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Senator Carol A. Roessler and

Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-chairpersons
Joint Legislative Audit Committee

State Capitol

Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Dear Senator Roessler and Representative Jeskewitz:

We have completed an evaluation of the Hunter Education Program, which is administered by the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR). Participation in hunter education is required for anyone
who wishes to purchase a hunting license and was born on or after January 1, 1973. In 2004,
3,328 volunteer instructors and 47 wardens, some of whom were paid to teach, provided hunter
education to 33,476 students, mostly children.

In fiscal year (FY) 2004-05, DNR spent $1.2 million to administer the Hunter Education Program.
Approximately one-half of these costs were for the salaries and fringe benefits associated with

9.6 full-time equivalent employees who recruit and train volunteer instructors and students and
provide administrative program support. The remainder was primarily for course materials and
reimbursement of allowable instructor expenses. We identified no serious concern with the
instructor reimbursement process.

Although a decline has been perceived in the number of volunteer instructors and students, we
found increases in the number of volunteer instructors who taught at least one course, the number
of courses held, and the number of students who successfully completed the program from 2000
to 2004. The number of hours DNR staff spent on hunter education also increased substantially
in FY 2004-05, but not because additional wardens taught courses on paid time. Instead, more
DNR staff time was spent on its public relations efforts and to reimburse volunteer instructors for
allowable expenses.

We appreciate the courtesy and cooperation extended to us by DNR and the instructors we contacted
during our review.

Sincerely,
Ywn ot

Janice Mueller
State Auditor

JM/PS/km




HUNTER EDUCATION PROGRAM

Section 29.591, Wis. Stats., requires the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to provide
hunter education and bow hunter education courses. Before 1983, participation in the courses
was voluntary for anyone purchasing a hunting license. 1983 Wisconsin Act 420 required
anyone born on or after January 1, 1973, to earn a certificate of accomplishment in hunter
¢ducation before purchasing a hunting license.

To obtain a certificate of accomplishment and be eligible to purchase a hunting license, students
~ must pass both a written examination and a practical examination with a firearm. Although
DNR’s courses are required to include at least 10 hours of instruction, most are between 15 and
20 hours and include lectures, demonstrations, videos, and exercises. In addition, DNR estimates
that approximately one-half ot its courses include hands-on instruction in the use of a firearm.
DNR also offers the option of meeting hunter education requirements by completing an Internet-
based course available through the International Hunter Education Association, which includes
homework assignments to be completed on-line, as well as a firearm field examination given by
a DNR instructor.

In fiscal year (FY) 2004-05, DNR spent $1.2 million to administer and provide oversight of the
Hunter Education Program. In 2004, 3,328 volunteer instructors and 47 wardens worked with
33,476 students who successfully completed hunter education courses. Courses were generally
taught by volunteer instructors; however, in a few instances DNR wardens taught courses while
on paid time because of a lack of volunteer instructors in some areas of the state. DNR law
enforcement staff assisted with all the courses by presenting information on state hunting
requirements, as well as by training new instructors, recruiting students and instructors for the
courses, and performing administrative duties associated with program oversight and management.
DNR supplies student textbooks, instructor manuals, and teaching supplies. Classroom space and
shooting range time are often supplied at no cost by sportsmen’s groups and other local
community groups.

Fees for hunter education courses have changed over time. Before FY 2001-02, instructors were
authorized to charge $3 per student and to retain half of this fee to cover course-related costs; the
remainder was to be returned to DNR. After the 2001-03 Biennial Budget Act eliminated the
student fee for hunter education courses, DNR reimbursed instructors up to $5 per student from
its own funds for facility rentals, office supplies, ammunition, targets. and other costs they incurred
to offer classes. 2005 Wisconsin Act 25, the 2005-07 Biennial Budget Act, again requires DNR to
cstablish a hunter education course fee. Instructors are to be allowed to retain up to $5 per student
as reimbursement for allowable training costs. DNR officials indicate the fee will likely be $10.,
which is the amount charged for other recreational satety courses it offers. The portion of the fee
not retained by instructors will be returned to DNR and used to pay other costs of the Hunter
Education Program. DNR estimates it will collect $170.000 annually once the fee is implemented.

A number of concerns have been raised about DNR’s hunter education program, including the
cost of the courses. course length, and DNRs instructor reimbursement practices. In addition,
some have alleged that both the number of students taking courses and the number of volunteer
instructors have declined over time. and that DNR wardens have spent more time on paid status
teaching the courses. In response to these concerns. and at the request of the co-chairs of the
Joint Legislative Audit Committee, we:




e analyzed program expenditures and staffing from FY 2000-01 through FY 2004-05:
e reviewed DNR’s compliance with instructor reimbursement requirements;

¢ analyzed changes in the number of instructors teaching courses, courses oftered, and
students served;

s analyzed changes in DNR staff time associated with the Hunter Education Program:
e reviewed course curricula to determine compliance with state statutes; and
e assessed other indicators of program quality.

In conducting our review, we analyzed program data maintained by DNR, including information
from DNR’s time reporting system. We interviewed several hunter education instructors,
representatives of the Wisconsin Hunter Education Instructors Association, and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Program Staffing and Expenditures

Total work effort associated with the Hunter Education Program, which includes clerical support,
overtime hours, and time spent by limited-term employees; has exceeded 8.0 full-time equivalent
(FTE) staff positions in four of the past five years. As shown in Table 1, the number of DNR
staff hours charged to the program declined from FY 2000-01 to FY 2002-03, then increased in
both FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05.

Table 1

Hunter Education Program Staff Positions

Number Calculated
Fiscal Year of Hours FTE Positions'
2000-01 15,216 8.3
2001-02 14.875 8.1
2002-03 14,510 7.9
2003-04 15,395 8.4
2004-05 17,590 9.6

' Based on 1.830 working hours per year, which does not

include vacation or other leave time.




The Hunter Education Program is supported with both federal and state segregated funds from
the Fish and Wildlife Account of the Conservation Fund, which consists primarily of fees paid
by hunters and anglers. As shown in Table 2, total program expenditures increased 43.5 percent,
from $837.789 in FY 2000-01 to $1,201,829 in FY 2004-05. The amount of program costs
covered by state funds increased trom $0 in FY 2000-01 to $248,309 in FY 2004-05.

Table 2

Hunter Education Program Expenditures

Funding Source FY 2000-01' FY 2001-02 FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05
Federal Funds $837.789 $835.876 $926,761 $824,102 $ 953.520
State Segregated Funds 0 97,393 53,756 156,091 248,309
Total $837,789 $933,269 $980,517 $980,193 $1,201,829

' Does not include all program costs for FY 2000-01, when instructors were allowed to charge students
a $3.00 fee and to retain up to half of the student fee to cover their instruction costs. In subsequent years,
instructors were not allowed to charge a fee, and DNR reimbursed instructors using federal funds and
Fish and Wildlife Account funds.

