing the harvest of 
antlerless deer and possibly increasing the proportion of antlered bucks in the deer 
population.   


Please indicate the degree to which you support or oppose each method in the area you 
hunt most often. 


 
12.  The first method would limit the number of buck licenses available to hunters during the firearm 


season.  Under this scenario, the standard firearm license would be valid for antlerless deer only.   
−−  Hunters interested in killing antlered bucks would need to apply for a permit through a lottery 


system.   
−−  Only lottery winners would be eligible to hunt antlered deer.   
−−  Unsuccessful applicants would be restricted to hunting antlerless deer during the current year, 


but would gain preference points in the lottery which would improve their chance of getting 
drawn for a buck license in future years.   


−−  A hunter would likely win a buck permit every 2-3 years depending on hunting pressure. 
 


Would you support or oppose a regulation that would limit the number of buck licenses available to 
hunters during the firearm season in the area you hunt most often. (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW 


  
13.  In the area you hunt most often, would you continue to hunt antlerless deer if you were not able to 


obtain a buck license through the lottery? (Check one). 
 


 YES               
  NO                
  DON’T KNOW  
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14. The second method would protect bucks with less than 3 or 4 antler points on at least one side.  The 
protection level would be designed to protect at least half of all 1½ year old bucks in the population. 


  
−−  Under this scenario, buck hunters could only kill adult males that met the established legal 


definition.   
−−  Hunters would first have to identify the animal as a legal buck before shooting the deer.  
−−  As a result of this regulation, harvest rates on antlerless deer should increase.  Also, a greater 


proportion of 1 1/2 year old males should survive to the 2 1/2 year age-class and would be 
available to hunters the next hunting season.   


 
Would you support or oppose an antler point restriction regulation in the area you hunt most often? 
(Check one). 


 
  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 


 
15.  A third method would move the firearm deer season outside of the rut.  Under this scenario, the 


regular firearm season would begin no earlier than mid-November.  As a result of this regulation, 
bucks may be less vulnerable and buck harvest rates may be reduced.  


 
Would you support or oppose this type of regulation that would move the firearm season date outside 
of the rut in the area you hunt most often? (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 
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16.  A fourth method would require all deer hunters to kill an antlerless deer before killing an antlered 
buck.  This is typically called earn-a-buck. Under this scenario, hunters cannot shoot a buck until 
they first killed an antlerless deer.  As a result of this regulation, harvest rates on antlerless deer 
should increase.  Also, harvest rates on antlered deer should decrease, resulting in a greater 
proportion of antlered bucks that survive to the next hunting season.   


 
Would you support or oppose this type of regulation that would require hunters to kill an antlerless 
deer before killing an antlered deer in the area you hunt most often?  (Check one). 


 
  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 


 
17. Suppose an antlerless-only season was offered in addition to the regular firearm deer season that you 


normally hunt.  The season would not last more than a week (most likely a single weekend in mid-
October) and killing an antlerless deer during this new season would not affect your regular firearms 
licenses.  The season would be timed to minimize conflicts with peak archery harvest and would not 
occur during that period known as the ‘pre-rut’.   


 
Would you support or oppose this type of regulation?  (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 


 
    Would you participate in an antlerless-only season before the regular firearm season ? (Check one). 


 
  YES    
  NO 


 
18. If the MnDNR were to adopt new deer management regulations, would you prefer to see them 


applied…..? (Check one). 
 


 STATEWIDE 
 THE ZONE AND PERMIT AREA YOU HUNT 
 THE ZONE YOU HUNT BUT ONLY IN A PERMIT AREA YOU DON’T HUNT 
 ONLY IN A ZONE YOU DON’T HUNT 
 NOT AT ALL 
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19.  Overall, people have different reasons for supporting or opposing new hunting regulations.  Please 
tell us how important to you each of the following reasons is for supporting or opposing new hunting 
regulations. 


 
When I consider proposed hunting regulation changes, it is important to me that these factors are 
considered: (Please circle one number for each item) 


 
 Strongly 


Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 


Don’t 
Know 


Do not result in an increased total buck harvest. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Do not result in an increased doe harvest. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase DNR’s ability to control the deer 
population. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase hunting opportunity for bowhunters. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase hunting opportunity for muzzleloader 
hunters. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase hunting opportunity for firearm 
hunters. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase my own chances of taking an antlered 
buck. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase my own chances of taking a large 
antlered buck. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase my own chances of taking antlerless 
deer. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Encourage new people to take up deer hunting. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Lead to a better public image of hunters and 
hunting. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Protect the interests of farmers and other 
landowners. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Protect areas so that deer do not cause forest and 
other habitat damages 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Reduce crowding of hunters on public lands. 1 2 3 4 5 9 
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Section C.  Past Hunting Experience 
 
20. Including last year, how many years have you hunted deer in Minnesota?     ____________ Years 


 
21. What hunting method do you primarily use?  (check one) 
 


 DEER DRIVE WITH LESS THAN 5 PEOPLE 
 DEER DRIVE WITH 5 OR MORE PEOPLE 
 TREE STAND 
 GROUND BLIND 
 STILL HUNTING OR STALKING 
 OTHER (PLEASE LIST):   


 
_______________________________________________________ 


 
22. Which statement best characterizes where you hunt? (check one) 
 


 I ALMOST NEVER HUNT THE SAME AREA EVERY YEAR  
 I CHANGE MY HUNTING LOCATION EVERY 1 TO 2 YEARS 
 I CHANGE MY HUNTING LOCATION EVERY 3 TO 5 YEARS 
 I TYPICALLY HUNT THE SAME AREA EVERY YEAR 


 


 


Section D.  Preferences for Deer Season Options 
 
We will now present you with 5 deer management scenarios that are occurring in various permit 
areas throughout Minnesota.  These are current issues that will need to be addressed in the 
coming years.  Within each scenario, you will be presented 3 management options.  These 3 
options represent only a subset of all possible management options.  Some hunters will receive 
surveys with the same options, while others will receive surveys with different options.  The 
options presented to you have been randomly selected from the total set of choices.  In the end, 
when all the surveys are combined, we will be able to create a ranked list of management 
options.   
 
In all cases, the scenarios are real and the management response is possible.  To the best of your 
ability, please read the scenarios and choices very carefully and answer the following questions 
as if the scenario exists in the area you hunt most often.
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Comments:  We are interested in your views about deer hunting in Minnesota.  Please write additional 
comments below.  The results of this survey will be available next year on the Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources Web site, www.dnr.state.mn.us.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope 
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Scenario 1:  The deer population is stable and within population goals.  It is currently being 
managed so that either-sex licenses are available over the counter and hunters can also buy 
additional antlerless permits.  Based on requests from some hunters, this area will be managed in 
the future for more mature bucks. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S1C1) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck licenses available because hunters could shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice (S1C2) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal 
 There would be more buck licenses available because hunters could not shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S1C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S1C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal because a higher 


percentage of 1½ year-old bucks would be protected 
 
Choice (S1C5) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
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 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal so that the maximum number of 


bucks could be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S1C6) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 The season length would be comparable to previous years 
 The firearm season would begin in mid-November, which is one week later than the 


current framework 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would illegal so more bucks could be protected 


 
Choice (S1C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 2:  The deer population is currently 25% above the management goal.  The current 
strategy of allowing five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  
A new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 
years. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S2C1) _____ 


 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck licenses available because hunters could shoot bucks and 


antlerless deer for each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice (S2C2) _____ 


 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal but hunters could shoot antlerless 


deer for each other 
 There would be more buck licenses available because hunters could not shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S2C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S2C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be legal because a higher percentage of 1½ 


year-old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could shoot antlerless deer for each other 
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Choice (S2C5) _____ 
 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The area will be managed as “Earn-A-Buck” 
 You must tag an antlerless deer prior to tagging a buck 
 The antlerless deer can be taken in any deer season so long as it is killed first 


 
Choice (S2C6) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The length of the deer season would be comparable to previous years 
 There would be an antlerless only firearms season for 2 days in mid-October 


 
Choice (S2C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 3: The deer population is currently 50% above the management goal.  The current 
strategy of allocating five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  
A new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 
years.  Please look at the following panel and choose one of the available options. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S3C1) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck licenses available because hunters could shoot deer for each 


other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice 2 (S3C2) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery  
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal 
 There would be more buck permits available because hunters could not shoot deer for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S3C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S3C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a higher percentage of 1½ 


year-old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S3C5) _____ 
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 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The area will be managed as “Earn-A-Buck” 
 You must tag an antlerless deer prior to tagging a buck 
 The antlerless deer can be taken in any deer season so long as it is killed first 


 
Choice (S3C6) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The length of the deer season would be comparable to previous years 
 There would be an antlerless only firearm season for 2 days in mid-October 


 
Choice (S3C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 4:  The deer population is stable or below population goal and the harvest rate on 1½ 
year-old bucks is high.  Consequently, a low percentage of the buck population lives beyond 1½ 
years.  Currently, buck licenses are available over the counter, either-sex permits are available 
through the lottery, and hunters can only kill one deer.  Based on requests from hunters, this area 
may be managed in the future to protect young bucks and allow them to get to the next age class.   
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S4C1) _____ 


 Buck and antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck permits available because hunters could shoot bucks for each 


other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck or antlerless license would not be able to hunt but 


would gain preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice (S4C2) _____ 


 Buck and antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal 
 There would be more buck permits available because hunters could not shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck or antlerless license would not be able to hunt but 


would gain preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S4C3) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters must abide by the antler point regulation but could take an antlerless deer 


without making application 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 
Choice (S4C4) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters must abide by the antler point regulation but could take an antlerless deer 


without making application 
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 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a higher percentage of 1½ 
year-old bucks would be protected 


 
Choice (S4C5) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters could shoot sub-legal bucks 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a high percentage of 1½ year 


old bucks are protected, except sub-legal bucks could not be killed for a youth hunter 
 
Choice (S4C6) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 The season length would be comparable to previous years 
 The firearm season would begin in mid-November, which is one week later than the 


current framework 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would illegal so more bucks could be protected 


 
Choice (S4C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 5:  Antler point restriction regulations are currently being used by several states to 
encourage antlerless harvest and protect 1½ year old bucks.  The number of hunters and sporting 
organizations interested in antler-point restriction regulations is increasing in Minnesota.  While 
the harvest rate of bucks varies in Minnesota, the majority of the bucks killed during the firearm 
season are 1½ years old.  Typically, 50 to 75% of the 1½ year old buck population is harvested 
during the firearm season. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 


 
Choice (S5C1) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters would have to abide by the same antler restriction regulation 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S5C2) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population  
 Youth hunters would have to abide by the same antler restriction regulation 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a high percentage of 1½ year 


old bucks are protected 
 
Choice (S5C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters could shoot any antlered buck 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because fewer bucks are protected 


and hunters could not shoot sub-legal bucks for youth hunters 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S5C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that met a minimum antler point would be legal to harvest (either 3 or 4 


points on one side) 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters could shoot any antlered buck 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a high percentage of 1½ year 


old bucks are protected, except sub-legal bucks could not be killed for a youth hunter 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 
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Choice (S5C5) _____ 
 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population  
 Youth hunters would have to abide by the same antler restriction regulation 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal but hunters could shoot antlerless 


deer for each other 
 
Choice (S5C6) _____ 


 While I am generally opposed to antler point restriction regulations, I would still hunt the 
same area if they were enacted 


 
Choice (S5C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Introduction 


 
The 3A and 3B firearm deer seasons are currently unique in Minnesota in that a person cannot 
hunt both seasons.  When originally designed, the intent of the 3B season was to allow for 
population management through antlerless deer harvest while the earlier 3A season was termed 
the “buck season” because antlerless permits were not available.  Given the growth of local deer 
populations, beginning in 2003, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) made antlerless 
permits available in the 3A season.  Also in 2003, several other changes were instituted to 
improve hunter and harvest distribution that included shortening the 3A season by 2 days and 
lengthening the 3B season by 2 days.  In 2004, youth hunters were allowed to hunt both seasons 
(for simplicity, the 2004 youth change will be included in the ‘suite’ of 2003 changes).  For the 
2009 season, only 1 deer permit area (344) did not allow over-the-counter antlerless hunting 
during the 3A season. 
 
There has been significant, but divergent interest regarding how southeastern deer populations 
should be managed.  The historic interest in preserving deer hunting opportunity, expansion in 
local deer populations, and opposing desires from different interest groups generated the need to 
assess hunter support for changes in southeast deer hunting regulations.   For example, firearms 
hunters (both from organizations and individuals) have identified a range of concepts from 
reinstituting the ‘buck only’ season to delaying the deer season until late November and 
everything in between. Concurrently, bowhunters have advocated for a later gun season to 
reduce their competition for hunting bucks during the rut.  This survey attempts to quantify 
hunter desires related to regulatory change. 
 
Methods 
 
The study sample was equally divided between the Zone 3A and 3B seasons.  The survey 
included 10 questions ranging from area hunted to support for regulations designed to manage 
for a higher proportion of mature bucks.  In total, 1,500 individuals from each group were 
selected at random from the 2008 DNR Electronic License Sales license database.  The samples 
were drawn using stratified random sampling of 2008 licensed deer hunters aged 18 years or 
older.  At the time of license purchase, hunters are asked to indicate which permit area they hunt 
most often.  Deer harvest data indicates ~90% of successful hunters harvest a deer in the permit 
area they say they hunt most often.  For this reason, we used the hunters’ responses to the 
question of which deer permit area they hunt most often as the basis for stratification of the 
sample.   
 
Survey design and implementation generally followed Dillman's (2000) Tailored Design 
Method.  A draft survey was developed and comments were solicited from the Minnesota Deer 
Hunters Association (MDHA), Bluffland Whitetails Association (BWA), and the Quality Deer 
Management Association (QDMA).  Several questions were revised to reflect comments 
received from those groups.  We distributed 3 complete mailings (including personalized cover 
letter, survey, and business-reply envelope) and a non-response check, which included basic 
questions related to their hunt. 
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To compare survey responses between treatment groups (3A vs. 3B), we conducted descriptive 
statistics, chi-square, and analysis of variance using SPSS 17.  Differences were considered 
significant when P < 0.05. 
 
Survey Response Rate 
 
Of the 3,000 questionnaires mailed, 85 were undeliverable, which resulted in 2,915 valid 
surveys.  A total of 1,740 surveys were completed and returned the questionnaire, yielding an 
overall response rate of 60%.  As a simple random sample, the error estimate was 2.2%.  Overall, 
samples sizes were adequate to draw conclusions across both seasons. 
 
Because the response rate did not exceed the pre-determined goal of 60%, a non-response survey 
was mailed to assess if differences exist.  As of writing, the non-response data has not been 
analyzed. 
 
Hunter background 
 
During the 2008 firearm season, 98% of 3A and 3B respondents indicated they hunted deer.  
Overall, 3A and 3B respondents had 25.0 and 24.0 years of hunting experience, respectively (F = 
1.92, P = 0.166).  Specific to Zone 3 deer hunting, they had 18.0 (3A) and 18.4 (3B) years of 
experience hunting their zone (F = 0.294, P = 0.588).  With respect to experience hunting 
specific deer permit areas, hunters in deer permit area 338 were least experienced (13.3 years); 
whereas, individuals in deer permit area 346 (21.3 years) were most experienced (F = 3.12, P = 
0.001) (Table 1). 
 
The vast majority of respondents (93%) do not belong to an organized deer hunting group.  Of 
those affiliated with a group, 3.4% noted the MDHA, 1.3% indicated BWA, 0.6% identified the 
QDMA, and 2.5% checked ‘other’.  While not tracked specifically, ‘other” tended to be the 
National Rifle Association, a local sportsmen’s club, or the North American Hunting Club. 
 
Overall, 24% of all 3A and 3B respondents indicated they also hunted deer during the archery 
season (χ2 = 0.430, P = 0.515).  Only 15% of all respondents noted they hunted during the 
muzzleloader deer season (χ2 = 3.03, P = 0.082).  It is interesting to note there were no 
differences between groups with respect to muzzleloader hunting, even though 2008 was the first 
year 3B hunters could participate in that season. 
 
Hunting patterns 
 
We observed no statistical differences in hunting patterns between 3A and 3B hunters.  In total, a 
majority of hunters pursued deer on private land.  The vast majority of individuals (78%) hunted 
on private land they did not own.  Only 8% of respondent’s hunted deer exclusively on public 
land, which illustrates the importance of private landowners’ in deer management at the broad 
landscape level.  Similarly, a small percentage (4%) hunted at least some portion of their time on 
leased private land (Table 2).   
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Similar to other Minnesota deer surveys, most people hunt for less than the maximum number of 
days in the season.  Specific to this survey, 3A hunters pursued deer for 4.2 days (60% of 
season); whereas, 3B respondents hunted for 4.9 days (55% of season).  While the percentages 
were similar, the mean differences (F = 55.5, P < 0.001) were likely due to the shorter 3A deer 
season, which encompassed only one weekend (compared to 2 for the 3B season). 
 
Given participation in the 3A and 3B seasons are mutually exclusive; we wanted to determine 
who else hunted the private property during the opposing season.  For 3A respondents, we asked 
who hunted the 3B season; conversely, 3B respondents were asked who hunted the 3A season.   
 
For landowner hunting their own property, 13% allowed access to friends; whereas, only 3% 
indicated they allowed access to anyone who asked (Table 3).  Overall, we noted no differences 
between respondent groups.  For individuals who hunted private land they did not own, we again 
detected no differences between 3A and 3B respondents.  In total, 30% indicated non-landowner, 
28% noted landowner/family member, 18% noted relative of the landowner, 14% did not know, 
and interestingly, only 11% indicated nobody hunts the other season (Table 4). 
 
With respect to the type of deer that could be harvested on private lands, 61% indicated there 
were no restrictions, followed by 21% who noted any antlerless deer but only large bucks could 
be taken, 11% did not know, and smaller percentages indicated any buck could be taken but 
antlerless harvest was restricted (4%) or only large bucks with antlerless restrictions (3%).  We 
again detected no differences between 3A and 3B respondents (χ2 = 1.24, P = 0.871). 
 
Support for previous changes 
 
In 2003, DNR made several changes to the southeastern Minnesota firearm deer season.  
Principally, either-sex permits were offered during the 3A season, the 3A season was shortened 
to 7 days (from 9 days) and the 3B season was lengthened to 9 days (from 7 days).  Additionally, 
in 2004, youth were given the opportunity to hunt in both seasons.  Of those expressing an 
opinion, support was highest for youth hunting (mean = 3.92) and lowest for shortening the 3A 
season (mean = 2.84).  Interestingly, when asked if hunters supported both shortening 3A and 
lengthening 3B as a package, support increased to an average of 3.29 (Table 5).  Thus, the 
regulatory package was likely more supported than simply changing one of the seasons.  We 
again observed no differences between 3A and 3B hunters between any of the questions (Table 
5).   
 
Support for deer management changes 
 
Overall, respondents believed the number of mature bucks in the population had remained stable 
(41%) or declined (25%) over the past 5 years.  Smaller percentages indicated the number of 
mature bucks had increased (17%), while another 17% did not know.  We again detected no 
differences between 3A and 3B respondents (χ2 = 1.40, P = 0.706).   
 
In previous surveys, hunters have expressed support for regulations that increase the proportion 
of mature bucks in the deer population.  When asked a generic question (e.g., “do you support a 
regulation that would increase the proportion of mature bucks in local deer populations”), 
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support has been in the range of 60% to 65%.  For this survey, we asked specifically, “Should 
DNR enact regulations that protect the majority of yearling bucks and increase the proportion of 
mature bucks in the deer population”.  In previous surveys, the sentence portion “majority of 
yearling bucks” was not specifically included.  As this wording was more definitive (and 
restrictive), we anticipated support would not be as strong as previously reported.  Indeed, while 
support declined, a majority (53%) of respondents indicated support for a yearling buck 
protection regulation.  Additionally, only 29% were specifically opposed while 19% noted 
“neither”.   For this survey, neither was defined as: “you neither support nor oppose the 
proposed regulation and would continue to hunt your traditional location if regulations were 
changed”.  Thus, a response of “neither” should be viewed as ambivalence and while the 
respondent did not tacitly support the regulation, they would not alter their hunting behavior if 
enacted.  There were no differences between 3A and 3B respondents (χ2 = 1.23, P = 0.539). 
 
In addition to assessing regulatory support, we asked several other questions that were related to 
both mature buck management and other southeastern Minnesota deer hunting issues.  The 
regulations were: 1 – Eliminate cross-tagging for bucks, 2 – Delay the deer season 1 week, 3 – 
delay the deer season until the end of November, 4 – Consolidate the 3A and 3B deer seasons, 5 
– Institute an antler point restriction (APR), 6 – Institute a 4-day youth-only deer season, 7 – 
Restore the 3A season to 9 days, and 8 – Restore the 3B season to 7 days.  Overall, establishing a 
4-day youth season garnered the highest support (54%), followed by eliminating cross-tagging 
(50%), instituting an antler point restriction (47%), restore 3A to 9 days (41%), restore 3B to 7 
days (34%), consolidate 3A/3B (32%), delay 3A 1-week (31%), and delay 3A until late 
November (18%) (Table 6, Figure 1).   
 
For individuals who supported mature buck regulations, there was strong support for APR 
regulations (77%) and elimination of cross-tagging (68%).  However, we noted only a marginal 
difference in support for a youth season (54% vs. 57%), which is likely due to the fact that an 
individual’s evaluation of mature bucks is independent of their interest in additional youth 
hunting opportunity.  Conversely, the 53% of respondents who implicitly supported protecting 
the majority of yearling bucks were less supportive of the other regulatory alternatives (Figure 
2).  Among the 19% of respondents who neither supported nor opposed mature buck regulations 
(checked “neither”), they were more inclined to oppose than support APR regulations (41% vs. 
23%).  Conversely, the same group was more likely to support than oppose eliminating buck 
cross-tagging (41% vs. 34%). 
 
Identification of “ideal” season 
 
In addition to asking favor/disfavor with various regulatory alternatives, we were also interested 
in determining the ‘ideal’ season structure for southeastern Minnesota.  To that end, we 
constructed a paragraph that forced respondents to choose an option among several alternatives 
presented in the paragraph.  The paragraph was constructed as follows: 
 


The Zone 3A season should open in early | middle | late November.  The 3A 
season should be  5  |  7  |  9 days.  The 3B season should be 7  |  9  days and 
should start immediately  |  one week  after the 3A season ends.  During both 
seasons, DNR should  |  should not  implement an antler point restriction to 
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protect yearling bucks.  DNR  should  |  should not  ban cross-tagging of bucks 
and enact a regulation that still allows people to hunt as a party, but requires 
people to shoot and tag their own buck.  DNR should  |  should not  hold a 4-day 
youth hunt over the MEA weekend (Thursday – Sunday). 


 
As there were no statistical differences between 3A and 3B respondents, we consolidated 
responses for each item.  Overall, respondents identified the following paragraph as the ideal 
season for southeastern Minnesota: 
 


The Zone 3A season should open in early (62%) November.  The 3A season 
should be 9 (46%*) days.  The 3B season should be 9 (61%) days and should 
start one week (73%) after the 3A season ends.  During both seasons, DNR 
should (49.1%) | should not (50.9%) implement an antler point restriction to 
protect yearling bucks.  DNR should not (54%) ban cross-tagging of bucks and 
enact a regulation that still allows people to hunt as a party, but requires people to 
shoot and tag their own buck.  DNR should (62%) hold a 4-day youth hunt over 
the MEA weekend (Thursday – Sunday).   


 
*Note:  53% when the lowest ranked choice (5 days) was removed. 
 
The only option that fell within our confidence interval (± 2.2%) was to institute an APR 
regulation.  As the split was 50.9% “should not” vs. 49.1% “should” enact an APR regulation, 
we cannot draw a conclusion for this question (Table 7, Figure 3).  Interestingly, as a stand-alone 
item, support for antler point restrictions increased 2% (47% to 49%) when the question was 
placed into a paragraph. Conversely, when asked as a stand-alone question, buck cross-tagging 
was supported by 50% of respondents but when placed into a paragraph, only 46% indicted 
cross-tagging should be banned. 
 
Summary 
 
Most interesting was the fact there were no differences between 3A and 3B deer hunters on any 
question except number of days hunted.  Anecdotally, 3A hunters self-identify as more 
traditional (and selective) buck hunters; whereas, 3B hunters are described as more meat-
oriented and less concerned about mature bucks.  Our results illustrate that 3A and 3B hunters 
have the same opinions on deer management issues and the differences lie in the season they 
hunt, not the type of deer hunted. 
 
Overall, there was support for protecting yearling bucks and there are options the agency should 
consider.  Principally, ending the practice of buck cross-tagging was supported by half the 
hunters in both seasons (increased to 56% when neither was removed).  Antler point restrictions; 
however  achieved 47% support (increased to 55% when neither was removed) but previous 
research on state parks has demonstrated acceptance over time as the regulation becomes more 
normalized (e.g., people come to expect the regulation).   
 
The concept of a 4-day youth only season was also supported by a small majority of hunters 
(54%); however, restoring 3A to 9 days (41%) and 3B to 7 days (34%) was not.  Finally, there 
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was low support for consolidating the 3A and 3B seasons (32%), moving the deer season one 
week later (31%), or to late November (18%).  Even among individuals who indicated they also 
hunted during the archery season the delayed season was not supported (Figure 4).  These results 
were interesting because archers have historically lobbied for a later start date.  Given the low 
support even among bowhunters, the option of moving the season should probably not be 
pursued in the short-term as there were other regulatory alternatives that were more supported by 
respondents. 


Table 1.  Years of experience hunting deer areas in Zone 3A and 3B. 


3A1 3B1 Total2 
Deer 
Area N Mean SE   N Mean SE N Mean SE 


338 38 14.8 2.2 45 12.0 1.4 83 13.3 1.3 
339 28 16.0 2.3 27 11.5 1.9 55 13.8 1.5 
341 87 16.4 1.3 114 19.3 1.3 201 18.0 0.9 
342 76 20.8 1.6 94 17.9 1.3 170 19.2 1.0 
343 96 19.7 1.3 79 16.9 1.2 175 18.5 0.9 
344 60 18.9 1.9 47 23.2 2.3 107 20.8 1.5 
345 58 15.5 1.7 53 23.1 2.3 111 19.1 1.5 
346 82 20.7 1.7 76 21.8 1.5 158 21.2 1.1 
347 75 16.7 1.3 60 20.2 1.8 135 18.3 1.1 
348 74 19.1 1.5 63 17.1 1.5 137 18.2 1.1 
349 84 18.4 1.5 96 18.6 1.2 180 18.5 1.0 


Total 758 18.3 0.5   754 18.7 0.5    1,512 18.5 0.3 
1No difference in experience between Zones: F = 0.294, P = 0.588
2There were differences in experience by deer area: F = 55.4, P < 0.001


 
 
 
Table 2.  Land type hunted by 3A and 3B firearm season respondents, 2008. 


 
3A 3B 


Land Type None Some Most All  None Some Most All 


Land that I own 69% 8% 8% 15% 70% 9% 8% 12% 
Private land I lease 96% 1% 1% 2% 96% 1% 1% 2% 
Private land I don't own 26% 14% 15% 45% 22% 14% 19% 46% 
Public land 71% 16% 4% 8%  70% 17% 4% 8% 
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Table 3.  For people hunting their own property, percentage of individuals hunting the other 
season. 


Landowners:  Who hunts the other season? 3A 3B Total Significance 


Another party that also owns the property 3% 3% 3% χ2 =0.334, P =0.563 
Friends that do not own the property 13% 12% 13% χ2 =1.35, P =0.245 
Family that does not own the property 11% 12% 11% χ2 =0.115, P =0.735 
Any hunter who asks permission 3% 4% 4% χ2 =2.87, P =0.09 
Nobody else 9% 10% 10% χ2 =0.419, P =0.517 
Don't Know 5% 7% 6% χ2 =1.91, P =0.167 


 
 
 
Table 4.  For non-landowners, percentage of individuals hunting the other season. 


Who hunts the other season? 3A 3B Total Significance 


The landowner and/or their immediate family 26% 30% 28% χ2 = 2.91, P= 0.088 
Hunter who is not a relative of the landowner 28% 32% 30% χ2 = 3.09, P= 0.079 
Hunter who is a relative of the landowner 16% 18% 17% χ2 = 0.736, P= 0.391 
Nobody else 12% 11% 11% χ2 = 0.612, P= 0.434 
Don't Know 13% 14% 14% χ2 = 0.873, P= 0.350 


 
 
Table 5.  Average ratings of satisfaction with previous deer management changes. 


Average rating of satisfaction with 
2003 regulatory change 


2003 Regulation 3A 3B Total F P 
Allowing youth to hunt both the 3A and 3B seasons 3.94 3.89 3.92 0.502 0.479
Shortening the 3A season by 2 days (total of 7 days) 2.84 2.83 2.84 0.003 0.953
Lengthening the 3B season by 2 days (total of 9 days) 3.53 3.55 3.54 0.051 0.821
Allowing antlerless harvest during the 3A season 3.55 3.55 3.55 0.001 0.978


The current season structure that is currently in place, 
which is the 7-day 3A and 9-day 3B season 3.29 3.32 3.30 0.242 0.623


1 - Strongly Oppose, 2 - Slightly Oppose, 3 - Neutral, 4 - Slighly Support, 5 - Strongly Support 
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Table 6.  Percent support for regulatory change in southeastern Minnesota, 2008.  3A and 3B 
hunters were combined because there were no statistical differences in responses. 


Regulation Support Oppose Neither 


Support 
w/ 


Neither 
Dropped Significance 


Enact mature buck regulations 53% 29% 19% 65% χ2 = 1.25, P =0.539 
Eliminate cross-tagging 50% 40% 10% 56% χ2 = 2.40, P =0.301 
Delay 3A one week 31% 55% 13% 36% χ2 = 0.507, P =0.776 


Delay 3A to late November 18% 72% 11% 20% χ2 = 0.632, P =0.729 
Consolidate 3A and 3B 32% 57% 11% 36% χ2 = 0.175, P =0.916 
Institute APR 47% 39% 14% 55% χ2 = 1.94, P =0.378 


Conduct 4-day youth season 54% 29% 17% 65% χ2 = 0.739, P =0.691 
Restore 3A to 9 days 41% 39% 20% 52% χ2 = 1.11, P =0.575 


Restore 3B to 7 days 34% 43% 23% 44% χ2 = 0.503, P =0.777 
 
 
Table 7.  Percentage of individuals selecting a season choice option, 2008. 


November Season Timing Early 62% 
Middle 27% 
Late 11% 


3A number of days Five 13% 
Seven 41% 
Nine* 46% 


*Increased to 53% when 5 days (lowest choice) was removed. 


3B Number of days Seven 39% 
Nine 61% 


3B Timing Immediately after 3A 27% 
One week later 73% 


Implement APR Should 49% 
Should not 51% 


Ban cross-tagging Should 46% 
Should not 54% 


4-day hunt over MEA Should 62% 
Should not 38% 
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Figure 1. Percent support for enacting deer regulations in southeastern Minnesota, 2008. 


 
 
 
Figure 2.  Percent support for new regulations among people who supported protecting yearling 
bucks, 2008. 
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Figure 3.  Percentage of individuals selecting a season choice option, 2008. 


 
 
Figure 4.  Support for regulations among individuals who hunted different seasons, 2008. 
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Introduction 
 
The primary objective of the deer management program has been, and will continue to be 
population management.  The Minnesota DNR is committed to managing deer populations 
within goal ranges that were established through a collaborative public process.  Any 
regulatory changes will be evaluated first on the basis of how they affect total deer 
numbers.  Other metrics, such as satisfaction, opportunity, or changes in sex ratios, while 
also important, are secondary to our need to manage deer populations. 
 
Throughout Minnesota, there has been high support for enacting regulations for the benefit of 
mature bucks; however, there has not been a consensus on which regulation should be adopted.  
For example, a statewide survey of deer hunters conducted in 2005 indicated that 66% (69% in 
Zone 3) of hunters supported the concept of enacting regulations for managing for mature bucks.  
However, no proposed regulation garnered more than 50% support (Figure 1; Fulton et al., 
2006).  Concurrent with hunter interest to manage for mature bucks is the agency’s desire to 
manage deer populations at goal densities that were established through a public participatory 
process.   
 
