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About the Terrestrial Wildlife Ecology Lab 

The Terrestrial Wildlife Ecology Laboratory (TWEL) works to contribute information and 

expertise to support effective stewardship of Ohio's wildlife resources and promotes 

understanding of ecological and social factors that affect wildlife and natural resources 

nationally and internationally. TWEL is a cooperative venture between the  

Ohio Division of Wildlife, the School of Environment and Natural Resources at The 

Ohio State University, Ohio State University Extension, and Ohio Agricultural 

Research and Development Center. 

 
About the Environmental and Social Sustainability Lab 

The Environmental and Social Sustainability (ESS) Lab is a collaborative community of 

scholars working to build scientific understanding of environmental and social 

sustainability in an interdisciplinary context. Housed within the School of Environmental 

and Natural Resources within The College of Food, Agriculture, and Environmental 

Sciences, we are staffed by a core group of affiliated faculty members, students, and 

research staff representing a broad range of social science expertise.  Our mission is 

to support a viable socio-ecological future through applied social science research, 

and to serve as a hub of sustainability research at Ohio State. 
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Executive Summary  
 

 

According to Ohio Law, “The ownership of and the title to all wild animals in this state… 

which holds such title in trust for the benefit of all the people” (Ohio Rev. Code § 

1531.02). In practice, managing wildlife for ‘the benefit of all people’ requires carefully 

balancing the many benefits provided by wild animals with the adverse outcomes that 

sometimes accompany their presence using methods the public is willing to accept. The 

principal tool used to manage deer throughout the United States is hunting.  When 

carefully regulated, hunting allows wildlife managers to control deer populations to 

produce harvestable surpluses of deer, while simultaneously minimizing adverse effects 

of deer (e.g., deer-vehicle collisions, crop depredation).   

 

Consistent with Ohio’s public trust duties, the goal of Ohio’s deer management program 

is to balance a deer population that maximizes recreational opportunities— including 

viewing, photographing, and hunting—while minimizing conflicts with agriculture, motor 

travel, and other human endeavors. However, increased recognition that the costs and 

benefits of deer are not evenly distributed spatially has led to efforts to better 

understand how communities across Ohio are impacted by deer and their management.  

Accordingly, surveys of farmers and rural landowners have been used to quantify 

preferences for deer populations, and generally, inform deer population objectives. 

Recently, the Ohio Division of Wildlife (ODW) used such surveys, completed during the 

fall of 2015, to establish baselines for acceptance of deer across 26 deer management 

units (DMUs). The purpose of this study was to update and increase the accuracy of 

these estimates (i.e., targeting 90% confidence level, +/- 7% margin of error).  

Specifically, this study sought to quantify: (i) hunter effort, behavior, and satisfaction, (ii) 

acceptance of local white-tailed deer abundance and incidences of deer-related conflict, 

and (iii) compare estimates of acceptance and satisfaction across deer hunters and 

landowners in each of the 26 DMUs. The general goal of this effort was to assist the 

ODW in devising regulations that help maximize the benefits provided by Ohio’s deer 

population. 
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Hunter satisfaction and trust in the ODW: 

A common means of assessing programmatic success is to determine the extent to 

which hunters are satisfied with various aspects of their hunting experience.  Our survey 

sought not just to assess hunter satisfaction, but also to summarize hunting effort, 

generalize hunting behavior, as well as trust in the ODW. We found that 

approximately 2 in 3 hunters are satisfied with their overall Ohio deer hunting 

experience, but that satisfaction varies by 1) specific aspects of the hunting experience 

(Figure 2.1) and 2) where hunters spend most of their time hunting (public vs. private 

lands; Figure 2.3). Hunters on private lands are typically more satisfied overall than 

hunters on public lands, a finding replicated in previous studies.  

Trust was measured as confidence in ODW’s ability to effectively manage the deer 

herd, and approximately 3 in 5 hunters expressed confidence here. Landowners 

expressed slightly higher levels of confidence than hunters, while landowners who 

identified as farmers/producers were similar to hunters in their levels of confidence in 

ODW. Landowners who also hunted expressed higher confidence than 

landowners generally (Figures 2.4-2.7). 

Acceptance of deer abundance: 

While measures of satisfaction are aimed primarily at evaluating aspects of hunting and 

its regulation (a means to producing benefits), measures of ‘tolerance for’ or 

‘acceptance of’ wildlife provide a means of assessing whether stakeholders perceive the 

population as optimized for production of benefits and minimization of costs/risks 

associated with wildlife.  To quantify acceptance of deer, we asked survey respondents 

whether deer populations in Ohio were too high, about right, or too low where they 

reside, hunt, and operate in agricultural production. 

Past research suggests that hunters and landowners have competing incentives; that is, 

hunters generally are viewed as desiring more deer (or more properly, more deer 

hunting opportunities) while landowners—especially those involved in agriculture—are 

viewed as desiring fewer deer (or more properly, less deer damage).  Thus, we 

compared acceptance of deer among hunters and landowners across Ohio’s proposed 

26 DMUs. We found that overall, landowners felt deer populations were about 

right, but acceptance among specific stakeholder groups varied by DMU (see 

Figure 3.1 for details). 
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Figure 3.1. Map with bar chart distributions of producer deer acceptance capacity by 

DMU. DMU shading indicates differences between the percentage of hunters who felt 

there were too few deer and percentage of producers who felt there were too many 

deer. (Example: The value of DMU 1F is 0.42; in this unit 48% of hunters want more 

deer and 6% of farmers want fewer deer; 0.48 – 0.06 = 0.42). 

    
Conflict with deer: 

We assessed conflict with deer via several measures intended to capture the breadth of 

possible risks or negative impacts presented by deer in the state. These included deer 

vehicle collisions over the past 2 years among respondents or their immediate family, 

and incidences of Lyme disease contracted by respondents or their immediate family in 

Ohio. We found that a little more than 1 in 4 hunters (28%) and nearly 1 in 3 

landowners (31%) reported that they or someone in their immediate family 

experienced a deer-vehicle collision in Ohio in the past 2 years. Lyme disease 

among respondents or their family members was rare for both hunters (5%) and 

landowners (6%).  