Supplies and services—which are primarily course materials such as textbooks, folders, handouts,
and other class supplies—account for most of the increase in total program expenditures from

FY 2000-01 through FY 2004-05. As shown in Table 3, supplies and services expenditures
increased by 54.8 percent, while personnel expenditures increased by 20.8 percent. In FY 2004-05,
course materials and other supplies accounted for 50.6 percent of supplies and services costs and
20.3 percent of total costs. Supplies and services costs can vary from year to year because of the
timing ot bulk purchases. Although costs have generally increased each year, the increase from

FY 2003-04 to FY 2004-05 was substantially greater than in prior years because of:

o a $78.500 increase for course materials such as shooting simulators that use video
technology; additional bow hunting course manuals; and plaques, portfolios, and similar
items to recognize the etforts of volunteer instructors who have taught for several years;

e a $43,000 increase in personnel costs related primarily to the additional staft hours
charged to the Hunter Education Program:

e 2 $28,100 increase in purchasing card expenditures, which increased as the number of
program statt using cards increased from 24 in FY 2003-04 to 43 in FY 2004-05; and

o a $26,700 increase for equipment and ottice space, which includes the purchase of
electronic trap throwers for the advanced hunter education courses and Power Point
projectors.




Table 3

Hunter Education Program Expenditures, by Type

FY FY FY FY FY Percentage
2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 Change

Personnel
Salaries $367.472  $359,482  $343,746  $393,074 $ 432,152 17.6%
Fringe Benefits 158,377 168,335 162,775 198,982 202,845 28.1
Subtotal 525,849 527.817 506,521 592,056 634,997 20.8
Supplies and Services
Course Materials and

Other Supplies 171,636 204,872 229,569 166,052 244,518 42.5
Postage 33,322 36,170 39,714 35,109 34,554 3.7
Equipment and Office Space 27.427 28,979 26,305 27,743 54,407 98 .4
Purchasing Card E\(p@l\dituresI 10,773 13,136 20,223 18,315 46,434 331.0
Travel and Training 10,339 18,954 7,238 18,127 14,840 435
Printing 25,842 11,031 50,401 16,047 24,225 (6.3)
Advertising and Promotions 12,563 15,896 15,750 15,750 15,750 254
Data Processing Services 9,958 11,790 10.332 14,582 24,432 145.4
Professional Services’ 8.483 20,755 5,285 9,223 18,787 121.5
Other’ 1,597 6,226 4,606 1,482 4990 2125
Subtotal 311,940 367.809 409,423 322,430 482.937 54.8
Instructor/Organization

Reimbursements 0 37,643 64,573 65,707 83.895 -
Total $837,789 $933,269 $980,517  $980,193  $1,201,829 435

' Represents expenditures that would have been included in other supplies and services categories if purchasing cards

had not been used.

* Includes expenditures for the development of an Internet hunter education course in FY 2001-02. Includes $5.550
for a study of deer hunting in Wisconsin. including hunter safety issues, and $3,420 for sign language interpreters

in FY 2004-05.

' This category includes expenditures for miscellaneous services, dues and memberships, and interest paid.

DNR attributes increases in expenditures for professional services, purchasing cards, and data

processing services primarily to implementation of background checks for all instructors,

expanded use of purchasing cards to purchase program goods and services. and increased data

processing costs.




As a result of changes in state law, DNR began reimbursing instructors and organizations for
allowable course costs with its own funds beginning in FY 2001-02, rather than having
instructors retain course fees for payment. Although hunter education courses are often taught
by more than one instructor, reimbursement may be claimed by only one individual, the primary
instructor. Reimbursements to instructors and organizations, which pay for items such as facility
rental, ammunition, targets, office supplies, fircarm cleaning supplies, and safety equipment,
increased by 122.9 percent from FY 2001-02 to FY 2004-05 as instructors gained familiarity
with programmatic changes in how course costs were paid and improved their ability to seck
reimbursement from DNR for all allowable expenses.

In addition to reimbursing individual instructors, DNR also reimburses local organizations that
sponsor hunter education courses. As shown in Table 4, the amount reimbursed has increased
over the past four years. In FY 2004-05, 289 individual instructors and 40 organizations were
reimbursed for claimed costs.

Table 4

Individuals and Organizations Reimbursed'

FY 2001-02 FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05

Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount

Instructors

Reimbursed 194 $28,143 263 $51.759 243 $53,393 289 $65,580
Organizations

Reimbursed 38 9,500 43 12,814 31 12,314 40 18,315
Total 232 $37,643 306 $64,573 274 $65,707 329 $83,895

' Reimbursement may be claimed by only one instructor or one organization per course.

In an effort to ensure that DNR has complied with statutory requirements regarding reimbursement
of allowable costs, we reviewed 75 claims for reimbursement totaling $23.179. Our sample was
drawn from among the highest-paid claims from FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05. Of the

75 claims, 26 included total expenses less than or equal to $5 per student. In each of these

26 cases, DNR reimbursed instructors tor the full amount requested. which did not exceed the
statutory limit or include claims for unallowable costs.

In the remaining 49 cases, instructors requested reimbursement for expenses that exceeded the
$5 per student limit. In all 49 cases in which instructor claims exceeded statutory limits. DNR
appropriately reimbursed the maximum amount allowed under statutes, rather than the amount
claimed. Flowever, we found that one instructor had submitted duplicate claims for the same




course and that DNR mistakenly reimbursed the instructor for both claims. We have informed
DNR of this error and recommended that it attempt to recover the $242 overpayment.

We also reviewed instructor claims to determine whether DNR processed the requests in a timely
manner. Information was insufficient for us to determine how quickly seven of the claims were
processed. DNR processed 64 of the remaining 68 claims within three weeks of receipt. Of the
remaining four claims:

e one was processed 50 days after receipt because of administrative error; and

¢ three were processed more than 150 days after receipt because DNR was waiting
for the instructor who submitted all three of these claims to submit the required
state reimbursement form.

DNR is drafting an emergency rule to implement the recently approved budget provision
reestablishing a fee for students taking hunter education courses and allowing instructors

to retain up to $5 per student. DNR anticipates the fee will be implemented in fall 2005.
Consequently, DNR processing times and reimbursement practices will no longer be an issue.

Assessing Program Operations

To address concerns raised regarding program administration and to assess overall program
performance, we analyzed trends in:

e the number of volunteer instructors;

e the number of hours that paid DNR statf worked on the Hunter Education Program;

¢ the availability of courses;
e the length of courses; and

e the extent of training provided to instructors.