Since 2005, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has conducted a study 
regarding deer hunter attitudes and preferences towards various regulatory alternatives.  Specific 
to southeastern Minnesota (Zone 3), surveys were conducted in 2005, 2007, and 2009 that  
assessed such factors as hunt satisfaction (2005, 2007), preference for alternative regulations 
(2005, 2009), and forced selection of various regulatory alternatives (2005).  In addition, a 
concurrent study has been conducted since 2005 examining the biological effects of 3 different 
regulations (early antlerless, antler point restrictions, and earn-a-buck) on deer population 
dynamics.   
 
Specific to Zone 3, both the 2005 (73%) and 2007 (66%) surveys revealed high overall hunt 
satisfaction.  Each survey suggests that a majority of hunters were satisfied with the number of 
antlerless deer and total deer numbers, but not the number or quality of mature bucks (Figure 2).  
Given the consistency between surveys, we believe that while hunters are generally satisfied with 
total deer numbers and their overall hunt experience, there is an opportunity to increase hunter 
satisfaction by manipulating the buck component of the deer population. 
 
Preliminary harvest analyses suggest that antlerless harvests are increased by 12%, 15%, and 65-
82% for the early antlerless season, antler-point restriction regulation, and the earn-a-buck 
regulation, respectively.  In comparison, buck harvests were reduced 1-3%, 35%, and 50% for 
the early antlerless season, antler-point restriction regulation, and the earn-a-buck regulation, 
respectively. 
 
The recommendations presented in this document take into consideration the data we have 
collected both biologically and socially, data collected in and management experiences from 
other states, and the opinions of area wildlife staff who deal with on-the-ground issues relative to 
landowner concerns. 







2 
 


45
41


70
66


45
38


66


56


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


80


Quality of Bucks Number of 
Mature Bucks


Number of 
Antlerless Deer


Total Number of 
Deer


I am satisfied with the:


2005


2007


 
 


Figure 2.  Percent satisfaction among Zone 3 respondents regarding various deer population 
questions, 2005 and 2007. 
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Figure 1.  Support for regulations that might benefit mature bucks, 2005. 
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Summary of Zone 3 Recommendations 
 


1. Four day, either-sex youth only season over the MEA weekend. 
2. Ban on cross-tagging of bucks during all seasons. 
3. Implement a 4-point (to one side) antler point restriction regulation throughout all deer 


areas.     
4. Lengthen the 3A season to 9 days as a component of the antler point restriction 


regulation. 
 
Recommended Timeline 
 
If passed, recommendations 1 and 2 should be implemented through expedited rule but 
ultimately be adopted as permanent rules.  Recommendations 3 and 4 should be implemented 
through expedited rule for 3 years with a survey of both hunters and landowners conducted at the 
end of year 3.  If support for continuation is apparent after 3 years, we should continue the 
regulation for a minimum of 3 more years. 
 
Rationale and Supporting Data 
 
Recommendation 1 – Youth Season in Zone 3 
 
There was consensus among the deer management committee for a statewide youth-only season 
over the MEA weekend.  While a more broad discussion needs to occur regarding statewide 
implementation, at the least the season should be held in Zone 3.  During this season, youth 
license holders would be able to take one either-sex deer of any type.  In addition, youth hunters 
would be allowed to take either-sex deer during the regular deer seasons.  They would not have 
to abide by the antler point restriction; however, adults cannot take and tag bucks for youth 
hunters. 
 
An early season has been used in Michigan, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and other states, and 
published literature suggests that providing additional hunting opportunities for youth should be 
used as a management strategy to recruit and retain young deer hunters.  Adopting this season 
statewide would bring regulatory consistency and allow DNR to better manage deer in areas with 
low populations, especially since adults would not be allowed to carry a firearm.  In areas with 
early antlerless (EA) hunting (e.g., 346, 349), we would simply hold the EA season over the 
same time period.  For 2010, the EA season is planned to fall over the MEA weekend.  Adopting 
this season would allow us to discontinue providing the youth-only antlerless permit as a harvest 
incentive, thereby making for more effective population management in permit areas designated 
as lottery. 
 
Recommendation 2 – Eliminate buck cross-tagging in Zone 3 
 
Cross-tagging is broadly defined as allowing individuals to shoot and tag deer for each other.  
Regulations that allow people to shoot and tag deer for other individuals are rare at the national 
level.  In fact, the vast majority of states prohibit it and Minnesota has the most broad and 
loosely interpreted regulation of any state that does allow the practice.  Specifically, this 
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recommendation addresses ending the practice of buck cross-tagging in Zone 3.  Our intent is to 
allow continuation of cross-tagging antlerless deer because this may serve as a population 
management tool.  The intent of ending buck cross-tagging is not to break up the hunting group 
or force successful hunters out of the field.  Rather, it is intended to reduce harvest pressure on 
bucks by no longer allowing people to harvest bucks for each other.   
 
The 2005 survey revealed 48% support in Zone 3 for eliminating buck cross-tagging (Figure 1); 
whereas, the 2009 survey achieved 50% support.  In addition, a companion survey completed by 
the Minnesota Deer Hunters Association noted 49% support among their members (see 
http://www.mndeerhunters.com/images/results.pdf).  We are also hearing little local opposition 
from the hunting public regarding limiting people to only tagging their own buck.  The DNR 
deer management committee (including law enforcement members) has recommended that if 
buck cross-tagging were eliminated, it should be a statewide regulation.  We believe that a 
statewide regulation may not be as supported in other areas; thus, the change is recommended for 
Zone 3 only.  Based on our survey data, we anticipate that the buck harvest may decline up to 
10% if cross-tagging of bucks is eliminated. 
 
 
Recommendation 3 – Antler Point Restriction (APR) in Zone 3 
 
We recommend a 4-point APR regulation be adopted in Zone 3 for a period of 6 years.  After 3 
years, we would re-evaluate the regulation to determine if it should be continued for a minimum 
of 3 additional years. 
 
This APR proposal will not fundamentally change the deer management system in Minnesota as 
the primary goal of the deer program is population management.  This recommendation should 
be viewed as a secondary objective that is related to buck management.  As it does represent a 
shift from traditional deer management strategies, a more detailed explanation is warranted.  The 
deer management system that was enacted in the mid 1970’s has served DNR well and continues 
to be relevant.  However, it was designed as a population growth tool that allowed for unlimited 
buck hunting opportunity during the rut while retrofitting population management by issuing 
antlerless permits.  Changes instituted since 2003 have placed more of an emphasis on 
population management through liberalized antlerless deer harvest; however, the buck hunting 
tradition continues as harvest data indicates 45% of hunters do not shoot antlerless deer, despite 
the availability of half-priced antlerless permits.  Add to that is a growing interest from the 
hunting public for increased opportunity at taking a mature buck.  On the negative side, a shift in 
management strategy has the potential of alienating the individuals who are opposed to 
protecting bucks and landowners who may not see deer hunters as allies (e.g., not helping 
landowners alleviate population problems as they are only interested in mature bucks).  There is 
also a belief among some that leasing will increase and larger blocks of land will act as refugia, 
thereby exacerbating problems to adjacent landowners.  Such problems currently exist in the 
southeast and if APR regulations are to be implemented, a larger communication strategy must 
be developed.   
 
 
 



http://www.mndeerhunters.com/images/results.pdf�
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Quality vs. Trophy Deer Management 
 
An APR regulation should be viewed as a strategy that incorporates a buck component into the 
overall deer management program.  Loosely, it employs the principles and philosophy of Quality 
Deer Management (QDM).  While we do not endorse a management style of any one individual 
or interest group, the philosophy has been defined by a national group, the Quality Deer 
Management Association (QDMA): 
 


Quality Deer Management (QDM) is a management philosophy/practice that unites 
landowners, hunters, and managers in a common goal of producing biologically and socially 
balanced deer herds within existing environmental, social, and legal constraints. This 
approach typically involves the protection of young bucks (yearlings and some 2.5 year-olds) 
combined with an adequate harvest of female deer to maintain a healthy population in 
balance with existing habitat conditions and landowner desires. This level of deer 
management involves the production of quality deer (bucks, does, and fawns), quality habitat, 
quality hunting experiences, and, most importantly, quality hunters. 
 
A successful QDM program requires an increased knowledge of deer biology and active 
participation in management. This level of involvement extends the role of the hunter from 
mere consumer to manager. The progression from education to understanding, and finally, to 
respect; bestows an ethical obligation upon the hunter to practice sound deer management. 
Consequently, to an increasing number of landowners and hunters, QDM is a desirable 
alternative to traditional management, which allows the harvest of any legal buck and few, if 
any, does. 
 
QDM guidelines are formulated according to property-specific objectives, goals, and 
limitations. Participating hunters enjoy both the tangible and intangible benefits of this 
approach. Pleasure can be derived from each hunting experience, regardless if a shot is 
fired. What is important is the chance to interact with a well-managed deer herd that is in 
balance with its habitat. A side benefit is the knowledge that mature bucks are present in the 
herd - something lacking on many areas under traditional deer management. When a quality 
buck is taken on a QDM area, the pride can be shared by all property hunters because it was 
they who produced it by allowing it to reach the older age classes which are necessary for 
large bodies and antlers. 


 
Often confused with QDM is the concept of Trophy Deer Management (TDM).  Under TDM, 
the focus is on harvesting bucks in much older age classes (5.5+).  Large tracts of land (as 
measured in thousands of acres) are required for this management style, access is severely 
restricted, and deer populations are often maintained at high levels using supplemental feeding.  
Ideally, populations would be kept low to maximize buck nutrition; however, this is often not the 
case as suitable hunter densities are not achieved to manage the antlerless component of the 
harvest.  To our knowledge, the only state that employs TDM is Texas, which has a long history 
of leasing and managing private land tracts that far exceed sizes that are available in Minnesota.  
It should be made clear that we do not view QDM principles the same as TDM; in fact, we do 
not support TDM as a management style.  Conversely, the principals of QDM, if implemented 
correctly, should align with the goals of a successful deer management program.  The QDMA 
statements regarding working with hunters and landowners to develop goals and strategies that 
involve both biology and social dimensions are indeed compelling.   
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Survey and Harvest Data 
 
In 2005, 51% of southeast survey respondents supported an APR regulation.  In 2009, support 
ranged between 47 – 49%, depending on how the question was asked.  Additionally, 14% of 
respondents indicated that they did not support or oppose the regulation, which indicated they 
will hunt under the APR if adopted.  Between survey years, all percentages fell within the margin 
of error and should be viewed as roughly half of southeast hunters support APR regulations and 
that percentage has not changed in 5 years.  In prior public meetings (e.g., 2009 Wildlife 
Roundtable, Rochester deer meeting), indications have been made that if support was more than 
40%, DNR would give serious consideration to adopting the regulation.  Based on Minnesota 
DNR data and management experiences from Missouri and Pennsylvania, we can expect 
increases in both satisfaction and support once the regulation becomes normalized (people come 
to expect it).  For example, in 2004 APR’s were implemented in 29 Missouri counties as a test 
(Hansen and Heatherly 2004).  In 2008, the number of counties was increased to 65 principally 
because of public support (Hansen 2008).   
 
As part of the alternative deer management research project, we have been working check station 
in Zone 3 since 2005.  For the purposes of this report, we will use 2005-2008 data because the 
2009 information is not yet available.  Overall, we conclude that a 4-point antler restriction will 
reduce total buck harvest by approximately 30%.  To arrive at that number, we used the percent 
of yearlings bucks in the harvest (40%) and the average percentage of yearling bucks that would 
not meet the minimum APR (75%).  Using 2008 harvest data as a basis, we came up with the 
following harvest estimate table: 
 


2008 
Buck 


Harvest 
Percent 


Yearling 
Percent 


<4pt 


Cross-
tagging 
saved 


Total 
Harvest 


Bucks 
Saved 


7,530 0.40 0.75 113 5,158 2,259 
 
 
In year 1, some of the declines in buck harvest would be offset by increases in antlerless harvest.  
Our estimated (based on our data and Missouri) is that antlerless harvest would increase 
approximately 15% from the antlerless harvest that would have occurred without APRs.  
However, starting in year 2, we will realize increased buck harvest as compared to year 1 and 
also subsequent increases in the proportion of mature bucks in the total harvest.  Missouri 
documented increases of 16-32% and we should expect similar numbers.  Thus, the trade-off is 
yearling bucks in year 1 as compared to slightly increased antlerless harvest and a higher 
proportion of mature bucks in subsequent years.  Grund (2009) recently compiled a review of 
APR regulations in Minnesota, Missouri, and Pennsylvania.  The document addresses such 
issues as buck harvest rates, illegal mortality, and hunter attitudes.  
 
Deer Management Alternatives 
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With 2 exceptions, deer populations in Zone 3 are currently at or near population goals.  The 
primary exceptions are deer area 344, which is still below goal and deer areas 346 and 349, 
which are significantly above goal.  In 346/349 these populations appear to be trending down; 
however, they will likely not be within goal ranges for 5 more years.  Therefore, new strategies 
should be developed to increase the rate of decline towards goal.  Computer modeling suggests 
that implementing an early antlerless season and APRs may effectively reduce the deer density to 
goal and that earn-a-buck (EAB) will not be recommended in those permit areas for 2010 
(Tables 1 and 2). 
 
As indicated previously, DNR has been testing the social and biological responses of various 
regulations since 2005.  Based on our research results, the regulation that would most quickly 
reduce the population is EAB.  Over the course of 5 years, we have enjoyed high hunter success 
and intention to participate in future hunts.  Biologically, EAB also has the most dramatic effect 
on deer populations and would trend populations towards goal in the shortest amount of time.  
However, given the negative publicity of this regulation in Wisconsin, the potential exists to 
ripple into Minnesota and we would be ill-served to implement EAB in 2010 even if modeling 
suggests it would be necessary.  Consequently, the ‘next best’ alternative should be explored for 
the immediate future.  Thus, we recommend using an APR regulation and early antlerless (EA) 
season.  Under this scenario, we can expect approximately a 25% higher harvest than what we 
would expect with just designating the permit area as intensive. In our view, the EA/APR 
regulatory package should be sufficient to lower 346/349 to goal levels in a year or two; 
however, close attention should be paid to the effectiveness and EAB should be strongly 
considered as the next logical step if necessary. 
 
 
Table 1.  Spring deer densities based on computer simulation and fall harvest data for permit area 
346. 
 
  Harvest 
Year Spring Density Adult Male Adult Female Fawn Male Fawn Female 
2007 22.8 1375 1479 413 361 
2008 21.7 1141 1271 352 337 
2009 21.5 1166 1301 380 303 
2010 20.2 766a 1553a 439a 307a 
2011 18.6a     
a Projected 
 
Table 2.  Spring deer densities based on computer simulation and fall harvest data for permit area 
349. 
 
  Harvest 
Year Spring Density Adult Male Adult Female Fawn Male Fawn Female 
2007 21.4 1707 2046 488 492 
2008 21.4 1484 1827 508 520 
2009 19.9 1542 1891 404 408 
2010 19.0 1025a 2210a 537a 544a 
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Recommendation 4 – Lengthen 3A to 9 days as a component of the APR 
 
We believe the data may support lengthening the 3A season to 9 days if an antler point 
restriction is adopted.  To clarify, we only support lengthening this season if it is done in 
conjunction with the APR regulation.  In looking at 2009 buck harvest rates (where APR 
regulations were in effect for the second weekend), it appears lengthening the season would 
partially offset the loss of buck opportunity.  The second weekend in 2009 accounted for 11% of 
total buck, and 20% of total antlerless harvest, respectively (Figure 3).  Consequently, given the 
‘savings’ of yearling bucks with an APR, the increased number of days may increase total 
antlerless harvest.  In other words, we may only take 400 bucks the last weekend; whereas, up to 
1,000 antlerless deer would be taken (based on calculation from 2009 harvest). 
 
 


 
Communication 


 
Given the depredation problems and declines in landowner tolerance in deer areas 346/349, a 
significant educational component must be included if APR regulations are adopted in 
southeastern Minnesota.  The issues that must be addressed include: 
 


1. Landowners believe that deer hunters are no longer an ally.  This belief is problematic 
and must be addressed, regardless of programmatic change. 
 


2. Modifying regulations to include a buck management component is not trophy deer 
management.  The basic principles of QDM, while they include buck management, are 


Figure 3.  Percentage of buck and antlerless harvest in Zone 3A, 2009. 
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consistent with DNR’s desire to work with landowners to solve deer over-abundance 
problems.   
 


 
Possible strategies to address these issues include: 
 


1. Develop a landowner deer management program that is user friendly for the landowner to 
use, the hunter to hunt under, and for the agency to administer.  It is very obvious that the 
existing depredation program alone cannot manage localized deer populations and solve 
these landowner issues.  Ideally, this would be completed by a dedicated employee who 
would start out as a temporary position in DNR.  The person would report to the big 
game program leader and be the liaison between private landowners, hunters, and DNR. 
 


2. Send a clear message to landowners that DNR is committing to helping to alleviate their 
depredation problems no matter what regulation is implemented.  For example, we could 
prepare literature that is easily accessible and highlights the deer hunter as the deer 
manager.  That information could be disseminated through DNR, county extension, farm 
service agencies, orchard growers, and other agricultural organizations. 
 


3. Organized focused meetings in 346/349 between landowners and DNR staff to determine 
the underlying problems of managing deer populations on private land.  Then, use the 
University of Minnesota to help organize a focus group to ascertain the underlying issues 
among landowners.   
 


4. Based on meetings and focus groups, develop a random survey for distribution to 
landowners that addresses those and other issues.  There are several qualitative 
researchers who could assist with the project and we could attempt to find funding to 
support a student.   
 


5. Staff should work as mediators between private citizens/organized groups and 
landowners to help solve deer population problems.  Regulatory alternatives that range 
from doing nothing to antler point restrictions are rendered irrelevant if hunters do not 
have access to private lands.   
 


6. Continue the liberalization of damage permits in areas with chronic depredation 
problems.  This should help alleviate problems in those areas where large tracts of private 
land are not hunted (as compared to lightly hunted).   
 


7. Illustrate to the public the differences between integrating a buck management 
component in population goals and trophy deer management.  Information is currently 
available that at least the principles of QDM have relevance both in terms of deer 
management and landowner relations.  Individuals should attempt to make the 
distinction, not intertwine the two terms, and clearly articulate the differences to both 
hunters and landowners.   
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		 2010 Zone 3 Deer Hunting Regulation Proposals
		 The recommendations in this presentation are a culmination of five years of research that examined both the biological and social aspects of changing deer regulations. After collecting and analyzing data, the Minnesota DNR is offering these proposals for comment and review.
		 
		 
		 
		 
	
	 
		 2010 Zone 3 Deer Season Recommendations
		 2010 Zone 3 Deer Season Recommendations 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 
		 Hunter Surveys conducted in 2005, 2007, 2009Deer examined at registration stations from 2005 - 2009 The recommendations in this presentation are a culmination of 5 years of research that examined both the biological and social aspects of changing deer regulations.  Some of that data is presented as background to the recommendation process.Data used to make these recommendations includes: 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 
		 The primary objective of the deer management program has been, and will continue to be population management.  The Minnesota DNR is committed to managing deer populations within goal ranges that were established through a collaborative public process.  Any regulatory changes will be evaluated first on the basis of how they affect total deer numbers.  Other metrics, such as satisfaction, opportunity, or changes in sex ratios, while also important, are secondary to our need to manage deer populations.There are also significant agricultural depredation issues and landowner relation problems in some areas.  There is a need to address them in collaboration with both recreational and non-hunting landowners.  There is more to managing deer than changing harvest regulations. 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 Zone 3 Deer Season Recommendations
		 Zone 3 Deer Season Recommendations Four day, either-sex youth-only statewide season over the MEA weekend.Ban cross-tagging of bucks during all seasons (archery, 3A, 3B, muzzleloader).Implement a 4-point (to one side) antler point restriction regulation throughout all 300-series deer areas for all seasons (archery, 3A, 3B, muzzleloader)Lengthen the 3A season to 9 days as a component of the antler point restriction regulation. 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 2005 Hunter Choice Survey Southeast Hunters Only
		 2005 Hunter Choice Survey
Southeast Hunters Only  Percent wanting mature buck regulations – 69% 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		  2005 Regulatory Choice Survey Percent Selecting the Regulation
		  2005 Regulatory Choice Survey
Percent Selecting the Regulation    The survey gave hunters a choice between several regulations, including the option of not hunting.  In all cases, hunters were most likely to choose the antler point restriction over other options.  Very few indicated they would not hunt the area if regulations were changed.  Reduce population 25%     
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 2009 Survey Overview
		 2009 Survey Overview 32,500 adult Zone 3 firearm deer hunters3,000 surveys divided equally between 3A and 3B firearm huntersMailed 3 waves, 1,740 completed responses (60%)3A hunters = 24 years experience; 3B = 25 years24% also hunted archery season15% also hunted muzzleloader season7% belong to an organized group (3% MDHA, 1% BWA) 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 2009 Survey: Support for Regulations
		 2009 Survey: Support for Regulations  
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 2009 Survey: Antler Point Restrictions (asked two ways)
		 2009 Survey: Antler Point Restrictions
(asked two ways)  47% 49% 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 Regulations among people who support mature bucks
		 Regulations among people who support mature bucks  
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 Comparison between DNR and MDHA Surveys
		 Comparison between DNR and MDHA Surveys  
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 4-Day Youth Statewide Season
		 4-Day Youth Statewide Season Held over MEA weekend, which is Oct. 21-24, 2010.Youth would need to be accompanied by an adult who could not possess a firearm.Youth would be allowed to take 1 deer of either-sex.The deer would count towards the seasonal bag limit for that deer permit area. 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 Buck Cross-Tagging
		 Buck Cross-Tagging Regulation would require hunters to shoot and tag their own buck.Hunters would no longer be allowed to tag bucks for each other.Would have no effect on the hunting ‘party’ nor would successful hunters be required to leave the field.Hunters would still be allowed to shoot and tag antlerless deer for each other. 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 Antler Point Restriction
		 Antler Point Restriction Only bucks possessing at least one 4-point antler would be legal for harvest.Regulation would protect about 75% of yearling (18 month) old bucks and less than 10% of 2-year old bucks.Regulation would be in place for 3 years and then evaluated.Should increase the proportion of mature bucks in one year and slightly increase antlerless deer harvest.Youth hunters would not have to comply; however, adults would not be allowed to shoot and tag bucks for youth hunters. 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 Lengthen 3A to 9-days
		 Lengthen 3A to 9-days This would be done in conjunction with the antler point restriction (APR).  This recommendation is a trade-off for protecting yearling bucks.  In essence, if there is an APR, more hunting opportunity could be offered because the majority of harvest on the second weekend would be antlerless.If DNR does not institute the antler point restriction, the recommendation is to leave the 3A season at 7-days (current structure). 
		 <br><br>
		 
	
	 
		 
		 For More Information The 2005 hunter choice survey can be found at:http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/outdoor_activities/hunting/deer/2005huntersurvey_fulldoc.pdfThe 2009 hunter survey can be found at:http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/outdoor_activities/hunting/deer/2009_zone3survey.pdfThe full Zone 3 recommendation report can be found at:http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/outdoor_activities/hunting/deer/regchanges/2010_zone3_recs.pdfE-mail comments accepted at:wildlife.dnr@state.mn.us 
		 <br><br>
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function sanitizeForbiddenHTMLTextChars(in_s)

{

	var out_s = in_s.toString();//We are sometimes called to sanitize non-strings...like document.location



	out_s = out_s.split("<").join("&lt;");

	out_s = out_s.split(">").join("&gt;");

	out_s = out_s.split("'").join("&apos;");

	out_s = out_s.split('"').join("&quot;");

	

	return out_s;

}



function removeExtraURLParams(in_s)

{

	var inp = in_s.toString();

	var indexOfAmp = in_s.indexOf("&");

	

	var outp = inp;

	if(indexOfAmp!=-1)

		outp = inp.substring(0, indexOfAmp);

	

	return outp;

}



function showFlash(swf, w, h, loop)

{

	var isMSIE = navigator.appName.indexOf("Microsoft") != -1;

	var s = '';

	var protocol = 'http';//safe default

	var url = document.location.toString();

	indexOfColon = url.indexOf(":");

	if(indexOfColon>0)	

		protocol = url.substring(0, indexOfColon);

	if(protocol!='http' || protocol!='https')

		protocol='https';

	var location = document.location;

	location = (location==unescape(location))?escape(location):location;



	s += '<object classid="clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000" codebase="' + protocol + '://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,65,0" width="'+w+'" height="'+h+'" id="SlideContent" align="" VIEWASTEXT>'

	s += '<param name="movie" value="'+sanitizeForbiddenHTMLTextChars(swf)+'" />'

	s += '<param name="menu" value="false" />'

	s += '<param name="quality" value="best" />'

	s += '<param name="loop" value="'+loop+'" />'

	s += '<param name="FlashVars" value="initialURL='+

			removeExtraURLParams(sanitizeForbiddenHTMLTextChars(location))+

			'&isMSIE='+isMSIE+'&useBSM=false" />'

	s += '<param name="allowScriptAccess" value="sameDomain"/>'

	s += '<embed src="'+sanitizeForbiddenHTMLTextChars(swf)+'" FlashVars="initialURL='+

			removeExtraURLParams(sanitizeForbiddenHTMLTextChars(location))+

			'&isMSIE='+isMSIE+'&useBSM=false" menu="false" quality="best" width="'+w+'" height="'+h+'" loop="'+loop+'" name="SlideContent" align="" type="application/x-shockwave-flash" pluginspage="' + protocol + '://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer" swLiveConnect="true" allowScriptAccess="sameDomain"></embed>'

	s += '</object>'

	// in theory, we should always embed in a table, but in practice, IE6 malfunctions

	// when width & height = 100%, but in that case, we don't really need the table anyway.

	if ((w.toString().indexOf('%') == -1) && (h.toString().indexOf('%') == -1))

	{

		s = '<table border=0 width="100%" height="100%"><tr valign="middle"><td align="center">' +

			s +

			'</td></tr></table>';

	}

	document.write(s);

}




"system_id","type","command_line","max_time_allowed","file_name","max_score","mastery_score","system_vendor","core_vendor","time_limit_action","au_password","web_launch"

"A2","Tutorial","","","AICC.htm","100","80","Breeze Presenter","","","",""






; ----------------------------------------

;

; AICC Course Interchange File.

;

;

; ----------------------------------------



[Course]

Course_ID=2010_Zone_3_Deer_Hunting_Regulation_Proposals

Course_Title=2010 Zone 3 Deer Hunting Regulation Proposals

Level=3

Course_Creator=Breeze Presenter

Course_System=Breeze Presenter

Total_AUs=1

Total_Blocks=0

Total_Objectives=0

Total_Complex_Obj=0

Max_Fields_CST=1

Max_Fields_ORT=0

Version=2.0



[Course_Behavior]

Max_Normal=99



[Course_Description]

The recommendations in this presentation are a culmination of five years of research that examined both the biological and social aspects of changing deer regulations. After collecting and analyzing data, the Minnesota DNR is offering these proposals for comment and review.


"block","member"

"root","A2"




"system_id","developer_id","title","description"

    "A2","Breeze Presenter","2010_Zone_3_Deer_Hunting_Regulation_Proposals","The recommendations in this presentation are a culmination of five years of research that examined both the biological and social aspects of changing deer regulations. After collecting and analyzing data, the Minnesota DNR is offering these proposals for comment and review."

  




		

			

				

				

				

				

				

				

				

			

		

		

		

	
 

    
       
          This file represents the W3C XML Schema Language Binding of the ADL namespaced elements for content packaging extensions.
      
   

   
   
   
    
       
      *************************************************************************
      *                           Change History                              *
      *************************************************************************
      2003-18-09  Initial creation.
      2003-19-09  Removed the restriction of the 255 character maximum length
                  on the dataFromLMS
      2004-01-06  Added completionThreshold to the ADL CP namespace
      2004-23-01  Final edits in preparation for release
      *************************************************************************
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         This component schema provides element name declarations for metadata elements.

         This component schema checks for the uniqueness of elements declared to be unique
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         This component schema provides the element name declaration for the
         root element for all LOM instances.
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         This component schema provides global type declarations for those metadata
         elements whose values are taken from a vocabulary datatype.
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         This component schema provides global type declarations for the standard
         enumerated types for those metadata elements whose values are taken from
         a vocabulary datatype.
      
       
        ****************************************************************************
        **                           CHANGE HISTORY                               **
        ****************************************************************************
        ** 09/22/2003:  - Updated comment describing this file to state that this **
        **                file is the LOM V1.0 Base Schema vocabulary source and  **
        **                value declarations.                                     ** 
        ****************************************************************************
      
   

   

   
    
       
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
      
   

   
    
       
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
      
   




<!--

        DTD for XML Schemas: Part 2: Datatypes

        $Id: datatypes.dtd,v 1.23 2001/03/16 17:36:30 ht Exp $

        Note this DTD is NOT normative, or even definitive. - - the

        prose copy in the datatypes REC is the definitive version

        (which shouldn't differ from this one except for this comment

        and entity expansions, but just in case)

  -->



<!--

        This DTD cannot be used on its own, it is intended

        only for incorporation in XMLSchema.dtd, q.v.

  -->



<!-- Define all the element names, with optional prefix -->

<!ENTITY % simpleType "%p;simpleType">

<!ENTITY % restriction "%p;restriction">

<!ENTITY % list "%p;list">

<!ENTITY % union "%p;union">

<!ENTITY % maxExclusive "%p;maxExclusive">

<!ENTITY % minExclusive "%p;minExclusive">

<!ENTITY % maxInclusive "%p;maxInclusive">

<!ENTITY % minInclusive "%p;minInclusive">

<!ENTITY % totalDigits "%p;totalDigits">

<!ENTITY % fractionDigits "%p;fractionDigits">

<!ENTITY % length "%p;length">

<!ENTITY % minLength "%p;minLength">

<!ENTITY % maxLength "%p;maxLength">

<!ENTITY % enumeration "%p;enumeration">

<!ENTITY % whiteSpace "%p;whiteSpace">

<!ENTITY % pattern "%p;pattern">



<!--

        Customisation entities for the ATTLIST of each element

        type. Define one of these if your schema takes advantage

        of the anyAttribute='##other' in the schema for schemas

  -->



<!ENTITY % simpleTypeAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % restrictionAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % listAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % unionAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % maxExclusiveAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % minExclusiveAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % maxInclusiveAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % minInclusiveAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % totalDigitsAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % fractionDigitsAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % lengthAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % minLengthAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % maxLengthAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % enumerationAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % whiteSpaceAttrs "">

<!ENTITY % patternAttrs "">



<!-- Define some entities for informative use as attribute

        types -->

<!ENTITY % URIref "CDATA">

<!ENTITY % XPathExpr "CDATA">

<!ENTITY % QName "NMTOKEN">

<!ENTITY % QNames "NMTOKENS">

<!ENTITY % NCName "NMTOKEN">

<!ENTITY % nonNegativeInteger "NMTOKEN">

<!ENTITY % boolean "(true|false)">

<!ENTITY % simpleDerivationSet "CDATA">

<!--

        #all or space-separated list drawn from derivationChoice

  -->



<!--

        Note that the use of 'facet' below is less restrictive

        than is really intended:  There should in fact be no

        more than one of each of minInclusive, minExclusive,

        maxInclusive, maxExclusive, totalDigits, fractionDigits,

        length, maxLength, minLength within datatype,

        and the min- and max- variants of Inclusive and Exclusive

        are mutually exclusive. On the other hand,  pattern and

        enumeration may repeat.