To determine amounts of crop damage experienced by producers, we asked if 

respondents had ever experienced damages or financial losses due to deer, the annual 

cost of such damages, and whether or not they took action to address the problem. 

Almost half of producers indicated they had experienced deer damage, with an 

average estimate of $161 in yearly costs (see Figure 4.1 for detail by DMU).  Despite 

these damages, few producers (2.1%) sought Deer Damage Control Permits. 

https://senr.osu.edu/programs/terrestrial-wildlife-ecology-lab
https://ess.osu.edu/home
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Methodology and Design 
 

 

The ‘Deer in Ohio’ study was organized and administered by members of the Terrestrial 

Wildlife Ecology Lab (TWEL) and Environmental and Social Sustainability (ESS) Lab in 

the School of Environment and Natural Resources, in collaboration with the Ohio 

Division of Wildlife (ODW).  

Survey Design and Sampling: 

Response items used in the survey 

were developed in collaboration with 

the deer managers at the Ohio Division 

of Wildlife and, wherever possible, 

were based on established scales 

adapted for use in the current effort. 

Items were designed to capture 

perceptions of deer and hunting, 

agricultural operations activities, 

wildlife conflict, and hunting behaviors 

and various aspects of satisfaction.  

The project also aimed to provide a 

spatially-explicit picture of perceptions 

of deer in Ohio in two ways.  First, we 

surveyed known numbers of hunters 

hunting within or outside of their deer 

management unit (DMU) of residence 

(map right). Since we cannot systematically send surveys to hunters where they hunt, we 

are limited to sending surveys to their home addresses—however, we know not everyone 

hunts at their home address. Using data collected in 2015 as a baseline, we estimated 

the likelihood that a hunter in DMU 2B, for example, hunted in any of the Ohio DMUs (see 

Appendix A). Based on their residence, we assigned each hunter who purchased a deer 

tag in 2018-2019 season a likelihood of hunting in each DMU, and drew weighted samples 

of hunters from the hunting license database for each DMU. In doing so, we essentially 

“placed our finger on the scale” to increase the chance that we would receive enough 

responses to properly represent hunters that hunt in each DMU. Thus, we sought the 

necessary number of responses from hunters hunting within each DMU (as 

https://senr.osu.edu/programs/terrestrial-wildlife-ecology-lab
https://ess.osu.edu/home
https://ess.osu.edu/home
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opposed to where they live) to more accurately assess perceptions of deer where 

hunters hunt. Second, we assigned census tract units to each DMU, and purchased 

samples of landowners with >5 acres of land stratified by DMU from the sampling firm 

Dynata. 

Survey Implementation: 

In May of 2019 survey packets (cover letter, survey, and return envelope) were mailed 

to the sample of hunters (n = 12,740) and landowners (n = 13,750) described above, 

with landowners receiving a $1 incentive in the first mailing to improve response rates. 

In June 2019, hunters and landowners were sent a reminder postcard. As a third and 

final reminder and opportunity to participate, hunters and landowners who had not 

responded were sent a final survey packet (cover letter, survey, and return envelope) in 

July 2019. In each mailing, respondents were given the opportunity to take an identical 

survey online via the survey platform Qualtrics, in order to improve response times and 

reduce costs associated with duplicate mailings and data entry. 

Of the 12,740 hunters contacted, 2,942 responded, for an adjusted response rate of 

24% (12% of whom responded online). Of the 13,750 landowners contacted, 5,342 

responded, for an adjusted response rate of 40% (16% of whom responded online). 

Table M.1 below displays the number of responses from hunters and landowners by 

DMU. 
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Table M.1. Percent of Respondents from each Deer Management Unit (DMU)  

DMU

Landowners 

(N = 5373)

Hunters by residence        

(N = 2942)

Hunters DMU hunted 

(N = 2942)

1A 4.24% 4.08% 4.83%

1B 3.78% 4.38% 0.82%

1C 3.98% 4.18% 3.20%

1D 4.39% 3.64% 3.20%

1E 3.95% 4.42% 4.35%

1F 3.11% 4.42% 4.01%

1G 3.85% 3.81% 4.25%

1H 3.37% 3.09% 2.86%

2A 3.83% 3.87% 2.31%

2B 3.13% 4.08% 1.46%

2C 3.48% 4.49% 5.20%

2D 4.00% 3.94% 1.22%

2E 3.69% 3.91% 2.79%

2F 3.82% 2.96% 5.40%

3A 4.09% 4.21% 0.71%

3B 4.15% 3.33% 1.33%

3C 4.04% 4.01% 4.55%

3D 3.85% 5.61% 1.73%

4A 3.91% 1.12% 1.63%

4B* 3.63% 15.13% 3.54%

4C* 3.93% 0.00% 1.05%

5A* 3.37% 0.00% 2.82%

5B 2.81% 0.65% 1.60%

6A 3.26% 3.13% 11.18%

6B 3.89% 4.04% 8.84%

6C 3.39% 2.96% 2.99%

Unassigned 3.07% 0.54% 12.13%

Totals 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Notes: Italicized DMUs are primarily urban.  Samples for 4C and 5A were 

mistakenly pulled using information from 4B, thus the 0% for "Hunters by 

residence" for those DMUs. However, because 4B is a highly developed 

highway corridor between two urban areas, this resulted in acceptable 

numbers of respondents hunting in the nearby (and less developed) 4C and 

5A (see 1.05% and 2.82% of hunters by DMU hunted in last column). 
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Section 1. Sample 
Characteristics 
 

 

Nearly all the hunters surveyed reported having hunted in the previous season (98%), 

which was anticipated given that the sample was drawn from that season’s license 

purchasers.   