Course Instructors

One concern with the hunter education program is the perception that the number ot volunteer
instructors has declined over time. resulting in more courses being taught by DNR wardens on
paid time. According to DNR officials, wardens are required to attend a portion of every course
to make a one-hour presentation that includes a review of state hunting requirements, safe use
and storage of firearms. and how to contact DNR staft. However, wardens will occasionally
teach. or assist in teaching, an entire course on paid time if volunteer instructors are unavailable.
In addition, some wardens have also served as volunteer instructors.




To address these concerns, we analyzed changes in the number of volunteer instructors who
taught at least one course for each of the past five years, as well as the turnover rate of volunteer
instructors. Data on volunteer instructors are collected on a calendar year basis, and 2004 was
the most recent year for which data were available during our review. We found that the number
of volunteer instructors who taught at least one course increased by 9.7 percent from 2000
through 2004. As shown in Table 5, 3,034 volunteer instructors taught at least one course in
2000, compared to 3,328 in 2004. During this period, the number of instructors teaching only
hunter education or only bow hunter education increased by 6.3 percent and 27.9 percent,
respectively. The number teaching both courses increased by 39.3 percent.

Table 5

Unduplicated Number of Volunteer Instructors'

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Taught Hunter Education Course Only 2,706 2,745 2,785 2,758 2.876
Taught Bow Hunter Education Course Only 43 44 47 50 55
Taught Both Courses 285 327 293 367 397
Total ' 3,034 3,116 3,125 3175 3,328

! Includes those teaching at least one course per year. Does not include wardens, some of whom taught courses
on paid time.

Most of the hunter education instructors with whom we spoke indicated they believe a sufficient
number of volunteer instructors was available to teach hunter education courses in their areas

of the state. We also found that the turnover rate among volunteer instructors was relatively
consistent during the period we reviewed. ranging between 13.8 and 15.4 percent each year.
Furthermore, there does not appear to be a problem in attracting new instructors to the program.
As shown in Table 6, more than one-third of the volunteer instructors who taught at least

one course in 2004 had been teaching fewer than five years, and more than one-half had been
teaching fewer than ten years. Almost two-thirds of the instructors were between the ages of

40 and 59, and most were men.




Table 6

Volunteer Instructor Profile’

2004
Number Percentage

of Instructors of Total
Age
Under 20 19 0.6%
20t0 29 199 6.0
30t0 39 433 13.0
40 to 49 1,029 309
50to 59 1,059 31.8
60 to 69 437 13.1
70 and Over 125 3.8
Not reported 27 0.8
Total 3,328 100.0%
Years Certified as Instructor
Fewer than 5 Years 1,206 36.2%
5t09 Years 743 223
10 to 14 Years 549 16.5
15to 19 Years 303 9.1
20 to 24 Years 222 6.7
2510 29 Years 99 3.0
30 to 34 Years 88 2.6
35 Years or More 75 2.3
Not reported 43 1.3
Total 3,328 100.0%
Gender
Male 3.026 90.9%
Female 270 8.1
Not reported 32 1.0
Total 3,328 100.0%

' Includes those teaching at least one course in 2004.




As a result of changes in state law, DNR began reimbursing instructors and organizations for
allowable course costs with its own funds beginning in FY 2001-02, rather than having
instructors retain course fees for payment. Although hunter education courses are often taught
by more than one instructor, reimbursement may be claimed by only one individual, the primary
instructor. Reimbursements to instructors and organizations, which pay for items such as facility
rental, ammunition, targets, office supplies, firearm cleaning supplies, and safety equipment,
increased by 122.9 percent from FY 2001-02 to FY 2004-05 as instructors gained familiarity
with programmatic changes in how course costs were paid and improved their ability to seek
reimbursement from DNR for all allowable expenses.

In addition to reimbursing individual instructors, DNR also reimburses local organizations that
sponsor hunter education courses. As shown in Table 4, the amount reimbursed has increased
over the past four years. In FY 2004-05, 289 individual instructors and 40 organizations were
reimbursed for claimed costs.

Table 4

Individuals and Organizations Reimbursed’

FY 2001-02 FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05

Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount Number  Amount

Instructors

Reimbursed 194 $28.143 263 $51.759 243 $53,393 289 $65,580
Organizations

Reimbursed 38 9,500 43 12.814 31 12314 40 18,315
Total 232 $37,643 306 $64,573 274 $65,707 329 $83,895

' Reimbursement may be claimed by only one instructor or one organization per course.

In an effort to ensure that DNR has complied with statutory requirements regarding reimbursement
of allowable costs, we reviewed 75 claims for reimbursement totaling $23.179. Our sample was
drawn from among the highest-paid claims from FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05. Of the

75 claims, 26 included total expenses less than or equal to $5 per student. In each of these

26 cases. DNR reimbursed instructors for the full amount requested, which did not exceed the
statutory limit or include claims for unallowable costs.

In the remaining 49 cases. instructors requested reimbursement for expenses that exceeded the
$5 per student limit. In all 49 cases in which instructor claims exceeded statutory limits, DNR
appropriately reimbursed the maximum amount allowed under statutes, rather than the amount
claimed. However. we found that one instructor had submitted duplicate claims for the same




course and that DNR mistakenly reimbursed the instructor for both claims. We have informed
DNR of this error and recommended that it attempt to recover the $242 overpayment.

We also reviewed instructor claims to determine whether DNR processed the requests in a timely
manner. Information was insufticient for us to determine how quickly seven of the claims were
processed. DNR processed 64 of the remaining 68 claims within three weeks of receipt. Of the
remaining four claims:

e one was processed 50 days after receipt because of administrative error; and
e three were processed more than 150 days after receipt because DNR was waiting
for the instructor who submitted all three of these claims to submit the required
state reimbursement form.
DNR is drafting an emergency rule to implement the recently approved budget provision
reestablishing a fee for students taking hunter education courses and allowing instructors
to retain up to $5 per student. DNR anticipates the fee will be implemented in fall 2005.
Consequently, DNR processing times and reimbursement practices will no longer be an issue.

Assessing Program Operations

To address concerns raised regarding program administration and to assess overall program
performance, we analyzed trends in:

e the number of volunteer instructors;

e the number of hours that paid DNR staft worked on the Hunter Education Program;
e the availability of courses;

e the length of courses; and

e the extent of training provided to instructors.

Course Instructors

One concern with the hunter education program is the perception that the number of volunteer
instructors has declined over time, resulting in more courses being taught by DNR wardens on
paid time. According to DNR officials, wardens are required to attend a portion of every course
to make a one-hour presentation that includes a review of state hunting requirements, safe use
and storage of firearms, and how to contact DNR staff. However, wardens will occasionally
teach, or assist in teaching. an entire course on paid time if volunteer instructors are unavailable.
In addition, some wardens have also served as volunteer instructors.