  -->

<!ENTITY % minBound "(%minInclusive; | %minExclusive;)">

<!ENTITY % maxBound "(%maxInclusive; | %maxExclusive;)">

<!ENTITY % bounds "%minBound; | %maxBound;">

<!ENTITY % numeric "%totalDigits; | %fractionDigits;">

<!ENTITY % ordered "%bounds; | %numeric;">

<!ENTITY % unordered

   "%pattern; | %enumeration; | %whiteSpace; | %length; |

   %maxLength; | %minLength;">

<!ENTITY % facet "%ordered; | %unordered;">

<!ENTITY % facetAttr 

        "value CDATA #REQUIRED

        id ID #IMPLIED">

<!ENTITY % fixedAttr "fixed %boolean; #IMPLIED">

<!ENTITY % facetModel "(%annotation;)?">

<!ELEMENT %simpleType;

        ((%annotation;)?, (%restriction; | %list; | %union;))>

<!ATTLIST %simpleType;

    name      %NCName; #IMPLIED

    final     %simpleDerivationSet; #IMPLIED

    id        ID       #IMPLIED

    %simpleTypeAttrs;>

<!-- name is required at top level -->

<!ELEMENT %restriction; ((%annotation;)?,

                         (%restriction1; |

                          ((%simpleType;)?,(%facet;)*)),

                         (%attrDecls;))>

<!ATTLIST %restriction;

    base      %QName;                  #IMPLIED

    id        ID       #IMPLIED

    %restrictionAttrs;>

<!--

        base and simpleType child are mutually exclusive,

        one is required.



        restriction is shared between simpleType and

        simpleContent and complexContent (in XMLSchema.xsd).

        restriction1 is for the latter cases, when this

        is restricting a complex type, as is attrDecls.

  -->

<!ELEMENT %list; ((%annotation;)?,(%simpleType;)?)>

<!ATTLIST %list;

    itemType      %QName;             #IMPLIED

    id        ID       #IMPLIED

    %listAttrs;>

<!--

        itemType and simpleType child are mutually exclusive,

        one is required

  -->

<!ELEMENT %union; ((%annotation;)?,(%simpleType;)*)>

<!ATTLIST %union;

    id            ID       #IMPLIED

    memberTypes   %QNames;            #IMPLIED

    %unionAttrs;>

<!--

        At least one item in memberTypes or one simpleType

        child is required

  -->



<!ELEMENT %maxExclusive; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %maxExclusive;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %maxExclusiveAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %minExclusive; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %minExclusive;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %minExclusiveAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %maxInclusive; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %maxInclusive;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %maxInclusiveAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %minInclusive; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %minInclusive;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %minInclusiveAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %totalDigits; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %totalDigits;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %totalDigitsAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %fractionDigits; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %fractionDigits;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %fractionDigitsAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %length; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %length;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %lengthAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %minLength; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %minLength;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %minLengthAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %maxLength; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %maxLength;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %maxLengthAttrs;>



<!-- This one can be repeated -->

<!ELEMENT %enumeration; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %enumeration;

        %facetAttr;

        %enumerationAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %whiteSpace; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %whiteSpace;

        %facetAttr;

        %fixedAttr;

        %whiteSpaceAttrs;>



<!-- This one can be repeated -->

<!ELEMENT %pattern; %facetModel;>

<!ATTLIST %pattern;

        %facetAttr;

        %patternAttrs;>
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			 The root element for all sequencing tags.  This tag will usually appear as a child element to an IMS CP item tag.
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			 The type associated with a control-mode element (see the element controlMode)
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			 The specification states: "Each activity must have one and only one objective that contributes to rollup".  The following type describes an unbounded set of elements all named "objective" that do not contribute to rollup, and one element called "primaryObjective" that contributes to rollup.
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			 postConditionSequencingRuleType is derived by extension from sequencingRuleType.  It adds an element ruleAction that is a simpleType constrained to a vocabulary relevant to post-Condition sequencing rules
		
		 
			 
				 
					 
						 
							 
						
					
				
			
		
	
	 
		 
			 
				 
					 
						 
							 
						
					
				
			
		
	
	 
		 
			 
				 
					 
						 
							 
								 
								 
								 
								 
							
						
					
					 
				
			
		
	
	 
		 
			 
			 
			 
		
	
	 
		 
			 
		
	
	 
		 
			 
			 
			 
			 
			 
			 
		
	
	 
		 
			 
			 
			 
			 
		
	



 
	 
		 
			 
			 
			 
			 
			 
		
	
	 
		 
			 
			 
		
	
	 
		 
			 
			 
		
	
	 
		 
			 A decimal value with AT LEAST 4 significant decimal digits between -1 and 1
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         This file represents a composite schema for validating
         LOM V1.0 instances using a common set of validation assumptions.
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         from the various alternative component schema listed below.
      
       
        ****************************************************************************
        **                           CHANGE HISTORY                               **
        ****************************************************************************
        ** 09/22/2003:  - Updated comment describing vocab/strict.xsd.  Indicated **
        **                that the strict.xsd is used to validate vocabularies    **
        **                defined in the LOM V1.0 Base Schema.                    **
        **              - Moved included schema elementNames.xsd just before      **
        **                elementTypes.xsd.                                       **
        **              - Moved the element declaration for the top-level lom     **
        **                metadata element to a separate file (rootElement.xsd)   **
        **                and included this file just after elementTypes.xsd.     **
        **              - Moved the XML Schema import statements before the XML   **
        **                Schema include statements.                              **
        **              - Moved the element group declaration named               **
        **                lom:customElements to a separate file (anyElement.xsd)  **
        **                and included this new file just before the XML Schema   **
        **                import statments.                                       **
        ****************************************************************************
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         This file represents a composite schema for validating
         LOM V1.0 instances using custom validation for vocabulary values.
      
       
        ****************************************************************************
        **                           CHANGE HISTORY                               **
        ****************************************************************************
        ** 09/22/2003:  - Updated comment describing vocab/strict.xsd.  Indicated **
        **                that the strict.xsd is used to validate vocabularies    **
        **                defined in the LOM V1.0 Base Schema.                    **
        **              - Moved included schema elementNames.xsd just before      **
        **                elementTypes.xsd.                                       **
        **              - Moved the element declaration for the top-level lom     **
        **                metadata element to a separate file (rootElement.xsd)   **
        **                and included this file just after elementTypes.xsd.     **
        **              - Moved the XML Schema import statements before the XML   **
        **                Schema include statements.                              **
        **              - Moved the element group declaration named               **
        **                lom:customElements to a separate file (anyElement.xsd)  **
        **                and included this new file just before the XML Schema   **
        **                import statments.                                       **
        ****************************************************************************
      
   

  

   

   

   

   

   
   
   
   
   
   




 

    
       
         This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike
         License.  To view a copy of this license, see the file license.txt,
         visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/1.0 or send a letter to
         Creative Commons, 559 Nathan Abbott Way, Stanford, California 94305, USA.
     
      
        This file represents a composite schema for validating
        LOM V1.0 instances using loose validation for vocabulary values.
     
      
       ****************************************************************************
       **                           CHANGE HISTORY                               **
       ****************************************************************************
       ** 09/22/2003:  - Updated comment describing vocab/strict.xsd.  Indicated **
       **                that the strict.xsd is used to validate vocabularies    **
       **                defined in the LOM V1.0 Base Schema.                    **
       **              - Moved included schema elementNames.xsd just before      **
       **                elementTypes.xsd.                                       **
       **              - Moved the element declaration for the top-level lom     **
       **                metadata element to a separate file (rootElement.xsd)   **
       **                and included this file just after elementTypes.xsd.     **
       **              - Moved the XML Schema import statements before the XML   **
       **                Schema include statements.                              **
       **              - Moved the element group declaration named               **
       **                lom:customElements to a separate file (anyElement.xsd)  **
       **                and included this new file just before the XML Schema   **
       **                import statments.                                       **
       ****************************************************************************
     
   

  

   

   

   

   

   
   
   
   
   
   




 

    
       
         This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike
         License.  To view a copy of this license, see the file license.txt,
         visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/1.0 or send a letter to
         Creative Commons, 559 Nathan Abbott Way, Stanford, California 94305, USA.
      
       
         This file represents a composite schema for validating
         LOM V1.0 instances using strict validation for vocabulary values.
      
       
        ****************************************************************************
        **                           CHANGE HISTORY                               **
        ****************************************************************************
        ** 09/22/2003:  - Updated comment describing vocab/strict.xsd.  Indicated **
        **                that the strict.xsd is used to validate vocabularies    **
        **                defined in the LOM V1.0 Base Schema.                    **
        **              - Moved included schema elementNames.xsd just before      **
        **                elementTypes.xsd.                                       **
        **              - Moved the element declaration for the top-level lom     **
        **                metadata element to a separate file (rootElement.xsd)   **
        **                and included this file just after elementTypes.xsd.     **
        **              - Moved the XML Schema import statements before the XML   **
        **                Schema include statements.                              **
        **              - Moved the element group declaration named               **
        **                lom:customElements to a separate file (anyElement.xsd)  **
        **                and included this new file just before the XML Schema   **
        **                import statments.                                       **
        ****************************************************************************
      
   

  

   

   

   

   

   
   
   
   
   
   






		

			

				

				

				

				

				

				

				

			

		

		

		

	


		

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			

		

	
var g_objAPI = null;

var g_nAPI = 0;				// type of API to start searching for; allowable values: 0 - SCORM 2004; 1 - SCORM 1.2 (or 1.1)

var g_aAPI = ["1.0", "0.2"]	// Array that stores the API versions

var g_zAPIVersion = -1;

var g_bFinishDone = false;





function findAPI(win)

{

	// Search the window hierarchy for an object named "API_1484_11" for SCORM 2004 or "API" for SCORM 1.2 or below

	// Look in the current window (win) and recursively look in any child frames

	if(g_nAPI == 0)

	{

		if(win.API_1484_11 != null)

  	 	{

  	 		return win.API_1484_11;

		}

	} else if(g_nAPI == 1 || g_nAPI == "") {

		if (win.API != null)

		{

			g_zAPIVersion = g_aAPI[g_nAPI];

			return win.API;

		}

	}



	if (win.length > 0)  // check frames

	{

		for (var i=0;i<win.length;i++)

		{

			var objAPI = findAPI(win.frames[i]);

			if (objAPI != null)

			{

				return objAPI;

			}

		}

	}

	return null;

}





function getAPI(intAPISearchOrder)

{

	// intAPISearchOrder is 0 - start at current window and work way up; 1 - start at top window and work way down.

	var objAPI = null;

	intAPISearchOrder=((typeof(intAPISearchOrder)=='undefined')?0:intAPISearchOrder);

	if(intAPISearchOrder==0)

	{

		// start and the current window and recurse up through parent windows/frames

		var objCurrentWindow = window;

		objAPI = findAPI(objCurrentWindow);

		var xCount = 0;

		while(objCurrentWindow && !objAPI && xCount < 100)

		{

			xCount++;

			if((objCurrentWindow.opener != null) && (typeof(objCurrentWindow.opener) != "undefined"))

			{

				objCurrentWindow = objCurrentWindow.opener;

			} else {

				objCurrentWindow = objCurrentWindow.parent;

			}

			objAPI = findAPI(objCurrentWindow);

		}

		if((objAPI==null) && (g_nAPI < (g_aAPI.length-1)))

		{

			g_nAPI++;

			objAPI = getAPI(intAPISearchOrder);

		}

	} else {

		// start at the top window and recurse down through child frames

		objAPI = findAPI(this.top);



		if (objAPI == null)

		{

			// the API wasn't found in the current window's hierarchy.  If the

			// current window has an opener (was launched by another window),

			// check the opener's window hierarchy.

			objTopWindow=window.top;



			objTopWindow = objTopWindow.opener;



			while (objTopWindow && !objAPI)

			{

				//checking window opener

				objAPI = findAPI(objTopWindow.top);

				if (objAPI==null) objTopWindow = objTopWindow.opener;

			}

			if(objAPI==null && g_nAPI < (g_aAPI.length-1))

			{

				g_nAPI++;

				objAPI = getAPI(intAPISearchOrder);

			}

		}

	}

	if(objAPI==null)

	{

		// can't find API

	} else if(objAPI != null && g_zAPIVersion == -1) {

		g_zAPIVersion = objAPI.version;

	}



	return objAPI;

}



function setAPI()

{

	while(g_objAPI == undefined)

	{

		g_objAPI = getAPI(0);

	}

}



function isAPI() {

	return ((typeof(g_objAPI)!= "undefined") && (g_objAPI != null))

}



// called in the outer HTML file

// g_objAPI = getAPI();



function dataToFlash(layer, msg) {

	// set the comm HTML

	fcomValue = "<OBJECT classid=\"clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000\" codebase=\"http://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,0,0\" WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" id=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\"> <PARAM NAME=movie VALUE=\"scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\"> <PARAM NAME=quality VALUE=high> <PARAM NAME=bgcolor VALUE=#FFFFFF> <PARAM NAME=\"allowScriptAccess\" VALUE=\"sameDomain\"/> <EMBED src=\"scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\" quality=high bgcolor=#FFFFFF  WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" NAME=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\" TYPE=\"application/x-shockwave-flash\" PLUGINSPAGE=\"http://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer\" allowScriptAccess=\"sameDomain\"></EMBED> </OBJECT>";



	// get the browser info

	IE=0; NS4=0; NS6=0;

	if (navigator.appName.indexOf('Netscape')!=-1 && parseInt(navigator.appVersion)<5) {NS4=1;}

	if (navigator.appName.indexOf('Netscape')!=-1 && parseInt(navigator.appVersion)>4.9) {NS6=1;}

	if (navigator.appName.indexOf('Microsoft')!=-1 && parseInt(navigator.appVersion)>3) {IE=1;}



	if (IE==true)

	{

		IE_dynamic.document.body.innerHTML=fcomValue;

	}



	if (NS4)

	{

		// change the comm HTML

		fcomValue = "<OBJECT classid=\"clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000\" codebase=\"http://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,0,0\" WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" id=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\"> <PARAM NAME=movie VALUE=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\"> <PARAM NAME=quality VALUE=high> <PARAM NAME=bgcolor VALUE=#FFFFFF> <PARAM NAME=\"allowScriptAccess\" VALUE=\"sameDomain\"/> <EMBED src=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\" quality=high bgcolor=#FFFFFF  WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" NAME=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\" TYPE=\"application/x-shockwave-flash\" PLUGINSPAGE=\"http://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer\" allowScriptAccess=\"sameDomain\"></EMBED> </OBJECT>";



		eval('var echoecho = document.layers.NS_'+layer+'.document;');

		echoecho.open();

		echoecho.write(fcomValue);

		echoecho.close();

	}



	if (NS6)

	{

		// change the comm HTML

		fcomValue = "<OBJECT classid=\"clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000\" codebase=\"http://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,0,0\" WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" id=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\"> <PARAM NAME=movie VALUE=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\"> <PARAM NAME=quality VALUE=high> <PARAM NAME=bgcolor VALUE=#FFFFFF> <PARAM NAME=\"allowScriptAccess\" VALUE=\"sameDomain\"/> <EMBED src=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\" quality=high bgcolor=#FFFFFF  WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" NAME=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\" TYPE=\"application/x-shockwave-flash\" PLUGINSPAGE=\"http://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer\" allowScriptAccess=\"sameDomain\"></EMBED> </OBJECT>";



		document.getElementById('NS_'+layer).innerHTML =fcomValue;

	}

}





function dataFromFlash(strSCOfunction, strSCOproperty, varSCOvalue, strFLvariableName) {

	var strEval = "";

	var varResult = false;

	if(isAPI())

	{

		if (varSCOvalue != "")

		{

			strEval = "g_objAPI." + strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "', '" + varSCOvalue + "');";

		} else {

			if(strSCOfunction=="LMSGetLastError")

			{

				strEval = "g_objAPI." + strSCOfunction + "(" + strSCOproperty + ");";

			} else {

				strEval = "g_objAPI." + strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "');";

			}

		}

	} else {

		if (SCOvalue != "")

		{

			strEval = strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "', '" + varSCOvalue + "');";

		} else {

			strEval = strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "');";

		}

	}

	varResult = eval(strEval);

	if(strSCOfunction == "LMSFinish" || strSCOfunction == "Terminate")

	{

		// set global variable to result of Finish function

		g_bFinishDone = varResult;

	}

	dataToFlash('dynamic', strFLvariableName + "|" + varResult);

}
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       This component schema provides attribute group declarations for metadata
       elements to support loose validation of element uniqueness constraints.
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       This component schema provides attribute group declarations for metadata
       elements to support strict validation of element uniqueness constraints,
       by providing the attribute uniqueElementName for each metadata element
       that should appear with multiplicity at most one.
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         This component schema provides simple type declarations for metadata
         elements whose values are taken from a vocabulary datatype.

         This component schema supports strict validation of both standard and custom
         vocabulary values by checking that both the source and value are taken
         from either the standard token set or from a custom token set.
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       This component schema provides simple type declarations for metadata
       elements whose values are taken from a vocabulary datatype.

       This component schema supports loose validation of vocabulary value constraints
       by allowing both the source and value to be arbitrary strings.
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         This component schema provides simple type declarations for metadata
         elements whose values are taken from a vocabulary datatype.

         This component schema supports strict validation of standard vocabulary values by
         checking that both the source and value are from the standard token set.
      
   

    

   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   
 
   
    
       
   
 
   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   

   
    
       
   




 

  
   
   See http://www.w3.org/XML/1998/namespace.html and
   http://www.w3.org/TR/REC-xml for information about this namespace.
  
 

  
   This schema defines attributes and an attribute group
        suitable for use by
        schemas wishing to allow xml:base, xml:lang or xml:space attributes
        on elements they define.

        To enable this, such a schema must import this schema
        for the XML namespace, e.g. as follows:
        <schema . . .>
         . . .
         <import namespace="http://www.w3.org/XML/1998/namespace"
                    schemaLocation="http://www.w3.org/2001/03/xml.xsd"/>

        Subsequently, qualified reference to any of the attributes
        or the group defined below will have the desired effect, e.g.

        <type . . .>
         . . .
         <attributeGroup ref="xml:specialAttrs"/>
 
         will define a type which will schema-validate an instance
         element with any of those attributes
 

  
   In keeping with the XML Schema WG's standard versioning
   policy, this schema document will persist at
   http://www.w3.org/2001/03/xml.xsd.
   At the date of issue it can also be found at
   http://www.w3.org/2001/xml.xsd.
   The schema document at that URI may however change in the future,
   in order to remain compatible with the latest version of XML Schema
   itself.  In other words, if the XML Schema namespace changes, the version
   of this document at
   http://www.w3.org/2001/xml.xsd will change
   accordingly; the version at
   http://www.w3.org/2001/03/xml.xsd will not change.
  
 

  
   
    In due course, we should install the relevant ISO 2- and 3-letter
         codes as the enumerated possible values . . .
  
 

  
   
    
     
     
   
  
 

  
   
    See http://www.w3.org/TR/xmlbase/ for
                     information about this attribute.
  
 

  
   
   
   
 




<!-- DTD for XML Schemas: Part 1: Structures

     Public Identifier: "-//W3C//DTD XMLSCHEMA 200102//EN"

     Official Location: http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema.dtd -->

<!-- $Id: XMLSchema.dtd,v 1.30 2001/03/16 15:23:02 ht Exp $ -->

<!-- Note this DTD is NOT normative, or even definitive. -->           <!--d-->

<!-- prose copy in the structures REC is the definitive version -->    <!--d-->

<!-- (which shouldn't differ from this one except for this -->         <!--d-->

<!-- comment and entity expansions, but just in case) -->              <!--d-->

<!-- With the exception of cases with multiple namespace

     prefixes for the XML Schema namespace, any XML document which is

     not valid per this DTD given redefinitions in its internal subset of the

     'p' and 's' parameter entities below appropriate to its namespace

     declaration of the XML Schema namespace is almost certainly not

     a valid schema. -->



<!-- The simpleType element and its constituent parts

     are defined in XML Schema: Part 2: Datatypes -->

<!ENTITY % xs-datatypes PUBLIC 'datatypes' 'datatypes.dtd' >



<!ENTITY % p 'xs:'> <!-- can be overriden in the internal subset of a

                         schema document to establish a different

                         namespace prefix -->

<!ENTITY % s ':xs'> <!-- if %p is defined (e.g. as foo:) then you must

                         also define %s as the suffix for the appropriate

                         namespace declaration (e.g. :foo) -->

<!ENTITY % nds 'xmlns%s;'>



<!-- Define all the element names, with optional prefix -->

<!ENTITY % schema "%p;schema">

<!ENTITY % complexType "%p;complexType">

<!ENTITY % complexContent "%p;complexContent">

<!ENTITY % simpleContent "%p;simpleContent">

<!ENTITY % extension "%p;extension">

<!ENTITY % element "%p;element">

<!ENTITY % unique "%p;unique">

<!ENTITY % key "%p;key">

<!ENTITY % keyref "%p;keyref">

<!ENTITY % selector "%p;selector">

<!ENTITY % field "%p;field">

<!ENTITY % group "%p;group">

<!ENTITY % all "%p;all">

<!ENTITY % choice "%p;choice">

<!ENTITY % sequence "%p;sequence">

<!ENTITY % any "%p;any">

<!ENTITY % anyAttribute "%p;anyAttribute">

<!ENTITY % attribute "%p;attribute">

<!ENTITY % attributeGroup "%p;attributeGroup">

<!ENTITY % include "%p;include">

<!ENTITY % import "%p;import">

<!ENTITY % redefine "%p;redefine">

<!ENTITY % notation "%p;notation">



<!-- annotation elements -->

<!ENTITY % annotation "%p;annotation">

<!ENTITY % appinfo "%p;appinfo">

<!ENTITY % documentation "%p;documentation">



<!-- Customisation entities for the ATTLIST of each element type.

     Define one of these if your schema takes advantage of the

     anyAttribute='##other' in the schema for schemas -->



<!ENTITY % schemaAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % complexTypeAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % complexContentAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % simpleContentAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % extensionAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % elementAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % groupAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % allAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % choiceAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % sequenceAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % anyAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % anyAttributeAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % attributeAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % attributeGroupAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % uniqueAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % keyAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % keyrefAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % selectorAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % fieldAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % includeAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % importAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % redefineAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % notationAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % annotationAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % appinfoAttrs ''>

<!ENTITY % documentationAttrs ''>



<!ENTITY % complexDerivationSet "CDATA">

      <!-- #all or space-separated list drawn from derivationChoice -->

<!ENTITY % blockSet "CDATA">

      <!-- #all or space-separated list drawn from

                      derivationChoice + 'substitution' -->



<!ENTITY % mgs '%all; | %choice; | %sequence;'>

<!ENTITY % cs '%choice; | %sequence;'>

<!ENTITY % formValues '(qualified|unqualified)'>





<!ENTITY % attrDecls    '((%attribute;| %attributeGroup;)*,(%anyAttribute;)?)'>



<!ENTITY % particleAndAttrs '((%mgs; | %group;)?, %attrDecls;)'>



<!-- This is used in part2 -->

<!ENTITY % restriction1 '((%mgs; | %group;)?)'>



%xs-datatypes;



<!-- the duplication below is to produce an unambiguous content model

     which allows annotation everywhere -->

<!ELEMENT %schema; ((%include; | %import; | %redefine; | %annotation;)*,

                    ((%simpleType; | %complexType;

                      | %element; | %attribute;

                      | %attributeGroup; | %group;

                      | %notation; ),

                     (%annotation;)*)* )>

<!ATTLIST %schema;

   targetNamespace      %URIref;               #IMPLIED

   version              CDATA                  #IMPLIED

   %nds;                %URIref;               #FIXED 'http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema'

   xmlns                CDATA                  #IMPLIED

   finalDefault         %complexDerivationSet; ''

   blockDefault         %blockSet;             ''

   id                   ID                     #IMPLIED

   elementFormDefault   %formValues;           'unqualified'

   attributeFormDefault %formValues;           'unqualified'

   xml:lang             CDATA                  #IMPLIED

   %schemaAttrs;>

<!-- Note the xmlns declaration is NOT in the Schema for Schemas,

     because at the Infoset level where schemas operate,

     xmlns(:prefix) is NOT an attribute! -->

<!-- The declaration of xmlns is a convenience for schema authors -->

 

<!-- The id attribute here and below is for use in external references

     from non-schemas using simple fragment identifiers.

     It is NOT used for schema-to-schema reference, internal or

     external. -->



<!-- a type is a named content type specification which allows attribute

     declarations-->

<!-- -->



<!ELEMENT %complexType; ((%annotation;)?,

                         (%simpleContent;|%complexContent;|

                          %particleAndAttrs;))>



<!ATTLIST %complexType;

          name      %NCName;                        #IMPLIED

          id        ID                              #IMPLIED

          abstract  %boolean;                       #IMPLIED

          final     %complexDerivationSet;          #IMPLIED

          block     %complexDerivationSet;          #IMPLIED

          mixed (true|false) 'false'

          %complexTypeAttrs;>



<!-- particleAndAttrs is shorthand for a root type -->

<!-- mixed is disallowed if simpleContent, overriden if complexContent

     has one too. -->



<!-- If anyAttribute appears in one or more referenced attributeGroups

     and/or explicitly, the intersection of the permissions is used -->



<!ELEMENT %complexContent; (%restriction;|%extension;)>

<!ATTLIST %complexContent;

          mixed (true|false) #IMPLIED

          id    ID           #IMPLIED

          %complexContentAttrs;>



<!-- restriction should use the branch defined above, not the simple

     one from part2; extension should use the full model  -->



<!ELEMENT %simpleContent; (%restriction;|%extension;)>

<!ATTLIST %simpleContent;

          id    ID           #IMPLIED

          %simpleContentAttrs;>



<!-- restriction should use the simple branch from part2, not the 

     one defined above; extension should have no particle  -->



<!ELEMENT %extension; (%particleAndAttrs;)>

<!ATTLIST %extension;

          base  %QName;      #REQUIRED

          id    ID           #IMPLIED

          %extensionAttrs;>



<!-- an element is declared by either:

 a name and a type (either nested or referenced via the type attribute)

 or a ref to an existing element declaration -->



<!ELEMENT %element; ((%annotation;)?, (%complexType;| %simpleType;)?,

                     (%unique; | %key; | %keyref;)*)>

<!-- simpleType or complexType only if no type|ref attribute -->

<!-- ref not allowed at top level -->

<!ATTLIST %element;

            name               %NCName;               #IMPLIED

            id                 ID                     #IMPLIED

            ref                %QName;                #IMPLIED

            type               %QName;                #IMPLIED

            minOccurs          %nonNegativeInteger;   #IMPLIED

            maxOccurs          CDATA                  #IMPLIED

            nillable           %boolean;              #IMPLIED

            substitutionGroup  %QName;                #IMPLIED

            abstract           %boolean;              #IMPLIED

            final              %complexDerivationSet; #IMPLIED

            block              %blockSet;             #IMPLIED

            default            CDATA                  #IMPLIED

            fixed              CDATA                  #IMPLIED

            form               %formValues;           #IMPLIED

            %elementAttrs;>

<!-- type and ref are mutually exclusive.

     name and ref are mutually exclusive, one is required -->

<!-- In the absence of type AND ref, type defaults to type of

     substitutionGroup, if any, else the ur-type, i.e. unconstrained -->

<!-- default and fixed are mutually exclusive -->



<!ELEMENT %group; ((%annotation;)?,(%mgs;)?)>

<!ATTLIST %group; 

          name        %NCName;               #IMPLIED

          ref         %QName;                #IMPLIED

          minOccurs   %nonNegativeInteger;   #IMPLIED

          maxOccurs   CDATA                  #IMPLIED

          id          ID                     #IMPLIED

          %groupAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %all; ((%annotation;)?, (%element;)*)>

<!ATTLIST %all;

          minOccurs   (1)                    #IMPLIED

          maxOccurs   (1)                    #IMPLIED

          id          ID                     #IMPLIED

          %allAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %choice; ((%annotation;)?, (%element;| %group;| %cs; | %any;)*)>

<!ATTLIST %choice;

          minOccurs   %nonNegativeInteger;   #IMPLIED

          maxOccurs   CDATA                  #IMPLIED

          id          ID                     #IMPLIED

          %choiceAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %sequence; ((%annotation;)?, (%element;| %group;| %cs; | %any;)*)>

<!ATTLIST %sequence;

          minOccurs   %nonNegativeInteger;   #IMPLIED

          maxOccurs   CDATA                  #IMPLIED

          id          ID                     #IMPLIED

          %sequenceAttrs;>



<!-- an anonymous grouping in a model, or

     a top-level named group definition, or a reference to same -->



<!-- Note that if order is 'all', group is not allowed inside.