Landowner respondents were more likely to be male (64%), compared with Ohio’s 

population (49%; U.S. Census Bureau, 2019).  Landowners were also relatively old—59 

years, on average (though this is not unexpected given that we restricted our population 

to adults, 18 years or older).Nearly one in three landowner respondents reported 

income greater than $100,000 per year (Figure 1.1), which is nearly twice Ohio’s 

median income in 2016 (Ohio Legislative Service Commission, 2018). 

Figure 1.1. Landowner income
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Data from the 2017 Ag Census indicate that the average size of a farm in Ohio (defined 

as any plot of land where $1000 or more of agricultural products are sold per year) was 

179 acres, with a median size of 55 acres (USDA National Agricultural Statistics 

Service, 2017, 2019). In 2017 there were 128,686 producers in Ohio (1.1% of the total 

population). In the present study, landowner respondents reported owning between five 

(the minimum number of acres required to be included in the sampling frame) and 

13,987 acres (N = 4,955, Mean = 29.5, Median = 7.5, Mode = 5, SD = 231.5). One in 

five (21%) landowners reported that either they personally operated a farm or their land 

was at least partially used in production agriculture (hereafter, producers). Of these 

producers, half (52%) farmed the land they owned, half (50%) indicated someone else 

farmed the land they owned, and 10% operated land they did not own (producers could 

select all that applied, so the total is more than 100%). A substantial proportion of 

producers either did not indicate the source for the largest portion of their income on 

farm (45%; e.g., field crops, hogs, etc.) or indicated two or more sources, limiting the 

analysis of this question. Of those that did respond as requested, about half selected 

“field crops”, and another 20% selected “other crops” (Figure 1.2). Very few producers 

(N = 2.1%) sought a Deer Damage Control Permit in 2018, and fewer were enrolled in 

the Cooperative Hunting, Trapping, and Fishing Program (N = 0.6%), suggesting that 

these programs are not commonly utilized by landowner operators or landowners 

with operations on their land.  

Figure 1.2. Largest portion of gross farm income by category among landowners
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Though only a small proportion of Ohioans operate farms, many rural landowners may 

still identify with a farming or ranching lifestyle, which can impact how they view 

interactions with wildlife (Bruskotter et al. 2019).  When asked the extent to which they 

identified as farmers/ranchers, roughly 2 in 5 respondents indicated they identified at 

least ‘slightly’ as farmers/ranchers (Table 1.1), though fewer than 1 in 10 landowners 

reported strongly or very strongly identifying as farmers or ranchers. Identification varied 

significantly across DMUs [Welch’s F(25, 1736) = 6.38, p < 0.001), with the highest 

levels in 1C (Mean = 2.16), 1D (Mean = 2.13), and 6B (Mean = 2.02).  We found 

approximately 1 in 5 landowners reported strongly or very strongly identifying as hunters 

(Table 1.1), and there was a small correlation between identifying as a farmer/rancher 

and identifying as a hunter [r (4,958) = 0.20, p < 0.001].  

Landowners were asked to report their membership with several non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) relevant to the management of wildlife.  The three most 

frequently reported NGOs were the National Rifle Association (21%), the Ohio Farm 

Bureau (14%), and the Humane Society of the United States (6%) (Figure 1.3). 

Table 1.1. Level of landowner identification with various related identities. 

Extent of 

identification Hunter 

Farmer/

Rancher Conservationist Environmentalist 

Animal 

Rights 

Advocate 

Property 

Rights 

Advocate 

Not at all 52.8% 59.8% 15.2% 17.4% 28.8% 9.5% 

Slightly 13.1% 19.7% 23.1% 25.0% 23.0% 11.5% 

Moderately 11.6% 11.9% 32.6% 31.6% 25.5% 23.5% 

Strongly  10.0% 4.9% 18.6% 17.1% 13.9% 28.9% 

Very Strongly 12.6% 3.7% 10.5% 8.8% 8.8% 26.6% 

Total N 5,087 5,053 5,072 5,098 5,125 5,139 
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Figure 1.3. Landowner membership in organizations over past two years (N = 
5,373). 
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Section 2: Confidence in 
Management and Satisfaction 
 

 

Most hunters participated in gun (82%; Mean = 3.8 days, Median = 4 days) and archery 

seasons (79%; Mean = 20.0 days, Median = 15 days), and less than half participated in 

muzzleloader (41%; Mean = 2.0 days, Median = 2 days) and bonus gun seasons (45%; 

Mean = 1.4 days, Median = 1 day). Very few hunters paid a guide to hunt during the 

2018-2019 season (N = 11; 0.04%), and few leased property for hunting (6%) or 

reported purchasing land for hunting (7%). Nearly 3 in 4 hunters primarily hunted on 

private property (Figure 2.1).  

Figure 2.1. Where hunters hunted during the 2018-2019 season (N = 2,863). 
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Over half of hunters were somewhat satisfied or satisfied with their overall deer hunting 

experience (68%) and deer numbers on the property they hunted most (51%), and just 

under half of hunters were dissatisfied or somewhat dissatisfied with the number of 

antlered deer on the property they hunted most (48%; Figure 2.2). 

Figure 2.2. Satisfaction with various aspects of Ohio’s 2018-2019 deer hunting 

season 

 

  

15.0%

20.5%

27.9%

12.3%

12.2%

6.6%

23.6%

27.6%

16.0%

15.3%

15.9%

13.0%

11.0%

13.8%

18.9%

32.2%

27.0%

12.4%

31.1%

25.2%

18.9%

19.1%

28.8%

36.8%

19.4%

12.9%

18.2%

21.1%

16.1%

31.2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Deer numbers

Number of antlered deer

Deer harvested

Hunting pressure

Management of herd

Overall experience

Dissatisfied (1) Somewhat dissatisfied (2) Neither (3) Somewhat satisfied (4) Satisfied (5)

Mean (SD) 
3.7 (1.2) 

3.2 (1.2) 

3.2 (1.3) 

2.8 (1.5) 

2.8 (1.4) 

3.2 (1.4) 

https://senr.osu.edu/programs/terrestrial-wildlife-ecology-lab
https://ess.osu.edu/home
https://ess.osu.edu/home


 

 
Page | 15 

 
  

Terrestrial and Wildlife Ecology Lab & Environmental and Social 
Sustainability Lab 
 

When satisfaction items are averaged to create an overall scale of satisfaction and 

plotted by where hunters hunt (private vs. public land), hunters that hunt private lands 

are more satisfied than those hunting primarily public lands (Figure 2.3). 