To address these concerns, we analyzed changes in the number of volunteer instructors who
taught at least one course for each of the past five years, as well as the turnover rate of volunteer
instructors. Data on volunteer instructors are collected on a calendar year basis, and 2004 was
the most recent year for which data were available during our review. We found that the number
of volunteer instructors who taught at least one course increased by 9.7 percent from 2000
through 2004. As shown in Table 5, 3.034 volunteer instructors taught at least one course in
2000, compared to 3,328 in 2004. During this period, the number of instructors teaching only
hunter education or only bow hunter education increased by 6.3 percent and 27.9 percent,
respectively. The number teaching both courses increased by 39.3 percent.

Table 5

Unduplicated Number of Volunteer Instructors'

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Taught Hunter Education Course Only 2,706 2,745 2,785 2.758 2.876
Taught Bow Hunter Education Course Only 43 44 47 50 55
Taught Both Courses 285 327 293 367 397
Total : 3,034 3,116 3,125 3,175 3,328

' Includes those teaching at least one course per year. Does not include wardens, some of whom taught courses
on paid time.

Most of the hunter education instructors with whom we spoke indicated they believe a sufficient
number of volunteer instructors was available to teach hunter education courses in their areas
of the state. We also found that the turnover rate among volunteer instructors was relatively
consistent during the period we reviewed, ranging between 13.8 and 15.4 percent each year.
Furthermore, there does not appear to be a problem in attracting new instructors to the program.
As shown in Table 6, more than one-third of the volunteer instructors who taught at least

one course in 2004 had been teaching fewer than five years, and more than one-half had been
teaching fewer than ten years. Almost two-thirds of the instructors were between the ages of

40 and 39. and most were men.




Volunteer Instructor Profile'

Table 6

2004

Number Percentage

of Instructors of Total
Age
Under 20 19 0.6%
20to 29 199 6.0
30 to 39 433 13.0
40 to 49 1,029 309
50t0 59 1,059 31.8
60 to 69 437 13.1
70 and Over 125 3.8
Not reported 27 0.8
Total 3,328 100.0%
Years Certified as Instructor
Fewer than 5 Years 1.206 36.2%
5t09 Years 743 22.3
10to 14 Years 549 16.5
1510 19 Years 303 9.1
20 to 24 Years 222 6.7
25t0 29 Years 99 3.0
30 to 34 Years 88 2.6
35 Years or More 75 2.3
Not reported 43 1.3
Total 3,328 100.0%
Gender
Male 3,026 90.9%
Female 270 8.1
Not reported 32 1.0
Total 3,328 100.0%

' Includes those teaching at least one course in 2004.




Staff Time

DNR’s time management system does not capture information on the number of hours wardens
spend teaching hunter education courses for either an entire course or for the required one-hour
presentation during a volunteer instructor’s course; therefore, we reviewed the best available data
to attempt to answer this question. As shown in Table 7, total hours that DNR staft spent on any
activity related to the Hunter Education Program increased 15.6 percent from FY 2000-01 to

FY 2004-05. However, the number of hours spent on any aspect of hunter and bow hunter
education courses—including time related to the recruitment, training, and certitication of
students and instructors; the required one-hour presentation; and teaching a course when a
volunteer instructor was unavailable—decreased by 12.5 percent from FY 2000-01 to FY 2004-05.
This is consistent with an increase in the number of volunteer instructors over the past few years.
The increase in DNR staft hours spent on the program is primarily the result of additional time
spent on public relations and additional time spent to reimburse volunteer instructors for allowable
expenses. During the last two months of FY 2003-04, which is when DNR first started tracking
time spent on public relations activities, 36 DNR statf recorded an average of 3.8 hours for public
relations; in FY 2004-05, this increased to 111 statf recording an average of 9.6 hours for public
relations. Officials believe this may be, in part, the result of increased contacts with the public and
the media in the aftermath of a Sawyer County shooting incident.




Table 7

DNR Staff Hours for the Hunter Education Program

FY FY FY FY FY Percentage
Activity 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04  2004-05' Change
Course Activities
Hunter Education Courses 5453.8 4,930.3 5.104.5 4,722.8 4,808.2 (11.8)%
Bow Hunter Education Courses 217.0 453.0 129.5 111.0 156.0 (28.1)
Subtotal 5,670.8 5,383.3 5.234.0 4,833.8 4,964.2 (12.5)
Other Activities
Administration and Supervision of

the Hunter Education Program 7,445.2 7,478.0 7.215.7 7,942.0 7.980.3 7.2
Instructor Reimbursement '

Processing 0.0 0.0 128.0 619.0 1,486.5 -
Hunter Education Public Relations 0.0 0.0 0.0 138.0 1,066.5 -
DNR Staff Training Received 381.0 709.0 745.5 478.5 607.0 59.3
DNR Staff Training Provided 480.3 450.5 463.0 443.5 577.0 20.1
Development of Advanced ‘

Hunter Education Courses 230.5 254.0 141.5 337.0 328.5 42.5
Cooperative Work with Other

DNR Programs 105.5 67.5 61.0 60.0 259.5 146.0
Field Warden Office Management 223.0 206.5 188.0 283.0 199.5 (10.5)
Shooting Ranges 680.0 326.0 332.8 260.0 120.5 (82.3)
Subtotal 9,545.5 9,491.5 9,275.5 10,561.0 12,6253 323
Total 15216.3 14,8748 14,5095 15,394.8  17,589.5 15.6

" The hours of two staff were re-categorized to reflect the time coding practices of prior years, to make comparisons
among years possible.
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Course Availability and Student Certification

To determine whether course availability and access have changed during the past five years, we
analyzed data on the number of hunter education courses offered in different areas of the state, as
well as data on the number of students certified in these courses. As shown in Table 8§, we found
a 2.9 percent increase in the number of courses provided statewide from 2000 to 2004. The
largest increase occurred from 2003 to 2004, when the number of courses increased by 29, or by
2.6 percent.

Table 8

Number of Hunter Education Courses

Percentage
Course Type 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Change
Hunter 974 972 969 956 986 1.2%
Bow Hunter 126 125 127 147 146 15.9
Total 1,100 1,097 1,096 1,103 1,132 2.9

We found no consistent trend in the number of courses taught by wardens, as shown in Table 9.
Most of the changes from year to year retlect the number of courses for which wardens were
assistant instructors. In 2004, wardens were primary or assistant instructors for 70 of the

1,132 courses provided.

Table 9

Number of Hunter Education Courses Taught by Wardens'

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Warden Was the Primary Instructor 21 16 20 26 23
Warden Was the Assistant Instructor 41 53 34 51 47
Total 62 69 54 77 70

' In some instances. more than one warden taught a course.