     If order is 'all' THIS group must be alone (or referenced alone) at

     the top level of a content model -->

<!-- If order is 'all', minOccurs==maxOccurs==1 on element/any inside -->

<!-- Should allow minOccurs=0 inside order='all' . . . -->



<!ELEMENT %any; (%annotation;)?>

<!ATTLIST %any;

            namespace       CDATA                  '##any'

            processContents (skip|lax|strict)      'strict'

            minOccurs       %nonNegativeInteger;   '1'

            maxOccurs       CDATA                  '1'

            id              ID                     #IMPLIED

            %anyAttrs;>



<!-- namespace is interpreted as follows:

                  ##any      - - any non-conflicting WFXML at all



                  ##other    - - any non-conflicting WFXML from namespace other

                                  than targetNamespace



                  ##local    - - any unqualified non-conflicting WFXML/attribute

                  one or     - - any non-conflicting WFXML from

                  more URI        the listed namespaces

                  references



                  ##targetNamespace ##local may appear in the above list,

                    with the obvious meaning -->



<!ELEMENT %anyAttribute; (%annotation;)?>

<!ATTLIST %anyAttribute;

            namespace       CDATA              '##any'

            processContents (skip|lax|strict)  'strict'

            id              ID                 #IMPLIED

            %anyAttributeAttrs;>

<!-- namespace is interpreted as for 'any' above -->



<!-- simpleType only if no type|ref attribute -->

<!-- ref not allowed at top level, name iff at top level -->

<!ELEMENT %attribute; ((%annotation;)?, (%simpleType;)?)>

<!ATTLIST %attribute;

          name      %NCName;      #IMPLIED

          id        ID            #IMPLIED

          ref       %QName;       #IMPLIED

          type      %QName;       #IMPLIED

          use       (prohibited|optional|required) #IMPLIED

          default   CDATA         #IMPLIED

          fixed     CDATA         #IMPLIED

          form      %formValues;  #IMPLIED

          %attributeAttrs;>

<!-- type and ref are mutually exclusive.

     name and ref are mutually exclusive, one is required -->

<!-- default for use is optional when nested, none otherwise -->

<!-- default and fixed are mutually exclusive -->

<!-- type attr and simpleType content are mutually exclusive -->



<!-- an attributeGroup is a named collection of attribute decls, or a

     reference thereto -->

<!ELEMENT %attributeGroup; ((%annotation;)?,

                       (%attribute; | %attributeGroup;)*,

                       (%anyAttribute;)?) >

<!ATTLIST %attributeGroup;

                 name       %NCName;       #IMPLIED

                 id         ID             #IMPLIED

                 ref        %QName;        #IMPLIED

                 %attributeGroupAttrs;>



<!-- ref iff no content, no name.  ref iff not top level -->



<!-- better reference mechanisms -->

<!ELEMENT %unique; ((%annotation;)?, %selector;, (%field;)+)>

<!ATTLIST %unique;

          name     %NCName;       #REQUIRED

	  id       ID             #IMPLIED

	  %uniqueAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %key;    ((%annotation;)?, %selector;, (%field;)+)>

<!ATTLIST %key;

          name     %NCName;       #REQUIRED

	  id       ID             #IMPLIED

	  %keyAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %keyref; ((%annotation;)?, %selector;, (%field;)+)>

<!ATTLIST %keyref;

          name     %NCName;       #REQUIRED

	  refer    %QName;        #REQUIRED

	  id       ID             #IMPLIED

	  %keyrefAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %selector; ((%annotation;)?)>

<!ATTLIST %selector;

          xpath %XPathExpr; #REQUIRED

          id    ID          #IMPLIED

          %selectorAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %field; ((%annotation;)?)>

<!ATTLIST %field;

          xpath %XPathExpr; #REQUIRED

          id    ID          #IMPLIED

          %fieldAttrs;>



<!-- Schema combination mechanisms -->

<!ELEMENT %include; (%annotation;)?>

<!ATTLIST %include;

          schemaLocation %URIref; #REQUIRED

          id             ID       #IMPLIED

          %includeAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %import; (%annotation;)?>

<!ATTLIST %import;

          namespace      %URIref; #IMPLIED

          schemaLocation %URIref; #IMPLIED

          id             ID       #IMPLIED

          %importAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %redefine; (%annotation; | %simpleType; | %complexType; |

                      %attributeGroup; | %group;)*>

<!ATTLIST %redefine;

          schemaLocation %URIref; #REQUIRED

          id             ID       #IMPLIED

          %redefineAttrs;>



<!ELEMENT %notation; (%annotation;)?>

<!ATTLIST %notation;

	  name        %NCName;    #REQUIRED

	  id          ID          #IMPLIED

	  public      CDATA       #REQUIRED

	  system      %URIref;    #IMPLIED

	  %notationAttrs;>



<!-- Annotation is either application information or documentation -->

<!-- By having these here they are available for datatypes as well

     as all the structures elements -->



<!ELEMENT %annotation; (%appinfo; | %documentation;)*>

<!ATTLIST %annotation; %annotationAttrs;>



<!-- User must define annotation elements in internal subset for this

     to work -->

<!ELEMENT %appinfo; ANY>   <!-- too restrictive -->

<!ATTLIST %appinfo;

          source     %URIref;      #IMPLIED

          id         ID         #IMPLIED

          %appinfoAttrs;>

<!ELEMENT %documentation; ANY>   <!-- too restrictive -->

<!ATTLIST %documentation;

          source     %URIref;   #IMPLIED

          id         ID         #IMPLIED

          xml:lang   CDATA      #IMPLIED

          %documentationAttrs;>



<!NOTATION XMLSchemaStructures PUBLIC

           'structures' 'http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema.xsd' >

<!NOTATION XML PUBLIC

           'REC-xml-1998-0210' 'http://www.w3.org/TR/1998/REC-xml-19980210' >






		

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			

		

	
var g_objAPI = null;

var g_nAPI = 0;				// type of API to start searching for; allowable values: 0 - SCORM 2004; 1 - SCORM 1.2 (or 1.1)

var g_aAPI = ["1.0", "0.2"]	// Array that stores the API versions

var g_zAPIVersion = -1;

var g_bFinishDone = false;





function findAPI(win)

{

	// Search the window hierarchy for an object named "API_1484_11" for SCORM 2004 or "API" for SCORM 1.2 or below

	// Look in the current window (win) and recursively look in any child frames

	if(g_nAPI == 0)

	{

		if(win.API_1484_11 != null)

  	 	{

  	 		return win.API_1484_11;

		}

	} else if(g_nAPI == 1 || g_nAPI == "") {

		if (win.API != null)

		{

			g_zAPIVersion = g_aAPI[g_nAPI];

			return win.API;

		}

	}



	if (win.length > 0)  // check frames

	{

		for (var i=0;i<win.length;i++)

		{

			var objAPI = findAPI(win.frames[i]);

			if (objAPI != null)

			{

				return objAPI;

			}

		}

	}

	return null;

}





function getAPI(intAPISearchOrder)

{

	// intAPISearchOrder is 0 - start at current window and work way up; 1 - start at top window and work way down.

	var objAPI = null;

	intAPISearchOrder=((typeof(intAPISearchOrder)=='undefined')?0:intAPISearchOrder);

	if(intAPISearchOrder==0)

	{

		// start and the current window and recurse up through parent windows/frames

		var objCurrentWindow = window;

		objAPI = findAPI(objCurrentWindow);

		var xCount = 0;

		while(objCurrentWindow && !objAPI && xCount < 100)

		{

			xCount++;

			if((objCurrentWindow.opener != null) && (typeof(objCurrentWindow.opener) != "undefined"))

			{

				objCurrentWindow = objCurrentWindow.opener;

			} else {

				objCurrentWindow = objCurrentWindow.parent;

			}

			objAPI = findAPI(objCurrentWindow);

		}

		if((objAPI==null) && (g_nAPI < (g_aAPI.length-1)))

		{

			g_nAPI++;

			objAPI = getAPI(intAPISearchOrder);

		}

	} else {

		// start at the top window and recurse down through child frames

		objAPI = findAPI(this.top);



		if (objAPI == null)

		{

			// the API wasn't found in the current window's hierarchy.  If the

			// current window has an opener (was launched by another window),

			// check the opener's window hierarchy.

			objTopWindow=window.top;



			objTopWindow = objTopWindow.opener;



			while (objTopWindow && !objAPI)

			{

				//checking window opener

				objAPI = findAPI(objTopWindow.top);

				if (objAPI==null) objTopWindow = objTopWindow.opener;

			}

			if(objAPI==null && g_nAPI < (g_aAPI.length-1))

			{

				g_nAPI++;

				objAPI = getAPI(intAPISearchOrder);

			}

		}

	}

	if(objAPI==null)

	{

		// can't find API

	} else if(objAPI != null && g_zAPIVersion == -1) {

		g_zAPIVersion = objAPI.version;

	}



	return objAPI;

}



function setAPI()

{

	while(g_objAPI == undefined)

	{

		g_objAPI = getAPI(0);

	}

}



function isAPI() {

	return ((typeof(g_objAPI)!= "undefined") && (g_objAPI != null))

}



// called in the outer HTML file

// g_objAPI = getAPI();



function dataToFlash(layer, msg) {

	// set the comm HTML

	fcomValue = "<OBJECT classid=\"clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000\" codebase=\"http://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,0,0\" WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" id=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\"> <PARAM NAME=movie VALUE=\"scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\"> <PARAM NAME=quality VALUE=high> <PARAM NAME=bgcolor VALUE=#FFFFFF> <PARAM NAME=\"allowScriptAccess\" VALUE=\"sameDomain\"/> <EMBED src=\"scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\" quality=high bgcolor=#FFFFFF  WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" NAME=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\" TYPE=\"application/x-shockwave-flash\" PLUGINSPAGE=\"http://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer\" allowScriptAccess=\"sameDomain\"></EMBED> </OBJECT>";



	// get the browser info

	IE=0; NS4=0; NS6=0;

	if (navigator.appName.indexOf('Netscape')!=-1 && parseInt(navigator.appVersion)<5) {NS4=1;}

	if (navigator.appName.indexOf('Netscape')!=-1 && parseInt(navigator.appVersion)>4.9) {NS6=1;}

	if (navigator.appName.indexOf('Microsoft')!=-1 && parseInt(navigator.appVersion)>3) {IE=1;}



	if (IE==true)

	{

		IE_dynamic.document.body.innerHTML=fcomValue;

	}



	if (NS4)

	{

		// change the comm HTML

		fcomValue = "<OBJECT classid=\"clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000\" codebase=\"http://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,0,0\" WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" id=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\"> <PARAM NAME=movie VALUE=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\"> <PARAM NAME=quality VALUE=high> <PARAM NAME=bgcolor VALUE=#FFFFFF> <PARAM NAME=\"allowScriptAccess\" VALUE=\"sameDomain\"/> <EMBED src=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\" quality=high bgcolor=#FFFFFF  WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" NAME=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\" TYPE=\"application/x-shockwave-flash\" PLUGINSPAGE=\"http://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer\" allowScriptAccess=\"sameDomain\"></EMBED> </OBJECT>";



		eval('var echoecho = document.layers.NS_'+layer+'.document;');

		echoecho.open();

		echoecho.write(fcomValue);

		echoecho.close();

	}



	if (NS6)

	{

		// change the comm HTML

		fcomValue = "<OBJECT classid=\"clsid:D27CDB6E-AE6D-11cf-96B8-444553540000\" codebase=\"http://download.macromedia.com/pub/shockwave/cabs/flash/swflash.cab#version=6,0,0,0\" WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" id=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\"> <PARAM NAME=movie VALUE=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\"> <PARAM NAME=quality VALUE=high> <PARAM NAME=bgcolor VALUE=#FFFFFF> <PARAM NAME=\"allowScriptAccess\" VALUE=\"sameDomain\"/> <EMBED src=\"scorm_support/scorm_support.swf?invokeMethod=methodToExecute&lc_name=lc_name&param=" + msg + "\" quality=high bgcolor=#FFFFFF  WIDTH=\"2\" HEIGHT=\"2\" NAME=\"scorm_support\" ALIGN=\"\" TYPE=\"application/x-shockwave-flash\" PLUGINSPAGE=\"http://www.macromedia.com/go/getflashplayer\" allowScriptAccess=\"sameDomain\"></EMBED> </OBJECT>";



		document.getElementById('NS_'+layer).innerHTML =fcomValue;

	}

}





function dataFromFlash(strSCOfunction, strSCOproperty, varSCOvalue, strFLvariableName) {

	var strEval = "";

	var varResult = false;

	if(isAPI())

	{

		if (varSCOvalue != "")

		{

			strEval = "g_objAPI." + strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "', '" + varSCOvalue + "');";

		} else {

			if(strSCOfunction=="LMSGetLastError")

			{

				strEval = "g_objAPI." + strSCOfunction + "(" + strSCOproperty + ");";

			} else {

				strEval = "g_objAPI." + strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "');";

			}

		}

	} else {

		if (SCOvalue != "")

		{

			strEval = strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "', '" + varSCOvalue + "');";

		} else {

			strEval = strSCOfunction + "('" + strSCOproperty + "');";

		}

	}

	varResult = eval(strEval);

	if(strSCOfunction == "LMSFinish" || strSCOfunction == "Terminate")

	{

		// set global variable to result of Finish function

		g_bFinishDone = varResult;

	}

	dataToFlash('dynamic', strFLvariableName + "|" + varResult);

}
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Introduction 
 
The primary objective of the deer management program has been, and will continue to be 
population management.  The Minnesota DNR is committed to managing deer populations 
within goal ranges that were established through a collaborative public process.  Any 
regulatory changes will be evaluated first on the basis of how they affect total deer 
numbers.  Other metrics, such as satisfaction, opportunity, or changes in sex ratios, while 
also important, are secondary to our need to manage deer populations. 
 
Throughout Minnesota, there has been high support for enacting regulations for the benefit of 
mature bucks; however, there has not been a consensus on which regulation should be adopted.  
For example, a statewide survey of deer hunters conducted in 2005 indicated that 66% (69% in 
Zone 3) of hunters supported the concept of enacting regulations for managing for mature bucks.  
However, no proposed regulation garnered more than 50% support (Figure 1; Fulton et al., 
2006).  Concurrent with hunter interest to manage for mature bucks is the agency’s desire to 
manage deer populations at goal densities that were established through a public participatory 
process.   
 
Since 2005, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has conducted a study 
regarding deer hunter attitudes and preferences towards various regulatory alternatives.  Specific 
to southeastern Minnesota (Zone 3), surveys were conducted in 2005, 2007, and 2009 that  
assessed such factors as hunt satisfaction (2005, 2007), preference for alternative regulations 
(2005, 2009), and forced selection of various regulatory alternatives (2005).  In addition, a 
concurrent study has been conducted since 2005 examining the biological effects of 3 different 
regulations (early antlerless, antler point restrictions, and earn-a-buck) on deer population 
dynamics.   
 
Specific to Zone 3, both the 2005 (73%) and 2007 (66%) surveys revealed high overall hunt 
satisfaction.  Each survey suggests that a majority of hunters were satisfied with the number of 
antlerless deer and total deer numbers, but not the number or quality of mature bucks (Figure 2).  
Given the consistency between surveys, we believe that while hunters are generally satisfied with 
total deer numbers and their overall hunt experience, there is an opportunity to increase hunter 
satisfaction by manipulating the buck component of the deer population. 
 
Preliminary harvest analyses suggest that antlerless harvests are increased by 12%, 15%, and 65-
82% for the early antlerless season, antler-point restriction regulation, and the earn-a-buck 
regulation, respectively.  In comparison, buck harvests were reduced 1-3%, 35%, and 50% for 
the early antlerless season, antler-point restriction regulation, and the earn-a-buck regulation, 
respectively. 
 
The recommendations presented in this document take into consideration the data we have 
collected both biologically and socially, data collected in and management experiences from 
other states, and the opinions of area wildlife staff who deal with on-the-ground issues relative to 
landowner concerns. 
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Figure 2.  Percent satisfaction among Zone 3 respondents regarding various deer population 
questions, 2005 and 2007. 
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Figure 1.  Support for regulations that might benefit mature bucks, 2005. 
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Summary of Zone 3 Recommendations 
 


1. Four day, either-sex youth only season over the MEA weekend. 
2. Ban on cross-tagging of bucks during all seasons. 
3. Implement a 4-point (to one side) antler point restriction regulation throughout all deer 


areas.     
4. Lengthen the 3A season to 9 days as a component of the antler point restriction 


regulation. 
 
Recommended Timeline 
 
If passed, recommendations 1 and 2 should be implemented through expedited rule but 
ultimately be adopted as permanent rules.  Recommendations 3 and 4 should be implemented 
through expedited rule for 3 years with a survey of both hunters and landowners conducted at the 
end of year 3.  If support for continuation is apparent after 3 years, we should continue the 
regulation for a minimum of 3 more years. 
 
Rationale and Supporting Data 
 
Recommendation 1 – Youth Season in Zone 3 
 
There was consensus among the deer management committee for a statewide youth-only season 
over the MEA weekend.  While a more broad discussion needs to occur regarding statewide 
implementation, at the least the season should be held in Zone 3.  During this season, youth 
license holders would be able to take one either-sex deer of any type.  In addition, youth hunters 
would be allowed to take either-sex deer during the regular deer seasons.  They would not have 
to abide by the antler point restriction; however, adults cannot take and tag bucks for youth 
hunters. 
 
An early season has been used in Michigan, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and other states, and 
published literature suggests that providing additional hunting opportunities for youth should be 
used as a management strategy to recruit and retain young deer hunters.  Adopting this season 
statewide would bring regulatory consistency and allow DNR to better manage deer in areas with 
low populations, especially since adults would not be allowed to carry a firearm.  In areas with 
early antlerless (EA) hunting (e.g., 346, 349), we would simply hold the EA season over the 
same time period.  For 2010, the EA season is planned to fall over the MEA weekend.  Adopting 
this season would allow us to discontinue providing the youth-only antlerless permit as a harvest 
incentive, thereby making for more effective population management in permit areas designated 
as lottery. 
 
Recommendation 2 – Eliminate buck cross-tagging in Zone 3 
 
Cross-tagging is broadly defined as allowing individuals to shoot and tag deer for each other.  
Regulations that allow people to shoot and tag deer for other individuals are rare at the national 
level.  In fact, the vast majority of states prohibit it and Minnesota has the most broad and 
loosely interpreted regulation of any state that does allow the practice.  Specifically, this 
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recommendation addresses ending the practice of buck cross-tagging in Zone 3.  Our intent is to 
allow continuation of cross-tagging antlerless deer because this may serve as a population 
management tool.  The intent of ending buck cross-tagging is not to break up the hunting group 
or force successful hunters out of the field.  Rather, it is intended to reduce harvest pressure on 
bucks by no longer allowing people to harvest bucks for each other.   
 
The 2005 survey revealed 48% support in Zone 3 for eliminating buck cross-tagging (Figure 1); 
whereas, the 2009 survey achieved 50% support.  In addition, a companion survey completed by 
the Minnesota Deer Hunters Association noted 49% support among their members (see 
http://www.mndeerhunters.com/images/results.pdf).  We are also hearing little local opposition 
from the hunting public regarding limiting people to only tagging their own buck.  The DNR 
deer management committee (including law enforcement members) has recommended that if 
buck cross-tagging were eliminated, it should be a statewide regulation.  We believe that a 
statewide regulation may not be as supported in other areas; thus, the change is recommended for 
Zone 3 only.  Based on our survey data, we anticipate that the buck harvest may decline up to 
10% if cross-tagging of bucks is eliminated. 
 
 
Recommendation 3 – Antler Point Restriction (APR) in Zone 3 
 
We recommend a 4-point APR regulation be adopted in Zone 3 for a period of 6 years.  After 3 
years, we would re-evaluate the regulation to determine if it should be continued for a minimum 
of 3 additional years. 
 
This APR proposal will not fundamentally change the deer management system in Minnesota as 
the primary goal of the deer program is population management.  This recommendation should 
be viewed as a secondary objective that is related to buck management.  As it does represent a 
shift from traditional deer management strategies, a more detailed explanation is warranted.  The 
deer management system that was enacted in the mid 1970’s has served DNR well and continues 
to be relevant.  However, it was designed as a population growth tool that allowed for unlimited 
buck hunting opportunity during the rut while retrofitting population management by issuing 
antlerless permits.  Changes instituted since 2003 have placed more of an emphasis on 
population management through liberalized antlerless deer harvest; however, the buck hunting 
tradition continues as harvest data indicates 45% of hunters do not shoot antlerless deer, despite 
the availability of half-priced antlerless permits.  Add to that is a growing interest from the 
hunting public for increased opportunity at taking a mature buck.  On the negative side, a shift in 
management strategy has the potential of alienating the individuals who are opposed to 
protecting bucks and landowners who may not see deer hunters as allies (e.g., not helping 
landowners alleviate population problems as they are only interested in mature bucks).  There is 
also a belief among some that leasing will increase and larger blocks of land will act as refugia, 
thereby exacerbating problems to adjacent landowners.  Such problems currently exist in the 
southeast and if APR regulations are to be implemented, a larger communication strategy must 
be developed.   
 
 
 



http://www.mndeerhunters.com/images/results.pdf�
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Quality vs. Trophy Deer Management 
 
An APR regulation should be viewed as a strategy that incorporates a buck component into the 
overall deer management program.  Loosely, it employs the principles and philosophy of Quality 
Deer Management (QDM).  While we do not endorse a management style of any one individual 
or interest group, the philosophy has been defined by a national group, the Quality Deer 
Management Association (QDMA): 
 


Quality Deer Management (QDM) is a management philosophy/practice that unites 
landowners, hunters, and managers in a common goal of producing biologically and socially 
balanced deer herds within existing environmental, social, and legal constraints. This 
approach typically involves the protection of young bucks (yearlings and some 2.5 year-olds) 
combined with an adequate harvest of female deer to maintain a healthy population in 
balance with existing habitat conditions and landowner desires. This level of deer 
management involves the production of quality deer (bucks, does, and fawns), quality habitat, 
quality hunting experiences, and, most importantly, quality hunters. 
 
A successful QDM program requires an increased knowledge of deer biology and active 
participation in management. This level of involvement extends the role of the hunter from 
mere consumer to manager. The progression from education to understanding, and finally, to 
respect; bestows an ethical obligation upon the hunter to practice sound deer management. 
Consequently, to an increasing number of landowners and hunters, QDM is a desirable 
alternative to traditional management, which allows the harvest of any legal buck and few, if 
any, does. 
 
QDM guidelines are formulated according to property-specific objectives, goals, and 
limitations. Participating hunters enjoy both the tangible and intangible benefits of this 
approach. Pleasure can be derived from each hunting experience, regardless if a shot is 
fired. What is important is the chance to interact with a well-managed deer herd that is in 
balance with its habitat. A side benefit is the knowledge that mature bucks are present in the 
herd - something lacking on many areas under traditional deer management. When a quality 
buck is taken on a QDM area, the pride can be shared by all property hunters because it was 
they who produced it by allowing it to reach the older age classes which are necessary for 
large bodies and antlers. 


 
Often confused with QDM is the concept of Trophy Deer Management (TDM).  Under TDM, 
the focus is on harvesting bucks in much older age classes (5.5+).  Large tracts of land (as 
measured in thousands of acres) are required for this management style, access is severely 
restricted, and deer populations are often maintained at high levels using supplemental feeding.  
Ideally, populations would be kept low to maximize buck nutrition; however, this is often not the 
case as suitable hunter densities are not achieved to manage the antlerless component of the 
harvest.  To our knowledge, the only state that employs TDM is Texas, which has a long history 
of leasing and managing private land tracts that far exceed sizes that are available in Minnesota.  
It should be made clear that we do not view QDM principles the same as TDM; in fact, we do 
not support TDM as a management style.  Conversely, the principals of QDM, if implemented 
correctly, should align with the goals of a successful deer management program.  The QDMA 
statements regarding working with hunters and landowners to develop goals and strategies that 
involve both biology and social dimensions are indeed compelling.   
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Survey and Harvest Data 
 
In 2005, 51% of southeast survey respondents supported an APR regulation.  In 2009, support 
ranged between 47 – 49%, depending on how the question was asked.  Additionally, 14% of 
respondents indicated that they did not support or oppose the regulation, which indicated they 
will hunt under the APR if adopted.  Between survey years, all percentages fell within the margin 
of error and should be viewed as roughly half of southeast hunters support APR regulations and 
that percentage has not changed in 5 years.  In prior public meetings (e.g., 2009 Wildlife 
Roundtable, Rochester deer meeting), indications have been made that if support was more than 
40%, DNR would give serious consideration to adopting the regulation.  Based on Minnesota 
DNR data and management experiences from Missouri and Pennsylvania, we can expect 
increases in both satisfaction and support once the regulation becomes normalized (people come 
to expect it).  For example, in 2004 APR’s were implemented in 29 Missouri counties as a test 
(Hansen and Heatherly 2004).  In 2008, the number of counties was increased to 65 principally 
because of public support (Hansen 2008).   
 
As part of the alternative deer management research project, we have been working check station 
in Zone 3 since 2005.  For the purposes of this report, we will use 2005-2008 data because the 
2009 information is not yet available.  Overall, we conclude that a 4-point antler restriction will 
reduce total buck harvest by approximately 30%.  To arrive at that number, we used the percent 
of yearlings bucks in the harvest (40%) and the average percentage of yearling bucks that would 
not meet the minimum APR (75%).  Using 2008 harvest data as a basis, we came up with the 
following harvest estimate table: 
 


2008 
Buck 


Harvest 
Percent 


Yearling 
Percent 


<4pt 


Cross-
tagging 
saved 


Total 
Harvest 


Bucks 
Saved 


7,530 0.40 0.75 113 5,158 2,259 
 
 
In year 1, some of the declines in buck harvest would be offset by increases in antlerless harvest.  
Our estimated (based on our data and Missouri) is that antlerless harvest would increase 
approximately 15% from the antlerless harvest that would have occurred without APRs.  
However, starting in year 2, we will realize increased buck harvest as compared to year 1 and 
also subsequent increases in the proportion of mature bucks in the total harvest.  Missouri 
documented increases of 16-32% and we should expect similar numbers.  Thus, the trade-off is 
yearling bucks in year 1 as compared to slightly increased antlerless harvest and a higher 
proportion of mature bucks in subsequent years.  Grund (2009) recently compiled a review of 
APR regulations in Minnesota, Missouri, and Pennsylvania.  The document addresses such 
issues as buck harvest rates, illegal mortality, and hunter attitudes.  
 
Deer Management Alternatives 
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With 2 exceptions, deer populations in Zone 3 are currently at or near population goals.  The 
primary exceptions are deer area 344, which is still below goal and deer areas 346 and 349, 
which are significantly above goal.  In 346/349 these populations appear to be trending down; 
however, they will likely not be within goal ranges for 5 more years.  Therefore, new strategies 
should be developed to increase the rate of decline towards goal.  Computer modeling suggests 
that implementing an early antlerless season and APRs may effectively reduce the deer density to 
goal and that earn-a-buck (EAB) will not be recommended in those permit areas for 2010 
(Tables 1 and 2). 
 
As indicated previously, DNR has been testing the social and biological responses of various 
regulations since 2005.  Based on our research results, the regulation that would most quickly 
reduce the population is EAB.  Over the course of 5 years, we have enjoyed high hunter success 
and intention to participate in future hunts.  Biologically, EAB also has the most dramatic effect 
on deer populations and would trend populations towards goal in the shortest amount of time.  
However, given the negative publicity of this regulation in Wisconsin, the potential exists to 
ripple into Minnesota and we would be ill-served to implement EAB in 2010 even if modeling 
suggests it would be necessary.  Consequently, the ‘next best’ alternative should be explored for 
the immediate future.  Thus, we recommend using an APR regulation and early antlerless (EA) 
season.  Under this scenario, we can expect approximately a 25% higher harvest than what we 
would expect with just designating the permit area as intensive. In our view, the EA/APR 
regulatory package should be sufficient to lower 346/349 to goal levels in a year or two; 
however, close attention should be paid to the effectiveness and EAB should be strongly 
considered as the next logical step if necessary. 
 
 
Table 1.  Spring deer densities based on computer simulation and fall harvest data for permit area 
346. 
 
  Harvest 
Year Spring Density Adult Male Adult Female Fawn Male Fawn Female 
2007 22.8 1375 1479 413 361 
2008 21.7 1141 1271 352 337 
2009 21.5 1166 1301 380 303 
2010 20.2 766a 1553a 439a 307a 
2011 18.6a     
a Projected 
 
Table 2.  Spring deer densities based on computer simulation and fall harvest data for permit area 
349. 
 
  Harvest 
Year Spring Density Adult Male Adult Female Fawn Male Fawn Female 
2007 21.4 1707 2046 488 492 
2008 21.4 1484 1827 508 520 
2009 19.9 1542 1891 404 408 
2010 19.0 1025a 2210a 537a 544a 
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Recommendation 4 – Lengthen 3A to 9 days as a component of the APR 
 
We believe the data may support lengthening the 3A season to 9 days if an antler point 
restriction is adopted.  To clarify, we only support lengthening this season if it is done in 
conjunction with the APR regulation.  In looking at 2009 buck harvest rates (where APR 
regulations were in effect for the second weekend), it appears lengthening the season would 
partially offset the loss of buck opportunity.  The second weekend in 2009 accounted for 11% of 
total buck, and 20% of total antlerless harvest, respectively (Figure 3).  Consequently, given the 
‘savings’ of yearling bucks with an APR, the increased number of days may increase total 
antlerless harvest.  In other words, we may only take 400 bucks the last weekend; whereas, up to 
1,000 antlerless deer would be taken (based on calculation from 2009 harvest). 
 
 


 
Communication 


 
Given the depredation problems and declines in landowner tolerance in deer areas 346/349, a 
significant educational component must be included if APR regulations are adopted in 
southeastern Minnesota.  The issues that must be addressed include: 
 


1. Landowners believe that deer hunters are no longer an ally.  This belief is problematic 
and must be addressed, regardless of programmatic change. 
 


2. Modifying regulations to include a buck management component is not trophy deer 
management.  The basic principles of QDM, while they include buck management, are 


Figure 3.  Percentage of buck and antlerless harvest in Zone 3A, 2009. 
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consistent with DNR’s desire to work with landowners to solve deer over-abundance 
problems.   
 


 
Possible strategies to address these issues include: 
 


1. Develop a landowner deer management program that is user friendly for the landowner to 
use, the hunter to hunt under, and for the agency to administer.  It is very obvious that the 
existing depredation program alone cannot manage localized deer populations and solve 
these landowner issues.  Ideally, this would be completed by a dedicated employee who 
would start out as a temporary position in DNR.  The person would report to the big 
game program leader and be the liaison between private landowners, hunters, and DNR. 
 


2. Send a clear message to landowners that DNR is committing to helping to alleviate their 
depredation problems no matter what regulation is implemented.  For example, we could 
prepare literature that is easily accessible and highlights the deer hunter as the deer 
manager.  That information could be disseminated through DNR, county extension, farm 
service agencies, orchard growers, and other agricultural organizations. 
 


3. Organized focused meetings in 346/349 between landowners and DNR staff to determine 
the underlying problems of managing deer populations on private land.  Then, use the 
University of Minnesota to help organize a focus group to ascertain the underlying issues 
among landowners.   
 


4. Based on meetings and focus groups, develop a random survey for distribution to 
landowners that addresses those and other issues.  There are several qualitative 
researchers who could assist with the project and we could attempt to find funding to 
support a student.   
 


5. Staff should work as mediators between private citizens/organized groups and 
landowners to help solve deer population problems.  Regulatory alternatives that range 
from doing nothing to antler point restrictions are rendered irrelevant if hunters do not 
have access to private lands.   
 


6. Continue the liberalization of damage permits in areas with chronic depredation 
problems.  This should help alleviate problems in those areas where large tracts of private 
land are not hunted (as compared to lightly hunted).   
 


7. Illustrate to the public the differences between integrating a buck management 
component in population goals and trophy deer management.  Information is currently 
available that at least the principles of QDM have relevance both in terms of deer 
management and landowner relations.  Individuals should attempt to make the 
distinction, not intertwine the two terms, and clearly articulate the differences to both 
hunters and landowners.   
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Abundant deer populations have the potential for substantive negative ecological, economic, and 
social impacts.  According to many of Minnesota wildlife managers, current strategies to 
encourage an increase in harvest of antlerless deer effectively reduced deer populations to 
desired densities.  For this reason, deer researchers and managers intend to evaluate alternative 
hunting regulations that might increase antlerless deer harvests and reduce deer population 
growth rates.   
 
Similar to most states, Minnesota has entered a period of transition in deer management.  
Historically, deer were managed for maximum sustained yield, whereby antlerless deer were 
protected and harvest pressure was focused on antlered males.  Although this management 
strategy successfully allowed deer populations to increase while allowing a deer hunting season 
to occur each year, there have been unintended side effects as well.  For example, human 
tolerance toward deer has likely declined while hunter expectations for a successful deer season 
have likely increased.  In addition, there is concern from some hunters that the high buck harvest 
rates combined with low female harvests rates have caused skewed buck:doe ratios and relatively 
few mature males in the deer population. 
 
Landscape changes, whether through forest management practices or agricultural development, 
have created situations where biological carrying capacity is generally not exceeded.  
Consequently, social tolerance of deer populations is likely a more important measurement of 
deer population objectives.  Defining social carrying capacity as a deer population objective 
somewhere below biological carrying capacity yet within the constructs of what number the 
public can support will be a recurring deer management challenge.  In addition, hunters are the 
vehicle for managing Minnesota’s deer population and support for regulation changes is 
critically important.  Without a base level support from hunters, it would be difficult to keep deer 
populations in line with this social carrying capacity. 
 
Previous surveys of Minnesota deer hunters have assessed both satisfaction with deer 
management and preferences toward regulatory changes.  Fulton et al. (2004) examined attitudes 
of northwest Minnesota deer hunters towards management for more antlered males and found 
that a majority of hunters (60%) would prefer to see more mature bucks in the population 
however, less than one-half of the surveyed hunters agreed on an alternative hunting regulation 
that would allow for this type of management to be effective.   
 
Study Purpose and Objectives 
 
This study was to provide baseline information on deer hunter demographics, attitudes and 
motivations regarding deer hunting, preference for regulation changes, and measure hunter 
satisfaction.  Ultimately, the purpose of this project was to identify the hunter-preferred 
regulatory attributes that have the potential to increase antlerless deer harvest in Minnesota. 
 
The specific objectives of the project were to: 


1. Describe hunter effort in Minnesota in 2004 including: type of land hunted, hunting 
methods and locations, and number of years hunting; 
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Northwest


Transition


East Central


Southeast


2. Describe hunting satisfaction with deer hunting in Minnesota in 2004, and identify 
activities and experiences that affect hunting satisfaction; 


3. Determine Minnesota deer hunter support for various regulatory changes that might lead 
to more mature bucks in the deer population; and 


4. Determine deer hunter preference for regulatory changes when a finite number of choices 
are presented to the respondent.   


 
Methods 
 
Sampling 
 
The study sample was divided into four strata:  Northwest, Transition Zone, East Central, and 
South East (Figure 1).   These areas represented the locations where alternative harvest strategies 
may be necessary to control and manage deer population growth.  The samples were drawn using 
stratified random sampling of 2004 licensed deer hunters aged 18 years or older in the Electronic 
Licensing System (ELS) database.  At the time of license purchase, hunters are asked to indicate 
which permit area they hunt most often.  Deer harvest data indicates ~90% of successful hunters 
harvest a deer in the permit area they say they hunt most often.  For this reason, we used the 
hunters’ responses to the question of which permit area they hunt most often as the basis for 
stratification of the sample.  The target completed sample size for firearm deer hunters who hunt 
in each region was 700 (n = 2,800 statewide).  An initial stratified random sample of 6,000 
individuals (1,500 in each region) was drawn from the ELS. 


