FORESTS AND WHITETAILS – STRIVING FOR BALANCE

Michigan SAF Spring Conference

June 9 & 10, 2005, St. Ignace, Michigan

     This was an excellent conference that provided an insight into the effects of whitetail deer (over) abundance from ecological, silvicultural and social perspectives.  Many of the speakers painted a grim picture of how deer affect the successional pathways of forest ecosystems and the difficulty of convincing deer hunters that changes in deer populations and sex ratios need to be made.  There seems to be a real conflict, because hunting is the best method for controlling deer populations but hunters and the wildlife agencies that they fund continue to believe that there are not enough deer, despite good ecological evidence to the contrary. However, I came away from the conference with a feeling of optimism that with some political guts and savvy, good scientific data and determined effort the hunting and non-hunting public can be convinced of the need to decrease the deer herd in many parts of the northeast.  The evidence is still incomplete as to whether ecosystems that have been altered by sustained deer browsing will restore themselves under lowered deer pressure, or be permanently altered.

Summary of the Speakers;
1. Gary Alt – Challenges of deer management from an ecosystem perspective.

     Dr. Alt had worked as a black bear biologist for the Pennsylvania Game Commission for 22 years before somewhat reluctantly agreeing to take charge of their whitetail deer research and management program.  He lasted 5 years in that position before becoming a private consultant and in that time became convinced of the need to change the Pennsylvania deer herd and implemented a number of policies to achieve that outcome.

     Gary noted that the failure to control deer populations will have major consequences to the future of sport hunting and on forest ecosystems.

 He compared deer and hunter populations in Pennsylvania and Michigan;

	
	Michigan
	Pennsylvania

	Deer Population
	1.7 million
	1.6 million

	Hunter Population
	750,000
	1,000,000

	% Of hunters Who Are Deer Hunters
	89%
	93%

	Land Area (sq. miles)
	56,000
	45,000

	Human Population
	10 million
	12 million

	% Of Population That Are Hunters
	8%
	8%


     He then went through the history of deer management in Pennsylvania; there were four basic eras;

1. Pre-Colonial Forest – Low deer populations.

2. Forest/Agriculture Habitat Change – Pre-colonial forest was 90% forested, this was converted to 70% cleared for agriculture by the end of the 1800’s, deer population boomed.

3. Market Hunting/Extirpation – Unregulated hunting decimated Deer populations.

4. Management and Comeback – Agriculture is now converting back to forest; deer, bear and turkeys are expanding at the expense of pheasants, rabbits and quail.  It is ironic that wildlife biologists brought back deer from the brink of extirpation 100 years ago and are now trying to figure out how to control them.  The biggest mistake early wildlife managers made was developing a culture of “no doe hunting”.

     He feels we need to stop talking about the numbers of deer and instead concentrate on the impact of deer.  There are 80,000 to 100,000 car deer accidents per year in Pennsylvania with resulting costs in vehicle damage and human injuries and deaths.  Forest products are a 4 billion dollar industry in Pennsylvania, however many of their forest types are becoming unsustainable because of regeneration failure due to deer browsing.  Deer browsing in Pennsylvania oak forests are converting them from oak to red maple and black birch, species, which are not only less valuable for timber but that, also will not sustain deer.  There are huge deer impacts on agriculture, especially corn, alfalfa and soybeans.

     Gary would like to see hunters take the lead in making the forest more sustainable.  He feels this is in their own best interest because a sustainable forest will sustain a healthy deer herd, however there are still a lot of attitudes to change.  At present the 93% of Pennsylvania hunters who are deer hunters fund the Fish and Game Commission through license sales and they demand deer populations that are unsustainable.  Other problems with controlling the deer population through hunting include;

1. Declining hunter numbers – There has been a 20 to 25% decline in the number of hunters in Pennsylvania in the last few years and he believes that in 25 years there will be half the number of hunters there are today due to age and demographics.

2. Increasing hunter age – Older hunters shoot less deer.

3. Less hunter mobility – They attached radio beacons to hunters and found that most do not travel very far from the nearest road.

4. Decreasing land access for hunters – Sprawl is affecting large acreages in Pennsylvania and as land is subdivided it creates a lot of small refuges for deer where hunting is not allowed.

5. No doe hunting – There is still a perception among many hunters that bucks are the only deer you can be proud of shooting and that killing does will destroy the deer herd.