The extent to which courses were taught by wardens on paid time could not be determined from
the data maintained by DNR. However, based on information obtained from a DNR survey of
wardens, approximately one-fourth of the warden-taught courses in 2003 and 2004 were taught
by wardens on paid time rather than as volunteers. Based on these data, we estimate salary and
fringe benefit costs for courses taught by wardens totaled approximately $10,500 in 2003 and
again in 2004.

Section 29.591(1)(a), Wis. Stats., requires that at least one hunter education course be provided
in each county or school district, and we found that DNR complied with this requirement over
the past five years. As shown in Figure I, the number of hunter education courses offered among
counties varied substantially. For example, in 2004, only one course was held in Menominee
County, while more than 20 courses were held in each of 12 other counties. There is no statutory
requirement regarding the provision of bow hunter courses in every county. A complete list of
the number and types of courses provided in each county in 2004 is presented in the appendix.




Figure 1

Number of Hunter Education Courses Offered, by County
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Northern

{ Y10
"
f {120
| 3 More than 20
i fron
(T Ashtand l
b
(S I
Burnery | Washburn Sawyer Florence ?
e g—
Price Oneida Forest |
35 byt IS Northeast
Bar Rusk -
ron U r,l
¢ tincoin Langlade
Tayjor
St. Croix Chippewa |l ;
Bunn 1 . enommeﬁ Ocomo
e, . | [ | U
: Marathon Shawano A\
Pierce Eau Claire . . x
Pepin Clark i | E l
"L | Wood 7| Portage |Waupaca
Buffalo{ Tremp B O
. /‘ ealeau Jackson . 4
\ s { (J Waushara h "L L
Calui .
aCrossd M Adams T
West Central onrae [ Lo —
argue!
Juneau \ \jéLake Fond Du Lac

Vernon j §
T Sauk Columbia
Richiand T P * Dodge
rawford 1"~ .
Dane

lowa

Waukesha twaukee

jetferson
Grant 2

Southeast

o 1 Racine

'§,
Lafayette ! Green b fock . Jwatworth | I
{ E t Kenosha

South Central

The number of courses held in each county varied over time. For example. from 2000 to 2004:

e more courses were held in 28 counties. including 9 of the 18 counties in DNR’s Northern
region;

e the same number of courses were held in 17 counties in 2000 and 2004; and

e fewer courses were held in 27 counties. including 11 of the 19 counties in DNR’s West
Central region.

As shown in Table 10. the number of hunter education courses increased in four of DNR’s
five regions from 2000 to 2004. The only decrease was in the Southeast region. The Northern
region had the largest increase in the number of courses oftered.
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Table 10

Hunter Education Courses by Region'

Percentage

DNR Region 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Change
Northeast 229 225 234 242 244 6.6%
Northemn 171 176 180 179 186 8.8
South Central 186 185 195 185 189 1.6
Southeast 241 237 227 224 234 2.9
West Central 273 274 260 273 279 2.2
Total 1,100 1,097 1,096 1,103 1,132 2.9

' Includes hunter and bow hunter education courses.

DNR does not maintain data on the number of all students who enroll in hunter education
courses, only on those who complete a course and are certified. In addition, DNR does not track
the number of students certitied via the Internet course. However, DNR indicated that nearly all
who enroll successfully complete the courses and obtain certification. We found that from 2000
to 2004, the number of certitied students increased from 33,140 to 33,476, or by 1.0 percent, as
shown in Table 11. The number of certified students taking hunter education courses declined by
280 students, or 0.9 percent, while the number of certified students taking bow hunter education
courses increased by 616, or 24.0 percent. It should be noted that with the exception of 2000, the
number of certified students taking hunter education courses was greater in 2004 than in any of
the prior four years.

Table 11

Number of Students Achieving Certification

Percentage
Course Type 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Change
Hunter 30,574 29,653 28,729 28,388 30,294 (0.9%
Bow Hunter 2.566 2,647 2,754 3.045 3,182 24.0
Total 33,140 32,300 31,483 31,433 33,476 1.0




DNR attributes the increase in the number of certified bow hunter students to changes in how
bow hunter courses are offered. Before 1999, hunter and bow hunter courses were oftered
separately. Students interested in obtaining certification in both areas may have been
discouraged from doing so because of the time commitment involved in attending both courses,
and because a significant amount of information is duplicated between the courses. Since 1999,
some bow hunter courses have been offered as an “add-on™ for students already enrolled in a
hunter education course. These courses cover only the material unique to bow hunting. DNR
believes that as a result, more students have been encouraged to take both courses and the
number of students achieving bow hunter certification has increased.

In 2004, the number of instructors per course averaged 5.6, while the number of certified students
per course averaged 29.6. These averages have been consistent during the past five years. Not
surprisingly, two-thirds of students taking hunter education courses are less than 16 years old.

As shown in Table 12, more than one-half of all students who successtully completed hunter
education courses in both 2000 and 2004 were either 12 or 13 years old.

Table 12

Age of Certified Students at the Time of Course Completion'

2000 . 2004

Percentage Percentage
Age of Students Number of Total Number of Total
Under 12 860 2.6% 1,096 3.3%
12to 13 17,046 51.4 17,124 S51.1
14to 15 4,022 12.1 4,043 12.1
16 to 19 1,903 5.7 1,960 5.8
20 to 29 2,807 8.5 2,899 8.7
30 to 39 2,483 7.5 2,266 6.8
40 to 49 ‘ 3,153 9.5 2.987 8.9
50 to 59 615 1.9 790 2.4
60 to 69 140 0.4 184 0.5
70 and Over 19 0.1 21 0.1
Unknown 92 0.3 106 0.3
Total 33,140 100.0% 33,476 100.0%

" Includes students certified from hunter and bow hunter education courses.




Length and Content of Courses

Another possible measure of program quality considers the length and content of hunter education
courses. DNR has indicated that courses must be at least ten hours in length in order tor Wisconsin
graduates to qualify for reciprocity with other states. Although most courses are 15 to 20 hours
long, some are up to 40 hours long. DNR does not encourage long courses because such courses
may dissuade some students and their families from enrolling.

We found that the average course length statewide has decreased slightly, from 18.1 hours in 2000
to 17.5 hours in 2004, as shown in Table 13. We also found slight variations among the regions in
the average length of courses, ranging from 16.7 hours in the Northeast region to 18.1 hours in the
Southeast region.

Table 13

Hourly Average Course Length'’

DNR Region 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Northeast 18.0 17.8 17.0 16.8 16.7
Northern 17.4 17.1 16.2 16.7 16.9
South Central 18.4 18.7 17.9 18.0 18.0
Southeast 18.4 18.6 18.7 18.0 18.1
West Central 18.3 18.2 17.5 17.8 17.6
Statewide Average 18.1 18.1 17.5 17.5 17.5

" Includes hunter education and bow hunter education courses.