 
Figure 1.  2004 Minnesota Permit Areas with Choice Survey Regions. 
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Survey design 
 
The survey contained 4 sections.  The first section contained questions that assessed recent 
hunter experiences and general perceptions about hunting deer in Minnesota.  The second section 
included questions to quantify hunter support for alternative deer hunting regulations, and the 
third section focused on past deer hunting experience.  The final section was a unique survey 
design that, to our knowledge, has not been previously used in wildlife sciences.  In this last 
section, we provided hunters with different population management scenarios and queried them 
about what changes in deer hunting regulations were most preferable.  Hunters were presented 
with 5 scenarios related to Minnesota deer management.   In total, there were 7 choices within 
each management scenario, but each hunter was presented only 3 choices in which they were 
asked to rank preference in descending order (1, 2, 3).  Each choice was assigned at random 
using a balanced incomplete block design (Cochran and Cox 1957), which allowed for the same 
number of choices represented in all 6,000 surveys.  Finally, the option of ‘doing nothing’ was 
not a choice under any scenario as the intent of the instrument was to gauge acceptance of 
regulation change.  However, the options of ‘not hunting’ or ‘moving to another area’ were 
offered as choices on some scenarios. 
 
Data collection 
 
Data were collected using a mail-back survey questionnaire following the process outlined in 
Dillman (2000).  The process involved development of a survey that was relatively easy to 
complete, and was not time consuming to complete.  The first 3 sections of the survey were 
relatively easy to complete; however, the fourth section did require more thought and 
consideration as it asked hunters to rank order several scenarios that may have had only slight 
differences between the choices.  In total, 3 attempts were made to contact potential respondents.  
The first mailing was sent in late October, 2005.  In the initial attempt, a cover letter, survey 
questionnaire, and postage-paid envelope were sent to participants.  The cover letter attempted to 
convey the importance of completing and returning the survey.  Approximately 30 days later, a 
second survey, postage-paid envelope and new cover letter was sent to non-respondents.  
Approximately 8 weeks after the first mailing, a third mailing was sent to non-respondents with 
another survey, postage-paid envelope, and cover letter.  Returned surveys were collected 
through March, 2006. 
 
Survey instrument 
 
The survey was a 16-page (14 pages of questions), self-administered questionnaire (Appendix 
A).  The survey was organized into 4 sections and addressed the following topics: 
 


1. Minnesota deer hunting experiences 
2. Deer management in Minnesota 
3. Past hunting experiences 
4. Choice preferences for deer season options and regulatory changes 
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Data entry and analysis 
 
The data entry template was designed using the Questionnaire Programming Language version 5 
(http://qpl.gao.gov) that allowed for online data entry at any computer with internet access.  Data 
were entered by University of Minnesota undergraduates where 1 student would enter data and 
another would proof data entered from the same survey.  This method assured 2 people reviewed 
each survey, which decreased data entry errors.  Data were analyzed using the Statistical 
Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS 14).  For the statewide level, descriptive statistics and 
frequencies were computed.  Regional level results were compared using chi-square tests, 
analysis of variance (ANOVA), and cross-tabulations.  The choice portion of the survey (Section 
4) was analyzed using one-way ANOVA. 
 
Survey response rate 
 
Of the 6,000 questionnaires mailed, 426 were undeliverable, which resulted in 5,574 valid 
surveys.  A total of 3,293 deer hunters completed and returned the questionnaire, yielding an 
overall response rate of 59.1% (Table I-1). 
 
Because the response rate did not exceed the pre-determined goal of 60%, an additional non-
response survey to determine non-response bias was recently mailed.  However, at the time of 
this report, these data have not been compiled.   
 
Variable weights and margin of error 
 
The study sample was drawn from a stratified random sample of individuals who indicated they 
hunted in 1 of 4 regions.  Therefore, data were weighted to reflect the proportion of hunters 
sampled within each region and the proportion of regional respondents.  For total estimates, data 
were weighted based on these proportions (Table I-2). 
 
The margin of error for this survey was calculated using the formula provided by Scheaffer et al. 
(2000).  We opted to calculate a maximum error rate, which implies a 50:50 split between 
responses.  Overall, our stratified error rate for this survey was 0.29% and ranged from 3.3% to 
3.5% between regions (Table I-2).  If respondents were treated as a simple random sample drawn 
statewide, the error estimate was 1.7%.  Overall, samples sizes were adequate to draw 
conclusions both in total and by individual survey areas. 
 
 







Introduction
 


 


5 


Table I-1.  Response rates for each survey region. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Table I-2.  Weights assigned by proportions of deer hunters based on region they hunted 
and survey response rates. 


1Total margin of error is stratified by regional response rate and number of adult hunters in the 
survey areas during 2004.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Region 


Initial 
Sample 


Size 
Number 


Undeliverable 


Valid 
Sample 


Size 
Number 
Returned


Response 
Rate (%) 


East Central 1,500 118 1,382 775 56.1 


Northwest 1,500 96 1,404 819 58.3 


Southeast 1,500 106 1,394 821 58.9 


Transition 1,500 106 1,394 878 63.0 


Total 6,000 426 5,574 3,293 59.1 


Region 
Number 
Returned 


Proportion 
in  


Sample 


Total 
Number of 


Hunters 


Proportion 
in 


Population Weight 


Percent 
Margin of 


Error1 
East Central 775 0.2353 67,157 0.3332 1.4156 3.50 


Northwest 819 0.2487 25,188 0.1250 0.5024 3.37 


Southeast 821 0.2493 31,379 0.1557 0.6244 3.38 


Transition 878 0.2666 77,848 0.3862 1.4485 3.29 


Total 3,293  201,572  3.9909 0.29 
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Findings 
 
This suite of questions focused on experiences during the 2004 deer season, hunter participation, 
and demographic characteristics.  Total summaries are presented as a weighted total of all 
responses while regional comparisons were made using the aforementioned stratified sampling 
design. 
 
Hunter background 
 
Respondents were first asked if they hunted during the 2004 Minnesota deer season.  Statewide, 
nearly 99% indicated they hunted deer during 2004 and there were no significant differences in 
participation rates across hunting regions (Table 1-1).  These data are consistent with previous 
deer hunter surveys where the vast majority of hunters who purchase a license actually 
participate in the hunting season (e.g., Fulton et. al 2004).   
 
In Minnesota, 2004 the median age of deer hunters was 39 years (2005 ELS license database).  
As the hunting population is becoming older, we can surmise that as a group, the population has 
been hunting for many years.  However, we could not disprove that notion in this survey.  
Statewide, hunters had approximately 25 years of deer hunting experience.  However, there was 
regional variation in that southeast hunters had hunted for significantly fewer years (F = 7.694, p 
< .001) than respondents in the other 3 regions (Table 1-2).   
 
Hunting patterns 
 
In total, a majority of hunters pursued deer on private land.  Only 15% of respondents hunted 
deer exclusively on public land, which illustrates the importance of private landowners’ in deer 
management at the broad landscape level (Tables 1-3, 1-4).  Mean scores indicated hunters in the 
southeast were most reliant on private land, especially property they did not own, while hunters 
in the northwest and east central regions tended to pursue deer on public land (Table 1-5).   This 
finding is logical in that the vast majority of land in the southeast is privately held. 
 
Respondents were also asked if they hunted: new areas every year, new areas every 1 to 2 years, 
new areas every 3-5 years, or the same area every year.  A large majority of hunters (90%) 
indicated they hunted the same area every year, and there was little difference in those rates by 
region.  Hunters in the northwest stayed in their traditional areas most often (93%), while hunters 
in southeast Minnesota were least likely to stay in the same location every year (89%; Table 1-
6).  This finding suggests that the agency may find great challenges in attempting shift hunters 
away from their traditional deer management areas to areas where increased hunter numbers are 
desirable to increase the antlerless harvest.   
 
We examined the land ownership of property hunted had on the willingness of hunters to change 
hunting locations and we did identify some noticeable trends.  For example, hunters who did not 
own land tended to move more frequently than hunters who owned property.  In addition, people 
who indicated they did ‘some’ or ‘most’ of their hunting on public land tended to change 
locations every 1 to 2, or 3 to 5 years (Table 1-7).  Thus, we believe that financial costs 
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associated with land ownership may be responsible for much of the fidelity we observed for 
hunting location behavior. 
 
Respondents were asked how they hunted deer throughout the season: 1 – hunt big bucks all 
season, 2 – hunt big bucks early, take any deer later, 3 – take any legal buck, 4 – take the first 
legal deer they can, 5 – take a doe first then hunt for a buck, and 6 – take only antlerless deer.  
Overall, hunters were most inclined to take the first legal deer that presented a shot (35%).  In 
total, 32% of respondents indicated they either hunted for big bucks all season (11%) or early in 
the season (21%) and nearly one-quarter of respondents indicated they attempted to take a doe 
first and then wait for a buck.  As all of the permit areas in this study allow the liberal taking of 
antlerless deer, it was not surprising that some hunters would prefer to take an antlerless deer 
first.  Only 2% of those surveys indicated they hunted antlerless deer exclusively.  Regionally, 
southeast hunters were most inclined to hunt all season for big bucks (16%), while northwest 
hunters tended to hunt for antlerless deer first (30%) (Table 1-8). 
 
Hunting methods 
 
The majority of hunters in this survey hunted deer from a tree stand (68%), while a much smaller 
percentage preferred to still hunt (11%).  In total, hunters were least likely to participate in deer 
drives of at least 5 people (7%), hunt from ground blinds (7%), or deer drives of less than 5 
people (5%; Table 1-9).   
 
Regionally, a large majority of hunters in the transition (83%) and east central (78%) areas 
hunted from tree stands, while northwest (59%) and southeast (50%) were least likely to hunt 
from tree stands.  Conversely, southeast hunters were most likely to either still hunt (18%) or 
participate in a deer drive (21%), while northwest hunters relied on deer drives as 22% of 
respondents indicated that was their primary hunting method (Table 1-9). 
 
As noted previously, the vast majority of respondents hunted deer in the same place every year 
(Table 1-6).  While sample sizes were small, those who were more willing to move their deer 
hunting location were also more inclined to still hunt or participate in deer drives (Table 1-10).  
Because most people do not change location, regional analyses were not conducted because 
sample sizes were too small to draw conclusions. 
 
Knowledge of the deer program 
 
Over the last few years, there have been numerous changes to Minnesota’s deer program.  Permit 
area boundaries have been restructured, zone boundaries moved, and the drawing for either-sex 
permits has been largely eliminated (antlerless permits are now available over the counter in 
most areas).  Some wildlife managers have received hunter complaints about a complex deer 
hunting season that has been created by making too many changes over a short period of time.  
Despite these concerns regarding confusion, hunters in this survey appeared to have good 
knowledge of the deer program.  Overall, 97% of respondents indicated they had a working 
knowledge of the deer program.  Of those, 26% indicated they knew a great deal about the deer 
program.  In contrast, only 2% of hunters in this survey said they knew nothing about the 
program (Table 1-11). 
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Table 1-1.  Deer hunter participation rates, 2004. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Table 1-2.  Numbers of years Minnesota hunters have been deer hunting. 
 


Region N Mean1 Median
Std. 


Deviation 
Std. 


Error 
95% 


Lower CI 
95% 


Upper CI 


East Central 752 25.0 25 13.8 0.5 24.0 26.0 


Northwest 803 26.9 25 14.2 0.5 25.2 27.2 


Southeast 807 22.9 20 13.5 0.5 22.0 23.9 


Transition 858 25.1 25 14.0 0.5 24.1 26.0 


Total 3,211 24.9 25 13.9 0.2 24.4 25.4 
1F = 7.694, p < .001.  Mean differences between regions were analyzed using one-way ANOVA 
and the Bonferroni post hoc procedure. 
 
 
Table 1-3.  Percentage of total respondents who hunted different land ownership types.  
 


  None Some Most All 
Land that I own 45.6 12.9 15.2 26.3 


Private land I don't own 20.4 20.4 17.9 41.4 


Public land 48.3 26.6 9.8 15.3 
 


Hunting Region n 
Percent Who 


Hunted in 2004 
East Central 750 98.3 


Northwest 799 99.0 


Southeast 805 98.7 


Transition 860 99.0 


Total 3,214 98.7 


  χ2=2.079, n.s.   
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Table 1-4.  Percentage of respondents who hunted different land ownership types by 
region. 
 
    Percent hunting land that they own 
Region n None Some Most All 
East Central 557 40.2 11.3 13.5 35.0 
Northwest 619 37.3 16.2 20.4 26.2 
Southeast 570 60.9 10.9 10.9 17.4 
Transition 627 44.8 13.1 15.5 26.6 


Total 2,373 45.6 12.9 15.2 26.3 


χ2 = 102.486, p < 0.001 
 


    
Percent hunting private land they 


don't own 
Region n None Some Most All 
East Central 582 27.0 19.1 12.4 41.6 
Northwest 623 22.2 28.7 20.5 28.6 
Southeast 719 9.9 13.4 22.0 54.8 
Transition 685 24.1 21.2 15.9 38.8 


Total 2,609 20.4 20.4 17.9 41.4 


χ2 = 174.114, p < 0.001 
 
    Percent hunting public land 


Region n None Some Most All 
East Central 521 53.6 19.2 8.3 19.0 
Northwest 575 36.9 35.7 15.1 12.3 
Southeast 526 59.5 26.8 5.1 8.6 
Transition 609 44.8 24.3 10.0 20.9 


Total 2,231 48.3 26.6 9.8 15.3 


χ2 = 128.923, p < 0.001     
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Table 1-5.  Average ranking for respondents hunting on different land ownership types 
(rankings: 1-None, 2-Some, 3-Most, 4-All). 
 


Region 
Land they 


own1 
Private land 


they don't own2 Public land3 


East Central 2.1 2.3 1.6 


Northwest 1.9 2.3 1.9 


Southeast 1.6 3.0 1.5 


Transition 2.0 2.4 1.8 


Total 2.0 2.5 1.7 
1F=29.067, p <.001; 2F=38.512, p <.001; 3F=16.292, p <.001.  Regional differences were 
analyzed using a one-way ANOVA and the Bonferroni post hoc procedure. 
 
 
Table 1-6.  Movement patterns of Minnesota deer hunters. 
 


   
% of hunters who move around 


Region n 


Never hunt 
same area 
every year 


Change 
every 1 to 2 


years 


Change 
every 3 to 5 


years 
Same place 
every year 


East Central 762 0.7 3.0 7.1 89.2 
Northwest 805 0.7 1.7 4.3 93.2 
Southeast 804 1.4 4.0 6.0 88.7 
Transition 866 2.1 3.0 4.3 90.6 


Total 3,237 1.2 2.9 5.4 90.5 


χ2 =24.960, p =0.003         
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Table 1-7.  Cross tabulation of how often a person changed hunting location versus the property type they hunted, by region.


  % for PRIVATE LAND YOU OWN  % PRIVATE LAND YOU DON'T OWN  % PUBLIC LAND 


 % of hunters who move around  % of hunters who move around  % of hunters who move around 


Region 


 
How 
much 


hunting n 


Never 
same 
area 


every 
year 


Change 
every 1 


to 2 
years 


Change 
every 3 


to 5 
years 


Same 
place 
every 
year  n 


Never 
same 
area 


every 
year 


Change 
every 1 


to 2 
years 


Change 
every 3 


to 5 
years 


Same 
place 
every 
year  n 


Never 
same 
area 


every 
year 


Change 
every 1 


to 2 
years 


Change 
every 3 


to 5 
years 


Same 
place 
every 
year 


East Central None 221 1.4 4.1 11.3 83.3  157 0.6 2.5 5.7 91.1  277 0.4 1.1 5.4 93.1 
Some 62 0.0 6.5 4.8 88.7  111 0.0 2.7 5.4 91.9  99 0.0 5.1 9.1 85.9 


 Most 75 0.0 1.3 4.0 94.7  70 0.0 4.3 12.9 82.9  43 0.0 7.0 9.3 83.7 
 All 193 0.0 0.5 1.6 97.9  238 0.4 2.9 7.6 89.1  97 4.1 5.2 12.4 78.4 


 Total 551 0.5 2.7 6.2 90.6  576 0.3 3.0 7.3 89.4  516 1.0 3.1 7.8 88.2 


  χ2=32.608, p<.001    χ2=6.104, n.s.    χ2=27.626, p=.001   
                  
Northwest None 229 0.4 1.7 8.3 89.5  138 0.0 0.7 2.9 96.4  210 0.5 0.0 3.8 95.7 


Some 98 0.0 3.1 5.1 91.8  176 0.0 2.8 5.1 92.0  203 0.0 2.5 3.4 94.1 
 Most 125 0.0 0.8 0.0 99.2  127 0.8 0.8 6.3 92.1  86 0.0 2.3 11.6 86.0 
 All 161 1.2 1.2 0.6 96.9  177 0.6 2.3 4.0 93.2  71 1.4 2.8 8.5 87.3 
 Total 613 0.5 1.6 4.1 93.8  618 0.3 1.8 4.5 93.4  570 0.4 1.6 5.4 92.6 


  χ2=25.997, p=.002    χ2=7.225, n.s.    χ2=19.311, p=.021   
                  
Southeast None 339 1.5 4.4 6.5 87.6  69 1.4 7.2 1.4 89.9  307 0.7 2.0 3.9 93.5 


Some 62 0.0 4.8 6.5 88.7  94 0.0 3.2 7.4 89.4  140 1.4 10.7 7.9 80.0 
 Most 61 0.0 3.3 3.3 93.4  156 0.6 5.8 7.7 85.9  25 0.0 0.0 8.0 92.0 
 All 98 0.0 2.0 0.0 98.0  387 2.3 2.8 5.2 89.7  44 2.3 9.1 13.6 75.0 


 Total 560 0.9 3.9 5.0 90.2  706 1.6 4.0 5.7 88.8  516 1.0 4.8 6.0 88.2 


  χ2=12.577, n.s    χ2=12.484, n.s.    χ2=30.162, p<.001   
                   
Transition None 280 2.9 4.3 6.8 86.1  160 1.9 0.6 4.4 93.1  270 1.1 1.9 5.6 91.5 


Some 82 3.7 0.0 4.9 91.5  145 2.1 2.1 4.1 91.7  147 3.4 5.4 2.7 88.4 
 Most 95 1.1 0.0 5.3 93.7  108 3.7 2.8 9.3 84.3  60 5.0 1.7 6.7 86.7 
 All 164 1.8 1.8 1.8 94.5  262 1.9 5.7 3.8 88.5  127 2.4 0.0 7.1 90.6 
 Total 621 2.4 2.4 5.0 90.2  675 2.2 3.3 4.9 89.6  604 2.3 2.3 5.3 90.1 


  χ2=16.395, n.s.    χ2=16.047, n.s.    χ2=16.840, n.s.   
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Table 1-8.  Preferred type of deer pursued by hunters. 
 


    
Percent indicating how respondent's hunt deer throughout the season 


Region n 


Hunt big 
bucks all 
season 


Hunt big 
bucks 


early, any 
deer later 


Shoot any 
legal buck


Shoot 
first legal 


deer 


Shoot doe 
first, wait 
for buck 


Shoot 
only 


antlerless 
deer 


East Central 759 6.7 26.2 6.9 37.2 21.6 1.4 
Northwest 799 12.3 23.8 4.3 28.4 30.3 1.0 
Southeast 808 16.0 17.9 6.3 32.4 24.8 2.6 
Transition 859 8.5 18.2 5.5 41.4 24.6 1.9 
Total 3,225 10.9 21.4 5.7 34.9 25.3 1.7 
χ2=102.79, p < 0.001            


 
 
 
 
Table 1-9.  Hunting techniques. 
 


   Percent indicating their primary method of hunting 


Region n 
Deer drive 
< 5 people 


Deer drive 
=> 5 people


Tree 
stand 


Ground 
blind 


Still 
hunt Other 


East Central 722 1.7 1.9 82.5 5.1 7.5 1.2 
Northwest 754 8.8 12.7 58.9 7.2 9.4 3.1 
Southeast 741 8.6 11.3 50.2 9.4 17.5 2.8 
Transition 837 2.4 3.6 77.8 6.1 8.6 1.6 
Total 3,054 5.3 7.3 67.6 6.9 10.7 2.2 
χ2=296.715, p < 0.001             
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Table 1-10.  Comparison between how often hunters change location versus their primary 
hunting method. 
 


    Percent indicating their primary hunting method 
How often do you change 
location n 


Deer drive 
< 5 people 


Deer drive 
=> 5 people


Tree 
stand


Ground 
blind 


Still 
hunt Other


Never hunt same area every 
year 36 5.6 8.3 63.9 2.8 19.4 0.0 


Change every 1 to 2 years 89 1.1 0.0 69.7 6.7 20.2 2.2 


Change every 3 to 5 years 161 6.8 1.9 77.0 4.3 8.1 1.9 


Same place every year 2,753 5.3 7.9 67.2 7.2 10.4 2.0 


Total 3,039 5.3 7.4 67.8 6.9 10.7 1.9 
χ2=35.055, p = 0.002             


 
 
 
Table 1-11.  Respondent’s knowledge of the Minnesota deer management program. 
 


   
Percent indicating how much they know about  


Minnesota's deer program 


Region n A great deal
A moderate 


amount A little Nothing 
Don't 
know 


East Central 758 26.8 53.6 17.5 2.0 0.1 
Northwest 807 26.9 53.2 17.7 2.0 0.2 
Southeast 816 24.5 53.8 19.0 2.6 0.1 
Transition 865 26.6 54.6 15.7 2.8 0.3 


Total 3,246 26.2 53.8 17.5 2.3 0.2 
χ2 = 7.032, n.s.            


Notes: 
A great deal: I read most of the hunting handbook, DNR news releases, and follow the 


outdoor media 
A moderate amount: I read parts of the handbook and occasionally follow the outdoor media 
A little:  I only read the parts of the handbook that pertain to me and otherwise don’t follow 


the outdoor media 
Nothing: I buy my license just before the season and follow the advice of my friends 
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Findings 
 
This section of the survey summarizes hunter satisfaction regarding deer regulations, perceptions 
of deer populations and their quality (e.g., mature bucks), hunter crowding, and land access 
issues.  We also report the actualization of the importance of activities to the individual (e.g., 
scenic beauty, interpersonal experience). 
 
Study participants were asked to rate their satisfaction on a 5-point scale where 1 = Very 
Satisfied, 2 = Somewhat Satisfied, 3 = Neither, 4 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, and 5 = Very 
Dissatisfied.  Respondent’s were also asked whether they agree or disagree with the quality and 
number of mature bucks, and numbers of both antlerless and total deer observed.  These ratings 
were similar to the satisfaction rating where 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Slightly Agree, 3 = Neither, 
4 = Slightly Disagree, and 5 = Strongly Disagree. 
 
Satisfaction of deer-hunting related issues 
 
Deer hunt and regulations 
 
Minnesota hunters appeared satisfied with the outcome of their 2004 deer hunting season.  In 
total, 76% of respondents indicated they were very satisfied (40%) or slightly satisfied (36%) 
with their season.  Only 13% said they were slightly dissatisfied (9%) or very dissatisfied (4%) 
in 2004.  Regionally, northwest deer hunters were most satisfied (81%), while hunters in 
southeast Minnesota expressed the highest dissatisfaction rates (15%) (Table 2-1).   
 
Minnesota offers a multitude of seasons and license types, and the ability of hunters to 
comprehend the deer regulations have been questioned both internally and externally.  This study 
revealed that the vast majority of deer hunters were satisfied with their ability to understand 
existing deer hunting regulations.  In total, 83% of respondents were either very satisfied (42%) 
or slightly satisfied (41%) with their ability to understand the regulations.  Only 10% noted they 
were dissatisfied with the regulations (Table 2-2).  Regionally, southeast hunters had the lowest 
satisfaction (78%) and east central deer hunters indicated the highest satisfaction rates (87%) 
(Table 2-3).   While not testable, it was possible that the observed dissatisfaction rates in the 
southeast may be attributable to the changes that occurred in 2003 and 2004.  The zone 3 season 
structure (9-day 3A, 7-day 3B) had been in place since 1978.  Given the average number of years 
southeast respondents had been hunting was 23, it is possible that most respondents had never 
hunted under different regulations.  Previously, the 3A season was known as “buck season” 
where the harvest of antlerless deer was not allowed.  The 3B season was termed “doe season”, 
during which time antlerless harvest was encouraged and they comprised a majority of deer 
harvested.  In 2003, the numbers of days in the 3A and 3B seasons were reversed and the DNR 
moved away from the concept of bucks-only hunting during 3A by offering lottery either-sex 
permits.  In 2004, the system was further liberalized to allow antlerless harvest without making a 
lottery application.  The effect may have been a higher percentage of hunters who were not 
satisfied with their ability to understand the regulations relative to the rest of the study area. 
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Land access and hunter numbers 
 
Minnesota has high hunter densities relative to some other Midwest states.  These densities, 
combined with a preponderance of private land and deer populations that are perceived to be 
higher on private lands, may lead to lower than expected satisfaction levels for some questions in 
this section.  Indeed, this phenomenon was observed in this survey as approximately one-half of 
respondents were satisfied with the amount of public land (51%), private land (51%), and the 
number of other hunters in their area (48%) (Table 2.3).   
 
Regionally, 59% of northwest hunters were either very satisfied (26%) or slightly satisfied (33%) 
with the amount of available public hunting land.  Conversely, only 45% of southeast hunters 
were very satisfied (17%) or slightly satisfied (28%) (Table 2-4).  These results are consistent 
with relatively more public lands and much lower hunter densities in northwest Minnesota as 
compared to southeast Minnesota. 
 
There was a significant difference in satisfaction regarding the availability of private lands for 
deer hunting (Table 2-5).  Satisfaction was significantly lower for southeast deer hunters relative 
to the other study areas.  For that region, 32% were either somewhat dissatisfied (17%) or very 
dissatisfied (15%).  Conversely, hunters in the northwest (52%) and transition (52%) areas 
indicated the highest satisfaction with private land availability.  Again, the comparatively low 
dissatisfaction rates in the east central, northwest, and transition areas (~20%) as compared to the 
southeast (32%) may be indicative of the lack of public land in that area.  Additionally, access 
may be limited due to high hunter densities, thereby making it more difficult to gain hunting 
permission on private land.   
 
Hunter interference rates may be related to satisfaction and how the individual may feel about 
the outcome of their deer hunting experience.  Obviously, 1 person’s opinion of “too many 
hunters” may be different from another person’s opinion.  For example, 1 person may view high 
hunter densities as a good thing because it may result in more deer movement because of 
disturbance, while another person may not appreciate seeing anyone while they are hunting.  For 
that reason, an accurate disturbance estimate may be difficult to elucidate from this survey.  
However, regardless of how an individual hunter perceives interference, hunters in this survey 
were typically satisfied or neither satisfied or dissatisfied.  In total, 48% were either very 
satisfied (17%) or slightly satisfied (31%).  An additional 31% indicated they were neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied with the number of other hunters (Table 2-6).   
 
The lowest hunter density was observed in the northwest area (4 hunters/mi2).  Densities were 
next highest in the southeast (9 hunters/mi2), followed by the transition and east central areas (11 
hunters/mi2). There was a significant positive relationship (r = 0.83, p < 0.001) between firearm 
hunter density and satisfaction.  This means that as the hunter density increased, hunter 
satisfaction declined. 
 
Aesthetic and family attributes 
 
The scenic beauty of one’s hunting location and the intrinsic value of being among family and 
friends may be difficult to quantify.  In other words, aesthetics associated with hunting may be 
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something we feel in a qualitative sense, rather than something we can quantitatively measure.  
Despite the potential biases or differences in interpretation, both measurements yielded very high 
positive satisfaction scores.  The aesthetic beauty of a hunting area, while different among areas, 
yielded an overall satisfaction of 85%.  Hunters in the southeast had the most strongly held 
satisfaction with the scenic beauty of their location (91%) while slightly lower percentages were 
observed in the other 3 areas (Table 2-7). 
 
In this study, hunters were nearly unilaterally satisfied with the experience they had hunting with 
family and friends.  Overall, satisfaction exceeded 95% and did not vary among study region 
(Table 2-8).  This measurement underscores the importance of camaraderie, friendship, and the 
family importance of the Minnesota deer hunt. 
 
Harvest success and the weather 
 
In Minnesota, approximately 40% of license deer hunters tag a deer.  Of those successful 
hunters, the average number of deer tagged per hunter is approximately 1.4.  In other words, 60% 
of Minnesota hunters do not tag a deer, but those who are successful at killing deer will register 
>1 deer.  These data may be confounded by party hunting regulations, where a hunter can legally 
shoot a deer but put someone else’s tag on the animal.  These comparatively low success rates 
may have the potential to decrease one’s satisfaction rating towards killing a deer if the actual 
kill is of primary importance.  However, we observed very high satisfaction rates that would 
indicate killing a deer may be of secondary or tertiary importance.  In this study, 71% of 
respondent’s were either very satisfied (44%) or slightly satisfied (27%).  Regionally, northwest 
(76%) and transition (73%) were most satisfied, followed by east central (69%) hunters and 
southeast (67%) (Table 2-9). 
 
The weather during Minnesota’s deer season can be highly variable and, while it cannot be 
controlled, is worth measuring because it may influence how comfortable a hunter may be while 
in the field thereby affecting deer harvest rates.  In our study, hunters were generally satisfied 
with the weather during the 2004 deer hunting season.  In total, 75% were either very satisfied 
(36%) or slightly satisfied (37%; Table 2-10). 
 
Interpretation of mean scores 
 
Overall, Bonferroni adjusted ANOVA results revealed significant differences in satisfaction 
regarding the deer hunting-related issues presented to respondents (Table 2-11).  The only issue 
that was not statistically significant was the experience with family and friends.  These results 
indicate that the satisfaction of being among family and friends was very high (95%) throughout 
the study area. 
 
Satisfaction with deer numbers and quality 
 
Mature bucks 
 
While a majority of hunters indicated they had heard about or seen big bucks in the area they 
hunted (58%; Table 2-12), they were evenly split as to whether they agreed with the statement “I 
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am satisfied with the quality of bucks in the area I hunt” (43% agree and 43% disagree; Table 2-
13).  Additionally, one-half of respondents indicated disagreement with the statement “I am 
satisfied with the number of mature bucks” in the area they hunt (Table 2-14).  These results 
appear to indicate that, although hunters had seen (or heard about) mature bucks, they were 
inclined to believe there should be a higher proportion in the total deer population. 
 
Antlerless deer and total populations 
 
Concomitant with the opinion there may not be enough mature bucks in the population, should 
be the belief that hunters are generally satisfied with the number of antlerless deer in the 
population.  Indeed, this was observed as 77% of respondents agreed with the statement “I am 
satisfied with the number of antlerless deer” (Table 2-15).  We did observe significant regional 
variation, in that northwest hunters had the highest level of agreement (81%) while southeast 
hunters had the lowest level (70%).  With respect to total deer numbers, a majority of hunters 
agreed with the statement, “I am satisfied with the number of deer I see while hunting” (Table 2-
16).  These results should be expected as Minnesota deer populations are currently at their 
highest recorded levels. 
 
Comparison of satisfaction levels 
 
In comparing overall satisfaction with the 2004 deer hunt (Table 2-1) with opinions relative to 
deer population structure (mature bucks; Table 2-14) and total numbers of deer (Table 2-16), we 
observed a significant trend among respondents.  For mature bucks, a large proportion of hunters 
who classified their deer season as slightly or very dissatisfying disagreed with the statement “I 
am satisfied with the number of mature bucks” (89%).  Conversely, hunters who rated their 
season as very or slightly satisfied were much more inclined to agree with the above statement 
(56%) (Table 2-17). 
 
We observed similar trends for overall satisfaction and the total number of deer in the 
population.  Hunters who classified their season as very or slightly satisfying were much more 
likely to agree with the statement “I am satisfied with the number of deer I see while hunting” 
(87% and 66%, respectively) than hunters who were either slightly (32%) or very dissatisfied 
(13%) with their deer season (Table 2-18).  These findings might suggest that hunter satisfaction 
should be expected to decrease as deer densities decrease, regardless of the proportion of mature 
bucks in the deer population. 
 