     Gary believes that if hunters don’t keep the deer population in line then the 92% of the population that are not hunters will take matters in to their own hands and try to solve the problem with forms of market hunting or paid sharpshooting. He thinks the 4 ways to move forward are via;

1. Research – Increase credibility of government natural resource managers by having the best information.

2. Education

3. Political Action

4. Change Policies

2. Brent Rudolph – Population biology, abundance and management history of Michigan white-tailed deer.

     Brent is a wildlife research specialist with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources.  He started his talk with a history of deer management in Michigan;


1921 – First buck law


1940’s – Start of antlerless hunting because of agricultural damage (limited in scope and location).

     
1971 - $1.50 from license sales goes to a habitat improvement fund.


1984 – Law passed that a) identifies game species, b) establishes licenses and fees and c) gives DNR authority for method of take.

     He then presented a graph that showed the deer population trends in northern Michigan over the last 120 years.  Deer reached their all time high population in 2000 and have decreased slightly since then.  The general trend of the graph was increasing deer population since the turn of the last century with occasional sharp declines due to successive hard winters.  Because the population has declined since 2000 it is very unpopular to support a large antlerless harvest.  The deer hunting limits are set by a Natural Resources Commission appointed by the Governor and approved by the Legislature.  The two components of deer management in Michigan are a) deer health (dictated by carrying capacity) and b) social aspects.  The DNR is trying to cultivate the deer hunter as a resource manager, there is some room for maneuvering in this area but not all hunters are environmentally aware.  DNR will continue to try to meet their deer management goals through targeted outreach, education and marketing. 

3. Joseph LeBoutin – Forests for dinner: Exploring a model of how deer affect advance regeneration at stand and landscape scales.

     Joseph is a Masters Degree candidate at Michigan State University.  He looked at deer herbivory in a large study area in the central Upper Peninsula of Michigan.  He looked at three parameters;

1. How landscape composition and structure drive local deer density.

2. How local deer density drives stand-level vertical structure.

3. How the sums of stand level characteristics define landscape composition and structure.

     He found that;

1. A mix of winter food and nearby thermal cover (softwoods) drives deer densities.

2. In this study area there is not a lot of effect of deer browsing on the number of trees in the 40cm to 1.5 meter tall category but deer browsing is significantly limiting the amount of stems that make it to the 1.5 meter to 2.5 meter tall class which is above the browse line.

3. In high browse areas, ironwood starts to out compete sugar maple because it is less palatable to the deer.

4.  Tom Ward – Cost-Share Programs, Deer Habitat Enhancement, and Private, Non-Industrial Forest Implications.

     Tom is a forester with the Natural Resources Conservation Service in East Lansing, Michigan.  His talk focused on how the present federal cost-sharing programs are getting away from funding efforts for food plots and winter thermal cover for deer and are instead concentrating on a) rare and declining habitats, especially early successional forests, grasslands and wetlands and b) regionally important wildlife species.  He went over a number of federal cost-share programs and their objectives;

1. Landowner Incentive Program (LIP) – goal is to enhance, restore and protect wetland and grassland habitats for species at risk.

2. Partners for Fish and Wildlife – goals are habitat restoration and improvement projects that favor wetland birds, etc.

3. Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) – goals are to establish vegetative covers defined as best suited for wildlife on agricultural land.  There is no cost share for food plots in this program.

4. Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) – This funding is targeted towards species that are in trouble.

5. Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP) – This is also targeted towards species in need.

     The crux of his talk is that federal cost-share programs are not supporting practices that promote deer on non-industrial, private forest lands.

5. Jean-Pierre Tremblay – Ecological impacts of deer overabundance on temperate and boreal forests.

      Jean-Pierre is a PhD candidate at Laval University in Quebec and has studied the influence of deer on Anticosti, which is a large island in the Gulf of St. Lawrence that historically did not have deer but they were introduced and the population has exploded.  His research showed that plant/herbivore interactions are an evolutionary tug-of-war and that plants have developed defenses to limit browsing but at a cost in growth.  As the deer densities increase the community structure of the forest begins to decrease and in some places has changed the forest from deciduous to coniferous with corresponding changes in litter quality and quantity and reductions in soil processes and nitrogen cycling.  High deer densities can also have effects on other animal species, deer have eradicated black bears from Anticosti Island by eliminating food sources.  There is a concern that too much deer browsing will so change the ecosystem that it can never come back to a pristine state even if the deer are removed.  Jean-Pierre identified the following research needs and management issues;

1. Identify threshold densities, recovery paths and time to recover.

2. Continue to improve estimation methods.

3. Adopt an ecosystem-based management perspective.

4. Seek to reduce uncertainty by using adaptive management techniques.

5. Take a precautionary approach, due to the possible irreversibility of effects.

6. Dave Flaspohler – An assessment of long-term bio-diversity recovery from intense and sustained deer browse on North Manitou Island, Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore.