Regional variations in average course length may have a number of causes, including the number
of students enrolled in each course, differences in teaching styles, and optional topics covered.
Statutes specify that hunter education courses must provide instruction on the principles ot safety
in handling firearms, bows and arrows, and associated equipment; the bow hunter course must
cover the principles of safety in handling bows and arrows and associated equipment but does

not have to provide instruction in handling fircarms. In addition, statutes specify that certain topics
must be covered in both courses, including:

e the responsibilities of hunters to wildlife, the environment, landowners, and others;
e how to recognize threatened and endangered species that cannot be hunted: and

¢ the principles of wildlife management and conservation.
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We reviewed the manuals used for both courses and found that all of the statutorily required
topics were covered. However, DNR does not routinely monitor or evaluate volunteer instructors
to ensure that course manuals are used in their entirety.

Instructor Training

Both DNR’s requirements for new instructors and the training it provides to existing instructors
are potential measures of program quality. DNR policies require that all new instructors:

e be at least 18 years of age;
e  be experienced in the safety education program they wish to teach;
e be a graduate of the course they wish to teach; and
e pass a background investigation.
Individuals meeting these requirements can become instructors after they:

e complete an apprenticeship program with an instructor group, which must include
assisting in the teaching of two complete courses and a recommendation by the
sponsoring certified instructor conducting the course; or

e attend a special one-day training course for new instructors that covers DNR policies
and procedures for volunteer instructors, teaching techniques, the importance of
following lesson plans, and practical teaching demonstrations.

Although ongoing training for existing instructors is not required, DNR does make training
available to veteran instructors. Up to twice per year, DNR offers a training academy that is
limited to approximately 50 instructors per session. In addition, wardens provide five to

eight training sessions to instructors annually. These sessions generally include information on
teaching techniques, hunting incidents, ethics, and other topics as requested by instructors. DNR
estimates attendance at these training sessions to total approximately 1,000 instructors annually.

Future Considerations
Recent legislative proposals related to the Hunter Education Program may aftect the number
of students taking courses in the future and the need for additional instructors. Recent legislative

changes reestablishing a fee for the courses will provide additional program revenue and reduce
DNR’s administrative costs, but may affect the number ot individuals taking the courses.
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Lowering Wisconsin’s Minimum Hunting Age

Current law requires that an individual must have a license in order to hunt, with certain
exceptions for those hunting on land they own. In addition, no one under the age of 12 may hunt
with a firearm or bow and arrow, and children ages 12 and 13 must be accompanied by a parent
or guardian while hunting. A child who has successfully completed a hunter education course
can hunt and use tirearms without supervision at age 14.

2005 Assembly Bill 586, introduced in August 2005, would allow children as young as ten to
hunt if they share a firearm or bow and arrow with a parent, guardian, or designee who has
successfully completed a hunter education course and has a hunting license. In addition, the adult
must be within arm’s reach of the child. DNR indicates that such a proposal would have a
minimal effect on the number of 10- and 11-year-old students taking hunter education courses.
Courses are already open to students of this age, and the bill would not require 10- or 1 1-year-
olds to successfully complete a course in order to obtain a license. However, DNR officials
believe that if such legislation were enacted, it could increase the number of students taking
hunter education courses because it would introduce children to hunting at a younger age. If
legislationis enacted, DNR will need to closely monitor changes in the number and ages of
students enrolling in hunter education courses and ensure that an adequate number of instructors
is available to meet any increased demand that may result.

Course Fee

As noted, 2005 Wisconsin Act 25 includes a provision that requires DNR to establish a fee

for the hunter education courses and allows instructors to retain up to $5 per student to defray
instructor costs. DNR estimates the fee will generate $170,000 annually. Although DNR does
not anticipate that implementing the fee will reduce the number of students taking the course,
some have argued that providing free courses may lead more people who have not hunted in the
past to consider taking up the sport. Further, we note that DNR spent $83,895 in FY 2004-05 for
instructor/organization reimbursements. Administrative savings are expected in the future
because individual instructors will no longer be reimbursed by DNR staftf.

& Recommendation

We recommend the Department of Natural Resources report 10 the Joint Legisiative Audit
Commiitee by September 1. 2006 on:

e the amount of revenue generated by hunter edycation course fees, including both
the amount retained by instructors and the amount remitted to DNR;

o the number of instructors that retained a portion of the fees collected: und

s the extent to which student enrollments changed after implementation of the fee.

Fe Rk
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Appendix

- Courses Offered, by County

: 2004

Hunter Bow Hunter

Education Education Total Percentage

: County Courses Courses Courses of Total

~ Adams 2 0 2 0.2%

Ashland 9 0 9 0.8

Barron 18 0 18 1.6

5 Bayfield 8 1 9 0.8
Brown 31 6 37 33
Buftalo 5 1 6 0.5
Burnett 7 2 9 0.8
Calumet 7 0 7 0.6
Chippewa 20 3 23 2.0
Clark 15 4 19 1.7
Columbia 11 0 11 1.0
Crawford 7 1 8 0.7
Dane 38 2 40 3.5
Dodge 18 5 23 2.0
Door 9 2 11 1.0
Douglas 11 3 14 1.2
Dunn 9 0 9 0.8
Eau Claire 18 1 19 1.7
Florence 5 1 6 0.5
Fond du Lac 17 2 19 1.7
Forest 6 1 7 0.6
Grant 14 4 18 1.6
Green 8 0 8 0.7
Green Lake 6 3 9 0.8
[owa 5 0 5 0.4
Iron 3 0 3 0.3
Jackson 4 0 4 0.4
Jefferson 21 3 24 2.1
Juneau 7 0 7 0.6
Kenosha 12 0 12 1.1
Kewaunee 6 0 6 0.5
La Crosse 13 1 14 1.2
[ afayette 7 0 7 0.6
Langlade 5 3 8 0.7
[.incoln 10 2 12 1.1




Hunter

Bow Hunter

Education Education Total Percentage

County Courses Courses Courses of Total
Manitowoe 16 1 17 1.5
Marathon 37 7 44 3.9
Marinette 18 1 19 1.7
Marquette 3 1 4 0.4
Menominee 1 0 1 0.1
Milwaukee 39 3 42 3.7
Monroe 12 3 15 1.3
Oconto 10 5 15 1.3
Oneida 11 2 13 1.1
Outagamie 22 6 28 2.5
Ozaukee 15 0 15 1.3
Pepin 5 0 5 0.4
Pierce 10 1 11 1.0
Polk 16 2 18 1.6
Portage 19 5 24 2.1
Price 12 4 16 1.4
Racine 27 2 29 2.6
Richland 4 0 4 0.4
Rock 29 1 30 2.7
Rusk 10 1 11 1.0
St. Croix 12 1 13 1.1
Sauk 19 0 19 1.7
Sawyer 9 0 9 0.8
Shawano 14 6 20 1.8
Sheboygan 23 1 24 2.1
Taylor 12 2 14 1.2
Trempealcau 9 0 9 0.8
Vernon 14 0 14 1.2
Vilas 5 0 5 0.4
Walworth 17 1 18 1.6
Washburn 4 1 S 0.4
Washington 27 2 29 2.6
Waukesha 52 13 65 5.8
Waupaca 16 1 17 1.5
Waushara 6 7 13 1.1
Winnebago 17 4 21 1.9
Wood 22 11 33 2.9
Total 986 146 1,132 100.0%
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State Representative

CPIS
Dan Meyer o 7
Member: Joint Committee on Finance ‘C";'E(U\Up €

January 27, 2005

Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-Chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee

Room 314 North

State Capitol

Senator Carol Roessler, Co-Chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee
Room 8 South

State Capitol

Dear Co-Chairs Jeskewitz and Roessler:

I am writing to request a legislative audit of the Department of Natural Resources Hunter
Education Program.