Interpretation of mean scores 
 
Overall, Bonferroni adjusted ANOVA results indicated significant regional differences in 
satisfaction regarding the agreements with the statements regarding deer quality, mature bucks, 
antlerless deer, and total populations (Table 2-19).  The only statement that was not significant 
related to the quality of bucks in the area respondent’s hunted.  Mean score for that statement 
was around 3, which indicated hunters neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. 
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Table 2-1.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the 2004 Minnesota deer season. 
 


   Percent indicating their satisfaction with the 2004 deer season 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Neither


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied


East Central 744 37.5 35.9 11.8 11.0 3.8 
Northwest 778 43.4 37.7 8.6 7.7 2.6 
Southeast 790 36.3 36.5 12.2 10.3 4.8 
Transition 838 43.0 35.8 9.4 8.0 3.8 
Total 3,150 40.1 36.4 10.5 9.2 3.7 
χ2=29.922, p = 0.012           


 
 
 
Table 2-2.  Respondent’s satisfaction with their ability to understand the deer regulations, 
by survey region. 


 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with their ability to 


understand the deer regulations 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied


East Central 741 50.5 36.0 5.0 6.7 1.8 
Northwest 768 37.0 44.4 8.1 8.5 5.0 
Southeast 788 35.0 42.8 8.6 9.3 4.3 
Transition 839 44.2 40.4 6.6 6.8 2.0 
Total 3,136 41.6 40.9 7.1 7.8 2.6 
χ2=61.207, p < 0.001           
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Table 2-3.  Percentage of respondent’s indicating their satisfaction towards several deer-
hunting related issues. 


 
 
 
 
Table 2-4.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the amount of public land available for hunting. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the amount of public 


hunting land 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East Central 588 19.2 32.8 29.8 12.9 5.3 


Northwest 679 26.1 32.7 21.2 14.3 5.7 


Southeast 637 16.5 28.1 30.9 16.0 8.5 


Transition 691 22.4 26.5 27.5 16.9 6.7 


Total 2,595 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 
χ2=46.134, p < 0.001          


 
 


    Percent of hunters indicating that satisfaction 


Issue n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied


Ability to understand the deer 
hunting regulations 3,136 41.6 40.9 7.1 7.8 2.6 
Amount of PUBLIC land 
available for deer hunting 2,595 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 
Amount of PRIVATE land 
available for deer hunting 2,796 25.4 25.1 26.2 13.3 10.0 
Number of other hunters 3,007 17.2 30.9 30.7 14.7 6.6 
Scenic beauty of hunting areas 3,082 55.7 28.9 11.8 2.1 1.4 
Experiences with family and 
friends 3,136 78.3 16.9 3.0 0.6 1.1 
Success in killing a deer 3,128 44.1 27.0 11.7 8.9 8.2 
Weather conditions 3,138 35.6 36.8 14.1 9.8 3.7 
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Table 2-5.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the amount of private land available for hunting. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the amount of 


private hunting land 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 635 26.9 23.1 31.0 12.1 6.8 


Northwest 701 27.1 24.8 27.2 12.7 8.1 


Southeast 743 21.0 27.6 19.1 17.0 15.3 


Transition 717 27.1 24.4 28.2 11.3 9.1 


Total 2,796 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 


χ2=73.471, p < 0.001           
 
 
 
Table 2-6.  Respondent’s satisfaction with the number of other hunters in their hunting 
area. 
 


      
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the number of other 


hunters 


Region n 
Hunter 
density1 


Very 
Satisfied 


Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 708 11.15 16.2 29.4 32.6 16.1 5.6 


Northwest 739 3.70 21.1 32.6 30.9 10.3 5.1 


Southeast 759 9.01 14.6 31.6 28.2 18.3 7.2 


Transition 801 10.77 16.7 29.8 31.1 14.2 8.1 


Total 3,007 8.14 21.2 29.9 27.2 15.1 6.6 


χ2=38.299, p < 0.001            
1Hunter density is an estimate of the number of firearm hunters in each study region.  While the 
survey sample included only regular firearm and all-season hunters, this estimate includes all 
license types. 
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Table 2-7.  Satisfaction with the scenic beauty of the hunting location. 
  


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the scenic beauty of 


their hunting location 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied


East 
Central 723 54.4 31.4 10.5 2.4 1.4 


Northwest 760 44.1 33.4 17.9 2.9 1.7 


Southeast 776 67.7 23.3 7.2 0.9 0.9 


Transition 823 56.5 27.9 11.7 2.4 1.5 


Total 3,082 55.7 28.9 11.8 2.1 1.4 


χ2=102.875, p < 0.001           
 
 
 
Table 2-8.  Satisfaction with the experience of family and friend during the deer season. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with their hunting 


experience with family and friends 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 737 78.6 17.1 2.4 0.7 1.2 


Northwest 773 79.7 16.3 2.2 0.8 1.0 


Southeast 788 77.8 16.8 4.3 0.3 0.9 


Transition 838 77.2 17.5 3.1 0.7 1.4 


Total 3,136 78.3 16.9 3.0 0.6 1.1 


χ2=11.039, n.s.           
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Table 2-9.  Satisfaction with the success of killing a deer. 
 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with their success in 


killing a deer 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 733 39.6 29.5 10.9 10.2 9.8 


Northwest 773 49.5 26.8 11.1 7.2 5.3 


Southeast 788 39.5 27.0 14.1 9.1 10.3 


Transition 834 47.6 25.2 10.6 9.1 7.6 


Total 3,128 44.1 27.0 11.7 8.9 8.2 


χ2=41.566, p < 0.001          
 
 
 
Table 2-10.  Satisfaction with the weather during the 2004 deer season. 
\ 


    
Percent indicating their satisfaction with the weather during 


the deer hunt 


Region n 
Very 


Satisfied 
Slightly 
Satisfied Neither 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


East 
Central 740 33.2 34.9 14.5 12.4 5.0 


Northwest 771 38.0 38.7 11.8 8.4 3.1 


Southeast 785 34.1 36.9 16.4 8.9 3.6 


Transition 842 36.7 36.7 13.8 9.7 3.1 


Total 3,138 35.6 36.8 14.1 9.8 3.7 


χ2=22.996, p = 0.028           
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Table 2-11.  Mean scores of ratings for deer-hunting satisfaction indices. 


Notes: 
1 – Very Satisfied 
2 – Slightly Satisfied 
3 – Neither 
4 – Slightly Dissatisfied 
5 – Very Dissatisfied 
 
 
 
Table 2-12.  Agreement/disagreement with having heard about or seen big bucks in the 
area. 
 


    
Percent agreement with the statement that hunters had 


heard about or seen big bucks in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 740 17.7 33.5 13.0 14.9 20.9 
Northwest 772 25.6 37.4 13.1 12.2 11.7 
Southeast 786 25.2 35.8 10.2 12.7 16.2 
Transition 831 23.5 31.0 13.8 11.4 20.2 
Total 3,129 23.1 34.4 12.5 12.8 17.3 
χ2=51.885, p < 0.001          


  
Average rating of satisfaction for deer-hunting 


related issues by survey region     


Issue 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition F p 
(n) range of responses 588 - 741 679 - 773 637 - 788 691 - 842     
Ability to understand the deer hunting 
regulations 1.71 1.95 2.06 1.84 13.198 <0.001
Amount of PUBLIC land available for 
deer hunting 2.51 2.42 2.72 2.65 4.907 0.002 
Amount of PRIVATE land available 
for deer hunting 2.59 2.58 2.89 2.60 6.565 <0.001
Number of other hunters 2.68 2.51 2.77 2.73 4.366 0.004 
Scenic beauty of hunting areas 1.66 1.88 1.49 1.66 15.993 <0.001
Experiences with family and friends 1.28 1.28 1.33 1.33 0.554 0.645 
Success in killing a deer 2.19 1.89 2.28 2.03 7.865 <0.001
Weather conditions 2.21 2.01 2.16 2.09 5.023 0.002 
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Table 2-13.  Agreement/disagreement with satisfaction related to buck quality. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


quality of bucks in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 738 11.9 29.1 14.2 26.7 18.0 
Northwest 763 15.6 29.4 12.3 25.3 17.4 
Southeast 787 14.7 29.9 13.2 25.4 16.8 
Transition 821 15.5 26.1 14.5 26.6 17.4 
Total 3,109 14.5 28.6 13.6 26.0 17.4 
χ2=9.62, n.s.           


 
 
 
Table 2-14.   Agreement/disagreement with the number of mature bucks present in the 
area hunted. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


number of mature bucks in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 734 9.1 26.2 11.6 29.2 24.0 
Northwest 764 14.1 28.7 8.9 27.4 20.9 
Southeast 790 12.0 28.6 11.3 25.6 22.5 
Transition 828 12.0 25.7 12.1 28.9 21.4 
Total 3,116 11.8 27.3 11.0 27.7 22.2 
χ2=18.504, n.s.          
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Table 2-15.  Agreement/disagreement with the number of antlerless deer present in the 
area hunted. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


number of antlerless deer in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Stongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 746 37.7 39.3 8.0 9.7 5.4 
Northwest 774 49.5 31.5 7.1 7.4 4.5 
Southeast 789 36.8 33.6 9.9 10.1 9.6 
Transition 836 45.7 32.9 6.7 9.0 5.7 
Total 3,145 42.5 34.2 7.9 9.0 6.3 
χ2=57.879, p < 0.001          


 
 
 
Table 2-16.  Agreement/disagreement with the total number of deer present in the area 
hunted. 
 


    
Percent agreement with the satisfaction regarding the 


total number deer in the area they hunt 


Region n 
Strongly 
Agree 


Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


East 
Central 745 21.5 37.7 9.4 19.2 12.2 
Northwest 776 39.6 36.9 7.5 11.6 4.5 
Southeast 794 30.2 35.6 9.4 14.1 10.6 
Transition 838 28.9 37.4 9.2 16.2 8.4 
Total 3,153 30.1 36.9 8.9 15.3 8.9 
χ2=89.206, p < 0.001           
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Table 2-17.  Comparison between overall season satisfaction and the belief there are 
enough mature bucks in the population. 
 


    
Percent agreement with hunter satisfaction regarding the 


number of mature bucks in the area they hunted 


Overall satisfaction 
with the deer season n 


Strongly 
Agree 


Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Very Satisfied 1,244 20.1 35.5 9.0 24.0 11.5 
Slightly Satisfied 1,126 7.2 26.6 10.4 31.9 23.9 
Neither 324 6.8 17.6 24.7 28.4 22.5 
Slightly Dissatisfied 282 4.6 13.1 9.6 30.5 42.2 
Very Dissatisfied 113 0.9 8.0 2.7 17.7 70.8 
Total 3,089 11.9 27.3 11.0 27.7 22.1 
χ2=524.002, p < 0.001           


 
 
 
Table 2-18.  Comparison between overall season satisfaction and the belief there are 
enough deer in the population. 
 


    
Percent agreement with the satisfaction regarding the 


total number deer in the area they hunted 


Overall satisfaction 
with the deer season n 


Strongly 
Agree 


Slightly 
Agree Neither 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Very Satisfied 1,260 48.9 37.6 4.2 7.4 1.9 
Slightly Satisfied 1,130 21.4 44.9 9.1 18.5 6.1 
Neither 328 13.7 32.0 23.8 19.2 11.3 
Slightly Dissatisfied 289 11.1 20.8 13.5 30.8 23.9 
Very Dissatisfied 117 6.0 6.8 5.1 15.4 66.7 
Total 3,124 30.2 36.9 8.9 15.1 8.9 
χ2=1,158.195, p < 0.001           
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Table 2-19.  Mean scores of ratings for agreements with deer population composition and 
numbers. 
 


  
Average rating of satisfaction for the number and 


quality of deer     
Issue East Central Northwest Southeast Transition F p 
(n) range of responses 734 - 746 763 - 776 786 - 794 821 - 838     
Satisfied with the number of 
mature bucks 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.2 2.788 0.039 


Satisfied with the quality of 
buck 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.909 0.436 


Heard about or saw mature 
bucks 2.9 2.5 2.6 2.7 9.900 <0.001


Satisfied with the number of 
antlerless deer 2.1 1.9 2.2 1.9 8.554 <0.001


Satisfied with the number of 
deer 2.6 2.0 2.4 2.3 20.601 <0.001


Notes: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Slightly Agree 
3 – Neither 
4 – Slightly Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
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Findings 
 
This section of the survey focused on hunter opinion related to management strategies that 
should increase antlerless harvests and support for specific regulations to achieve that objective.  
A resulting byproduct of increasing antlerless harvests would be an increase in the proportion of 
males in the population.  Participants were first asked if they supported the concept of more 
mature bucks and then presented several regulatory packages so as to elucidate the individual 
level of support for each option. 
 
Study participants were presented baseline information explaining each regulatory alternative 
and asked to rate their support as: strongly support, moderately support, neither, moderately 
oppose, or strongly oppose.   
 
Finally, hunters were asked several questions regarding factors they consider important relative 
to setting deer regulations.  Respondents were given several factors to consider and asked if they 
agreed or disagreed with the importance on a rating of: 1 – Strongly agree, 2 –Agree, 3 – 
Neutral, 4 – Disagree, and 5 – Strongly disagree. 
 
Support for more antlered bucks 
 
Overall, respondents were very supportive of a regulation that would increase the proportion of 
antlered bucks in local deer populations.  Similar to a recent survey conducted in northwest 
Minnesota (Fulton et al. 2004) where 60% of respondents indicated support, a majority of 
respondents in this study were interested in regulations that promoted a proportional increase in 
antlered bucks (66%) (Table 3-1).  Across the study regions, there were no significant 
differences in the proportion of hunters who would support regulations that promoted 
proportionately more bucks in deer populations. 
 
We presented seven regulatory alternatives to respondents in order to gauge level of support for 
each alternative.  The regulations were: 1 – Antler point restrictions, 2 – Earn-A-Buck (where the 
hunter must take an antlerless deer before they can take a buck, 3 – Early antlerless season, 4 – 
Prohibit party hunting for all deer, 5 – Prohibit party hunting for bucks only, 6 – Buck license 
lottery, and 7 – Move the deer season out of the rut.  Overall, no regulatory option reached 50% 
support, although the early antlerless season was closest at 49.9%.   Support for each option was: 
antler point restrictions (47%), prohibit buck party hunting (46%), earn-a-buck (37%), buck 
license lottery and moving the season out of the rut (29%), and prohibit all party hunting (28%) 
(Table 3-2). 
 
While a minority of hunters neither supported nor opposed the regulation and some simply did 
not know how they felt, a majority expressed opposition to several regulatory options.  For 
example, the concept of prohibiting all party hunting was opposed by 61% of respondents, while 
59% and 55% opposed buck lottery permits and moving the deer season out of the rut, 
respectively (Table 3-2). 
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Specific regulatory alternatives 
 
Early antlerless season 
 
This regulation would establish an antlerless-only season before the general firearm opener.  The 
concept is that a hunter, who takes a deer early, may be more selective with filling their buck 
license and be less inclined to harvest a younger buck.  Further, since the early deer season was 
antlerless-only, this may shift harvest ratios toward females, thereby lowering local deer 
densities.  This regulation is being evaluated on 8 deer permit areas (5 in the northwest area and 
3 in the east central). 
 
In our study, nearly 50% of respondents indicated support, 16% neither supported nor opposed, 
and 32% opposed an early antlerless season.  Support for an early antlerless season was the 
highest observed for any regulatory option.  Although there were no regional differences 
(χ2=23.039, p = 0.083), support ranged from 48% in the transition area to 51% in the southeast 
(Table 3-3).  Interestingly, while less than one-half of all respondents indicated support for the 
hunt, nearly 57% said they would participate if it were offered in their area.  This difference 
might be attributable to the 16% of respondents who had no opinion (neither supported nor 
opposed). 
 
Antler-point restriction 
 
Antler-point restriction regulations are designed to protect yearling (1½ year old) bucks by only 
allowing the harvest of bucks that have a minimum number of antler points on at least 1 side.  
Typically, the regulation protects at least one-half of the yearling buck population, which 
roughly translates into a 3-point regulation in the northern part of the state and a 4-point 
regulation in the south.  This regulation is currently being evaluated in 3 Minnesota state parks. 
 
Overall, almost 47% of respondents either strongly (25%) or moderately (22%) supported an 
antler-point restriction regulation.  However, opposition was nearly as strong with 43% either 
moderately (13%) or strongly (30%) opposing the regulation.  Regionally, we detected minor 
differences with southeast hunters more inclined to support (51%) and northwest hunters least 
likely to support (43%).  Additionally, northwest hunters were the only group to oppose the 
regulation more often than support it (43% support vs. 45% oppose).  Although not strong, 
support exceeded opposition in all other areas (Table 3-4). 
 
Earn-A-Buck 
 
Earn-a-buck is a regulation that requires a hunter to harvest an antlerless deer before they can 
legally harvest an antlered buck.  During the 2005 Minnesota deer hunting season, 72% of 
successful hunters killed only 1 deer so the regulation may have the effect of increasing pressure 
on antlerless deer because a buck cannot be immediately harvested.  Once the antlerless deer is 
taken, a hunter may or may not have an opportunity to harvest a buck, and they may be more 
inclined to pass on smaller bucks because they have already procured venison.   This regulation 
is currently being evaluated in 4 Minnesota state parks. 
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Overall, only 37% of respondents either strongly (14%) or moderately (22%) supported an earn-
a-buck regulation.  Conversely, the regulation was opposed by 48% of respondents (18% 
moderately, 30% strongly).  We detected no statistical differences in levels of support for this 
regulation between survey regions and in all areas respondents were much more likely to 
strongly oppose the regulation than strongly support it (Table 3-5). 
 
Party hunting 
 
In Minnesota, party hunting does not mean the act of hunting in a group.  It specifically means 
while hunting as a group, individuals can shoot and tag deer for each other (henceforth termed 
cross-tagging).  For this survey, the question was specifically worded to indicate the intent was 
not to break up the family and friend-hunting units; rather it was to only allow hunters to shoot 
and tag their own deer.  However, given the deeply entrenched nature of cross-tagging, it was not 
surprising our study showed little support for the complete elimination of this practice.  Overall, 
only 28% indicated any type of support, while 62% opposed the regulation.  Specifically, 46% of 
respondents strongly opposed eliminating cross-tagging.  Regionally, there were no differences 
between our survey areas (Table 3-6). 
 
As the cross-tagging question had been asked on previous surveys conducted on Minnesota deer 
hunters and achieved very low support (e.g., Fulton et al. 2004), we opted to ask another 
question that would only address cross-tagging of bucks.  In other words, hunters would only be 
able to shoot and tag antlerless deer for each other.  By preserving the option of cross-tagging 
antlerless deer, we observed an increase in support, albeit it was still below 50%.  In total, 46% 
of respondents indicated they would support that regulation, while 42% indicated opposition.  
Similar to the results obtained in the previous question, we did not detect any regional 
differences in opinion (Table 3-7). 
 
Adjusting season timing 
 
In Minnesota, the firearm deer season is established through administrative rule and opens the 
Saturday closest to November 6.   Data collected from 1983 to 1987 in northern Minnesota 
estimated that peak conception ranged from November 10 to 14 (Fuller 1990).  Consequently, the 
firearm deer season is timed around the peak of deer breeding, and there is a belief among 
hunters that a ‘rut opener’ may increase buck harvest rates because bucks are more vulnerable to 
being harvested during the rut.  However, no studies have been published to support or reject this 
theory.  Moving the season further into November is not currently being evaluated in Minnesota. 
 
In total, only 28% of respondents either strongly (13%) or moderately (15%) supported the 
concept of moving the deer season out of the rut.  Conversely, 55% of respondents opposed the 
regulation with 36% of those people strongly opposing.  Regionally, northwest (59%) and 
transition (57%) hunters were most likely to oppose the regulation, while southeast hunters were 
most likely to indicate support (34%) (Table 3-8).  For this regulation, regional differences are 
not surprising as the weather can be highly variable from northern to southern Minnesota during 
November. 
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Buck license lottery 
 
Under this regulation, hunters would apply annually for the opportunity to hunt antlered bucks.  
Antlerless deer hunting would be permitted through over-the-counter permits and hunters would 
gain preference in future years if they were unsuccessful in the buck lottery.  Using the current 
allocations of antlerless permits in lottery permit areas, hunters could be expected to draw a buck 
license every 2-3 years.  Currently, this regulation is not being evaluated in Minnesota, although 
there are data from state park’s special hunts to indicate antlerless-only deer hunting is less 
appealing than providing an opportunity to hunt bucks. 
 
In our study, this regulation received the lowest overall support of any of the options presented.  
In total, only 29% of respondents supported this regulatory option.  In contrast, 59% opposed the 
regulation with 44% of those indicating strong opposition (Table 3-9).  Regionally, we detected 
no differences of opinion as most hunters were equally opposed to the regulation.  We also asked 
hunters if they would pursue antlerless deer if the regulation was adopted and they failed to 
obtain a buck license.  Overall, most hunters (84%) indicated they would still hunt antlerless 
deer, although there was significant regional variation.  Hunters in southeastern Minnesota, while 
no more opposed to the regulation in general, were much more likely to indicate they would not 
hunt at all if they were not successful in obtaining a buck license (23%). 
 
Regulatory preferences among individuals who supported more antlered bucks 
 
For the 66% of respondents who were supportive of a regulation to increase the number of 
antlered bucks, we examined which regulatory alternative was most supported.  In total, antler-
point restrictions (60%), eliminating buck party hunting (55%), and an early antlerless season 
(52%) were supported by more than one-half of this sub-group.  Earn-a-buck (43%), buck license 
lottery (36%), moving the deer season out of the rut (33%), and eliminating all party hunting 
(32%) were supported by less than one-half of the sub-group (Table 3-10). 
 
Regionally, southeast respondents had the highest support for antler point restrictions (65%), an 
early antlerless season (47%), moving the season out of the rut (40%), and eliminating all party 
hunting (35%).   Conversely, northwest hunters were most supportive of earn-a-buck (54%) and 
least supportive of eliminating all party hunting (29%). 
 
Effect of hunting experience 
 
We grouped years of hunting experience into 5 categories:  1-10, 11-20, 21-30, 31-40, and >40 to 
determine if opinion toward managing for more mature bucks changed based on years of hunting 
experience.  Overall, we found that respondents who had been hunting >40 years were less 
inclined to support more mature bucks (55%) than hunters in other groups.  Hunters in the 11-20 
years experience category were most supportive of regulation changes (70%; Table 3-11).  These 
findings may imply that hunters who have more experience hunting under Minnesota's 
traditional regulations will tend to oppose proposed deer management changes.  Alternatively, 
these findings might be indicative of a more utilitarian philosophy embraced by older-aged 
hunters.  Further analyses may elucidate factors affecting support in various demographic 
cohorts of Minnesota hunters.  
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Important considerations 
 
Regulations that protect the interest of farmers was important to nearly all respondents (85%), 
and 82% also agreed that regulations should lead to a better image of hunters and hunting (Table 
3-12).  Reduction of public land crowding (72%) and protection of forested areas from deer 
damage (70%) also ranked very high.  Over one-half of the respondents believed regulations that 
led to increased opportunity to take a mature buck (65%), increased firearm hunting opportunity 
(62%), encourage new people to take up hunting (57%), and increase DNR’s ability to control 
the deer population (55%) should also be considered. 
 
A much smaller percentage of respondents believed increasing bowhunter (39%) and 
muzzleloader (39%) opportunities, along with regulations that do not result in higher antlerless 
harvests (20%) should be considered when designing new regulations. 
 
Regionally, Bonferroni adjusted ANOVA results indicated significant differences among the 
survey regions for some of the factors that should be considered important when changing deer 
regulations.  The significant factors were: do not result in an increased doe harvest, increase 
DNR’s ability to control the deer population, increase my own chances of taking an antlered 
buck, protect areas so that deer do not cause forest and other habitat damages, and reduce 
crowding of hunters on public lands (Table 3-13). 
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Table 3-1.  Support for regulations that would increase the number of antlered bucks in 
local deer populations. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for regulations that increase the proportion 
of antlered bucks in the deer population 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support 


Neither 
Support or 


Oppose 
Moderately 


Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know


East Central 765 31.6 34.9 19.9 5.8 5.2 2.6 
Northwest 805 34.8 28.4 19.1 7.7 7.7 2.2 
Southeast 814 38.0 30.8 18.1 5.8 5.3 2.1 
Transition 866 33.0 31.3 19.7 6.5 7.9 1.6 
Total 3,250 34.4 31.3 19.2 6.4 6.6 2.1 
χ2=24.389, p= 0.058             


 
 
Table 3-2.  Support for each regulatory alternative presented to Minnesota deer hunters. 
 


    Percent of hunters indicating support for a regulation 


Regulation option n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support 


Neither 
Support or 


Oppose 
Moderately 


Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


Early antlerless season 3,247 23.5 26.4 16.0 10.7 21.3 2.2 
Antler Point Restriction 3,230 24.8 22.0 9.5 13.0 29.5 1.2 
Prohibit BUCK party 
hunting (cross-tagging) 3,251 25.3 20.3 10.7 12.4 29.9 1.3 


Earn-A-Buck 3,248 14.3 22.4 14.4 17.9 30.0 1.0 
Buck lottery 3,228 12.0 17.3 10.4 15.8 43.5 1.1 
Move season out of the rut 3,235 13.3 15.2 15.6 18.3 36.2 1.5 
Prohibit ALL party 
hunting (cross-tagging) 3,247 17.4 10.4 9.8 15.7 45.4 1.2 
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Table 3-3.  Support for an early antlerless season regulation. 
 


   
Percent indicating support for an early antlerless deer season 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 763 24.5 26.7 14.9 9.6 21.6 2.6 
Northwest 807 23.3 26.9 18.3 10.8 19.0 1.7 
Southeast 810 23.8 26.8 17.0 9.6 20.0 2.7 
Transition 867 22.4 25.3 13.6 12.5 24.6 1.7 
Total 3,247 23.5 26.4 16.0 10.7 21.3 2.2 
χ2=23.039, p = 0.083             


 
 
 
Table 3-4.  Support for an antler point restriction regulation. 
 


   
Percent indicating support for an antler point restriction regulation 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 761 22.5 24.4 10.4 13.7 28.0 1.1 
Northwest 799 23.5 19.9 9.8 13.9 31.3 1.6 
Southeast 806 29.3 22.1 9.9 11.0 26.6 1.1 
Transition 864 23.7 21.8 8.1 13.3 31.9 1.2 
Total 3,230 24.8 22.0 9.5 13.0 29.5 1.2 
χ2=25.525, p = 0.043             
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Table 3-5.  Percent indicating support for an earn-a-buck regulation. 
 


   
Percent indicating support for earn-a-buck regulations 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 763 13.0 22.9 16.1 18.7 28.6 0.7 
Northwest 808 15.2 24.6 13.6 16.2 29.3 1.0 
Southeast 809 15.2 20.9 15.2 18.5 29.0 1.1 
Transition 868 13.9 21.2 12.8 18.3 32.7 1.0 
Total 3,248 14.3 22.4 14.4 17.9 30.0 1.0 
χ2=14.952, p = 0.455             


 
 
 
Table 3-6.  Percent indicating support for eliminating all party hunting (cross-tagging). 
 


   
Percent indicating support for eliminating all party hunting 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 766 16.3 10.3 9.9 17.8 44.8 0.9 
Northwest 804 15.8 10.2 9.5 14.3 48.6 1.6 
Southeast 810 19.8 10.7 10.9 14.6 42.5 1.6 
Transition 867 17.8 10.5 9.0 16.4 45.6 0.8 
Total 3,247 17.4 10.4 9.8 15.7 45.4 1.2 
χ2=17.280, p = 0.302             
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Table 3-7.  Percent indicating support for eliminating buck party hunting (cross-tagging). 
 


   
Percent indicating support for eliminating buck party hunting 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 767 23.2 22.2 10.7 11.6 30.4 2.0 
Northwest 805 23.5 19.8 10.2 13.3 31.9 1.4 
Southeast 811 29.6 18.4 11.2 12.2 27.5 1.1 
Transition 868 24.9 21.1 10.7 12.6 29.8 0.9 
Total 3,251 25.3 20.3 10.7 12.4 29.9 1.3 
χ2=19.267, p = 0.201             


 
 
 
Table 3-8.  Percent indicating support for moving the firearm deer season out of the rut. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for moving the deer season  
out of the rut 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


East Central 762 11.5 17.3 15.9 20.5 33.3 1.4 
Northwest 799 11.0 14.1 14.6 18.9 39.9 1.4 
Southeast 809 18.4 15.8 15.6 16.7 31.8 1.7 
Transition 865 12.0 13.6 16.2 17.5 39.3 1.4 
Total 3,235 13.3 15.2 15.6 18.3 36.2 1.5 
χ2=42.641, p < 0.001             
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Table 3-9.   Percent indicating support for implementing a buck lottery. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for a buck license lottery 


Would you 
still hunt 
antlerless 


deer? 


Region n 
Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know Yes No 


East Central 761 8.9 18.0 12.4 15.9 43.8 1.1 86.1 13.9 
Northwest 799 11.5 18.8 9.0 14.0 45.4 1.3 83.7 16.3 
Southeast 803 12.2 15.9 10.8 16.9 43.3 0.7 76.9 23.1 
Transition 865 14.8 16.4 9.5 16.3 41.7 1.3 88.3 11.7 


Total 
3,22


8 12.0 17.3 10.4 15.8 43.5 1.1 83.9 16.1 
χ2=24.481, p = 0.0573             


χ2=39.313, p< 
0.001 


 
 
 
Table 3-10.  Support for regulatory alternatives from respondents who supported 
regulations that would increase the number of antlered bucks. 


 


    Percent indicating support for each regulatory alternative 


Region n 


Eliminate 
all Party 
Hunting 


Eliminate 
Buck 
Party 


Hunting 
Buck 


Lottery


Antler 
Point 


Restriction


Move 
Season 
from 
Rut 


Earn- 
a-


Buck 


Early 
Antlerless 


Season 
East Central 508 30.5 52.2 32.3 58.9 32.3 40.2 52.6 
Northwest 508 28.5 55.5 37.2 51.4 26.5 46.3 52.2 
Southeast 555 34.6 55.7 34.4 64.5 40.0 42.3 54.4 
Transition 554 32.3 56.7 39.4 59.7 30.0 41.9 49.8 
Total 2,125 31.6 55.1 35.9 59.9 32.9 42.6 52.2 
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Table 3-11.  Support for mature buck regulations based on years of hunting experience. 
 


   


Percent indicating support for regulations that increase the 
proportion of antlered bucks in the deer population 


Experience 
(years) n 


Strongly 
Support 


Moderately 
Support Neither


Moderately 
Oppose 


Strongly 
Oppose 


Don't 
Know 


1 to 10 624 34.0 31.7 20.0 4.3 5.8 4.2 
11 to 20 748 34.9 34.9 17.8 5.3 5.7 1.3 
21 to 30 840 34.2 33.0 19.4 6.8 5.2 1.4 
31 to 40 561 32.4 34.2 17.3 8.0 6.6 1.4 
>40 410 30.5 24.6 24.6 8.3 10.5 1.5 
Total 3,183 33.5 32.3 19.4 6.4 6.4 1.9 
χ2=63.305, p< 0.001             
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Table 3-12.  Importance of selected items that should be considered prior to changing deer 
hunting regulations. 
 