     Dr. Flaspohler is an Associate Professor in the School of Forest Resources and Environmental Science at Michigan Technological University.  His project was to evaluate the ecosystems on two similar islands in Lake Michigan with different deer histories.  North Manitou (15,000 acres) and South Manitou (5,000 acres) Islands were settled in the mid-1800’s at which time the forests were cleared for agriculture.  In the 1920’s a private landowner bought North Manitou and imported deer to the island, it is thought there were never deer there before because of the distance (7 miles) to the mainland, South Manitou never had deer.  When the National Park Service purchased the islands in 1980 it initiated deer control on North Manitou and brought the numbers down to near negligible. The study looked at the islands and asked two questions; 1) Are the dominant tree species saplings different between North Manitou and South Manitou and 2) are the herbaceous layers different on the two islands?

     The tree species sapling layer is different on the two islands, there is much more beech (less palatable to deer) than sugar maple on North Manitou, however since the control of the deer population (20 + years) sugar maple has come back strongly in the seedling layer showing it can recover from high deer densities if there is an adequate seed source.  The herbaceous layer is quite different on the two islands and has not appeared to have made a comeback post-deer control on North Manitou.  The summer green herbs and other herbaceous plants have really suffered on North Manitou.  Dave thinks the reason that there has been no response to deer control by the herbaceous plants is because the long-term seed source was wiped out by deer predation. Or, the low level of browse that continues on North Manitou may be a factor limiting recovery of the herbaceous layer, and also the successional trajectory has changed and herbs may be poor competitors with the dense layer of woody seedlings.  Deer also extirpated Canada yew from North Manitou.  He also recorded bird response to conditions on the two islands and black-throated blue warblers and redstarts are more abundant on North Manitou than on South, 20+ years after deer control.  This would be expected, as they are species that like dense shrub layers.  Ovenbirds, which are a species of mature northern hardwood forests, were more prevalent on South Manitou.

7. Ben Peyton – Michigan deer hunters: satisfied stewards or coerced conservationists?

     Dr. Peyton is a professor in the department of Fisheries and Wildlife at Michigan State University.  He addressed the question: can we rely on hunters as a management tool? He has looked into hunter’s attitudes about deer and presented the results of a number of studies.  In one they asked hunters under what conditions they would shoot a doe;

1. Never (10%)

2. Last Resort (31%)

3. Regularly for venison (27%)

4. Balance buck/doe ratio (28%)

5. Convinced of need to reduce herd (30%), (you could select more than one answer so percentages add to greater than 100%)

     He also presented data from a study that showed that deer hunters and Sierra Club members held similar values for biodiversity and ecological management.  The difference between the two groups is that deer hunters believed that present management was already maximizing biodiversity while Sierra Club members did not.  He thought this was a case of deer hunters having good values but misplaced beliefs.  Both hunters and non-hunters place a high value on seeing deer.  Hunters question the credibility of wildlife science and management because they believe they have more “real life” experience even though hunters only spend on average 14 days hunting and 3 days scouting per year.  Ben also reported that in Michigan 47% of the hunters used bait and 20% hunted only with bait.  Michigan hunters are used to the highest deer densities in history.  He studied the effects of QDM (Quality Deer Management) practices in Michigan and although he thought it could be a solution to improving the health and sustainability of the deer herd it hadn’t work out that way in Michigan.  Dr. Peyton summed up his talk with 5 things to do;

1. No quick fixes – we’re trying to change human behavior. Need a systematic approach; it requires resources.

2. Capitalize on existing values and leadership within the hunting community.

3. Make credibility a priority

a) Science

b) Policy setting

4. Target belief system

a) Ecology

b) Values at stake

5. Active information and education.

Ben noted that stewardship is the primary redeeming value that hunting has to offer society in exchange for the privilege.