Figure 2.3. Hunter satisfaction by where they primarily hunted during the 2018-

2019 season. 
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Figure 2.4. Confidence in the Ohio Division of Wildlife among hunters. 
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Landowners (Figure 2.5) reported slightly higher levels of confidence than hunters, and 

producers reported similar levels of confidence as landowners overall (Figure 2.6). 

Landowners who hunted during the 2018-2019 season reported slightly higher levels of 

trust than landowners generally or producers (Figure 2.7). 

Figure 2.5. Confidence in the Ohio Division of Wildlife among landowners. 

 

Figure 2.6. Confidence in the Ohio Division of Wildlife among producers. 
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Figure 2.7. Confidence in the Ohio Division of Wildlife among landowners who 

hunted during the 2018-2019 season. 
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Section 3: Acceptance of Deer 
 

The maps below display bar charts of deer acceptance capacities (a general measure 

of tolerance) among producers (Figure 3.1), hunters (Figure 3.2), landowners (Figure 

3.3), and landowners who hunted the 2018-2019 season (Figure 3.4) by DMU. In the 

final map (Figure 3.5), we consider landowners who were members of the Ohio Farm 

Bureau or some other production organization in the past two years, which provides an 

alternative definition of “producer” and results in a larger sample size. The background 

shading for each DMU is calculated by subtracting the percent of producers in that DMU 

that felt there were too many deer from the percent of hunters that hunt in that DMU that 

felt there were too few deer. Red-orange shades indicate a greater difference between 

hunters and producers, while blue-green shades indicate smaller differences. (See 

Appendix B for data tables.) 

Generally, producers and landowners tended to indicate that the deer population was 

about right (Figures 3.1 and 3.3), while hunters were somewhat split between about 

right or feeling like there were too few deer—but this varied considerably from DMU to 

DMU (Figure 3.2). Landowners who hunted the 2018-2019 season (Figure 3.4) tended 

to fall somewhere between hunters and non-hunting landowners. 
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Figure 3.1.  Map with bar chart distributions of producer deer acceptance capacity 

by DMU. DMU shading indicates differences between percent of hunters who felt 

there were too few deer and percent of producers who felt there were too many 

deer. (Ex: 1F value is 0.42; 48% of hunters want more deer and 6% of farmers 

want fewer deer.) Asterisks indicate DMUs where hunter numbers are <30. 
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Figure 3.2. Map with bar chart distributions of hunter deer acceptance capacity by 
DMU. DMU shading indicates differences between percent of hunters who felt 
there were too few deer and percent of producers who felt there were too many 
deer. (Ex: 1F value is 0.42; 48% of hunters want more deer and 6% of farmers 
want fewer deer.) Asterisks indicate DMUs where hunter numbers are <30. 
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Figure 3.3. Map with bar chart distributions of landowner deer acceptance 
capacity by DMU. DMU shading indicates differences between percent of hunters 
who felt there were too few deer and percent of producers who felt there were too 
many deer. (Ex: 1F value is 0.42; 48% of hunters want more deer and 6% of 
farmers want fewer deer.) Asterisks indicate DMUs where hunter numbers are 
<30. 
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Figure 3.4. Map with bar chart distributions of landowners who hunted deer 
acceptance capacity by DMU. DMU shading indicates differences between 
percent of hunters who felt there were too few deer and percent of producers who 
felt there were too many deer. (Ex: 1F value is 0.42; 48% of hunters want more 
deer and 6% of farmers want fewer deer.) Asterisks indicate DMUs where hunter 
numbers are <30. 
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Figure 3.5. Map with distributions of deer acceptance capacity among landowners 
who reported recent membership in Ohio Farm Bureau or a production 
association by DMU. DMU shading indicates differences between percent of 
hunters who felt there were too few deer and percent of producers who felt there 
were too many deer. (Ex: 1F value is 0.42; 48% of hunters want more deer and 6% 
of farmers want fewer deer.) Asterisks indicate DMUs where hunter numbers are 
<30.  
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Section 4: Deer Conflict 
 

 

About 1 in 4 hunters (28%) reported that they or someone in their immediate 

family experienced a deer-vehicle collision in Ohio in the past 2 years, and 1 in 20 

(5%) reported that they or someone in their immediate family contracted Lyme disease 

in Ohio.  Similar to hunters, nearly 1 in 3 landowners (31%) reported that they or 

someone in their immediate family experienced a deer-vehicle collision in Ohio in 

the past 2 years, and roughly 1 in 20 (6%) reported that they or someone in their 

immediate family contracted Lyme disease in Ohio. Finally, one-half (50%) reported 

garden damage due to wildlife in the past 2 years, roughly 1 in 12 (8%) reported 

commercial crop damage, while only 1 in 50 producer-respondents reported having 

sought a Deer Damage Control Permit in 2018 (2.1%). 