    


Percent of hunters indicating they agree/disagree 
this is important when considering changing 


deer regulations 
  


  n 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree Mean1


Do not result in an increased total 
buck harvest. 3,147 25.6 31.6 29.6 8.4 4.8 2.35 
Do not result in an increased doe 
harvest.  3,136 6.3 13.8 34.9 28.1 16.9 3.36 
Increase DNR’s ability to control 
the deer population. 3,176 15.4 39.6 27.0 9.7 8.2 2.56 
Increase hunting opportunity for 
bowhunters. 3,152 17.7 21.1 39.5 11.3 10.4 2.76 
Increase hunting opportunity for 
muzzleloader hunters. 3,159 15.6 23.8 43.0 10.4 7.3 2.70 
Increase hunting opportunity for 
firearm hunters. 3,220 21.3 40.4 29.0 6.4 3.0 2.29 
Increase my own chances of taking 
an antlered buck. 3,216 22.5 33.4 36.1 5.7 2.4 2.32 
Increase my own chances of taking 
a large antlered buck. 3,211 34.4 31.0 28.5 4.1 2.1 2.09 
Increase my own chances of taking 
antlerless deer. 3,212 16.1 33.3 41.9 5.9 2.8 2.46 
Encourage new people to take up 
deer hunting. 3,193 23.3 33.3 32.9 6.2 4.3 2.35 
Lead to a better public image of 
hunters and hunting. 3,186 43.4 38.5 15.4 1.6 1.1 1.79 
Protect the interests of farmers and 
other landowners. 3,218 47.6 37.3 11.6 2.3 1.2 1.72 
Protect areas so that deer do not 
cause forest and other habitat 
damages 3,208 25.5 44.5 23.3 4.2 2.4 2.14 
Reduce crowding of hunters on 
public lands. 3,147 36.8 35.4 23.7 2.9 1.2 1.96 


1Notes: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
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Table 3-13.   Importance of selected items that should be considered prior to changing deer 
hunting regulations, by region. 
 


  
Average rating of importance when considering 


changing deer hunting regulations1     


Issue 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition F p 
(n) range of responses 734 - 757 776 - 802 773 - 802 842 - 863     
Do not result in an increased total 
buck harvest. 2.39 2.32 2.35 2.31 1.17 n.s. 


Do not result in an increased doe 
harvest.  3.19 3.47 3.45 3.34 9.94 < 0.001


Increase DNR’s ability to control 
the deer population. 2.42 2.72 2.46 2.54 12.83 < 0.001


Increase hunting opportunity for 
bowhunters. 2.76 2.77 2.66 2.80 1.77 n.s. 


Increase hunting opportunity for 
muzzleloader hunters. 2.70 2.63 2.77 2.72 2.25 n.s. 


Increase hunting opportunity for 
firearm hunters. 2.28 2.29 2.27 2.31 0.82 n.s. 


Increase my own chances of taking 
an antlered buck. 2.26 2.42 2.26 2.35 4.93 0.002 


Increase my own chances of taking 
a large antlered buck. 2.05 2.11 2.00 2.13 1.64 n.s. 


Increase my own chances of taking 
antlerless deer. 2.45 2.53 2.45 2.40 2.58 n.s. 


Encourage new people to take up 
deer hunting. 2.40 2.28 2.32 2.35 3.00 0.029 


Lead to a better public image of 
hunters and hunting. 1.82 1.80 1.70 1.82 2.18 n.s. 


Protect the interests of farmers and 
other landowners. 1.70 1.79 1.63 1.77 4.11 0.006 


Protect areas so that deer do not 
cause forest and other habitat 
damages 


2.11 2.22 1.99 2.15 8.46 < 0.001


Reduce crowding of hunters on 
public lands. 1.87 2.00 1.96 2.01 5.03 0.002 


1Notes:  1 – Strongly Agree, 2 – Agree, 3 – Neutral, 4 – Disagree, 5 – Strongly Disagree
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Findings 
 
This portion of the survey was not designed to gauge hunter support on an issue; rather it was 
designed to elucidate a rank-ordering of preferences for management alternatives in response to a 
specific scenario.  As presented in Section 3, while most hunters would prefer to see more 
antlered bucks in the deer population, there is no majority opinion on how to achieve that 
preference.  Consequently, we developed 5 scenarios and asked hunters to rank their preferences 
for regulation change.  The scenarios were: 
 


1. The deer population is stable and within population goals.  It is currently being managed 
so that either-sex licenses are available over the counter and hunters can also buy 
additional antlerless permits.  Based on requests from some hunters, this area will be 
managed in the future for more mature bucks. 


 
2. The deer population is currently 25% above the management goal.  The current strategy 


of allowing 5 deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A 
new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 
to 5 years. 


 
3. The deer population is currently 50% above the management goal.  The current strategy 


of allocating 5 deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A 
new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 
to 5 years.   


 
4. The deer population is stable or below the population goal and the harvest rate on 1½ 


year-old bucks is high.  Consequently, a low percentage of the buck population lives 
beyond 1½ years.  Currently, buck licenses are available over the counter, either-sex 
permits are available through the lottery, and hunters can only kill one deer.  Based on 
requests from hunters, this area may be managed in the future to protect young bucks and 
allow them to get to the next age class. 


 
5. Antler point restriction regulations are currently being used by several states to encourage 


antlerless harvest and protect 1½-year-old bucks.  The number of hunters and sporting 
organizations interested in antler-point restriction regulations seems to be increasing in 
Minnesota.  While the harvest rate of bucks varies in Minnesota, the majority of the 
bucks killed during the firearm season are 1½ years old.  Typically, 50 to 75% of the 1½ 
year-old buck population is harvested during the firearm season. 


 
There were 7 choices in each scenario and hunters were randomly presented 3 of those choices 
and asked to rank them as 1, 2, or 3.  The entire suite of choices is presented in Appendix B.  
Choices were designed so they would be representative of regulations that might be adopted for 
that scenario.  For example, earn-a-buck regulations have the potential to decrease deer 
populations; therefore earn-a-buck was not a choice in the scenarios where the deer population 
was stable and/or within goal range.  Also, the choice of moving the deer season out of the rut 
was not presented in the scenarios where the deer population was 25% or 50% above goal 
density because that regulation likely would not lower deer populations appreciably.  
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Conversely, moving the season was presented as a choice when the scenario suggested the deer 
population was within goal levels and the desire was to manage for more mature bucks. 
 
We analyzed the choice data at two levels.  First, we consolidated choices into seven ‘packages’ 
(e.g., all possible antler point restriction regulation choices) and looked at the grand mean for 
each package.  Second, we used the mean of the ranks to distinguish between preferred choices 
by scenario and survey area.  We did not include scenario 5 in the consolidation because it was a 
scenario that included only antler point restriction regulations and we observed a difference in 
means between scenarios 1 through 4 and scenario 5 (t = -5.28, p < 0.001). 
 
Using this analytical approach, we were able to identify both the specifically preferred choice 
(e.g., antler point restriction with party hunting vs. antler point restriction without party hunting) 
and preferences for major regulatory changes (e.g., antler point restrictions vs. earn-a-buck).  A 
mean close to 1 implies a preferred choice while a mean approaching 3 indicates a non-preferred 
choice. 
 
Consolidation of choices 
 
Overall, hunters indicated a clear preference for going hunting, even though they may not agree 
with changing regulations.  In our sample, the option of not hunting in an area if regulations were 
adopted consistently ranked below all other options.  The early antlerless season ranked highest 
(mean = 1.63), followed by antler point restrictions (mean = 1.76), earn-a-buck (mean = 1.77), 
move the deer season (mean = 1.80), continue to hunt despite objecting to regulations (mean = 
2.00), buck license lottery (mean = 2.20), and will not hunt in the area if regulations are 
implemented (mean = 2.63).   
 
Regionally, we observed differences in choices between survey areas for moving the deer 
season, hunting despite the regulations, and won’t hunt the area.  For moving the deer season, 
east central hunters were most likely to choose the regulation (mean = 1.73) and southeast 
hunters were least likely to make the choice (mean = 1.88).  Disliking regulation changes but 
continuing to hunt was ranked highest by northwest hunters (mean = 1.90) and lowest by 
southeast hunters (mean = 2.09).  Northwest hunters were also more likely to choose not to hunt 
(mean = 2.57) than other hunters (Table 4-1). 
 
Scenario 1 – Deer population within goal levels and antlerless permits are available over the 
counter 
 
This scenario exists in many Minnesota permit areas, most notably in the southeast and northern 
portions of the state.  These permit areas are termed ‘managed permit areas’ and allow the taking 
of either-sex deer with a regular license and one antlerless deer with a bonus permit.  In 
Minnesota, this management designation is intermediate between “lottery”, which is most 
restrictive, and “intensive”, which allows for the additional taking of 5 antlerless deer. 
 
In total, we observed distinct trends in that hunters seemed willing to accept regulation changes 
so long as they were able to continue hunting every year.  In this scenario, the least restrictive 
antler point regulation ranked highest, followed by moving the season out of the rut and then the 
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most restrictive antler point regulation.  Buck license lotteries and changing hunting locations if 
regulations were enacted ranked very low overall.  Consequently, in this scenario, it appeared 
hunters would be accepting of some regulation change so long as they were able to pursue bucks 
every year.  When faced with the choice of a buck license lottery, which would mean a hunter 
would not obtain an annual buck license annually; hunters tended to rank this option lower than 
the others (Table 4-2). 
 
Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 


1. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 
hunting (mean = 1.68). 


2. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and party hunting 
legal (mean = 1.76). 


3. Move the deer season out of the rut (mean = 1.82). 
4. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 


hunting (mean = 1.87). 
5. Buck license lottery, party hunting legal, fewer buck licenses (mean = 2.11). 
6. Buck license lottery, party hunting not legal, more buck licenses (mean = 2.16). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.57). 


 
Regionally, we observed differences in the most restrictive antler point regulation (choice 5) and 
changing hunting location if regulations were enacted (choice 7).  Hunters in the southeast were 
most inclined to favor restrictive antler point regulations (mean = 1.80), while hunters in the 
northwest ranked that option lower then the other survey areas (mean = 1.91).  For changing 
locations, northwest hunters indicated they would (mean = 2.48), while east central hunters 
would be least inclined to change locations (mean = 2.67).   
 
Scenario 2 – Deer population is 25% above goal level and needs to be reduced within 5 years 
 
This scenario is probably the most common current condition in northwestern, central, east-
central, and the southeastern corner of Minnesota.  Deer areas in these locations are typically 
managed as intensive permit areas, where hunters can take up to 5 deer of which only 1 can be 
antlered.  Since the inception of antlerless-only permits in the mid 1990’s, multiple permits have 
been available to individual hunters and deer populations have continued to rise.  During a goal 
setting process to evaluate deer populations throughout northern Minnesota in 2006, stakeholders 
identified numerous areas where populations should be reduced 25%.  As the current system of 
over-the-counter antlerless permits has not decreased populations, the notion of providing 
hunters a choice between regulations that go beyond ‘more permits’ will be critically important 
to the success of the statewide deer management program. 
 
In total, hunters generally ranked their choices from the least intrusive (early antlerless season) to 
the most restrictive (buck license lottery).  The option of changing hunting location again ranked 
consistently low and the motivational trends appeared similar to scenario 1 in that hunters want 
the option of pursuing bucks every year.  They may be forced to take a certain type of buck 
(antler point restriction) or take a doe first (earn-a-buck), but they seem to want the ability to at 
least have a chance to take a buck (Table 4-3). 
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Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 
1. Early antlerless season (mean = 1.65). 
2. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 


hunting (mean = 1.79). 
3. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and buck party 


hunting legal (mean = 1.81). 
3. Earn-a-buck (mean = 1.81). 
5. Buck license lottery, party hunting not legal, more buck licenses (mean = 2.14). 
6. Buck license lottery, party hunting legal, fewer buck licenses (mean = 2.20). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.61). 


 
The patterns of choice selection did not vary across survey areas. 
 
Scenario 3 – Deer population is 50% above goal level and needs to be reduced within 5 years 
 
This scenario rarely exists in Minnesota and would most likely be associated with deer areas 
containing large urban locations, some state parks, and other lightly hunted refuges.  While 
presumed to be rare, the scenario was added because there is a chance the deer population goal 
setting project may identify some local areas that would require this level of deer reduction.  
Hence, it was added but the choices were the same as scenario 2 (25% reduction).  The 
presumption on our part was that hunters would be more inclined to select more aggressive 
regulatory alternatives as compared to the scenario 2.   
 
In total, hunters again ranked the early antlerless season highest; however, they were more 
inclined to choose the regulatory packages that might lead to more dramatic deer population 
reductions as compared to scenario 2.  For example, in scenario 2, a less restrictive antler point 
regulation ranked higher than earn-a-buck while in scenario 3, earn-a-buck ranked higher than all 
regulations besides the early antlerless season.  Once again, the option of not being able to 
pursue bucks annually and moving hunt location ranked lowest overall (Table 4-4).  With the 
exception of the early antlerless season (it would result in the least hunting pattern change), these 
results indicate hunters had the ability to discern which regulations may have the largest effect 
and ranked them accordingly.   
 
Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 


1. Early antlerless season (mean = 1.61). 
2. Earn-a-buck (mean = 1.78). 
3. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population and party hunting 


legal (mean = 1.79). 
4. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population and no buck party 


hunting (mean = 1.80). 
5. Buck license lottery, party hunting not legal, more buck licenses (mean = 2.16) 
6. Buck license lottery, party hunting legal, fewer buck licenses (mean = 2.17). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.71). 


 
Similar to scenario 2, the patterns of choice selection did not vary across survey areas. 
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Scenario 4 – Population at or below goal, high buck harvest rates, limited antlerless permits 
 
This scenario exists throughout the farmland region of Minnesota and is most typified by lottery 
permit areas where people can hunt with over-the-counter licenses but must apply for a limited 
number of antlerless permits.  Specific locations are the southwest farmland areas and major 
wildlife management areas where hunting pressure is high.   
 
The choices in this scenario ranged from moving the deer season out of the rut to limiting the 
number of buck licenses that would be allocated.  Earn-a-buck and early antlerless seasons were 
not offered as choices because the scenario did not involve lowering deer densities.  Overall, 
hunters displayed a clear interest in having buck hunting opportunity every year as the lottery 
option ranked lowest again.  In this scenario, an antler point restriction that allowed youth 
hunters to kill any buck ranked highest, followed by an antler point restriction that allowed party 
hunting, an antler point restriction that did not allow party hunting bucks, moving the deer 
season out of the rut, deer license lotteries, and finally moving to a new area if regulations were 
adopted (Table 4-5). 
 
Overall, the following regulatory options were ranked as follows: 


1. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting 
legal, youth can take any buck (mean = 1.70). 


2. Antler point restriction to protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting 
legal, youth must abide by regulation (mean = 1.72). 


3. Antler point restriction to protect 50% of the yearling buck population, no buck party 
hunting, youth must abide by regulation (mean = 1.76). 


4. Move the deer season out of the rut (mean = 1.79). 
5. All licenses lottery (buck and antlerless), party hunting legal (mean = 2.23). 
6. All licenses lottery (buck and antlerless), party hunting not legal (mean = 2.32). 
7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.52). 


 
Regionally, we observed differences within the survey area for moving the deer season out of the 
rut.  East central hunters were most inclined to choose this as regulatory option (mean = 1.70), 
while northwest hunters were least likely to make the choice (mean = 1.89).  Again, it is not 
surprising that northwest hunters were least likely to want to move the deer season because they 
are the most likely to have the overall season impacted by severe weather.     
 
Scenario 5 – Various antler point restriction regulations 
 
Large-scale antler point restriction regulations have been implemented in several states (e.g., 
Missouri, Pennsylvania).  In those states, extensive public input has been sought regarding 
support/opposition to the regulations.  In Minnesota, antler point restriction regulations were 
used on 3 Minnesota state parks in order to test the biological effect of the regulation.  
Concurrently, the sociological effect will be assessed by surveying hunt participants.  To that 
end, this scenario attempted to address which variants of antler point restriction regulations 
would be most acceptable if they were adopted in a deer permit area.  Choices were also offered 
to assess how hunters felt about the regulations in general, and whether or not they would change 
locations if implemented. 
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Overall, hunters displayed a preference for a regulatory package that allowed youth hunters to 
shoot any buck, and preference was most strong for a regulation that protected 75% of the 
yearling buck population but still allowed party hunting (mean = 1.70).  Regulations that were 
increasingly restrictive and did not provide for the youth any deer option were least preferred.  In 
fact, the choice of ‘not liking antler point regulations but would hunt anyway’ ranked higher than 
the most restrictive antler point regulation (protect 75%, no party hunting, youth abide).  As in 
the other 4 scenarios, the option of changing hunt location if regulations were adopted ranked 
lowest (mean = 2.67) (Table 4-6). 
 
Overall, the following antler point restriction regulation options were ranked as follows: 


1. Protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting legal, youth can take any deer 
(mean = 1.70). 


2. Protect 50% of the yearling buck population, buck party hunting not legal, youth can take 
any deer (mean = 1.85). 


3. Protect 50% of the yearling buck population, buck party hunting not legal, youth must 
abide by the regulation (mean = 1.86). 


4. Protect 75% of the yearling buck population, party hunting legal, youth must abide by the 
regulation (mean = 1.89). 


5. Opposed to antler point restriction regulations but would still hunt the area (mean = 
2.00). 


6. Protect 75% of the yearling buck population, buck party hunting not legal, youth must 
abide by the regulation (mean = 2.02). 


7. Would not hunt the area if the regulations were changed (mean = 2.67). 
 
Regionally, we observed differences in above items 3, 5, and 6.  Respondents in the transition 
area were most likely to indicate a preference for protecting a lower percentage of the buck 
population and making youth hunters abide (choice 3, mean = 1.82), while respondents in the 
southeast were least likely to make that choice (mean = 1.92).  Additionally, northwest 
respondents were least likely to indicate they dislike regulations but would continue to hunt 
(choice 5, mean = 1.90) and southeast respondents were most likely (mean = 2.09).  Finally, the 
most restrictive antler point regulation (choice 7) was favored more often by southeast 
respondents (mean = 1.89) and least often by east central respondents (mean = 2.06). 
 
Choice summary 
 
When faced with the choice of hunting under less than desirable regulations or not hunting in 
their traditional areas, Minnesota deer hunters will choose to hunt.  Our results indicated a high 
fidelity to traditional hunting locations (90%) and unwillingness to move, even if they disagreed 
with the regulations (mean = 2.63/3.00).  Which regulations they chose; however, depended on 
the scenario and an individual’s perception of its effectiveness.  For example, when faced with 
scenarios that called for a 25% and 50% reduction in the deer populations, respondents were 
more likely to choose more liberal regulations under the 50% scenario.   
 
There were two issues that stood out in this survey.  First, moving the deer season out of the rut 
has been noted by individuals as an acceptable and ‘easy’ change that would lead to more mature 
bucks.  However, in the choice portion of this study, it was clear that respondents believed 
moving the deer season was less attractive than antler point restrictions.  Indeed, when asked in 
section 3 if they supported or opposed moving the season, the regulation garnered less support 
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(28%) than a buck license lottery (29%), which ranked lowest in all the choice scenarios.  Most 
notably, southeast respondents who are closest to Iowa where the deer season is in December 
were least likely to choose moving the deer season.  Second, antler point restrictions have been 
proposed for northwestern Minnesota and work has been done by local hunters to garner support 
for the regulation.  However, in our survey, respondents in northwest Minnesota were not 
inclined to choose antler point restriction regulations.  In scenario 5, where we asked specifically 
about antler point regulations, northwest respondents were more likely to choose the option of 
“not agreeing with the regulations but would hunt anyway”, than any other group. 
 
Finally, respondents clearly wanted an opportunity to hunt bucks every year.  In all cases, the 
buck license lottery choice ranked lower than all other regulatory alternatives.  The only choice 
that ranked lower than a buck license lottery was moving to another hunting location if the 
regulations were implemented.  Clearly, if a buck license lottery were implemented, DNR would 
experience at best dissention among a majority of hunters and at worst, a movement of hunters to 
other areas of the state. 
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Table 4-1.  Combined mean scores for choices presented to deer survey participants  
 


  
Mean score of combined regulatory options 


    


Regulatory Option 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition
Overall 
Mean1 F p 


Buck license lottery 2.23 2.21 2.20 2.18 2.20 1.37 n.s. 


Antler point restriction2 1.74 1.77 1.73 1.78 1.76 1.89 n.s. 


Earn-a-buck 1.76 1.78 1.82 1.75 1.77 1.00 n.s. 


Early antlerless season 1.64 1.60 1.64 1.63 1.63 0.24 n.s. 


Move the deer season 1.73 1.86 1.88 1.80 1.80 3.28 0.020
Don't like regulations but 
will still hunt 2.00 1.90 2.09 2.00 2.00 2.73 0.043


Move location if regulations 
are implemented 2.65 2.57 2.64 2.62 2.63 2.69 0.045
1Weighted        
2Does not include Scenario 5 (Antler Point Restriction scenario)    
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Table 4-2.  Mean scores for choices presented to hunters for scenario 1. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 282 - 308 283 - 318 291 - 335 315 - 347 1209 - 1266     
Buck license lottery, party 
hunting legal 2.12 2.15 2.16 2.07 2.11 0.891 n.s. 


Buck license lottery, no 
party hunting 2.18 2.26 2.16 2.12 2.16 1.738 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.63 1.75 1.72 1.68 1.68 1.604 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.70 1.68 1.73 1.86 1.76 3.543 0.014 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.88 1.91 1.80 1.88 1.87 1.381 n.s. 


Move deer season out of rut 1.80 1.78 1.88 1.82 1.82 0.888 n.s. 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.67 2.48 2.56 2.51 2.57 3.608 0.013 


 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is stable and within population goals.  It is currently being managed so that 
either-sex licenses are available over the counter and hunters can also buy additional antlerless 
permits.  Based on requests from some hunters, this area will be managed in the future for more 
mature bucks.
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Table 4-3.  Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 2. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 282 - 308 283 - 318 291 - 335 315 - 347 1220 - 1266     
Buck license lottery, party 
hunting legal 2.23 2.16 2.24 2.16 2.20 1.040 n.s. 


Buck license lottery, no 
party hunting 2.19 2.22 2.14 2.07 2.14 2.420 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.75 1.84 1.77 1.82 1.79 1.002 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.80 1.81 1.75 1.83 1.81 0.654 n.s. 


Earn-a-buck 1.77 1.82 1.85 1.82 1.81 0.566 n.s. 


Early antlerless season 1.63 1.66 1.67 1.64 1.65 0.142 n.s. 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.67 2.54 2.64 2.58 2.61 1.948 n.s. 


 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is currently 25% above the management goal.  The current strategy of 
allowing five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A new 
strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 years. 
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Table 4-4.  Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 3. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 276 - 303 283 - 325 300 - 339 317 - 351 1219 - 1267     
Buck license lottery, party 
hunting legal 2.16 2.16 2.17 2.19 2.17 0.091 n.s. 


Buck license lottery, no 
party hunting 2.19 2.17 2.14 2.14 2.16 0.351 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.80 1.83 1.74 1.83 1.80 1.007 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.77 1.83 1.76 1.81 1.79 0.530 n.s. 


Earn-a-buck 1.82 1.75 1.83 1.74 1.78 1.064 n.s. 


Early antlerless season 1.65 1.54 1.60 1.61 1.61 0.916 n.s. 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.70 2.67 2.71 2.74 2.71 0.748 n.s. 


 
 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is currently 50% above the management goal.  The current strategy of 
allocating five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  A new 
strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 years.
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Table 4-5.   Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 4. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 271 - 295 273 - 308 281 - 322 306 - 339 1186 - 1235     
All licenses in lottery, party 
hunting legal (fewer permits) 2.36 2.25 2.26 2.32 2.32 1.397 n.s. 


All licenses in lottery, party 
hunting not legal (more 
permits) 


2.29 2.21 2.20 2.21 2.23 0.790 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting 


1.70 1.75 1.72 1.82 1.76 1.586 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, party hunting 
legal 


1.79 1.70 1.68 1.67 1.72 1.400 n.s. 


Antler point restriction to 
protect 75%, youth can take 
anything, party hunting legal 


1.68 1.75 1.75 1.69 1.70 0.803 n.s. 


Move deer season out of rut 1.70 1.89 1.86 1.79 1.79 3.160 0.024 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.51 2.49 2.57 2.51 2.52 0.381 n.s. 


 
Scenario: 
 
The deer population is stable or below population goal and the harvest rate on 1½ year-old bucks 
is high.  Consequently, a low percentage of the buck population lives beyond 1½ years.  
Currently, buck licenses are available over the counter, either-sex permits are available through 
the lottery, and hunters can only kill one deer.  Based on requests from hunters, this area may be 
managed in the future to protect young bucks and allow them to get to the next age class.
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Table 4-6.   Mean scores for choice presented to hunters for scenario 5. 
 


  Mean score of regulatory option     


Regulation 
East 


Central Northwest Southeast Transition Total F p 
(n) range of responses 275 - 298 286 - 318 283 - 320 313 - 348 1178 - 1246     
Protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting, youth abide by 
regulations 


1.85 1.91 1.92 1.82 1.86 1.362 n.s. 


Protect 75%, youth abide, 
party hunting legal 1.83 1.89 1.90 1.94 1.89 0.928 n.s. 


Protect 50%, no buck party 
hunting, youth can take any 
deer 


1.82 1.98 1.79 1.87 1.85 3.326 0.019 


Protect 75%, party hunting 
legal, youth can take any 
deer 


1.73 1.71 1.71 1.68 1.70 0.242 n.s. 


Protect 75%, no buck party 
hunting, youth abide 2.06 2.02 1.89 2.03 2.02 2.674 0.046 


Opposed to any antler point 
regulations, but would still 
hunt the area 


2.00 1.90 2.09 2.00 2.00 2.727 0.043 


Would not hunt the area if 
regulations were changed 2.72 2.62 2.68 2.64 2.67 1.159 n.s. 


 
Scenario: 
 
Antler point restriction regulations are currently being used by several states to encourage 
antlerless harvest and protect 1½ year old bucks.  The number of hunters and sporting 
organizations interested in antler-point restriction regulations is increasing in Minnesota.  While 
the harvest rate of bucks varies in Minnesota, the majority of the bucks killed during the firearm 
season are 1½ years old.  Typically, 50 to 75% of the 1½ year old buck population is harvested 
during the firearm season.
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2005 DEER HUNTER SATISFACTION AND 
PREFERENCES FOR REGULATION CHANGES 


IN MINNESOTA 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
A cooperative study conducted by the University of Minnesota for 


the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
 


Your help on this study is greatly appreciated! 
 


Please return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.  
The envelope is self-addressed and no postage is required.  Thanks! 


 
 


Minnesota Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, 
Department of Fisheries, Wildlife, and Conservation Biology 


University of Minnesota 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55108-6124 
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Section A.  Minnesota Deer Hunting Experiences 
 
First, we would like to know about your background and experience as a deer hunter. 
 


1. Would you say you know A GREAT DEAL, A MODERATE AMOUNT, A LITTLE, OR 
NOTHING about DNR’s deer management program? (Check one). 


 
 A GREAT DEAL – I read most of the hunting handbook, DNR news releases, and follow the 


outdoor media 
 A MODERATE AMOUNT - I read parts of the handbook and occasionally follow the 


outdoor media 
 A LITTLE – I only read the parts of the handbook that pertain to me and otherwise don’t 


follow the outdoor media 
 NOTHING – I buy my license just before the season and follow the advice of my friends 
 DON'T KNOW 


 
2. In your opinion, should the deer population in the same area you hunt most often be increased, 


remain the same, or be decreased? (Check one). 
 


 INCREASED 
 REMAIN THE SAME 
 DECREASED 
 DON'T KNOW 


 
3. Did you hunt deer during the 2004 firearm season?  (Check one). 
 


 YES 
 NO   SKIP TO QUESTION 8 


 
4. How much of your deer hunting did you do on each of the following types of land during the 


2004 deer hunting season?  (Circle one number for each item) 
 


 
None Some Most All 


Don’t 
Know 


Land that I own 1 2 3 4 9 


Private land that I do not own 1 2 3 4 9 


Public land 1 2 3 4 9 
 







Appendix A:  Survey Instrument Without Choices 
 


57 


 


5. Overall, were you satisfied or dissatisfied with your Minnesota deer hunting experiences during 
the 2004 season? (Check one). 


 
 VERY SATISFIED   
 SOMEWHAT SATISFIED   
 NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED  
 SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED   
 VERY DISSATISFIED   
 DON'T KNOW 


 
6. Please indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you were with the following issues related to your 


Minnesota deer hunting experiences in 2004.  (Circle one number for each item) 
 
 Very 


Satisfied 
Somewhat
Satisfied 


 
Neither


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Don’t 
Know 


Ability to understand the 
deer hunting regulations 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Amount of PUBLIC land 
for deer hunting 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Amount of PRIVATE 
land for deer hunting 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Number of other hunters 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Scenic beauty of hunting 
areas 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Experiences with family 
and friends 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Success in killing a deer 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Weather conditions 1 2 3 4 5 9 
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7. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements about the area you hunted 
most often in 2004.  Please circle one number for each question.  (Circle one number for each item) 


 
 Strongly 


Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 


 
Neither


Slightly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Don’t 
Know 


I am satisfied with the 
number of mature bucks  1 2 3 4 5 9 


I am satisfied with the 
quality of bucks  1 2 3 4 5 9 


I heard about or saw 
mature bucks while 
hunting 


1 2 3 4 5 9 


I am satisfied with the 
number of antlerless deer 1 2 3 4 5 9 


I am satisfied with the 
number of deer I see while 
hunting 


1 2 3 4 5 9 


 
 
8. Which ONE of the following best describes how you deer hunt in Minnesota?  Would you say you: 


(Check only one). 
 


 HUNT FOR LARGE ANTLERED BUCKS DURING ENTIRE SEASON 
 HUNT FOR LARGE ANTLERED BUCKS EARLY SEASON AND SHOOT ANY LEGAL 


DEER LATER 
 SHOOT ANY ANTLERED BUCK 
 SHOOT THE FIRST LEGAL DEER (ANTLERED OR ANTLERLESS) THAT I CAN 
 HUNT FOR AN ANTLERLESS DEER FOR THE FREEZER, THEN WAIT FOR A MATURE 


BUCK 
 SHOOT ONLY ANTLERLESS DEER 
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Section B.  Deer Management in Minnesota 


We are interested in understanding how you feel about deer management strategies and goals in 
Minnesota.  The following questions will ask you how much you support a variety of deer management 
options. 


 
9. In general, would you support or oppose a regulation that would increase the proportion of antlered 


bucks in the deer population you hunt most often? (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW 


 
10.  Currently, Minnesota is one of only a few states that allow hunters to shoot deer for each other.   


Because hunters can kill multiple bucks per year, the cross-tagging provision might contribute to 
higher buck harvest rates in Minnesota than in other states.  The following two questions assess your 
level of support for allowing hunters to kill deer for each other.  


 
In the area you hunt most often, would you support or oppose a regulation that would allow hunters to 
continue to hunt together as a party, but would prohibit hunters from shooting deer for each other 
(both antlered bucks and antlerless deer)? (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW  


 
11.  In the area you hunt most often, would you support or oppose a regulation that would allow hunters 


to continue to hunt together as a party but would prohibit shooting antlered bucks for each other? You 
would still be able to shoot antlerless deer for each other (Check one).   
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW 
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Currently, in areas that are above population goals, hunters are encouraged to kill 
antlerless deer.  If hunters selectively kill antlerless deer, the proportion of antlered bucks 
surviving the hunting season might increase.   


The next series of questions addresses specific methods of increasing the harvest of 
antlerless deer and possibly increasing the proportion of antlered bucks in the deer 
population.   


Please indicate the degree to which you support or oppose each method in the area you 
hunt most often. 


 
12.  The first method would limit the number of buck licenses available to hunters during the firearm 


season.  Under this scenario, the standard firearm license would be valid for antlerless deer only.   
−−  Hunters interested in killing antlered bucks would need to apply for a permit through a lottery 


system.   
−−  Only lottery winners would be eligible to hunt antlered deer.   
−−  Unsuccessful applicants would be restricted to hunting antlerless deer during the current year, 


but would gain preference points in the lottery which would improve their chance of getting 
drawn for a buck license in future years.   


−−  A hunter would likely win a buck permit every 2-3 years depending on hunting pressure. 
 