8. Walt Arnold – Chronic regeneration failure in northern hardwood stands: A liability to certified forest landowners.

     Walt is a forester for International Paper Company in the southern central Upper Peninsula of Michigan.  They own 440,000 acres in the U.P. and another 60,000 acres in Wisconsin, 80% of their ownership is northern hardwoods.  Walt talked about the standards required by the two Forest Certification organizations they are judged under, ISO1400 and the Sustainable Forestry Imitative (SFI).  Both of these organizations require regeneration on harvested stands within 5 years post-harvest.  International Paper guidelines for northern hardwoods prescribe un-even aged management with a 10-15 year re-entry schedule and marking of the timber where possible, especially where quality stems exist.  They are suffering regeneration failure in northern hardwoods due to deer browsing of woody stems and replacement by unpalatable Pennsylvania sedge.  They had a third party audit in 2004 and received a minor non-conformance due to a lack of natural regeneration; this is a non-conformance under both SFI and ISO1400.  It would have been a major non-conformance and jeopardized their certification but I.P. was experimenting with herbicide to control the Pennsylvania sedge and so the auditors gave them credit for on-going efforts to fix the problem and called it a minor non-conformance.  However, they are finding that the herbicide treatments are controlling the sedge but not improving the regeneration because of the deer browsing.  Deer populations in the block they were audited on are greater than 30 deer per square mile, and perhaps greater than 40/sq mi.  Research from Pennsylvania, New Hampshire, Wisconsin and the Adirondacks show that once deer populations reach 20 per square mile you can start having problems with regeneration.  Walt listed the following options for this particular block of land;

1. Continue with uneven-aged management and control sedge.  This is not working too well and there are questions whether they would pass their next audit.

2. Change silviculture to even-aged management via shelterwood or clearcut and control sedge.  They don’t want to do this because they like the continuous flow of timber under the 10-15 year re-entry schedule of uneven-aged management.

3. Convert site from hardwood to softwood plantations.  This is expensive and their mill is set up for hardwood.

4. Sell the land.  They don’t want to do this because the affected block is strategic to their mill at Quinnesec, MI.  

Certification is important to IP and losing it is not an option. 

9. Dave deCalesta – Adaptive management for deer: A case study from Pennsylvania.

Dr. deCalesta is a former Research Wildlife Biologist with the USDA Forest Service Northeast Research Station and is presently an Adjunct Professor of Forestry at SUNY-ESF and owner of a wildlife consulting firm.  He presented a case study from the Kinzua Quality Deer Cooperative in Pennsylvania.  This is a 74,000-acre tract with a mix of 5 landowners;

1. Allegheny National Forest

2. Collins Pine

3. Bradford Municipal Water Authority

4. Commonwealth Forestry Investments

5. RAM Forest Products, Inc.

     Like a lot of other forest ownerships in northern and western Pennsylvania, this chunk of land was feeling the effects of deer populations that exceeded 30 per square mile and had basically eliminated shrub and herbaceous understories except for resistant plants such as striped maple and beech.  They set up a cooperative to improve the quality of the deer herd and the quality of the forest ecosystem.  They set the following goals;

1. Deer population – less than 15 per square mile

2. Deer weights – bucks 150 lbs.+, does 110 lbs.+, fawns 70 lbs.+

3. Antler characteristics – 4X4+, spread greater than 16 inches and beam diameter greater than 30 millimeters.

4. Buck: doe ratio – 1: 3 or 4.

     They planned to reach these goals using an adaptive management strategy that included the following;

1. Education – inform hunters, involve hunters through workshops, training, media, etc.

2. Improve access – increase hunter awareness of access roads, open more roads.

3. Improve antlers – limit buck shooting to 3 points or better through regulations.

4. Harvest more antlerless deer – distribute more antlerless permits using a State DMAP program that gives extra permits to landowners to distribute as they see fit.  The cooperative used a lottery and then held a banquet at the end of the season to reward their hunters.

     The conditions of the deer herd are monitored using the following methods;

1. Check Stations –all deer are weighed, antler characteristics are measured, etc.

2. Pellet group counts in spring and damage estimates on vegetation to develop a browsing index.

3. Monitor pre-hunt herd by running 6 permanent roadside counts, one hour before dawn. 

Results:

     Deer density has dropped from 28/sq. mile in 2002 to 14.4/sq. mile in 2004.  They don’t claim all the credit for this drop as three hard winters in a row have caused reproductive failure.

     The percentage of vegetation plots with no impact from deer went form 15.5% of plots in 2002 to 34% of plots in 2004.  The plots are still dominated by beech and striped maple and there has not been a response from the desirable woody species and herbaceous plants.