Among landowners involved in agricultural production (N = 1,131), just under half 

reported experiencing any damage or financial loss due to deer at any point in time 

(46%), with the average estimated cost of losses per year varying widely among 

respondents (Mean = $160.76, 95% Confidence Interval: [$82.95, $238.57], Standard 

Deviation = $1,238.77, Range = $0 to $33,600). About 1 in 4 reported taking some 

action to address the problem (26%). Mapping deer damage by DMU along with the 

proportion of producers preferring fewer deer suggests that Unit 6A is an area of 

management concern (Figure 4.1).  
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Figure 4.1. Percent of producers reporting ever experiencing any deer 

depredation by DMU. 
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Section 5: Summary and 
Acknowledgements  
 

 

Summary: In the state of Ohio, wildlife are a public trust resource – each person in the 

state, whether hunter, farmer, or urbanite is an equal ‘co-owner’.  The presence of deer 

has a variety of benefits (e.g., the thrill of observing wildlife in naturalistic settings, 

protein provided by harvest) as well as associated risks (e.g., crop depredation, deer-

vehicle collisions) that vary based upon one’s geographic location.  Because of this 

variation, maximizing the net benefits associated with wildlife requires management that 

carefully ‘tailors’ actions to place—that is, the unique social and biophysical context in 

which these animals occur.  Such management is aided by understanding how various 

interest groups (e.g., hunters, farmers, landowners) perceive deer populations across 

the state.  To that end, we offer the following insights: 

Statewide estimates indicate that hunters and agricultural producers have somewhat 

divergent preferences for deer populations (Figure S.1 below).  Not surprisingly, hunters 

generally felt there were too few deer (43%), whereas producers felt the number of deer 

was about right (60%).  Yet, while farmers and hunters are undoubtedly important 

stakeholders in wildlife management, collectively they represent a very small portion of 

Ohio’s citizen-beneficiaries (roughly 1% of Ohio residents farm, and in any given year, 

roughly 3-4% buy a deer permit).  In contrast, landowners represent a much larger 

stakeholder group, that is far more accepting of the current deer population – more than 

2 in 3 (69%) expressed that the current deer population was about right. 

Intersecting these groups – specifically, examining individual identified both as private 

landholders and hunters—provides additional insight. Specifically, we found responses 

of landowner-hunters were very similar to landowners in terms of their acceptance of 

deer – 63% felt that the number of deer in Ohio was about right.  These landowner-

hunters also expressed slightly higher trust in ODW than either producers or hunters 

generally. This may reflect greater access to deer and less dependence on public lands 

for hunting opportunities.  And the trend toward ‘leasing’ lands to hunters may provide 

an additional cash incentive that makes deer populations—and any associated 

damages—more tolerable to landowners. 
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S.1. Statewide deer acceptance capacities for stakeholder groups. 

 

Although confidence in ODW’s ability to manage deer was generally high among 

hunters (59%), satisfaction with management of the deer herd was slightly lower (45%). 

This suggests that while there may be room for improvement in hunter satisfaction in 

this area, hunters appear to be confident that improvements can be made by the 

agency. Other studies of the broader public have found similarly high trust in ODW (e.g., 

Dietsch et al., 2018), which may not always be perceived by agency employees who 

likely hear disproportionately from those stakeholders dissatisfied with management. 

Additional Acknowledgements: We would like to acknowledge the landowners, 

farmers, and hunters of Ohio who took the time to fill out one of our 

questionnaires.  Their cooperation was critical to the success of this study, and we are 

grateful for their thoughts and insights. 

Contact us: For specific information about deer management in Ohio, please 

contact Michael J. Tonkovich at 360 E. State Street, Athens, OH  45701.  For more 

information about this study, direct your requests to Jeremy T. Bruskotter, 

Terrestrial Wildlife Ecology Laboratory, 210 Kottman Hall, 2021 Coffey Road, 

Columbus, OH, 43210.   
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Appendix A. Weights for hunters by DMU 

DMU 1A 1B 1C 1D 1E 1F 1G 1H 2A 2B 2C 2D 2E 2F 

1A 2.457 1.045 1.066 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

1B 1.299 7.813 1.057 1.116 1.014 1.000 1.005 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.002 1.000 1.000 1.005 

1C 1.166 1.000 3.145 1.116 1.007 1.010 1.008 1.006 1.000 1.004 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 

1D 1.000 1.021 1.112 2.933 1.138 1.000 1.013 1.012 1.007 1.004 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

1E 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.098 2.331 1.003 1.019 1.000 1.044 1.000 1.005 1.000 1.000 1.003 

1F 1.018 1.000 1.049 1.000 1.014 4.587 1.099 1.012 1.000 1.000 1.002 1.000 1.000 1.005 

1G 1.000 1.021 1.000 1.022 1.120 1.107 3.049 1.062 1.000 1.004 1.002 1.000 1.005 1.000 

1H 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.005 1.838 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

2A 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.076 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.736 1.040 1.002 1.000 1.000 1.016 

2B 1.000 1.021 1.016 1.007 1.037 1.000 1.003 1.000 1.695 5.000 1.259 1.028 1.124 1.314 

2C 1.000 1.000 1.008 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.078 3.125 1.217 1.046 1.025 

2D 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.009 1.074 3.175 1.152 1.038 

2E 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.000 1.000 1.031 1.017 1.124 2.597 1.133 

2F 1.000 1.021 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.017 1.000 1.000 1.071 1.656 

3A 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.021 1.003 1.119 1.075 1.000 1.004 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.008 

3B 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.000 1.003 1.089 1.000 1.000 1.002 1.000 1.000 1.003 

3C 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.021 1.000 1.021 1.000 1.036 1.004 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

3D 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.003 1.011 1.006 1.067 1.013 1.002 1.000 1.022 1.109 

4A 1.000 1.000 1.008 1.000 1.000 1.014 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.005 1.000 

4B 1.009 1.000 1.016 1.000 1.000 1.082 1.042 1.196 1.000 1.000 1.002 1.000 1.000 1.003 

4C 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.000 1.068 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

5A 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.012 1.007 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 

5B 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.024 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

6A 1.009 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.024 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

6B 1.000 1.000 1.008 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.005 1.000 1.000 1.042 

6C 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
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DMU 3A 3B 3C 3D 4A 4B 4C 5A 5B 6A 6B 6C 

1A 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.001 1.000 

1B 1.000 1.000 1.009 1.009 1.011 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.024 1.004 1.010 

1C 1.014 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.021 1.007 1.000 1.010 

1D 1.000 1.009 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.004 1.000 1.009 1.012 1.000 

1E 1.000 1.000 1.040 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.009 1.000 

1F 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.033 1.038 1.022 1.009 1.033 1.036 1.009 1.000 