I believe that this will be a relatively straight-forward smaller audit that simply takes a
comprehensive look at the Hunter Safety Education Program, including how the program
is funded and staffed. An independent audit can shed light on how the DNR is spending
the money that has been allocated to this program.

I believe that this is an area in which the Legislative Audit Bureau has not previously
done any work. An independent review of how the DNR is spending money in this area,
how other states perform such training and how Wisconsin can improve our program
would be beneficial.

I have attached an article from The Lakeland Times that has recently raised several
concerns about how the program is currently operated. I thought the article might be
helpful. If you have any questions, or need anything else, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (608) 266-7141.

Sincerely,

Dan Meyer
State Representative
34™ Assembly District

~ Post Office Box 8953 « Madison, Wisconsin 53708-8953 « (608) 266-71+41
Fax: (608) 282-3634 « Toll-free legislative hotline: {888) 534-0034 » Rep.Meyer@legis.state. wi.us
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Hunter education program needs to be audited
By: Richard Moore

In light of serious criticism about the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources’ (DNR) hunter education program, state lawmakers need to ask for an
1mmedlate audlt to dlscover the truth about the admmxstranon and condmon of that effort

An audit is especially necessary given the response to the negative critique by Hunter]
Educatlon Adm1mstrator Tim Lawhern.

In recent articles, Allan Pribnow of Port Wing. an instructor himself, has aceused-the
agency of cutting class time and course quahty as well as deliberately limiting
reimbursement for instructors. The result. he says. is fewer students being certified and
the resignation of volunteer instructors.

According to Pribnow, that means wardens must fill in, gobbling up federal hunter
education dollars to pay for their time and expense. In effect, he says, federal dollars that
should be used for classroom instruction are going to subsidize wardens’ salaries.

Then, too, Pribnow has raised questions about accountability, pointing to high overhead
costs as well as to questionable trips and other expenses paid by the hunter education
program.

Lawhern takes issue with every one of these points. but that’s where the problem begins.

To be honest, after conducting my investigation, I don’t know which one of these fellows
is right, or whether the truth lies somewhere in the middle.

There are hunter education instructors out there who support Lawhern’s position, to be
sure, and there are those who support Pribnow’s point of view as well. There is also
enough data to corroborate much of what Pribnow savs and seems to suggest his other
criticisms are valid. too.

But while Lawhern dismisses the criticisms and disputes the data supporting it, he and the|
agency have either stonewalled or otherwise been unable to satisfy our attempts to gather|
internal information to validate Lawhern’s claims.

The data is certainly inside the department somewhere, but no one outside the agency has
any reasonable access to it.

Take. for instance. the charge that volunteer instructors are leaving. The DNR’s own

published data indicates that’s true. with almost 300 fewer instructors in 2003 than in
2000

"Asked about this, Lawhern savs the program hasn't lost a single instructor in total
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!numbers in the 11 vears he’s headed the program. Just the opposite is in fact true, he
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claimed, with the volunteer corps growing.

He blamed the discrepancy on a problem within the law enforcement safety record
software. Run it one way and you get one set of numbers, he said; run it another way and
you get another set of numbers.

Now, come on. If we take Lawhern at face value, the DNR is publishing unreliable
official statistics, at best, or false numbers, at worst. If he is to be believed, no one can
trust any figures the DNR publishes.

On the one hand, if the published numbers are correct, the program is really in trouble; on
the other hand, if the published numbers are incorrect, that means there is colossal
mismanagement inside the hunter education program, if not statutory violations
pertaining to information collection and maintenance.

Either way, there’s a problem serious enough to warrant immediate legislative
intervention.

The same goes for allegations about wardens teaching classes once taught by volunteer
instructors. Pribnow says it’s happening more and more; Lawhern says it doesn’t happen
very often.

But again, Lawhern can’t provide the proof. He called it a “real rarity,” but, when
pressed, he also said he doesn’t know how many are or aren’t teaching classes, or at what
cost. How then does he arrive at his conclusion?

And when Pribnow demanded that information, DNR Secretary Scott Hassett wanted to
charge him thousands of dollars to gather it, saying it didn’t exist in any already compiled
form.

Here again, one would think the DNR would want to routinely track such figures as part
of the program’s basic administration. Certainly the agency should want to know exactly
how many instructors are teaching classes both to guard against the unnecessary diversion
of wardens’ precious time and to double check the health of the volunteer corps itself.

But the DNR says it doesn’t do that, and that’s worrisome from a management point of]
view.

Ditto for whether the agency is spending hunter education dollars needlessly and
excessively for trips and other unwarranted expenses.

As our article reported, Pribnow has questioned whether the department paid the wages
and expenses for up to 20 wardens to attend a weekend Ducks Unlimited event to staff a
booth about hunter education.

That would seem excessive, if true, but the DNR says it just doesn’t know whether that
happened or not. To find out would cost $1,690.

I hate to sound like a broken record, but one more time this raises serious management
issues. I simply find it unfathomable that the hunter education program would not know
how many people it is assigning to special events or how much of its budget goes to pay
for travel expenses and wages associated with such occasions.

Any private business that did not keep such records would be bankrupt in a heartbeat, and
I cannot imagine any unit of government being so sloppy, either.

Over the years, for instance. in the course of covering Oneida County government. we
have periodically asked for travel and atiendance records for various events. and Oneida
County Finance Director Margie Sorenson has alwavs delivered the information
promptly.

Yet the DNR says it doesn’t have a clue. Wow.

There are other points each side can more clearly argue about — whether declining student

hnp://www.]ake]andlimes.com/edi‘torials.php‘?sloryr‘)@
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certification is due to demographics or not. whether the new hunter education manual is
up to the task, how many hours it actually takes to teach a decent hunter education class.

But surely none of those debates can be won or lost until the basic issues relating to dataﬁ
and management are addressed.