     The percent of plots with no regeneration went from 59% in 2002 to 53% in 2004, this continued high percentage may be because there has been no overstory manipulation yet and therefore no stimulus to the understory.

     Antler points have gone from 4.5 in 2002 to 6.8 in 2004, this is a direct result of banning the shooting of bucks with 3 or less points.

     Body weights haven’t gone up much probably because the forage hasn’t improved yet.

Challenges;

1. Retaining hunters and maintaining hunting pressure.

2. Guessing right on the number of antlerless opportunities to provide.

3. Demonstrating, through monitoring, continued improvements in deer and forest health with expected lags in vegetative response.

10. Dave deCalestra – Certifying sustainable forestry: The deer factor.

     Dr. deCalestra proceeded to give another presentation outlining his experiences as a Forest Certifier with the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC).  He described how FSC Certification is achieved and how deer can affect a number of the principles of FSC by screwing up regeneration and disturbing ecological processes.  He reported that deer have been a factor in 70% of the 20+ assessments he has worked on in the northeastern U.S.  He thinks the biggest problem is that the landowners control the vegetation but separate State Agencies control the deer herd.

11. Susan Stout – Even-aged silviculture as an approach to regeneration of forests with high deer densities.

     Dr. Stout has been employed as a research forester with the USDA Forest Service Research Project located in Warren, Pennsylvania since 1981.  She started her talk with the following caveat; “there is nothing we can do silviculturally that is as effective as managing deer numbers.”  Her experiment put deer inside fenced enclosures to simulate different deer densities at 10, 20, 38 and 64 deer per square mile.  At all densities deer affected height growth, stocking and species composition.  At the highest deer densities they created a near monoculture of black cherry.  The following species were only found at the lowest deer density; sugar maple, white ash, aspen and Hercules-club.  40 deer per square mile has a much more severe impact on a landscape with only uneven-aged silviculture than 40 deer per square mile would have on areas where there is a lot more even-aged silviculture or farm land.  A rating system for deer impact was developed as follows;

1. Deer Impact Level 1 – no deer impact. Certain herbaceous species are only found at this low impact level (Aralia spp).

2. Deer Impact Level 2 – not much deer impact, desirable regeneration is common and of varying heights; trillium and Indian cucumber root are present.

3. Deer Impact Level 3 – still some desirable species left, but their height is low. Browse evidence widespread.

4. Deer Impact Level 4 – all understory consists of species not preferred by deer.

5. Deer Impact Level 5 – only the hardiest and most unpalatable understory species remain.

     Uneven-aged silviculture will not work if Deer Impact Levels are 4 or 5.  The responsible use of an even-aged strategy can reduce impacts of deer by increasing the amount of available forage, thus spreading browse impacts over more individual plants and allowing more individuals to escape browsing. Using shelterwoods to maintain 10% early successional and 30% recently thinned can produce much more forage than an uneven-aged forest.  At the stand level you want to create abundant seedlings well distributed throughout the stand through a preparation cut then release them to get the seedlings quickly above the deer browsing height.  Uneven-aged silviculture slows growth at the heights when seedlings and saplings are most susceptible to deer browsing, even in a tolerant species like sugar maple. Susan noted that nothing you can do with silviculture is as effective as reducing deer populations. 

12. Jesse Randall – Deer and sedge: Bottlenecks to seedling regeneration in northern hardwood forests and potential restoration techniques aimed at reversing the effects.
     Jesse is currently a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Forestry at Michigan State University.  His study area was in Menominee County, Michigan on International Paper land with high deer densities.  Most of the area has understories with 90 – 95% Pennsylvania sedge domination.  He studied the questions: 1) What happens with increased deer and increased sedge density? 2) What are effects on sugar maple growth and survival? 3) Can herbicide treatments be timed to kill sedge but not herbs and regeneration?

   Only treatments within deer enclosures were successful because control of competing vegetation is useless unless deer are controlled first. Within his enclosures trillium were measured at 18,000 per acre while outside the enclosures there were 18 per acre.  The four treatments were;

1. Glyphosate herbicide in July plus scarification 

2. Glyphosate herbicide only

3. Hand pulling of sedge

4. Control

     He found that an autumn application of herbicide (November 1st) without scarification effectively controlled sedge but left seedlings and herbs.  A July application kills everything including sedge so you can start over.  His recommendations are;

1. If sedge is a problem – control deer, cut 50% of the overstory basal area, leaving large trees of 14-18” diameter as seed source, and apply an herbicide in the fall.