1G 1.088 1.038 1.033 1.000 1.000 1.012 1.000 1.013 1.011 1.026 1.010 1.010 

1H 1.014 1.018 1.003 1.000 1.000 1.012 1.022 1.101 1.119 1.032 1.001 1.000 

2A 1.000 1.000 1.017 1.009 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.007 1.003 1.021 

2B 1.014 1.009 1.062 1.232 1.011 1.000 1.000 1.004 1.000 1.064 1.290 1.198 

2C 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.009 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.009 1.000 1.019 1.032 1.021 

2D 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.011 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.001 1.006 1.021 

2E 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.017 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.010 1.016 1.043 

2F 1.000 1.000 1.009 1.009 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.003 1.036 1.000 

3A 2.959 1.253 1.089 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.011 1.013 1.045 1.114 1.046 1.010 

3B 1.073 2.096 1.017 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.021 1.075 1.056 1.032 

3C 1.121 1.048 2.577 1.136 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.035 1.010 

3D 1.000 1.000 1.082 2.545 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.012 1.171 1.055 

4A 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.919 1.073 1.000 1.009 1.011 1.006 1.003 1.000 

4B 1.000 1.018 1.009 1.000 1.808 4.902 2.217 1.783 1.325 1.074 1.010 1.010 

4C 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.012 1.517 1.071 1.021 1.000 1.000 1.000 

5A 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.019 1.058 1.471 1.080 1.001 1.000 1.000 

5B 1.014 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.018 1.362 1.007 1.000 1.000 

6A 1.014 1.101 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.004 1.175 1.866 1.025 1.089 

6B 1.014 1.048 1.027 1.035 1.011 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.010 1.449 1.127 

6C 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.015 1.012 1.645 
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Appendix B. Data tables for maps 

 

Figure 2.1. Producers 

 
DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

1A Count 7 17 10 34 

% within DMU 20.6% 50.0% 29.4% 100.0% 

1B Count 2 7 1 10 

% within DMU 20.0% 70.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

1C Count 6 23 19 48 

% within DMU 12.5% 47.9% 39.6% 100.0% 

1D Count 5 39 10 54 

% within DMU 9.3% 72.2% 18.5% 100.0% 

1E Count 0 18 6 24 

% within DMU 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

1F Count 5 11 1 17 

% within DMU 29.4% 64.7% 5.9% 100.0% 

1G Count 5 16 6 27 

% within DMU 18.5% 59.3% 22.2% 100.0% 

1H Count 6 16 1 23 

% within DMU 26.1% 69.6% 4.3% 100.0% 

2A Count 7 12 3 22 

% within DMU 31.8% 54.5% 13.6% 100.0% 

2B Count 1 9 2 12 

% within DMU 8.3% 75.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

2C Count 3 11 1 15 

% within DMU 20.0% 73.3% 6.7% 100.0% 

2D Count 4 14 3 21 

% within DMU 19.0% 66.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

2E Count 2 16 5 23 

% within DMU 8.7% 69.6% 21.7% 100.0% 

2F Count 5 14 6 25 

% within DMU 20.0% 56.0% 24.0% 100.0% 

3A Count 5 7 8 20 

% within DMU 25.0% 35.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

3B Count 4 11 7 22 

% within DMU 18.2% 50.0% 31.8% 100.0% 

3C Count 8 20 6 34 

% within DMU 23.5% 58.8% 17.6% 100.0% 

3D Count 12 23 3 38 

% within DMU 31.6% 60.5% 7.9% 100.0% 
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2.1. Producers cont. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

4A Count 3 14 2 19 

% within DMU 15.8% 73.7% 10.5% 100.0% 

4B Count 4 5 2 11 

% within DMU 36.4% 45.5% 18.2% 100.0% 

4C Count 3 15 4 22 

% within DMU 13.6% 68.2% 18.2% 100.0% 

5A Count 4 17 7 28 

% within DMU 14.3% 60.7% 25.0% 100.0% 

5B Count 3 8 3 14 

% within DMU 21.4% 57.1% 21.4% 100.0% 

6A Count 4 15 13 32 

% within DMU 12.5% 46.9% 40.6% 100.0% 

6B Count 7 26 12 45 

% within DMU 15.6% 57.8% 26.7% 100.0% 

6C Count 6 16 4 26 

% within DMU 23.1% 61.5% 15.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 121 400 145 666 

% within DMU 18.2% 60.1% 21.8% 100.0% 
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2.2. Hunters 

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

1A Count 43 48 8 99 

% within DMU 43.4% 48.5% 8.1% 100.0% 

1B Count 7 11 0 18 

% within DMU 38.9% 61.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

1C Count 28 37 1 66 

% within DMU 42.4% 56.1% 1.5% 100.0% 

1D Count 27 38 3 68 

% within DMU 39.7% 55.9% 4.4% 100.0% 

1E Count 31 59 8 98 

% within DMU 31.6% 60.2% 8.2% 100.0% 

1F Count 45 44 5 94 

% within DMU 47.9% 46.8% 5.3% 100.0% 

1G Count 34 53 10 97 

% within DMU 35.1% 54.6% 10.3% 100.0% 

1H Count 24 42 3 69 

% within DMU 34.8% 60.9% 4.3% 100.0% 

2A Count 21 31 2 54 

% within DMU 38.9% 57.4% 3.7% 100.0% 

2B Count 13 18 2 33 

% within DMU 39.4% 54.5% 6.1% 100.0% 

2C Count 56 58 2 116 

% within DMU 48.3% 50.0% 1.7% 100.0% 

2D Count 9 23 0 32 

% within DMU 28.1% 71.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

2E Count 38 38 2 78 

% within DMU 48.7% 48.7% 2.6% 100.0% 

2F Count 49 70 1 120 

% within DMU 40.8% 58.3% 0.8% 100.0% 

3A Count 7 9 4 20 

% within DMU 35.0% 45.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

3B Count 8 18 2 28 

% within DMU 28.6% 64.3% 7.1% 100.0% 

3C Count 43 57 7 107 

% within DMU 40.2% 53.3% 6.5% 100.0% 

3D Count 16 26 1 43 

% within DMU 37.2% 60.5% 2.3% 100.0% 
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2.2 Hunter cont. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