Would you support or oppose a regulation that would limit the number of buck licenses available to 
hunters during the firearm season in the area you hunt most often. (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE  
  DON’T KNOW 


  
13.  In the area you hunt most often, would you continue to hunt antlerless deer if you were not able to 


obtain a buck license through the lottery? (Check one). 
 


 YES               
  NO                
  DON’T KNOW  
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14. The second method would protect bucks with less than 3 or 4 antler points on at least one side.  The 
protection level would be designed to protect at least half of all 1½ year old bucks in the population. 


  
−−  Under this scenario, buck hunters could only kill adult males that met the established legal 


definition.   
−−  Hunters would first have to identify the animal as a legal buck before shooting the deer.  
−−  As a result of this regulation, harvest rates on antlerless deer should increase.  Also, a greater 


proportion of 1 1/2 year old males should survive to the 2 1/2 year age-class and would be 
available to hunters the next hunting season.   


 
Would you support or oppose an antler point restriction regulation in the area you hunt most often? 
(Check one). 


 
  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 


 
15.  A third method would move the firearm deer season outside of the rut.  Under this scenario, the 


regular firearm season would begin no earlier than mid-November.  As a result of this regulation, 
bucks may be less vulnerable and buck harvest rates may be reduced.  


 
Would you support or oppose this type of regulation that would move the firearm season date outside 
of the rut in the area you hunt most often? (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 
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16.  A fourth method would require all deer hunters to kill an antlerless deer before killing an antlered 
buck.  This is typically called earn-a-buck. Under this scenario, hunters cannot shoot a buck until 
they first killed an antlerless deer.  As a result of this regulation, harvest rates on antlerless deer 
should increase.  Also, harvest rates on antlered deer should decrease, resulting in a greater 
proportion of antlered bucks that survive to the next hunting season.   


 
Would you support or oppose this type of regulation that would require hunters to kill an antlerless 
deer before killing an antlered deer in the area you hunt most often?  (Check one). 


 
  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 


 
17. Suppose an antlerless-only season was offered in addition to the regular firearm deer season that you 


normally hunt.  The season would not last more than a week (most likely a single weekend in mid-
October) and killing an antlerless deer during this new season would not affect your regular firearms 
licenses.  The season would be timed to minimize conflicts with peak archery harvest and would not 
occur during that period known as the ‘pre-rut’.   


 
Would you support or oppose this type of regulation?  (Check one). 
 


  STRONGLY SUPPORT    
  MODERATELY SUPPORT  
  NEITHER SUPPORT NOR OPPOSE  
  MODERATELY OPPOSE  
  STRONGLY OPPOSE 
  DON’T KNOW 


 
    Would you participate in an antlerless-only season before the regular firearm season ? (Check one). 


 
  YES    
  NO 


 
18. If the MnDNR were to adopt new deer management regulations, would you prefer to see them 


applied…..? (Check one). 
 


 STATEWIDE 
 THE ZONE AND PERMIT AREA YOU HUNT 
 THE ZONE YOU HUNT BUT ONLY IN A PERMIT AREA YOU DON’T HUNT 
 ONLY IN A ZONE YOU DON’T HUNT 
 NOT AT ALL 
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19.  Overall, people have different reasons for supporting or opposing new hunting regulations.  Please 
tell us how important to you each of the following reasons is for supporting or opposing new hunting 
regulations. 


 
When I consider proposed hunting regulation changes, it is important to me that these factors are 
considered: (Please circle one number for each item) 


 
 Strongly 


Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 


Don’t 
Know 


Do not result in an increased total buck harvest. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Do not result in an increased doe harvest. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase DNR’s ability to control the deer 
population. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase hunting opportunity for bowhunters. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase hunting opportunity for muzzleloader 
hunters. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase hunting opportunity for firearm 
hunters. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase my own chances of taking an antlered 
buck. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase my own chances of taking a large 
antlered buck. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Increase my own chances of taking antlerless 
deer. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Encourage new people to take up deer hunting. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Lead to a better public image of hunters and 
hunting. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Protect the interests of farmers and other 
landowners. 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Protect areas so that deer do not cause forest and 
other habitat damages 1 2 3 4 5 9 


Reduce crowding of hunters on public lands. 1 2 3 4 5 9 
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Section C.  Past Hunting Experience 
 
20. Including last year, how many years have you hunted deer in Minnesota?     ____________ Years 


 
21. What hunting method do you primarily use?  (check one) 
 


 DEER DRIVE WITH LESS THAN 5 PEOPLE 
 DEER DRIVE WITH 5 OR MORE PEOPLE 
 TREE STAND 
 GROUND BLIND 
 STILL HUNTING OR STALKING 
 OTHER (PLEASE LIST):   


 
_______________________________________________________ 


 
22. Which statement best characterizes where you hunt? (check one) 
 


 I ALMOST NEVER HUNT THE SAME AREA EVERY YEAR  
 I CHANGE MY HUNTING LOCATION EVERY 1 TO 2 YEARS 
 I CHANGE MY HUNTING LOCATION EVERY 3 TO 5 YEARS 
 I TYPICALLY HUNT THE SAME AREA EVERY YEAR 


 


 


Section D.  Preferences for Deer Season Options 
 
We will now present you with 5 deer management scenarios that are occurring in various permit 
areas throughout Minnesota.  These are current issues that will need to be addressed in the 
coming years.  Within each scenario, you will be presented 3 management options.  These 3 
options represent only a subset of all possible management options.  Some hunters will receive 
surveys with the same options, while others will receive surveys with different options.  The 
options presented to you have been randomly selected from the total set of choices.  In the end, 
when all the surveys are combined, we will be able to create a ranked list of management 
options.   
 
In all cases, the scenarios are real and the management response is possible.  To the best of your 
ability, please read the scenarios and choices very carefully and answer the following questions 
as if the scenario exists in the area you hunt most often.
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Comments:  We are interested in your views about deer hunting in Minnesota.  Please write additional 
comments below.  The results of this survey will be available next year on the Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources Web site, www.dnr.state.mn.us.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope 
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Scenario 1:  The deer population is stable and within population goals.  It is currently being 
managed so that either-sex licenses are available over the counter and hunters can also buy 
additional antlerless permits.  Based on requests from some hunters, this area will be managed in 
the future for more mature bucks. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S1C1) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck licenses available because hunters could shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice (S1C2) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal 
 There would be more buck licenses available because hunters could not shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S1C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S1C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal because a higher 


percentage of 1½ year-old bucks would be protected 
 
Choice (S1C5) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
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 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal so that the maximum number of 


bucks could be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S1C6) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 The season length would be comparable to previous years 
 The firearm season would begin in mid-November, which is one week later than the 


current framework 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would illegal so more bucks could be protected 


 
Choice (S1C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 2:  The deer population is currently 25% above the management goal.  The current 
strategy of allowing five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  
A new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 
years. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S2C1) _____ 


 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck licenses available because hunters could shoot bucks and 


antlerless deer for each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice (S2C2) _____ 


 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal but hunters could shoot antlerless 


deer for each other 
 There would be more buck licenses available because hunters could not shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S2C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S2C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be legal because a higher percentage of 1½ 


year-old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could shoot antlerless deer for each other 
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Choice (S2C5) _____ 
 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The area will be managed as “Earn-A-Buck” 
 You must tag an antlerless deer prior to tagging a buck 
 The antlerless deer can be taken in any deer season so long as it is killed first 


 
Choice (S2C6) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The length of the deer season would be comparable to previous years 
 There would be an antlerless only firearms season for 2 days in mid-October 


 
Choice (S2C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 3: The deer population is currently 50% above the management goal.  The current 
strategy of allocating five deer per hunter has not been effective in lowering the deer population.  
A new strategy needs to be developed that lowers the deer population to goal levels within 3 to 5 
years.  Please look at the following panel and choose one of the available options. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S3C1) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck licenses available because hunters could shoot deer for each 


other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice 2 (S3C2) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available through a lottery  
 Antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal 
 There would be more buck permits available because hunters could not shoot deer for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck license could hunt antlerless deer and would gain 


“buck” preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S3C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S3C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a higher percentage of 1½ 


year-old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S3C5) _____ 
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 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The area will be managed as “Earn-A-Buck” 
 You must tag an antlerless deer prior to tagging a buck 
 The antlerless deer can be taken in any deer season so long as it is killed first 


 
Choice (S3C6) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses are available over the counter 
 The length of the deer season would be comparable to previous years 
 There would be an antlerless only firearm season for 2 days in mid-October 


 
Choice (S3C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 4:  The deer population is stable or below population goal and the harvest rate on 1½ 
year-old bucks is high.  Consequently, a low percentage of the buck population lives beyond 1½ 
years.  Currently, buck licenses are available over the counter, either-sex permits are available 
through the lottery, and hunters can only kill one deer.  Based on requests from hunters, this area 
may be managed in the future to protect young bucks and allow them to get to the next age class.   
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 
 
Choice (S4C1) _____ 


 Buck and antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks and antlerless deer for another hunter would be legal 
 There would be fewer buck permits available because hunters could shoot bucks for each 


other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck or antlerless license would not be able to hunt but 


would gain preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 2 to 3 years 


 
Choice (S4C2) _____ 


 Buck and antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Shooting bucks for another hunter would be illegal 
 There would be more buck permits available because hunters could not shoot bucks for 


each other 
 Hunters who failed to draw a buck or antlerless license would not be able to hunt but 


would gain preference for future years 
 Hunters could expect to draw a buck license every 1 to 2 years 


 
Choice (S4C3) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters must abide by the antler point regulation but could take an antlerless deer 


without making application 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 
Choice (S4C4) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters must abide by the antler point regulation but could take an antlerless deer 


without making application 
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 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a higher percentage of 1½ 
year-old bucks would be protected 


 
Choice (S4C5) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters could shoot sub-legal bucks 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a high percentage of 1½ year 


old bucks are protected, except sub-legal bucks could not be killed for a youth hunter 
 
Choice (S4C6) _____ 


 Buck licenses would be available over the counter 
 Antlerless licenses would be available through a lottery 
 The season length would be comparable to previous years 
 The firearm season would begin in mid-November, which is one week later than the 


current framework 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would illegal so more bucks could be protected 


 
Choice (S4C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Scenario 5:  Antler point restriction regulations are currently being used by several states to 
encourage antlerless harvest and protect 1½ year old bucks.  The number of hunters and sporting 
organizations interested in antler-point restriction regulations is increasing in Minnesota.  While 
the harvest rate of bucks varies in Minnesota, the majority of the bucks killed during the firearm 
season are 1½ years old.  Typically, 50 to 75% of the 1½ year old buck population is harvested 
during the firearm season. 
 
Please read the following deer season options and rank them from your most preferred to least 
preferred.  Write a “1” by your most preferred, a “2” by your next most preferred, and a “3” by 
your least preferred option among the three. 


 
Choice (S5C1) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters would have to abide by the same antler restriction regulation 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because a lower percentage of 1½ 


year old bucks would be protected 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S5C2) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population  
 Youth hunters would have to abide by the same antler restriction regulation 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a high percentage of 1½ year 


old bucks are protected 
 
Choice (S5C3) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one three point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 50% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters could shoot any antlered buck 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal because fewer bucks are protected 


and hunters could not shoot sub-legal bucks for youth hunters 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 


 
Choice (S5C4) _____ 


 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that met a minimum antler point would be legal to harvest (either 3 or 4 


points on one side) 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population 
 Youth hunters could shoot any antlered buck 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be legal because a high percentage of 1½ year 


old bucks are protected, except sub-legal bucks could not be killed for a youth hunter 
 Hunters could still shoot antlerless deer for each other 
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Choice (S5C5) _____ 
 Either-sex and antlerless licenses would be available over the counter 
 Only bucks that had at least one four point antler would be legal to harvest 
 The antler point regulation would protect 75% of the 1½ year old buck population  
 Youth hunters would have to abide by the same antler restriction regulation 
 Shooting a buck for another hunter would be illegal but hunters could shoot antlerless 


deer for each other 
 
Choice (S5C6) _____ 


 While I am generally opposed to antler point restriction regulations, I would still hunt the 
same area if they were enacted 


 
Choice (S5C7) _____ 


 I would not hunt deer in the area if the regulations were changed 
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Introduction 


 
The 3A and 3B firearm deer seasons are currently unique in Minnesota in that a person cannot 
hunt both seasons.  When originally designed, the intent of the 3B season was to allow for 
population management through antlerless deer harvest while the earlier 3A season was termed 
the “buck season” because antlerless permits were not available.  Given the growth of local deer 
populations, beginning in 2003, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) made antlerless 
permits available in the 3A season.  Also in 2003, several other changes were instituted to 
improve hunter and harvest distribution that included shortening the 3A season by 2 days and 
lengthening the 3B season by 2 days.  In 2004, youth hunters were allowed to hunt both seasons 
(for simplicity, the 2004 youth change will be included in the ‘suite’ of 2003 changes).  For the 
2009 season, only 1 deer permit area (344) did not allow over-the-counter antlerless hunting 
during the 3A season. 
 
There has been significant, but divergent interest regarding how southeastern deer populations 
should be managed.  The historic interest in preserving deer hunting opportunity, expansion in 
local deer populations, and opposing desires from different interest groups generated the need to 
assess hunter support for changes in southeast deer hunting regulations.   For example, firearms 
hunters (both from organizations and individuals) have identified a range of concepts from 
reinstituting the ‘buck only’ season to delaying the deer season until late November and 
everything in between. Concurrently, bowhunters have advocated for a later gun season to 
reduce their competition for hunting bucks during the rut.  This survey attempts to quantify 
hunter desires related to regulatory change. 
 
Methods 
 
The study sample was equally divided between the Zone 3A and 3B seasons.  The survey 
included 10 questions ranging from area hunted to support for regulations designed to manage 
for a higher proportion of mature bucks.  In total, 1,500 individuals from each group were 
selected at random from the 2008 DNR Electronic License Sales license database.  The samples 
were drawn using stratified random sampling of 2008 licensed deer hunters aged 18 years or 
older.  At the time of license purchase, hunters are asked to indicate which permit area they hunt 
most often.  Deer harvest data indicates ~90% of successful hunters harvest a deer in the permit 
area they say they hunt most often.  For this reason, we used the hunters’ responses to the 
question of which deer permit area they hunt most often as the basis for stratification of the 
sample.   
 
Survey design and implementation generally followed Dillman's (2000) Tailored Design 
Method.  A draft survey was developed and comments were solicited from the Minnesota Deer 
Hunters Association (MDHA), Bluffland Whitetails Association (BWA), and the Quality Deer 
Management Association (QDMA).  Several questions were revised to reflect comments 
received from those groups.  We distributed 3 complete mailings (including personalized cover 
letter, survey, and business-reply envelope) and a non-response check, which included basic 
questions related to their hunt. 
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To compare survey responses between treatment groups (3A vs. 3B), we conducted descriptive 
statistics, chi-square, and analysis of variance using SPSS 17.  Differences were considered 
significant when P < 0.05. 
 
Survey Response Rate 
 
Of the 3,000 questionnaires mailed, 85 were undeliverable, which resulted in 2,915 valid 
surveys.  A total of 1,740 surveys were completed and returned the questionnaire, yielding an 
overall response rate of 60%.  As a simple random sample, the error estimate was 2.2%.  Overall, 
samples sizes were adequate to draw conclusions across both seasons. 
 
Because the response rate did not exceed the pre-determined goal of 60%, a non-response survey 
was mailed to assess if differences exist.  As of writing, the non-response data has not been 
analyzed. 
 
Hunter background 
 
During the 2008 firearm season, 98% of 3A and 3B respondents indicated they hunted deer.  
Overall, 3A and 3B respondents had 25.0 and 24.0 years of hunting experience, respectively (F = 
1.92, P = 0.166).  Specific to Zone 3 deer hunting, they had 18.0 (3A) and 18.4 (3B) years of 
experience hunting their zone (F = 0.294, P = 0.588).  With respect to experience hunting 
specific deer permit areas, hunters in deer permit area 338 were least experienced (13.3 years); 
whereas, individuals in deer permit area 346 (21.3 years) were most experienced (F = 3.12, P = 
0.001) (Table 1). 
 
The vast majority of respondents (93%) do not belong to an organized deer hunting group.  Of 
those affiliated with a group, 3.4% noted the MDHA, 1.3% indicated BWA, 0.6% identified the 
QDMA, and 2.5% checked ‘other’.  While not tracked specifically, ‘other” tended to be the 
National Rifle Association, a local sportsmen’s club, or the North American Hunting Club. 
 
Overall, 24% of all 3A and 3B respondents indicated they also hunted deer during the archery 
season (χ2 = 0.430, P = 0.515).  Only 15% of all respondents noted they hunted during the 
muzzleloader deer season (χ2 = 3.03, P = 0.082).  It is interesting to note there were no 
differences between groups with respect to muzzleloader hunting, even though 2008 was the first 
year 3B hunters could participate in that season. 
 
Hunting patterns 
 
We observed no statistical differences in hunting patterns between 3A and 3B hunters.  In total, a 
majority of hunters pursued deer on private land.  The vast majority of individuals (78%) hunted 
on private land they did not own.  Only 8% of respondent’s hunted deer exclusively on public 
land, which illustrates the importance of private landowners’ in deer management at the broad 
landscape level.  Similarly, a small percentage (4%) hunted at least some portion of their time on 
leased private land (Table 2).   
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Similar to other Minnesota deer surveys, most people hunt for less than the maximum number of 
days in the season.  Specific to this survey, 3A hunters pursued deer for 4.2 days (60% of 
season); whereas, 3B respondents hunted for 4.9 days (55% of season).  While the percentages 
were similar, the mean differences (F = 55.5, P < 0.001) were likely due to the shorter 3A deer 
season, which encompassed only one weekend (compared to 2 for the 3B season). 
 
Given participation in the 3A and 3B seasons are mutually exclusive; we wanted to determine 
who else hunted the private property during the opposing season.  For 3A respondents, we asked 
who hunted the 3B season; conversely, 3B respondents were asked who hunted the 3A season.   
 
For landowner hunting their own property, 13% allowed access to friends; whereas, only 3% 
indicated they allowed access to anyone who asked (Table 3).  Overall, we noted no differences 
between respondent groups.  For individuals who hunted private land they did not own, we again 
detected no differences between 3A and 3B respondents.  In total, 30% indicated non-landowner, 
28% noted landowner/family member, 18% noted relative of the landowner, 14% did not know, 
and interestingly, only 11% indicated nobody hunts the other season (Table 4). 
 
With respect to the type of deer that could be harvested on private lands, 61% indicated there 
were no restrictions, followed by 21% who noted any antlerless deer but only large bucks could 
be taken, 11% did not know, and smaller percentages indicated any buck could be taken but 
antlerless harvest was restricted (4%) or only large bucks with antlerless restrictions (3%).  We 
again detected no differences between 3A and 3B respondents (χ2 = 1.24, P = 0.871). 
 
Support for previous changes 
 
In 2003, DNR made several changes to the southeastern Minnesota firearm deer season.  
Principally, either-sex permits were offered during the 3A season, the 3A season was shortened 
to 7 days (from 9 days) and the 3B season was lengthened to 9 days (from 7 days).  Additionally, 
in 2004, youth were given the opportunity to hunt in both seasons.  Of those expressing an 
opinion, support was highest for youth hunting (mean = 3.92) and lowest for shortening the 3A 
season (mean = 2.84).  Interestingly, when asked if hunters supported both shortening 3A and 
lengthening 3B as a package, support increased to an average of 3.29 (Table 5).  Thus, the 
regulatory package was likely more supported than simply changing one of the seasons.  We 
again observed no differences between 3A and 3B hunters between any of the questions (Table 
5).   
 
Support for deer management changes 
 
Overall, respondents believed the number of mature bucks in the population had remained stable 
(41%) or declined (25%) over the past 5 years.  Smaller percentages indicated the number of 
mature bucks had increased (17%), while another 17% did not know.  We again detected no 
differences between 3A and 3B respondents (χ2 = 1.40, P = 0.706).   
 
In previous surveys, hunters have expressed support for regulations that increase the proportion 
of mature bucks in the deer population.  When asked a generic question (e.g., “do you support a 
regulation that would increase the proportion of mature bucks in local deer populations”), 
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support has been in the range of 60% to 65%.  For this survey, we asked specifically, “Should 
DNR enact regulations that protect the majority of yearling bucks and increase the proportion of 
mature bucks in the deer population”.  In previous surveys, the sentence portion “majority of 
yearling bucks” was not specifically included.  As this wording was more definitive (and 
restrictive), we anticipated support would not be as strong as previously reported.  Indeed, while 
support declined, a majority (53%) of respondents indicated support for a yearling buck 
protection regulation.  Additionally, only 29% were specifically opposed while 19% noted 
“neither”.   For this survey, neither was defined as: “you neither support nor oppose the 
proposed regulation and would continue to hunt your traditional location if regulations were 
changed”.  Thus, a response of “neither” should be viewed as ambivalence and while the 
respondent did not tacitly support the regulation, they would not alter their hunting behavior if 
enacted.  There were no differences between 3A and 3B respondents (χ2 = 1.23, P = 0.539). 
 
In addition to assessing regulatory support, we asked several other questions that were related to 
both mature buck management and other southeastern Minnesota deer hunting issues.  The 
regulations were: 1 – Eliminate cross-tagging for bucks, 2 – Delay the deer season 1 week, 3 – 
delay the deer season until the end of November, 4 – Consolidate the 3A and 3B deer seasons, 5 
– Institute an antler point restriction (APR), 6 – Institute a 4-day youth-only deer season, 7 – 
Restore the 3A season to 9 days, and 8 – Restore the 3B season to 7 days.  Overall, establishing a 
4-day youth season garnered the highest support (54%), followed by eliminating cross-tagging 
(50%), instituting an antler point restriction (47%), restore 3A to 9 days (41%), restore 3B to 7 
days (34%), consolidate 3A/3B (32%), delay 3A 1-week (31%), and delay 3A until late 
November (18%) (Table 6, Figure 1).   
 
For individuals who supported mature buck regulations, there was strong support for APR 
regulations (77%) and elimination of cross-tagging (68%).  However, we noted only a marginal 
difference in support for a youth season (54% vs. 57%), which is likely due to the fact that an 
individual’s evaluation of mature bucks is independent of their interest in additional youth 
hunting opportunity.  Conversely, the 53% of respondents who implicitly supported protecting 
the majority of yearling bucks were less supportive of the other regulatory alternatives (Figure 
2).  Among the 19% of respondents who neither supported nor opposed mature buck regulations 
(checked “neither”), they were more inclined to oppose than support APR regulations (41% vs. 
23%).  Conversely, the same group was more likely to support than oppose eliminating buck 
cross-tagging (41% vs. 34%). 
 
Identification of “ideal” season 
 
In addition to asking favor/disfavor with various regulatory alternatives, we were also interested 
in determining the ‘ideal’ season structure for southeastern Minnesota.  To that end, we 
constructed a paragraph that forced respondents to choose an option among several alternatives 
presented in the paragraph.  The paragraph was constructed as follows: 
 


The Zone 3A season should open in early | middle | late November.  The 3A 
season should be  5  |  7  |  9 days.  The 3B season should be 7  |  9  days and 
should start immediately  |  one week  after the 3A season ends.  During both 
seasons, DNR should  |  should not  implement an antler point restriction to 
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protect yearling bucks.  DNR  should  |  should not  ban cross-tagging of bucks 
and enact a regulation that still allows people to hunt as a party, but requires 
people to shoot and tag their own buck.  DNR should  |  should not  hold a 4-day 
youth hunt over the MEA weekend (Thursday – Sunday). 


 
As there were no statistical differences between 3A and 3B respondents, we consolidated 
responses for each item.  Overall, respondents identified the following paragraph as the ideal 
season for southeastern Minnesota: 
 


The Zone 3A season should open in early (62%) November.  The 3A season 
should be 9 (46%*) days.  The 3B season should be 9 (61%) days and should 
start one week (73%) after the 3A season ends.  During both seasons, DNR 
should (49.1%) | should not (50.9%) implement an antler point restriction to 
protect yearling bucks.  DNR should not (54%) ban cross-tagging of bucks and 
enact a regulation that still allows people to hunt as a party, but requires people to 
shoot and tag their own buck.  DNR should (62%) hold a 4-day youth hunt over 
the MEA weekend (Thursday – Sunday).   


 
*Note:  53% when the lowest ranked choice (5 days) was removed. 
 
The only option that fell within our confidence interval (± 2.2%) was to institute an APR 
regulation.  As the split was 50.9% “should not” vs. 49.1% “should” enact an APR regulation, 
we cannot draw a conclusion for this question (Table 7, Figure 3).  Interestingly, as a stand-alone 
item, support for antler point restrictions increased 2% (47% to 49%) when the question was 
placed into a paragraph. Conversely, when asked as a stand-alone question, buck cross-tagging 
was supported by 50% of respondents but when placed into a paragraph, only 46% indicted 
cross-tagging should be banned. 
 
Summary 
 
Most interesting was the fact there were no differences between 3A and 3B deer hunters on any 
question except number of days hunted.  Anecdotally, 3A hunters self-identify as more 
traditional (and selective) buck hunters; whereas, 3B hunters are described as more meat-
oriented and less concerned about mature bucks.  Our results illustrate that 3A and 3B hunters 
have the same opinions on deer management issues and the differences lie in the season they 
hunt, not the type of deer hunted. 
 
Overall, there was support for protecting yearling bucks and there are options the agency should 
consider.  Principally, ending the practice of buck cross-tagging was supported by half the 
hunters in both seasons (increased to 56% when neither was removed).  Antler point restrictions; 
however  achieved 47% support (increased to 55% when neither was removed) but previous 
research on state parks has demonstrated acceptance over time as the regulation becomes more 
normalized (e.g., people come to expect the regulation).   
 
The concept of a 4-day youth only season was also supported by a small majority of hunters 
(54%); however, restoring 3A to 9 days (41%) and 3B to 7 days (34%) was not.  Finally, there 
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was low support for consolidating the 3A and 3B seasons (32%), moving the deer season one 
week later (31%), or to late November (18%).  Even among individuals who indicated they also 
hunted during the archery season the delayed season was not supported (Figure 4).  These results 
were interesting because archers have historically lobbied for a later start date.  Given the low 
support even among bowhunters, the option of moving the season should probably not be 
pursued in the short-term as there were other regulatory alternatives that were more supported by 
respondents. 


Table 1.  Years of experience hunting deer areas in Zone 3A and 3B. 


3A1 3B1 Total2 
Deer 
Area N Mean SE   N Mean SE N Mean SE 


338 38 14.8 2.2 45 12.0 1.4 83 13.3 1.3 
339 28 16.0 2.3 27 11.5 1.9 55 13.8 1.5 
341 87 16.4 1.3 114 19.3 1.3 201 18.0 0.9 
342 76 20.8 1.6 94 17.9 1.3 170 19.2 1.0 
343 96 19.7 1.3 79 16.9 1.2 175 18.5 0.9 
344 60 18.9 1.9 47 23.2 2.3 107 20.8 1.5 
345 58 15.5 1.7 53 23.1 2.3 111 19.1 1.5 
346 82 20.7 1.7 76 21.8 1.5 158 21.2 1.1 
347 75 16.7 1.3 60 20.2 1.8 135 18.3 1.1 
348 74 19.1 1.5 63 17.1 1.5 137 18.2 1.1 
349 84 18.4 1.5 96 18.6 1.2 180 18.5 1.0 


Total 758 18.3 0.5   754 18.7 0.5    1,512 18.5 0.3 
1No difference in experience between Zones: F = 0.294, P = 0.588
2There were differences in experience by deer area: F = 55.4, P < 0.001


 
 
 
Table 2.  Land type hunted by 3A and 3B firearm season respondents, 2008. 


 
3A 3B 


Land Type None Some Most All  None Some Most All 


Land that I own 69% 8% 8% 15% 70% 9% 8% 12% 
Private land I lease 96% 1% 1% 2% 96% 1% 1% 2% 
Private land I don't own 26% 14% 15% 45% 22% 14% 19% 46% 
Public land 71% 16% 4% 8%  70% 17% 4% 8% 
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Table 3.  For people hunting their own property, percentage of individuals hunting the other 
season. 


Landowners:  Who hunts the other season? 3A 3B Total Significance 


Another party that also owns the property 3% 3% 3% χ2 =0.334, P =0.563 
Friends that do not own the property 13% 12% 13% χ2 =1.35, P =0.245 
Family that does not own the property 11% 12% 11% χ2 =0.115, P =0.735 
Any hunter who asks permission 3% 4% 4% χ2 =2.87, P =0.09 
Nobody else 9% 10% 10% χ2 =0.419, P =0.517 
Don't Know 5% 7% 6% χ2 =1.91, P =0.167 


 
 
 
Table 4.  For non-landowners, percentage of individuals hunting the other season. 


Who hunts the other season? 3A 3B Total Significance 


The landowner and/or their immediate family 26% 30% 28% χ2 = 2.91, P= 0.088 
Hunter who is not a relative of the landowner 28% 32% 30% χ2 = 3.09, P= 0.079 
Hunter who is a relative of the landowner 16% 18% 17% χ2 = 0.736, P= 0.391 
Nobody else 12% 11% 11% χ2 = 0.612, P= 0.434 
Don't Know 13% 14% 14% χ2 = 0.873, P= 0.350 


 
 
Table 5.  Average ratings of satisfaction with previous deer management changes. 


Average rating of satisfaction with 
2003 regulatory change 


2003 Regulation 3A 3B Total F P 
Allowing youth to hunt both the 3A and 3B seasons 3.94 3.89 3.92 0.502 0.479
Shortening the 3A season by 2 days (total of 7 days) 2.84 2.83 2.84 0.003 0.953
Lengthening the 3B season by 2 days (total of 9 days) 3.53 3.55 3.54 0.051 0.821
Allowing antlerless harvest during the 3A season 3.55 3.55 3.55 0.001 0.978


The current season structure that is currently in place, 
which is the 7-day 3A and 9-day 3B season 3.29 3.32 3.30 0.242 0.623


1 - Strongly Oppose, 2 - Slightly Oppose, 3 - Neutral, 4 - Slighly Support, 5 - Strongly Support 
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Table 6.  Percent support for regulatory change in southeastern Minnesota, 2008.  3A and 3B 
hunters were combined because there were no statistical differences in responses. 


Regulation Support Oppose Neither 


Support 
w/ 


Neither 
Dropped Significance 


Enact mature buck regulations 53% 29% 19% 65% χ2 = 1.25, P =0.539 
Eliminate cross-tagging 50% 40% 10% 56% χ2 = 2.40, P =0.301 
Delay 3A one week 31% 55% 13% 36% χ2 = 0.507, P =0.776 


Delay 3A to late November 18% 72% 11% 20% χ2 = 0.632, P =0.729 
Consolidate 3A and 3B 32% 57% 11% 36% χ2 = 0.175, P =0.916 
Institute APR 47% 39% 14% 55% χ2 = 1.94, P =0.378 


Conduct 4-day youth season 54% 29% 17% 65% χ2 = 0.739, P =0.691 
Restore 3A to 9 days 41% 39% 20% 52% χ2 = 1.11, P =0.575 


Restore 3B to 7 days 34% 43% 23% 44% χ2 = 0.503, P =0.777 
 
 
Table 7.  Percentage of individuals selecting a season choice option, 2008. 


November Season Timing Early 62% 
Middle 27% 
Late 11% 


3A number of days Five 13% 
Seven 41% 
Nine* 46% 


*Increased to 53% when 5 days (lowest choice) was removed. 


3B Number of days Seven 39% 
Nine 61% 


3B Timing Immediately after 3A 27% 
One week later 73% 


Implement APR Should 49% 
Should not 51% 


Ban cross-tagging Should 46% 
Should not 54% 


4-day hunt over MEA Should 62% 
Should not 38% 
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Figure 1. Percent support for enacting deer regulations in southeastern Minnesota, 2008. 


 
 
 
Figure 2.  Percent support for new regulations among people who supported protecting yearling 
bucks, 2008. 
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Figure 3.  Percentage of individuals selecting a season choice option, 2008. 


 
 
Figure 4.  Support for regulations among individuals who hunted different seasons, 2008. 
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