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While the advisability of launching the Wisconsin DNR CWD Wild Deer Eradication Plan will continue to be debated, the most important issue now facing the State of Wisconsin is if results from this experimental program meet the necessary requirements for its continuance.

Several factors argue for replacing the 400 – 500 square mile wild deer Eradication Program with a statewide Adaptive Management Plan that will more broadly focus on the multitude of issues addressing Wisconsin white-tailed deer management . . . as well as consider the reality of the strained and limited resources available to the State of Wisconsin for its mounting natural resource and human service needs.

· According to “experts” recognized by the WDNR, wild deer eradication is considered “unattainable in . . . endemic CWD situations.” (J. Wildl. Manage. 66(3): 2002, p. 559). 


· Since first committing to wild deer eradication, the magnitude of the Wisconsin CWD challenge has dramatically increased - approaching endemic levels - thus significantly decreasing the advisability of eradication as an appropriate response. 

If CWD is already substantially more widespread than the currently known foci near Mount Horeb, eliminating CWD from Wisconsin will be extremely difficult. (WDNR Document: Overview of CWD and Research Needs for Wisconsin)

· The geographic area of the first discovered wild CWD cluster has expanded 43%, with all evidence suggesting it will continue to grow.


· Two new captive cervid CWD clusters have been discovered in two Wisconsin counties geographically distant from the currently managed zone.


· One new captive cervid CWD case has been discovered just west of the Wisconsin border in Minnesota.


· Two new confirmed wild deer CWD disease clusters have been confirmed just south of the Wisconsin border in northern Illinois (one north of Rockford in Boone and Winnebago Counties and the other in McHenry County). 


· Two new “suspected” Wisconsin wild deer clusters of CWD have been tentatively identified in Grant and Marathon Counties geographically distant from the current eradication zone.
· Active CWD testing in 2002 has identified at least 30 new game management units with CWD clusters across the U.S.A. (MN, NM. IL, WI, SD, WY, CO), and Canada (Alberta, Saskatchewan).


To CWD (Chronic Wasting Disease)
· Widespread collaboration and cooperation of landowners in the eradication zone has been deemed necessary for the success of an eradication strategy.

If a substantial number of landowners in the infected area do not allow access to their land and if hunters are not willing to shoot additional deer in the infected area then eliminating CWD will be impossible.  (WDNR Document: Overview of CWD and Research Needs for Wisconsin, p. 25). 

· Essential cooperation has not been achieved. The WDNR’s actions have spawned two citizen-landowner opposition groups within the eradication zone: Citizens and Landowners for a Rational Response and Citizens Against the Irrational Deer Slaughter. These groups have organized hundreds of landowners in active opposition to the Eradication Plan, including those representing 85,000 acres of land within and surrounding the eradication zone. 

· Despite the commitment of substantial financial and manpower resources to the eradication program, harvest or kill numbers in the Deer Management Units in and adjacent to the eradication zone have failed to exceed “normal” hunting harvest records from recent years.

· The cost of the 2002 eradication effort (12 Million) has exceeded the special budgetary allocations for the program, siphoned money and manpower from other wildlife management needs, and further exacerbated the State of Wisconsin’s financial crisis (CWD Funding Request, Joint Finance Committee, Dec. 12, 2002). These costs threaten to rise substantially in 2003. 


· Research on wild deer indicates the cost of an eradication/population reduction program accelerates as deer density declines. ((WDNR Document, Overview of CWD and Research Needs for Wisconsin, pp. 24, 13) Thus the Department’s own estimate of 10.3 million dollars for CWD expenditures in 2003, drawn from 2002 experience, likely understate the actual costs of continuing the CWD eradication experiment.


· Research also predicts hunter participation will diminish in proportion to the decline in deer population density. This natural decline in participation will be substantially magnified by the additional loss of hunter participation due to CWD fears. Thus moving forward into 2003, more expensive and unpopular harvest methods will be necessary to achieve results similar to that achieved in 2002.


· The Department’s decision to pursue eradication was founded on a computer model developed by a research assistant in the UW Department of Wildlife Ecology. This doom and gloom model forecasted CWD would spread from the Mount Horeb area and eventually lead to the extinction of wild white-tailed deer in Wisconsin. Subsequent evidence has provided much to question the veracity of this model and its conclusions.


· The model was not developed under the direct supervision of a professor with direct experience in the management of white-tailed deer or mammalian population dynamics, published nor otherwise subjected to peer review.


· The WDNR itself does not have written documentation detailing the construction of and assumptions underlying the model. As per public records request Nov. 12, 2002,  Citizens and Landowners for a Rational Response by LaFollette, Godfrey, and Kahn, Attorneys at Law.


· The prevailing opinion of “experts” recognized by the WDNR is that no reliable CWD population impact model exists.   “. . . impacts of CWD on population dynamics of [wild] deer and elk are unknown.” (J. Wildl. Manage. 66(3): 2002, p. 560)


Conclusion: The best and most recent evidence argues that the experimental Eradication Plan must be terminated to allow adoption of a more affordable and realistic response to CWD. The new Governor and the new leadership of the WDNR must acknowledge the hard evidence and the complexity of the CWD challenge, especially the management of a poorly understood disease in our wild state animal on private lands.  White-tailed deer experts such as Dr. James Kroll and Dr. Charles Southwick are among many who doubt that CWD can ever be “eradicated” among wild deer. 

· “Eradication of CWD is not a feasible goal in wild populations.” 

Professor Charles H. Southwick, Professor Emeritus, Environmental, Population and Organismic Biology University of Colorado

· “My strong opinion is that CWD and other diseases never will be eradicated from wild deer  herds.  They just become a factor to consider in management.” 

Professor James C. Kroll, Founder & Director, Institute for White-tailed Deer Managament & Research
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