4A Count 16 22 4 42 

% within DMU 38.1% 52.4% 9.5% 100.0% 

4B Count 25 35 10 70 

% within DMU 35.7% 50.0% 14.3% 100.0% 

4C Count 10 15 1 26 

% within DMU 38.5% 57.7% 3.8% 100.0% 

5A Count 31 37 3 71 

% within DMU 43.7% 52.1% 4.2% 100.0% 

5B Count 22 18 1 41 

% within DMU 53.7% 43.9% 2.4% 100.0% 

6A Count 122 110 6 238 

% within DMU 51.3% 46.2% 2.5% 100.0% 

6B Count 85 110 7 202 

% within DMU 42.1% 54.5% 3.5% 100.0% 

6C Count 44 28 2 74 

% within DMU 59.5% 37.8% 2.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 854 1055 95 2004 

% within DMU 42.6% 52.6% 4.7% 100.0% 
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2.3. Landowners 

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

1A Count 43 118 34 195 

% within DMU 22.1% 60.5% 17.4% 100.0% 

1B Count 35 116 14 165 

% within DMU 21.2% 70.3% 8.5% 100.0% 

1C Count 25 126 31 182 

% within DMU 13.7% 69.2% 17.0% 100.0% 

1D Count 28 143 27 198 

% within DMU 14.1% 72.2% 13.6% 100.0% 

1E Count 30 128 20 178 

% within DMU 16.9% 71.9% 11.2% 100.0% 

1F Count 34 80 11 125 

% within DMU 27.2% 64.0% 8.8% 100.0% 

1G Count 31 113 32 176 

% within DMU 17.6% 64.2% 18.2% 100.0% 

1H Count 39 101 16 156 

% within DMU 25.0% 64.7% 10.3% 100.0% 

2A Count 27 132 24 183 

% within DMU 14.8% 72.1% 13.1% 100.0% 

2B Count 13 83 44 140 

% within DMU 9.3% 59.3% 31.4% 100.0% 

2C Count 32 113 16 161 

% within DMU 19.9% 70.2% 9.9% 100.0% 

2D Count 24 134 24 182 

% within DMU 13.2% 73.6% 13.2% 100.0% 

2E Count 25 134 12 171 

% within DMU 14.6% 78.4% 7.0% 100.0% 

2F Count 24 135 22 181 

% within DMU 13.3% 74.6% 12.2% 100.0% 

3A Count 28 113 46 187 

% within DMU 15.0% 60.4% 24.6% 100.0% 

3B Count 21 151 28 200 

% within DMU 10.5% 75.5% 14.0% 100.0% 

3C Count 39 123 30 192 

% within DMU 20.3% 64.1% 15.6% 100.0% 

3D Count 39 123 16 178 

% within DMU 21.9% 69.1% 9.0% 100.0% 
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2.3. Landowners cont. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

4A Count 16 134 39 189 

% within DMU 8.5% 70.9% 20.6% 100.0% 

4B Count 23 97 37 157 

% within DMU 14.6% 61.8% 23.6% 100.0% 

4C Count 19 135 32 186 

% within DMU 10.2% 72.6% 17.2% 100.0% 

5A Count 17 112 36 165 

% within DMU 10.3% 67.9% 21.8% 100.0% 

5B Count 24 90 16 130 

% within DMU 18.5% 69.2% 12.3% 100.0% 

6A Count 19 105 32 156 

% within DMU 12.2% 67.3% 20.5% 100.0% 

6B Count 29 130 36 195 

% within DMU 14.9% 66.7% 18.5% 100.0% 

6C Count 32 111 19 162 

% within DMU 19.8% 68.5% 11.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 716 3080 694 4490 

% within DMU 15.9% 68.6% 15.5% 100.0% 
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2.4. Landowners who hunted 2018-2019 season 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

1A Count 11 27 5 43 

% within DMU 25.6% 62.8% 11.6% 100.0% 

1B Count 9 19 0 28 

% within DMU 32.1% 67.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

1C Count 12 27 2 41 

% within DMU 29.3% 65.9% 4.9% 100.0% 

1D Count 12 30 3 45 

% within DMU 26.7% 66.7% 6.7% 100.0% 

1E Count 16 34 2 52 

% within DMU 30.8% 65.4% 3.8% 100.0% 

1F Count 9 12 2 23 

% within DMU 39.1% 52.2% 8.7% 100.0% 

1G Count 16 16 3 35 

% within DMU 45.7% 45.7% 8.6% 100.0% 

1H Count 15 21 0 36 

% within DMU 41.7% 58.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

2A Count 6 25 7 38 

% within DMU 15.8% 65.8% 18.4% 100.0% 

2B Count 4 9 3 16 

% within DMU 25.0% 56.3% 18.8% 100.0% 

2C Count 18 30 1 49 

% within DMU 36.7% 61.2% 2.0% 100.0% 

2D Count 12 22 2 36 

% within DMU 33.3% 61.1% 5.6% 100.0% 

2E Count 9 27 1 37 

% within DMU 24.3% 73.0% 2.7% 100.0% 

2F Count 15 35 3 53 

% within DMU 28.3% 66.0% 5.7% 100.0% 

3A Count 4 15 4 23 

% within DMU 17.4% 65.2% 17.4% 100.0% 

3B Count 8 19 5 32 

% within DMU 25.0% 59.4% 15.6% 100.0% 

3C Count 18 23 4 45 

% within DMU 40.0% 51.1% 8.9% 100.0% 

3D Count 22 29 1 52 

% within DMU 42.3% 55.8% 1.9% 100.0% 
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2.4. Landowners who hunted 2018-2019 season cont. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