2. If sedge and ironwood are problems – control deer, cut 50% of the overstory basal area and apply an herbicide in July.

13. Bill Moritz – Developing effective management strategies for white-tailed deer in Michigan.

     Dr. Moritz was named Chief of the Wildlife Division of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources on December 9, 2004, leaving the position of Assistant Chief where he had served since February of 2002.  Bill went over the goals of the Michigan DNR’s Wildlife Division.  Policies are to manage the deer herd based on scientific research to address deer health, effects on native plant communities, agriculture, silviculture, and horticultural crops. They are trying to incorporate input from forest managers and law enforcement personnel to come up with new deer population goals for each Wildlife Management Unit in the State.  

    Dr. Moritz reported the results of a study in the western UP that found a strong correlation between deer pellet counts and the total volume of pulpwood harvest (total annual, not just winter harvest). These pulpwood figures alone explained 66% of the variation in deer pellet counts. Tough winters explained the next largest amount of variation. Wildlife regulations had little effect on size of the herd as indicated by pellet counts.

    In response to questions from the audience, Dr. Moritz commented on the topic of winter harvests. Loss of thermal cover (because of degradation of deeryards) forces another survival mechanism. Winter cutting provides an alternate way for deer to get energy in the winter.  

14. Gary Alt – Strategies in changing deer management policy in Pennsylvania, 1999-2004.

     Gary closed out the session by outlining changes he and his staff made to the Pennsylvania deer hunting season during his tenure and how they accomplished them.  They identified three major concerns;

1. How to shoot more does?

2. How to balance the breeding ecology of deer by getting older bucks?

3. How to let bucks get bigger?

     They addressed the shooting of more does by raising the number of antlerless permits from 600,000 to 1,000,000.  The season in Pennsylvania was also tilted against hunting does because doe permits could only be filled on the last couple of weekdays of the season and this required hunters to take off work and limited doe hunting.  The season was changed so that does could be taken at any time during the season.  The Game Commission also worked through public education to try and remove the stigma associated with shooting a doe among Pennsylvania hunters.

     The balancing ecology question was addressed by giving extra doe tags to landowners to distribute as they saw fit.  This helped target deer populations in areas where they had severely impacted ecosystem functioning.

     Gary was disappointed that Pennsylvania led the nation in the number of small bucks shot.  They instituted a minimum three point law for bucks to be shot.  This law allowed bucks to get to bigger sizes and produces more trophies.  West Virginia now leads the nation in small bucks shot.    

    To get deer policies changed, you need permission from the highest levels, and a lot of money. This is a political war, not a science problem. Pick a team with the right stuff (interested in solving the problem, not their own agendas), give them a work environment where they feel safe, and let them dream: ask them, “in a perfect world, what would you do”? Prioritize and sequence the potential solutions; give the board more than they want but not enough to make them walk out of the room. Ask them for the chance to sell the policies to the public, not for them to make the policy change themselves. 

   Dr. Alt said none of these changes came easily and he spent 16 to 18 hours a day, during the period between when the law changes were proposed and when they were voted on, contacting politicians and holding public meetings. He gave some tips on holding public meetings including;

1. You need to be offensive, not defensive, in public meetings.

2. Always give an hour to 90-minute speech before opening the floor to questions and comments.  This gives you an opportunity to educate the public and cools off the hotheads (they go into metabolic depression).

3. Never present just one proposal because people will band against it and defeat it, give them 5 or 6, that will confuse the opposition and you can get 3 or 4 through.

4. Talk about research you are doing and admit you don’t have a perfect program, admit you have made mistakes and relate a specific mistake.

5. Among people waiting to make comments, you can identify disruptive elements and take measures to deal with them, such as reminding the audience that they should think about the impression they are making (this will be on the news, the Governor’s office is represented here), if they want to kill hunting just start swearing.

6. Stay till the last person wants to go home; after the audience dwindles to about 100 people, go down on the floor to talk with them. These are the people who will influence their communities. 

End of Program

Notes compiled by:

Bob MacGregor

Silviculturist

Bessemer Ranger District, Ottawa National Forest

Bessemer, MI 49911

rmacgregor@fs.fed.us
(906) 932-1330 Ext. 543

More material added to the notes by:

Eunice Padley

Forest Ecologist 

Wisconsin DNR

1
3