Until we know definitively whether the state is losing volunteer instructors or not, until
we know whether hunter education dollars are being diverted to wardens’ salaries or|
spent wastefully, we can’t really answer questions about the quality of the courses or
about the general trend inside the hunter education program.

The bottom line is, Lawhern’s answers — though they could eventually turn out to be true
— lack any foundation in any facts or data currently available to us.

Explanations about the unreliability of published statistics. assertions about the lack off
data pertaining to expenditures, a professed ignorance of warden participation — all these
raise red flags instead.

They demand an immediate audit of the program.
The whole controversy should give all of us the shivers. For if this one slice of the DNR —
about $1 million out of an annual departmental budget of almost $1 billion — is being so
poorly managed, its funds so poorly accounted for, what’s happening with the other $900-

plus million dollars the agency has at its disposal?

Our lawmakers need to find out — and quickly.

Posted: November 12, 2004
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WISCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE

Joint Audit Conunittee

Committee Co-Chairs:
State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

January 31, 2005

Representative Dan Meyer
306 East, P.O. Box 8953
Madison, W1 53708

Dear Representative Meyer:

We received the request that you recently submitted to the Joint Audit Committee. This letter serves as
confirmation of that request.

Each request submitted receives serious consideration. As conscientious legislators, we all welcome new
ways to do things less expensively or more efficiently. We, as co-chairs of the committee, aim to meet
once a month to discuss all requests. Shortly after the meeting, one of us will follow-up with you directly
to let you know the status of your request.

Thank you again for your request and we will be in touch soon.

Sincerely,

Senator Carol Roessler ep Jeskewitz
Co-chairperson S : --Co-chairperson- e

Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee

SENATOR ROESSLER REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
PO. Box 7882 ¢ Madison, Wl 53707-7882 PO. Box 8952 « Madison, Wl 53708-8952
(608) 266-5300 » Fax (608) 266-0423 (60B) 266-3796 » Fax (608} 282-3624
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WISCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE
Point Legislatioe Audit Qomumitiee

Committee Co-Chairs:
State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

March 23, 2005

Representative Dan Meyer

306 East, State Capitol |

Madison, Wi in 53702 :
adison, Wisconsin % "

Dear Representati\fg,Mé&er: /

Thank you for your letter, dated January 27, 2005, requesting that we direct the Legislative Audit Bureau
to review the Hunter Safety Education Program administered by the Department of Natural Resources.

After discussing the request with the State Auditor, we have directed the Legislative Audit Bureau to
conduct a limited-scope review of this program. At our request, Bureau staff will contact agency staff who
administer the program, review program operations, analyze program expenditures, collect information on
similar programs operated by other states, and prepare a brief report on their findings.

If you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact our offices.

Sincerely,

QoD Narnnde s ”

[ g el Z=
Senator Carol A. Roessler, Co-chair e resentative Suzanne J¢kewitz, Co-chai
Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee

Enclosure

cc: Scott Hassett, Secretary
Department of Natural Resources

Janice Mueller

State Auditor
SENATOR ROESSLER REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
PO. Box 7882  Madison, Wi 53707-7882 PC. Box 8952 » Madison, W1 53708-8952

(608) 266-5300 » Fax (608) 266-0423 (608) 266-3796 » Fax (608) 282-3624







CORRESPONDENCE/MEMORANDUM State of Wisconsin

DATE: September 13, 2006

TO: Senator Carol Roessler, Co-Chairman
Representative Sue Jeskewitz, Co-Chairman
Members, Joint Legislative Audit Committee

FROM: Tim Lawhern — DNR - LE/5

SUBJECT: Legislative Audit Recommendations per the August 2005
Hunter Education Program Audit

Thank you for the opportunity to report back to you per your request in the Legislative Audit conducted in 2005.
The following is the statistical information that you requested by September 2006 regarding the Department’s
Hunter Education Program.

The amount of revenue generated by the hunter education course fees for FY 06 was $101,299.33. This
represents a partial fiscal years revenue as the fees for the program were established in September of 2005.
The fee charged each student according to law is $10. Of that amount volunteer instructors are authorized to
retain up to $5 per student to offset local expenses. If their expenses do not equal $5 per student then the
remainder is submitted to the Department's Hunter Education Program.

You have also asked for the number of instructors who retained a portion of the fees collected. This is difficult
to determine because after a class is over, one of the instructors (usually the lead instructor) takes out the
funds needed for running the course and then sends the remaining funds to the Department. The instructor
would then divide the funds out based on costs incurred by specific instructors. This would make it difficult to
determine the total number of instructors who actually received funds. To figure the number of course and
instructors that kept funds would currently require a hand check of each course roster (over 1,000 courses per
year) for the time period requested.

In regards to student enroliment, this has not significantly changed after implementation of the fee. The
numbers of students have remained consistent over the last 5 years. Below is a table listing student enrollment
from FY’s '04, 05, and 06:

FY 04 student numbers were: 32,951
FY 05 student numbers were: 33,684
FY 06 student numbers were: 30,878

Department of Public Instruction figures support the slight reduction in students available to take hunter
education (age 12). Based on their predictions we should see a plateau at the current level for a couple of
years and then another slight reduction.

If you would like me to clarify any information contained in this memo or would need additional information,
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Representative Dean Kaufert
Representative Samantha Kerkman
Representative. David Travis
Senator Robert Cowles

Senator Scott Fitzgerald

Senator Julie Lassa

Senator Mark Miller







WISCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE
Point Wegislatioe Audit onunittee

Committee Co-Chairs:
State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

December 7, 2006

Mr. Scott Hassett, Secretary
Department of Natural Resources
101 South Webster Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53703

Dear Mr. Hassett:

We are in receipt of a memorandum, dated September 13, 2006, from a Mr. Tim Lawhern of the
Department of Natural Resources. This memorandum is offered in response to the recommendation
presented by the Legislative Audit Bureau in its August 2005 letter report on the Hunter Education

Program.

We appreciate receiving this update on student enrollment in response to a fee rate established in
September 2005. It will be important for the Department to continue to monitor student enrollment and
participation in this program. Should the 2007-08 Joint Legislative Audit Committee wish to receive an
update on student enrollment in the program for Fiscal Year 2006-07, they will contact you and request
additional information.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Q auR Sannoden

Senator Carol Roessler, Co-chair

~

TR

Representative S e Jeskewitz, Co=chair

Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee
cc: Janice Mueller

State Auditor

Tim Lawhern

Department of Natural Resources

SENATOR ROESSLER REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
PO. Box 7882 ¢ Madison, Wi 53707-7882 PO. Box 8952 ¢ Madison, Wl 53708-8952
(608) 266-5300 * Fax (608) 266-0423 (608) 266-3796 * Fax (608) 282-3624