4A Count 4 21 4 29 

% within DMU 13.8% 72.4% 13.8% 100.0% 

4B Count 7 9 4 20 

% within DMU 35.0% 45.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

4C Count 8 25 2 35 

% within DMU 22.9% 71.4% 5.7% 100.0% 

5A Count 9 21 5 35 

% within DMU 25.7% 60.0% 14.3% 100.0% 

5B Count 8 26 0 34 

% within DMU 23.5% 76.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

6A Count 12 28 9 49 

% within DMU 24.5% 57.1% 18.4% 100.0% 

6B Count 19 47 7 73 

% within DMU 26.0% 64.4% 9.6% 100.0% 

6C Count 17 38 2 57 

% within DMU 29.8% 66.7% 3.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 300 635 81 1016 

% of Total 29.5% 62.5% 8.0% 100.0% 
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2.5. Landowner members of Ohio Farm Bureau or other production association 
 

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

1A Count 9 13 6 28 

% within DMU 32.1% 46.4% 21.4% 100.0% 

1B Count 5 5 0 10 

% within DMU 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

1C Count 5 23 12 40 

% within DMU 12.5% 57.5% 30.0% 100.0% 

1D Count 3 49 7 59 

% within DMU 5.1% 83.1% 11.9% 100.0% 

1E Count 4 16 5 25 

% within DMU 16.0% 64.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

1F Count 5 10 3 18 

% within DMU 27.8% 55.6% 16.7% 100.0% 

1G Count 5 23 4 32 

% within DMU 15.6% 71.9% 12.5% 100.0% 

1H Count 5 21 3 29 

% within DMU 17.2% 72.4% 10.3% 100.0% 

2A Count 7 32 3 42 

% within DMU 16.7% 76.2% 7.1% 100.0% 

2B Count 0 8 4 12 

% within DMU 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

2C Count 6 11 4 21 

% within DMU 28.6% 52.4% 19.0% 100.0% 

2D Count 4 17 4 25 

% within DMU 16.0% 68.0% 16.0% 100.0% 

2E Count 8 19 3 30 

% within DMU 26.7% 63.3% 10.0% 100.0% 

2F Count 3 16 7 26 

% within DMU 11.5% 61.5% 26.9% 100.0% 

3A Count 5 26 7 38 

% within DMU 13.2% 68.4% 18.4% 100.0% 

3B Count 3 18 9 30 

% within DMU 10.0% 60.0% 30.0% 100.0% 

3C Count 6 22 4 32 

% within DMU 18.8% 68.8% 12.5% 100.0% 

3D Count 5 25 2 32 

% within DMU 15.6% 78.1% 6.3% 100.0% 
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2.5. Landowner members of Ohio Farm Bureau or other production association cont. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

DMU Too few deer About right  Too many deer Total 

4A Count 0 20 5 25 

% within DMU 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

4B Count 2 4 2 8 

% within DMU 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

4C Count 3 17 4 24 

% within DMU 12.5% 70.8% 16.7% 100.0% 

5A Count 4 13 4 21 

% within DMU 19.0% 61.9% 19.0% 100.0% 

5B Count 1 11 0 12 

% within DMU 8.3% 91.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

6A Count 1 7 3 11 

% within DMU 9.1% 63.6% 27.3% 100.0% 

6B Count 5 29 11 45 

% within DMU 11.1% 64.4% 24.4% 100.0% 

6C Count 4 16 4 24 

% within DMU 16.7% 66.7% 16.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 108 471 120 699 

% within DMU 15.5% 67.4% 17.2% 100.0% 
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2.6. Deer damage by DMU 
 

DMU No Yes Total 

1A Count 14 13 27 

% within DMU 51.9% 48.1% 100.0% 

1B Count 3 6 9 

% within DMU 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

1C Count 24 19 43 

% within DMU 55.8% 44.2% 100.0% 

1D Count 22 27 49 

% within DMU 44.9% 55.1% 100.0% 

1E Count 11 10 21 

% within DMU 52.4% 47.6% 100.0% 

1F Count 11 3 14 

% within DMU 78.6% 21.4% 100.0% 

1G Count 12 11 23 

% within DMU 52.2% 47.8% 100.0% 

1H Count 16 6 22 

% within DMU 72.7% 27.3% 100.0% 

2A Count 9 5 14 

% within DMU 64.3% 35.7% 100.0% 

2B Count 4 3 7 

% within DMU 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 

2C Count 5 7 12 

% within DMU 41.7% 58.3% 100.0% 

2D Count 10 4 14 

% within DMU 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 

2E Count 5 11 16 

% within DMU 31.3% 68.8% 100.0% 

2F Count 15 9 24 

% within DMU 62.5% 37.5% 100.0% 

3A Count 9 7 16 

% within DMU 56.3% 43.8% 100.0% 

3B Count 6 11 17 

% within DMU 35.3% 64.7% 100.0% 

3C Count 13 19 32 

% within DMU 40.6% 59.4% 100.0% 

3D Count 21 6 27 

% within DMU 77.8% 22.2% 100.0% 
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2.6. Deer damage by DMU, cont. 
 

DMU No Yes Total 

4A Count 8 8 16 

% within DMU 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

4B Count 7 3 10 

% within DMU 70.0% 30.0% 100.0% 

4C Count 7 8 15 

% within DMU 46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 

5A Count 17 8 25 

% within DMU 68.0% 32.0% 100.0% 

5B Count 5 4 9 

% within DMU 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 

6A Count 7 14 21 

% within DMU 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

6B Count 19 17 36 

% within DMU 52.8% 47.2% 100.0% 

6C Count 11 8 19 

% within DMU 57.9% 42.1% 100.0% 

Total Count 291 247 538 

% within DMU 54.1% 45.9% 100.0% 
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Environmental and Social Sustainability (ESS) Lab 

School of Environment and Natural Resources 

210 Kottman Hall 

2021 Coffey Road 

Columbus, OH 43210 

 

Phone: 614.247-6128 

Email: essl@osu.edu 

 

 

 

CFAES provides research and related educational programs to clientele on a nondiscriminatory basis.  

For more information: http://go.osu.edu/cfaesdiversity. 
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